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ABSTRACT 

Research on repression and protest policing has increasingly attempted to unpack 

the social, political and cultural factors that affect the policing of public protest events. 

This dissertation contributes to that collective scholastic enterprise by examining protest 

policing in the United States, and particularly within New York State, from I960 to 1975. 

However, unlike existing '^static" approaches, which largely focus on protest and 

protester characteristics, and existing "dynamic" approaches, which focus on the 

changing interests of political elites, this dissertation argues that students of protest 

control must examine the independent causal effects of the agents of repression. In the 

U.S., this leads to an emphasis on local, civilian law enforcement agencies, culminating 

in this dissertation in a ''police-centered" approach. 

Using quantitative analyses including logistic, multinomial logistic and negative 

binomial regressions, this dissertation evaluates the explanatory power of existing 

approaches to protest policing in addition to elements of a police-centered approach. 

Findings reveal that some existing approaches to protest policing, such as the threat 

approach, provide important explanatory leverage. However, other approaches such as 

weakness received only mixed support and still others such as the threat and weakness 

interaction approach and stable political opportunity structures approach received no 

support. As well, the volatile political opportunities approach received only limited 

support. The same models also evaluate three prongs of the police-centered approach and 

find significant support for new '^lice threat" hypotheses with more mixed support for 

the effects of police agency and police field characteristics. In addition to these 
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theoretically important findings, the quantitative models also innovate where 

measurement and modeling is concerned. 

Qualitative analyses further develop on the police-centered perspective by 

examining the development of and competition between approaches to protest policing in 

the 1960s and 1970s. Using new institutionalist theory, this dissertation focuses on 

internal and external institutional forces in explaining the rise of and competition between 

protest policing approaches. Specifically, four key institutions are discussed: policing, 

professionalism, law-making, and protest. While all of these institutions exerted 

important influences on the development of and/or competition between approaches, the 

professional reform movement within policing played a critical role. 
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Chapter One: Introduction 

Violent authoritarian regimes and explosive confrontations between authorities 

and demonstrators create a public caricature of state terror and repression that is as 

harrowing as it is familiar. From Tiananmen Square, where millions around the world 

watched helplessly as Chinese military tanks crushed non-violent student demonstrators, 

to the streets of South Africa where apartheid was defended in pitched battles between 

white police officers and black subjects, instances of repression serve to remind citizens 

that states possess a great deal of power and are willing to wield that power against their 

own citizens to deadly ends. The confrontation at Tiananmen alone resulted in the deaths 

of2,000 protesters and injuries to an additional 3,000 while the Soweto massacre of 1976 

took the lives of 1,000 South Africans and injured another 3,000 protesters (Francisco 

2001). Of course, many examples of repression are better described by regimes than by 

discrete events: Ball (2001) estimates that the government of Romeo Efrain Rios Montt 

waged a war against Guatemalan citizens in the late 1970s in which at least 132,174 

political murders were committed. 

Even though the most memorable and publicly salient examples of repression 

involve state terror, history suggests that genocidal levels of violence, massacres, and 

mass '^disappearances" lay at the end of a continuum of repressive tactics available to 

states. Other less lethal, but nonetheless coercive, acts also exert a profound influence on 

protesters and the movements they represent To ignore such coercion would be a mistake 

since both extreme instances of repression and less lethal forms of protest policing are 

critical to developing a deeper theoretical understanding of state-based protest control. 
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For instance, even though protest control in the U.S. has often been less than 

lethal, it nonetheless has played a starring role in the saga of social and political change. 

The history of the Communist Party in the U.S. has been a recurring tale of repression 

punctuated by fervent "witch-hunts," such as those conducted by the House Un-American 

Activities (HUAC) committee in the early 1950s (Zwerman and Steinhoff2001). The 

FBI, fueled by concerns over communism and political insurgencies, created and 

maintained a covert, domestic counter-intelligence program nicknamed COINTELFRO 

from 1956 to 1971 which was dedicated to gathering information on, discrediting, and 

otherwise interfering with social movements in the United States (Churchill and Vander 

Wall 1988). Communists and activists from other movements were the primary targets of 

the FBI program, including sociology's own Talcott Parsons (Keen 1999). In more recent 

events, the violent suppression of anti-World Trade Organization (WTO) protests in 

Seattle in 2000 unsettled many; tear gas filtered into the homes of quiet city households, 

uses of force by police were caught in vivid detail on camera and hundreds of Seattle 

workers were locked in their downtown offices for days on end. 

As the variety and number of these examples suggest, images of state authority 

and movement repression are not hard to conjure, few in number, or small in impact. 

Even so, it is not the case that the mere presence of political contenders provokes 

repression or state action. Just as McCarthy and Zald (1973) rightly argued that the 

episodic character of movement mobilization could not be explained by ubiquitous 

grievances, I argue that large levels of variation in repression and the multiplictQr of 

repressive tactics and foims suggest that the existence of challengers alone cannot explain 
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the repression of social movements. Clearly, state power and the deployment of state 

coercion are structured by political, social and cultural influences. 

Beyond documenting specific instances of repression, most recent research on 

repression has tried to unpack this structuring by examining factors thought to facilitate 

or mitigate the use of state coercion against dissidents and insurgents. This dissertation 

represents a contribution to that collective scholarly endeavor. However, one cannot 

study repression or the social control of protest in general. Instead, one must locate a 

particular type of state action within a given geo-political territory and time period. Thus, 

I approach the study of protest control by examining the character and level of police 

action against protesters at public protest events in New York State from 1960 to 1975. 

As 1 discuss in detail in Chapter Two, 1 focus on police action because; (I) it affects a 

wide swatch of protesters by attempting to control leaders and line protesters; (2) 

severely repressive police action can create a chilling effect for future protest; and, most 

importantly, (3) it offers a unique opportunity to examine how police organizations, as 

organizations, structure protest control and repression. 

Using this very particular specification of protest control, this dissertation 

examines both new explanatory approaches and approaches that have been developed and 

tested to varying degrees by other scholars. Specifically, I contend that the organizational 

imperatives of and constraints placed upon some control agents—such as the imperatives 

of and legal constraints placed upon local law enforcement agencies (LEAs) in the United 

States—has remained terra incognita in the world of repression. Instead, the gaze of 

many repression researchers has been on the provocative character of protests and 
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protesters and on the political will of elites; only a notable few have squarely focused on 

the agencies and actors who must carry out orders, actually exercise coercion, and come 

face to face with protesters. In response, this dissertation undertakes a more systematic 

survey of police agencies and actors and stresses the role of organizational dynamics on 

protest policing and repression more generally as described below. 

From Questions to Answers: The Design of this Study 

Research on the repression of social movements has increased as scholars have 

confronted its importance to understanding the rise, fall and actions of social movements 

(Carley 1997; White 1999, Wisler and Guigni 1999). In particular, many scholars have 

begim to study repression by examining protest policing by civilian police (della Porta 

1995; della Porta and Elieter 1998; McPhail et al. 1998). These scholars have identified 

two sets of factors which help to explain protest policing; (1) event-specific factors, such 

as the size of protest; and (2) timing-related factors, such as the location of the protest 

event within a larger cycle of protest. While this research, reviewed in more detail in 

Chapter 3, demonstrates the utility of these approaches, several problems remain in the 

literature. 

First, when researchers have focused on the relationship between protest event 

characteristics and police action, they have rarely offered a systematic comparison of 

leading approaches, instead preferring to test one set of characteristics at a time. 

Additionally, researchers have often failed to operationalize police action in a maimer 

that is sensitive to the range of actions police ofiBcers can take against protesters at an 

event. 
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Second, when researchers have focused on the relationship between the timing of 

the event and police action, they have often assimied that changing political opportunities 

largely determine police action. However, it is difHcult to reconcile this top-down claim 

of political elite-will enacted through police action in a decentralized policing system 

where discretion is high and conunand and control procedures must be rigorously 

enforced in order to limit discretion (Wilson 1968; Fillieule and Jobard 1998). Since the 

assumption of a tight relationship between repression and overall political opportunities 

underlies much of the social movements literature, particularly within the political 

process tradition, it is important that this relationship is tested in the face of 

countervailing socio-legal research. 

Third, no perspective on protest policing has been forwarded which combines 

both event characteristics and timing. Thus, no perspective explains both which particular 

protest events are subject to varying levels of police action and how and why the broad 

contours of protest policing have changed over the last four decades. 

Fourth, only a few scholars have suggested that police organizations and police 

concerns may themselves affect protest policing (McPhail et al. 1998). However, even 

scholars who have studied police agencies have not developed a systematic approach nor 

have they indicated what specific factors are important to protest policing. Further, 

empirical work on police organizations and protest policing has focused almost 

exclusively on major demonstrations (della Porta 1996; 1998a; 1999; McPhail et al. 

1998) where organizational planning is more likely. 

As well, recent research conducted in the U.S. has largely focused on 
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Washington, D.C. (McCarthy and McPhail 1998; McCarthy et al. 1999; McPhail and 

McCarthy 1998; McPhail et al. 1998). This emphasis on Washington, D.C. is likely to 

over-represent trends toward increasingly professional and institutionalized policing 

because: (1) the three federal and city agencies that police protest in Washington, D.C. 

have worked under pressure from courts to develop a clear and well-documented protest 

policing protocol; (2) two of the three police agencies involved in protest policing handle 

protests on a regular basis; and (3) police agencies in Washington D.C. have been 

considered a model for professional protest control since the late 1960s. We know little 

about how smaller, less fully professional, or less experienced departments (where 

protests are concerned) react to and police protests. Further, we know little about the 

policing of protest in other major cities (such as New York City), or much about the 

policing of unexpected and/or small protests. 

This project will address these concerns and others by investigating protest 

policing given insights from the social movements literature, socio-legal studies, and new 

institutionalist theory. I will study protest policing in New York State from 1960-1975 by 

sequentially focusing on the relationship between protest policing and: (I) protest event 

characteristics, (2) the timing of protest events within a protest cycle, and (3) field and 

organizational changes within law enforcement. 

In the first set of analyses of the dissertation, approaches that focus exclusively on 

the characteristics of protest events themselves, also called static approaches, will be 

highlighted and evaluated. These approaches, which will be discussed in more detail in 

Chapter Three, are concerned with issues such as: the level of threat to regimes and elites 
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protesters represent and the susceptibility, or "weakness," of specific movements, groups, 

and protest events to repression. In Chapter Four, I develop a "police-centered" approach 

to protest policing which focuses on the concerns and characteristics of law enforcement 

agencies (LEAs). That approach will be compared to existing static approaches in this 

analysis; results of the analysis are reported in Chapter Six. 

The second set of analyses, reported in Chapter Seven, will examine whether a 

political opportunity approach to protest control can explain the rate of various types of 

police deployments at public protest events across the protest cycle. In each of these 

analyses, the data source used, the methods employed and the operationalization of the 

dependent variable (i.e. police action at protests) will offer substantial contributions to the 

study of protest policing. 

The final analysis, which will be qualitative in nature, will switch the emphasis 

away from protests themselves and towards the organizational backdrop that frames 

protest policing by advancing a new institutional approach to protest policing. 

Responding to claims that protest policing protocols dramatically changed over the 1960-

1980 period, a qualitative analysis will investigate these claims and offer a revised new 

institutionalist explanation of these changes. For instance. Chapter Ten will describe the 

way in which a police reform project, inspired and guided by professionalism, shaped the 

development of and the competition between different protest policing approaches. 

This final analysis will also offer a second angle on the importance of police 

agencies in theories of repression by exploring how protest control strategies are 

themselves organizational products. By examining the processes by which protest 
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strategies were developed and competed, as well as examining changes in LEAs over 

time, this project will offer an important corrective to repression research which has 

largely focused on the targets of repression. 

Overall, the systematic study of all explanations of protest policing within a single 

geographic location over the same time period allows the overall project to offer what the 

each study alone could not: a reasoned discussion of the comparative advantages and 

disadvantages of each type of explanation. 

Chapter Outline 

With the basic question of explanatory factors related to repression in hand. 

Chapter Two will engage in a general discussion of repression and repressive forms. I 

begin that chapter by discussing debates over the labeling of police actions at protest 

events as either repression or everyday protest policing. In responding to the debates, I 

situate this dissertation within a wider interest in protest control of which repression and 

protest policing are sub-sets. I also argue that police action at protests is an important, 

albeit often less lethal, form of protect control particularly in democratic states and I 

explore the theoretical implications of choosing to study protest control and repression 

using protest policing. 

Chapter Three will review existing approaches and research findings related to 

protest policing to paint a portrait of the existing repression literature. Chapter Four will 

develop a '^lice-centered" approach to protest policing, drawing on insights from both 

classic and contemporary studies of policing. This approach represents one of the two 

ways this dissertation renders police agencies and the field of law enforcement central to 
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research on repression. 

Chapter Five will venture into the world of research methods, operationalizations, 

and the minutiae of scholarly enterprises. The chapter will discuss the selection of New 

York State as a case and the data which will be used to test existing theories of 

repression. Among the many advantages to choosing New York State as a research site, I 

will particularly focus on the inunense variation in theoretically important variables 

captured in New York State over the 1960-1975 period. A particularly important aspect 

of this variation is the diversity in size, professionalization, and tenure of law 

enforcement agencies in New York State. As well, I will discuss the rationale for 

studying protest policing from 1960 to 1975. This chapter will also discuss the variables 

used in the two main quantitative analyses of the project and discuss the research 

methods employed. 

Chapter Six will report on the first series of analyses, which focus on event-

centered predictors of police action. Findings will reveal that some existing approaches to 

protest policing, such as the threat approach, provide important explanatory leverage. 

However, other approaches such as weakness will be shown to receive only mixed 

support while still others such the threat and weakness interaction approach and stable 

political opportunity structures approach will be shown to receive no support. The same 

models will also evaluate three prongs of the police-ccntered approach to find significant 

support for new "police threat" hypotheses with more mixed support for the effects of 

police agency and police field characteristics. 

Chapter Seven will report on the second series of analyses, which focus on the 
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relationship between political opportunities and police action. Findings here will suggest 

only limited support for the volatile political opportunities approach. 

Chapter Eight will change course somewhat by moving away from particular 

protest events and towards a study of the organizational dynamics that lurk in the 

background of police action at protest events. Chapter Eight will introduce readers to the 

new institutionalist literature on organizations and organizational change in order to 

develop a theoretical groundwork for understanding the role of law enforcement agencies 

in developing and debating over protest control strategies. 

Chapters Nine and Ten will fuse these theoretically motivated concerns with 

qualitative data to explore changes in protest policing protocols and law enforcement 

more generally in the United States and, to a lesser extent in New York specifically, over 

the 1960-1980 period.' Chapter Nine will lay the empirical groundwork for an 

explanation by mapping the range of approaches that were developed in this period as 

well as discussing the advantages and disadvantages of each approach and the major 

support bases for each approach. 

Chapter Ten will centrally focus on the processes by which protest policing 

' While the quantitative analyses focused on 1960-1975, the qualitative analyses extend 

to 1980. Since 1980 conclusively ends a period of development and competition between 

new protest policing approaches, 1980 is a more appropriate end date for the qualitative 

analyses. As well, when quantitative data from 1975-1980 is available, I will analyze 

these years as I have 1960-1964 and 1968-1973 in Chapter Six as well as re-run the 

models from Chapter Seven for the full 1960-1980 period. 
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protocols are developed, compete, and are evaluated within law enforcement. As will be 

clear, there is no "natural" solution or technically superior protest policing protocol; 

instead, protest policing protocols and the rationales that underlie them are 

organizationally constructed. Indeed, the institutions of policing, professions, law-making 

and protest will be shown to be important in understanding the development of and 

competition between protest policing approaches. In particular, professionalism will be 

shown to have exerted a great deal of influence on these processes. 

Chapter Eleven will evaluate the approaches studied in this dissertation and 

suggest overall themes and findings, the implications of these findings for existing 

approaches to protest policing and repression more generally as well as discussing what 

impact this dissertation might have on trajectories of future research. This chapter will 

also address how the police-centered approach developed and tested within the 

quantitative analyses relates to the focus on police agencies in the qualitative study of the 

organizational production of protest policing protocols. 

While the goal of the dissertation is not to create a unified and holistic theory of 

protest control and repression since such a task is more appropriate for a career than a 

project, this dissertation will offer a thorough analysis of existing approaches to 

repression and protest control as well as developing a presently nascent organizational 

approach. In addition, I will discuss the inter-relationships between these approaches and 

reflect on research findings regarding the relative importance of each approach to an 

overall understanding of protest policing, repression, and state-based social control. 
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Through that discussion and the research findings reported, a substantial contribution to 

our understanding of the social structuring of protest control should be achieved. 
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Chapter Two; Protest Control: Protest Policing and Repression 

This chapter vvdll make three arguments. First, I will argue that research on protest 

control has become embroiled in controversies about appropriate nomenclature, being 

pulled in one direction by repression researchers and in another by protest policing 

researchers. I briefly review this issue and then resolve the issue for the purposes of this 

dissertation. Second, I review existing research on repression and protest control in order 

to generate a typology of repressive forms and situate protest policing within that 

typology. Third, the chapter discusses the relative advantages and disadvantages of 

focusing on public protest policing as a form of protest control or repression. 

The Social Control of Protest: The Nesting Repression and Protest Policing 

This dissertation is fundamentally concerned with the social control of protest. 

However, the repression literature and the protest policing literature, which have been the 

two literatures that have largely dealt with the social control of protest, have not framed 

the study of protest control in this general of way before. Instead, researchers from both 

areas have hotly contested whether protest policing can be (or must be) normatively 

considered repression, particularly where mere police presence is considered. The 

development of a common dialogue on protest control has been prevented by the deeply 

entrenched position of each camp. 

Instead of engaging in this normative debate, I argue that researchers should 

consider both protest policing and repression as part of a larger study of the social control 

of protest. By framing the overall research endeavor in terms of protest control, 

researchers can work to build a conversation between the repression and protest policing 
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literatures. As well, and perhaps more importantly, this framing creates critical theoretical 

space for considering alternative types of protest control (see Earl forthcoming for a more 

detailed argimient in this regard). For instance, as will be discussed below, channeling as 

a form of repression has been used frequently by states but has been only imperfectly 

incorporated into the existing repression and protest policing literatures. 

However, since the repression and protest policing literatures are among the 

intended audiences for this dissertation, I will adopt the language of repression and 

protest policing here, but in a value-neutral manner. That is, I will use repression and 

protest policing interchangeably despite the very different normative connotations that 

each term carries. 

It is important to note that my terminological decision should not suggest that 

there are no normative ramifications of this dissertation. For instance, quantitative 

analyses will examine whether police ofHcers initiated action for legal or extra-legal 

reasons. To the extent to which the quantitative analyses suggest that police followed the 

"rules of engagement," the qualitative portion of the dissertation asks, "How did these 

rules of engagement come to be?" Finally, the evidence presented in this dissertation will 

suggest that answers to such questions render simple normative views on the subject 

problematic. For example, as will be discussed in Chapters Nine and Ten, many have 

argued that the use of tear gas represents a very humane form of protest control. In fact, 

when viewed in light of the alternatives that existed and were in use at the time as well as 

the organizational restrictions departments faced, tear gas may have been a comparatively 

more humane option. Nevertheless, this is no way means that the use of tear gas actually 
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was actually humane or was not objectionable on a whole host of other grounds. Despite 

these normative implications, normative debates are not the focus on this research 

project. Thus, I will bracket these issues for now and use the language conventions 

suggested above. 

Rethinking Repression: Repression as a Multi-Dimensional Concept 

While repression has received an increasing amount of research attention of late, 

this increased emphasis has not produced a consistent definition of repression or sought 

to locate different types of repression within a larger framework. Studies of very 

consolidated state-based repression (e.g., Loveman 1998) co-exist in the literature with 

studies of repression committed by counter-movements (e.g., Bromley and Shupe 1983); 

studies of covert, federal police action (e.g., Cunningham 2000) are read alongside 

studies of democratic policing of public protest events (e.g., della Porta 1995), While this 

may seem unproblematic to some—indeed many scholars have treated it as such—the 

comparison of substantively different forms of repression obscures important theoretical 

distinctions between both qualitatively different repressive acts and the causal processes 

that affect their differential distribution. 

With such neglected distinctions in mind, it is imfwrtant to situate protest policing 

within a larger field of repressive forms. Of course, this task has not been made easy by a 

literature which has turned a blind eye to such distinctions in the past. Therefore, I must 

first construct a map of the world of repressive politics before I can plot the location of 

protest policing within it. To this end, I turn to a theoretically-driven typology developed 
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by Earl (forthcoming) to explore the salient theoretical dimensions of repression and 

contextual protest policing. 

Current Deficiencies in Definitions of Repression 

Stockdill (1996) summarizes the general definition of repression used by many 

social movement researchers: "any actions taken by authorities to impede mobilization, 

harass and intimidate activists, divide organizations and physically assault, arrest, 

imprison and/or kill movement participants" (pp. 146). While this definition serves as a 

good starting place for any study of repression, research suggests that this definition does 

not capture the full variety of repressive forms which have been employed in recent 

times. As Earl (forthcoming) suggests, this definition is deficient in three ways. 

First, research has shown that state authorities are not the only actors who can 

serve as repressive agents (Bromley and Shupe 1983). While some may still dispute the 

value of including private agents, many now argue such an expansion is fundamental 

(Ferree 2001). Private actors, particularly private institutions and organizations, have an 

immense capacity to repress movements. For example, consider how perfunctory our 

understanding of the civil rights movement would be if we did not study the activities of 

white-power organizations and only focused on state-based repression of movements. 

Second, scholars have shown that a wider array of activities could impede 

mobilization beyond harassment, intimidation, assault, detainment, and murder. For 

instance, Oberschail (1973) distinguished between channeling and coercive styles of 

repression. Chaimeling attempts to institutionalize or otherwise tame conflict without the 

use of force while coercive repression typically involves the police or military and some 
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use of direct force. 

Third, it is also important to distinguish between varying amounts or levels of 

repression even when holding the type of repression constant. Tilly (1978) has been the 

leading scholar in this area. Tilly (1978) suggests that researchers conceptualize 

repression as part of a continuum that runs from total facilitation to total repression of a 

movement. This is promising advice since case studies confirm the ability of the state to 

support and repress protest and movements and to repress movements with varying 

severity (McAdam 1982; White 1999). Even though this dissertation focuses more 

heavily on one side of this continuum—repression as opposed to facilitation—researchers 

must be alert to the varying levels of protest control that may be deployed. For instance, 

the determinants of severe uses of civilian police force may be quite different from the 

determinants of mere civilian police presence and monitoring. 

Three Key Theoretical Dimensions of Repression 

In order to transform the laundry list of empirically studied repressive forms into 

theoretically intelligible groupings, three key dimensions of repression, as shown in 

Table 2.1, must be examined: (1) the identiQr of the repressive agent; (2) the character of 

the repressive action; and (3) whether the repressive action is observable.^ 

^ I focus on these three dimensions for several reasons. First, these dimensions directly 

respond to the concerns just raised about current limitations on existing 

conceptualizations of repression by: (1) allowing the consideration of private actors and 

loosely linked state agents; and (2) allowing for the consideration of chaimeling, in 
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Table 2.1: Three Key Dimensions of Repression 
The Identity of the state agents tightly state agents loosely private agents 
Repressive Agent connected with connected with 

national political national political (®-S- counter-
ditGs dcnnofistrsitors suid 

counter-movement 
(e.g. military units and (e.g. local police participants) 
military governments) departments in the U.S.) 

The Character of the coercive channeling 

Repressive Action 
(e.g. the use of tear gas (e.g. restrictions on 
and rubber bullets) 50l(cX3)SMOs) 

Whether the observable (i.e., overt unobserved (i.e.. 

Repressive Action is or manifest) covert or latent) 

Observable or Not 
(e.g. the Tiananmen 

Observable or Not 
(e.g. the Tiananmen (e.g. COINTELPRO) 
Square massacre) 

In terms of the character of the repressive agent, agents can have variable 

connections with political elites and state authorities. While it would be possible to place 

repressive agents on a continuum of connections to state political elites (e.g. from leaders 

of military states to private citizens), I make distinctions among otily 3 possible 

repressive agents in order to simplify the discussion. First, repressive agents may be state 

agents who are tightly linked to national political elites such as police agents in 

addition to more standard forms of coercion. These dimensions break new ground while 

also incorporating (and expanding on) a classic distinction between covert and overt 

action. Of course, the merit of any theoretical parsing depends on how it facilitates future 

research and allows a helpful re-organization of existing work. As the discussion 

throughout this chapter and in Earl (forthcoming) reveals, the dimensions suggested here 

are particularly useful. 
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authoritarian regimes and central government policing outfits in democratic countries, 

such as the FBI. Second, repressive agents can be state agents who are only loosely 

connected to national political elites (e.g. local police officers in the U.S.). Finally, 

repressive agents could be private citizens and groups such as vigilantes or counter-

movements (Meyer and Staggenborg 1996; White 1999). 

The focus on the connection to national political elites versus other political elites 

is intentional. In nation-states where states, provinces, or other local units have separate 

legal and law enforcement capacities from the national government (i.e., federated 

systems), the connection of national political elites to local repressive state agents is 

critical since local agents must be relied upon to execute (or allow the execution of) 

national political elite will. For example, the Kermedy administration was unable to 

directly control interactions between Southern sheriffs and the civil rights movement on 

the one hand, and the Klu Klux Klan on the other. While the Kermedy administration 

may have preferred more repression be directed at the KKK and less at civil rights 

protesters, it was ultimately local law enforcement that acted. 

A second dimension of repression is the character of the repressive action taken. 

Here I am contrasting two models of repression suggested by Oberschall (1973); coercive 

repression and channeling. Coercion involves shows and/or uses of force and other forms 

of standard police and military action (e.g., intimidation and direct violence). Channeling 

involves actions that immediately affect the forms of protest available, the timing of 

protests, and/or flows of resources to movements. This type of repression frequently 

focuses on limiting the capacity to protest by regulating key resource flows to 
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movements. For instance, IRS restrictions on not-for-profit groups (also called "501(c)(3) 

groups" in the U.S.) structure what tactics such SMOs can use (McCarthy et al. 1991).^ 

Finally, whether repression is observable is centrally important. For coercion, 

whether repression is observable is often a matter of whether it is covert or overt. Covert 

repression occurs when both the agents of repression and the purpose of their actions are 

intended to be unknown to the general public.^ In contrast, overt coercion is intended to 

be obvious to both protesters and wider publics. The importance of this dimension is 

clear when the question is raised as to how applicable findings based on secretive 

operations like COINTELPRO are to much more public repression, such as Southern 

Sheriffs' use of violence against civil rights protesters in the 1950s and 1960s (Barkan 

1984). 

I have refrained from using the language of overt and covert more generally, 

however, because this contrast can be misleading when applied to channeling. As Earl 

^ Some have objected to Oberschall's terminology, arguing that his terminology 

incorrectly implies that channeling does not pressure, or "coerce", individuals and 

movements. It is certainly the case that some affected by channeling subjectively feel 

coerced. Nonetheless, I adopt Oberschall's distinction, which is based on the actual 

repressive tactic instead of subjective perceptions of that tactic, because it cleanly parses 

repression into force and harassment-based repression and repression that is more 

indirect. 

^ The consideration of intention allows for the inclusion of cases where secret operations 

were discovered and foiled. 
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(forthcoming) notes, many types of channeling are "overbroad" in what they regulate. For 

example, when the IRS regulates the activities of 501(c)(3) non-profits, it regulates 

SMOs and non-SMOs alike. However, this does not diminish the impact that such 

regulation has on the activities of non-profit SMOs (McCarthy et al. 1991). Since most 

lay observers cannot readily identify the connection between tax law and protest control, 

I label that connection unobserved (although not "unobservable"—hopefully scholars can 

make sense of these relationships!). Of course, sometimes the intentions that underlie 

channeling are manifest. As shown in Table 2.1, whether the focus is on overt/covert 

coercion or manifest/latent channeling, the central theoretical distinction is whether 

repression is readily observable to the general public. 

Combining Dimensions to Create a Repression Typology 

When combined, these three dimensions produce a powerful and inclusive 

typology for repressive actions. Whereas Table 2.1 outlined these dimensions in isolation. 

Table 2.2 "crosses" the dimensions yielding a 12 cell representation of all possible 

combinations of the dimensions.^ 

^ Others have also suggested types or typologies of repression, including della Porta 

(1996; 1998a), Koopmans (1997), Marx (1979), and Oomen (1990). However, these 

researchers have largely discussed sub-types of what I call observable coercion. 
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Table 2.2: A Tvtx)logv of Repression 

Coercion Channeling 
Observable Unobserved Observable Unobserved 

State Agents 
Tightly 
Connected 
with National 
Political Elites 

Example: Murders, 
disappearances and 
political arrests in 
Chile, Uruguay and 
Argentina 
(Loveman 1998) 

Other research: 
Brockett (1995); 
della Porta (I99S; 
1998a); McCarthy 
and McPhail 
(1999); Timberlake 
and Williams 
(1984); Zwerman 
(1987) 

Example: 
COINTELPRO 
(Churchill and 
Vander Wall 
1988) 

Other research: 
Carley(1997); 
Churchill (1994); 
Stotik et al. 
(1994) 

Example: The 
Pinochet 
Government's 
anempts to obstruct 
the flow of funds to 
the Chilean Catholic 
Church (Loveman 
1998); national 
collective 
bargaining 
(Oberschali 1973) 

Other research: 
Hebdon and Stem 
(1998) 

Example: U.S. tax 
laws which 
provide tax relief 
for non-political 
organizations 
(McCarthy et al. 
1991; Simon 
1987) 

State Agents 
Loosely 
Connected 
with National 
Political Elites 

Example: Southern 
sheriffs and the 
civil rights 
movement (Barkan 
1984) 

Other research: 
fCoopmans (1993); 
Kritzer(1977); 
McPhail et al. 
(1998); Useem 
(1997); White 
(1999); Wislerand 
Guigni(1999) 

Example: 
Mississippi State 
Sovereignty 
Commission in 
the 1960s (Irons 
2001) 

Example: State laws 
regarding protests 
on state university 
campuses (Gibson 
(1989; Rowland 
1972); police 
permitting 
requirements 
(McCarthy and 
McPhail 1998) 

Other research: 
Gregory (1976) 

Example: State 
"cut-ofP' statutes 
which rendered 
students convicted 
of crimes 
ineligible for state 
and local financial 
aid (Rowland 
1972) 

Private Agents Example: Counter- Example: Example: External Example: 
movements Threatening funding agency Organizational 
(Bromley and phone calls to preferences for less disciplinary codes; 
Shupe 1983) activists; radical goals and "company towns"; 

systematic attacks less confrontational internal 
Other research: on abortion tactics (McAdam organizational 
Pichardo(1995) providers 1982) grievance 

proceedings 
Other research: 
Haines (1984); 
Jenkins and Eckhert 
(1986) 
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For example, observable coercion by agents tightly connected with national 

political elites represents one type of repression and unobserved channeling by private 

agents represents another. In addition to simply crossing the dimensions. Table 2.2 also 

offers research and/or hypothetical examples for each of the 12 types of repression. 

Finally, variation in intensity occurs in each cell in Table 2.2, allowing the severity of 

each form to vary. 

While ail 12 cells are important for understaiiuing the overall topography of 

repression, I focus on state based authority and coercive forms here since these forms 

include and are more closely related to protest policing (interested readers should see Earl 

forthcoming for more details on private coercion and on all forms of chaimeling). 

Nonetheless, recognizing the existence of and the relationship between these private and 

non-coercive forms and protest policing is important to situating protest policing and this 

dissertation within the larger world of repression. 

As shown in the first cell, observable coercion by state agents tightly connected 

with national political elites is the most authoritarian of repressive regimes and examples 

of this type of repression include Loveman's (1998) discussion of murders, 

disappearances and political terror in Chile, Uruguay and Argentina, Brockett's (1995) 

discussion of violence against Salvadorian and Guatemalan protest leaders, and 

McCarthy and McPhail's (1999) analysis of ATF/FBI actions in Waco against Branch 

Dividians.^ The most well-known example of unobserved coercion by state agents tightly 

^ This section is meant to merely discuss examples of each type of repression. Readers 

interested in the relationship between types of repression and explanations of repression 
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connected with national elites is probably the FBI's COINTELPRO operation, discussed 

above. Research on COINTELPRO includes Beckles (1996), Carley (1997), Churchill 

(1994), Churchill and Vander Wall (1988), Cunningham (2000; forthcoming) and Stotik 

et al. (1994). 

In terms of observable coercion by agents loosely linked to national political 

elites, Barkan (1984) offers an informative analysis of southern law enforcement 

activities directed at Southern civil rights movement demonstrators, in addition to others 

research on local police action including: Ericson and Doyle (1999), Koopmans (1993), 

Kriesi et al, (1995), Kritzer (1977), Lindgren and Lindgren (1995), Marx (1998), McPhail 

et al. (1998), Stockdill (1996), Useem (1997), White (1999), and Wisler and Guigni 

(1999). 

Unobserved coercion by state agents loosely linked to national political elites also 

occurs. For instance, the Mississippi State Sovereignty Commission was a state agency 

that monitored the civil rights movements in Mississippi along with local law 

enforcement agencies (LEAs). While it is not yet clear whether the Commission's 

activities directly affected civil rights activities. Irons (2001) documents pervasive 

surveillance conducted by the Commission and Commission cooperation with local LEAs 

and White Citizen's Councils. 

As Table 2.2 makes clear, even when scholars are interested in shows of state 

should consult Earl (forthcoming), which re-organizes theoretical explanations of 

repression using this Qrpology to demonstrate gaps, missteps and opportunities in the 

literature. 
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authority and uses of direct, coercive pressure, there are a number of repressive forms 

which could be studied. The following section suggests why protest policing is a 

particularly privileged form of repression for study. 

The Advantages and Disadvantages of Studying Protest Policing 

Since a wide variety of theoretically distinguishable forms of repression can be 

studied, any student of repression must confront the implications on decisions of which 

particular form of repression to study. This dissertation focuses squarely on protest 

policing at public protest events, or, in the language of the typology introduced above, on 

observable coercion by state agents loosely tied to national authorities. There are several 

reasons for this emphasis. 

First, local police action at public protests is a substantively important form of 

repression. It is the type of repression that most protesters in democratic states will 

experience. For instance, the vast majority of movement participants in the 19S0s to the 

early 1970s were personally unaffected by the FBI's covert COINTELPRO operations 

even though these programs undoubtedly affected the overall survival of several 

movements and SMOs. This suggests that for the average protest participant, the costs 

and benefits of protest are directly affected more by protest policing than by covert 

operations.^ As well, since these police actions are observable, police actions at protests 

signal the risks that may be associated with future protest Thus, the largest '^chilling 

^ Of course, this is probably not the case where protest leaders are concerned since protest 

leaders are often targeted by both protest police and covert operations. 



39 

effects" in democratic states are produced by observable, coercive operations. Finally, 

since the U.S. is primarily policed by local LEAs, the emphasis on protest policing 

reflects the day to day practicalities of life and contention in the U.S. 

There are also several theoretical advantages to focus on protest policing. First, 

the examination of the role of local LEAs in repression, and protest policing specifically, 

forces a shift in attention from the provocative nature of protests and protesters to the 

organizational and field dynamics which affect movement repression. That is, social 

movement researchers have long approached repression and protest policing as if the 

major determinants of repression involved threat and provocation alone. Yet, recent work 

suggests that states (Boudreau 2001) and police organizations (McPhail et al. 1998) are 

equally important actors. 

Further, while some have been able to examine organizational effects on 

repression using covert, coercive repression, such as Cunningham's (2000) work on the 

FBI's COINTELPRO, examining local LEAs fully embraces organizational and field 

level variations in a way that a focus on a single organization caimoL By maximizing the 

number of LEAs involved in repression, and hence maximizing opportunities for 

variation, studies of local LEAs offer researchers an opportunity to probe for differences 

between potential organizational effects instead of simply sensitizing researchers to the 

importance of any organizational effects more generally. 

Of course, studying LEAs also yields theoretical gains for movement researchers. 

Studying the actions of LEAs at pretests offers a unique opportunity to dissect the 

assumptions and arguments of political process theory. Political process theorists place 
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great theoretical weight on political opportunities (PO) and protest cycles.^ Principal to 

the PO argiunent is the idea that repression constitutes an important component of larger 

PO (McAdam 1996). In fact, researchers such as della Porta (1995) have argued that 

repression, and protest policing in particular, is such a good measure of PO that it can be 

used as sole proxy for the overall opeimess of PO. 

However, when socio-legal research on local LEAs is taken in account, this 

theoretical argument becomes suspect. In fact, some of the most enduring findings in the 

area of police studies in the U.S. include the following: (1) police officers enjoy a large 

amount of discretion (Wilson 1968); (2) controlling discretion requires substantial 

plaiming, training, and on-site effort (Wilson 1968); and (3) local LEAs vary as widely in 

their concern for discretion as they do in organizational structure, philosophy and 

composition (Stark 1972). When this variation and discretion is taken into account, it 

becomes difficult to assume that political elites can easily, let alone automatically, 

compel LEAs to police based on elites' political will. By challenging this connection 

between elite will and actual repression, the relationship between repression and POS is 

also challenged. 

By examining protest policing by different organizations and over time, students 

" I use political opportunities (PO) to refer to what della Porta and Reiter (1998) have 

called "volatile political opportunities." Such PO open and close over the course of a 

protest cycle (Tarrow 1989). I also discuss the connection between more "stable political 

opportunities" (often referred to as political opportuni^ structures, or POS), and 

repression. 



of social movements can gain greater empirical leverage, and then theoretical leverage, 

over the actual relationship between elites and repression. In fact, it is likely that this 

debate remains unresolved in part because scholars have studied repression without a 

strict sensitivity to the principal-agent relationship which exists between political elites 

and the agencies and agents who were charged with actually confronting protesters. 

Finally, even within the confines of repression research, there are theoretical 

advantages to studying protest policing. As Earl (forthcoming) notes, protest policing in 

democratic states is one of the most widely studied forms of repression. Yet, as will be 

evident in Chapter 3, few researchers have tried to systematically compare different 

approaches to repression and protest policing and fewer still have focused on the 

organizations responsible for repression. Since this dissertation both breaks new 

theoretical ground and compares older approaches to one another, this dissertation offers 

an opportunity to resolve existing theoretical and empirical debates in this area. Once 

varying approaches are tested within the confines of protest policing, these findings can 

be used to suggest which approaches might have greater or lesser applicability to other 

forms of repression. As Earl (forthcoming) argues, other areas of repression research are 

not yet as ripe for systematic theoretical comparisons. 

Despite these advantages, there are a few disadvantages to studying public protest 

policing as a form of repression. First, and most generally, given the variety of forms of 

repression introduced and reviewed above, there is a loss when any single type of 

repression is studied in isolation from others. This is particularly true for researchers 

interested in examining the effects of repression on subsequent mobilization. 
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For example, when comparing studies of protest policing to studies of covert (i.e. 

unobserved) operations, Cunningham (2000) argues that covert forms of repression are 

often directed at movements to reduce their capacity to protest. Since effective covert 

repression would imply lower levels of public protest, fewer opportunities for observable 

coercion exist as a result. Thus, for researchers interested in studying the effect of 

repression on mobilization, a solitary focus on observable coercion can seriously under

estimate the amount of repressive action directed at protest groups, thereby mis

estimating the overall effect of repression on mobilization. 

However, since I am concerned with explaining repression, not the effects of 

repression on mobilization, this concern does not gravely affect this study. Further, while 

this study is confined to studying one type of repression, I will be able to examine the 

distribution of repression across many different movements, locations, and time-periods. 

If several forms of repression were studied simultaneously, the data requirements would 

make it impossible to study repression across such a variety of conditions. 

A second disadvantage is that the findings of this study can only be directly 

generalized to other democratic countries with similar decentralized policing systems. 

Nonetheless, the argimients made will suggest theoretical insights that could provide 

leverage in other settings if properly adapted. 

Even with these slight disadvantages, protest policing represents a reasoned and 

theoretically appropriate focus given my more general interest in the social control of 

protest. Having established the position of research on protest policing, the next chapter 
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builds on this understanding of protest policing and reviews dominant and emergent 

approaches to explaining protest policing. 



44 

Chapter Three: Existing Explanations of Protest Policing 

Prior explanations of protest policing have fallen into two camps: (I) research 

which has focused on variations in the deployment of police force within a given time 

period; and (2) research which has focused on changes in the deployment of police force 

across long time periods. There are numerous important distinctions between these two 

growing research areas and, as will be discussed in more detail below, this dissertation 

evaluates both types of argiunents. 

Research which has focused on explaining police action within a given time 

period has: (1) focused primarily on "event-centered" characteristics, claiming that the 

character of protesters and protests could explain police action (or police reaction more 

appropriately); and (2) proposed static relationships between theoretically important 

independent variables and police action, such that key variables are expected to 

consistently have the same effect on police action without respect to historical period or 

place.' 

In contrast, research which has examined large scale changes in protest policing 

over time has largely overlooked differences between protests, protesters, and police 

agencies at a given historical moment and instead focused on more general changes in 

levels of repression or on changes in "public order management systems" (POMS) 

(McCarthy et al. 1999) over time. Where changes in the level of repression are discussed, 

emphasis is often placed on more volatile political opportunities (della Porta 1995), or 

other time-related factors. 

' These approaches are what Zald (1990) has labeled '^ahistorical, acontextual." 
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Where changes between different POMS are concerned, the focus has been on 

explaining changes in the style of protest policing. For example, numerous contributions 

to della Porta and Reiter's (1998) edited volume on protest policing explore the transition 

from what McPhail et al. (1998) call an "escalated force" POMS to a "negotiated 

management" POMS across many Western European countries and in the U.S. In 

particular, McPhail et al. (1998) draw on their study of protest policing in Washington 

D.C. to argue that police forces in the U.S. have attempted to minimize the likelihood of 

confrontation and have done so by negotiating important details of protests with 

organizers before the events occur. Key to this switch, they argue, is the requirement that 

protest organizers apply for and receive permits prior to events thus ensuring that police 

are, at least, prepared for the events and have, at most, negotiated around the use of 

disruptive tactics, locations, etc. I refer to both of these types of research as "dynamic" 

since all of these researchers are interested in changes in protest policing over time.'° 

While one could certainly argue that volatile PO approaches are still "static" since the 

relationship between PO and repression is not expected to change over time, 1 classify 

volatile PO as dynamic for two reasons. First, it is clear that the volatile PO approach, 

with its emphasis on timing within a protest cycle, does take timing more seriously than 

static approaches. Second, the literature has largely viewed volatile PO in dynamic terms. 

For instance, Koopmans (1993) tests a variant of volatile PO (Tarrow 1989) against other 

temporal theories and della Porta (1996) ties changes in volatile PO to major shifts in 

protest policing s^Ies over time. 
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While each strand of research has contributed to the study of police action at 

protest events, several problems exist within each area. Further, the dialogue between 

researchers in these two areas has been limited at best. To address both the gaps within 

each research tradition and the significant gaps between these traditions, I will outline 

leading approaches and major problems facing researchers interested in protest policing. 

The chapter will close with a discussion of how this dissertation can address some of 

these concerns. 

Event-Centered, or Static, Approaches to Protest Policing 

Five approaches which focus on event-centered characteristics and static 

relationships have been developed to explain repression. Table 3.1 describes these 

approaches in detail by providing a summary of the main theoretical arguments, key 

variables featured in analyses and examples of prominent research. As noted earlier, each 

approach is "static" given that: (1) while the values of independent variables are expected 

to change across time, these changes in value are not endogenous to the approaches; (2) 

the relationships between the independent and dependent variables are expected to be 

consistent across time, and (3) time plays no theoretically important role in the 

approaches. 
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Table 3.1: Dominant Approaches in Repression Research 

Theoretical Approach Main Argument Key Variables Research Examples 

Threat the more threatening a 
movement, group or 
particular protest is to 
powerholders, the more 
severe the repressive 
reaction 

•use of confrontational, 
violent or new tactics 
- adoption of radical or 
revolutionary goals 
- protest size 

- Bromley and Shupe 
(1983) 
- Davenport (2000) 
• McAdam (1982) 
-Tilly (1978) 
- Wisler and Guigni 
(1999) 

Weakness since repression can 
backfire on authorities, 
movements or groups 
presumed to be more 
likely to succumb to 
repression will 
experience more 
repression 

- overall movement 
strength, level of 
mobilization, and 
resources 
- minority group 
membership in the 
movement or presence 
at a protest 
- lower levels of (or no) 
media coverage of 
protests 

-Gamson (1975) 
• Stockdill (1996) 
- Wisler and Guigni 
(1999) 

Threat* Weakness movements which are 
both threatening and 
weak will be major 
targets of repression 

- radical minority 
activists and SMOs 
- confrontational tactics 
used by "weak" 
protesters 

- Stockdill (1996) 
- Piven and Cloward 
(1977) 

Stable Political 
Opportunity Structure 

Arguments 

protests and movements 
occurring where stable 
POS are closed will 
experience more 
repression 

- form of government 
- access to elected 
officials 
- access to initiative and 
referendum 

.Kriesi(l995) 
- Wisler and Kriesi 
(1998) 

Law Enforcement 
Characteristics 

the characteristics of law 
enforcement agencies 
predict the types of 
repression and level of 
repression 

- prior history of 
brutality by agency 
- agency preparation 
- "in the job" versus "on 
the job" trouble 

- Stockdill (1996) 
- McFhail et al. (1998) 
- Waddington (1994; 
1998) 

As Table 3.1 indicates, a number of scholars have argued for a "threat" based 

model of repression where the larger the threat to political elites, the greater the amoimt 

of repression. Davenport (2000) positions this approach as one of the most consistently 

supported relationships in political science and a scan of the literature suggests that it is. 
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in fact, the dominant approach to repression. Among the things considered threatening to 

regimes are: protesters that use non-institutional and confrontational tactics (McAdam 

1982);'' protesters that pursuing revolutionary or radical goals (Bromley and Shupe 

1983); counter-cultural groups or protesters (Wisler and Guigni 1999); and large protest 

sizes or high levels of movement mobilization (Davenport 2000). Less threatening groups 

tend to be "accepted groups" with small goals (Tilly 1978). 

This brief listing of threats obscures a much larger debate, particularly in political 

science, over "threat perception" and the effect of regime type on threat perception. 

Based on the observation that a movement could be objectively threatening but not 

perceived as such by a state/regime or vice versa, this line of research focuses on what 

states' classify as threatening. For instance, Boudreau (2001) argues that threat 

perception depends in part on state capacity and mis-matches between state and insurgent 

strengths in various areas. Nonetheless, since most of this work focuses on cross-national 

differences in threat perception, and more particularly on threat perception in emerging or 

third world states, this work has not yet dealt directly with protest policing. 

Where protest policing by local law enforcement agents is specifically concerned, 

the threat approach has received a great deal of support. Kriesi et al. (1995) found that 

protesters using more radical tactics were more likely than other protesters to be 

repressed in Germany and the Netherlands, and Reiner (1998) and Waddington (1998) 

" This involves a slight simplification since McAdam's (1983) work on tactical 

iimovation suggests a slight time lag between the introduction of an innovative 

confrontational tactic and its subsequent repression by police. 
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separately argue that the development of para-military crowd control tactics and other 

aggressive policing tactics by British police were spurred by the unruliness of protesters 

and their confrontational style. 

In contrast to the "threat" school, another strand of work suggests that weakness 

begets repression. Gamson (1990), the leading scholar in this school, argues that 

repression is dangerous for powerholders because elites risk public ridicule if they fail in 

their repressive attempts. Put differently, states can be thought of as opportunists in that 

they repress when effectiveness is expected to be high and refrain when failure is likely. 

Since Gamson was largely addressing the question of which movements will be 

repressed, as opposed to which protests events or movement organizations will be 

repressed, it is useful to probe more deeply into what Gamson means by weakness. For 

instance, one could understand weakness in a manner consistent with resource 

mobilization: protests with fewer or no social movement organizations (SMOs) present 

are weaker than protests with more SMOs present Further, the presence of SMOs that 

protest frequently should also strengthen a protest. Alternatively, protests which include 

or are primarily composed of marginalized groups, such as racial and ethnic minorities, 

religious minorities, and the poor (Piven and Cloward 1977), could be considered 

'^veaker" since subordinate protesters may be perceived as less able to resist repression 

Readers interested in a more thorough review of research findings for all five of these 

theoretical approaches crossed with all 12 types of repression are referred to Earl 

(forthcoming). 
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by police or less able to retaliate politically against repressive policing agencies 

(Stockdill 1996). 

A "weakness-from-without" approach has also been supported by recent work. 

Wisler and Guigni's (1999) study of Swiss protest policing found an inverse relationship 

between the level of media coverage and repression. This suggests that protests which are 

less "protected" by the watchful eye of the media may be "weaker" and thus more prone 

to repression. Unfortunately, beyond the studies already cited here, other researchers have 

not seriously engaged the weakness approach. 

A third school combines the seemingly oppositional "threat" and "weakness" 

schools' claims to argue that protests that are both weak and threatening are the most 

likely to be repressed. Stockdill (1996), for instance, found that within a threatening 

movement such as the HIV/AIDS movement, protest actions predominately undertaken 

by people of color were frequently repressed and vigorously so. While this approach has 

yet to receive a substantial amount of research attention, its plausibility suggests further 

research should be undertaken. 

A fourth strand of research suggests that the openness of stable political 

opportimity structures (POS) should explain the level of repression. Specifically, open, 

stable POS are expected to produce less repression than closed, stable POS. Stable POS 

include formal state structures and informal strategies for dealing with contenders (Kriesi 

1995) which tend to change glacially (or during and after revolutions) and primarily vary 

cross-nationally. Jenkins (1995) positions stable POS theorists within the "state-centered" 
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camp and distinguishes this conception of POS from the neo-pluralist, volatile conception 

of PO adopted by McAdam (1982). 

Presently, evidence on stable POS and protest policing by local law enforcement 

agents is inconclusive. In recent research, Wisler and Kriesi (1998) extended stable POS 

arguments into intra-state explanations by examining the effects of stable POS on protest 

policing in Geneva and Zurich. They argue that Zurich adopted a '^distance model of 

policing" where tear gas and rubber bullets were used to create distance between 

protesters and police (consequently limiting opportunities for direct physical 

confrontations in the form of baton charges and the like) while Geneva largely relied 

upon a "classical" model of policing where baton charges and direct confrontations were 

preferred over tear gas and rubber bullet use. 

The authors trace this difference in part to Zurich's comparatively more frequent 

and engrained use of the initiative and referendum. Since Zurich gave institutional voice 

to the populace, protest was seen as urmecessary whereas Geneva's lower use of the 

initiative process meant that fewer institutional in-roads into the state were available, and 

thus, protest was more acceptable. In addition, Zurich's higher use of the referendum 

limited the ability of state actors to negotiate with insurgents because many financial 

items had to be decided by popular vote. While the less encumbered government of 

Geneva could negotiate away potential protests and movements, Zurich's government 

could not preempt protests in the same way. 

While this research does suggest an effect of stable POS, I label it inconclusive 

because it is not the effect that one may have expected. That is, if Zurich does exhibit 



more open, stable POS, then Zurich should have experienced lower levels of repression 

despite possibly higher levels of protest. Since this is not clearly the case, I label these 

results inconclusive. Of course, many studies have shown that stable POS affect protest 

policing in countries where law enforcement agents are more tightly linked to national 

political elites. However, the applicability of such findings to more decentralized and 

local civilian police regimes remziins in question (Earl forthcoming). 

Finally, some scholars have suggested that internal police characteristics affect 

trends in repression.'^ For instance, Stockdill (1996) argues that police forces that have 

historically high rates of brutality may continue to be more repressive. McPhail et al. 

(1998) insinuate that the legal restrictions facing police and preparedness of police for 

any given protest will affect the severity of police action. For instance, according to 

"public forum" doctrines, which are the legal rules covering police action at protest 

events in the U.S., police have a freer hand when protests occur on private property than 

when protest occurs in "traditional public forums" (McPhail et al. 1998). These authors 

also argue that the more police have been able to prepare for a demonstration, the more 

measured police reactions will be. Kritzer's (1977) study of police uses of force at U.S. 

While many may believe that della Porta (199S) could be classiHed in this camp, her 

argument ultimately suggests that police action is so tightly influenced by political elites 

that it would be incorrect to label characteristics of the police as internal in her theory. 

Instead, the public facade and operation of law enforcement agencies are actually the 

reflection of political elite will; police agencies are simply mediating variables in her 

theory between regimes and repressive action. 
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protests supports this argument. Similarly, White (1999) found that police capacity 

predicted heavier repression of Irish Republican activists. 

Waddington (1994; 1998) argues that protest policing is more situation-specific 

and that police officers design strategies which minimize "on the job" and "in the job" 

trouble. On the job trouble occurs when technical police plans fail or when people are 

injured or killed. In the job trouble occurs when political ofHcials complain about police 

action or supervisors unfavorably review decisions and actions. While these two are often 

linked, they can be opposing influences as well. For instance, while heavy shows of force 

may scare a crowd into quiescence thereby making actual confrontation unnecessary and 

limiting on the job trouble, such shows of force may create a great deal of in the job 

trouble if political officials complain. In any given operation, Waddington argues that 

police officers will attempt to minimize both kinds of trouble, particularly in the job 

trouble. 

Similar to Waddington's situational emphasis, Kriesi et al. (1995) found an 

increase in repression directed toward confrontational groups in Germany after a 

publication by a well known police theorist called for harsher treatment of militant 

protesters. In all, these eclectic approaches to police agencies show that police agencies 

do exert and independent effect on protest policing operations. As Chapter Four will 

show, despite this limited progress, by tapping into core characteristics of policing and 

trying to create a more systematic approach to police-related concerns, greater theoretical 

advances can be made. 
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Time Sensitive, or Dynamic, Approaches to Protest Policing 

Research which has focused on temporal shifts in repression has come in two 

varieties; research which attempts to explain over time variation in the level, or amount, 

of repression deployed against protesters; and research which examines major shifts, or 

sea changes, in styles of protest policing. While these explanations do overlap to some 

extent, I will review each set of approaches separately since the dependent variables 

involved are distinct (amount vs. style). 

Table 3.2: Temporal Explanations of the Level of Repression by Local Police 
Theoretical Approach Main Argument Key Variables Research Examples 

Volatile PO Arguments protests and movements 
will experience less 
repression when volatile 
PO are open and more 
repression when volatile 
PO are closed 

- openness/ bvorability 
of PO 
- timing of movement 
emergence or protest 
within the larger protest 
cycle 
- 'Maw and order" versus 
"civil rights" regimes 

• McAdam et al. (1988) 
-Tarrow(l989; 1994) 
-della Porta (1995) 

Other Timing Related 
Approaches 

the timing of protest 
matters to repression but 
in varying ways 
depending on the 
researcher 

- initial over-reaction is 
followed by 
institutionalization of 
moderates and delayed 
severe repression for 
isolated i^ical groups 
- historic events can 
create spikes and 
troughs in repression 

- Karstedt-Henke (1980) 
- Koopmans (1993) 
-White (1999) 

Protest composition 
effects 

Static approaches can 
explain over time 
changes in protest 
policing if the change in 
independent variables 
are considered 

- the modal character of 
protests and protesters 
have changed over time 
even while police 
remain reacfy to use high 
levels of force 

- Kraska and Paulsen 
(1997) 
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Explaining Changes in the Level of Protest Policing Over Time 

There are three primary approaches to explaining temporal variation in protest 

policing severity, as shown in Table 3.2. First, several authors have supported a volatile 

PO approach. This approach argues that the position of a movement or protest in a larger 

protest cycle should affect the level of repression experienced since political 

opportunities open and then close over the course of a protest cycle. However, unlike 

stable POS which refer to structural and/or enduring characteristics of states, volatile PO 

focus on current "configurations of power", often operationalized by the dispositions of 

the current ruling party (della Porta 1996). 

Major proponents for a cycle-based PO explanation of repression have been 

McAdam (1982) and Tarrow (1989; 1994). McAdam et al. (1988) argue that movements 

are less likely to be repressed if they mobilize when political opfjortunity structures are 

still favorable. Tarrow (1989) argues that repression should vary across a cycle of protest 

such that the highest levels of repression should occur at the end of cycle when the 

movement sector is bifurcating into extremely violent, radical groups and increasingly 

institutionalized groups. The lowest level of repression should occur in mid-cycle; in fact, 

it is this lower level of repression that contributes to declining costs for activism and thus 

encourages people who would otherwise not be available for protest to start and join 

movements. 

Delia Porta (1995) has also been a strong advocate of this approach. However, she 

has further developed the approach in several notable respects. Most importantly, she 

reduces a range of PO variables into a single proxy for PO: repression. Essentially this 
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argument suggests that political opportunities and repression are so tightly connected that 

repression can be directly predicted &om current configurations of power and 

operationally represents the interests of those in power. In her study of Italian and 

German protest policing, she argued that "law and order" governments (which were 

typically conservative governments) were associated with higher levels of repression and 

more several forms of repression where as "civil rights" regimes (which were typically 

leftist governments) were associated with more moderate levels of repression and less 

severe forms of repression. Since ruling parties change regularly in democratic countries, 

these current "configurations of power" are temporary and vary across time. 

Waddington's (1998) research concurs with della Porta's central argimient by 

suggesting that the will of political elites filters down to the local level and significantly 

affects local protest policing.'"* However, others such as Wisler and Guigni (1999) have 

failed to confirm the connection between volatile PO and police action at protests in 

quantitative analyses. In particular, in Wisler and Guigni's quantitative study of Swiss 

protest, only one PO proxy variable was significant in all three of their models of police 

action and that coefficient suggested that civil rights coalitions, which should predict 

open PO structures, actually increased the odds of rubber bullet use by police. 

Other authors have advocated for non-PO temporal approaches to repression. For 

instance, Karstedt-Henke's Counterstrategies Theory (see Koopmans 1993) suggests that 

at the start of a protest wave, there will be an initial over-reaction by police. This 

Ericson and Doyle (1999) also suggest that international elites can pressure police to 

use more serious protest policing techniques. 
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overreaction will be followed by a dual strategy of continued but slightly diminished 

repression and simultaneous appeasement of more moderate groups. Finally, when 

moderate allies have been appeased and more radical groups are left isolated from 

moderate allies, repression will increase in order to crush remaining dissenters.'^ 

While Koopmans' (1993) study of West German protest supports Karstedt-

Henke's claims in part, other timing related models have also received limited support. 

For instance. White (1999) found varying temporal effects in his research on Ireland. In 

particular. White focused on particularly salient public events to determine whether these 

public events effected police action at protests afterwards. While his results were mixed, 

some of this findings point to the importance of "eventful" analyses of protest policing. 

Finally, the null hypothesis against which both PO and non-PO temporal 

approaches compete states that the level of force used by police has changed over u'me 

simply because the composition of protests and protesters have changed over time. This 

approach would endorse the static approaches reviewed above and argue that any major 

changes in protest policing have resulted from drastic changes in the composition of 

protests (i.e., the values for each independent variable in the approach). For instance, 

where protesters were once counter-cultural and preferred confrontational tactics, if not 

instigation of confrontations with police, more contemporary protests are simply more 

tame and protesters more docile. Researchers who proffer this explanation point to the 

radical deployments of force, such as was seen in Seattle in 2000, which can occur when 

See Koopmans (1993) for an articulate and well-researched explanation of the 

differences between Karstedt-Henke's and Tarrow's argimients. 



58 

protests or protesters are more confrontational. 

Explaining Changes in the Style of Protest Policing Over Time 

Another set of researchers have documented a large scale change in the style of 

protest policing operations, or in POMS in McPhail et al.'s (1998) terminology. As 

numerous selections from della Porta and Reiter's (1998) edited volume on protest 

policing suggest, since the 1970s, there has been a shift in most Westem democratic 

nations toward less confrontational and less coercive protest policing styles. However, 

the research on which this argument is based primarily focuses on mass demonstrations 

where pre-event plaiming and negotiation with police is likely, if not required by local 

authorities. While the limitations of this empirical focus will be discussed more below, 

the authors of this research claim they have uncovered an massive sea change in 

authoiity-contender relations. 

Three approaches have dominated this area. First, volatile PO are again featured 

in explanation of policing style. In the same way in which della Porta (1995) argued that 

law and order governments would lead to more repressive action, she has also attempted 

to show that these same goveniments in Italy and Germany were responsible for more 

confrontational and coercive policing. In contrast, civil rights regimes were shown to be 

more tolerant of protest and more restrictive of police action against protesters. While the 

overall trajectory of protest policing has been toward more tolerant policing, setbacks in 

that trend have often come under the leadership of law and order governments. 

A second approach similarly documents these large scale changes in protest 

policing style but has attributed those changes to legal and organizational causes. For 
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instance, McPhail et al. (1998) examined protest policing practices in Washington, D.C. 

They concluded that the D.C. police switched from an "escalated force" model of 

policing to a "negotiated management" model of policing due to various legislative and 

judicial pressures. While their later work (McCarthy and McPhail 1998) has suggested 

that a new institutionalist approach may be able to further explain these changes, they 

have yet to undertake a more systematic theoretical investigation. 

Finally, the null hypothesis of compositional changes in the character of protests and 

protesters is also a viable approach here. Just as lower levels of confrontation could allow 

for less police activity at protests, decreased amounts of confrontation could allow for 

more consent-based forms of policing at protests. Of course, when protesters eschew 

negotiation, police have been shown to revert to an escalated force model of policing in 

certain circumstances. For instance, while Waddington's (1994) work on British protest 

policing shows that police are eager to negotiate with organizers, when organizers are 

'Hmwilling to play" or negotiate in bad faith, the police will resort to arrests and physical 

scuffles as needed. Certainly observers of the events in Seattle in 2000 would question 

the dominance of negotiated management models across all protest situations. 

Problems with Existing Research 

Although much quality research has been undertaken by researchers interested in 

repression and protest policing numerous problems remain. First, and most importantly, 

most of these approaches have failed to frilly appreciate the role of law enforcement 

agencies in protest policing. That is, social movement scholars have been more focused 
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on how protesters, SMOs, and political elites behave while largely neglecting precisely 

the agents and agencies who are charged with carrying out protest policing noissions. 

In some cases, this neglect is extreme and approaches do not even consider the 

direct and mediating afTects law enforcement agencies may have. For instance, while a 

large debate over threat perception has taken place in the political science literature with 

researchers examining what political and state regimes perceive as threatening, few have 

tried to identify what threats police officers and LEAs perceive as threatening. 

Waddington (1994), who is not a threat proponent, comes closest to this when he 

distinguishes between "in the job" and "on the job" trouble. Even still, his approach is so 

situationally specific that more generalizable hypotheses cannot be developed from his 

research. Chapter Four addresses this oversight by developing a police-centered approach 

to protest policing that considers police constructions of threat. 

Beyond this, when researchers have incorporated police officers and LEAs into 

their approaches, this incorporation has not always resonated with research on policing 

and law and society more generally. For instance, researchers who study volatile PO 

suggest that political elites directly affect protest policing. However, this assumes that 

political elites are a strong principal and LEAs are always dutiful agents. While this may 

be the case when political elites have direct control over police forces, this seems less 

likely when police forces are local and/or institutionally protected from significant 

political influence (e.g., in cities with city managers or highly professional police 

departments). As Chapter Eight's review of the recent history of policing shows, even 

though local, state and national governments may have recourse to financial incentives 
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for political cooperation, law enforcement agencies have nonetheless become 

meaningfully independent agencies in the U.S. over the last century. 

Even when LEA department heads are sometimes sensitive to political concerns, 

line ofiRcers enjoy a great deal of discretion (Wilson 1968). In fact, one of the most robust 

findings in police studies has been the great discretion police officers enjoy while on 

duty. From classic research by Wilson (1968) and Skobiick (1966), which focused on 

policing in general, to recent research on protest [wlicing (Waddington 1994), it is clear 

that "conunand and control" remains problematic. In fact, Fillieule and Jobard (1998) 

report that the French police conunanders they studied readily admitted that they had to 

police both protesters and their own officers. Thus, even if volatile PO approaches could 

demonstrate the affect of political influence on law enforcement brass, they would also 

have to establish a connection to line officers. This will be discussed in more detail in 

Chapter Four. 

When LEAs have been placed center stage as independent actors, research on the 

police agencies has remained theoretically nascent and more closely resembles an 

eclectic mix of similarly focused studies than a theoretically structured approach. That is, 

the research examples cited above share only the similar focus on police agencies; the 

specific characteristics of police agencies and theoretical mechanisms vary substantially 

within this group. Researchers interested in these approaches need to systematize the 

approach being forwarded by identifying critical elements of police work and police 

agencies and incorporating those critical elements in to more cogent theoretical 

approaches. 
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Further, most of the empirical research which has focused on LEAs in the U.S. 

has really only focused on LEAs in Washington D.C. That is, most of the empirical 

research completed by McCarthy, McPhail and their collaborators has focused on protest 

policing in Washington, D.C. with the authors simply claiming that their research is 

generalizable (McCarthy and McPhail 1998; McCarthy et al. 1999; McPhail et al. 1998; 

McPhail and McCarthy 1998). Unfortunately, as briefly discussed in Chapter One, this 

claim to generalizability is questionable. An emphasis on D.C. is likely to produce a 

picture of protest policing which is based on an exceptional amount of experience, 

professionalism, and legal pressure. D.C. police agencies have been model agencies 

where protest policing is concerned since the 1960s. In fact, police journals reviewed in 

the qualitative section of the dissertation regularly hail D.C.'s program as an example of 

"best practices" where protest policing is concerned. While experience has certainly 

contributed to the development of this level of professionalism, the three federal and city 

agencies which police protest in Washington, D.C. have also worked under pressure from 

courts to develop a clear and well-documented protest policing protocol. To assume that a 

"best practices" program is indicative of an entire nation's protest policing protocols 

obscures major differences between D.C. LEAs and other local LEAs across the nation. 

Another problem highlighted by this discussion is the failure of scholars studying 

protest policing and repression to appreciate the relationship between different 

approaches or to even test the relative merits of different approaches. For instance, while 

Stockdill (1996) suggests a possible interaction between threat and weakness, few other 
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scholars have entertained such an approach and fewer still have empirically examined 

this possibility. 

This inattention to other approaches is fostered by an accretionary motif in the 

literature. That is, researchers have largely forwarded new approaches to protest policing 

without comparing these approaches to existing approaches either theoretically or 

empirically. While a few notable studies, such as Koopmans (1993) have examined more 

than one approach, researchers have still only be able to compare two or three approaches 

directly. This means that we collectively know very little about the relative merits of each 

approach and we do not know which (and whether) different approaches matter net of 

one another. For instance, it may be that once all approaches are accounted for in a single 

analysis, approaches which had been previously supported will be able to explain 

relatively little. 

Finally, the empirical examinations which have been conducted have largely 

shared a relative shallow conception of police activity at protests. Casting police activity 

as presence or absence at protests (Koopmans 1993), or capturing only crude distinctions 

between police presence, "legalistic" policing (e.g. arrests), and rubber bullet use (Wisler 

and Guigni 1999), prior research has failed to appreciate the range of police strategies 

available to police officers and the non-linear nature of police force deployment While 

some uses of force may escalate linearly, not all police strategies represent linear 

escalations or de-escalations of force. For instance, it is hard to place arrests and physical 

uses of force on a linear continuum of coercion because a natural ordering does not exist. 

Further, even to the extent to which a natural ordering may exist between physical 
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coercive strategies (e.g., hand to hand combat, baton charges, etc.), this does not imply 

that explanatory factors share a linear (or additive) relationship with police action. Until 

scholars can appreciate the range of strategies police have available, research results will 

only be able to offer a thin glimpse into the world of protest policing. 

The remainder of this dissertation will address these problems and shortcomings. 

This is a three fold process. First, the next chapter develops a police-centered approach to 

explaining police action at particular protest events. Second, I will quantitatively model 

both existing and the new, police-centered, approaches to protest policing to determine 

their relative worth while simultaneously sensitizing existing approaches to differences in 

police strategies. Third, I will conduct a qualitative investigation of policing, and protest 

policing in particular, as it developed from 1960 to 1980 in the U.S. This investigation 

will allow for theory building £iround the independent and mediating affects of law 

enforcement on protest policing. Before any of these analyses can begin, however, we 

must move to develop the beginnings of a police-centered approach to protest control in 

the next chapter. 
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Chapter Four; A Police-Centered Approach to Protest Policing 

Socio-legal scholars and criminologists have long recognized that police agencies 

have distinctive core characteristics that shape the way agencies and officers perform 

their duties (Lundman 1980a; Skohiick 1966; Wilson 1968). These characteristics include 

high levels of discretion for line-officers in the performance of routine duties, historically 

varied attachments (and distance) from political elites, an insular police culture cultivated 

formally and informally by police agencies, and particularly salient organizational 

concerns over officer safety. As well, police agencies have unique characteristics due to 

their stature as legal entities such as their ability to legally control, detain, arrest, and 

search civilians within certain legally-specific guidelines. 

Given that police agencies, as both legal entities and as organizations have such 

distinctive characteristics, it is surprising that police agencies have been neglected by 

social movements scholars interested in repression and protest policing. In fact, it would 

astonish organizational sociologists if such core organizational and institutional 

characteristics did not directly affect the performance of protest control-related police 

duties. 

Nonetheless, as discussed in Chapter Three, little work has focused on how police 

field, police agency or police officer characteristics affect protest policing (with a few 

notable exceptions such as McCarthy and McPhail 1998 and Waddington 1994). This not 

only reflects the biases of social movements scholars, who tend to focus on movement 

actors and political elites as fundamental subjects of inquiry, but also reflects an enduring 
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tendency in sociology to downplay the importance of police agencies as legal and 

administrative bodies (Bayley 1971; Deflem 2000; Jacobs and O'Brien 1998). 

Just as poUce agencies have theoretically meaningful similarities, there are also 

differences between police departments, such as varying departmental concern for and 

levels of professionalism, organizational structure, and size to name but a few. In addition 

to taking core characteristics of policing seriously, a police-centered approach must 

address how differences between law enforcement agencies and changes within the field 

of law enforcement over time affect protest policing and repression. 

In this chapter, I suggest several ways to address these concerns. First, 1 argue that 

a police-centered approach requires that scholars view more skeptically, and rigorously 

test, some existing accounts of protest control, such as explanations offered by 

researchers who study volatile political opportunities. The first section of this chapter 

lays out the argument for this theoretical re-consideration. In questioning fundamental 

assumptions of the volatile PO approach, I argue that the connection between political 

opportunities and protest policing is not always as tight as PO proponents would suppose; 

both tight and loose couplings between political elites and protest control agents 

empirically exist. 

Second, by focusing on the core characteristics shared by police agencies and by 

officers, a police-centered approach also suggests amendments to other existing 

approaches. Specifically, in the second section of this chapter I argue that researchers 

should re-think the way in which threat is constructed so that more emphasis is placed on 

what would be threatening to police agencies or officers as opposed to threats to elites. 
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Finally, by focusing on differences between police agencies and changes within 

the field of policing over time, a police-centered approach can also introduce wholly new 

theoretical concerns. In the third section of this chapter, I introduce the possibility of a 

series of police field and police agency effects on protest control. 

Assumptions of Control: Political Elites and Police Power 

As was discussed in detail in Chapter Three, the volatile political opportunities 

approach assumes that the will of national, state and local political elites can be directly 

translated into protest control on the street.'^ For instance, McAdam (1982) and Tarrow 

(1989) both assert that the loosening of protest control signals the opening of political 

opportunities. Some have been even more blunt; della Porta (1995) argues that the level 

of repression can be used as a direct measure of political opportunities. 

However, from a socio-legal standpoint, these claims seem far firom axiomatic. In 

fact, socio-legal research has revealed that there are two important principal-agent 

dilemmas for any researcher seeking to tie political elite (in)tolerance for protest to police 

action in decentralized, federated policing systems such as the U.S.: (1) the relationship 

between political elites and police administrations; and (2) the relationship between 

police administrations and police officers. 

My use of "state elites" here is peculiar to the American case. In other political 

systems, I would use "regional elites" to refer to any sub-national but non-local political 

elites. Since in the U.S., regional political elites are the same as state political elites, I 

have simplified by referring most specifically to state elites in the main text. 
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Political Elites and Police Administrators 

In the U.S., the strongest police-elite tie has historically been at the local level. 

Until very recently, local law enforcement has dwarfed federal and state law enforcement 

in terms of size and manpower. National and regional political elites have also 

historically had very little influence over local policing in the U.S. 

Even at the local level, though, the tie between police and elites has slowly been 

weakened, leaving much less local political influence on policing than one may expect. 

This change is due to two factors. First, as Chapter Eight discusses in much more detail, 

policing has gone through two major periods of reform. The first period of reform, which 

straddled the closing of the 19"* and the opening of the 20"' century, had as a primary 

ambition the limitation of political influences on policing. Progressive era reforms 

wanted to remove the strangle hold that political machines had over local police agencies. 

After some success, this first wave of reform was followed by a second wave of explicitly 

professional reform. This second wave also had the decoupling of politics and policing as 

a primary goal. To a great extent, this effort was successful. 

In addition to the role of reformers in decreasing political influences on policing, 

some of this change has also been a function of the decline of political machines in 

general. For instance, while Tammany Hail clearly controlled NYPD until the 1930s, 

with only occasional interruptions by reformers such as Theodore Roosevelt, the power 

of the political machine finally faded in New York City (Lardner and Reppetto 2000). 

Political machines faded elsewhere too, leaving police departments independent of local 

political elites. 



69 

Thus, over the last century external reformers and police administrators have 

slowly moved to sever, or at least diminish, ties between local political elites and police 

administration. This has meant that decisions about technical aspects of policing and 

police operations have been increasingly left to police agencies, thereby relegating 

political elites at all levels to largely affecting policing only at the aggregate level through 

the provision of carrots and sticks and not by direct mandate. While it is clear that 

political elites may be able to push policing in certain directions, elites have been less 

able to freely dictate particular strategies to particular agencies. 

In New York City, for instance, the serious decline of mayoral power over NYPD 

was signaled in a series of battles over civilian review boards. In 1965, Mayor Wagner's 

endorsement of civilian review boards led to the resignation in protest of NYPD 

Commissioner Michael Murphy (Lardner and Reppetto 2000; 256). When the next 

administration persisted, a police campaign against Mayor Lindsay's plan for a civilian 

review board began. While the Fraternal Order of Police, not the Commissioners Office, 

was largely behind this battle, the ferocity of the fight made clear that the police were not 

simply a passive, politically dependent, administrative entity. In fact, the police were 

ultimately able to have the civilian review board repealed by popular referendum, 

signaling the real independence of the police vis-a-vis political elites (Lardner and 

Reppetto 2000; Stark 1972). 

The limitations on direct, political, particularly mayoral, control of the police are 

even clearer "in the breach": after rioting occurred in Chicago in 1968, Mayor Daley 

publicly criticized the Chicago police for being too tolerant of rioters and not reacting 
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more aggressively. He then issued his now infamous "shoot-to-kill arsonists, shoot-to-

maim looters" order. However, Daley was subsequently notified by the police department 

that such an order was against departmental policy and was forced to modify his position 

(Walker 1968). While line-officers—perhaps motivated by Daley's attitude—did break 

ranks and pursue more confrontational and aggressive protest and riot policing tactics 

during the 1968 Democratic Convention, police planning and administration still stressed 

the importance of avoiding confirontation, using the minimum amount of force necessary, 

and not needlessly inciting a crowd through overly aggressive action (Walker 1968). 

In other cities, mayors simply avoided giving the police directives, even in serious 

riot situations. In fact, the Kemer Commission (1968) found that many mayors, when 

faced with a riot, simply turned the matter over to the police department since they 

viewed riot policing as a technical issue requiring technical expertise. 

Whether due to police reform or the general decline of the political machine, local 

political elites clearly suffered significant setbacks in their ability to directly control 

police agencies over the twentieth century. In fact, the only systematic power local 

political elites maintained over police departments was the power of the purse, the threat 

of negative publicity, and limited power over the hiring and firing of Police Chiefs or 

Police Conmiissioners. 

When one considers federal and regional/state political elites, any claim to direct 

control over local police agencies becomes even more difficult to sustain. While the FBI 

does have the ability to review local police actions that allegedly violate a citizen's civil 

rights, national political elites have little control over local agencies. As will be discussed 
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in Chapter Ten, the FBI can also a£fect local agencies through providing free training. 

However, since this training is voluntary, the FBI cannot directly control local police 

operations. At the state level, governors can summon and command the National Guard, 

but they cannot dictate police strategy to local agencies. Certainly national and 

regional/state elites have some power over the purse, but this power has not historically 

been translated into deep control of local police agencies. 

As this discussion makes evident, advocates of a volatile PO approach need to re

think their assumptions of a lock-step relationship between political opportunities and 

protest control: it can no longer be assumed that national, state or local political elites' 

interests will be protected on the street through protest policing. Instead, scholars must 

allow the connection between political opportunities and police action to vary, 

acknowledging empirical changes in the relationship between political elites and police 

administration over time. As Stark (1972) notes, just as line-officers enjoy discretion, so 

too do police agencies enjoy "collective discretion." 

Internal Control?: Police Administrators and Line-Officers 

Socio-legal research suggests a second, problematic principal-agent relationship, 

which focuses on the relationship between police agencies/administrators and line 

officers (Bitmer 1967a; Peterson 1971; Reiss 1974; Rubinstein 1973; Skohiick 1966; 

Wilson 1968). That is, even if political elites could gain influence over police 

administrators, police administrators would have to gain the compliance of line-officers. 

The seriousness of this principal-agent dilemma has been a major concern of 

police researchers. In fact, Wilson's (1968) seminal work. Varieties of Police Behavior, 
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was motivated by concerns about this principal-agent relationship, termed the 

"bureaucracy problem." Wilson noted that the discretion hierarchy is inverted in policing; 

unlike other organizations in which higher level officials have increasing discretion while 

lower-level line workers have little discretion, the reverse is true in policing. 

In fact, line officers have the largest amount of discretion (Wilson 1968). Since 

officers tend to under-enforce the law, discretion also exists as to when to invoke the law 

(Wilson 1968). While the seriousness of the crime and the interests of the complainant 

(Black 1970; Lundman et al. 1980) have been shown to structure this discretion, other 

non-legal factors such as the demeanor of the subject and the non-legal goals of the 

police in the interaction (such as order maintenance, see Bittner 1967a) have also been 

shown to significantly affect police action.'^ These findings are supported by a significant 

amount of research confirming wide arrest discretion generally (Bittner 1967a; 1967b; 

Black 1970; 1980; Goldman 1963; Hartjen 1972; LaFave 1965; Pastor 1978; Reiss 1974; 

Wilson 1968), and particularly in police encounters with juveniles (Black and Reiss 

1970; Lundman et al. 1980; Piliavin and Briar 1964; Terry 1967). 

This is not to suggest that police administrators cannot limit or structure the 

discretion of their line officers. In fact, research has shown that both formal policies and 

informal norms can structure the use of discretion by officers when those policies and 

Research on the effect of status characteristics such as race and gender on police 

discretion was actually much more ambivalent during this time than one might expect. 

Because it bears on the interpretation of some quantitative findings, this literature is 

discussed in more detail in Chapter Six. 
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norms are enforced (Limdman 1979; Pastor 1978; Skolnick 1966; Wilson 1968). Thus, 

like most principal-agent dilemmas, this dilemma is resolvable if police administrators 

are willing to create and enforce rigid policies. Nonetheless, it is clear that without such 

policies from police administrators, line officers will continue to enjoy great discretion. 

When both principal-agent dilemmas are considered simultaneously, it becomes 

clear that a police-centered perspective on protest control suggests that PO, an extremely 

popular explanation of repression, may have made sweeping theoretical assumptions that 

now need to be examined. In order to test the veracity of police-centered claims against 

PO theorists, the quantitative analyses that follow explicitly test the validity of a volatile 

political opportunities argiunent in New York State from 1960 to 1975. The results, 

reported in Chapter Seven, show little to no support for the PO approach. Comparing 

these negative findings to other research completed on countries where a PO model has 

been supported (e.g. Guatemala) will demonstrate that the connection between national, 

state and local political elites and local protest control agents does empirically vary. This, 

in turn, would imply that a PO explanation of repression is more viable in some political 

systems than others. 

Re-Configuring Current Approaches with Police-Centered Insights 

The foregoing discussion should not suggest that political elites and the police 

have no interests in conunon. In fact, both political elites and police agencies share a core 

concern for order and order maintenance (Bayley 1971). Some studies suggest that police 

ofRcers even may be torn between their duties as "law ofBcers" and their duties as "peace 

officers," since order caimot be maintained at all times through the legal powers afforded 
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to the police (Bittner 1967a; Cumming et al. 1965; Wilson 1968). This common interest 

in order is further spot-lighted in the case of protest and riot control. 

Thus, to the extent that police concerns about order overlap with elite concerns 

over order, political elites will be more successfiil at having their interests reflected in 

policing. However, it should be clear that this is not a political opportunities story of 

influence: it is the correspondence between police and elite interests that affords elites an 

ability to realize their interests through protest policing, not the ability of political elites 

to force the police to enact the will of elites. This argimient implies that some existing 

approaches, such as the threat approach outlined in Chapter Three, are credible 

approaches, even in light of the lessening political influence of elites over police more 

generally. For instance, just as political elites saw Black Power groups as major political 

threats, so too did the police because such groups were thought to be more violent and 

dangerous. 

This argument also suggests that while political scientists and sociologists have 

hotly debated what elites perceive to be threatening, little attention has been paid to what 

police may consider threatening and how such constructions of threat may independently 

affect protest policing. Further, an argument about what "the police" find threatening is 

possible because law enforcement agencies in the U.S. share certain core characteristics. 

Outlining a "police threat" version of the threat ^proach represents an important step 

towards advancing a police-centered approach to protest policing and repression. 

In order to develop such a model, one needs a clear understanding of what police 

agencies and officers find threatening. Fortunately, classic and contemporary research on 
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policing provides several clues. First, socio-legal scholars and criminologists have been 

able to pin-point a major perceived threat by police officers: the loss of control. From 

early work on police agencies and culture (Balch 1972; Rubinstein 1973; 1980; Skohiick 

1966; Tauber 1967; Wilson 1968) to more recent work on protest control (Waddington 

1994), it is clear that police agencies and officers do not like to lose control of situations 

or of persons under their supervision and even regard the loss of control as one signal of 

possible danger to their physical safety. 

Rubinstein (1980) argues that the importance of control, and the threat 

represented by losing control, encourages vigilant monitoring of situations and 

interactions: 

[The police officer] must learn to control his fears and anxiety by looking for 

signs of danger in the places and people he approaches; he must learn to examine 

people for signs of resistance, flight and threat, to limit their chances of hurting 

him or creating situations he cannot control or can control only with the use of 

force, which is inappropriate to the circumstances. He must learn to use his body 

as a tool, positioning himself in an unobtrusive manner so that he is always able to 

retaliate with force if attacked, while not giving a threatening and provoking 

appearance... He must accept and welcome the fact that, as a policeman, he 

must be in control of the situation lest it be in control of him (my emphasis; 

75). 

This argimient is supported by other research (Balch 1972; Rubinstein 1980; Skolnick 

1966; Tauber 1967; Wilson 1968). Some have even shown that police define their own 
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effectiveness and job performance according to their ability to maintain control over 

situations and the persons they encounter (Hartjen 1972). 

Taken together, the findings suggest that while elites may be concerned about 

diffuse threats such as the advocacy of radical goals by a protest group or movement, the 

police are more concerned with situational threats, since these threats indicate that they 

may lose control of a crowd or have already begim to lose control of a crowd. This 

insight resonates with other recent work on protest policing, which has more seriously 

examined the independent role of police agencies on protest policing protocols. For 

instance, McPhail and McCarthy (1998) argue that interactional elements of protest 

situations are critical to explaining police action at protest events. 

In order to make this police-centered insight into a viable analytic approach to 

studying protest control, situational indicators of actual or possible disorder must be 

identified. I argue that several such indicators are available fi'om classic policing research 

and the existing protest policing literature. 

First, ethnographic studies of protest policing have shown that police officers find 

that the presence of counter-demonstrators substantially increases the potential for 

conflict at the protest events (Waddington 1994). The logic of this insight should be 

intuitively clear; it is not just that counter-demonstrators passively disagree with the 

political claims of protesters. Rather, counter-demonstrators vehemently disagree with the 

political claims of protesters and actively seek to thwart opposing mobilizations. Protests 

which bring together groups diametrically opposed to one another would seem, on 

average, much more difficult to control. 
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Second, large protest sizes should also threaten police officers since large crowds 

are harder to control logistically and, if necessary, to disperse than small crowds. While 

elite threat also holds that larger event and movement sizes should be threatening, elite 

threat theorists often posit a linear, log-linear, or exponential relationship between protest 

size and threat (for instance, see contributions to Davenport 2000). This is in contrast to 

the way police officers and agencies evaluate crowds; police agencies classify crowds 

and protests based upon fairly lumpy classifications of size. Indeed, each additional 

protester would not seem to linearly, log-linearly, or exponentially increase the 

difficulties police face in controlling crowds from a police perspective. Rather, more 

categorically-based distinctions, such as between relatively small protests, well-attended 

but still moderate sized protests, and mass demonstrations, better represent the icinds of 

distinctions police agencies and officers make between crowds of varying sizes. 

When more specific data on protest size and police presence is available, an even 

more promising measure of the threat represented by protest size should be the ratio of 

protesters to officers. Wilson (1968) argues that police view being radically oumumbered 

at protests as extremely threatening. Concerns over this possibility in smaller 

communities where small departments could not adequately staff large demonstrations 

prompted many counties and small cities to create "mutual assistance agreements," which 

allow for large-scale manpower mobilization and assistance from surrounding 

jurisdictions (Chapter Five discusses these agreements in more detail). 

In addition to protest size, police agencies and officers are likely to look for 

particular types of provoking actions on the part of a crowd to signal that a crowd is 
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becoming unmanageable. For instance, when protesters begin to damage property or use 

any form of violence, police should recognize that the crowd is no longer under police 

control. 

Some readers may object that in such an instance the police would not be 

responding to threat, but rather to the illegality that violence and properQr damage 

represent. However, this would be inaccurate. Not all instances of law-breaking signal 

disorder or a loss of police control and the police do not react to all observed instances of 

law-breaking. In fact, Waddington's (1994) work suggests that the police radically under-

enforce the law at protest events 

This is consistent with the response of patrol officers to illegality. A substantial 

amount of prior research has demonstrated that police do not react automatically to all 

instances of law-breaking (Piliavin and Briar 1964; Black and Reiss 1970; Wilson 1968; 

Bittner 1976a; Peterson 1971; Clark and Sykes 1974; Lundman 1974). Instead, 

enforcement often relates to other goals or concerns of the officer (Bittner 1967a; 1967b; 

Hartjen 1972; Lundman 1980b; Pastor 1978; Wilson 1968). As Bitmer notes: 

It is the rare exception that the law is invoked merely because the specifications of 

the law are met. That is, compliance with the law is merely outward appearance of 

an intervention that is actually based on altogether different considerations. Thus, 

it could be said that patrolmen do not really enforce the law, even when they do 

invoke it, but merely use it as a resource to solve certain pressing practical 

problems in keeping the peace (1976a: 710). 
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Wilson (1968) also discusses the under-enforcement of law and the selective 

control of law-breaking as a tool instead of an ends onto itself. As an example of the 

pervasive discretion officers have in this regard, he cites the overwhelming discretion 

provided to New York officers in determining the meaning of disorderly conduct. The 

implication of this research for the arguments made here is that officers are actually 

reacting to the threat represented by the possibility of losing control, as signaled by 

violence and property damage, not the law-breaking signaled by violence and pro[)erty 

damage. 

In addition to general violence and property damage, I argue that rock, bottle and 

brick throwing might be regarded as quite threatening by the police after the release of 

the Kemer Report in 1968. The Kemer Commission (1968) found that many major and 

intermediate riots were preceded (or begim) by rock, brick, and bottle throwing at the 

police. This pattern was pointed out by the Commission explicitly in the hopes that 

officers would take greater care in deciding how to react to initial indications of disorder 

and the growing possibility of a riot 

Finally, research suggests that officers take verbal harassment and threats much 

more seriously than is legally necessary, and in some cases allowed (Walker 1968). For 

instance, classic research in policing has shown that a major determinant of arrest is non

compliance with officer requests and a failure to demonstrate deference or respect (Black 

1980; Black and Reiss 1970; Hartjen 1972; Lundman et al. 1980; Piliavin and Briar 1964; 

Reiss 1974). Police reportedly felt that less compliant and respectful demeanors 

challenged the officer's authority and provided an important cause for action against the 
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subject; after all, control would be impossible without authority. In protest situations, 

where police were often afraid of appearing too lenient (Walker 1968), because leniency 

has been thought to encourage protester law-breaking and disruption, challenges to 

authority through verbal harassment or threat would be particularly salient. Thus, while 

verbal confrontations which do not include specific threats against an officer's person do 

not provide legal justification for action by police, it is nonetheless likely that police react 

to verbal harassment and threats in protests just as they routinely do on patrol. 

Taken together, all of these argimients should make clear that by using 

situationally specific threats that the police are trained to identify and to react to, a police-

centered approach can greatly expand the ability of researchers to explain protest control. 

Nonetheless, one more issue must be resolved before moving to the final section. It is 

important to note that this police threat approach is not a psychological model. It is 

inherently social and organizational in two respects. First, officers' intense concerns over 

safety and their belief that control can provide an effective safeguard to such danger is a 

clear result of organizational influence and socialization. Second, the particular cues 

officers use to discern threat are also organizationally constructed (Balch 1972; Skolnick 

1966; Wilson 1968). That is, all threats are not equivalent; the police react to some 

threats more than others because of organizational socialization and routines. 

While fully outlining the origins of the organizational construction of danger (and 

routes to safety) is beyond the scope of this dissertation, a few points deserve additional 

attention. First, there is a difference between the actual risks associated with policing and 

the understandings of danger that the police have collectively constructed. Research has 
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revealed that while the police and the general public regard policing to be a very 

dangerous profession and the police clearly consider the maintenance of control as one 

way to limit the risk of injury or death, this is an organizationally constructed view of 

danger. Based on death and injury rates from a number of occupations. Stark (1972) 

argues that, when compared to other professions like construction, farming and mining, 

law enforcement is far from one of the most dangerous occupations. Nonetheless, 

because the danger is based on intentional causes of harm, the police feel that they can 

control the danger through excessive concern over safety. Stark suggests that while 

ofdcer safety training may help save some lives, it undoubtedly and needlessly 

contributes to the confrontational and violent tactics of police in protest and riot 

situations. 

Tauber (1967) is perhaps clearest in discussing this overall transformation of risk 

into ''danger." That is, while Tauber acknowledges some risk in policing, this risk is 

transformed through social and organizational processes into a sense of danger which can 

be as exaggerated as it is social. Interestingly, much of the research on the organizational 

construction of danger has been based on a research line that demonstrated that police 

ofHcers were not naturally more suspicious of others, concerned with control, or 

concerned about danger, but that these characteristics resulted from the work conditions 

police face, organizational socialization, and the "police sub-culture" (Keller 1975) in 

which they participate. 

As such research has shown, this organizational creation partially arises from 

occupational socialization. Officers are socialized to think that violence is a very routine 
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part of policing, that police officers are constantly under threat of attack and that vigilant 

monitoring and firm control are an officer's best bet for safety (Rubinstein 1980). This 

socialization begins in the academy where cadets are introduced to a police culture of 

violence. Rubinstein discusses new recruits at a large city police academy: 

The moment he accepts the responsibility of being of policeman, he assumes the 

risks of physical combat. Regardless of his personal inclinations towards fighting, 

he takes it as a matter of course that he will be hit and in turn will hit back. If he 

has any doubts, they are quickly put to rest in his initial contacts with veterans 

(1980: 73). 

Rubinstein also quotes a lieutenant at the academy, who told cadets: 

None of you have been hired to go out and get yourselves killed, but you will take 

your lumps. If you aren't ready for that, stroll out now and get a job in a shoe 

store (1980: 73). 

This construction of policing as the most dangerous profession continues in the field 

where young officers are coimseled by their Field Training Officers (FTO) and evaluated 

for their performance on "hot calls," which are calls thought to involve danger 

(Neiderhoffer 1967, Van Maanen 1973). 

With respect to my second point—^the organizational structuring of threatening 

cues—^the example of counter-demonstrators as threats should make this clear. Without 

organizational attention to the role of counter-demonstrators in creating disorder and 

purportedly increasing the likelihood of violence, this would not be an obvious cue for 

threat. Clearly, counter-demonstrators are neither inherently threatening nor peaceful. 
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But, police regard counter-demonstrators as threatening because of prior organizational 

experience. In sum, just as political scientists seek to understand threat perception on the 

part of political elites and ruling regimes, here I argue that threat perception by police is 

importantly organizationally structured. 

Police Agency and Field Effects on Protest Control 

In addition to considering concerns that should be shared by virtually all law 

enforcement agencies in the U.S., it is also important to consider differences between 

agencies and changes within the field of law enforcement over time. Table 4.1 introduces 

the ways in which police agency and field characteristics may have shaped protest 

policing, in addition to summarizing the arguments made in the previous section.'^ 

As the second row in Table 4.1 indicates, it is reasonable to expect that certain 

structural characteristics of a police department may affect how it plans to deal with and 

actually reacts to public protest. Central among these structural characteristics should be 

the manpower available for, or capacity of the police department to otherwise staff, 

protest control. This was particularly important during the 1960s when many departments 

were radically under-staffed (Saunders 1970) and had yet to develop special units for 

protest control. 

One could imagine additional ways in which inter-agency differences and over time 

differences in the field of policing may affect protest policing. However, I limit the 

discussion to concepts which will be tested in later analyses in this dissertation. 
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Table 4.1: Components of a Police-Centered Approach to Protest Policing 

Type of Effect Theoretical 
Concern 

Main Argument Key Variables 

Effects of Core 
Characteristics of Law 
Enforcement Agencies 

Emphasis is on 
similarities 
between police 
agencies and 
shared 
characteristics of 
law enforcement 
agencies 

Situational police 
threats increase the 
probability and 
severity of police 
actions at protest 
events 

-presence of 
counter-
demonstrators 
-larger protest sizes 
and larger protester 
to police ratios 
-the use of violence 
and property damage 
by protesters, 
particularly rock, 
bottle and brick 
throwing 
-verbal harassment 
and threats 

Police Agency Effects Emphasis is on 
differences 
between police 
agencies at a 
given time 

Police agencies vary 
in their approach to 
protest policing 

Police Agencies: 
-police force size 
-professionalism of 
the police agency 

Police Field Effects Emphasis is on 
over-time 
differences 
within the field 
of law 
enforcement 

fads and model 
practices 
-legal rulings and 
legal environment 

Popular and model 
approaches to protest 
policing within in 
law enforcement 
vary over time 

Policing as a Field; 
-overall concern for 
professionalism as a 
goal for law 
enforcement 
-protest policing 

As well, the relative professional orientation of a department should also affect 

protest policing.For example, more professional departments are likely to have more 

As Chapter Five will make clear, professionalism can be defined and measured in a 

number of different ways. 
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formal command and control procedures for curtailing line ofiHcer discretion in large 

protest control deployments and are also more likely to train participating officers in 

special crowd control techniques. More professional departments should also be more 

likely to adopt and use the most current, and well-regarded protest control strategies. 

Beyond the police department, concerns for innovation in protest control and 

concerns over professionalism should vary within the field of law enforcement over time, 

as reflected in Row Three of Table 4.1. Professionalism was not a uniformly adopted goal 

by all police and anecdotal evidence suggests that the salience of professionalism was 

increasing through the period under study. One might expect that protest events occurring 

in periods characterized by more concern for professionalism from within law 

enforcement would be handled differently than in other periods. 

Further, like management fads in business, fads have existed in protest control 

techniques. Strategies have been developed, advocated for and then dropped when new 

alternatives presented themselves. This suggests that events in different periods should 

have different likelihoods of experiencing different police procedures and techniques, 

depending on the current fashion. 

Finally, police agencies do not act unfettered by their environment. The courts 

have shaped the legal environment of police departments, in part through the creation of 

"public forum law" (McPhail et al. 1998). Public forum law, which developed in the 

1960s and 1970s, distinguishes between protester rights and police powers based on the 

location of the protest event. The courts have increased the ability of police agencies to 

regulate protests occurring on public property in advance through permitting procedures. 
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The increasing importance of permits allowed police departments to both gather more 

information on potential protests and negotiate more frequently with protest leaders. As 

the permitting procedure became more institutionalized, the number of "spontaneous" or 

'Hmplaimed" protests purportedly declined, enabling the police to avoid confrontation 

with protesters due to unforeseen events.^" 

Conclusion 

The preceding discussion has laid out a three-pronged argument for a police-

centered approach. First, the police-centered approach discussed here calls into question 

the lock-step relationship between political elite will, political opportunities and protest 

control. While PO theorists are undoubtedly able to explain protest control in situations 

where political elites directly control the police or military unit charged with protest 

policing, such claims are more tenuous in federated, democratic systems, and particularly 

in the U.S. 

Second, the police-centered approach developed here discussed how the 'threat" 

model of protest control could be adapted to consider situationally specific threats to the 

police. I have argued that these "police" threats, more than threats to political elites and 

order more generally, will be the threats to which law enforcement agencies and officers 

respond. 

Chapter Ten will discuss public forum law and other legal issues in much more detail. 
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Finally, I have argued that various police agency and police field characteristics 

should also affect protest policing. Some of these characteristics include staffing, levels 

of professionalism, and concern for professionalism in the field of law enforcement. 

In Chapter Five, I move from considering theoretical explanations of protest 

policing to methods for testing and comparing these theories. There I will discuss the 

data, methods, and measurement of variables used in both quantitative analyses. 
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Chapter Five; Data and Methods for Ouantitarive Analyses 

This chapter undertakes a review of the data, methods and variable 

operationalizations that will be employed in the two quantitative chapters of this 

dissertation. As well, this chapter situates the use of newspaper data on protest events 

within the social movements literature. Before beginning these tasks, however, it is useful 

to discuss why a focus on New York State is theoretically appropriate. 

Locating Protests: Place and Period 

As discussed in Chapter One, one caimot study the social control of protest or 

repression generally. Researchers must locate particular state actions in particular 

territories and time frames. In this dissertation, I focus on events that occurred in New 

York State so that theoretically meaningful variation between police agencies can be 

maximized. 

As was discussed in the last chapter, a major component of a police-centered 

approach to protest policing relies on inter-agency differences. Yet, in order to collect 

information on police agencies, a smaller geographic area with large amoimts of variation 

among agencies is needed. Given those requirements, California and New York represent 

the best theoretical choices in the U.S. since these states include two of the largest and 

oldest police forces in the nation, Los Angeles Police Department and New York Police 

Department respectively. Each state also includes a large number of smaller, less 

professional, and younger departments. 

When comparing California and New York as possible study locations, I decided 

upon New York to limit the risk of selection bias caused by my use of New York Times 



(ATT) newspaper data. While this issue will be discussed more below, prior research on 

newspaper selectivity has shown that the proximity of the protest event to the newspaper 

source is an important predictor of selection bias (McCarthy et al. 1996). By choosing 

New York State instead of California, I was able to effectively limit a major cause of 

selection bias. 

Other theoretical or substantive implications of choosing New York State are 

limited. Like many U.S. states. New York State has several major metropolitan areas and 

a large number of more rural areas. There has histoncally been a distinction between 

"upstate" (e.g., Albany and more conservative Northern counties) and "downstate" (e.g.. 

New York City and to a lesser extent collar areas such as Long Island and Westchester) 

politics and life. Such a distinction is quite typical in states with very large metro areas 

and equally dominant rural landscapes. For instance, Illinois has had a historical division 

between upstate "Chicagoland" and downstate rural politics and life, represented by 

Springfield; Texas divides itself into the more rural West and the more metropolitan East. 

Despite this fairly common division. New York State features a range of variation on 

numerous other demographic measures that render New York similar to other states. 

One notable distinction between New York State and other states was the fairly 

consistent Republican hold on the New York governorship. In the time frame of this 

dissertation. Governor Rockefeller, a Republican, held office from the beginning of the 

time frame through 1972 when another Republican, Wilson, held ofRce for 2 years. It 

was only after that point that Democrats wrested control of the governorship in the 

victory of Governor Carey. However, other governmental positions shifted over time 
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with Democrats and Republicans trading control over the New York Upper and Lower 

Houses and over Congressional delegations. Even still, this peculiarity regarding 

gubernatorial control is not terribly concerning and should not significantly affect 

analyses or the generalizability of analyses reported on in this dissertation. Where 

concerns do result, they have been explicitly discussed. 

In terms of time period, events occurring between 1960 and 1975 were chosen for 

analysis because this time frame captures the majority of the protest cycle that swept the 

U.S. in the 1960s and 1970s. While protest had already begun prior to I960, major 

mobilizations in the North were thought to occur in the 1960s as opposed to the l9S0s. 

By 1975, wide spread protest had declined and the protest cycle was largely over. 

Chapter Seven will graph the number of protests over time to demonstrate the accuracy of 

this depiction and relate police activity to timing within a protest cycle. However, it is 

sufficient to assert here that choosing this time period allows unique access to protest 

policing across the duration of a protest cycle. 

One of the most central implications of this choice is that I will be able to test to 

see if protest policing was influenced by different factors at different points in the protest 

cycle. To the extent to which the underlying process behind protest policing did change 

across the cycle, it is important to make theoretical sense of these changes. Other 

theoretical and substantive implications of the choice of time period will be discussed 

more fully in Chapters Six and Seven. 
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Major Data Source: New York Times Protest Data Project 

The major source of data for the quantitative analyses are reports on "public 

collective action events" drawn from daily editions of the New York Times from 1960 to 

1975."' Here, I will use "public, collective action events" to refer to protest events and 

collective violence (e.g., riots or collective racial/ethnic violence). In particular, to be 

included in the data set, an event had to include two or more people, these participants 

had to be making a claim or be involved in collective violence, and the event must have 

occurred in a public place. This definition excludes individual acts of defiance, public 

celebrations (e.g. block parties and annual parades), and private activities or meetings of 

social movement actors (e.g. fund-raising activities or planning meetings). 

Events initially recorded in the set included less provocative kinds of activities 

(e.g., petitions, letter-writing campaigns, lawsuits) and more provocative activities (e.g., 

civil disobedience, violence). Specifically, the major protest forms recorded were; rallies, 

demonstrations, marches, vigils, picketing, civil disobedience, ceremonial events, 

motorcades, dramaturgical demonstrations, petitioning, tabling, lobbying, symbolic 

displays, riots, mob violence, boycotts, ethnic conflicts and attacks, lawsuits, and press 

conferences. 

These data are drawn from a major protest event data collection project directed by 

Sarah Soule, Doug McAdam, Susan Olzak and John McCarthy and largely funded by the 

National Science Foundation (SBR-9709337, SBR-9709356 and SES 9874000). As 

expressed in the acknowledgements, I am deeply grateful to the principal investigators 

for the opportunity to use these data. 



However, I excluded events that would not have the possibility of police presence 

under normal circumstances, such as letter-writing campaigns, lawsuits, and press 

conferences. As well, I also excluded events which took place in total institutions 

(Goffinan 1961; 1984), such as prisons, jails, and mental institutions. The dynamics of 

protest policing in such institutions is likely to differ significantly from protest policing in 

less controlled environments. 

As may be clear from the above discussion (and is true for most newspaper 

report-based data sets), the unit of analysis is the actual event itself^ In order to gather 

information on events, a team of trained scanners read daily editions of the NYT and 

photocopied all located events. All sections of the New York Times were scanned for 

events except for the Letters to the Editor, Editorials, Movie Listings, Sunday Magazine, 

Book Reviews, and Wedding and Anniversary Aimouncements. Then, a team of coders 

content coded the articles to obtsiin information on reported events. The coding 

instrument used for the 1968 to 1973 period included approximately 330 variables. To 

conserve resources, the 1960-1967 and 1974-1975 periods were coded with a reduced 

coding instrument that included approximately 110 of the original 330 variables. Data 

collected included information on the number and constitution of protesters and social 

^ As will be discussed further below, in the second set of quantitative analyses, events 

are grouped by county and month and the unit of analysis then becomes counts of events 

in a given counQr-month. To simpliiy the following discussion, I will refer to data 

arranged in the style of the first analysis such that the protest event is unit of analysis. 
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movement organizations, the tactics employed, claims made, counter-demonstrator 

presence, police action, and injuries and/or deaths that occurred during the protest. 

Despite the wide array of information collected on events, the reliability of coders 

was quite high. Periodic inter-rater reliability checks were performed to assure 

consistency across each research team and these reliability estimates were consistently at 

or above 90%. As well, at the conclusion of coding, extensive data cleaning was 

completed on the data to ensure that entry errors or coding errors were limited. The 

cleaning process checked both the logical validity of values (i.e., values were in the 

required ranges) and logical dependencies between variables (i.e., if one variable value 

indicated another question should have been answered, the second question was 

answered). It should also be noted that while there were effectively two coding forms 

used, the same cleaning procedures were used for variables the coding forms had in 

common and comparable cleaning procedures were used for variables only coded on the 

longer form so that the cleaning process would not produce an error structure that might 

be correlated to the cleaning regime used. 

Deep Re-Coding of Events with Police Present from 1968 to 1973 

Since the major data set did not contain all of the information about police action 

and protester-police interaction that would be needed to test the theoretical claims of the 

police-centered approach, I also conducted a deep re-coding of events where police 

responded to protests between 1968 to 1973. This period was chosen since it maps onto 

the already expanded 330 variable coding period and because it was suspected that this 

period would represent a high water mark in U.S. protest during the 1960 to 1975 period. 
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The additional coding covered details such as the following; the specific weapons the 

police used at a protest, the number of officers that responded to the protest, the presence 

of any special units (such as the historical equivalent of a SWAT team), and how many 

different police agencies responded. These variables will be reviewed in more detail in 

the operationalization section of this chapter. 

Contextualizing Newspaper Data: Prior Uses and Current Controversies 

The use of newspaper reports on protests events as a source of event data has a 

long tradition in the social movements literature (Eisinger 1973; Jenkins and Perrow 

1977; Kriesi et al. 1995; McAdam 1982; McAdam et al. 1988; Olzak 1989; 1992; 

Rosenfeld and Ward 1996; Soule 1992; 1995; 1997; Tarrow 1989; Tilly et al. 1975). 

From classic studies (Tilly et al. 1975; Jenkins and Perrow 1977) to more contemporary 

research (Moore and Shellman 2001; Snow et al. 2001), researchers have demonstrated 

the usefulness of protest event data gathered from newspaper archives. Newspaper data 

has been such a prominent data source because it allows researchers to collect data on 

historical movements (Tarrow 1996) and cross-national protest (Kubik 1998; Poe et al. 

2000; Tarrow 1996). 

Nonetheless, newspaper data and the collection schemes employed by researchers 

using this data have been criticized by some. I will review these criticisms and then 

discuss how the criticisms may apply to the data used here. 

Criticisms of Data Collection Schemes 

Two criticisms of prior newspaper data collection schemes have predominated. 

First, most prior research using newspaper data has relied upon indexes prepared by the 
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publisher or a private source to identify articles on protest events. Indexing systems can 

vary in many ways, including inclusiveness (i.e., whether articles that are not primarily 

about protests but that touch on protest events are included in the index), how thorough 

indexers are in reading articles and compiling the indexes, and whether consistent terms 

are employed within the index over time. Taken together, researchers have argued that 

indexing does not generate a random sample or a population of protest events reported on 

in newspapers. Instead, indexing produces a sample of reported protests that is structured 

by the indexing methodology employed. 

The data set employed here has avoided this common pitfall by not using an index 

to identify articles and protest events. As was noted above, research teams read every 

daily issue of the NYT in order to identify articles and events of interest. While this 

process was very time consuming, it nonetheless allowed for the identification of events 

in articles not primarily focused on protest. For instance, an article on homelessness may 

only include one paragraph discussing homeless protest In an index-based data collection 

scheme, this article would most likely be missed. However, in the data scheme employed 

to collect the data used here, this article would have been identified and the event(s) 

discussed in the article would have been coded. This technique also easily accommodates 

series of articles on larger protest campaigns. 

A second major criticism of prior data collection schemes has been the sampling 

methods employed by some researchers, lliat is, some researchers have opted not to use 

indexes, instead limiting the resource intensity^ of data collection by sampling from a 

newspaper over time (Kriesi et al. 1995; Wisler and Guigni 1999). One such scheme has 
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been to read only Monday editions of a given newspaper. The motivating idea behind this 

collection scheme was that more protest events and large demonstrations happen on the 

weekend and thus reading Monday newspapers would allow researchers access to all 

weekend events. However, this same scheme also makes it less likely that strikes and 

other labor-related events will be covered, introducing its own set of bieises into the 

analysis. 

Recognizing the major difficulties past sampling schemes created, the project that 

collected the data used here elected to not use a sampling scheme at all. While a random 

sampling scheme could theoretically have avoided the sampling problems just mentioned, 

the research team employed a population model in which all daily editions of the NYT 

would be read and coded. 

In sum, while prior newspaper data research has been criticized for the collection 

methodology employed, the data used here was collected so as to avoid these problems. 

Criticisms of the Source Itself: Selection Bias 

Beyond criticisms of particular collection schemes, some have criticized the 

quality of newspaper data itself. The primary charge has been that newspapers do not 

report on all protest events that actually occur. Further, it is alleged that the sample of 

events on which newspapers do report upon is not randomly generated but is instead 

structured by various reporting norms, editorial concerns, and competition over 

newspaper space. Thus, some have argued that newspaper data is inherently flawed by 

this selective reporting, arguing that "selection bias" exists. 
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Molotch and Lester (1974) were among the first to raise such concerns, although 

they were discussing newspaper data generally, not in specific relation to the study of 

social movements. Snyder and Kelly (1977) soon applied these insights to the study of 

collective action. More recently, Franzosi (1987), Huxtable and Pevehouse (1996), 

McCarthy et al. (1996), Hug and Wisler (1998), Koopmans (1998), Rucht and Neidhardt 

(1998), Barranco and Wisler (1999), Oliver and Myers (1999), and Oliver and Maney 

(2000) have examined the validity and/or reliability of newspaper protest event data. 

While different news sources have been examined by scholars, the general claim 

has been that the more "newsworthy" a protest event is, the more likely it will be to be 

reported in the newspaper (McCarthy et al. 1996; Hug and Wisler 1998; Oliver and 

Myers 1999). Thus, protest events with larger crowds, police presence or action, 

violence, property damage, or unique tactics might be more likely to be reported. As well, 

when national newspapers have been the focus, researchers have also found support for a 

proximity effect on reporting such that the closer the protest event to the news source, the 

more likely a report on the protest event (McCarthy et al. 1996). Finally, recent work has 

suggested that when political elites are interested in an issue area, protest events related 

to that issue area will be more likely to be reported (Oliver and Maney 2000) and that 

reduced competition (i.e., fewer protest events) increases coverage rates. Taken together, 

Oliver and Maney confidently argue: "The verdict is in...it is simply not possible to 

assert, in the absence of data, that the patterns of selection in news coverage of protest 

events should be assimied to be relatively stable across time or locale or issue" (494-495). 
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Despite this strong claim, a reasoned evaluation of recent research simply does 

not justify such a jaundiced view of protest data. In particular, there are four reasons for 

skepticism about the ability of this research to speak to the data being used here: (1) most 

of this research focuses on locations or periods in which protests are more 

institutionalized and, hence, less "newsworthy"; (2) research should differentiate between 

reporting routines in national versus regional newspapers; (3) the actual findings of prior 

research are much less robust than the fiery rhetorical statements they have promoted; 

and (4) predictions generated by this body of research are not supported by the observed 

frequencies and distributions of this data set. 

First, much of the research on selection bias has focused on event locations, such 

as Washington D.C. (McCarthy et al. 1996), where protest is fairly institutionalized 

(McCarthy and McPhail 1998). Alternatively, research has focused on time periods in 

which protest is argued to have been institutionalized (Oliver and Myers 1999; Oliver and 

Maney 2000). In fact, Oliver and Maney (2000) base their theoretical concern over 

selection bias on the claim that since the 1970s, protest has become increasingly 

institutionalized and thus has decreased its newsworthiness relative to other news events. 

Their study of news coverage of Madison, Wisconsin protests examines newspaper 

coverage from 1993 to 1996. However, their theoretical insight also suggests that when 

and where protest is less institutionalized, it will be more newsworthy and gamer a larger 

amount of coverage. Since protest was anything but business as usual in New York State 

during the I960 to 1975 period, the application of contemporary research to the data set 

used seems problematic at a theoretical level. That is, to the extent to which Oliver and 
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Maney (2000) and others have argued that institutionalization is responsible for media 

inattention, their findings should not be deemed automatically applicable to situations in 

which protest is less institutionalized. 

Second, researchers need to be more conscientious about the validity of 

generalizations from one type of news source to another. Within newspaper research, 

researchers have primarily studied regional and national newspapers. For instance, while 

McCarthy et al. (1996) studied national newspapers, Oliver and Myers (1999) and Oliver 

and Maney (2000) studied regional newspapers, and Barranco and Wisler (1999) studied 

both national and regional newspapers. The findings are importantly different. While 

McCarthy et al. (1996) found some sources of selection bias, such as the size of the 

event, whether or not counter-demonstrators were present, and whether violence 

occurred, they also found that the biases were fairly constant between 1982 and 1991. 

Barranco and Wilser (1999), who studied Swiss newspapers, also found great consistency 

over time in the sources of selection bias for the national newspapers they examined. In 

contrast, Oliver and her Madison collaborators, found that sources of biases changed in 

from 1993 to 1996 (Oliver and Myers 1999; Oliver and Maney 2000). 

While Oliver and her collaborators make much of this finding, others would not 

be surprised since Oliver and her collaborators were studying regional and local 

newspapers. In fact, Barranco and Wilser (1999) found that in comparison to national 

newspapers, regional newspapers were much more biased in terms of selectivity. While 

they found that the national newspaper reported about half of all events fairly 

consistently, with only the size of the protest, protest violence, and the proximity of the 
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protest to the newspaper producing selection effects, they found that regional newspapers 

were riddled with bias. In fact, their findings are so strong that they discourage 

researchers from trying to increase the coverage rate by adding regional newspapers to 

their studies since this could ultimately produce more bias than it is worth in terms of 

increased coverage! Applying this to Oliver and her collaborators' research, it is hardly 

surprising that they found regional newspapers to be somewhat lacking. What is 

siirprising, however, is that Oliver and her collaborators have been so confident in their 

wholesale rejection of protest data despite Barranco and Wisler's (1999) comparison and 

the McCarthy et al. (1996) findings of relative consistent coverage predictors in national 

newspapers. 

Third, when the coverage rates and selection biases reportedly found are 

examined in a research project by research project biases, the evidence is hardly ruinous 

for newspaper data. For instance, Oliver and her collaborators frame their study in terms 

of protest event reporting but actually studied public events writ large. In fact, their 

population included such things as public parties, outdoor concerts, and individual 

leafleters (Oliver and Myers 1999). Many of the events that Oliver and her collaborators 

included in their data set would have been intentionally excluded from the data used here 

because they are not public protest events or public acts of collective violence. When one 

examines the coverage rate for the protest events, instead of all public events, the 

coverage rate is much higher—reaching 78% for rallies and averaging 44% across all 

protest event types. This is a particularly strong coverage rate considering that Oliver and 

her collaborators did not code the University of Wisconsin newspaper, which presumably 
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covers most campus events. As well, Oliver and her collaborators identified articles 

through the use of an electronic search engine, not daily scans of the newspaper, which 

could have also reduced the number of articles they located (but not the number of 

articles written). 

Hug and Wisler (1998) completed a study comparing different corrections for 

possible selection bias in regional and national newspapers. The authors compiled a 

"population" of protest events by combining news coverage and police archives 

(although they admit that some events were still missed in the "population", 1998; 156). 

Using this "population," the authors tested methods for correcting for selection bias. The 

most promising method was the Heckman two-step, which uses a two step modeling 

procedure to estimate two linked equations. The first equation, the selection equation, 

estimates the likelihood of newspapers reporting on the event. In technical terms, it is 

estimating a logit based on a latent variable assumption where the latent variable is 

newsworthiness. The second equation, or "outcome" equation, is the model in which 

researchers are substantively interested. Since the equations are linked in their covariance 

structures, the two-step procedure corrects for errors in the second equation produced by 

selection. As selectivity increases (i.e., fewer events are reported on), this procedure is 

argued to become more important and more efficient. 

In order to show the merit of this correction with actual protest data, the authors 

modeled the degree of violence at a protest based on protest size and the city in which the 

protest occurred. They found that the uncorrected coefficient for protest size was about 

1/3 smaller than the corrected coefficient (.20 versus .37). This change in coefficient size. 
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coupled with a very similar standard error for both coefficients, afTected the significance 

of the protest size coefficient by moving it from just under the .05 level in the corrected 

model to a fraction above the .05 level in the uncorrected model. This means that the 

uncorrected model was actually more conservative (i.e., less likely to find a false 

positive), than the selection bias corrected model. As well, for those afraid of finding 

false negatives, it is important to note that the uncorrected coefficient remains so close to 

significance that most careful researchers would have noted its closeness and suggested it 

as a tentative finding. 

More important, however, is the failure of the authors to emphasize what was 

happening in the selection equation during the modeling. The authors argued that smaller 

protests were under-reported, thus producing selection bias, even while acknowledging 

the selection equation coefficient for protest size was not significant! This means that it is 

quite questionable as to whether the researchers should have been correcting for protest 

size. To the extent to which correcting for selection bias is questionable, so too are the 

"corrected results." 

This challenge is buttressed by examining the coefficients from their population 

model. The population model, which was based on the combination of police archives 

and news sources, produced a coefficient for protest size which was between the 

"corrected" and '^mcorrected" values—the population coefficient was .30 while the 

corrected coefficient was .37 and the uncorrected coefficient was .20. Since the corrected 

coefficient overshoots the population model by almost as much as the uncorrected 
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coefficient undershoots the population model, it would appear that correction for protest 

size is indeed a cause for concern. 

The research just discussed—Oliver and Myers (1999), Oliver and Maney (2000) 

and Hug and Wisler (1998)—represents the mainstay of ardent arguments against 

newspaper data. Yet my review suggests that their rhetoric may have out-paced their 

research findings; the argument against newspaper data is not as air-tight as Oliver and 

Maney (2000) had surmised. 

Finally, this research can be evaluated from another light. If the criticisms just 

leveled against key selection bias research were put aside for a moment and the fmdings 

of that research accepted at face value, several expectations about the "biased" 

distributions of the data used in this dissertation could be developed. For instance, one 

would expect that there were not a high number of reported protests (in an absolute 

sense), that reported protests would be extremely large, that reported protests would often 

be violent, include counter-demonstrators, and have police present at them. In fact, none 

of these predictions are supported by the frequencies and distributions produced by the 

data used here. 

In terms of the number of protests, one could work backwards to create an 

estimate of the actual amount of protest in the period. Using McCarthy et al.'s (1996) 

coverage rate for the NYT in 1982, which was about 4%, one could diAdde the reported 

number of protests by .04. To simplify, I use just the 1968-1973 period. Completing this 

calculation (1,905 / .04) would suggest that one would expect that 47,625 protests 

actually would have had to occur in New York during this period to produce the 4% 
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coverage rate. This amounts to almost 22 protests per day, everyday for 6 years! Clearly, 

in an absolute sense, this does not seem likely. 

As well, the median protest size was only 100 participants for 1968-1973. This is 

much smaller than what would be predicted by the selection bias literature. In the same 

time interval only approximately one quarter of events had property damage or violence. 

Across the entire 1960-1975 period, on average only 30% of protests featured police 

presence in any given year. These are hardly the frequencies and distributions which 

would have been predicted by selection bias researchers. 

Of course, there is no population of events to which one can compare this NYT 

dataset to examine its coverage rate and selection factors—this lack of an archival 

population source is what drives the use of newspaper data in the first place! Further, as I 

will show later in the chapter, a police archive-based data source would have had a much 

lower coverage rate than the A^in this study period. Nonetheless, by examining the 

findings of prior selection bias research in detail, comparing expectations produced by 

that literature to the data used here, and by limiting the sample to New York State events 

(which should limit any proximity based sample selection), it is clear that the use of 

newspaper data here is not as troubling as inflated rhetoric would have led one to believe. 

Effects of Remaining Selection Bias 

Since it is possible that some small amount of selection bias may be operative 

(albeit much less than the literature suggests), it is important to consider what selection 

bias actually does mechanically in regression analysis. Most simply, selection bias 



105 

mimics omitted variable bias (Breen 1996; Bloom and Killingsworth 1985; Hug and 

Wilser 1998; Muthen and Joreskog 1983). 

Researchers should be familiar with omitted variable bias. In fact, there are few 

research areas which have complete enough theories and perfect enough data collection 

to avoid omitted variable bias. This observation has driven some like Freedmem (1991) to 

argue that most social scientists abuse regression analysis. Further, many who study 

techniques for selection bias correction note that most research projects actually suffer 

from selection bias whether they realize it or not. In truth, any sample with less than a 

100% response rate is exactly analogous to a newspaper with a less than 100% reporting 

rate. 

This suggests that social movements researchers face the same question that 

almost all other social scientists face: are the best available, yet imperfect, data usable for 

analysis? I argue that researchers can effectively use such data and that newspaper data 

does not deviate markedly from accepted research standards. For instance, when 

compared to selection bias due to non-response in surveys, newspaper data compares 

favorably. The 78% reporting rate for rallies reported by Oliver and Myers (1999) is 

similar to acceptable response rates in national surveys (Laurakas 1987). Yet, few 

national surveys are discarded out of concerns over selection bias. Similarly, the coverage 

rate of newspapers is probably much higher than the crime reporting rate, and yet 

criminologists continue to study crime rates because that is the best data available. The 

examples could go on; Muthen and Jdreskog (1983) discuss examples in studies of 
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salaries and labor force participation, education, and a host of other traditional areas of 

inquiry. 

The overall message is that researchers must approach newspaper data with a 

humble understanding that while not perfect, it is a usable data source. 

Other Data Sources Employed 

In addition the newspaper protest event data discussed above, this dissertation 

employs several other data sets as well. To map population and police force 

characteristics on to protest locations, the 1960, 1970 and 1980 U.S. Census 

enumerations are used as are the 1962,1967 and 1972 Census of Governmental Units. To 

map political information on to protest locations, multiple editions of the City and County 

Data Book are used. 

In addition to these pre-existing data sets, I have also compiled information on 

police departments in New York state from multiple sources, including: International 

Association of Chiefs of Police (lACP) membership records; lACP leadership records; 

New York State Chiefs of Police leadership records; and program opening and offering 

data for police science programs at New York State universities, colleges, and 

community colleges. I have also gathered data on FBI National Academy attendance 

from graduation aimouncements published in the FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin and 

obtained though a Freedom of Information Act Request to the FBI. In the discussion of 

variables below, the particular sources will be discussed in more detail. 

Finally, additional data were drawn from quantitative content coding of four 

police journals that were published over the I960 to 1980 period. Since these journals are 
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a primary source of data for the qualitative analysis later in the dissertation, they will be 

discussed in more detail in Chapter Nine. For now, I will limit my comments to the bare 

essentials in terms of editorial character, data collection and coding. 

The four journals represented diverse interests within the field of law 

enforcement The FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin publicized the FBI's programs and 

concerns to local law enforcement. Law and Order was a privately published monthly 

police magazine that was directed toward line and supervisory officers, claiming an 

"independent editorial perspective." Police was a privately published, semi-annual (6 

issues per year), "academic" police magazine that tried to bridge the gap between 

criminology, police studies, and police departments. Finally, Police Chief was a monthly 

magazine published by the lACP and directed towards its membership which included 

private security, line police officers, and police supervisors/administrators. All journals, 

except Police, were published continually from prior to 1960 to after 1980. Police 

stopped publication in 1972 after revenue shortfalls prevented further publication. 

Every edition of all four journals published between 1960 and 1980 were read to 

identify articles that discussed any of the following: protest, crowd, or riot control; 

protesters and protest groups; crowd control equipment and weapons; special tactical 

teams such as Civil Disorder Units (CDUs) or Special Weapons and Tactics (SWAT); 

training on the legal use of force, legal liability, and legal restraint on police action; 

police-community relations; protest policing training opportunities; professionalism 

within policing; and New York State police agencies. Two researchers scanned these 
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journals and inter-rater reliability tests revealed an average agreement between readers on 

the identification of articles of 97%. 

Once articles were collected, the articles were coded for the primary topics they 

discussed. While much more will be made of this data in the qualitative analyses 

discussed in Chapters Nine and Ten, for the purposes of the quantitative analyses, simple 

articles counts on specific topics will be employed in Chapters Six and Seven. The 

operationalization section of this chapter will cover the article counts in more detail. 

Methods 

As noted in previous chapters, the quantitative analyses are two-fold. First, the 

probabilities of police presence and police action at specific protest events will be 

examined through a series of logistic and multinomial logistic regressions. Second, the 

overall counts of different police responses to protest firom 1960-1975 will be modeled in 

a series of negative binomial regressions. 

Models of Police Presence and Action at Specific Protest Events 

In order to model the probability of police presence and action at protest events, a 

theoretical understanding of the process of protest policing must be developed. I argue 

that protest policing is a two stage process. That is, police must decide to attend a protest 

event before they can decide to act at that event. Thus, all police actions are obviously 

and logically conditioned on police presence. It is reasonable to expect that different 

processes may then drive police presence and police action. Principally, police presence 

should be driven by a need to evaluate or monitor a protest, given either prior warning 
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about the protest or a "call for service."^ Police action should be driven by observed 

protesters actions and police-protester interactions. 

To replicate this theoretical two-step process, I model police presence and action 

through a two step modeling procedure. The first stage of this process—police attendance 

at a protest event—is modeled using a series of logistic regressions where the dependent 

variable is the log odds of police presence at a protest event. The second stage of the 

process limits the sample to events in which police were present and uses multinomial 

logistic regressions to model the log odds of different types of police action. 

This conceptualization and modeling of the protest policing process represents a 

significant advance over prior research. As discussed above, most current research on 

police action has examined simple presence or absence of police as a measure of 

repression (Koopmans 1993) or compared grossly different strategies (Wisler and Guigni 

1999). Regardless, researchers have uniformly employed logistic regressions. 

I further Innovate over prior research by testing for time sensitivity in the 

relationships predicted by both existing approaches and the police-centered approach. I 

run each logistic regression and multinomial logistic regression on 2 sub-samples of years 

(1960-1964 and 1968-1973) to test the validity of each approach across time.^'* Scholars 

have largely presented these approaches as if they are easily generalizable and fairly 

^ A call for service is a request for police service, such as contemporary 911 calls. 

When data for events that took place between 1976 and 1980 becomes available, I will 

run these same models on that sample of events to determine if the factors influencing 

police presence and action were different at the close of the protest cycle. 
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acontextual. However, Isaac and Griffin's (1989) study of temporal heterogeneity in 

causality demonstrates the importance of testing such assumptions since temporal 

differences in the viability of causal explanations can occur. Using sub-samples from the 

1960-1975 data set will allow me to compare coefficient significance and direction (and 

to a lesser extent magnitude) across the time period, suggesting whether or not the 

importance of certain explanatory factors has remained constant over time. 

Logistic Regression and Police Presence Models 

The discussion of the logistic regression models need not be belabored. The 

dependent variable in each model is simply the log odds of police presence at a protest 

event. Logistic regression is a familiar technique, and uses the formula: 

P(y = \)= ocpC^, +6,Jf,)/[l+«p(ib +ikJr, + 

Interested readers may consult Long (1997) for a thorough discussion of logistic 

regressions. 

Multinomial Logistic Regressions and Police Action Models 

As mentioned above, most prior research has employed only logistic regressions 

(e.g. police presence versus absence, the usage of various discrete techniques, such as 

arrests versus no arrests at a protest). However, such an approach tacitly assumes that 

authorities make discrete and independent decisions about tactical deployments (e.g., as if 

police decide to use tear gas independently of their decision to use a baton charge or take 

no action all). I argue that this does not empirically match the decision-making process of 
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police agencies and officers; instead, the police must make decisions about which 

combinations of tactics to deploy. 

In order to more accurately model this combinatorial reality, I have created a 

dependent variable that is based on theoretical groupings of actually observed 

combinations of police tactics in New York State in the 1960 to 1975 time period. The 

following 6 tactics served as the basis for the combinations: police presence, limited 

action,"^ the use of barricades, the use of force, the use of force based equipment (e.g. 

tear gas), and the use of arrests. Of the analytically possible combinations of these 6 

tactics, only a small fraction actually occurred in New York in the period of this study. 

Important theoretical similarities were noted between these combinations and 

combinations were grouped a second time accordingly, resulting in a five category 

dependent variable."^ 

The five categories are as follows. First, there is the "Do Nothing" approach. In 

this approach, officers show up at a protest event but take no further action. Second, there 

is the "Nothing to See Here" approach in which officers show up and take only limited 

^ Limited action is defined as taking action but not using arrests, force, or any sort of 

equipment (e.g. barricades) and thus is exemplified by actions such as negotiation with 

protesters or traffic direction. 

For reasons explained in Chapter Six and Chapter Seven, analyses involving events 

that occurred between 1960 and 1964 will use a slightly truncated, three category version 

of this variable. That truncated specification preserves the most salient distinctions 

between strategies; no action, action not involving force, and actions involving force. 
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action (which importantly excludes making arrests, using force, or using any kind of 

equipment). Third, there is the "Ounce of Prevention/ Legal Eagles" approach in which 

officers try to prevent disorder by erecting barricades, reacting to protest by making 

arrests or combining the use of barricades with arrests. The fourth response, the so-called 

"Dirty Harry" strategy, is an force-based approach to dealing with protesters. In this 

approach, officers use physical force and sometimes use force-based equipment such as 

tear gas. The final response type is the "Calling All Cars" approach in which officers 

combine the widest range of tactics they have available; officers use force, make arrests, 

and frequently use force-based equipment such as tear gas. 

Figure 5.1: Police Deployments by Year at Public Protest Events, 1960-1975 
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Figure 5.1 displays the frequencies of these responses at New York protest events 

from 1960 to 1975. Since there has been much speculation about the relative frequency of 

police actions at protest events, there are a few important descriptive notes to make. First, 

the number of no>shows, or events which the police did not attend, is overwhelming. This 

means that the modal response to protest is to actually ignore it. As well, it also implies 

that if I would have relied on police records to generate a data set, I would have missed 

the majority of events! This is not a surprising finding; Barranco and Wisler (1999) show 

that police records can be quite poor data sources and can be bias-ridden. 

Second, despite expectations about highly repressive police action in this period, 

the descriptive statistics show that preventative and limited approaches predominated. In 

fact, strategies which included force were relatively rarely deployed and the "Dirty 

Harry" strategy, which only uses force, is the least frequent response to protest in this 

period. In fact, on average this response was only used in just under 2% of protests per 

year. In contrast, the Do Nothing and Legal Approaches were the second and third most 

frequently deployed strategies. 

Before moving onto the count models, two final topics must be considered. First, 

some readers may question the labeling of combinations of police tactics at protest events 

as "approaches." That is, critical readers may ask why the observed combinations are not 

"just what happened" instead of more coherent combinations of actions (i.e., a strategy or 

an approach). Further, to the extent to which the combinations may be approaches 

initiated by officers, how could such strategies be considered organizational approaches 

instead of simply individual decisions? 
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The answers to these questions rely on understanding the space that departments 

create and allow for police officer discretion. In routine policing, as has already been 

discussed in Chapter Four, discretion is the rule of street and many departments allow 

officers wide discretion. However, in less routine settings, departments have a command 

and control structure that is suppose to be followed so that the discretion usually offered 

to line officers is revoked and instead pushed up the administrative ladder. In the case of 

protest control, this means that line officers are suppose to report to a sergeant, lieutenant 

or even a captain to find out what actions are expected of them.^^ 

The supervisory officer is clearly charged with creating a "game plan" for 

handling any non-routine policing matters. Further, the supervisory officer is responsible 

for disseminating the commands and monitoring officer behavior. In this sense, the 

"game plan" developed is the strategy I am modeling in the multinomial logistic 

regressions. 

This discussion implies that protest policing should be an organizational strategy, 

developed and imposed by a supervisory officer. Of course, not all orders given by 

supervisory officers are followed and sometimes supervisory officers are conspicuously 

Of course, all discretion is not removed. For example, while the supervisory officer 

may tell the officers that arrests will only be used when "serious" law-breaking occurs, 

line officers are still likely to be the ultimate arbiters of "seriousness." Nonetheless, as 

was discussed in Chapter Four, research has shown that officer discretion can be 

effectively structured by formal rules, policies and commands and by informal norms. 
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quiet, refusing to give clear orders. What are researchers to make of such situations? I 

argue that these situations can still be understood as organizational strategies for two 

reasons. 

First, if a supervisory officer is simply silent, thus refusing to take the 

discretionary power of line officers away, this cannot be considered a non-strategic 

decision. In fact, police departments and supervisory officers are all too aware of what 

officers might do in non-routine situations without direction. If a supervisory officer 

considers the likely action of his officers to be a preferred course of action but does not 

want to provide an organizational stamp of approval, he may simply choose to be quiet, 

late in ultimately responding, or otherwise unavailable. An example will make this 

clearer. If a protest is occurring and the sentiment among line officers is that a strong 

show of force and baton use will clear the crowd, a supervisory officer who agrees with 

this sentiment but does not want to claim the baton beatings as an organizational decision 

may simply allow his officers free reign by failing to provide timely counter-orders. In 

fact, such informal non-statements are quite frequent in policing more generally and 

many commentators have noted the way in which police policy exists in silences as well 

as declarations (Lundman 1980b; Stark 1972). 

Second, a supervisory officer may "lose control" of his line officers. This is a 

frequent explanation of the Dirty Harry approach. The Dirty Harry approach can be a 

very organizationally risky approach; it most closely resembles a police riot (Stark 1972) 

and should never technically occur because uses of force should always be accompanied 

by arrests. Thus, few departments should be interested in claiming that a Dirty Harry 
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deployment was an organizational decision. However, if a supervisor or police 

department fails to create consequences for disobeying orders, one can still consider the 

Dirty Harry actions of individual officers to be an organizational approach, albeit veiled. 

An example will also clarify this point. In the 1967 Detroit riot, one area of the 

city was controlled by Army paratroopers and the other by city police and national guard. 

While the Army paratroopers knew that breaking rank or disobeying orders would have 

disciplinary consequences, there was no such sense of consequence on the part of city 

police. As a result, the Army paratroopers unloaded their gims as ordered and fired only a 

few shots during the entire riot. In contrast, DPD ran wild, firing hundreds of rounds of 

ammunition, wounding dozens, and killing several (Kemer 1968). As Stark (1972) notes 

about this situation, the intentional lack of control and failure to create consequences for 

these city police officers was as tangibly a strategy as ordering the shots be fired. The 

only difference was that the organization could feign innocence since no direct orders 

were given to fire and other direct orders to hold fire were disobeyed (even though there 

was no intention of disciplining disobedient officers). The same could be said of Chicago 

officers who policed the 1968 Democratic Convention. Walker (1968) documents 

significant beatings in Old Town every evening and no supervisory action to either 

prevent or punish officers who were involved. If researchers rely upon departments to 

affirmatively claim approaches as intentional organizational decisions, scholars will be 

unable to make sense of much of police departments do. 

Second, readers may wonder why multinomial logistic regression (MNLR) is the 

appropriate tool for this type of dependent variable. I use MNLR for several reasons. 
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First, this technique allows a unique capacity to model explanatory variables associated 

with different levels of repression simultaneously. Put simply, unlike prior research, I can 

determine whether different variables are associated with limited police action but 

unassociated with simple police presence or deployments of force. While these models 

have not been used frequently in social movement research, MNLR has been used 

extensively in other fields of research to handle similar issues (for instance, see Hoffoian 

and Duncan 1988, Arum and Shavit 1995 and Meng and Miller 1995), 

As well, MNLR is superior to other alternatives. One could replicate the results 

obtained here through a series of ordered logistic regressions, which iterate through a 

series of specially selected sub-samples of data. However, as Long (1997) notes, MNLR 

is more statistically efficient than a series of ordered logistic regressions. 

One could also argue for an ordinal logistic regression, which essentially would 

treat the dependent variable as if it was an ordinal measure. This would be problematic on 

two grounds. First, ordinality assumes that there is some underlying, latent dimension 

that is being measiued and across which values are arrayed. For instance, one would have 

to assume the dependent variable was "police repressiveness" and Do Nothing 

represented the lowest level of repression and Calling All Cars represent the highest 

observed level of repression. However, one could not clearly say that Calling All Cars is 

more repressive than the Legal Eagle Approach or more repressive than the Dirty Harry 

approach. Second, even if the dependent variable were stricdy ordinal, my theoretical 

predictions suggest that the Parallel Regression Assumption required for ordinal logistic 
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regression models (Long 1997) would be violated. Thus, multinomial logistic regression 

would still be the preferred technique for analysis. 

Count Models 

After modeling the probabilities of police action and presence, a second set of 

analyses, presented in Chapter Seven, will model the number of events at which police 

are present and the number of times the police deploy different strategies of protest 

control. The main focus of these analyses will be the evaluation of volatile PO accounts 

of repression. In order to set up this analysis, Chapter Seven will first review simple over

time descriptive statistics that will allow more general observations about whether 

protests occurring in different parts of the protest cycle seem more or less likely to be 

repressed by police, or policed in specific ways, due to their position in the protest cycle. 

After those descriptive comments, the count models that follow will use the entire 

I960 to 1975 period in each regression. The modeling technique employed will be 

negative binomial regression. Similar to a standard Poisson model for count data, 

negative binomial regression (NBR) analysis relaxes the requirement that the conditional 

mean be equivalent to the variation thereby allowing for "overdispersion" in the data set 

(Barron 1992; Long 1997). Nonetheless, the dependent variable can still be understood as 

an incidence rate and the interpretation of results remains the same as in a standard 

Poisson regression. 
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The unit of observation will be the county-month, aggregating all events for a 

county in a given month into one observation.^* These county-month negative binomial 

models will examine whether the relatively open or closed political opportunities 

protesters face affect the way in which protests are policed. While the descriptive sepres 

presented would allow limited access to this question, the negative binomial models are 

far better suited to answer it. 

Before moving onto the specification of the independent variables, two concerns 

about the negative binomial models should be addressed. First, some readers may 

question whether counties, versus cities, are an appropriate unit of analysis in these 

regressions. If one were examining only protest policing in major urban areas, cities 

would likely be a preferable unit of analysis. However, across a state, counties should be 

preferred for several reasons. First, and most importantly, police agencies in smaller areas 

are frequently supplemented by (if not dependent on) coimty Sheriffs departments and 

other area departments for assistance when any unusual events or occurrences take place. 

Whether one examines the geographical frequencies of protests or police discourse on the 

Consequently, the format of the control variables will also change. For example, 

whereas in the MNLR models the control variable for civil rights protests indicated 

whether the specific protest event included a pro-civil rights claims, in the negative 

binomial regressions the control variable will be the total number of protests in the month 

that included civil rights claims. Protest duration will be assessed at its median because it 

is continuously measured and skewed upward by a few long protest events. 
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problems facing small town departments, it is clear that protests certainly constituted 

such an unusual occurrence and frequently required assistance from other law 

enforcement agencies. The institutional acknowledgement of this mutual dependence 

within a coimty manifested itself in informal and formal mutual assistance agreements 

(Farmer 1968) that provided manpower, equipment, and coordinated conmiand centers. 

Thus, to the extent to which protest occurred outside of major metropolitan areas, 

researchers would incorrectly identify the relevant police agencies that would likely be 

called to respond to protest if they only examined municipal forces. Similarly, many 

smaller communities were entirely policed by county law enforcement agencies and for 

those commimities it would literally be meaningless to speak of municipal police 

agencies. 

In the case of New York State, using the county as the unit of analyses also has 

advantages for more metropolitan areas. For instance, much of Long Island is serviced by 

the Nassau and Suffolk County Sheriffs offices, even in areas where one would expect 

municipal police service. 

There is only one instance where county level measures were problematic and I 

have accommodated that change here. New York City is actually composed of five 

counties but primary police jurisdiction falls to NYPD. In the case of protests occurring 

in NYC, where specifying the county would have been meaningless (and, indeed, 

separate county data is not even systematically available), I have used NYC as the unit 

Since most major metropolitan areas fall entirely within a county, this is an exceptional 
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situation; published data sources report and recommend the use of NYC aggregate figures 

in this case (for instance, see the Census of Governmental Units series). 

In addition to addressing the county specification issue, I note one major 

drawback to these analyses. While the MNLR could explicitly account for relationships 

between the probabilities of each police approach to protest, the series of unconnected 

negative binomial regressions will not be able to model that trade-off process. 

Unfortunately, a multinomial Poisson or multinomial negative binomial model is not 

available in standard statistical packages. 

Despite this drawback, by the close of the LR, MNLR, and NBR analyses, all 

leading approaches to protest policing and the police-centered approach will have been 

quantitatively analyzed. In accomplishing this task, this dissertation will undertake an 

important comparative evaluation of each approach and the capacity of each approach to 

contribute to larger explanations of protest policing. 

Independent Variables 

Now that a thorough understanding of the data sources and modeling procedures 

has been developed, it is important to discuss the operationalization and measurement of 

the theoretical concepts discussed in Chapters Three and Four. In order to be consistent 

with Chapters Three and Four, I will discuss the measurement of the static approaches, 

then the police-centered approach and the volatile PO approach. 
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Table 5.1: Elite Threat Measures 
Variable Construction Summary 

Statistics 

Protest Size 
(Conventional 
Measure) 

1968-1973: Logged Number of Protest Participants 
Present at the Protest Event 

Mean: 4.68 
Median: 4.61 
(0.69-11.51) 

Protest Size 
(Conventional 
Measure) 

1960-1964: Logged Number of Protest Participants 
Present at the Protest Event 

Mean: 4.45 
Median: 4.14 
(0.69-13.05) 

Confrontational 
Tactics 

1968-1973: Dummy Variable Indicating That 
Confrontational Tactics Were Employed By 
Protesters at the Protest Event (See Appendix A) 

48% Confrontational 
Tactics 

1960-1964: Dummy Variable Indicating That 
Confrontational Tactics Were Employed By 
Protesters at the Protest Event (See Appendix A) 

23% 

Number of Goals 1968-1973: Number of Protester Goals at the 
Protest Event 

Mean: 1.34 
Median: 1 

(0-6) 

Number of Goals 

1960-1964: Number of Protester Goals at the 
Protest Event 

Mean: 1.45 
Median: 1 

(0-4) 
Number of 
Targets 

1968-1973: Number of Protester Targets at the 
Protest Event 

Mean: 1.68 
Median: I 

(1-4) 

Number of 
Targets 

1960-1964: Number of Protester Targets at the 
Protest Event 

Mean: 1.13 
Median: 1 

(1-2) 
Radical Goals 1968-1973: Dummy Variable Indicating That 

Protesters Advocated Radical Goals (See Appendix 
A) 

25% Radical Goals 

1960-1964: Dummy Variable Indicating That 
Protesters Advocated Radical Goals (See Appendix 
A) 

9% 

Static Approach One: The Elite Threat Approach 

As readers may recall from Chapter Three, the threat approach argues that the 

more threatening a protest to elites, the more likely and severe repression will be. To 

measure threat in the logistic regressions and MNLRs, several variables will be 
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employed: a logged count of the number of protesters reported at the event as a measure 

of protest size (the measure is logged to correct for heteroskedasticity); a dummy variable 

indicating the use of confrontational tactics such as sit-ins, office takeovers, and meeting 

disruptions (see the Appendix A for a full listing of confrontational tactics); a dummy 

variable for advocating radical goals that is turned on by such things as racial and ethnic 

power claims, pro-commum'sm claims, and pro-gay rights claims by protesters (see the 

Appendix A for a full listing of radical goals); a count of the number of protester goals as 

a measure of the multiplicity of goals; and a coimt of the number of protest targets as a 

measure of the multiplicity of targets. All five measures were drawn du-ectly from the 

NYT event data and are constructed as consistently with existing studies of threat as 

possible. The variables are shown in Table 5.1. 

Static Approach Two: The Weakness Approach 

As mentioned in Chapter Three, the weakness approach suggests that weaker 

protests and weaker movements may be subject to opportunistic repression. Further, I 

have expanded on Gamson's (1990) original conception of weakness to argue that 

weakness may result firom either internal weakness and a paucity of external monitoring. 

I employ five variables in the logistic regression and MNLRs as shown in Table 

S.2 to capture the wezikness-firom-within specification. First, I include a dummy variable 

for the presence of racial and ethnic minorities and other subordinated populations such 

as the poor (see the Appendix A for a full listing of participant groups which turn this 

variable "on"). 
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Table 5.2: Weakness Measures 
Variable Construction Summary 

Statistics* 

Front Page News 
Coverage 

1968-1973: Number of Protest Events Which Made the 
Front Page of the New York Times in the Prior Month 

Mean: 4.92 
Median: 3 

(0-38) 

Front Page News 
Coverage 

1960-1964; Number of Protest Events Which Made the 
Front Page of the New York Times in the Prior Month 

Mean: 3.40 
Median: 3 

(0-13) 
Minority Presence 1968-1973: Dummy Variable Indicating That Minority 

Protesters Were Present at Protest Event (See Appendix 
A) 

26% Minority Presence 

I960-I964: Dummy Variable Indicating That Minority 
Protesters Were Present at Protest Event (See Appendix 
A) 

33% 

Student/ Youth 
Presence 

1968-1973: Dummy Variable Indicating That Student or 
Youth Protesters Were Present at Protest Event 

45% 
(College 

Students: 22%) 

Student/ Youth 
Presence 

1960-1964: Dummy Variable Indicating That Student or 
Youth Protesters Were Present at Protest Event 

25% 
(College 

Students: 15%) 
SMO Presence 1968-1973: Dummy Variable Indicating That at Least 

One SMO Was Present at the Protest Event 
45% SMO Presence 

1960-1964; Dummy Variable Indicating That at Least 
One SMO Was Present at the Protest Event 

56% 

Number of SMOs 1968-1973: Number of SMOs Present at the Protest 
Event 

Mean: 0.73 
Median: 0 
(0-150) 

Number of SMOs 

1960-1964: Number of SMOs Present at the Protest 
Event 

Mean: 1.01 
Median: 1 

(0-50) 
• All summary sutistics rcflcct the central tendencies where event is the unit of analysis. Thus, where monthly totals are concerned, 
the summary statistics are based on the event values, meaning that the monthly values are weighted by their fluency in the data set. 

Second, I employ a dummy variable for the presence of students since, depending 

on their age, young people and students either cannot vote or do not vote in large 

numbers, limiting their political power. In order to tap the resource mobilization 

specification of weakness-from-within, I include a variable which indicates that at least 

one social movement organization (SMO) was present at the event since SMO absence 
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should indicate a weaker capacity to respond to police actions taken against protesters. I 

also include a count of the number of SMOs present since additional SMOs should 

linearly increase the number of avenues of redress available. 

To measure weakness-from-without, or the ability of outside actors to monitor 

political elite and police response to protesters, I focus on prominent media attention. 

Specifically, I include a one-month lagged count of the total number offront page NYT 

stories on protest events from the prior month. I limit this variable to front page stories 

because these high profile articles are much more likely to be read and thus much more 

likely to serve a real monitoring function. This focus on media attention has been 

supported by recent work on Swiss protest (Wisler and Guigni 1999). This variable 

construction is the same for all quantitative analyses. 

Table 5.3: Threat*Weakness Interaction Measures 
Variable Construction Summary 

Statistics 

Minority* 
Confrontational 
Tactics 

1968-1973: Minority Presence*Confrontational 
Tactics Use 

16% Minority* 
Confrontational 
Tactics 1960-1964: Minority Presence*Confrontational 

Tactics Use 
9% 

Minority* Radical 
Goals 

1968-1973: Minority Presence* Advocacy of 
Radical Goals 

8% Minority* Radical 
Goals 

1960-1964: Minority Presence* Advocacy of 
Radical Goals 

4% 

Minority* Protest 
Size (Standard) 

1968-1973: Minority Presence* Logged Number of 
Protesters 

Mean: 1.14 
Median: 0 
(0-10.57) 

Minority* Protest 
Size (Standard) 

1960-1964: Minority Presence*Logged Number of 
Protesters 

Mean: 1.55 
Median: 0 
(0-13.05) 
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Static Approach Three: The Threat*Weakness Approach 

Some researchers have predicted an interactive relationship between threat and 

weakness (Stockdill 1996). Thus, in the logistic regressions and MNLRs, I measure this 

possibility by introducing 3 interactions: (I) minority presence interacted with logged 

number of protest participants; (2) minority presence interacted with the advocacy of 

radical goals; and (3) minority presence interacted with confrontational tactics are used. 

The interactions are shown in Table 5.3. 

Static Approach Four: The Stable POS Approach 

Finally, for the static approaches, I measure the structural openness to insurgency 

by considering the logged number of elected officials in the county where each protest 

event occurred. Greater numbers of elected officials increase the pool of potential allies 

for protesters and increase the amount of oversight that can be exerted both over other 

officials and the police. Put simply, the larger numbers of elected officials, the more 

possible pressure points for public and protester influence. I have used the log of the 

number of elected officials due to the upwardly skewed distribution of this variable. 

Figures are taken from the Census of Governmental Units and values are interpolated in 

non-Census years. Unfortunately, because the Census of Governmental Units did not 

begin collecting the aggregate number of elected officials until 1967, this variable is only 

included in the 1968-1973 models. Table 5.4 presents the relevant descriptive data. 
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Table 5.4: Stable Political Opportunity Structures 
Variable Construction Summary 

Statistic* 

Number of Elected 
Officials 

1968-1973: Logged Number of Elected 
Officials in the County in Which the Protest 
Occurred 

Mean: 6.92 
Median: 7.54 
(2.56-7.54) 

* All sumniai>- statistics reflect the central tendencies where event is the unit of analysis. Thus, where monthly totals are concerned, 
the summaiy statistics are based on the event values, meaning that the monthly values ate weighted by their firequency in the data set. 

Police Centered Approach: Police Threat Measures 

In order to operationalize the police threat hypotheses laid out in Chapter Four, I 

employ several dichotomous and categorical variables, as indicated in Table S.5. First, I 

capture the potential for conflict through a dummy variable turned on by the presence of 

counter-demonstrators. Second, I capture the lumpiness of police views of protest size by 

breaking protests into three categories; small protests (2-49 people); medium protests (49 

to several hundred; includes the median); and large, or mass, protests (several hundred to 

the maximum; is the omitted category in models). 

Third, I include three dummy variables to capture provocation, as discussed 

above: a dummy variable for protester committed property damage, a dummy variable for 

protester committed violence, and a dummy variable for the co-commission of property 

damage and violence by protesters. Importantly, because of the deeper coding performed 

for this dissertation on events that occurred between 1968 and 1973,1 am able to 

distinguish between protester initiated violence and other violence in those years. Finally, 

to capture sensitivity to rock, brick and bottle throwing, I include a dummy variable for 

this in the 1968-1973 models. 
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Table 5.5: Police Threat Measures 
Variable Construction Summary 

Statistics 

Counter-
demonstrator 
Presence 

1968-1973: Dummy Variable Indicating That Counter-
demonstrators Were Present at Protest Event 

4% Counter-
demonstrator 
Presence 1960-1964: Dummy Variable Indicating That Counter-

demonstrators Were Present at Protest Event 
7% 

Police-Centered 
Protest Size 
Measure 

1968-1973: The Number of Protests with 2-49 
Protesters (Small), SO to Hundreds (Medium), and 
Thousands (Large) 

Small: 3S% 
Medium: S2% 

Large: 13% 

Police-Centered 
Protest Size 
Measure 

1968-1973: The Ratio of Protesters to Police at the 
Protest Event* 

Mean: 12.87 
Median: 1.98 
(0.009-S00) 

Police-Centered 
Protest Size 
Measure 

1960-1964: The Number of Protests with 2-49 
Protesters (Small), SO to Hundreds (Medium), and 
Thousands (Large) 

Small: 41% 
Medium: 46% 

Large: 13% 
Violence 1968-1973: Dummy Variable Indicating That Protester 

Initiated Violence Occurred at Protest Event 
13% Violence 

1960-1964: Dummy Variable Indicating That Violence 
Occurred at Protest Event 

6% 

Property Damage 1968-1973: Dummy Variable Indicating That Property 
Damage Occurred at Protest Event 

3% Property Damage 

1960-1964: Dummy Variable Indicating That Property 
Damage Occurred at Protest Event 

2% 

Violence and 
Property Damage 

1968-1973: Dummy Variable Indicating That Both 
Protester Initiated Violence and Property Damage 
Occurred at Protest 

9% Violence and 
Property Damage 

1960-1964: Dummy Variable Indicating That Both 
Violence and Property Damage Occurred at Protest 

2% 

Bottle and Brick 
Throwing 

1968-1973: Dummy Variable Indicating That Protesters 
Threw Rocks, Bottles, or Other Missiles at Protest 

S% 

Spontaneous 
versus Planned 
Events 

1968-1973: Dummy Variable Indicating That the 
Protest Was Spontaneous or Covertly Planned 

73% 

'The median was much lower than die mean for two reasons. First, there were large numbers of cases with relatively large police 
mobilizations compared to the size of the protest. Second, when values were missing the number of police officers was estimated 
using regression output from a model of police mobilizaiion. These missing values had a lower median than non-missing values, 
which pulled the grand median slightly downward. 

Based on the deep re-coding of events with police presence that took place 

between 1968 and 1973,1 will also be able to include two additional measures in selected 

models. First, I include a ratio of the number of protesters to police present This will 
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allow me to test for whether under-staffing of protest events, not protest size itself, leads 

to certain types of police action. Second, I will be able to include a dummy variable for 

whether or not there was evidence that the event was planned and/or the police knew 

about the event in advance. 

Police Centered Approach: Police Agencies Measures 

I measure variation between police agencies in several ways. First, I measure 

variation in police force resources (and presumably size) by using the number of dollars, 

in thousands, spent on law enforcement in each county. Figures were drawn from the 

Census of Governmental Units and the City and County Data Books. 

I also include several measiires for police professionalism. First, a dummy 

variable is turned on when a Chief of Police in the county where the protest occurred was 

President of the New York State Association of Chiefs of Police. Similarly, another 

dununy variable indicates when a Chief of Police in the county where the protest 

occurred was President of the lACP. I include a count of the number of dues paying 

IACP member ofRcers in each county, which was generated from published 

organizational membership records. Because proximity of police science programs 

should increase the recruitment of educated ofHcers and make in-service training easier, I 

also include a time-varying dummy variable indicating whether a police science program 

existed at a college or university within the county. Data were taken from an lACP 

survey of police science programs that included program formation dates. 
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Table 5.6: Police Agency Measures* 
Variable Construction Summary 

Statistics* 

Police Force 
Capacity 

1968-1973; Log of Dollars, in Thousands, Spent on Law 
Enforcement in the County 

Mean; 13.53 
Median; 13.97 
(7.05-14.26) 

Police Force 
Capacity 

1960-1964; Log of Dollars, in Thousands, Spent on Law 
Enforcement in the County 

Mean; 14.32 
Median; 13.70 
(6.33-17.33) 

Number of Police 
Studies Programs 
in County 

1968-1973; Number of Degree or Certificate Granting 
Police Studies Programs at Colleges in the County 

Mean; 1.35 
Median; 1 

(0-5) 

Number of Police 
Studies Programs 
in County 

1960-1964; Number of Degree or Certificate Granting 
Police Studies Programs at Colleges in the County 

Mean; 0.30 
Median; 0 

(0-2) 
lACP President 1968-1973; Time-Varying Dummy Variable Indicating 

that a Member of a Police Agency in the County Had 
Been President of the lACP Since 1960 

26% lACP President 

1960-1964; Time-Varying Dummy Variable Indicating 
that a Member of a Police Agency in the County Had 
Been President of the lACP Since 1960 

16% 

NYSACOP 
President 

1968-1973; Time-Varying Dummy Variable Indicating 
that a Member of a Police Agency in the County Had 
Been President of the NYS Association of Chiefs of 
Police In the Last Five Years 

16% NYSACOP 
President 

1960-1964; Time-Varying Dummy Variable Indicating 
that a Member of a Police Agency in the County Had 
Been President of the NYS Association of Chiefs of 
Police In the Last Five Years 

3% 

lACP Police 
Chiefs Members'* 

1968-1973; Number of Police Chiefs in County Who 
Were Members of lACP in the Year of the Protest 

Mean; 2.27 
Median; 2 

(0-34) 
lACP Members in 
County'* 

1968-1973; Number of Total lACP Members in the 
County in the Year of the Protest 

Mean: 373 
Median: 423 

(0-503) 
lACP Civilian 
Police Members in 
County"" 

1968-1973; Number of Civilian Police lACP Members 
in the County in the Year of the Protest 

Mean: 142 
Median: 176 

(0-190) 
* All summaty statistics reflect the central tendencies where event is die unit of analysis. Thus, where yearly or monthly averages or 
totals are concerned, the summary statistics are based on the event values, meaning dut the values are weighted by their fiequency. 
* 1 also collected data on FBI National Academy Graduate Classes but due to incomplete data for 1959 and 1972,1 am unable to use 
this otherwise complete time-series in the analyses. 
" lACP membership directories were published beginning in 1964; years prior to 1964 are unavailable. 
' LACP membership was open to police and non-police in related fields (e.g. security), as well as military and federal officials and 
officers. Membership records include agency afSIUttioas and the total here reflects a coding of the agency affiliations. 
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Police Centered Approach: Police Field Measures 

In addition to inter-agency variation, I am also interested in variation over time in 

the police field, as discussed in Chapter Four. Specifically, I am interested in varying 

levels of concern for professionalism within law enforcement and innovation in, and 

discussion of, protest policing tactics and weapons. To measure these concepts in all 

models, 1 include two one-month lagged, article count measures: a measure of police 

concern for innovation in protest control tactics and a measure for police concern for 

professionalism. Both of the measures are based on article counts from 3 police trade 

journals during this period and content coding performed on these articles. For example, 

the attention to protest innovation measure includes a count of all articles in the prior 

month from these three trade journals that prominently discussed protest policing tactics 

and protest groups. 

Finally, to capture the effect of public forum law, I included a dummy variable 

that indicated whether the protest occurred in a traditional public forum, such as a 

sidewalk or park. Since protesters were required to submit permit applications for 

protests in public forums allowing the police to fully plan for the protest, some research 

has implied that greater police presence but less police violence might be expected at 

such events (McCarthy et al. 1999). Descriptive statistics are shown in Table 5.7. 
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Table 5.7: Police Field Measures 
Variable Construction Summary 

Statistics* 

Attention to 
Protest and Protest 
Control 

1968-1973: Number of Articles Appearing in 
Three Leading Police Journals Which Focus on 
Protest Control or Protesters 

Mean: S 
Median: 4 

(0-23) 

Attention to 
Protest and Protest 
Control 

1960-1964: Number of Articles Appearing in 
Three Leading Police Journals Which Focus on 
Protest Control or Protesters 

Mean: 2.24 
Median: 2 

(0-11) 
Attention to 
Professionalism 

1968-1973: Number of Articles Appearing in 
Three Leading Police Journals Which Address 
Issues of Police Professionalism as a Primary 
Topic 

Mean: 3 
Median: 2 

(O-IO) 

Attention to 
Professionalism 

1960-1964: Number of Articles Appearing in 
Three Leading Police Journals Which Address 
Issues of Police Professionalism as a Primary 
Topic 

Mean: 0.76 
Median: 0 

(0-3) 

Attention to Uses 
of Force and 
Brutality Claims 

1968-1973: Number of Articles Appearing in 
Three Leading Police Journals Which Discusses 
Uses of Force and/or Brutality Claims 

Mean: 0.27 
Median: 0 

(0-2) 

Attention to Uses 
of Force and 
Brutality Claims 

1960-1964: Number of Articles Appearing in 
Three Leading Police Journals Which Discusses 
Uses of Force and/or Brutality Claims 

Mean: 0.34 
Median: 0 

(0-3) 
Traditional Public 
Forum' 

1968-1973: Protest Occurred Only in a 
Traditional Public Fonmi (i.e., public sidewalk or 
public park) 

39% 

* All summafy statistics reflect the central tendencies where event is the unit of analysis. Thus, where yearly or monthly averages or 
totals are concerned, the sutimiary statistics are based on the event values, meaning that the values are weighted by their frequency in 
the event data set. 
'The abbreviated data collection employed from I960 to 1967 and from 1974 to I97S did not include a variable Tor protest location, 
so this variable is unavailable for an^yses using these years. 

Dynamic Approaches: Volatile Political Opportunities 

For more volatile political opportunities, I use two types of measures. The first 

type of measure captures the dominance of liberal elected officisds and liberal voters in 

local, state, and federal elections. In the U.S. case, this implies a focus on Democratic 

Party dominance at the federal, state, and local level. While some may suggest that the 

Democratic Par^ has not always been open to protest, it does represent the largest 
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mainstream liberal party in the U.S. and even when Democrats have been more closed to 

protest, they have rarely been more closed to protest than Republicans. Specific measures 

are shown in Table 5.8. 

Table 5.8: Volatile Political Opportimities Measures, 1960-1975 
Variable Construction Summary 

Statistics* 
Party Dominance 

Democratic President 1960-197S: Dummy Variable Indicating the 
President of the U.S. Was a Democrat 

50% 

Democratic Senate 
Membership 

1960-1975; Number of Democratic U.S. Senators Mean: 62 
Median: 64 

(54-68) 
Democratic House 

Membership 
1960-1975: Number of Democratic U.S. House 
Representatives 

Mean: 260 
Median: 255 
(239-295) 

Democratic Governor 1960-1975: Dummy Variable indicating the 
Governor of New York Was a Democrat 

5% 

Democratic Upper State 
House Dominance 

1%0-1975: Dummy Variable Indicating the New 
York State Upper House was Democratically 
Controlled 

13% 

Democratic Lower State 
House Dominance 

1960-1975: Dummy Variable Indicating the New 
York State Lower House was Democratically 
Controlled 

38% 

Democratic Electoral 
Votes 

1960-1975: Dummy Variable Indicating the New 
York's Electoral College Votes Went to the 
Democratic Nominee in the Most Recent 
Presidential Election 

79% 

Percentage of 
Democratic 
Presidential Voters 

1960-1975: The Percentage of Voters in the County 
Who Voted for the Democratic Nominee in the Most 
Recent Election 

Mean: 48% 
Median: 49% 

(27-73) 
Elite Competition and 
Fractionalization 

Presidential Election 
Year 

1960-1975: Dunrniy Variable Indicating that the 
Event Occurred in a Presidential Election Year 

25% 

National Split Between 
President and 
Congress 

1960-1975: Dummy Variable Indicating a that 
Different Parties Controlled the Presidency and the 
Congress 

50% 

Divided NY Legislature 1960-1975: Dummy Variable Indicating a that 
Different Parties Controlled the Upper and Lower 
State Houses in New York 

25% 

Divided NY Executive 
and Legislative 
Branches 

1960-1975: Dummy Variable Indicating a that 
Different Parties Controlled the Governorship and 
State Legislature 

13% 

* Frequencies and summafy statistics are based on county-month combinations and thus weighted by the presence of various county-
month combinations in the data set. 
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In addition to this first type of measure, I also include measures for competition 

and divisions between political elites. For instance, election years should be years where 

political elites are more competitive with one another and where divisions between 

parties are made more salient. As well, party competition over the control of the 

legislative branch, or between the party holding the executive branch and legislators of 

the opposing party should indicate inter-elite competition and fractionalization. Thus, I 

include: (I) a dummy variable indicating that it is a Presidential Election year; (2) a 

dunmiy variable indicating that the President is of a different party than the party which 

controls the Senate and House; (3) a dummy variable indicating the NY Governor's party 

differs from the party that controls both chambers of the New York State Legislature; and 

(4) a dummy variable indicating the New York legislature is itself divided. 

Control Variables 

I also include several control variables in the models. First, a dummy variable for 

whether the protest was a civil rights-related event was entered because of possible police 

hostility towards civil rights protest (Stark 1972). Second, the logged duration of the 

protest event in days (the variable is logged to reduce heteroskedasticity) is entered 

because longer protests have a higher likelihood of eventual police presence and action. 

Third, I enter fixed effects for the three areas in the New York City (NYC) metro area 

were included (Long Island, Westchester County and the combination of the five counties 

composing NYC) and a fixed effect for Albany (NY State's capital). These fixed effects 

are included to reduce spatial auto-correlation and heteroskedastici^r. 



In the count models, dummy control variables are again transformed into counts 

except for the duration of protest, which is evaluated at its median due to a rightwardly 

skewed distribution. 

Table 5.9: Control N' easures 
Variable Construction Summary 

Statistics* 

Civil Rights 
Protest Event 

1968-1973: Dummy Variable Indicating the 
Event Was Pro-Civil Rights 

13% Civil Rights 
Protest Event 

1960-1964: Dummy Variable Indicating the 
Event Was Pro-Civil Rights 

28% 

Civil Rights 
Protest Event 

1960-1975: Number of Pro-Civil Rights Protests 
in Calendar Month 

Mean: 1 
Median: 0 

(0-24) 
Protest Duration 1968-1973: Logged Number of Days Protest 

Event Lasted (Can Contain Fractions of One Day) 
Mean: -1.97 

Median: -2.48 
(-7.27- 6.58) 

Protest Duration 

1960-1964: Logged Number of Days Protest 
Event Lasted (Minimum is Set to One Day) 

Mean: 0.14 
Median: 0 
(0- 4.22) 

Protest Duration 

1960-1975: Median of the Logged Number of 
Days Protest Event Lasted (Minimum is Set to 
One Day) in the Calendar Month 

Mean: -0.75 
Median: 0 

(-3.87- 6.58) 
Fixed Effects for 
New York City, 
Albany County, 
Westchester 
County and Long 
Island 

1968-1973: Separate Dummy Variables for Each 
County 

NYC: 85% 
Albany: 2% 
W.C.: 2% 

LI: 2% 

Fixed Effects for 
New York City, 
Albany County, 
Westchester 
County and Long 
Island 

1960-1964: Separate Dummy Variables for Each 
County 

NYC: 84% 
Albany: 1% 
W.C.: 3% 

LI: 6% 

Fixed Effects for 
New York City, 
Albany County, 
Westchester 
County and Long 
Island 

1960-1975: Separate Dummy Variables for Each 
County 

NYC: 31% 
Albany: 6% 
W.C.: 11% 

LI: 16% 
• All summary statistics reflect the central tendencies where event is the unit of analysis. Thus, where yearly or monthly averages or 
totals ate concerned, the summary statistics are based on the event values, meaning that the values are weighted by their frequency in 
the event data set 
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Having now developed a rationale for the choice of New York State and the 1960 

to 1975 time firame, a thorough understanding of the advantages and disadvantages of the 

primary data source used in the quantitative analyses, a working knowledge of the models 

which will be used, and a detailed understanding of the operationalization and 

measurement of variables used in both the event-centered and count models, we can now 

move forward to the analyses themselves. Chapter Six summarizes the results from the 

two sets of logistic regression and MNLR models. 
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Chapter Six; Explaining Police Presence and Action in Two Time Periods 

Using the data and methods discussed in Chapter Five, this chapter answers three 

central questions: (I) how well do the static approaches to protest policing introduced in 

Chapter Three explain police presence and action at public protest events; (2) how well 

does the police-centered approach introduced in Chapter Four explain police presence 

and action at public protest events; and (3) do each of these approaches explain police 

presence and action equally well in different time periods. In answering these three 

questions, the analysis will proceed in several steps. 

First, I will replicate the single theory model tests that predominate in the 

repression literature by modeling the log likelihood of police presence at public protest 

events that took place in New York State between 1968 and 1973.1 will focus my test on 

existing static approaches and tests of the newly introduced police-centered approach. As 

I argued in Chapter Three, the single theory model tests that predominate the repression 

literature are problematic on two grounds: (1) they caimot answer important theoretical 

questions about the relative merits of each approach; and (2) they may give flawed 

statistical results by omitting key variables in models.^^ To demonstrate the relative 

theoretical and methodological advantage produced by simultaneously testing existing 

static approaches to repression, I will contrast results from comparative models of police 

presence that include all static approaches at once with single approach models. 

The omission of key variables may not be avoidable in some younger literatures 

(Freedman 1991) or due to systematic measurement problems. However, neither of these 

concerns account for the independent theory testing occurring in the repression literature. 
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Specifically, I will demonstrate that some popular theories—such as the weakness 

approaches' posited direct relationship between minority presence and police 

repressiveness—are not consistently supported when other explanations are 

simultaneously considered. As well, I will show that some variables that seemed 

unimportant in the single-models tests—such as SMO presence—are actually statistically 

significant in comparative models. Further, I show that the police-centered approach 

introduced in Chapter Four is empirically supported. In particular, results are very 

supportive of the police-threat portion of this approach, while the police agency and 

police field components of the theory interestingly vary in importance. 

Taken together, the single theory models and comparative models provide the first 

two contributions of the chapter; (I) an evaluation of the comparative strength of existing 

static approaches and a demonstration of the importance of adopting a comparative 

methodological approach;^" and (2) quantitatively testing the police-centered approach 

developed in this dissertation. 

After completing these two rounds of analyses, I then analyze the robustness of 

the 1968-1973 results by re-running the comparative model analyses on public protest 

events that occurred between 1960-1964. In this way, I gain leverage over variation in the 

explanatory power of each theoretical approach over the protest cycle. By comparing 

This is not to suggest that a statistical theory test is appropriate for all literatures. 

Rather, this particular literature has reached a point where clear, quantitatively testable 

hypotheses exist and have been tested, but not comparatively. This lack of comparison is 

now hampering the literature instead of allowing space for theoretical innovation. 
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analyses from the middle of the protest cycle (1968-1973) with analyses from earlier in 

the cycle (1960-1964), a richer understanding of protest policing is developed as is a 

fuller understanding of the explanatory power of leading static approaches. Key findings 

include the robusmess of elite threat and police threat as approaches, although variation 

in the particular types of elite threats that are significant across time will be discussed.^' 

In addition to these specific empirical findings, this analysis provides the third 

contribution of this chapter; a formal test of the time-sensitivity of static models of 

repression. 

As argued in Chapter Five, police presence is a very thin conceptualization of 

repression. In fact, by modeling only police presence as a proxy for repression, I argue 

that repression researchers miss much of the action we collectively seek to explain: what 

police do once they arrive is theoretically meaningful. Thus, the chapter provides its 

fourth contribution to the literature by moving beyond a thin conceptualization of police 

presence and toward a thicker understanding of police action based around analyzing 

combinations of police tactics, or more simply, police strategies. Specifically, I report on 

multinomial logistic regressions (MNLR) modeling the five police strategies outlined in 

Chapter Five for protests that occurred between 1968 and 1973. The results indicate that. 

After the completion of the dissertation, I will re-model the comparative analyses on 

events that occurred in New York State from 1976-1980 to further build on this analysis. 

Ultimately, coupling those analyses with the analyses performed here will allow me to 

compare how each theory performs early in the protest cycle, at the peak of the cycle, and 

late in the cycle. 
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indeed, much is gained from modeling police action separately from police presence. 

Even though some factors affect both police presence and action, I show that some 

factors only afTect only police presence or police action and that some conunon factors 

affect police presence and action differently. 

Finally, the chapter concludes with re-analyses of MNLR models of police action 

at public protest events that occurred between 1960 and 1964. The results again indicate 

the enduring importance of elite and police threat approaches but also reveal interesting 

deviations from the 1968-1973 models that will be explored in more detail in the 

qualitative analyses that follow in later chapters. 

Modeling Police Presence, 1968 to 1973 

1 begin my analysis of police presence at the high water mark of the I960's 

protest cycle in the U.S. As discussed in Chapter Five, the following logistic regressions 

pool events that occurred in New York State from 1968 to 1973 to model the log 

likelihood of police presence at public protest events. As will be recalled from Chapter 

Three, existing static approaches used to explain protest policing include; (I) the threat 

approach; (2) the weakness approach; (3) the threat-weakness interaction approach; and 

(4) stable political opportunities structure (POS) approach.^^ As indicated above, each 

A series of pieces producing a nascent "law enforcement" approach were also reviewed 

in Chapter Three. Since the goal of Chapter Four was to systematize and develop on these 

insights by producing a police-centered approach to protest policing, I will group tests of 
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model was tested independendy and then tested in a series of full and nested comparative 

models to determine the relative merit of each explanation in predicting police presence. 

Testing Each Approach in Isolation in Models of Police Presence 

Before testing the comparative explanatory power of each approach in full and 

nested models, I begin by presenting single-approach models of each approach. This 

preliminary presentation serves two purposes. First, it introduces readers to each 

theoretical approach and the method of analysis before moving on to more complicated 

comparisons. Second, and much more importantly, these single-theory tests replicate the 

research procedure used in many current studies of repression. By creating a baseline that 

is equivalent to analyses available in the existing literature, I can empirically establish the 

importance of moving away from these more independent tests and toward comparative 

theory testing. As readers will note, the results from the single-theory tests are different in 

some cases than the results obtained from the comparative theory tests. 

That said, the single-theory tests do offer some interesting initial insights. In terms 

of the threat approach, three of the five threat approach variables were significant 

predictors of police presence in the 1968 to 1973 models, as indicated in Table 6.1. 

Specifically, larger protest sizes, the use of confrontational tactics and the advocacy of 

radical goals all increased the log likelihood of police presence. However, the number of 

protester goals and targets were not significant. 

this "law enforcement" approach with testing of the police-centered approach developed 

in this dissertation. 
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Table 6.1: Threat as an Explanation of Police Presence, 1968-1973 

Police Presence 
(n=1859) 

Protest Size (Logged Number of 0.219** 
Participants) (0.032) 
Confrontational Tactics 1.899*» 

(0.126) 
Number of Goals 0.024 

(0.072) 
Number of Targets -0.075 

(0.098) 
Radical Goals 0.619** 

(0.131) 
Constant -3.331 

(0.321) 
* significant at S%; ** significant at 1%; S.E. in parentheses 

In contrast, the weakness approach performed quite poorly, even when modeled 

alone. As Table 6.2 shows, only two of the six weakness variables were significant or 

close to significance at the .05 level. Minority presence at a protest event significantly 

increased the likelihood of police presence at the .05 level as predicted by the weakness 

approach. College student presence only neared significance at the .05 level, although it 

was significant at the .10 level. Further, college student presence worked in the opposite 

direction than predicted by suppressing the likelihood of police presence. As will be 

discussed in Chapter Ten, significant jurisdictional disputes between universities and 

local police existed in this period; Universities were allegedly reticent to allow police 

ofiRcers onto to campus or to agree to press charges if local police agencies entered 

campus on their own accord. Based on the statistical analyses performed here, the 

hesitance of the Universi^ to tum to 'outsiders^ to restore order on campus shielded 
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college students from whatever weakness effects may have otherwise been expected. As 

the comparison with the non-significant coefficient for student or youth presence 

indicates, when students and youth participated together there was no protective shield 

for students, indicating that police were not simply reacting to the age of protesters and 

deciding to police younger protesters less frequently. 

Table 6.2: Weakness as an Explanation of Police Presence, 1968-1973 

Model 1 Model 2 
(n=1859) (n=1859) 

Front Page News Coverage -0.005 
(0.011) 

-0.004 
(0.011) 

Minority Presence 0.612»^ 0.608** 
(0.118) (0.118) 

Student or Youth Presence 0.114 
(0.109) 

College Student Presence -0.230* 
(0.132) 

SMO Presence 0.062 0.038 
(0.122) (0.121) 

Number of SMOs 0.040 0.040 
(0.042) (0.043) 

Constant -1.295** -1.128»* 
(0.231) (0.227) 

' significant at 10%; * significant at S%; ** significant at 1%; S.E. in parentiieses 

As Table 6.3 reveals, there was no support for a threat-weakness interaction. The 

interaction coefficients were not significant when modeled together (as in Models One 

and Two) or when modeled independently (as in Models Three through Five). 
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Table 6.3: Threat-Weakness Interactions as an Explanation of Police Presence, 1968-
1973 

Model I Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model S 
(n=l862) (n=l862) (n=1862) (n=1862) (n=1862) 

Threat 

Protest Size 0200** 0205** 0229** 0.228** 0206** 
(Logged Number (0.037) (0.036) (0.032) (0.032) (0.036) 
of Participants) 
Confrontational 1.902"" 1.956*" 1.997** 1.988** 1.981** 
Tactics (0.148) (0.149) (0.148) (0.132) (0.131) 
Number of Goals -0.017 0.013 0.017 0.016 0.013 

(0.073) (0.074) (0.073) (0.073) (0.073) 
Number of Targets -0.050 -0.035 -0.034 -0.034 -0.035 

(0.100) (0.100) (0.100) (0.100) (0.100) 
Radical Goals 0.577** 0.643** 0.679** 0.632** 0.674** 

(0.154) (0.155) (0.134) (0.155) (0.134) 

Weakness 

Front Page News -0.017 -0.013 -0.014 -0.014 -0.013 
Coverage (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) 
Minority Presence -0223 -0.196 0.420* 0J37* -0.061 

(0.470) (0.472) (0.225) (0.153) (0.339) 
Student or Youth -0.171 
Presence (0.122) 
College Student -0.606" • -0.618** -0.611** -0.611** 
Presence (0.149) (0.148) (0.148) (0.148) 
SMO Presence 0.212 0.229* 0.213 0213 0.228* 

(0.134) (0.133) (0.133) (0.133) (0.133) 
Number ofSMOs 0.040 0.042 0.046 0.044 0.043 

(0.043) (0.043) (0.044) (0.043) (0.043) 

Threat-Weakness Interactions 

Confrontational 0.139 0.112 -0.051 
Tacucs • Minority (0.291) (0.293) (0267) 
Presence 
Radical Goals * 0.177 0.120 0.166 
Minority Presence (0.280) (0.281) (0273) 
Protest Size • 0.107 0.102 0.097 
Minority E>resence (0.073) (0.073) (0.068) 
Constant -3.417** -3.380** -3.536** -3.503** -3.418** 

(0J49) (0.349) (0J34) (0.334) (0J40) 
* significant at 10%; * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%; S.E. in parentheses 
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In order to insure that coilinearity between the main effects and interaction effects 

were not suppressing significant interaction effects, I also tested the threat and weakness 

approaches on a 'minority only' sample and a 'non-minority only' sample, forcing a 

simultaneous interaction between minority presence and all other variables.^^ In these 

models, which are not reported in the tables, the coefGcients and significance levels 

remained stable and were consistent with the finding presented in Table 6.3, again 

indicating no significant interaction effects. 

In addition to the interaction effects covered in Table 6.3, readers should notice 

that SMO presence was not significant in Table 6.2, but became statistically significant at 

the .05 level in the presence of the threat variables in Table 6.3. This result is suggestive 

of the comparative model findings that will be discussed in more detail below. 

As indicated in Chapter Five, the measure used to capture stable political 

opportunities was the logged number of elected officials in the county since opportunities 

for access to the government should be directly related with the number of elected 

representatives. In a bivariate test of this variable, the coefficient was significant at the 

.05 level (b= 1.270, s.e.= 0.461). However, the coefficient was in the opposite direction 

Centering main effects can also be done to reduce coilinearity between main effects 

and interaction effects (Jaccard, Turrisi and Wan 1990). However, since two of main 

effects for threat (and hence two of the interaction effects) are built around dunmiy 

variables, centering would have only addressed coilinearity for one of the main effect/ 

interaction effect pairs. Thus, I have elected to instead test for coilinearity by using split 

samples as discussed in the main text 
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of political opportunity theorists' expectations: 'more open' local governments had 

higher log likelihoods of police presence.^"^ 

Table 6.4: Police Threat as an Explanation of Police Presence, 1968-1973 

Police Presence 
(n=18S9) 

Counter-demonstrator Presence 0.962»» 
(0.263) 

Small Crowd of Protesters (2-49) -0.654** 
(0.182) 

Moderate Crowd of Protesters (50-100s) -0.275" 
(0.167) 

Protester Initiated Violence 1.282^» 
(0.156) 

Property Damage \.964** 
(0.308) 

Protester Initiated Violence and Property l.366*» 
Damage (0.220) 
Bottle and Brick Throwing 2.363** 

(0.383) 
Constant -1.309** 

(0.269) 
significant at 10%; * significant at S%; ** significant at 1%; S.E. in parentheses 

In addition to testing each of the existing static approaches, I also tested the three-

prongs of the police-centered approach described in Chapter Four. The first prong of this 

approach—the police threat argument—was strongly supported by initial model tests as 

If police were present to protect the First Amendment rights of demonstrators, this 

finding could still support a POS approach. However, demeanor of many in policing 

towards protests and protesters in this period, as discussed more fiilly in Chapters Nine 

and Ten, casts doubt on that alternative explanation. 



shown in Table 6.4. In fact, all predicted variables were significant at the .05 level and in 

the expected direction, save the medium protest size dummy variable which was in the 

expected direction but only significant at the .10 level. 

Table 6.5: Inter-Agency Differences in Policing as an Explanation of Police Presence, 
1968-1973 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
(n=1859) (n=1859) (n=1859) (n=1859 

Police Force 0.247 0.263* 0.088* 
Capacity (0.170) (0.128) (0.038) 

Number of Police -0.287 -0.26 r -0.303* 
Studies 
Programs in 
County 

(0.219) (0.137) (0.143) 

lACP President 0.060 0.360 0.267 
(0.275) (0.249) (0.248) 

NYACP 0.308" 0.240 0.290" 
President (0.171) (0.156) (0.155) 

lACP Police 0.061 -0.003 0.032 
Chiefs 
Members 

(0.067) (0.027) (0.022) 

lACP Members 0.005 -0.001 0.003 
in County (0.007) (0.003) (0.002) 

lACP Civilian -0.005 0.002 -0.002 
Police 
Members in 

(0.007) (0.004) (0.004) 

County 
New York City -1.726 

(2.162) 
Long Island -0.531 

(0.617) 
Albany -0.542 

(0.537) 
Constant -3.566* .3.923** -2.057** -1.356** 

(1.572) (1.304) (0.528) (0.299) 
significant at 10%; * significant at S%; ** significant at 1%; S.E. in parentheses 
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A second prong of the police-centered approach was to examine the effects of 

inter-agency differences on protest policing. The results here were somewhat less 

impressive and less straightforward than the police threat results. This is primarily 

because many of the effects of the inter-agency differences were "hidden" by the fixed 

effects for major centers of protest (New York City, Long Island, Westchester, and 

Albany). That is, since the fixed effects and important police agency characteristics were 

co-linear, many of the inter-agency effects were muted by including the fixed effects 

control variables. To demonstrate this. Table 6.5 includes the models with the fixed 

effects (Model One) and without the fixed effects (Model Two). As is clear, when the 

fixed effects were removed, higher capacity police forces were significantly more likely 

to staff protest events, as was expected. 

Also complicating the interpretation was the correlation between police capacity 

and police studies programs in a county When police capacity was removed (as in 

Model Four), police studies became significant at the .05 level. With police capacity in 

the model, police studies programs was only significant at the .10 level. As well, in two 

of the models having a police chief who was President of the New York Association of 

Chiefs of Police in the prior five years was significant at the .10 level. I will refrain from 

The first order correlation was not high or problematic. However, the correlation 

between police capacity and police studies for events that occurred in NYC was .80. 

Given the predominance of NYC events in the dataset, it is likely that this conditional 

correlation affected results. 
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further interpretation of these coefficients until the comparative models are reviewed later 

in the chapter. 

The third prong of the police-centered approach was to examine the effects of law 

enforcement field-wide influences on protest policing. As the coefficients in Table 6.6 

reveal, only police trade journal attention to protesters and protest control significantly 

predicted police presence. As readers will soon find, the effects for police field 

characteristics are somewhat altered in the comparative model tests reported next, so I 

re&ain from further interpretation here. 

Table 6.6: Police Field Characteristics as an Explanation of Police Presence, 1968-1973 

Police Presence 
(n=1859) 

Attention to Protesters and Protest Control 0.034* 
(0.017) 

Attention to Professionalism -0.036 
(0.028) 

Attention to Uses of Force and Brutality 0.074 
Claims (0.101) 
Traditional Public Forum 0.304 

(0.197) 
Constant -0.996** 

(0.234) 
* significant at S%; ** significant at 1%; S.E. in parentheses 

It is important to realize that the analyses of existing approaches just reviewed are 

essentially replications of dominant research practices in the study of repression: police 

presence was modeled as a proxy for repression and individual approaches were modeled 

in isolation from one another. As pointed out in Chapter Three, modeling each approach 

in isolation from other leading contenders has seriously hampered the knowledge 
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accumulation project in social movements research on repression. In order to correct for 

this, 1 will now review full and reduced models which statistically compare the 

explanatory power of leading approaches. 

Simultaneous Approach Testing for Police Presence 

One of the concerns motivating the comparison of existing static approaches was 

the likelihood that findings previously considered to be 'robust' might actually be less 

impressive when other explanations of repression were accounted for. Indeed, the 

comparison of fmdings from the full and trimmed models reviewed below with the 

single-approach models reviewed above indicates that there are several critical 

differences, each of which has been obscured by prior research practices. Even still, the 

comparative models also revealed that some models of protest policing have received 

consistent support in prior research for good reason. 

As Column One in Table 6.7 reveals, the threat model results were unchanged by 

the inclusion of other approaches in the model. Larger protest sizes, the use of 

confrontational tactics, and the advocacy of radical goals all still increased the log 

likelihood of police presence. 

In contrast, even though the weakness model had received little support in single 

approach modeling, its performance was markedly worse in the comparative models. 

Minority presence had been significant and in the expected direction in earlier models, 

but once threat measures are included this e£fect becomes non-significant This may 

surprise some given the public image of police officers in the 1960s and 1970s. However, 
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it is not as remarkable when considered in light of research on police discretion and 

brutality in the 1960s and 1970s. 

Table 6.7: Full and Reduced Models of Police Presence, 1968-1973 

Full Model with 
Standard Protest 

Size Measure 
(n=1859) 

Trinuned Model 
with Standard 
Protest Size 

Measure 
(n=l859) 

Trinimed Model 
with "Lumpy" 

Protest Size 
Measure 
(n=1859) 

Threat 
Protest Size (Logged Number of 0.176** 0.195** 

Participants) (0.039) (0.034) 
Confrontational Tactics 1.596** 1.570** 1.510** 

(0.170) (0.151) (0.149) 
Number of Goals 0.051 

(0.079) 
Number of Targets 0.029 

(0.107) 
Radical Goals 0.567** 0.672** 0.681** 

(0.164) (0.137) (0.137) 

Weakness 
Front Page News Coverage -0.020 

(0.014) 
Minority Presence -0.047 

(0.496) 
College Student Presence -0.601** -0.635** -0.623** 

(0.165) (0.161) (0.161) 
SMO Presence 0.330* 0392** 0.421** 

(0.135) (0.122) (0.123) 
Number of SMOs 0.029 

(0.034) 

Threat-Weakness Interaction 
Confrontational Tactics * Minority -0.134 

Presence (0J07) 
Radical Goals * Minority Presence 0.249 

(OJOO) 
Protest Size * Minority Presence 0.062 

(0.079) 

Stable Political Opportunities 0.714 
(0.787) 
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Police Threat 
Counter-demonstrator Presence 1.275** 

(0.284) 
1.255** 
(0.278) 

1.280** 
(0.277) 

Small Crowd of Protesters (2-49) -0.997** 
(0.205) 

Moderate Crowd of Protesters (50-100s) -0.422* 
(0.184) 

Protester Initiated Violence 0J87*' 
(0.182) 

0.580** 
(0.177) 

0.596** 
(0.177) 

Property Damage 1J57*» 
(OJ328) 

1.371** 
(0.327) 

1.370** 
(0.327) 

Protester Initiated Violence and Property 
Damage 

0.832»* 
(0.244) 

0.816** 
(0.238) 

0.779** 
(0238) 

Bottle and Brick Throwing 2.160** 
(0.397) 

2.159** 
(0.390) 

2221** 
(0.389) 

Police Agency Characteristics 
Police Force Capacity 0.089 

(0.285) 
0271+ 
(0.150) 

0283+ 
(0.150) 

Number of Police Studies Programs in 
County 

-0.534+ 
(0.274) 

-0.317* 
(0.139) 

-0.312* 
(0.139) 

lACP President 0.122 
(0.326) 

NYACP President 0.540* 
(0.224) 

0.312* 
(0.168) 

0.334* 
(0.168) 

lACP Police Chiefs Members 0.009 
(0.081) 

LACP Members in County 0.016* 
(0.009) 

0.005* 
(0.003) 

0.005* 
(0.003) 

lACP Civilian Police Members in 
County 

-0.014 
(0.009) 

Police Field 
Anention to Protest and Protest Control 0.024 

(0.021) 
Attention to Professionalism -0.028 

(0.034) 
Attention to Uses of Force and Brutality 

Claims 
0.138 

(0.125) 
Traditional Public Forum 0.492* 

(0.230) 
0.506* 
(0J25) 

0.509* 
(0224) 

Constant -7JJ12** 
(2.101) 

-6.039** 
(1.509) 

-4.672** 
(1.512) 

* significant at 10%; * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%; S.E. in parentheses 

Many prominent researchers found that while ofBcers did exercise an immense 

amount of discretion in making arrests and using force, the suspected effect of race was 
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explained instead by 'subject demeanor (Clark and Sykes 1974; Black and Reiss 1970). 

That is, systematic observational research showed that once suspects' provocative 

attitudes and actions were controlled for, the race effect disappeared. An analogous 

finding appears in Table 6.7: once protester tactics and other protest characteristics were 

accounted for, the effect of minority protester presence became non-significant. 

Of the two weakness variables which were significant in the comparative 

modeling, both were in the opposite direction than expected by weakness advocates. 

College students should have been weaker compared to adult protesters and yet the 

coefRcient direction suggests that, in fact, college students were protected from police 

presence by their college-going status. Recall, this is not an age effect because models 

which substituted the dummy variable for youth or student presence for college student 

presence showed that youth and student presence was not significant. Similarly, protests 

with SMOs present should have been less likely to be policed because of the protective 

strength provided by SMOs, but the opposite was found to be the case here. Since this 

finding is net of protest size, it is not simply the case that SMO-promoted protesters 

attract more protesters, and hence police. As well, it is unlikely that SMO-promoted 

protesters were systematically disclosed to the police in this period or that police failed to 

attend spontaneous protests since "calls for service" on such occasions are quite likely 

It is, however, possible that SMOs were seen as threatening since they indicated 

A "call for service" is a request for police service. Calls be can made through phone 

hotlines (or more contemporarily through 911 services), or through call boxes in smaller 

cities and towns in this period. 
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organized dA^sxnX. SMOs may have also been seen as an indication that "professional 

agitators" were at work. Police trade journals extolled the importance of monitoring such 

agitators because they were seen as a major cause of protest by police. 

The threat-weakness interaction effects were not significant in the single approach 

models, nor were they significant in the fiill models. Together, these findings suggest that 

there is no evidence that relatively powerless but nonetheless threatening groups are 

policed differently than other protesters, at least where police presence is concerned. 

In terms of stable political opportunities, a bivariate model had supported the 

possibility of a significant effect of local governmental openness (albeit in the opposite 

direction than expected). In contrast, the comparative models revealed no such support: 

the measure of stable political opportunities was not statistically significant in the 

comparative models. 

In contrast, the police threat measures remained significant and were in the 

expected direction. Counter-demonstrator presence, protester initiated violence and/or 

property damage, and bottle and brick throwing all increased the log likelihood of police 

presence. The "lumpier" measure of protest size also performed in line with expectations: 

small and medium protests were less likely to be attended by police when compared to 

large protests. While non-nested model comparisons were not decisive, the multinomial 

logistic regressions discussed later in the chapter do reveal clear support for the 

"lumpier" measure of protest size." 

The AIC and BIC did show some support for the linear specification, with a slightly 

smaller AIC score for the linear specification and a more negative BIC score for the 
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The police agency characteristics results, which tested for inter-agency 

differences in protest policing, were actually more impressive in the comparative models 

than in the single model tests. Police force capacity continued to hover near significance 

at the .05 level and was in the expected direction. Recall, higher levels of police capacity 

were argued to increase the ability of police to respond to protests in addition to meeting 

their normal call load. As well, the surprising dampening effect of criminal justice 

programs appeared resilient This dampening effect is somewhat puzzling because it 

would have been anticipated that all police agency effects would have the same direction. 

However, it is possible that criminal justice programs exposed ofHcers (and the 

departments they returned to after classes) to student activists who may have seemed less 

threatening through familiarity. Alternatively, the curriculum may itself have stressed the 

legality of protest, suggesting that police presence at protests is not required unless 

disturbances are expected or occur. 

The results for the other agency-level professionalism measures were more in line 

with expectations. Having a recent past-president of the New York Association of Chiefs 

of Police in the county was significantly and positively related to police presence in the 

comparative models, even though it was not significant in the single approach models. 

Similarly, county-wide lACP membership neared significance at the .05 level and served 

to slightly increase the log-likelihood of police presence. Both of these measures suggest 

linear specification. However, given that these tests are not decisive and that the 

multinomial models evince clear support for the linear specification, I have used the 

lumpy measure in later calculations to be consistent 
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that more professionally-integrated departments were more likely to deploy officers to 

public protest events. 

Table 6.8: Predicted Probabilities of Police Presence, 1968-1973 

Probability of Police Presence 

Base Probability* 10% 

Threat 
Confirontational Tactics 34 

Radical Goals 18 

Weakness 
College Student Presence 6 
SMO Presence 15 

Police Threat 
Counter-demonstrator Presence 29 

Small Crowd of Protesters (2-49) 4 

Moderate Crowd of Protesters (50-100s) 5 

Protester Initiated Violence 17 

Property Damage 31 

Protester Initiated Violence and Property Damage 20 

Bottle and Brick Throwing 51 

Police Agency Characteristics 
Number of Police Studies Programs in Coun^ (5" to 95® 15-6 

percentile) 
NYACP President 14 

Police Field 
Traditional Public Forum 16 

'The base probability is set with all dummy variables at 0 and all continuous variables at their means. Since the omitted 
size category is Marge*, all probabiliUes above reflect large protest size except where explicitly noted. 
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Finally, despite initial support for a police field effect of police trade journal 

coverage of protest control and protesters, this effect lost significance in the comparative 

modeling. In contrast, the dummy variable for having a protest at a traditional public 

forum was not significant in the single approach models but was significant in the 

comparative models. As expected, police were more likely to attend protests which 

occurred on public property and in traditional protest locations (e.g. sidewalks and parks). 

While the prior discussion of coefRcient significance and direction allows some 

assessment of the relative merits of different approaches, the raw coefficients themselves 

tell us little about the magnitude of the substantive effects. In order to understand which 

variables were most substantively important, in addition to being statistically significant. 

Table 6.8 transforms the coefficient values into predicted probabilities of police presence. 

The probabilities were generated in Stata using the SPost Suite (Long and Freese 

2001). As indicated on the first row of the table, the "base" probability of police presence 

(set with all dummy variables at 0 and all continuous variables at their mean) indicates a 

starting value to which departures can be more meaningfully compared. The rows of the 

table indicate the new predicted probability when the row variable is manipulated. The 

probabilities are based on the trinuned model presented in the last column of Table 6.7. 

As is clear from an inspection of these probabilities, many of the variables were 

significant and in the expected direction but only a few of these variables produced 

substantively striking changes in predicted probabilities. The largest probabilities of 

police presence arose in protests that featured confrontational tactics use, counter-

demonstrator presence, property damage, or rock, brick or bottle throwing. In fact, rock. 



158 

brick, bottle throwing was the only variable which could solely increase the probability of 

police presence over 50%, making it more likely than not that the police would be present 

at the protest event. It is also important to note that three of these four substantively 

important variables support the police threat approach and the other variable supports a 

situational version of the elite threat approach.^' 

Explanations of Police Presence at Public Protest Events, 1960-1964 

The prior analyses provided two significant contributions to the existing literature 

on protest policing: (1) they comparatively modeled leading approaches to protest 

policing; and (2) they introduced and tested the new, police-centered approach within 

those comparative models. The following analysis adds to these contributions by testing 

the robustness of these findings in another time period. As Isaac and Griffin (1989) argue, 

explanatory approaches can vary markedly over time in their applicability and 

explanatory power. Thus, the following full and reduced models use a pooled sample of 

public protest events from 1960 to 1964 to determine whether the effects observed in the 

1968 to 1973 period are particular to that brief period in the protest cycle or are more 

generally applicable. 

It is important to note that the fixed effect for NYC was "turned off' in the calculation 

of the above probabilities. That fixed effect was significant and positive and would have 

substantially increased the predicted probabilities. So, readers surprised by lower 

probabilities should consider that these probabilities were smaller in part as a result of 

this fixed effect being set to zero. 
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Table 6.9: Full and Reduced Models of Police Presence, 1960-1964 

Threat 
Protest Size (Logged 

Number of Participants) 

Model 1 
(n=887) 

-0.021 
(0.066) 

Model 2 
(n=887) 

Model 3 
(n=887) 

-0.021 
(0.066) 

Model 4 
(n=887) 

Confrontational Tactics 2.205** 
(0.285) 

2.283*» 
(0.285) 

2.218** 
(0.286) 

2.031** 
(0.223) 

Number of Goals 0.266* 
(0.135) 

0.270* 
(0.135) 

0.261" 
(0.135) 

0.271* 
(0.133) 

Number of Targets -0.390" 
(0.210) 

-0.388" 
(0.209) 

-0.370" 
(0.209) 

-0.417* 
(0.204) 

Radical Goals 0.554 
(0.418) 

0.537 
(0.420) 

0.550 
(0.419) 

0.722* 
(0.307) 

Weakness 
Front Page News 

Coverage 
0.039 

(0.030) 
0.041 

(0.030) 
0.038 

(0.030) 
Minority Presence 0.728 

(0.521) 
1.024* 
(0.490) 

0.744 
(0.520) 

1.059** 
(0.195) 

StudentA'outh Presence -0.234 
(0.223) 

-0.265 
(0.223) 

College Student Presence -0.305 
(0.278) 

SMO Presence 0.060 
(0.202) 

0.054 
(0.203) 

0.055 
(0.202) 

Number of SMOs 0.002 
(0.042) 

-0.003 
(0.042) 

0.001 
(0.042) 

Threat-Weakness 
Interaction 

Confrontational Tactics * 
Minority Presence 

-0.467 
(0.451) 

-0.538 
(0.451) 

-0.487 
(0.450) 

Radical Goals * Minori^r 
Presence 

0.409 
(0.599) 

0.415 
(0.601) 

0.414 
(0.599) 

Protest Size * Minority 
Presence 

0.073 
(0.096) 

0.007 
(0.087) 

0.072 
(0.096) 

Police Threat 
Counter-demonstrator 

Presence 
1.643** 
(0.327) 

1.567** 
(0.328) 

1.641** 
(0.327) 

1.576** 
(0.315) 

Small Crowd of Protesters 
(2-49) 

-0.340 
(0.355) 
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Moderate Crowd of -0.186 
Protesters (50-100s) (0.301) 

Violence l.6I0»» 1.616** 1.583** 1.569** 
(0.424) (0.424) (0.423) (0.414) 

Property Damage 0.028 0.090 -0.133 
(0.822) (0.824) (0.829) 

Violence and Property 1.704* 1.660* 1.620* 1.716* 
Damage (0.724) (0.725) (0.721) (0.705) 

Police Agency 
Characteristics 

Police Force Capacity -0.021 -0.026 -0.023 
(0.076) (0.076) (0.076) 

Number of Police Studies -0.541 • -0.528* -0.547* -0.461" 
Programs in County (0.266) (0.267) (0.267) (0.241) 

NYACP President -0.931 -0.874 -0.951 
(0.979) (0.971) (0.985) 

Police Field 
Attention to Protest and -0.040 -0.039 -0.041 

Protest Control (0.046) (0.046) (0.046) 
Attention to -0.001 -0.007 0.002 

Professionalism (0.109) (0.109) (0.109) 
Attention to Uses of Force 0.407* 0.389* 0.413** 0.378** 

and Brutality Claims (0.159) (0.159) (0.159) (0.144) 
Constant -1.705" -1.511" -1.703" -1.984** 

(0.873) (0.908) (0.872) (0.512) 
' significant at 10%; * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%; S.E. in parentheses 

Table 6.9 summarizes these results.^' Model One is the full model with the 

standard measure of protest size. The second model is the full model with the 'iumpier" 

Readers will notice that Table 6.9 does not include a measure for stable political 

opportunities. A satisfactory measure at the county level for stable political opportunities 

could not be located for this period. The measure used in the 1968-1973 period was not 

collected by the Census of Governmental Units until 1967. 
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(i.e., small, medium and large) classification of protest size. Model Three uses the 

standard protest size measure and exchanges the student/youth presence dummy variable 

for the college student presence variable. Model Four is a trimmed model that removes 

all coefficients that were both non-significant and whose removal failed to affect the 

overall model fit, which was assessed using a -2 log likelihood difference test. 

As the models reveal, there are some differences in results for the I960 to 1964 

period when compared to the 1968-1973 results. In terms of the threat approach, while 

the use of confrontation tactics significantly and positively predicted police presence, 

protest size (measured in a standard format or in the lumpier police threat version) was 

not a significant predictor of police presence. Apparently, earlier in the protest cycle, 

police attention was drawn to protests without respect to their size. 

Similarly, even though many of the diffuse elite threat variables such as the 

number of goals and number of targets were not significant in the 1968-1973 models, 

those variables were significant in the 1960-1964 models, as was the advocacy of radical 

goals (which was also significant in the 1968-1973 models). Contrary to expectations, the 

number of targets variable was in the opposite than expected direction. Overall, this 

indicates an interesting puzzle which will be dealt with in more detail in Chapter Eleven: 

some indicators of diffuse threats to elites were important early in the protest cycle but 

decreased in importance over time while situational elite threats and police threats 

maintained, and in some cases, increased in importance over time. 

The results for the weakness approach were still largely unfavorable—only one of 

the weakness variables was significant Neither college student presence nor SMO 
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presence affected police presence. However, unlike in the 1968-1973 models, minority 

presence significantly increased the probability of police presence net of other protest 

characteristics. This suggests that classic images of racialized protest policing may have 

been more accurate earlier in the protest cycle. 

One area where the results were identical across periods was the poor 

performance of the threat-weakness interaction approach. There was no support for any 

of the three threat-weakness interaction terms in any analysis performed. 

Where police threat was concerned, counter-demonstrators significantly and 

positively affected the log likelihood of police presence in 1960-1964 as it did from 1968 

to 1973. Violence and violence with property damage also maintained their effect, 

although property damage was surprisingly not a significant predictor of police presence 

in the 1960-1964 models. However, it is possible that the coincidence of massive 

property damage with urban rioting in the mid to late 1960s increased the importance of 

property damage for police officials. Further, as will be discussed in more detail in 

Chapter Ten, lawsuits against municipalities for property damage incurred during rioting 

may have served to make the police far more reactive to property damage over time. Such 

a change in the salience of property damage to police agencies would be consistent with 

both the pattern of non-significance and significance and also consistent with the pattern 

in the relative magnitude of the coefiRcients over time. Recall, the property damage 

coefficient in the 1968-1973 model exerted a larger effect on the probability of police 

presence than did violence, which was strikingly counter-intuitive. However, if police in 
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early periods had discounted property damage and subsequently increased their concern 

for property damage, this change in significance and magnitude would make sense/*' 

The police agency characteristics which affected police presence were also 

somewhat different earlier in the protest cycle. Police force capacity did not near 

significance as it had in the 1968-1973 models. However, county police studies programs 

still dampened the log likelihood of police presence, albeit only at the .10 significance 

level. No other police agency variables affected police presence. Interestingly, these 

findings together suggest that police agencies characteristics increased in importance in 

explanations of protest policing. This will be discussed in more detail in Chapter Eleven. 

Finally, the police field variables showed a significant and positive impact of 

police journal coverage of proper uses of force/brutality allegations; this effect was not 

observed in the 1968-1973 models. An inspection of the articles on uses of force and 

brutality for this period reveals homogeneity in their repudiation of brutality claims and 

assertions that force could reasonably be used to control subjects, including protesters. 

One possible interpretation of the positive brutality attention coefficient is that support 

from within policing emboldened police officials to dare to send their officers to protests 

even though police presence at protests was predominately believed by the police to 

It should be noted that the 1960-1964 did not include data allowing the disaggregation 

of rocks, brick and bottle throwing and so that effect caimot be compared for the two time 

periods. 
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result in allegations of brutality no matter how delicately protesters were handled/' 

Overall, then, the threat model still received support, albeit different components 

of elite threat seemed to matter in 1960-1964 than in 1968-1973. As well, police threat 

was a significant explanatory approach in both time periods, although protest size was not 

a significant predictor of police presence in the 1960-1964 models. Perhaps this finding 

results from the threat that any protest represented, without respect to size, earlier in the 

protest cycle. 

The weakness approach was more supported (via the significant minority 

presence coefficient) in the 1960-1964 models despite the fact that it received abnost no 

support in the 1968-1973 models. The police agency variables were a more palpable 

force in explaining police presence in the 1968-1973 models. The police field variables 

only produced one significant variable in each set of models, although the identity of the 

significant variable changed over time. Finally, the threat-weakness interaction approach 

performed equally badly in both periods. 

In simi, it is clear that there were some substantively important differences in the 

explanation of police presence when one compares police presence in 1960-1964 to 

police presence in 1968-1973. Chapter Eleven will retum to some of these differences, 

attempting to explain them in light of changes in both the protest sector and the policing 

sector. 

The 1960-1964 data did not include a measure of protest location so I could not model 

the effect of public forum law. 
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Beyond Presence: Explanations of Police Action at Public Protest Events 

The final two sections of this chapter offer two contributions to research on 

repression and protest policing. First, as was discussed in Chapter Five, it is important 

that students of repression move away from very thin conceptualizations of repression, as 

represented by the operationalization of repression through police presence. Instead, 

scholars need to move toward analyzing the actual strategic and tactical choices that 

police make. As was argued in Chapter Five, one way to capture a thicker 

conceptualization of police action is to model the likelihood of different tactical 

deployments. Using the dependent variable outlined in Chapter Five, this chapter will 

move beyond prior thin conceptualizations of protest policing by modeling five separate 

combinations of police tactics at protest events; the Do Nothing, Nothing to See Here, 

Legal Eagle, Dirty Harry, and Calling all Cars approaches to protest policing. Readers 

should recall from Chapter Five that the multinomial logistic regression results which 

follow are conditioned on police presence (i.e., only include cases where police were 

present). 

Second, this chapter also takes this contribution further by again testing for time 

period dependent differences in explanations of protest policing. Just as the models for 

police presence were tested with both 1968-1973 and 1960-1964 data, so too were the 

multinomial logistic models for police action. 

Explanations of Police Action at Public Protest Events, 1968-1973 

The results for the police action models were similar, but not identical, to the 

patterns observed for the leading approaches in the 1968-1973 police presence models 
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reviewed above. Table 6.10 contains predicted probabilities for the five police 

approaches to protests. Predicted probabilities are presented in lieu of fiill model results 

because of the overly lengthy and cumbersome presentation format of actual model 

coefficients. As was true with the predicted probabilities in the police presence models, 

the probabilities were generated in Stata using the SPost Suite (Long and Freese 2001). 

The first row of the table contains a base probability for each police response to 

protest, which was computed with all dummy variables set to zero and all continuous 

variables at their means. For example, at an event where all dummy variables were "off' 

and continuous variables were at their mean, there would have been a 78% chance that 

the police would deploy a Do Nothing approach if present, but only 1% chance of 

deploying a Calling All Cars approach. 

Subsequent rows in the table contain the predicted probability for each police 

response given either a 0/1 change for dummy variables, or a change from the 5"* 

percentile value to the 95"* percentile value for continuous variables. For instance, while 

the hypothetical event just mentioned had a 78% chance that the police would deploy a 

Do Nothing approach if present, if protesters used confrontational tactics the probability 

of a Do Nothing approach would drop to 60%. Similarly, while there was only a 1% 

chance of a Calling All Cars deployment in the hypothetical event, if the number of 

targets rose from the S"* percentile of target values to the 95"' percentile then the 

probability of a Calling All Cars deployment would rise from 1% to 3%. 
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Table 6.10: Predicted Probabilities of Police Action, 

Do Nothing Nothing to 
See Here 

1968-1973'" 

Legal Eagle Dirty Harry Calling All 
Cars 

Base I'robability' 78 12 8 approaches 
0 

1 

Threat 
Confrontational Tactics 60 21 15 approaches 

0 
3 

Number of Targets (from 
5* to 95* percentile) 

83-66 10-19 7-12 approaches 
0(no 

change) 

1-3 

Weakness 
Front Page News Coverage 

(from 5* to 95* 
percentile) 

85-46 7-11 7-12 approaches 
0(no 

change) 

1-1 

College Student Presence 85 9 5 approaches 
0 

1 

Police Threat 
Counter-demonstrator 

Presence 
68 19 10 1 2 

Small Crowd of Protesters 
(2-49) 

49 31 18 approaches 
0 

1 

Moderate Crowd of 
Protesters (50-100s) 

62 23 13 approaches 
0 

2 

[Protester Initiated Violence 60 22 9 approaches 
0 

9 

Property Damage 75 15 10 approaches 
0 

1 

Protester Initiated Violence 
and Property Damage 

61 21 10 approaches 
0 

9 

Bottle and Brick Throwing 62 15 18 approaches 
0 

5 

Demonstration Was 
Clearly Planned 

77 13 8 approaches 
0 

2 

Police Agency Characteristics 
Police Force Capacity 

(from 5* to 95* 
percentile) 

50-81 15-12 30-6 approaches 
0(no 

chanse) 

5-
approaches 

0 
* Bolded values indicate a significant change in this probability occurs when the row variable is manipulated. 

Probabilities may not sum to 100% due to rounding error. 
As was true in prior predicted probabilities, the base probability reflects the probability of each outcome with dummy 

variables set to 0 and continuous variables at their means. 
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Finally, in the table I have bolded the police responses whose probabilities were 

actually significantly altered by the row variable. Readers will recall that multinomial 

models actually contain coefficient estimates for all dependent variable categories (i.e., a 

S-category dependent variable will generate four coefficients and associated t-statistics 

and p-values for each variable) and thus the bolded contrast summarizes the significant 

probability changes associated with significant coefficients. 

As Table 6.10 demonstrates, the elite threat model was supported by the results 

for two variables; confi'ontational tactic use and the number of protester targets. The other 

elite threat variables—standard protest size, number of goals, and radical goals—did not 

significantly affect police action once at protest events. As indicated in the example 

above, confirontational tactics use significantly decreases the probability of the Do 

Nothing approach from a 78% to 60% chance (and consequently increases the probability 

of all other police responses to protest). This is clear firom the 18 point decline in the 

predicted probability of the Do Nothing approach and the shift upward in all other 

predicted probabilities. 

The same finding can be visually demonstrated using Long and Freese's (2001) 

factor change/discrete change visualization technique, as shown in Figure 6.1. For readers 

unfamiliar with these plots, several rules apply to reading the plots: (I) the numbers in the 

figure correspond to the categories of the dependent variable, such that 1 represents the 

"Do Nothing" approach, 2 represents the "Nothing to See Here Approach", etc.; (2) lines 

connect responses that are not significantly different from one another; (3) categories 

represented on the left are relatively less likely than categories shown on the right as the 
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independent variable changes from zero to one for dummy variables or increases by one 

standard deviation for continuous variables; (4) the distance between categories indicates 

the magnitude of the factor change produced by the independent variable in question; and 

(5) the size of the number indicates the overall predicted probability of the response 

categories such that categories represented by numbers with larger type-face have larger 

overall predicted probabilities than categories represented by numbers with smaller type

face. 

Figure 6.1; Factor Changes Produced by Selected Variables, 1968-1973 

Factor Change Scale RelaiTeto Category I 
I 1 5 2.25 3.38 5 06 78 114 17 1 25 S5 I I I 1 I 1 1 I I— 

Confrontational Tactics •i • 

Counter-demonstrators 4 

Protester Initiated 
Violence 

.4 

Rocks. Bottles or -t 
Bncks Thrown ' j 

0 41 .81 1.22 1.62 103 243 2.84 3.24 
La ft CoeSaeot Scale Rdaave tt Category 1 

Given these guidelines, it is evident from Figure 6.1 that even though 

confrontational tactics usage did have some predictive capacity, that capacity was limited 

to decreasing the probability of police doing nothing. That is, all response categories 

except for "1" (i.e., the Do Nothing Approach) are connected by lines, indicating that 

confrontational tactics does not statistically discriminate among them. As well, since **1" 
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is on the left, it is clear that doing nothing has become relatively less likely when 

compared to all other responses, which all fall farther to right. Nonetheless, given the 

larger typeface of the "I," it is also evident that doing nothing still remains an absolutely 

likely response (with 60% chance, as shown in Table 6.10), even if becomes relatively 

less likely when confrontational tactics were employed. 

The other threat variable, the number of protester targets, operated primarily by 

increasing the likelihood of police deploying a Calling All Cars approach. However, 

since the Calling All Cars is a fairly unpopular police response, even the large coefficient 

value produces only a slight substantive change in the predicted probability by increasing 

the predicted probability from 1% to 3%. This is a somewhat imexpected finding in that 

one might have expected the number of protester targets to simply decrease the 

probability of the Do Nothing approach, as confrontational tactics use did. Instead, this 

variable pinpointed the probability change to an increased likelihood for the Calling All 

Cars approach. Thus, this finding represents a fairly striking, albeit substantively weak, 

effect of diffuse elite threats on protest policing decisions. 

The weakness, threat-weakness interaction, and POS approaches performed 

poorly in the police action models. Out of all three approaches, only two weakness 

variables were significant: total front page news coverage from the prior month and 

college student protester presence. However, each variable worked in the opposite 

direction predicted by threat scholars. Total fh)nt page news coverage increased the 

likelihood of deploying a Nothing to See Here approach, raising the probability of this 

approach to 41%. This suggests that as opposed to providing some sort of protective 
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cloak, prior front page news coverage spurs police to take limited action at protest events. 

Perhaps news coverage produces pressure for police action at protests but police remain 

reticent to take serious action simply based upon increased media pressure. Where 

college students were concerned, police action was tempered as was the probability of 

police presence in prior models. In particular, college student presence increased the 

probability of using a Do Nothing approach, when compared to deploying a Calling All 

Cars strategy. There was also suggestive evidence that college student presence may 

statistically increase the log likelihood of using a Dirty Approach versus a Calling All 

Cars strategy but substantively the effect is not large enough to warrant attention. 

The police threat variables performed well in the police action models. Counter-

demonstrator presence increased the probability of deploying a Dirty Harry approach, as 

can be seen in Figure 6.1. This is a fascinating result because the Dirty Harry approach 

most closely approximates Stark's (1972) police riots. Also, without a police threat 

explanation in mind the presence of counter-demonstrators would not appear to be an 

important predictor of protest policing. That is, by using a police-centered threat 

approach, I am able to partially explain the deployment of a substantively important 

approach. However, readers will notice that despite this theoretical leverage, the 

probability of deploying a Dirty Harry approach remains substantively low (1%). 

The lumpier protest size measures were significant, in contrast to the non

significant standard protest size measures. Small crowds increased the probability of 

moderate action by the police: the probability of Nothing to See Here rose from 12% to 

31% and the probability of using a Legal Eagle approach rose from 8% to 18%. This 
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finding fits with the police literature of the period, which warned that interaction with 

large crowds could unnecessarily trigger crowd violence and rioting. Thus, smaller and 

hence less threatening crowds were thought to be safer for moderate engagements than 

large crowds. In contrast, medium protest sizes seemed to increase the likelihood of a 

Dirty Harry approach across the board. As argued in Chapter Four, this finding is not 

surprising because medium protests are frequently responded to by line officers who do 

not necessarily have specialized crowd control skills. The size of such a protest is likely 

to threaten these under-trained officers, resulting in higher than required deployments of 

force and uses of force unaccompanied by arrests. This is precisely what the Dirty Harry 

approach represents. 

While property damage was substantively more important than violence in 

predicting police presence, physical violence cued police action once police officers 

arrived. As Figure 6.1 shows, protester initiated violence and rock, brick and bottle 

throwing increased the probability of using approaches involving police force: Dirty 

Harry and Calling All Cars. That is, police responded in kind to violence, sometimes 

coupling that violence with arrests. Table 6.10 reveals that the same finding applies to 

protester initiated violence coupled with property damage. 

The final police threat finding involved evidence of event planning. Recall, it had 

been expected that police would be able to plan, train and staff planned events more 

effectively, resulting in decreased uses of force. However, the results reveal that police 

were significantly more likely to respond to planned events with a Dirty Harry approach, 

when compared with Doing Nothing or a Legal Eagle approach. This is a strikingly 
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unexpected finding and suggests that police reacted much more seriously than would be 

expected to planned events. However, this finding is perhaps explicable with reference to 

beliefs that police held regarding planned protesters. As Chapter Ten makes clearer, until 

protest became more institutionalized, it is likely that police regarded organized protest 

with great skepticism. While some spontaneous protests were thought to have resulted 

from indigenous expressions of dissatisfaction, police journal articles reveal that many 

within policing initially considered "agitators", particularly "Communist agitators" as the 

likely cause of many planned protest events. Given the animosity of the police toward 

protest leaders, suspected agitators, and Communists more generally, it is possible that 

the appearance of planning resulted in tougher policing not as a result of the planning per 

se but as a result of the agitation that was thought to underlie planned protest. As Chapter 

Ten discusses, over time this image changed as protest institutionalized but initial and 

more negative views of protesters could still have been operating in this period. 

In terms of police agency and police field variables, only police capacity 

significantly affected police action at protest events. Specifically, wealthier departments 

were less likely to use a Dirty Harry approach. This finding makes a great deal of 

intuitive sense because wealthier departments would be better able to provide their 

officers with adequate training. The result of better trained and better equipped officers 

might be the minimization of the most publicly criticized police response to protest—the 

Dirty Harry approach. 

In conclusion, out of the wide array of police action findings just reviewed, 

readers should focus on three key results. First, a much richer understanding of protest 
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policing was developed by moving beyond simple police presence as an indicator of 

repression. That is, explanations of police action differed between types of police action 

and between police action and police presence. Second, despite these differences and the 

richness these models added, the elite threat and police threat approaches were still the 

dominant explanatory approaches. Finally, the very strong showing of the police threat 

model offers substantial support for the police-centered approach advocated in Chapter 

Four. 

Explanations of Police Action at Public Protest Events, 1960-1964 

Since the police presence models showed differences between explanatory factors 

in the 1960-1964 and 1968-1973 models, it is important to also test for differences in 

explanatory factors associated with police action across time. In order to test this, 1 have 

also completed multinomial logistic regressions on a pooled sample of events that took 

place between 1960 and 1964. 

Before discussing the results, there are two important notes to make. First, there 

were far fewer protest events in the 1960-1964 sample. Adding to this loss of statistical 

power is the significant number of cases required in each dependent variable category 

estimate a MNLR. Taken together, it was not possible to estimate the S-category 

dependent variable already discussed. Thus, I combined the categories of the dependent 

variable such that the Do Nothing approach remained unchanged, the Nothing to See 

Here and Legal Eagle approaches were merged, and the Dirty Harry and Calling All Cars 

strategies were merged. Given the necessity of merging categories, this particular merge 

is the most theoretically preferable option because it maintains the three most important 



175 

distinctions between types of police reactions; attending but doing nothing versus taking 

action that does not involve force versus taking action which does involve force. 

Table 6.11: Predicted Probabilities of Police Action, 1960-1964*'' 

Do Nothing Nothing to See 
Here/ Legal Eagle 

Dirty Harry/ 
Calling All Cars 

Base Probability' 42 46 12 

Threat 
Standard Protest Size 30-58 54-07 16-34 

Confrontational Tactics 18 56 26 

Number of Goals (from 5'" to 
QS"** percentile) 

39-49 45-46 15-5 

Radical Goals 32 33 34 

Weakness 
SMO Presence 55 26 18 

Police Threat 
Violence and/or Property 

Damage 
6 57 36 

Police Agency Characteristics 
Police Force Capacity (from 

5*^ to 95* percentile) 
47-37 50-41 4-22 

Police Field Characteristics 
Police Journal Attention to 

Brutality Claims 
48-35 42-49 10-15 

* Boided values indicate a significant change in this probability occurs when the row variable in 
manipulated. 
** Probabilities may not sum to 100% due to rounding error. 
As was true in prior predicted probabilities, the base probability reflects the probability of each outcome 

with dummy variables set to 0 and continuous variables at their means. 

Second, even after combining categories of the dependent variable, there were 

models which would not estimate selected parameter estimates because of a paucity of 

degrees of freedom. In order to ease this difBculty, I took two additional steps. First, 
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where the independent variables were concerned, I grouped the violence, property 

damage, and violence and property damage dummies together because many models 

were unable to estimate all three dummy variables simultaneously. Second, non

significant control variables were removed from the models when all of the following 

three conditions were met: (1) when every individual coefficient estimate was non

significant at the .05 level; (2) when removal did not affect the overall model fit, which 

was assessed using log-likelihood difference tests; and (3) when removal did not 

noticeably affect the size or significance of other variables in the model. All other 

variables were trimmed from the full model using both coefiRcient significance levels and 

log-likelihood difference tests. Because of these model fitting issues, readers should 

consider the results presented below to be only suggestive. 

With those concerns in mind. Table 6.11 presents predicted probabilities for the 

new three-category dependent variable described above.^^ As has been true for the other 

To ensure that the differences in results between 1960-1964 and 1968-1973 MNLR 

models were not due to differences in variable construction, in unreported models I re-ran 

the original 1968-1973 MNLR models with same variable constructions as were used for 

the 1960-1964 MNLR models. The results were largely similar in that most coefficients 

that were significant in the original 1968-1973 models were still significant, in the same 

direction and affected similar contrasts. Two notable differences existed though. First, 

when a variable had only affected one contrast—such as was the case with counter-

demonstrators, the dummy variable for planned protests, and police capacity—the 

variable was not significant when dependent variable categories were combined. Such a 
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predicted probabilities, this table includes a base probability in the first row calculated by 

setting all dummy variables to zero and setting all continuous variables to their mean. For 

instance, as shown in the first row of the table, an event with all dummy variables set to 

zero and all continuous variables at their mean would have had a 42% chance of a Do 

Nothing deployment 46% of a limited or legally-based deployment. 

As the table makes clear, elite threat variables were important to explaining police 

action at public protest events. In line with expectations, confrontational tactics use made 

the Do Nothing approach relatively less likely, increasing the probability of either other 

approach. Specifically, the probability of a Do Nothing deployment dropped from 42% to 

18% when confrontational tactics were used. Similarly, the advocacy of radical goals 

increased the likelihood of approaches involving force. Oddly, however, larger protest 

sizes made the use of a Do Nothing approach more likely and having more protest goals 

made the use of approach involving force less likely. Both of these findings contrast with 

the threat model. The size effect could be due to the difficulties involved in engaging 

larger crowds, such that size actually encourages inertia for "doing nothing" unless 

dramatic events suggest a need for police action. However, the finding related to goals is 

more difficult to account for. 

change in results is to be expected. Second, a few variables also had the contrast that was 

significant for dependent variable categories change. But, all of these changes were still 

interpretatively in line with the original results. 
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Weakness and the threat-weakness interactions again performed poorly/^ None of 

the interaction effects were significant and only one weakness variable was significant. 

SMO presence worked to bifurcate police strategy such that a moderate approach 

(Nothing to See Here/Legal Eagle) became less likely while the Do Nothing and force 

based approaches became more likely. A possible explanation of this unexpected 

bifurcation regards the identity of the SMO present If an SMO was known to pursue 

peaceful and lawful protests, police may have been more likely to Do Nothing. In 

contrast, if an SMO had a more lawless reputation among law enforcement, this 

reputation may have primed police for more serious action. 

In terms of police threat, counter-demonstrator presence was not a significant 

predictor of police action but violence and/or property damage was a significant 

predictor. Unlike the other variables in the model which had largely made one particular 

outcome more or less likely, the violence and/or property damage variable results suggest 

that this variable discriminates between each approach, making some action more likely 

than no action and action involving police force substantially more likely. 

Where police agency characteristics were concerned, wealthier departments (i.e., 

higher capacity) were found to be more likely to use a strategy involving force. Since 

Dirt>' Harry and Calling All Cars cannot be disaggregated, I can only speculate that this 

increase may result from the greater availability of force based equipment to wealthier 

departments without better or more extensive training. Wealthier departments may have 

Readers will recall that the POS approach could not be tested for events occurring prior 

to 1967 due to a lack of necessary data. 
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invested in riot and protest control training later in the protest cycle, but extensive 

training was not yet ubiquitously available at this point in time. 

Finally, police journal coverage of uses of force and brutality claims was 

significant in one contrast in the model: it increased the log likelihood of deploying an 

approach involving force relative to doing nothing. However, this finding should be taken 

as particularly speculative since the coefficient estimate and significance levels were not 

very stable across models. 

In sum, the 1960-1964 models supported the consistent importance of the elite 

and police threat explanations of police action. However, it should be recalled that the 

elite threat findings did indicate that as many coefficients worked in the opposite 

direction than expected as did in the expected direction. Weakness and police agency 

characteristics continued to show limited to very limited support for these approaches, 

while the threat-weakness interaction failed to gamer any support as was true in all other 

models. While the police field affect for police trade journal attention to brutality was 

significant, this coefficient should be discounted somewhat due to a lack of robust 

behavior across models. 

Conclusion 

The five sets of analyses completed here have offered several contributions to the 

literature. First, I was able to demonstrate the importance of comparatively modeling 

theoretical approaches using single theory models and comparative models of police 

presence from 1968 to 1973. The results of these models showed great support for the 
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elite threat as well as the newly introduced police-centered approach. Support was 

particularly strong for the police threat component of the police-centered approach. 

Second, I was able to move beyond thin conceptualizations of repression built 

around analyzing only police presence to model police action at public protest events. 

Using a new five category dependent, I modeled the likelihood of various combinations 

of police tactics at protest events that occurred between 1968 and 1973. A comparison of 

these models to the police presence model for the same period reveals that important 

theoretical leverage is gained by modeling this thicker understanding of repression. 

Finally, 1 compared the mid-cycle findings from the 1968-1973 events with 

models of police presence and action based on events that occuned between 1960 and 

1964. This comparison revealed an overall trend to toward support for both elite and 

police threat models. However, some departures from prior models were also revealed, 

such as the early importance of minority presence followed by later non-sigm'ficance. 

Overall, these models suggest that theoretical continuity does exist but that even within 

that continuity, small but substantively interesting deviations still exist. 
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Chapter Seven: Volatile Political OpDortuniries 

The last chapter evaluated a host of approaches designed to explain the likelihood 

or severity of policing at specific protest events. In this chapter, I turn to a related 

question: what factors explain rates of different types of protest control over time. As 

discussed earlier, the leading explanation in research on rates of repression has been the 

volatile political opportunities approach. 

This chapter will explore the explanatory power of the volatile political 

opportunities approach in two ways. First, after briefly reviewing the connection between 

PO and protest cycles, I will examine descriptive statistics on the frequency of various 

protest control strategies over time. As will be clear, the expected decline in repression 

that PO theorists associate with the crest of a protest cycle does not appear. 

Second, I will investigate the explanatory force of various indicators of national, 

state and local political opportunities using a series of negative binomial regressions. 

These results will indicate that despite claims that national (McAdam 1982; 1988) and 

state level (McCammon 2001; McCammon et al. 2001) political opportunities can affect 

insurgency, the analyses reported on here do not support this claim where protest policing 

is concerned. In the conclusion, possible concerns regarding the measurement strategies 

employed will be considered in detail. 

Reviewing Volatile Political Opportunities 

As discussed in Chapter Three, the volatile PO approach argues that political 

elites vary over time in their openness to protest, both because of shifting interests and 

potential or actual intra-elite conflicts. Repression is expected to decline when political 
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elites are more open to protest or when elites are factionalized, rendering a common elite 

voice speechless. In contrast, when political elites are more closed to protest and when 

elites are able to speak univocally against insurgency, repression is expected to increase. 

Further, as Tarrow (1989; 1994) argues, the opening and closing of political 

opportunities are tied to the rise and fall of protest cycles. According to Tarrow, tentative 

openness to insurgency or fissures between elites encourage mobilization and begin a 

protest cycle. Political opportunities continue to become more favorable to protest 

through the middle of the protest cycle. Accordingly, repression is expected to decline, 

lowering the cost of protest. In fact, it is this lower cost to protest that allows otherwise 

inactive citizens to become protesters. The closing of these more volatile political 

opportunities signal the end of the cycle and create the conditions for the highest levels of 

repression. At this late point in the cycle, the movement sector is argued to be bifurcating 

into extremely violent, radical groups and increasingly institutionalized groups. 

Institutionalized protesters are tolerated or facilitated while radical protesters are severely 

repressed. 

As is evident from this brief review, researchers can think of political 

opportunities as suggesting two types of empirical expectations; (1) expectations about 

the relationship between the level of repression, level of protest, and timing within a 

protest cycle; and (2) expectations regarding the explanatory character of political elite 

interests and firactionalization. The two sections of this chapter address these expectations 

in turn. 
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Protest Cycles, Protest Levels, and Repression 

An initial approach to volatile PO can be taken by simply examining whether 

police action changes across the protest cycle in the direction expected by PO theorists. 

Figure 7.1 plots the total number of protests in New York State by year from 1960 to 

1975. As is evident from this figure, there is a marked increase in protests from 1962, 

reaching an apex in 1969 and then tapering off through 1974. This pattern in the overall 

number of protests is predicted by protest cycle theorists. 

Figure 7.1: Protests in New York State, 1960-1975 
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However, the question remains as to whether protest policing varied in the 

manner expected by PO theorists. For instance, did the police attend fewer protests at the 

height of the protest cycle, or tend to Do Nothing more frequently when they did attend? 

Did police, at the least, show a greater tendency to do very little at protests (e.g. '^Nothing 
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to See Here") during the peak of the protest cycle? Did severe uses of force climb at the 

close of the protest cycle, but remain isolated during the peak of the cycle? 

Taken together, the answers to these questions do not reveal much initial supfwrt 

for a protest cycle or volatile political opportunities approach. Figure 7.2 examines all 

potential responses to protest by police, expressed as a percentage of the overall number 

protest events (i.e., opportunities for police action). As is evident, there is not a decisive 

trend in police presence: no-shows throughout the period were by far the dominant 

response to protest. At most, there is a fairly gradual trend upward which starts in 1971 

and levels off in 1975, but the pre-1971 period is full of slight increases and reversals. 

Figure 7.2: Repressive Strategies Expressed in Percentages 

No Shows 
•Do Nothings 
•Nothing to See 
•Legal Eagle 
•Dirty Harry 
•Calling all Cars 

Further, break-outs of specific strategies employed by police once they were 

present do not provide initial support for a protest cycle argument either. For instance. 
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Figure 7.3 contains the frequency of the "Do Nothing" approach expressed as a 

percentage of overall strategies employed (including No-Shows). As is clear, any trend in 

this response is actually in the opposite than expected direction. While a protest cycle 

argument would suggest that repression declines in the middle of the protest cycle, the 

police were actually less likely to employ a Do Nothing Approach over time. 

Interestingly, Tarrow (1989) does argue that police should become more repressive 

toward less institutionalized protesters at the close of the cycle. There is a dip in the Do 

Nothing approach at the end of the cycle, which would correspond to his argument, but 

that decline reverses itself in 1975. 

Figure 7.3: Do Nothing Expressed in Percentage, 1960-1975 
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Perhaps police were still likely to take some action, but not significant action 

during the height of the protest cycle. Figure 7.4 examines this possibility by graphing the 
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deployment of the limited-action "Nothing to See Here" approach as a percentage of all 

police decisions about protest. This figure shows a similar downturn in the relative 

frequency with which a "Nothing to See Here" approach was deployed. 

Figure 7.4: Nothing to See Here Expressed in Percentage, 1960-1975 
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Further, as shown in Figure 7.5, it appears that the Legal Approach became 

relatively more prevalent over time, after an initial period of low use. Strikingly, the 

major increase in the use of the Legal Approach does roughly correspond with the peak 

of the protest wave. This is a surprising finding in that protest cycle theorists argue that 

one of the reasons protest levels peak in the middle of a protest cycle is because of 

lowered costs of movement participation, which is in part a function of reduced 

repression-related costs. However, arrests associated with protests can be quite costly 

(Earl 2001; Barkan 1984). As protest levels rose, it appears that police were actually 

relatively more likely to impose these arrest-related costs. 
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Figure 7.5: Legal Eagle/Ounce of Prevention Expressed in Percentage, 1960-1975 
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Figure 7.6: Calling All Cars Expressed in Percentage, 1960-1975 
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In support of a protest cycle-repression relationship, the relative frequency of 

Calling All Cars did decline over time as shown in Figure 7.6. However, there was not as 

substantial of a rise in this approach as would be expected at the tail of protest cycle 
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when police are expected to act drastically to quell remaining non-institutional dissent. 

Finally, as is shown in Figure 7.7, there is not a discemable time trend for the Dirty Harry 

approach. Instead, the relative frequency of this approach waxed and waned fairly 

sporadically throughout the period, although it was always a very infrequently used 

approach. 

Figure 7.7: Dirty Harry Expressed in Percentage, 1960-1975 
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In sum, an initial review of the relative frequency with which different approaches 

to protest control were deployed does not lend substantial support to a protest cycle 

account of protest policing in New York State. However, it is not sufficient to simply 

examine these descriptive statistics. It is important to also discern whether changes in 

political opportunities were related to shifts in the use of various protest control strategies 

over time. It is to this question that the next section turns. 
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Count Models of the Deployment of Various Protest Policing Approaches 

In addition to examining relative frequencies of various protest policing 

approaches over time, I have also examined the relationship between two types of 

political opportunities measures and protest policing. The first style of measure, as 

discussed in Chapter Five, focuses on Democratic Party dominance at the federal, state, 

and local level. The motivating intuition behind using Democratic Party dominance 

involves the greater openness to protest represented by the Democratic Party in the U.S. 

Certainly Democrats have not always welcomed protest; Daley's reaction to protest at the 

1968 Democratic Convention is evidence enough on this point. Nonetheless, even when 

Democrats have been more closed to protest, they have rarely been more closed to protest 

than Republicans.'*^ As a coarse proxy for political elite opeimess, then. Democratic 

leadership offers a way to measure political opportunities at multiple governmental 

levels. 

The second style of measure focuses on potential or actual competition and 

conflicts between political elites. For instance, election years should be years where 

political elites are more competitive with one another and where divisions between and 

within parties are made more salient. As well, party competition over the control of the 

legislative branch, or between the party holding the executive branch and legislators of 

the opposing party, should indicate inter-elite competition and fractionalization. 

** A possible exception would be Southern Democrats. However, since I am not 

investigating events that occurred in the south, this observation does not affect the 

analyses here. 
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Using these two styles of measures, it is possible to estimate the explanatory 

power of a political opportunities approach across time. I conduct such an analysis using 

a series of negative binomial regressions, as discussed in Chapter Five. As was the case 

in Chapter Six, I have used a truncated version of the police strategies dependent variable 

because the analyses cannot sufficiently distinguish between each and every approach. 

Thus, in the following four analyses, I model the monthly count by coun^ of the 

deployment of the following approaches: (1) Presence versus No-Show; (2) "Do 

Nothing" Approach; (3) 'Nothing to See Here / Legal Eagle; and (4) Dirty Harry / 

Calling All Cars. 

Modeling Rates of Police Presence 

Table 7.1 includes reduced model results for the police presence models and 

Democratic Party Dominance. In these models, the dependent variable is the number of 

protests in each county-month combination at which police were present. Each model 

also includes a series of control variables that are not shown in the series of tables, 

including: a count of the total number of protests in the county-month (that controls for 

the number of opportunities police had for police presence and action), the number of 

civil rights protests, the median duration of protests in the county-month, fixed effects for 

each year (with 1975 as the omitted year) and fixed effects for major protest locations 

(NYC, Long Island, Westchester Coun^, and Albany with minor protest locations 

constituting the omitted category). 
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Table 7.1: Negative Binomial Regression of Police Presence on Democratic Party Dominance 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 

National PO 
Democratic 

President 
0.142 

(0.275) 
Number of 

Democratic House 
Members 

0.003 
(0.005) 

Number of 0.001 
Democratic (0.018) 
Senators 

Slate PO 
Democratic 

Governor 
-0.422 
(0.289) 

Democratically 
Controlled Stale 
Senate 

0.012 
(0.267) 

Democratically 
Controlled State 

House 

-0.142 
(0.275) 

NY Electors for 
Democratic 
Candidate 

0.293 
(0.259) 

Local PO 
% Dem Voters for 

President in 
County 

4.217* 
(1.656) 

Constant -l.40l«* 
(0.226) 

-1.934 
(1.300) 

-1.018 
(1.169) 

-0.979** 
(0.228) 

-0.979** 
(0.228) 

-1.259** 
(0.230) 

-I.40I** 
(0.226) 

-2,542** 
(0.667) 

N 599 599 599 599 599 599 599 599 
* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%; s.e. in parentheses 
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As Table 7.1 indicates, the reduced models^^ do not find support for a relationship 

between Democratic Party dominance at the federal or state level. However, at the local 

level counties that had higher percentages of Democratic votes for President had 

significantly higher rates of police presence at public protest events. Even though the 

coefficient for this county level variable is significant, readers should note that the effect 

is in the opposite direction than expected. Where the Democratic Party dominates and has 

large levels support, we should expect less police presence and less severe police action 

once police arrive. 

Table 7.2: Negative Binomial Regression of Police Presence on Divided Elites 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Presidential 0.213 
Election Year (0.219) 
National Split 
Between 
President and 

-0.142 
(0.275) 

Congress 
Divided NY -0.142 
Legislature (0.275) 
Divided NY 0.012 
Executive and 
Legislative 
Branches 

(0.267) 

Constant -1.192»^ -1.259** -1.259»» -0.979»» 
(0.230) (0.230) (0.230) (0.228) 

N 599 599 599 599 
* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%; s.e. in parentheses 

I use reduced to indicate that only a single theoretically meaningful variable is being 

tested at one time, in addition to controlling for numerous variables that are not of 

theoretical interest. 
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As Table 7.2 reveals, none of the divided elite variables can alone offer 

explanatory leverage over the rate of police presence at public protest events in New 

York during this period. 

Table 7.3: Negative Binomial Regression of Police Presence on Political Opportunities 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Democratic Dominance 
Democratic President -0.166 

(0.299) 
-0.166 
(0.299) 

Democratic Governor 0.195 
(0.570) 

Democratically 
Controlled State 
Senate 

-0.069 
(0.208) 

Democratically 
Controlled State House 

-0.305 
(0.338) 

-0.623 
(0.432) 

NY Electors for 
Democratic 
Candidate 

-0.161 
(0.289) 

-0.161 
(0.289) 

-0.161 
(0.289) 

% Dem Voters for 
President in County 

4.217* 
(1.656) 

4.217* 
(1.656) 

4.217* 
(1.656) 

Divided Elites 
Presidential Election 

Year 
0.297 

(0.266) 
0.297 

(0.266) 
0.297 

National Split Between 
President and 
Congress 

0.166 
(0.299) 

Divided NY 
Legislature 

-0.305 
(0.338) 

0.513 
(0.768) 

Divided NY Executive 
and Legislative 
Branches 

-0.374 
(0.346) 

Constant -2.839»* 
(0.739) 

-3.005»» 
(0.719) 

-2.839*» 
(0.739) 

N 599 599 599 
* significant at S%; ** significant at 1%; s.e. in parentheses 
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Going beyond the more restricted relationships. Table 7.3 includes a series of 

multivariate political opportunities models. There are a few important notes about these 

models. First, the number of Democratic U.S. Senators and House Representatives have 

been omitted from the models because of higher order collinearity with the Democratic 

Presidency dummy variable when other variables are controlled for. Unreported models 

which remove the Democratic Presidency dununy and include the variables for the 

number of Democratic U.S. Senators and House Representatives show concerning levels 

of sensitivity to the various changes in model specification. Due to questions over the 

robustness of those coefficient estimates, those results are not reported here.'*^ 

Second, because of remaining collinearity between Democratic Party Dominance 

and Party Division, the models above present the fullest estimable comparisons of 

variables possible. Even still, each model removes some variables to allow estimation to 

occur. 

Given those caveats, the results reported above are identical to the results from the 

reduced models. The only variable that significantly affected the rate of police presence 

was the percentage of county voters who supported the Democratic Presidential Nominee 

in the most recent election and that effect was in the opposite than expected direction. 

I do not employ an index here for Democratic dominance because it is important to 

maintain the distinction between federal, state and local effects of Democratic 

dominance. As well, the local percentage of Democratic voters for President should be a 

superior short term measure to other local measures or an index because it minimizes 

local incumbency effects. 
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Table 7.4; Negative Binomial Regression of Do Nothing Approach on Democratic Party Dominance 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model S Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 

National PO 
Democratic 

President 
-0.280 
(0,423) 

Number of 
Democratic 
House 
Members 

0.016* 
(0.009) 

Number of 0.036 
Democratic (0.037) 
Senators 

State PO 
Democratic 

Governor 
0.456 
(0.534) 

Democratically 
Controlled 
Stale Senate 

0.272 
(0.547) 

Democratically 
Controlled Slate 

House 

0.280 
(0.423) 

NY Electors for 
Democratic 
Candidate 

-0.031 
(0.384) 

Local PO 
% Dem Voters 

for President 
in County 

9.053* 
(3.896) 

Constant -2.451»^ 
(0.372) 

-7.060* • 
(2.675) 

-4.864* 
(2.399) 

-2.907** 
(0.502) 

-2.907** 
(0.502) 

-2.731** 
(0.421) 

-2.451** 
(0.372) 

-6.355** 
(1.632) 

N 599 599 599 599 599 599 599 599 
+ significant at 10%; * .significant at S%; ** significant at 1%; s.e. in parentheses 
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Modeling Rates of Do Nothing Deployments 

The model results for rates of deploying a Do Nothing approach to protest are 

almost identical to the model results for rates of police presence. As Table 7.4 reveals. 

Democratic Party Dominance was not a factor with one exception: at the local level, 

higher percentages of Democratic voters for President significantly increased the rate of 

Do Nothing deployments. While the positive coefficient had been in contrast to 

expectations where police presence was concerned, these results are not entirely contrary 

here. That is, provided that police are already present at an event, it is consistent with 

political opportunities arguments that police would not take action beyond mere presence. 

Since this coefficient suggests that Do Nothing becomes relatively more frequent, I find 

slight support for a political opportunities approach here. 

Table 7.5: Negative Binomial Regression of Do Nothing Approach on Divided Elites 
Model I Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Presidential Election 
Year 

0.316 
(0.404) 

National Split 
Between President 
and Congress 

0280 
(0.423) 

Divided NY 
Legislature o

 o
 

00
 

o
 

Divided NY 
Executive and 
Legislative Branches 

0272 
(0.547) 

Constant -3223** 
(0.510) 

-2.731 •• 
(0.421) 

-2.73 
(0.421) 

-2.907*» 
(0.502) 

N 599 599 599 599 
* significant at S%; ** significant at 1%; s.e. in parentheses 

The models that included measures of political elite competition and division do 

not offer any significant leverage over Do Nothing deployment rates, as was true for the 
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models of simple police presence. In fact, as was the case above. Table 7.5 reveals that no 

theoretically important coefficients are significant. 

Table 7.6: Negative Binomial Regression of Do Nothing Approach with Full PQ Models 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Democratic Dominance 
Democratic President 0222 

(0.589) 
0222 

(0.589) 
Democratic Governor 2254+ 

(1.169) 
Democratically Controlled 

State Senate 
0.040 

(0.339) 
Democratically 
Controlled State House 

-0.940 
(0.680) 

-2.035* 
(0.868) 

NY Electors for Democratic 
Candidate 

0.055 
(0.603) 

0.055 
(0.603) 

0.055 
(0.603) 

% Dem Voters for President 
in County 

9.053* 
(3.896) 

9.053* 
(3.896) 

9.053* 
(3.896) 

Divided Elites 
Presidential Election Year 0.819 

(0.539) 
0.819 

(0.539) 
0.819 

(0.539) 
National Split Between 

President and Congress 
-0.222 
(0.589) 

Divided NY Legislature -0.940 
(0.680) 

3J49* 
(1.595) 

Divided NY Executive and 
Legislative Branches 

-0.900 
(0.693) 

Constant -7.174** 
(1.771) 

-6.952" 
(1.689) 

-7.174** 
(1.771) 

N 599 599 599 
* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%; s.e. in parentheses 

In fuller models tests, these reduced results are largely confirmed. The models in 

Table 7.6 represent the most complete and yet estimable set of PO variables, as was true 

above and will be true for all fiill models presented in this chapter. As the results indicate, 

county support for Democratic Presidential Nominees increased the rate of Do Nothing 

deployments. The results suggest that it is also possible that a Democratically controlled 

NY State House may decrease the rate of Do Nothing deployments while having 
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divisions within the New York legislature may increase the rate of Do Nothing 

deployments. I regard these results as only speculative, however, because they were 

sensitive to the inclusion of federal level variables in model specification tests not shown 

here. In those models, federal level Democratic dominance in the House of 

Representatives was positive and significant at the .05 level and the NY level variables 

were not significant. 

In sum, the Do Nothing deployment models did not show substantial support for a 

PO approach although there was slightly more support shown in these models than in the 

models of rates of police presence. 

Modeling Limited and Legal Action at Protests 

As was true in the 1960 to 1964 LR and MNLR models discussed in Chapter Six, 

I have combined the Nothing to See Here and Legal Eagle/ Ounce of Prevention 

approaches in modeling. As was noted in Chapter Six, while this combination is not 

ideal, it preserves the distinction between protest policing practices that utilize force and 

protest policing practices that do not 

As Table 7.7 indicates, there is only scant support for an effect of Democratic 

party dominance on the rate of deployment of limited and legal action. Only one variable 

had a significant effect on the rate of deployment according to the reduced models. 

Democratic control of the NY Senate was associated with lower deployment rates for 

limited and legal action. This is in accord with PO expectations because the police are 

expected to be less likely to act when Democrats politically dominate. 
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Table 7.7: Nceative Binomial Reeression of Limited and Legal Action on Democratic Party Dominance 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 

National PO 
Democratic 

President 
0.376 

(0.384) 
Number of 

Democratic 
House 
Members 

-0.009 
(0.007) 

Number of 
Democratic 
Senators 

-0.021 
(0.024) 

Slate PO 
Democratic 

Governor 
-0.766' 
(0.392) 

Democratically 
Controlled 
State Senate 

-1.071* 
(0.417) 

Democratically 
Controlled 

State House 

-0.376 
(0.384) 

NY Electors 
for 
Democratic 
Candidate 

0.084 
(0.393) 

Local PO 
% Dem Voters 

for President 
in County 

2.537 
(2.278) 

Constant -2.166»* 
(0.323) 

0.489 
(1.809) 

-0.251 
(1.517) 

-1.400** 
(0.296) 

-I.400** 
(0.296) 

-I.790** 
(0.313) 

-2.I66** 
(0.323) 

-2.324* • 
(0.891) 

N 599 599 599 599 599 599 599 599 
+ significant at 10%; * significant at S%; •• significant at 1%; s.c. in parentheses 
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There was also limited support for the effect of intra-elite divisions, as shown in 

Table 7.8. A split between a governor and a united state legislature significantly 

decreased the rate of deployment for limited and legal action, which would be predicted 

by political opportunities. However, no other elite competition or division variables were 

signiHcant. 

Table 7.8: Negative Binomial Regression of Limited and Legal Action on Divided Elites 

Model I Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Presidential 
Election Year 

0.220 
(0.274) 

National Split 
Between President 
and Congress 

-0.376 
(0.384) 

Divided NY 
Legislature 

-0.376 
(0.384) 

Divided NY 
Executive and 
Legislative 
Branches 

-1.071* 
(0.417) 

Constant -L620*» 
(0.299) 

-1.790** 
(0.313) 

-1.790** 
(0.313) 

-I.400** 
(0.296) 

N 599 599 599 599 
+ significant at 10%; * significant at S%; ** significant at 1%; s.e. in parentheses 

The fuller models complicate this picture somewhat. The fuller model 

comparisons suggest that there may be significant effects for Democratic dominance in 

the state legislature and there may also be significant effects of state level divisions 

between parties. However, as Table 7.9 makes clear, the relative instability in the size and 

the significance of the coefficients associated with these variables indicates that these 

results should not be taken as entirely conclusive. More troublesome is the change in 

direction for the Divided NY Legislature variable in models in which divisions between 
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the Governor and a united state legislature cannot be included as a control. 

Table 7.9: Full Negative Binomial Regression of Limited and Legal Action 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Democratic 
Dominance 

Democratic 
President 

-0.251 
(0.393) 

-0251 
(0393) 

Number of 
Democratic 
U.S. House 
Members 

0.004 
(0.006) 

0.004 
(0.006) 

0.004 
(0.006) 

Number of 
Democratic 
U.S. Senators 

0.031 
(0.049) 

0.031 
(0.049) 

0.031 
(0.049) 

Democratic 
Governor 

-0.147 
(0.765) 

Democratically 
Controlled State 
Senate 

-0.429 
(0J2I) 

-0.805'* 
(0309) 

Democratically 
Controlled State 

House 

-0.267 
(0.462) 

-1391* 
(0.620) 

-0.840* 
(0364) 

-1.646** 
(0.449) 

NY Electors for 
Democratic 
Candidate 

-0.001 
(0372) 

-0.001 
(0.372) 

-0.001 
(0.372) 

0.009 
(0335) 

0.009 
(0335) 

0.009 
(0335) 

% Dem Voters for 
President in 
County 

2.537 
(2.278) 

2.537 
(2.278) 

2.537 
(2278) 

2.537 
(2278) 

2337 
(2278) 

2.537 
(2278) 

Divided Elites 
Presidemial 

Election Year 
0339 

(0.338) 
0339 

(0338) 
0339 

(0338) 
-0.192 
(0.346) 

-0.192 
(0346) 

-0.192 
(0.346) 

National Split 
Between 
President and 
Congress 

0.251 
(0393) 

Divided NY 
Legislature 

-0.267 
(0.462) 

0.977 
(1.036) 

-0.840* 
(0.364) 

0.805** 
(0309) 

Divided NY 
Executive and 
Legislative 
Branches 

•0.696 
(0.495) 

-1.646** 
(0.449) 

Constant -2.663*« 
(0.983) 

-2.915** 
(0.959) 

-2.663•• 
(0.983) 

-5.140* 
(2.483) 

-5.140* 
(2.483) 

-5.140* 
(2.483) 

N 599 599 599 599 599 599 
+ significant at 10%; * significant at S%; ** significant at 1%; s.e. in parentheses 
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Of course, the reduced models demonstrated some support for an effect for both 

Democratic dominance in the state legislature and state level divisions between political 

elites. Taken together, the lack of robustness in the fuller model coefficient estimates 

when compared to the reduced models suggests that while there may be political 

opportunities effects on the deployment of limited and legal action, conclusive support 

cannot be discerned from these results. 

Modeling Actions That Involve Force 

A final set of protest policing strategies includes Dirty Harry and Calling All 

Cars, both of which involve the use of force. As discussed above, I model the rate of 

deployment for these two approaches together in this section. As Table 7.10 reveals, in 

years in which NY State cast electoral votes in favor of a Democratic Presidential 

candidate, the rate of force based police deployments was significantly higher. This is in 

contrast to political opportunities expectations, which would have predicted a negative 

coefficient for this variable because Democratic dominance should indicate a more open 

political system. 

Suggestively, the presence of a Democratic governor decreased the rate of 

deployments that included force, but was only significant at the .10 level. Further, 

Democratic control of the state senate unexpectedly increased the rate of deployments 

that included force at the .10 level. 
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Table 7.10: Negative Binomial Rearession of Actions InvolvinB Force on Democratic Party Dominance 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 

National PO 
Democratic 
President 

0.900 
(0.748) 

Number of 
Democratic Mouse 
Members 

0.008 
(0.009) 

Number of 
Democratic Senators 

0.014 
(0.037) 

State PO 
Democratic 
Governor 

-1.267* 
(0.748) 

Democratically 
Controlled State 
Senate 

0.904* 
(0.498) 

Democratically 
Controlled State 
House 

-0.900 
(0.748) 

NY Electors for 
Democratic 
Candidate 

1.573* 
(0.687) 

Local PO 
% Dem Voters for 
President in County 

4.697 
(3.106) 

Constant 
(0.649) 

-4.502* 
(2.552) 

-3.284 
(2.326) 

-2.526** 
(0.449) 

-2.526** 
(0.449) 

-2.893** -3.793** 
(0.485) (0.649) 

-4.300** 
(1.281) 

N 599 599 599 599 599 599 599 599 
^ significant at 10%; * signiricant al S%; ** signincant at 1%; s.c. in parentheses 
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The elite competition and division models also revealed either no support or only 

speculative support for a political opportunities approach. Specifically, only party 

divisions between the governor and the state legislature were significant at the .10 level. 

However, the coefficient was in the opposite than expected direction such that elite 

division actually increased the rate of force-based deployments. 

Table 7. II: Negative Binomial Regression of Actions Involving Force on Divided Elites 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Presidential Election Year 0.042 
(0.459) 

National Split Between 
President and Congress 

-0.900 
(0.748) 

Divided NY Legislature -0.900 
(0.748) 

Divided NY Executive and 
Legislative Branches 

0.904* 
(0.498) 

Constant -2.567»* 
(0.452) 

-2.893»* 
(0.485) 

-2.893** 
(0.485) 

.2.526^* 
(0.449) 

N 599 599 599 599 

^ significant at 10%; • significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%; s.e. in parentheses 

As Table 7.12 shows, these speculative results largely evaporate in the fuller 

models. The only significant result at the .05 level is a negative effect for the number of 

Democratic U.S. Representatives. In keeping with political opportunities expectations. 

Democratic dominance at the U.S. house level dampened the deployment of police 

actions involving force. 
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Table 7.12: Full Negative Binomial Regressions of Actions Involving Force 
Model I Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Democratic 
Dominance 
Democratic 
President 

-0.269 
(0.627) 

-0.269 
(0.627) 

Number of 
Democratic U.S. 
House Members 

-0.022^ 
(0.010) 

-0.022* 
(0.010) 

-0.022* 
(0.010) 

Number of 
Democratic U.S. 
Senators 

-0.012 
(0.075) 

-0.012 
(0.075) 

-0.012 
(0.075) 

Democratic 
Governor 

-1.666 
(1.255) 

E)emocratically 
Controlled State 
Senate 

0.191 
(0.398) 

0.331 
(0.411) 

Democratically 
Controlled State 
House 

-0.090 
(0.679) 

1.080 
(0.890) 

-0.027 
(0.603) 

0.304 
(0.641) 

NY Electors for 
Democratic 
Candidate 

-0.986 
(0.640) 

-0.986 
(0.640) 

-0.986 
(0.640) 

0.457 
(0.503) 

0.457 
(0.503) 

0.457 
(0.503) 

% Dem Voters for 
President in County 

4.697 
(3.106) 

4.697 
(3.106) 

4.697 
(3.106) 

4.697 
(3.106) 

4.697 
(3.106) 

4.697 
(3.106) 

Divided Elites 
Presidential Election 
Year 

0.269 
(0.627) 

National Split 
Between President 
and Congress 

-0.499 
(0.608) 

-0.499 
(0.608) 

-0.499 
(0.608) 

-0.337 
(0.408) 

-0.337 
(0.408) 

-0.337 
(0.408) 

Divided NY 
Legislature 

-0.090 
(0.679) 

-2.836* 
(1.676) 

-0.027 
(0.603) 

-0.331 
(0.411) 

Divided NY 
Executive and 
Legislative Branches 

O.IOI 
(0.682) 

0.304 
(0.641) 

Constant -3.801 
(1.443) 

-4.070'** 
(1-421) 

-3.801»» 
(1.443) 

1.546 
(3.349) 

1.546 
(3.349) 

1.546 
(3.349) 

Observations 599 599 599 599 599 599 
* significant at 10%; * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%; s.e. in parentheses 
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Conclusion 

From models of police presence to the deployment of force-based strategies, it is 

clear that political opportunity variables were rarely significant at the .05 level, and only 

occasionally were in the expected direction when significant. Taken in their totality, then, 

these results suggest very little support for a PO approach. 

There are several possible explanations for these largely null findings, many of 

which surround questions of measurement. Indeed, many political opportunity advocates 

could point to a wealth of case studies that argue that political opportunities are decisive 

for everything from mobilization levels to repression to argue that the null findings here 

are false negatives produced by poor measurement. In specific, several criticisms could 

be leveled. 

First, some political opportunity theorists may argue that democratic dominance is 

not a strong enough measure of political openness to protest. For instance, one could 

point to Mayor Daley's reaction to proposed and actual protests during the 1968 

Democratic National Convention to argue that even though Daley was a Democrat, his 

administration was far from open to protest (Walker 1968). Even still, other PO theorists 

have recognized general left versus right party distinctions in openness to protest. In one 

of the strongest applications of the political opportunity approach to repression, della 

Porta (1995) examines the relationship between repression and law and order versus civil 

rights governments in Italy and Germany. In this work she acknowledges that civil rights 

regimes were largely left in party orientation and law and order regimes were largely 

right in party orientation. Thus, della Porta's work to some extent ratifies a party 
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dominance-based measurement scheme for political opportunities. Certainly, at the least. 

Democratic dominance should provide some leverage over openness to protest, even if 

the measure is not ideal. 

Second, some political opportunity theorists may argue that the measures used 

here, such as party dominance, political competition and party divisions between 

governing bodies are too general to capture the relevant opportunities for protesters. This 

leads many researchers using a political opportunities approach to employ more 

movement-specific measures for opportunity (McCammon et al. 2001). 

However, on a theoretical level, this specialized measurement of opportunities 

contradicts the very general nature of a protest cycle. Protest cycles, which rise due to the 

opening of political opportunities and fall due to the closing of those same opportunities 

(Tarrow 1989; 1994), are cross-movement phenomena. That is, political opportunities 

that affect multiple movements should presumably be opening. If only movement-

specific opportunities opened, political opportunity researchers would either have to 

explain why a diverse set of movement-specific opportunities opened around the same 

time for a whole host of movements, or these researchers would have to explain how 

opening movement-specific opportunities for one movement could be transformed into 

widening opportunities for all movements. Since this is not an argument that many users 

of movement-specific opportunity measures make, we are left to question the validity of 

movement-specific opportunities measures. 

The argument underlying the measures I employ here recognizes the deep 

relationship between opportunities and cycles. To the extent to which PO theorists 
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believe that movement cycles are driven by general increases in openness, measures 

should reflect that generality. Thus, I would argue that the null relationships I have found 

here are theoretically meaningful and do speak to fundamental claims of the PO .school. 

A third measurement argimient would suggest that political opportunities should 

be measured more locally. That is, readers may ask; how or why would federal or even 

state Democratic dominance or inter-party conflict and competition affect local protest. I 

respond to this criticism in two ways. First, just as the imagery of protest cycles suggests 

that more general shifts in opportunity give rise to general rises in protest, I also argue 

that more general rises in protest should not be driven by the unexplained and yet deftly 

coordinated opening of thousands of localities to protest around a nation-state. To explain 

a protest wave in the U.S. using political opportunities is to argue that protest across the 

U.S. rose and fell due to changes in political opportunities. By using more localized 

meastires, political opportunity theorists forsake a tight theoretical connection to the 

protest cycle, or, are forced to implicitly argue that there is some rationale for the 

simultaneous opening and closing of local opportunities across the country. Since either 

alternative seems problematic, I argue that understanding opportunities at federal, state 

and local levels remains the most viable option and that more macro opportunities cannot 

simply be thrown out from tests of political opportunity theory in favor of more local 

conceptualizations. 

As well, I also answer this argument by agreeing that it is hard to imagine that 

macro opportunities a£fect local protest policing. However, mstead of leading to an 

acceptance of localized political opportunity measures (for the reasons stated above), I 
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argue that the fundamentally police-centered claims made throughout this dissertation 

suggest that political opportimities may simply play a less substantial role in explaining 

levels of repression in the U.S. 

Put simply, I argue that the results presented here accurately reflect the largely 

non-existent relationship between political opportunities and protest policing in New 

York State, particularly where non-local opportunities are concerned. As was noted in 

Chapter Three, PO theorists argue that political elites can directly control protest 

policing. Chapter Three also suggested that PO theorists assumed that political elites are 

strong principals and LEAs are always dutiful agents. The results in this chapter indicate 

that while this may be the case when political elites have direct control over [)olice forces, 

direct control is not evident when police forces are institutionally protected from 

significant political influence. 

In sum, I argue that measurement problems do not primarily underlie the null 

findings reported here. Null relationships between political opportunities and 

mobilization and/or repression levels have been increasingly documented. For instance, 

Goodwin's (2001) meta-analysis of political opportunities reports on the relatively poor 

showing of many political opportunities accounts. In addition to offering general support 

for the plausibility of null findings, his research also suggests that political opportunities 

may have more explanatory power in non-democratic states. Since these states 

presimiably also have centrally controlled military or civilian police, in contrast to the 

U.S., his work also can be seen as consistent with the claims made in this dissertation. 
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Chapter Eight: New Institutionalism and Organizational Theory 

While Chapters Six and Seven greatly contributed to the literature's 

understanding of protest policing, that quantitative work is not enough. In order to 

develop a fully police-centered approach to protest control, researchers must also seek to 

understand the ways in which police agencies make sense of protest and the ways in 

which protest policing fits into the larger set of duties for which police agencies are 

responsible. That is, I argue that researchers also need to undertake more historical and 

qualitative analysis of the protest policing. 

This dissertation undertakes such an analysis of the police field in the U.S., and to 

a lesser extent in New York State specifically, over the 1960 to 1980 period.*^ I argue 

that new institutionalist explanations, coupled with other organizational theories, can 

substantially contribute to this analysis by adding important theoretical depth. This 

chapter will lay the necessary theoretical groundwork for the investigation of this topic, 

which will be empirically taken up in Chapters Nine and Ten. 

Prior Applications of New Institutionalism to Policing 

Among the wide array of claims housed under new institutionalism (Scott 2001), 

a few central tenets anchor most sociological new institutionalist scholarship. First, 

Meyer and Rowan (1977) argued that organizations frequently adopted practices or 

modified routines to maximize their legitimacy, as opposed to maximizing economic 

As discussed later in the chapter, I use "field** to indicate the set of organizations and 

actors comprising an institutional domain. 
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efficiency. DiMaggio and Powell (1983) echoed that claim, arguing that early adopters of 

organizational forms or routines might be driven by performance concerns but late 

adopters would to be more concemed with legitimacy than performance. As Heimer 

(1999) astutely summarizes: "formal structures and organizational routines are, in this 

view, more important for creating the appearance of rational decisionmaking than for 

actually facilitating rationality" (21). 

Second, new institutionalists have focused on institutional and environmental 

dynamics that produce homogeneity (DiMaggio 1991), instead of focusing more 

narrowly on either local pressures or internal organizational pressures (Sutton 1996). In 

their seminal paper, DiMaggio and Powell (1983) argued that it was the stimning level of 

similarity between organizations within a common area or field that should be the subject 

of institutional studies. Thus began the intense study of isomorphism, or the tendency of 

organizations and routines within a field to become more similar over time. 

Third, there has been a great emphasis in the literature placed on studying the 

three distinct mechanisms for institutional isomorphism initially suggested by DiMaggio 

and Powell: coercive, normative and mimetic isomorphism. Coercive isomorphism can 

occur through a direct legal mandate, a common legal environment, overbroad legal 

requirements (e.g. budgetary cycles), legal or governmental inducements (e.g. funding 

advantages for compliance) or due to pressures to legitimize the organization through 

conformity to social expectations (DiMaggio and Powell 1983). Mimetic modeling can 

be direct and intentional, such as when modeling is facilitated by consulting firms or 

trade associations, or indirect and unintentional, such as when modeling occurs through 
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personnel change. Further, mimetic isomorphism occurs when technical, goal-oriented, or 

symbolic uncertainty abounds (DiMaggio and Powell 1983). Normative isomorphism is 

driven by professionalization, particularly through: (I) similar educational requirements, 

(2) strong professional and educational socialization; (3) the development of similar 

cognitive schemas; and (4) the existence of dense professional networks that facilitate 

professional status projects and information transfers across organizations (DiMaggio and 

Powell 1983). 

McCarthy and McPhail's Model of POMS Development and Diffusion 

While one could dig much deeper into new institutionalism (and this chapter will 

do so as it unfolds), it is sufiRcient to note now that these three key insights have driven a 

great deal of empirical research. It is precisely this set of arguments that McCarthy and 

McPhail (1998) apply to their research on the institutionalization of protest and protest 

policing routines."*^ As the primary advocates of a new institutionaiist approach to protest 

policing, McCarthy and McPhail (1998) adopt "the major themes of recent institutional 

analysis: that particular orgam'zational structures and routines reflect wide institutional 

environments; that their constituent elements are created, therefore, only partly based on 

internal technical and fimctional logics; and that environmental templates are adopted 

While other protest policing and repression researchers have made arguments 

amenable to an institutional formulation (for example, see della Porta 1998b), McCarthy 

and McPhail represent the most elaborated and well-known application of institutional 

theory to this case. 
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through a variety of processes, only one of which reflects patterns of interorganizational 

authority" (85). 

Specifically, McCarthy and McPhail (1998) focus on the adoption and diffusion 

of "public order management systems" (POMS), which they define as "the more or less 

elaborated, more or less i)ermanent organizational forms, their guiding policies and 

programs, technologies, and standard policing practices that are designed by authorities 

for supervising protesters' access to public space and managing them in that space" (91). 

They argue that an "escalated force" POMS dominated through the 1960s but was 

replaced in the 1970s by a "negotiated management" POMS which traded batons for 

permits and tear gas for pre-event negotiation. 

Further, their explanation of this shift from one POMS to the next is couched in 

new institutionalist terms. Figure 8.1 is a reproduction from McCarthy and McPhail's 

(1998) original figure; it summarizes their central arguments on the development of the 

negotiated management POMS. As indicated by the diagram, McCarthy and McPhail 

argue that two environmental factors intervened to structure protest policing: federal 

commissions that analyzed protest policing and court rulings, primarily involving free 

speech claims and public forum law. The federal commissions, according to the above 

diagram, fueled the court rulings, facilitated the development of funding for specific 

types of police practices through the Law Enforcement Assistance Act, and contributed to 

the course content of a major protest policing school conducted by the U.S. Army (often 

referred to as SEADOC). For the court's part, public forum law and free speech litigation 

supported the development of a permitting system that allowed police departments to (1) 
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gather information on groups and potential protests; (2) negotiate with protest organizers; 

and (3) create and enforce reasonable time, place and maimer restrictions. The 

simultaneous institutionalization of protest and the professionalization of protesters 

contributed independent support for the negotiated management POMS. 

Figure 8.1: McCarthy and McPhail Explanation of POMS Transition 
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(Reproduced according to Fair Use guidelines from McCarthy and McPhail 1998; 106) 

In this explanation, police agencies and the field of law enforcement more 

generally lurk in the background. The coercive isomorphic force of the court is 

foregrounded as are the "normative constraints" (McCarthy and McPhail 1998:104) 
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created by the national commissions. In the textual description of their model, they also 

argue that professional organizations such as the lACP created normative pressure. There 

is also a hint of mimetic isomorphism where McCarthy and McPhail argue that police 

departments looked to other similar departments for guidance in how to handle protests. 

Throughout their explanation, police agencies are consumers of different organizational 

routines who are possibly more susceptible to some influences. Law enforcement, as a 

field, is a terrain on which the visiting team—-judges and members of national 

commissions—come to play and win. 

Thin Visions of Institutionalism 

While McCarthy and McPhail should be conunended for taking an important first 

step in applying new institutionalist theory to this case, there are several drawbacks to 

their application. First, their model represents a fairly thin version of new institutionalism 

where the emphasis is on diffuse environmental influences; institutions, except as the 

dependent variable, are largely absent. That is, while the institution of protest policing, 

embodied in the dominant POMS of an era, is the dependent variable in their explanation, 

one sees no theoretical reference to institutions as explanatory forces in their account. As 

their explanation plays out, this is both a missed opportunity and an error of omission. 

In terms of missed opportunities, McCarthy and McPhail eschew a deeper 

understanding of the courts as an institutional force, instead casting the courts as a non

descript environmental influence. In fact, there is a strong and growing literature on the 

relationship between law as an institution and organizational change (Edelman and 

Suchman 1997; Suchman and Edelman 1996; Heimer 1999). As will be discussed more 
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fully below, this literature clearly suggests that researchers cannot assume that law 

readily and easily structures organizations or their routines. Instead, organizations are 

actively involved in interpreting legal standards, contesting legal standards, and, in many 

cases, complying with procedural requirements without deep concern for more 

substantive outcomes (Edelman 1990; 1992; Sutton et al. 1994). Because McCarthy and 

McPhail think of law as an enviroimiental influence instead of an institutional external 

influence, they fail to connect to this literature. 

This thin version of institutionalism is also problematic in that it ignores some key 

institutions that operated both within law enforcement and outside of law enforcement, as 

well as ignoring that policing writ large is an institution itself. I argue that this is a 

fundamental problem in their approach. As I will show in Chapter Nine, a key factor 

affecting the development, competition, success and consolidation of protest policing 

protocols, or POMS, was the on-going professionalization project within policing that 

had begun long before the opening of the 1960s protest cycle. This project was intricately 

entwined with two major institutions: policing and professions. The institution of policing 

had itself undergone one major shift from the 1900s to the 1930s and was in the midst of 

a second shift when the protest cycle began. The fact that this new model of policing was 

not fully institutionalized as protest rose is important to understanding the development 

of specific responses to protest 

As well, this shift in the institution of policing was a professionalization project 

Professions, as ail institutions do, carry with them sets of expectations, roles, and forms 

of practice (Abbott 1988; Freidson 2001). I will argue in Chapter Ten that the 
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development of protest policing practices, and then larger POMS, resulted in large part 

from: (1) attempts to opportunistically further the professional project using protest 

policing as a venue; and (2) attempts to resolve significant problems that protest policing 

raised for the professionalization project. By focusing on general environmental 

influences instead of employing a more fully institutional explanation, McCarthy and 

McPhail lose leverage in explaining the relationship between legal changes and actual 

protest policing, the relationship between professionalization and protest policing, and the 

relationship between protest policing and policing writ large. 

Their version of new institutionalism is thin in two other critical respects. First, in 

their explanation of the institutionalization of the negotiated management POMS, 

negotiated management seems to be the only alternative to escalated force. In their 

explanation negotiated management also appears to be the result of institutional 

immaculate conception. In fact, there is no discussion of the manner in which key actors 

constructed negotiated management as an option, nor is there any sense that there were 

options beyond the old escalated force model and the new negotiated management model. 

Competition between possible models is completely absent. As I will argue in Chapters 

Nine and Ten, such a fnctionless and clean story of the development and change of 

protest policing protocols ignores the serious generative process policing was engaged in 

as new possible protest policing options developed and competed. In ignoring the birth 

and competition of other alternatives, McCarthy and McPhail deprive themselves of key 

pieces of evidence that could have allowed their explanation to be deepened and 

expanded. 
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Finally, their explanation has a fairly common (and commonly criticized) vision 

of institutional change as an entirely homogenous process (Soule and Earl 2001). 

McCarthy and McPhail begin their description of POMS by stating: 

Our description of the basic principals of these systems draws heavily on our 
observation of authorities in Washington, D.C. It is also corroborated by extensive 
investigation of the operations of similar systems in other U.S. jurisdictions (91). 

As their discussion continues, it largely focuses on D.C. with occasional discussion of 

other large metropolitan police forces such as San Francisco and New York City. Yet, by 

the close of their argument, they assert: 

However, when most organizations within a population of similar organizations 
adopt a very similar solution to the same problem, we are led to believe other 
influences may be at work. This appears to be the case in the population of U.S. 
police organizations. During the past four decades, the vast majority of these 
organizations adopted some version of the POMS we have described (104). 

In making this assertion, not only do they possibly overstep the data they present 

but they also obscure any heterogeneity in protest policing solutions that may have 

existed and heterogeneity in adoption of these systems. To the extent to which they do 

recognize heterogeneity, it is embodied in one lonely remark: 

But police organizations do not observe and adopt new practices from other police 
organizations at random. They are more likely to adopt from orgam'zations to 
wUch they are already connected through memberships in professional 
associations, organizations in geographic proximity with which they have 
established working relationships (e.g., mutual assistance pacts, shared 
communication systems), distant organizations that are similar in size and 
resources, organizations in communities with comparable public order 
environments, or organizations that have developed successful solutions to 
problems similar to those faced by the adopting organization (108). 

Here, the heterogeneity involved in the development of protest policing technologies is 

ignored and the only heterogenei^ that remains involves the speed of adoption (since 
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they argue that most departments in the U.S. have, in fact, adopted the negotiated 

management POMS). 

In part, their cast on POMS may reflect their implicit definition of a field. They 

do not specifically define the set of departments, agencies or authorities to which their 

approach speaks nor do they theoretically define a field. Yet, they do implicitly invoke a 

way of categorizing organizations that looks similar to a new institutionalist field, 

arguing that there was a set of similar organizations "confironting similar problems" 

(107). In their discussion, it was large departments in major metropolitan areas that 

seemed to confiront similar problems and therefore adopt similar solutions. By both not 

clearly conceptualizing what a law enforcement field would look like and by implicitly 

limiting their discussion to larger, urban departments, McCarthy and McPhail are left 

with little choice but to tell a homogenous story; in fact, they have carved off much of the 

heterogeneity with which Chapters Nine and Ten will be concerned. 

In addressing this issue, I follow DiMaggio and Powell (1983) and argue that a 

field is wider than McCarthy and McPhail's implicit use; a field is a set of organizations 

and actors '^at, ui aggregate, constitute a recognized area of institutional life" 

(DiMaggio and Powell 1983; 148). I will discuss law enforcement as a field. By doing so, 

I assert that police agencies that varied in size, character (military, civilian, and, to a 

lesser extent, private security), and history nonetheless identified as members of "law 

enforcement" In making this argument. Chapters Nine and Ten will expand on the set of 

relevant actors fix)m those discussed by McCarthy and McPhail and will discuss the way 
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in which the development of, competition between, and diffusion of protest policing was 

more heterogeneous than it seems in McCarthy and McPhail's version. 

In addition to the pressure that their implicit construction of large departments as 

a field created for a homogenous explanation, it may also be partly the case that we 

simply lack the kind of micro-level organizational data on police protocols to fully 

adjudicate between explanations of diffusion. While Chapters Nine and Ten are not able 

to fully resolve this issue, these chapters do recognize and attempt to make theoretical 

sense of the heterogeneity that is evident. 

Protest as a Theoretical Anchor 

A second troubling aspect of McCarthy and McPhail's explanation involves the 

anchoring of their explanation within the domain of protest, protesters and social 

movements. While I do not deny that social movements importantly affected the 

unfolding of protest policing protocols and the institutionalization of a negotiated 

management POMS, I do argue that we can gain better theoretical leverage over this 

change by turning McCarthy and McPhaiFs anchoring on its head. That is, McCarthy and 

McPhail start with a change in protest, as clearly depicted at the top of their diagram 

reproduced in Figure 8.1 here. Their explanation ends with changes in police agencies 

that largely result from external pressure. Throughout, police agencies are pushed and 

prodded, set upon by the shock of protest, but nowhere do they come out of the 

background to do more than choose between immaculately conceived POMS. 

Instead, following the spirit of the police-centered approach introduced early in 

this dissertation, I argue that policing as a field should constitute the theoretical anchor 
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for such an explanation. That is, the top of a conceptual diagram should feature law 

enforcement dynamics such as professionalization. Most certainly, social movements 

would appear as a force in such a diagram, but instead of assuming that protest policing 

is an importantly protest-related phenomenon, I start with the assumption that protest 

policing is an importantly policing-related phenomenon. In making this switch to a more 

police-centered explanation. Chapters Nine and Ten will highlight the relevant internal 

dynamics within policing as a field and the relationship between these dynamics and 

external institutional and non-institutional pressures. Ultimately, this type of explanation 

is better able to attend to historical developments that McCarthy and McPhail ignore. 

Charting a New Course 

Chapters Nine and Ten will chart a new course for explanations of the 

development of protest policing over the 1960 to 1980 period largely from within a new 

institutionalist framework. However, before that can be accomplished theoretical 

assumptions must be clarified and the theoretical foundation for this explanation must be 

laid. It is to this task that this chapter now turns. 

From Environments to Institutions: Deepening the New Institutionalist Application 

The explanation developed in Chapter Ten for the development of and change in 

protest policing routines across the 1960 to 1980 period will include four central 

institutions: policing, professions, law-making,**^ and protest By institutions, I refer to 

While scholars would often simply say "law" here instead of "law-making," I 

distinguish between the institution of law-making, either through legislative action or 
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sacred and taken for granted recipes for action (Sutton 2001), or accepted sets of routines, 

roles, and forms of practice within a bounded area of social life.^*^ I will discuss the 

theoretically important properties of each institution in turn as well as situating each 

institution in the historical account that Chapters Nine and Ten wilt fully explore. 

Policing as an Institution 

Policing as an institution has undergone two major periods of reform (Fogelson 

1977). When police departments were formally created in the U.S. in the mid to late 

1800s, policing was a very different enterprise than it is today. Whereas contemporary 

policing is focused on crime prevention and control, administered through very 

hierarchical and centralized local organizations, fairly removed firom political control, 

and at the least allegedly involves the use of only "minimum force," formal policing in 

the U.S. began with a much different look/' 

court rulings, and a more general vision of law (which would include law enforcement in 

addition to law-making). Later in the dissertation where 1 discuss "law as an institution," 

this is simply conceptual shorthand for law-making. 

I do not use Jepperson's (1991) well-known definition of an institution because many 

of the institutions I review are in the process of institutionalization and do not conform to 

Jepperson's assumption that institutions are self-reproducing. 

My account relies heavily on Fogelson (1977) and Silverman's (1999) general history 

of law enforcement and Reppetto (1978), Lardner and Reppetto (2000), Alex (1976), 

Astor (1971), and Silverman's (1999) history of policing in New York State and New 

York City. As these general histories of policing show, while there was some variation in 
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Police agencies were initially expected to handle a host of social issues. In fact, it 

was not until the first era of reform in the 1900s to 1930s that police departments were 

separated from sanitation departments in some areas (Fogelson 1977). Policing was also 

not originally local. The police were originally largely created and run by the state. 

Fogelson (1977) suggests that this is because Republicans tended to dominate at the state 

level while Democrats dominated at the local level. Therefore, Republicans wanted to 

prevent the police from being enmeshed in local politics. However, as Democrats wrested 

control over states from Republicans, local police forces were created. This trend 

occurred in New York State; the police for New York City were originally created and 

run through the state, with primary control over manpower occurring at the 

ward/stationhouse level. However, in the late 1800s this changed and the police became a 

fully municipal service. 

The devolution of policing to the local level did not change the political nature of 

policing though. Policing remained a highly politicized institution. In fact, Fogelson 

(1977) goes as far as to argue that police departments in major urban areas functioned as 

an integrated and critical component of local political machines. Up until the first push 

for reform, the police had two functions: (1) to offer a supply of patronage jobs for loyal 

supporters who could be used to 'police' the polls in the future elections; and (2) a street 

the pace and shape of reform across the country, the periods for reform that Fogelson 

(1977) studied captured dominate tendencies across the nation. New York State tended to 

mirror these trends and I have chosen New York specific examples, where available, in 

the discussion. However, one could point to similar reforms across the country. 
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level social service agency meant to further strengthen machine power. Machines so 

controlled the police that early civil service reforms made no real difference in police 

hiring and operations. Fogelson argued: 

For applicants who had the machine's backing, the official requirements were no 
problem. Neither the medical examiners, who gave the physical tests, nor the 
police officials, who made the character checks, were inclined to stand in the way 
of an influential politician, because they too were political appointees. Small 
wonder that within a few days many applicants grew several inches taller and 
years younger, learned to read and write, and like the pilgrims who traveled to 
holy places, recovered from serious and even chronic ailments (28). 

It is important to note that the political construction of policing in this period also 

meant that individual officers were largely responsible to ward bosses and precinct 

commanders on a day to day basis since neighborhood level services were critical to, and 

therefore controlled by, the machines. Commissioners and police chiefs had very little 

power relative to the power held at the precinct level. 

Finally, violence was not only a mainstay of police work, but the use of violence 

across a range of situations was routine and taken for granted. Astor (1971) shows that 

this was as clearly the case in New York City as it was in the rest of the nation. In 

discussing police corruption in this era, Astor documents backroom station house 

beatings and instances of harassment when citizens dared to complain about officers. The 

following anecdote from a NYPD officer on the uses of a police baton is quoted by Astor 

(1971) and is indicative of the period: 

It's a formidable weapon, but there's a trick to it One lick is always enough, if it 
placed right.. You ought to know that a club, especially a night stick, is meant to 
knock a man unconscious. You can kill with it, you know, and you can batter a 
man all to pieces... all you got to do is tap the extremities, head or feet, so as to 
send a current through the spine. If you land on the peak of the head your prisoner 
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lays down; if you hit both feet exactly right... it's the funniest sight in the world to 
see the effect of a proper lick with a stick on a man's two feet... In my day we old 
cops used to practice it very easy, on one another, and when you could do it you'd 
go out and find your bum. I remember the first time I got one just right...I sneaked 
up on him from behind, bent down, spit on my hand, and aimed. I was so nervous 
that I dropped my raised arm twice before I felt steady and ready. Then... I 
whacked level and straight...(80). 

While this level of violence did not centrally concern reformers, the level of 

corruption within police departments did, as did the connection of policing to politics. 

Thus, progressive era reformers, such as Teddy Roosevelt in NYC, pressed to reform the 

police, thereby ushering in the first major changes in the only newly institutionalized 

domain of policing. 

This first set of reformers came firom outside of police organizations and were 

primarily upper-class Protestants (Fogelson 1977). Driven by concerns over corruption 

and the desire to reduce vice and moral offenses, the reformers saw the police as critical 

to accomplishing their goals. They championed two models for reform: a corporate 

model and a military model (Fogelson 1977). The military ultimately became hegemonic 

and importantly changed the institution of policing (Fogelson 1977). Practically, police 

power was slowly torn apart from political power, police organizations became more 

centralized and hierarchical, police organizations were increasingly led by men who had 

military backgrounds (versus political backgrounds), the quality of officers improved (in 

part due to the decline in political appointments), and police departments were forced to 

focus more squarely on crime control. 

In particular, changes surrounding centralization and the creation of more 

powerful hierarchies in police organizations involved: (1) supporting the creation of 
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Commissioners and Chiefs instead of boards of commissioners; (2) increasing the tenure 

and job security of agency heads (although this was less successful than other reforms); 

(3) creating "shoe fly" or internal investigations units; (4) decreasing precinct control and 

moving control to a centralized headquarters; and (5) moving specialized units out of 

precincts and into the main headquarters. Improvements in personnel resulted from 

stricter character entrance requirements, civil service reform, the availability of training, 

increased salaries and clear career paths that followed military-like rank systems. As 

well, departments cast off tasks that were less related to crime control such as sanitation 

and social work. Through the reforms, the taken for granted recipes for action—the 

institution of policing itself—was changed. As well, a cadre of officers who would 

eventually mature into the leaders of law eiiforcement were socialized into this new 

model of policing. 

Yet, as this younger cohort of officers climbed their respective departmental 

career ladders, the incomplete nature of the first reform period continued to rear its head 

in the form of scandals over corruption and pervasive police violence. Empowered by 

theses scandals, this younger cadre of officers launched the second wave of reform, this 

time from within policing (Fogelson 1977). Largely beginning in the 1930s and gaining 

real prominence by the 1950s, this period of reform stressed a professional model of 

policing. 

In part, professionalization was meant to complete the anti-corruption project of 

the prior period of reform. As well, after the publication of the Wickersham Report 

(1931), which revealed the extent of routine police violence, professionalism also sought 
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to control the most violent actions of officers, such as the "third degree." Equally as 

important as the goals of reducing corruption or limiting egregious uses of police 

violence, Fogelson (1977) argues that professionalization was also meant to increase the 

status of policing; 

According to this model, policemen were professionals and policing was a 
profession. Like doctors, lawyers, teachers, and engineers, policemen were 
expected to meet high admission standards, undergo extensive training, serve their 
clients, devote themselves to public interest, subscribe to a code of ethics, and 
possess a wide range of extraordinary sldlls...where each police officer would 
need 'the mind of a law professor, the agility of a professional athlete, the patience 
and restraint of a Sunday School superintendent, and the technical ability of a 
graduate engineer" (155). 

Interestingly, in practice professionalization required many of the same types of 

reforms the first wave of reformers had already sought, such as: increasing the tenure of 

chiefs; decreasing the number precincts and the power of precincts; increasing the 

number and impx>rtance of specialized squads to centralize control; and honing the focus 

on crime control. However, this second round of reform did introduce new types of 

changes. For instance, popular organizational theories represented by various 

management fads (e.g. planning and research departments, functional organization, 

streamlined command structures) were implemented. 

In doing so, this round of reform sought to carry the changes delivered by the first 

round of reform to a new level and to explicitly professionalize the police. Important to 

the study of protest policing are two facets of this evolution. First, policing as an 

institution was still consolidating its newest form when the protest developed in the 

1950s, and began to reach a climax in New York in the late 1960s. This partial 

crystallization left policing uniquely vulnerable to outside influences and institutions. 
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Protest also created opportunities for police professionals to extend their 

institutionalization project somewhat opportunistically. It is unclear whether protest 

would have been able to pose the sort of fundamental challenges or offer the same 

opportunities to police organizations had the changes in policing been crystallized by the 

beginning of the protest cycle. Second, the particular character of the newer model of 

policing was professional in nature. I now turn from the empirical intersection of policing 

and professionalism as institutions to the theoretical characteristics of professions as 

institutions. 

Professions as Institutions 

As DiMaggio (1991) showed, professionalism can be a powerful force in 

structuring fields and shaping organizational action within fields. Professions were also 

an important normative isomorphic force in DiMaggio and Powell's (1983) initial 

formulation of organizational change. Indeed, many would argue that professions are 

critical to the development of a wide range of organizational innovations (for instance, 

see Edelman 1990; 1992). 

In terms of protest policing. Chapter Ten will argue that professionalization was a 

key dynamic in part because protest policing created opportunities for the new micro-

level professionalization projects and in part because protests and protest-related 

dynamics created problems for the professionalization project that cut to the core of the 

professional model. As well, professional organizations were important champions, 

conduits, and arbiters in the competitive selection of protest policing regimes. 
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Before that argument can be advanced, however, a fuller understanding of the 

central elements of professionalism must be developed. Using a Weberian approach, 

many have argued that professions are fimdamentally status projects that parlay 

monopolistic control over technical service areas into status and financial rewards 

(Freidson 2001; Sutton 2001; Auerbach 1976; Cobum 1993). Because a profession's 

exclusive control over a service is based on claims of technical proficiency and skill, core 

technologies are closely guarded from external influence, control or manipulation 

(Freidson 2001; Heimer and StafTen 1998; Heimer 1999). This claim of technical 

proficiency and skill is also deployed to ward off external regulation of professional 

conduct. From medicine (Heimer 1999) to law (Auerbach 1976; Sutton 2001), 

professionals have been very resistant to allow external review and have established self-

regulation to prevent external regulation. Finally, professions tend to protect their 

monopoly by engaging in serious jurisdictional disputes (Abbott 1988; Freidson 2001; 

Ferraro and Sutherland 1989; Vago 2001). Where non-professions may be able to provide 

similar services, strong professions are likely to intervene to limit or destroy such a 

jurisdictional threat. 

While much more could be said about professions and professionalization. 

Chapter Ten will show that it was these very fundamental characteristics of the 

professional project outlined above that were challenged by protest and protest-related 

dynamics. 
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Law-Making as an Institution 

Heimer notes: "[b]eginning with the work of Macaulay and Selznick and 

continuing through the recent overview by Edehnan and Suchman, sociolegal scholars 

have... investigated the impact of law on organizations, where participants face a 

multitude of normative pressures arising from overlapping institutional jurisdictions" (17-

18). Edehnan and Suchman's (1997) thorough review of the study of law and 

organizations provides an excellent resource on this rich literature. 

In particular, Edehnan and Suchman (1997) compare a "materialist perspective" 

to a "cultural perspective." The materialist perspective "sees organizations as rational 

wealth maximizers and sees the law as a system of substantive incentives and penalties" 

(Edelman and Suchman 1997:481-482). This vision of law represents its more coercive 

face: penalties directly discourage certain actions while rewards directly encourage 

others. It is this face of the law to which McCarthy and McPhail implicitly orient their 

version of the influence of law on protest policing; it is illustrative to note that on their 

diagram (reproduced above in Figure 8.1), one of the few direct influences depicted is the 

influence of court decisions on permitting requirements. 

In contrast, I argue that the cultural perspective outlined by Edelman and 

Suchman (1997) is more appropriate. Research from this perspective largely relies on 

new institutionalist insights and makes three general claims relevant to protest policing. 

First, this rich tradition suggests that the courts can generate significant normative 

pressure or change (Dobbin et al. 1993; Dobbin and Sutton 1998) even where the direct 

impacts of court action is limited (Rosenberg 1991). However, much of this normative 
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pressure is directed to creating formal procedures that would protect organizations from 

legal sanction (Dobbin et al. 1993; Edelman 1990; 1992), not necessarily directed toward 

implementing the spirit of legal decisions. 

Second, research has shown that when core technologies are involved 

organizations and professions are more resistant to legal influences (Heimer 1999; 

Heimer and Staffen 1998). That is, superficial or peripheral organizational routines and 

practices are more likely to be changed and changed more substantially in reaction to 

legal pressures than core routines or practices. 

Third, research suggests that uncertainty can amplify attempts for procedural 

compliance (Dobbin et al. 1993; Dobbin and Sutton 1998; Sutton 1996). That is, when 

substantive directives are clear and acceptable compliance processes are outlined by the 

court, compliance may well be outcome-oriented. However, in most cases, the courts 

provide directives about what may not be done in a situation, without indicating more 

positive directives. Left in a compliance vacuum, organizations struggle to create 

evidence of compliance through procedural implementation even if those procedures are 

ultimately quite decoupled from the outcomes initially sought by the court. 

In terms of transforaiing these insights into empirical explanations, Edelman and 

Suchman (1997) provide valuable leverage by suggesting that law-making bodies can 

create different types of organizational environments, including facilitative, regulatory, 

and constitutive environments. In the examination of protest policing. Chapter Ten will 

argue that law is primarily facilitative and regulatory. 
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Law as a Facilitative Environment 

Law can create a facilitative environment by providing "an exogenously 

generated, but fundamentally passive set of tools and forums, which managers actively 

employ to accomplish various organizational goals" (482). Importantly, "in facilitative 

law, organizations are the players, and the legal system is merely an arena—albeit an 

arena whose shape may dramatically affect the course of the game" (483). Recall, 

McCarthy and McPhail argued that law created coercive pressure on police agencies for 

the adoption of protest permitting procedures and reasonable time, place and manner 

restrictions. As discussed above, in this rendition of the growth of the negotiated 

management POMS, police agencies were the chorus while law stole the show. 

In contrast, I argue the roles were reversed: while law did prevent the most 

egregious abuses and thus in some ways regulated police, the majority of the impact of 

public forum law was felt precisely because police managers took advantage of the 

facilitative environment that public forum law created by implementing permitting 

procedures that had the capacity to substantially benefit police organizations. This was 

not a case of law playing the role of puppeteer with police organizations. As well, police 

were particularly likely to implement procedural reforms that shielded core technologies 

and practices from review but were more flexible where substantive changes would only 

effect peripheral technologies and practices. 

Law as a Reeulatorv Environment 

According to Edelman and Suchman (1997), in the regulatory environment 

"law...is less a threat than a sermon" (495) in part because "organizations often come to 
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embody the underlying logic of the regulatory legal environment even as they try to 

evade its most burdensome provisions; and, conversely, organizations often come to 

shape the law through their collective sense-making activities... even when they fail to 

control it through their self-interested lobbying efforts" (495). 

In explanations of protest policing, the regulatory environment is important to 

understanding the effects of increasing concerns about municipal liability for riot 

damages, police department concerns over liability for officers' use of force, and 

concerns over the personal liability claims officers are exposed to during the course of 

their duties. For instance, while many would presume that debates over the use of force 

and standards for uses of force at protests were particularistically rooted in reactions to 

"police riots" (Stark 1972), I argue that a more general concern for liability was 

increasing in law enforcement and that law enforcement handled this concern in much the 

same way that doctors have handled concerns over medical malpractice claims (Heimer 

1999): the police created formal protocols and standards of practice that if followed could 

insulate departments and officers from liability claims. That is, police did not always 

change their practices so much as codify these practices and the rationales behind them. 

These three main research findings on law as an institutional influence and the 

distinctions between types of legal influence (facilitative versus regulatory) will be used 

in Chapter Ten to unpack the relationship between law and law enforcement agencies 

where protest policing is concerned. 
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Protest as an Institution 

Many argue that protest became increasingly institutionalized in the 1970s and 

1980s. In fact, this argument is a central claim in McCarthy and McPhail's (1998) 

explanation of the adoption of a negotiated management POMS. It is on this point that 

McCarthy and McPhail's explanation coincides with the explanation presented in this 

dissertation. In particular, they argue that as protest became more professionalized and 

popular protest forms (e.g., rallies, sit-ins, marches, and leafleting) became taken for 

granted recipes for action, protest was gradually "channeled" such that "protesting groups 

are more likely now than in the past to have reasons for agreeing to follow the rules 

established by POMS, which in turn increases the likelihood that their protest event will 

be enacted with some predictability'' (101). This leads the authors to conclude that 

"^dissenting groups increasingly choose to interact with authorities in more highly 

predictable ways than was common during the 1960s cycle of protest" (104). 

The creation of reasonable expectations about protest and protester activities 

allowed some options to be considered by police organizations that would simply have 

been unthinkable prior to institutionalization. The predictability that institutionalization 

allowed is important to the explanation of the development of protest policing approaches 

explored in Chapters Nine and Ten. As well, incentives for cooperation provided to more 

professional protester leaders enabled the self-reproducing behavior that some, such as 

Jepperson (1991), expect from institutions. 

In simi, four institutions—one internal to law enforcement (or rather law 

enforcement itself.) and three extemal—came together to dramatically affect the course 
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of protest policing in the 1960s and beyond. I argued above that being able to see the 

institutions that were operative and to be able to distinguish institutions from 

environments writ large is critical. Having reviewed these institutions now, I further 

argue that studying multiple institutions and their relation to protest policing allows this 

dissertation an opportunity to compare the institutional effects of each domain. Just as 

Heimer (1999) argued that the effect of law as an institution could not be clarified 

without studying how law competed with the institutions of medicine and the family, I 

too pursue a comparative institutional argimient. 

Contemporary Issues in New Institutionalism 

Beyond applying the core of new institutionalist literature to the empirical study 

of protest policing, the study of protest policing can speak back to the study of 

institutions and organizations. In particular, I argue this dissertation speaks to three 

contemporary questions in sociological new institutionalism. 

First, as discussed above, while DiMaggio and Powell (1983) suggested three 

types of isomorphism, few empirical research projects in the U.S. have examined 

coercive and normative isomorphism. Instead, research in the U.S. has largely focused on 

mimetic isomorphism (Mizruchi and Fein 1999). This dissertation will be able to speak to 

important theoretical distinctions between each type of isomorphism in a way that much 

of new institutionalist research has been unable to do so far; the explanation developed in 

this dissertation focuses primarily on normative and coercive isomorphism. 

Second, DiMaggio and Powell (1983) may have had no idea how far their call 

would carry when they boldly proclaimed: "[w]e ask, instead, why there is such startling 
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homogeneity of organizational forms and practices; and we seek to explain homogeneity, 

not variation" (148). In fact, many argue that the study of homogeneity has been taken so 

far that empirically existent and theoretically meaningful heterogeneity has been ignored 

by much of new institutionalist research (Soule and Earl 2001; Schneiberg and Clemens 

forthcoming). 

This dissertation will join other work that has sought to critically examine 

heterogeneity, the competition of multiple approaches (Rao 1998), and the creative 

development (Morrill forthcoming) or re-application of existing approaches (Clemens 

1993; 1997; Clemens and Cook 1999). Chapter Nine traces the development of different 

protest control approaches. Chapter Ten will discuss how those strategies competed 

against one another. 

Finally, researchers have largely examined successful institutionalization. One of 

the surprising empirical findings in the history of policing has been the real failure of the 

professional project (Fogelson 1977). While the professional project in policing did 

substantially change the institution of law enforcement, it nonetheless began to lose 

forward momentum in the later 1960s and had largely stalled by the mid-1970s. 

Professionalizing efforts have continued through to the present (Zhao 1996) and police 

organizations still discuss professionalism. However, professionalism now refers to a 

more militarized version of professionalism. In this hybrid, management and supervisory 

officers are professional but line workers have actually been de-skilled in important 

ways. This outcome is not surprising empirically because it represents a wedding of the 

models used in the two major periods of police reform: a military model and a 
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professional model. Studying the power of professionalism as a force in shaping protest 

policing should not suggest that professionalism was wholly successful on its own terms. 

In unpacking the ways in which the intersection of protest and policing may have 

contributed to the failure of the professional project, I add an important case of 

institutional failure to the literature. 

Organizational Learning and Resource Dependence 

In addition to new institutionalism, two other theoretical traditions in sociological 

organizational studies should be considered in relation to protest policing. First, 

organizational learning's emphasis on the development of routines, organizational 

memory, and ecologies of learning (Aldrich 1999; Levitt and March 1988; Walsh and 

Ungson 1991) provides a solid theoretical foundation for exploring the localized and 

experiential processes which might have affected changes in protest policing policy and 

actual police practices. 

Such an approach is certainly amenable to new institutionalism. For instance, 

Sutton (1996) and DiMaggio and Powell (1991) argue that new institutionalism suggests 

that cognitive scripts are important to understanding organizational behavior and 

Friedland and Alford (1991) argue that cultural logics must also be considered when 

evaluating institutional and organizational change. Indeed, protest policing and repression 

scholars have already had limited success in applying such an approach (della Porta 

1998b). 

In particular, I argue in Chapter Ten that police organizations attempted to leam 

from their experiences and the experiences of other agencies. The police agencies then 
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attempted to use those experiences to refine their own application of various protest 

policing approaches. The refinements of and slight alterations to dominant protest 

policing approaches that occurred as police agencies adopted and applied various 

approaches can explain some of the remaining heterogeneity in police practice in the 

early and mid 1970s. 

Second, while McCarthy and McPhail discuss negotiation with protesters within 

the negotiated management POMS as if it resulted primarily from external forces, I will 

argue that this is not the case in one further respect. As resource dependence theorists 

have argued, organizations frequently attempt to reduce or contain uncertainty created by 

their environment (Pfeffer and Salancik 1978). One particular route to containing 

ambiguity has been the absorption of environmental factors producing uncertainty. Put 

simply, I argue that police organizations sought to bring protesters into their 

organizations through negotiation and pre-event planning in the negotiated management 

POMS just as other organizations have consistently sought to absorb and thereby control 

external sources of uncertainty in the past. Instead, then, of seeing the development of 

negotiated management as a reaction that was particular to protest, policing, or the 

specific domain of protest policing, I argue that this response is a more common and 

familieir response than repression researchers have previously acknowledged. 

Conclusion 

The theoretical groundwork needed for Chapters Nine and Ten has now been laid. 

After a thorough review of McCarthy and McPhail's (1998) application of new 

institutionalism to protest policing, I have argued for a diverging approach that still 



239 

nonetheless relies on new institutionalism. In particular, I have argued that by deepening 

the application of new institutionalism, researchers can bring into focus: (1) the multiple 

and competing institutions that were at work; and (2) the ways in which thinking of 

McCarthy and McPhail's "environmental pressures" explicitly as institutions—such as 

law-making—can strengthen researchers theoretical understanding of the role of 

institutions in organizational change. This sets up an argument that Chapter Ten will 

pursue about the importance of professionalization to understanding the development of 

protest policing practices and eventually paradigms. 

As well, I have argued that by the close of Chapter Ten, 1 will have made a 

contribution to some important contemporary debates and areas of concern in 

sociological new institutionalism. For instance. Chapters Nine and Ten will pay a great 

deal of attention to different forces pushing for isomorphism, the heterogeneity that 

nonetheless existed within policing and protest policing more specifically, and the ways 

in which institutional battles can have powerful effects and yet still have institutional 

projects that fail. 

Finally, I have argued that a limited application of other organizational theories 

such as organizational learning and resource dependence can help to unpack some of the 

dynamics of the development of protest policing in this period. Importantly, 

organizational learning will speak to the way in which protest policing approaches were 

able to be mapped onto localities, combining local knowledge and experience with more 

nationally known approaches. As well, where some accounts of negotiated management 

have seen its technologies as particular to the arena of protest control, I argue that 
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resource dependence theorists would not be surprised by some of the organizational 

solutions generated by the police since these solutions mimic widely used strategies to 

reduce environmentally produced uncertainty. 
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Chanter Nine; The Development of Protest Policing Practices 

As discussed in Chapter Eight, current explanations of the development and 

possible diffusion of new protest policing protocols in the U.S. are lacking in several 

respects. In this chapter, I build the empirical foundation for a revision of prior new 

institutionalist explanations (McCarthy and McPhail 1998) that will be offered in Chapter 

Ten. In particular, my explanation argues that as the level of protest rose in the late 19S0s 

and early 1960s an initially incoherent array of protest policing tactics were introduced; 

over time this motley assemblage of tactics were structured into more coherent 

approaches to protest, those approaches competed with one another for support and 

adoption, and finally a dominant approach consolidated its position as the industry 

standard for protest policing. Unlike prior explanations of the development of the 

"negotiated management" POMS, I argue that researchers need to focus more centrally 

on key dynamics within policing as well as on major institutions outside of police. Before 

I can advance this argument, the data used to inform this analysis must be discussed. 

Qualitative Data and Quantitative Content Coding 

This chapter draws on three principal data sources: (1) police journals published 

between 1960 and 1980; (2) reports on riots, protests, and protest policing written by 

national, state and local political and legal elites that were published between 1960 and 

1980; and (3) secondary histories of policing and primary archival documents on New 

York police agencies. 
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Police Journals 

I examined four police journals that were published between 1960 and 1980. The 

four journals represented diverse interests within the field of law enforcement. The FBI 

Law Enforcement Bulletin publicized FBI programs and shared the FBI's concerns with 

local law enforcement. Law and Order was a privately published monthly police 

magazine that was directed toward line and lower level supervisory officers; it claimed to 

have an "independent editorial perspective." Police was a privately published, semi

annual (6 issues per year), "academic" police magazine that tried to bridge the gap 

between criminology, police studies, and police departments. Finally, Police Chief was a 

monthly magazine published by the International Association of Chiefs of Police (lACP) 

and directed towards its membership, which included private security, line police 

officers, and police supervisors/administrators. 

All journals, except Police, were published continually from prior to 1960 to after 

1980. Police stopped publication in 1972 when revenue shortfalls prevented further 

publication. Interestingly, the FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin was not publicly circulated 

prior to the mid-1970s, having only been available to formal police agencies prior to that 

point. Police Chief was distributed to members of lACP, which drew predominately from 

the ranks of civilian police agencies but also included military officers, military security, 

federal regulatory officers that enjoyed limited policing powers, and employees of private 

security firms. The other two magazines were publicly available through subscription but 

did include special inserts and offers that were restricted to consumers who could show 

proof of employment in a police department or in the military. 
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As noted above, despite fairly common audiences each journal had a distinct 

editorial character. The FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin tended to be a very conservative 

but professionally-oriented publication. That is, lawful but nonetheless hard line tactics 

were frequently touted in the journal, anti-Ccmmunist themes bordered on an editorial 

obsession, and some of the authors featured were associated with very conservative 

factions within policing. 

Police Chief represented the politically moderate face of professionalism. In fact, 

many conservative police officers would have likely considered Police Chief and the 

lACP to be too liberal, although the actual policies were quite moderate. While some 

anti-Communist rhetoric made its way onto the pages of Police Chief the magazine 

mainly focused on issues of concern to the new cadre of professional police supervisors, 

such as the latest in training techniques, "scientific" weapons tests, and examples and 

explanations of "best practices" for various police-related situations. 

Law and Order was very conservative and less focused on (although not 

completely unconcerned with) professionalism. The target audience appeared to be line 

officers, lower level supervisory officers and older supervisory officers who had not 

entirely adopted a professional model. In particular, the magazine tended to endorse 

professionalism when professionalism meant higher status, better wages, and better 

working conditions but tended to de-emphasize professionalism when it called 

quintessential police tactics such as discretionary uses of force and deep surveillance into 

question. Law and Order was run by a managing editor and several associate editors, all 

of whom wrote editorials and feature articles. Notably, W.C. Skousen was an influential 
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and long-standing managing editor who was afBliated with J. Edgar Hoover's militantly 

anti-Communist FBI. He was also affiliated with extremely conservative retired military 

officers such as Rex Applegate, whose riot control manual was entitled Kill or Get Killed. 

Skousen's conservative focus lived on after his retirement In terms of actual content this 

conservatism meant that authors and articles tended to focus on the practical application 

of force, developments in weaponry, and the poor moral character of criminals and 

insurgents. 

Police had the least well-honed editorial focus. The journal claimed to import 

academic research from the emerging area of criminal justice to police practitioners. This 

was largely true in terms of the institutional affiliations of authors. However, beyond 

similar structural locations among authors, the actual perspectives authors wrote about 

were not as tightly bounded as the other three journals. As well, allegations emerged that 

Police illegally reproduced writings from other journals. This alleged reproduction may 

have added to the already schizophrenic character of the journal. 

Since each of the four journals represented different editorial philosophies, the 

content of these four magazines represents a unique window into contention over proper 

protest policing tactics and strategies. In order to fully document the dialogue over protest 

policing and related issues, every edition of all four journals published between I960 and 

1980 was scanned to identify articles that discussed any of the following: protest crowd, 

or riot control; protesters and protest groups; crowd control equipment and weapons; 

special tactical teams such as Civil Disorder Units (CDUs) or Special Weapons and 

Tactics (SWAT); training; use of forces; legal Uabili^ and legal restraint on police 
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action; police-community relations; protest policing training opportunities; 

professionalism within policing; and New York State police agencies. Two researchers 

scanned these journals to identify articles and inter-rater reliability tests revealed an 

average agreement between readers on the identification of articles of 97%. 

In all, 5,554 articles were collected. Once collected, all articles were re-read and 

assigned up to three "primary topic codes." These codes, listed in Appendix B, identified 

major themes in the articles and major issues of discussion. 

After this initial coding, articles with selected primary topic codes were re-read 

again and coded with specially designed, detailed coding apparatuses. In particular, 

articles that discussed any of the following were detail-coded: protest policing tactics; 

protest-related weaponry; uses of force or claims of brutality; civilian review boards or 

related complaint processing systems; specialty units such as SWAT and Civil Disorder 

Units; protest-related equipment advertisements; legal issues related to liability, civil 

rights or protest; mutual assistance; or New York State police agencies. In total, over 700 

articles were detail-coded using at least one of eight specially designed code sheets. 

Much of the empirical evidence for this chapter is drawn from the articles 

collected from these journals. However, two other sources also figured prominently in the 

data collection. 

Reports on Riots, Protests, and Protest Policing 

Rioting and protests not only prompted police action, but they also prompted 

detailed investigations into the causes, handling and consequences of insurgency. While 

McCarthy and McPhail (1998) focus their analysis on a small set of federal commission 
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reports, I have expanded my analysis to include a whole host of private and governmental 

reports on protest policing as well as reports on the police profession, police training 

practices, and New York police agencies. 

I located reports through a three-pronged research strategy. First, I kept a detailed 

record of all reports mentioned in secondary sources on policing and protest policing. 

Second, I conducted an extensive search of governmental publications using an on-line 

guide to the Governmental Printing Office (GPO). This search engine included both 

reports funded by the federal government as well as reports published by governmental 

agencies. Finally, there are several police-specific research clearinghouses, including the 

National Criminal Justice Reference Service, and bibliographies of LEAA-fimded 

research projects. Using a combination of hardcopy bibliographies, hardcopy listings of 

current holdings and on-line reference services from the National Criminal Justice 

Reference Service, I was able to collect additional research and commission reports. In 

all, 1 collected and reviewed over 30 reports from these sources. 

Primary and Secondary Police Agency Data 

A final component of my qualitative data collection was a search for secondary 

reports on the development of policing as well as primary reports and records firom New 

York police agencies. The secondary reports were largely histories of policing in the 

United States or New York CiQr and have been referenced throughout discussions of the 

development of policing. The primary reports and records from New York police 

agencies were gathered from annual reports published by various police departments. In 



lAl 

particular, I have been able to collect most of NYPD's annual reports from the mid-1950s 

to the late 1970s as well as minor studies conducted on various NY area police agencies. 

Using these three sets of materials, I have been able to piece together a rich view 

of the development of and change in protest policing nationally, and to a less detailed 

extent in New York State as well. I now turn to the arguments that flow from this data, 

beginning with an empirical description of changes in protest policing in this chapter and 

ending with an new institutionalist explanation of these changes in Chapter Ten. 

Protest Policing Prior to the 1960s 

Police departments in the U.S. faced insurgency and social unrest throughout their 

short history.^ In particular, police departments had dealt with riots and labor-related 

picketing and strikes. For example, the Draft Riots of the 1860s were an early challenge 

for New York area police officers. As well, large-scale but short-lived riots continued to 

occur in New York approximately every decade. Other large cities also faced sporadic 

rioting throughout their histories. 

This chapter will discuss riots, crowds, mobs and protests and their control together. 

Qualitative evidence suggests that police in this period did not differentiate between 

protests and other crowd gatherings; instead, protests were largely viewed as riots waiting 

to happen and riots were assumed to be motivated and controlled by protesters (Earl 

2002). Further, both riots and protests were also classed under the more general category 

of 'crowd control.' 

" See Lardner and Reppetto (2000) for a detailed list of major NYC riots. 
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During the Great Depression, police forces around the U.S. and in New York 

faced the "threat" of labor organizing. It is well-known that most police forces in this 

time period responded to labor organizing with great violence. NYC was no different. In 

response to unionization attempts, an "Industrial Squad" was formed within NYPD 

whose task it was to handle labor-related protest Led by Johnny Broderick, a rough and 

tough officer whose name within the Department had been made on his strength and 

willingness to use violence, this squad handled protest by trying to eliminate it entirely. 

A good example of the squad's posture towards protest is found in their handling 

of a proposed labor rally in 1930 (Astor 1971). The NYPD's internal intelligence 

suggested that Communists were plaiming a rally over unemployment and inadequate 

poverty relief. Then NYPD Police Commissioner Whalen "sunmioned three Communist 

leaders to his ofRce" to inform the leaders "that city ordinances required a permit three 

days in advance of any outdoor event" (Astor 1971; 168). When the leaders refused to 

apply for a permit and left the meeting, an already adversarial relationship turned even 

more so. Whalen later remarked on the meeting that "I doubt if any police commissioner 

has ever been more openly defied" (Astor 1971: 169). 

While the police had only estimated Communist membership in NYC at 9,567 

(the precision of this estimate alone suggests the extensive surveillance the Communist 

Party was subject to in NYC), the rally drew between 35,000 and 50,000 depending on 

the source of the estimate (Astor 1971:169). When protesters declared that they would 

march from Union Square to the City Hall, the police "met them with flailing nightsticks" 

(Astor 1971:169). Several observers reported seeing imarmed men and women beaten 
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unconscious by officers with batons and blackjacks. This reaction was typical of the 

NYPD and the Industrial Squad in the period; Astor notes that '^e police department 

wielded billies with abandon against Communists or groups identified as left-wingers" 

(Astor 1971:170). 

As is evident from this example as well as histories of policing in the U.S. and 

NY State, police departments largely responded to labor unrest and rioting with brute 

uses of force. Further, there was no real concern expressed within police departments for 

the constitutional rights of protesters. In fact, Conmiissioner Whalen remarked on 

Conmiunists that "[t]hese enemies of society were to be driven out of New York 

regardless of their constitutional rights" (Astor 1971: 169). This orientation to protest, 

however, was not surprising for the 1930s. In fact, in the 1930s the first round of police 

reform was coming to a close and the second round of reform, which championed a 

professional model, was only setting the stage for its rise. 

Protest Policing in the Early 1960s: Renovation and Innovation 

While police departments certainly had handled protest before, they had not faced 

the widespread and consistent level of protest as developed in the 19S0s and 1960s. As 

the level of protest rose, some police departments renovated older force-based approaches 

to protest control while other departments scrambled to map out new ways to handle 

protest. Each path is important to understanding the development of protest policing over 

time. 
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The Force-Based Baton Strategy 

The earliest coherent protest control strategy put forward in the 1960s focused on 

force-based measures, thereby building on a tradition of strong-armed protest-related 

tactics. However, departments that chose to rely on a force-based model of protest control 

did so only after re-negotiating the way force was deployed. After all, by the 1950s and 

early 1960s professionalism had made large strides within policing and this second wave 

of reform had been in part motivated by scandals regarding the inappropriate and 

excessive use of police force. By calling egregious uses of force into question, the rise of 

a professional model of policing also called older models of protest policing in question. 

In response, proponents of force-based approaches to protest control in the late 

1950s and early 1960s attempted to coordinate and control police uses of violence with 

military precision; such a model was in stark contrast to the classically pictured police 

free-for-all of "flailing batons" that dominated protest policing in prior periods. In this 

renovated model, batons did not flail; batons methodically banged against riot shields as 

officers marched in military formations. No doubt, batons (and newer "riot batons," 

which at 36" were longer than a standard baton) were still the weapon of choice. 

However, the switch &om individual officers wading into crowds with over-head baton 

blows raining down on protesters to precision formations and supervised crowd contact 

marked a decided change the use of police force in protest control. 

Squad or platoon formations were important in this approach for three reasons. 

First, formations allowed ofiBcers to engage a crowd using batons but do so in a more 

controlled fashion. As one advocate of this approach noted; 
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The formation will move as a unit deliberately and with determination... No 
member will make conmient or enter into individual combat with any person in 
the mob. No unnecessary force should be used (FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin, 
October 1962:26; 16210003). 

Second, formations offered great protection for individual ofHcers since backup 

was never farther than the next shoulder away. Third, formations were designed to allow 

the police to manipulate and push the crowd in the desired direction. 

Figure 9.1; Common Baton Squad Formations 

(Rqiroduced accoiding to Fair use guidelines fiom FBI Law Enforcemeta BuHetm, October 1962; 2S-26; 16210003) 

Figure 9.1 shows two common formations. The image on the left is of a "wedge" 

formation. The wedge formation was either used to break a crowd into two segments or 

to enter a crowd and make an arrest When used to make an arrest, the point officer 

would pull the subject behind the police line and a back-up ofBcer (officer S or 12 in the 

diagram) would then actually execute the arrest. Since wading into a crowd individually 
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to afTect an arrest was considered dangerous, the formation was meant to allow added 

protection during an arrest. 

The "diagonal" formation, which is shown on the right of Figure 9.1, was used to 

push crowds away from protected areas or buildings, turn crowds and to clear streets by 

gradually funneling protesters downward and to the left most comer of the diagram. 

These formations were also coupled with an overall plan for the deployment of 

specific tactics. As NYPD Inspector McManus surtunarized in 1962, the "overall strategy 

should be based on the precept 'contain, isolate, disperse'" {FBI Law Enforcement 

Bulletin, October 1962:6). In this strategy, the protest or crowd area was isolated from 

incoming traffic and a staging area set up for police. Once assembled in formations, 

officers marched on the crowd and the crowd was ordered to disperse. If this show of 

force failed to disperse the crowd, crowd leaders would be arrested in hopes of creating 

disorganization on the part of protesters. If the crowd still persisted, the formation would 

then march on the crowd, attempting to break the crowd into smaller segments, turn the 

crowd, £ind ultimately disperse the crowd. Of course, sometimes baton formations were 

not enough. In such a case, various alternative weapons such as water hoses, chemical 

weapons, and even shotguns would have been deployed. 

It is important to note that despite the fact that group formations were to control 

the uses of police force, confrontation with the crowd and close physical presence was 

still a major underlying philosophy of this approach. It is not so much that confrontations 

with the crowd were to be avoided as these confrontations were suppose to be group-

based and strictly coordinated by commanding ofiScers. 
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The primary advocates of this approach were conservatives who still endorsed 

force as a primary police tool and former military officers. In terms of organizations, the 

FBI advocated the baton formation approach in the early through mid 1960s. In the 

magazine world, both the FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin and Law and Order advocated 

this approach, with the FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin later abandoning this approach 

slightly before Law and Order. The appeal to the Editors of Law and Order seemed to 

revolve around the wedding of psuedo-military action (i.e., military formations), classic 

weaponry (the sidearm and the baton were the staple weapons of every officer), and the 

use of police force (the legality of which partly defined police agencies). As well, many 

vocal advocates of this approach, such as retired U.S. Colonel Rex Applegate and J. 

Edgar Hoover, argued that many protests and crowd events were orchestrated by 

Communists who should be confronted directly. 

Advocates of this approach largely tried to encourage training programs on the 

military formations and publicize the shape and action of different formations. However, 

detailed technical information beyond hand and voice commands were not critical to this 

approach. As well, expensive weapons did not have to be purchased. Only a few 

innovations occurred in baton manufacturing over the period. The most notable advance 

was the introduction of a baton with a side>grip; prior batons bad been straight clubs. 

Beyond that, different lengths and materials (including different woods and synthetic 

materials) were tried. Later in the 1960s, some baton manufacturers tried to capitalize on 

interest in less lethal weapons by marketing batons with tips that released chemical 

agents or small electrical shocks. 
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As is clear, this approach had several advantages. First, the start-up costs were 

low; the basic weapon and its use were familiar and while new formations had to be 

learned, those formations were simple and built on well-known military tactics. Second, 

the technique fit with pre-existing schemas for police action that viewed police violence 

as a primary component of police action. Third, as will be shown shortly, early in the 

1960s it was the only well-formed alternative. 

Departments around the nation adopted this model. For instance, the California 

Highway Patrol instituted a statewide training program on baton use and platoon 

formations in 1964 {Law and Order May 1972; 27205009). The approach was also 

adopted in NYC and in other New York area departments. In fact, an early screening of a 

training video on this tactic was shown at the 1964 Annual Meeting of the New York 

State Association of Chiefs of Police to aid in regional planning and training {Law and 

Order September 1964; 26409005). The video covered the wedge and diagonal 

formations shown above as well as baton handling techniques. 

It should be noted, however, that even though this renovated baton-based 

approach was adopted by many agencies in the short term, the renovation was not 

entirely problem free. In fact, important heterogeneity was introduced in the process of 

renovation. For instance, some proponents of "containment, isolation, and dispersion" 

held that a strong show of force was needed once sufficient police personnel had 

assembled. Other proponents of this overall strategy argued against shows of force, 

suggesting that shows of force incited crowds. As well, other proponents advocated for 

arrests affected through baton formations such as the wedge with baton violence used 
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only as a last resort. Nonetheless, the general strategy of baton formations and 

"containment, isolation, and dispersion" was adopted by many departments and marked 

an initial attempt by police departments to accommodate to the growing wave of protest. 

Innovations and Tactical Heterogeneity 

While there were many within policing who still advocated the use of force as a 

primary tool in protest control, others in law enforcement scrambled to generate new 

ways of handling protest. Barkan (1984) discusses attempts by Southern Sheriffs to 

handle protests in the 1950s and the very self-conscious planning in which some 

departments engaged. This process continued as protest spread North; by the early 1960s 

departments around the country had begun to generate new tactics and technologies for 

protest control. 

However, these new tactics were not yet components of coherent paradigms or 

philosophies of protest policing. Instead, three things were notable about the new tactical 

suggestions of the early 1960s: (1) a wide array of tactics were developed; (2) tactics 

were rarely bundled into overall protocols for protest policing (except where the model 

discussed above was concerned), leaving police departments and commanding officers 

with the mix and match task of deciding which tactics should be combined in any given 

deployment; and (3) when new tactics were bundled into more holistic protocols or 

philosophies, these bundles sometimes included mutually exclusive elements or elements 

that were in marked tension vdth one another. 

Qualitative data support these three claims in a number of ways. First, the four 

police journals examined here published articles in the early 1960s that predominately 
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focused on particular tactics, preventative techniques and weapons in isolation for more 

holistic protocols. Typical titles of such articles included; "Intelligence Unit is a Key 

Division of a Police Agency" {FBI LEB September 1962; 16209005), "Electronics and 

Riot Control" {Law and Order December 1964; 26412002), "Riot Squad for a Small 

Department" {Law and Order December 1966; 26612003), "Traffic From Crowd of 

250,000 Cleared in One Hour by Helicopter-Groimd Team" {Police March 1962; 

36201006), "Smoke vs. The Mob Cancer" (which discussed the use of smoke bombs; 

Police Chief Ocxohex 1963; 46310003), and "The CD Man" (which discussed "Civil 

Disobedience Squads" Police C/i/e/November 1966; 46611004). 

Further, quantitative content coding of these same articles reveals that while there 

was a great deal of discussion on protest policing tactics in the 1960s, there were only a 

handful of articles (or fewer) in any given year that focused on more holistic approaches 

to protest policing. Figure 9.2 shows the number of articles that discussed unconnected 

tactics for use at protest events versus the number of articles that discussed more holistic 

approaches to protest policing. In particular, to be coded as advocating a holistic 

approach, an article had to; (1) advocate the exclusive use of a single tactic for all 

situations (e.g., mass arrests), or (2) discuss multiple tactics and discuss how these tactics 

should be deployed in relation to one another. Thus, if an article suggested that police 

departments use tear gas and baton charges but did not discuss under what situations 

departments should use either or both, the article would not be coded as having advocated 

an overall strategy. 
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As is evident from the figure, while tactics were suggested and debated 

frequently, overall protocols for protest policing were discussed relatively less so. In the 

early 1960s there was little discussion of holistic approaches and this discussion was 

dominated by the baton-based squad formation approach. In the mid to late 1960s and 

early 1970s, the number of articles covering more holistic approaches increased. As will 

be discussed later, this was as a result of competition between several newly developed 

approaches. Finally, afrer 1971 the level of discussion on holistic strategies and 

unconnected tactics fell as a dominant holistic approach to protest control discussed 

below consolidated its position within law enforcement. 

Figure 9.2; Unconnected Tactics versus Holistic Approaches Discussed in Articles 
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Figure 9.3: Article Counts of the Types of Tactics Discussed in Police Journals 
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Figure 9.3 elaborates on the content of these discussions by displaying the 

frequency with which different types of discrete tactics were discussed in the police 

journals.^ As is clear from Figure 9.3, the 1960s were dominated by heterogeneity in the 

actual types of tactics suggested. Later years still featured tactical discussions but these 

discussions ranged over a smaller set of tactical options. Taking Figures Two and Three 

^ All histograms are based on detailed content coding sub-samples, not the entire pool of 

articles. For example, for figures on tactics and approaches, only articles discussing 

protest control tactics, strategies or training were included. For figures on weapons, only 

articles on protest-related weapons were included. 
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together, it is clear that not only were discrete tactics being advocated frequently, but 

there was great heterogeneity in the types of tactics that were discussed. 

Figure 9.4: Articles Discussing Different Types of Weapons 
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A similar finding, although somewhat less striking, is reflected in discussions of 

protest control weaponry, as is shown in Figure 9.4. It is important to note, though, that 

the level of early heterogeneiQ^ is under-represented by the simple article counts for 

weaponry; the content of these articles changed markedly from advocating a wide array 

of tactics to actively arguing against the use of some tactics. 

For instance, while shotguns were discussed throughout the period, early articles 

suggested the utility of shotguns, notably nicknamed "riot guns," for use in protest and 

riot control. Typical of the articles in the early 1960s are the following quotations: 
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For riot work, alley cleaning, or on dangerous raids I have always regarded the 
shot gun as the most intimidating weapon in the police arsenal, but I had always 
consigned their usefulness to very short range work [within 50 feet of the target] 
(58)...This is the first riot gun designed in many years as a riot gun. It is not an 
adapted sporting piece (italics in original; Law and Order 1963: 60-61; 
26302002). 

Riot gims were primarily designed to give the maximum dispersion to the shot 
when fired. The primary purpose of the shotgim in riot control is as a 
psychological deterrent. Voters know that the shot caimot be controlled and 
therefore anyone in the area stands a good chance of being struck should the 
officers be forced to fire. The secondary purpose of this weapon is to put rioters 
out of action by injury, but without killing. Some departments have been 
experimenting with the idea of ricocheting number 2 shot off the ground for riot 
control. It has been found in tests that very few pellets strike the target above the 
belt line. Using this method the rioter receives painful, but not fatal wounds (Law 
and Order 1964: 68; 26408002). 

By the 1970s, many authors advocated against the use of riot shotguns in such situations: 

Cheadle and Hampton both believe riot gun is a misnomer. '^There has been bad 
publicity about weapons of this type," Cheadle said. "The connotation of a riot 
gun generally is that it is a weapon you are going to shoot into a crowd. You shoot 
into a crowd with a weapon like this and with the way the shot spreads it would 
be mass annihilation" {Law and Order 1970: 17; 27009003). 

Articles like this one which argued against the use of shotguns for crowd situations made 

up much of the later article counts. 

As well, the amount of heterogeneity represented in Figure 9.4 is somewhat 

diminished by the relatively large amount of attention garnered by chemical weapons 

throughout the protest cycle. Even here, though, the content of these articles changed 

over time. Initially, articles introduced readers to different types of chemical weapons, 

the basic formulations of tear gas and other related gases available, and deployment 

methods. Later articles championed the use of tear gas over other types of weapons, 

discussed new^ delivery devices, and updated readers on scientific studies of the risks 
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associated with tear gas. Importantly, the content of articles also revealed the transition of 

the use of chemical weapons as one option when baton formations failed (other options 

included sidearms, riot shotguns, and fire hoses) to a holistic stand-alone approach that 

sought to usurp the baton formation approach. 

In addition to data from the police journals, it is important to realize that agencies 

such as the lACP and FBI did not release full manuals for riot or protest control until late 

in the 1960s, further suggesting that the early 1960s was a period of heterogeneity and 

discrete tactical innovation. The FBI released what it termed a "booklet" on protest 

policing in 1965 and then released a lengthier, revised version, entitled The Prevention 

and Control of Mobs and Riots, in 1967. The lACP began to release documents such as 

"After-Action Reports" and training guides containing holistic protocols soon after the 

FBI's release 1967 release of The Prevention and Control of Mobs and Riots. 

As a final note on this early period of heterogeneity, it was also clear that when 

new "holistic" approaches to protest policing were forwarded, they were not entirely 

internally coherent Indeed, several major guides contained elements that were at least in 

tension with one another and at most mutually exclusive or contradictory 

reconunendations. For example, the FBI was torn in The Prevention and Control of Mobs 

and Riots between the renovated baton-based approach and the emerging chemical 

weapon approach discussed below. As well, the manual showed uncertainty about what 

tactical uses of force would be appropriate beyond batons and chemical agents. The 1967 

version of the manual argued that if demonstrators commit unlawful acts "arrests should 

be made" but "the use of force, police dogs, or tear gas to require the group to disperse is 
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neither a proper police procedure nor an acceptable method of controlling 

demonstrations" (1967; 55). Nonetheless, later in the same manual the FBI advises; 

"water from fire houses may be effective in moving small groups... [s]ome police 

departments have found that dogs are an asset...horses may be effectively employed on 

the periphery..." (1967;90-91) and "chemicd agents" may be used "to disperse the crowd 

with minimum hazard to the individuals in the mob and to the ofHcers engaged in the 

operation" (1967; 91). The manual does advise that horses and dogs should not be used in 

direct charges on the crowd but then goes on to document how mounted units and canines 

can be deployed in other crowd-related tasks. 

Similarly, contradictory claims regarding the presence of leadership on the part of 

rioters and protesters and on the utility of shows of force early in the protest were also 

common. Where leadership was concerned, some argued that Communist leaders were 

behind a great deal of protest and crowd action and that these leaders were further trained 

to thwart police actions at protests and crowd situations. This prompted interest in 

surveillance, arrests of leaders, and strategies about how to handle crowds led by 

Communist agitators. At the same time, there was some admission by law enforcement 

leaders that little conclusive evidence could support the Communist threat thesis. Shows 

of force were equally vexing to police; old-line authors tended to advocate shows of force 

even while they and others noted that shows of force could, at times, incite an otherwise 

peaceful crowd to violence. 
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Protest Policing in the Late 1960s: Coherence and Competition 

This period of disconnected innovation and tactical heterogeneity began to wane 

in the later 1960s. In particular, two things occurred. First, the existing baton and group 

formation approach discussed above came under attack. As will be discussed in more 

detail below, some advocated a re-dedication to training and discipline in response to the 

concerns raised with this approach; others reacted by fundamentally changing the tactics 

used to accomplish the "contain, isolate, and disperse" operational objective. 

Second, new holistic approaches to protest policing began to be developed and 

discussed, combining the "best" parts of then "battle tested" tactics. This is not to suggest 

that in their original incarnation all early attempts at holistic approaches were entirely 

formed or internally consistent (e.g., the FBI's The Prevention and Control of Mobs and 

Riots). Nonetheless, over time these approaches slowly became more elaborated and 

internally coherent. 

Of course, this move towards more holistic approaches was not uniform and 

immediate. Some disconnected tactical innovations continued. The following excerpt 

from an article on a new potential protest control weapon called "The Curdler" 

demonstrates the continuing, albeit diminished, level of innovation: 

It emits a shrieking, shrill, blatting, pulsating, penetrating sound...It will break up 
a slogan shouting, chanting, singing, handclapping, rhythmic beat, etc., used for 
crowd and mob self-incitation. Breaking up the hypnotic, unifying effect of this 
form of organized agitation causes mob leaders to lose control, and enables police 
to take over. At close ranges, the dissonant sound is so piercing that it forces 
would-be rioters advancing on the source to turn away or discard weapons, 
banners, and signs in order to free the hands in order to cover and protect the 
ears...The effect of the Curdler is very eerie at night and arouses panic instincts in 
many instances (Law and Order 1968:32; 26805004). 
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Even still, the trend had shifted by the late 1960s away from disconnected tactical 

innovation toward the creation of holistic protocols for protest policing. Insiders noticed 

and commented on the change. For example, Daryl Gates, then Deputy Chief in LAPD, 

noted: 

Fortunately, the police historically have had the capacity to adjust quickly and to 
innovate on the spot. We deal in emergencies. Control strategy and street tactics 
have had to be developed and combat-tested almost simultaneously. Police 
ingenuity has been sorely tested under the most severe conditions. Some of the 
strategies employed have proven ineffective; however, until they were tried, who 
could have judged their efficacy? It seems to me that we no longer need to 
innovate on the spot, or develop techniques, while fighting the war. We have 
sufficient experience now to build a new doctrine of control techniques {Police 
CWe/May 1968: 32; 46805014). 

In all, I argue that a handful of more or less coherent approaches to protest 

policing were developed and refined in this period and that these approaches competed 

for support and adoption. I turn to a description of each of those approaches now. 

Defending the Baton and Baton Formations 

The baton-based, group formations approach began to be questioned in the wake 

of several fairly well-publicized attacks on crowds by baton-wielding officers. Although 

the baton-based formation had aimed at military precision, agencies frequently failed to 

achieve this level of control over officers. Instead, line officers frequently broke from the 

formation line, entered the crowd, and beat protesters. These beatings often included 

over-head swings and blows to protesters' heads, both of which are explicitly against any 
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best practices for baton use. The results of these lapses of officer control were 

horrendous, and sometimes culminated in police riots (Stark 1972)/^ 

Within policing, some argued that these incidents were regrettable mistakes 

resulting from poor disciplinary practices and poor training, instead of attributing the 

incidents to a fundamentally flawed operational plan. The answer for such a diagnosis 

was simply better discipline and more training. For example, in an article on baton 

training, the author appealed: 

How many times have we seen films and pictures of public disorders where the 
photographer snaps the picture of a police officer using a round-house blow to the 
head of some victim? This at once shows that the officer has either lost his 
patience, or has not been properly instructed. The head is a natural target to 
someone who is not trained. Inmiediately, the police are accused of unnecessary 
and brutal tactics. {Law and Order 1972:45; 27210004). 

Others even went so far as to suggest that the violence used by officers was not 

the problem per se. Instead, officers had not been properly trained to conceal their blows. 

For instance, in an article entitled "In Defense of the Prosecutor Baton" ("The 

As Chapter Five argued, it is debatable as to whether such "lapses of control" really 

represented a loss of control by supervisors. One would expect, for instance, that officers 

would be disciplined if supervisors' orders were directly violated. Since discipline rarely 

followed these incidents, many have reasonably inferred that "lapses of control" were 

less reflective of a real breakdown in control and more reflective of organizational 

practices meant to protect departments from public scrutiny while still allowing the 

department to police protest quite harshly. 
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Prosecutor" was the baton's trade name although in the mid 1970s the name was changed 

to the PR-24), the author notes: 

[T]he PR-24 has often been used to break up violent demonstrations. Yet, because 
the blows were delivered at waist level, with the officer moving only his forearm 
and his weapon shielded from the view of everyone but the suspect he was 
striking, watching media cameras recorded few or no blows struck. Tactically, 
this also permits the officers to disperse a front line of rabble-rousers without the 
inflammatory cry going up from the rest of the crowd, "The pigs are clubbing us!" 
{Law and Order 1977: 54; 27707002). 

Whatever the view of the appropriate uses of a baton, all of these authors agreed that 

more training was needed. Indeed, articles discussing appropriate grips, strikes, and 

formations with batons were frequent subjects in police journals such as The FBI Law 

Enforcement Bulletin and Law and Order. As well, articles imploring for more money 

and support for training were common. 

In addition to concerns over training, some argued that internal discipline needed 

to be strengthened as well. Since the discussion over internal discipline was deeply 

embedded in an debate over civilian review boards and those debates will be discussed 

extensively below, it is enough to note here that many advocates of a baton-based 

approach also argued for internal civilian complaint processing. As well, a whole host of 

regulatory programs, such as "inspections" during roll call, were introduced to increase 

overall discipline. With more training and attempts at obtaining better discipline, some 

departments continued in their support of the baton-based, group formation approach to 

crowd control and protest policing. 
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Containment, Isolation and Dispersion with Chemical Agents 

In contrast, some within policing argued that the level of aggression protesters 

directed at the police made it almost impossible to expect that individual police ofRcers 

could control themselves and manage to ignore such blatant provocation. Pointing to the 

insults and actual objects hurled at officers—ranging firom fairly believable tales of harsh 

language and bottles to fairly unbelievable tales of human and animal feces being hurled 

regularly at officers—it was clear that the police felt imder attack by protesters. 

In such a situation, one method to ensure that violent baton beatings did not occur 

was to keep ofRcers and protesters physically separated once trouble looked likely or 

actually began. In this approach, dispersal remained the ultimate goal and containment 

and isolation were still seen as integral to accomplishing that operational objective. 

However, in this new approach a sort of demilitarized zone was created between 

protesters and police with the use of chemical agents so that line officers would not have 

the opportunity to wade into a crowd with their batons flailing. In addition, chemical 

agents could also aid in the dispersion of protesters. In this way, this new approach 

actually combined old operational objectives ("contain, isolate, and disperse") with new 

tactics. 
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Figure 9.S: Use of Tear Gas to Create Separation Between Officers and Protesters 

(reproduced according to Fair Use guidelines from The Police Chief, November 1968:8; 46811007) 
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Figure 9.5 provides a good graphical representation of this approach. It is clear in 

the graphic that the tear gas canisters, seen in the middle of the image, are set between 

police and protesters and there is a significant physical distance between protesters and 

police. The tactical expectation was that the police ofRcers on the left of the image would 

be held at bay while protesters, shown on the right, would slowly be moved back as the 

tear gas spread and more canisters were deployed. 

It is important to note this approach also signaled the beginnings of a change in 

the deep logic of protest policing. The baton-based approach endorsed confrontation 

between the police and crowd but sought to control the shape and demeanor of that 

confrontation. In contrast this use of chemical weapons to separate protesters from police 

and then disperse protesters was fundamentally about avoiding direct physical 

confrontation between the police and protesters (read: hand-to-hand combat or baton 

use). That is, while this approach still involved a confrontational orientation with the 

crowd, the confrontation was restructured to avoid direct physical contact. Subsequent 

approaches would eventually take this shift farther by moving away from confrontational 

orientations entirely. 

This approach was initially championed by professional reformers. As the 

flagship professional organization, the lACP played a very active role in generating 

support for this approach and disseminating key information. Eager to see violent clashes 

between protesters and police end, the federal government also supported this approach 

through a series of LEAA grants to the lACP starting in August of 1968 that covered free 

consulting services for departments meeting Justice Department criteria, training. 
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weapons testing, and the development and circulation of technical reports on chemical 

weapons and their usage. 

The LEAA-fimded consulting services allowed the lACP to "provide technical 

field assistance to requesting law enforcement agencies in the use of chemical agents in 

riot control", which would include "agent information, delivery systems, tactical 

employment, decontamination, protection, first aid, and related topics" {The Police Chief, 

November 1968:9; 46811007). This training was available free of charge to departments 

in cities with populations larger than 50,000, in the 18 largest counties, and cities 

identified by the Justice Department as being in special need of these services. As well, 

other police departments could petition the Justice Department to request inclusion in the 

program if the police department did not meet any of the above criteria. 

For all police departments, the LEAA funded brochures on chemical agents and a 

series of reports on chemical agents published in Police Chief. These reports covered 

technical information, weapons testing information and training information. For 

example, the first installment of the series was published in November, 1968. Thompson 

Crockett, a member of the Professional Standards Division of LACP, wrote the series and 

discussed technical basics in the first edition (7%e Police Chief, November 1968; 

46811007). Specifically, he discussed 7 criteria on which chemical agents should be 

compared. He then compared CN gas, which was the most popular form of tear gas as 

well as the oldest form, with CS and DM. CS was a relatively new and more potent form 

of tear gas and DM was actually a nauseating gas, instead of a lacrimator (i.e., tear 

producing agent). The series also debunked common myths about tear gas; for instance. 
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tear gas is actually not a gas but instead a fine particle which can be dissolved and then 

deployed in a large range of delivery devices from powder grenades to large fog 

machines. 

Later editions of this series discussed the advantages and disadvantages of various 

delivery systems for tear gas, weapons testing results for various commercially available 

tear gas delivery devices, and a very detailed outline for setting up a training program 

(including curriculum, films, written texts, etc.)- The discussions of various delivery 

systems were key since CS and CN could be delivered in a multitude of forms, including: 

hand grenades, personal spray devices (i.e., mace), chemical batons, canister grenades, 

launchable projectiles, cartridges for riot shotguns, hand held spray foggers (that looked 

much like contemporary yard blowers), and large smoke and fog generators. The level of 

technical detail in the series was stunning; articles frequently included detailed 

mechanical drawings of delivery devices, graphics containing information such as 

particle distribution, and detailed technical information on each weapon. 

The evaluation of specific devices was also important because the market was 

already flooded with competitors by the late 1960s. With names like '*The Mighty 

Midget," "The Peace Maker," "The Protector," "Subdue," "The Enforcer," "The 

Deputy," and "The Paralyzer," a whole host of manufacturers attempted to gain some 

share of a substantial and growing market. A survey conducted by the lACP in June, 

1969 revealed that an estimated 79% of police agencies in the U.S. had purchased some 

form of aerosolized chemical munitions {Police CA/e/'January 1970:44; 47001011). 
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Training information was also critical. In addition to the information distribution, 

field consulting services, and training curriculum guide discussed above, the lACP also 

produced a film. Some Demonstrate to Destroy (originally named Some to Demonstrate 

Some to Destroy), which featured Washington's D.C.'s Metropolitan Police Department's 

handling of the Anti-Vietnam Moratorium protest held in D.C. in November of 1969. The 

Metropolitan Police Department had been considered a model for professional crowd 

control practices and this film showed how the Department used tear gas to disperse 

protesters who had begun to damage government buildings. As if to show the level of 

commitment that professional reformers had to the use of tear gas in crowd control, the 

first canister of tear gas was thrown into the crowd by the Chief of the Metropolitan 

Police Department, a fact which was stressed in the film. 

All of these information-based services were pivotal in allowing police 

departments to develop and execute a protest policing protocol built around the use of 

chemical weapons. However, more professional police departments and key professional 

organizations such as the lACP were not the only organizations providing information 

and training on chemical weapons. The National Guard and Army also conducted tear gas 

tests that local departments were invited to attend as spectators as well as providing 

selective technical information on devices that the National Guard and Army had tested. 

Finally, manufacturers themselves tried to promote the use of chemical weapons 

and did so with extensive advertising campaigns and free training seminars. Notably, in 

addition to run of the mill advertisements, several manufacturers played on public 

relations concerns about excessive violence. One advertisement series showed images of 
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injured protesters with captions asserting that injuries and fatalities were less likely when 

chemical agents were used. These same advertisements frequently stressed that tear gas 

represented the least dangerous and most humane tactical choice for dispersing protesters. 

Federal Laboratories was one of the largest chemical munitions manufacturers and was a 

consistent advertising force. Federal ran a series of advertisements called "Truth About 

Tear Gas", in which each advertisement in the series represented a new "chapter" of 

instruction. For instance, the first chapter was entitled "Control, Not Casualties" and 

argued: 

Based on 40 years of experience, we are convinced there is just one sure way to 
suppress riots and that is by the proper use of tear gas munitions. No other riot 
control method available in the world works so well and humanely—^yet, is so 
poorly understood... Properly used, by trained men, tear smoke munitions can 
"put out" virtually any riot—with minimum force...What are the alternative in 
quelling riots. Open fire with shotgtms and rifles? Unthinkable, especially in the 
United States. Broken heads, bullets and dead police officers are just what the 
Conununists want. Let the mob run wild? Call in the military? Either way, you 
undermine the confidence and self-respect of the local police and suffer the 
reputation of a lawless town. Tear smoke keeps control in your hands {Law and 
Order January, 1967: 55; 26701002). 

Manufacturers also ran "educational" advertisements. For example, in the Federal 

advertisement series mentioned above, "Chapter Two" advised on the preparation of riot 

control plans that used tear gas, "Chapter Three" discussed differences between delivery 

devices and situations in which one delivery device may be preferred over another, and 

"Chapter Seven" discussed technical advances in the new hand-held tear gas grenade, 

"The Mighty Midget" 

As noted above, the efforts of advocates and manufacturers of chemical weapons 

were quite successful at encouraging police departments to purchase and use chemical 
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weapons. However, the widespread use of chemical weapons was both a victory and a 

curse for early advocates of this approach. As more and more departments moved away 

from baton-based dispersal in favor of dispersal with tear gas, some departments failed to 

shed the confrontational demeanor that typified the baton formation strategy. Instead, 

these departments used tear gas as a chemical means of confrontation. That is, many 

agencies were rightly accused of using tear gas excessively and punitively. The punitive 

use of tear gas fit within the logic of a confrontational approach but did not fit within the 

newer chemical dispersal approach. 

Further, it was not just subtext in law enforcement that chemical weapons could 

be used for punishment, in addition to dispersal. For instance, in a discussion of different 

types of gases and delivery methods, one author noted a particular product should be 

preferred in crowd "situations where its slower response time and longer and more 

punishing effects will not be a disadvantage" {Police Chief \91Q: 46; 47002018). Even 

when not explicitly tied to punishment, there was an emphasis by some on "removing" 

crowd members from action through debilitating exposure to gases, instead of dispersal 

which requires facilitating the movement of protesters and crowd members from a given 

area: 

A practically silent grenade offers a tremendous surprise factor during initial 
contact in a riot, because the first indication a rioter has that he is being gassed is 
when he is suddenly engulfed in a white, partially, invisible cloud of agent The 
psychological surprise facto, plus the physiological agent reaction will effectively 
remove a rioter from action for some time {Police January, 1968:62; 36801006). 

As well, the names of some tear gas products, such as "The Paralyzer," suggests that 

these products were not meant for dispersal alone. 
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In addition, many critics of chemical weapons argued that tear gas was not just 

temporarily painful and debilitating, but that it could pose a serious health risk to those 

exposed. Indeed, concems over safety and technical details about exposure levels were 

major topics in Police Chief. The introduction of a tear gas antidote that could be applied 

by police to arrested crowd members to relieve their suffering also received limited 

attention. This did not satisfy some critics who wanted to see tear gas removed from 

civilian police arsenals. This more serious demand of removing tear gas from the tactical 

repertoire was not met with as much support as demands for the more humane use of tear 

gas: 

The question arises as to the effect of these tear gases upon people with heart and 
lung conditions, or upon infants and elderly persons. Nothing is perfect. There is 
no pat answer to these questions." (italics in original; Law and Order February 
1971:51; 27102005) 

However, this same author was sure to point out that tear gas should be used humanely. 

In responding to the punitive use of tear gas, the author noted 

This is using tear gas to punish, which is fundamentally wrong. It should be used 
only for control {Law and Order February 1971:51; 27102005). 

The punitive use of tear gas, public outrage over the use of tear gas, and concems 

over the safety of tear gas culminated in a search by professional reformers for alternative 

strategies that could further reduce the level of police violence associated with protest 

and riot policing. As I discuss below, some of these reformers revised this tear gas 

dispersal approach in the early 1970s so that the focus was first on de-escalating protest 

and then on dispersal if de-escalation could not be achieved. However, before moving to 
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that model of policing, two final strategies were proposed in the 1960s that deserve 

attention. 

Mass Arrests 

An entirely different approach sought not to disperse crowds and protesters but to 

arrest them.^^ Once an assembly had been declared illegal and protesters asked to leave, 

police departments utilizing this approach would systematically arrest all those that 

remained. It is important to note that arrests were spontaneous in this approach in that the 

arrests were not negotiated between protesters and the police in advance of the event. 

Initially this approach was adopted by departments that faced sit-ins, particularly those 

that occurred on college campuses. For instance, mass arrests were used by area law 

enforcement agencies during sit-ins at Berkeley in 1964. The Suffolk County Sheriffs 

office used this approach at sit-ins at SUNY Stony Brook in March of 1969. 

Beyond advocating for arrests instead of police violence, advocates of this 

approach suggested intricate arrest procedures that involved "arrest teams" with 

specialized duties. In a typical arrest team, an officer would be responsible for notifying a 

subject that they were involved in an illegal act and then arresting the subject if they did 

not desist. A second officer would then photograph the protester and arresting officer 

^ This approach resembles the legalistic approach used by some Southern Sheriffs in 

Barkan's (1984) research. However, the approaches differ in that mass arrests were not 

designed to bankrupt movements financially and emotionally in this approach although 

they seem to have been by Barkan's sheriffs. As well, Barkan's skcri£& did not rely on 

the extensive arrest procedures and special^ arrest teams. 
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together for identification purposes while the arresting officer filled out simple arrest 

forms. Then, transport officers would escort the subject to a van (actually, transport 

officers usually carried protesters to the van because protesters often went limp when 

arrested). Finally, a booking officer and another identification officer would ensure that 

protesters were properly booked and that arresting officers filled out more extensive 

paperwork subsequent to the incident. 

In addition to designating arrest team duties, advocates of the mass arrest 

approach also suggested that arrest teams be given frequent breaks because the work was 

physically and mentally exhausting. Carrying large numbers of limp protesters caused 

fatigue, and in some cases, even heart attacks. Having mentally rested officers was also 

critical because the deep logic of an arrest approach was to avoid police uses of violence 

whenever possible. OfRcers who had not been rested and were subjected to verbal abuse 

during anests were thought much more likely to strike subjects. It was also suggested by 

some advocates of this approach that arrests be video-taped or that the press be allowed 

to observe all arrests so that protesters could not falsely claim that they were brutalized 

by police. 

The main advantage to the mass arrest approach was that, by avoiding the violent 

suppression of protest, a department could improve its public image. In an article on the 

SUNY Stony Brook sit-ins, this theme was reinforced: 

Suffolk County Police Commissioner John L. Barry lifted the telephone off the 
receiver before the second ring. It was 6 AM, March 12, 1969, and he knew 
before he heard the voice that it was Dr. John S. Toll, president of the Stony 
Brook campus...As commissioner of an 1,800-man department covering a 
population area of900,000, with its share of colleges and ghettos, you know that 
these calls are going to come. For eighteen hours he dreaded the arrival of this 
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one, wincing as he looked at the newsreels and newspaper pictures of the brawls 
that were taking place during similar situations all over the country...Following 
the brief conversation...his duty officer... began the mobilization... At 8 AM, 125 
policemen, without helmets or nightsticks, moved onto the 6,S00-student 
campus...Inside the library...[the] inspector said, "Those that wish to be arrested, 
remain where you are—^we will accommodate you...all others may leave now." 
About eighty of the students decided that discretion was the better part of valor 
and left. Twenty-one were arrested and taken away without incident. In the 
aftermath, even the students were impressed. "They did a professional job," one 
student demonstrator said... {Law and Order October 1969: 34; 26910002). 

Another advantage to this approach in more conflictual situations, such as riots, was that 

it reduced the number of available participants {Police C^/e/'May 1968; 46805014). 

There were three major disadvantages to this model of protest policing. First, it 

required a huge deployment of police personnel. Whether arrests are conducted by 

individual officers or arrest teams, arresting subjects takes a great deal of time per 

subject. In order to process a large crowd quickly, a huge number of officers are needed. 

Second, if officers did lash out at protesters, the public relations advantage to this 

approach was lost. In fact, the public relations damage would likely be even worse than 

with force-based methods because subjects would be handcuffed or otherwise already 

subdued. Third, if arrests of large crowds were not conducted with great care, police 

would firequently be forced to release protesters without charge because arresting officers 

could not properly identify all protesters and the illegal acts they were accused of 

committing. 

Despite these disadvantages, mass arrests were championed by individual 

professional police reformers around the country, such as Berkeley area police agencies. 

Unlike the use of chemical munitions, however, this new alternative did not have the fiiU-

scale support of many major police departments (because of the manpower 
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requirements), nor the support of major police organizations such as lACP. To be clear, 

lACP advocated the use of arrests under certain specific circumstances, but not as a 

panacea to protest policing problems. 

Pre-Event Planning, Negotiation and Avoidance 

A final strategy that developed in the 1960s was a set of techniques 1 label 

collectively as the avoidance approach. In this approach, police departments tried to pre

plan events so as to minimize conflict. This involved pre-event negotiations with protest 

organizers, major community relations programs, and extensive planning on the part of 

police departments. Pre-event negotiations typically covered at least the "time, place and 

maimer" of the protest, but also firequently covered arrest and bail procedures if protesters 

had decided that a certain number in their group would engage in civil disobedience. 

Once the event was under-way, this strategy also called for a casual police demeanor, 

toleration of minor legal violations, and a general interest in avoiding doing anything that 

could cause tension between protesters and police. It is important to note that this 

constellation of techniques was not always clearly labeled in the police literature, but 

avoidance was the underlying logic tying together these commonly discussed pre-event 

and on-site techniques. 

This approach was largely supported by professional reformers, particularly when 

their departments faced large and predicted protests. For instance, an early proponent of 

this approach was Chief Joseph Kimble, who coordinated the policing of the Republican 

National Convention in San Francisco in July, 1964. Kimble's biography was that of a 

pure-bred police reformer. He applied this sense of professionalism to the convention 
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planning. The ultimate strategy was to ensure that protesters felt accommodated but that 

they were accommodated in ways that would not substantially affect the day to day 

operations of the convention. Proponents promoted this strategy by using it at large and 

well-publicized events across the nation. 

In Kimble's case, his team began planning in March, 1964. In an article 

discussing this operation, the strategy was outlined as follows: 

As a first step we learned, through intelligence sources, what organizations would 
or might appear at the Cow Palace, what their motives and methods might be, and 
who their leaders were. The first deviation from historical police practices 
emerged at this point. We didn't ask these groups, such as CORE, NAACP, and 
other social action groups, to come see us. We went to see them, letting them 
know we were there because we had mutual interests and concerns. In 
addition, our position was that regardless of our feelings in regard to the 
overall aims of civil rights, we would take a detached stand and did not want 
to be in the position of being an '^enemy" to either side... political as well as 
civil rights, were provide adequate area within which to demonstrate...As a 
convenience for demonstrating groups (and police) free phones were installed in 
their area. Lines went directly to our conmiand post trailer...As the convention 
progressed we encountered nearly all the emergencies one would normally 
associate with such a huge affair... Each day we made a point of reminding our 
staff of the official policy; namely that "no gim or club will be used except in self 
defense."...The civil rights leaders backed this up by assigning captains and 
monitors to police their own lines...(emphasis in original; Law and Order 
September 1965: 72-77; 26509008). 

When unexpected and potentially explosive situations arose at the convention, 

police officers reacted by diverting conventioneers or traflic, mediating between sides, 

and refusing to make arrests or engage in any confrontations with protesters. Essentially, 

the police waited-out protesters when situations became tense. 

Others also employed the approach. In New York, a notable example was the 

policing of the Vietnam Moratorium protests in Syracuse. A report on the protest policing 

operation notes: 
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Chief Sardino and his deputy chiefs met several times with the demonstration 
planners and advised them of their rights and of the consequences of their actions. 
The demonstration leaders told the police what they plaimed to do and how they 
would go about getting arrested. A mutual agreement was reached on ground 
rules for conduct of the demonstrators and the police {Law and Order August, 
1970: 38; 27008003). 

When the protest went as plaimed from both sides' perspectives, the event was declared a 

uniform success. 

The avoidance strategy had the tremendous advantage to police professionals of 

demonstrating the productivity of calculated plaiming, extensive training, and a 

professional demeanor. In fact, Kimble's operation was praised by many within and 

outside of policing. When this approach was successfully implemented elsewhere, the 

boon for police professionalism and the image of police was similarly large. 

Nonetheless, this strategy was only viable when the event was large enough to 

allow the staffing of a large pre-event planning team, when leaders could be identified in 

advance and could be trusted to coordinate and control their own protest members, and 

when protests did not involve violence. Since many protests did not meet all of these 

conditions, the approach was not implemented as frequently as some police reformers 

would have liked. 

Protest Policing in tiie Early 1970s: De-cscalation and Negotiated De-escalation 

As discussed with each of the approaches above, no approach developed in the 

1960s seemed to be applicable to a wide-variety of situations and ensure that protest 

occurred with limited to no confrontation between police and protesters. As well, the 

most widely applicable, professionally-sponsored approach—dispersion with chemical 
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weapons—came under fire because the medical risks associated with exposure to 

chemical agents as well as for the punitive nature of some chemical agent deployments. 

This left many police departments still searching for new alternatives as the 1970s began. 

The major innovation in protest policing, called "Confrontation Management," was 

introduced by the U.S. Army at the Senior Officers Civil Disturbance Orientation Course 

(often referred to as "SEADOC") at Fort Gordon, Georgia. 

Confrontation Management 

The central tenet of confrontation management was that the police should try to 

reduce the intensity of protests and crowds but not entirely suppress them. That is, this 

approach threw out dispersal as a goal and threw out mass anests as another tactic for 

ending a protest or crowd event. Instead, the approach aimed to decrease the intensity of 

any given protest within a reasonable range. Importantly, it was also argued that the goal 

of the reduction in intensity should be matched to the original intensity level; initially 

very intense protests should be down-graded to moderately intense protests, initially 

moderately intense protests should be transformed into low intensity protests, etc. At the 

very least, police officials should never escalate the intensity of the protest. 

Several main strategies were used in confrontation management: (1) minimizing 

the risk of escalation through avoiding conflict; (2) "channeling confrontation into an 

acceptable form;" and (3) "allowing time to dissipate the confrontation" {The Police 

Chief Jdxaiasy, 1971:20; 47101009). One way that risks of escalation were minimized 

was by minimizing the amount of police-crowd interaction (Jhe Police Chief Joxaxary, 

1971:20; 47101009). In general, advocates of confrontation management argued: "Any 
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decision concerning police action should be guided by the answer to the question—Will 

such actions reduce or intensify the seriousness of the situation?" (The Police Chief 

January, 1971; 21; 47101009). 

SEADOC provided a detailed five day course on this technique and ultimately 

trained senior police supervisors from around the country. As McCarthy and McPhail 

(1998) point out, the course was very successful in persuading attendees that 

confrontation management could solve many of the sticky situations in which the police 

had found themselves. As well, depending on the audience, advocates argued that 

confrontation management represented a new professional approach to crowd control or 

that it represented the revision of old-school common sense (or as one advocate put it; 

"the concept is quite old; use common sense—give a little ground if necessary to prevent 

the loss of the farm" The Police CWe/January, 1971; 21; 47101009). 

It is important to note here that while confrontation management in its original 

incarnation was not opposed to pre-event planning, confrontation management was 

designed to be applied at protests and crowd events that were not expected or well-

planned. In fact, the principles that underlay confrontation management anticipated the 

presence of radical groups that were unpredictable in their actions and who may have 

even tried to force physical engagements with the police to gather public support for their 

cause. 

Combining Avoidance with De-escalation 

By the mid-1970s, confrontation management and the pre-event negotiation 

method of avoidance had been wed. Since this approach is the approach that McCarthy 
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and McPhail (1998) largely discuss as the "negotiated management" POMS, detailed 

description is unnecessary here. Suffice it to say, before the protest began, police 

departments largely followed the avoidance strategy outlined above. That is, such police 

departments attempted to remove the risk of confrontation by negotiating away potential 

trouble spots in a protest Once protests were underway, the driving principles drew on 

confrontation management in order to de-escalate, as opposed to suppress, protest. 

It is important to note, though, that this approach was not always successful at 

controlling protest. In such cases, even departments that were considered exemplars 

relied on a classic model of force escalation. For instance, the Washington D.C. Park 

Police, which was an early adopter of the confrontation management approach, resorted 

to baton use and then CS tear gas use in a November, 1977 demonstration (Police Chief 

Jime, 1979; 47906011). When demonstrators began throwing objects at the police and 

charged the police line, the Park Police followed the "escalated force" model until the 

crowd was dispersed. Thus, while "negotiated management" might have been preferred, 

it did not preclude the use of force to control protests that failed to unfold as planned. 

It is interesting to note that Park Police defended this use of force by arguing that 

they had wrongly trusted the demonstrators, who were foreign nationals, in the 

negotiation process; "Conclusions were reached, based upon what turned out to be the 

false premise that opposing groups of foreign nationals will, when demonstrating in the 

United States, conduct themselves as Americans" (Police Chief June, 1979; 29; 

47906011). In particular, a commanding officer in the incident argued in a subsequent 

article that because foreign nationals did not protest using the (by then) institutionalized 
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scripts of American protest, police should re-think the application of confrontation 

management principles to demonstrations by foreign nationals (Police Chief June, 1979; 

47906011). 

In addition to some failures in deployment, there were also dissenters who 

opposed this model of protest control due to philosophical differences. In particular, 

many officers and departments argued that the strategy was too "permissive." Critics 

argued that the police should not be in business of bowing to protesters' demands. 

Further, they asserted that if police had already given protesters everything they wanted, 

there would, of course, be no need for confrontation. This was a major and resonant 

concern; advocates of the blended confrontation management and avoidance approach 

addressed it head on: 

We recognize that there are many who will initially react to the concept of 
confrontation management with skepticism. This concept is not synonymous with 
permissiveness or inaction. The issue we raise is not whether to restore order, but 
rather how order may properly be restored in a free society...some advocate the 
use of massive force to control protest and disorder. To take the easier, more 
immediately gratifying couise of punitive, hasty suppression of civil disorder 
would in the long run only increase social hostilities and abet the cause of many 
dissident organizations.. .our task is to somehow find and follow the narrow path 
between overreaction and underreaction {Police March, 1972: 56; 37203006). 

Despite sporadic failures and some dissent, this approach ultimately was the 

approach that the field of law enforcement largely settled upon by the mid 1970s. While 

data on the actual use of this model by specific departments is harder to locate, it is clear 

from the materials reviewed for this dissertation that at least at a rhetorical level, this 

strategy became hegemonic within law enforcement. 
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Commonalities between Approaches 

All the approaches outlined above shared some similarities that could be 

overlooked when examining the central distinguishing philosophies. In fact, all of the 

approaches endorsed some form of intelligence or surveillance, some pre-event planning, 

and the at least limited used of specialty teams. Historically early approaches, even the 

relatively benign avoidance approach, asserted that covert intelligence and surveillance 

was important. In fact, a common advocacy across the field of law enforcement was the 

development of surveillance units (although the name given to the unit varied by author), 

which would provide detailed intelligence on protest plans, membership, leadership, and 

tactics. For conservatives who adopted a confrontational approach, the concern for 

intelligence related to larger concerns over controlling the Communist Party. For more 

professional reformers, such as Chief Kimble, the importance of intelligence was to 

identify leaders with whom one could reliably negotiate. As time passed, the format of 

surveillance changed from covert intelligence gathering to the more passive receipt of 

protest related information from protest leaders. In particular, permitting requirements 

meant that police departments could more passively collect information about protesters 

and their intentions. Nonetheless, it was important to police officials throughout the 

period that information be collected (either covertly or voluntarily) from protesters. 

Intelligence was also tied to pre-event planning. Of course, the character of pre-

event planning varied according to the approach. For example, pre-event planning for the 

confrontational baton formation approach involved ensuring that officers were properly 

trained to man their station on the police line and that they knew how to properly handle 
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their baton. In contrast, pre-event planning in the avoidance model meant negotiation 

with protesters and the mapping out of detailed, formal, written protest policing 

protocols. 

Finally, the approaches created some tasks that were ideally dedicated to teams of 

specialists. For instance, baton formations were best carried out by specially trained riot 

units that had practiced voice and hand commands as well as proper formation set-ups 

and maneuvers. Mass arrests were best completed by specialty arrest teams. The 

deployment of chemical weapons required a significant amount of technical expertise and 

thus leant itself to specialists and specialty teams such as Special Weapons and Tactics 

(SWAT) teams and Civil Disorder Units (CDUs). Confrontation management was no 

different; only specially trained officers could be relied upon to have contact with a 

crowd and not escalate the situation. 

However, even though most of the approaches outlined above created space for 

specialty teams, not all approaches were equally dependent on specialty squads. In fact, 

basic baton formations such as the line and the diagonal could be used without much 

prior training and mass arrests could be conducted without the aid of arrest teams 

(although subsequent conviction rates might be lower because of improper 

identification). When chemical weapons were involved, more specialization was 

required. Some departments did reduce the number of specialty officers required by 

designating a chemical weapons officer who was responsible for the deployment of these 

weapons, instead of a creating entire unit In contrast, avoidance either required extensive 

pre-event training of officers or the deployment of specialty groups. Regularly trained 
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line officers were not expected to have the tolerance and mediation skills necessary to 

avoid confrontation. Similarly, confrontation management relied on specialty squads for a 

similar reason. In fact, the Metropolitan Police—who were major proponents of chemical 

weapons, then avoidance and then confrontation management—heavily endorsed the use 

of specialty teams. 

Conclusion 

In this chapter, I have charted the development of new tactics and approaches to 

crowd control and protest policing. In particular, I have argued that the baton formation 

approach was an early holistic approach to protest which was supported by the FBI and 

conservatives allied with anti-Communist concerns. However, because of several 

disadvantages, law enforcement professionals earnestly tried to develop tactical 

alternatives. Through the mid to late 1960s, many new tactics were suggested and new 

weapons and equipment were introduced, but these innovations remained largely 

unconnected. By the late 1960s, coherent approaches that could compete with the baton 

formation approach emerged; a chemical dispersal approach built on the "contain, isolate, 

and disperse" principle, but substituted the use of chemical agents for the use of batons in 

the dispersal process. 

These two more confrontational approaches to protest soon faced competition 

from less confrontational strategies. The mass arrest strategy, while not seeking to avoid 

conflict, did seek to avoid police-protester violence by using arrests instead of dispersal 

to regain control. In contrast, the avoidance approach attempted to negotiate away 
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conflict in advance of the protest. The confrontation management approach sought to 

avoid escalation once a protest was underway. 

The final wedding of the avoidance and confrontation management approaches 

represented the end of major police innovations in crowd and protest control in this 

period. Ultimately, most departments that had a public stance on crowd control adopted 

the avoidance/ confrontation management approach on paper. However, this adoption 

was not as smooth or uncontentious process as McCarthy and McPhaiPs explanation. 

In order to address this concern and others regarding McCarthy and McPhaiPs 

new institutionalist explanation of protest control. Chapter Ten builds on this empirical 

description of approaches provided here to generate an analytic explanation of the 

innovation and competition reported on in this chapter. 
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Chanter Ten; Explaining the Rise of and Competition Between Models 

Chapter Nine addressed the central empirical question of the qualitative portion of 

this dissertation: what models were developed to handle protest in the 1960s and 1970s? 

This chapter focuses on a more analytic question: how can the development of and 

competition between various approaches to protest control be explained? In answering 

this question, this chapter focuses on the role of heterogeneity in organizational change. 

Specifically, in this chapter I discuss the differences between protest policing approaches 

outlined in Chapter Nine and how those differences affected competition between 

approaches. As well, the chapter also focuses on isomorphism by explaining why all 

approaches shared certain initial conunonalities, as well discussing the way in which the 

differential survival of protest policing approaches resulted in eventual homogeneity. 

As discussed in Chapter Eight, this dissertation's analyses of heterogeneity and 

isomorphism are empirically centered around several institutions that played major roles 

in the development and diffusion of different protest policing approaches. In particular, I 

focus on professionalism within policing, law-making, and the institutionalization of 

protest. For each institution, I will discuss the ways in which the institution contributed to 

some initial similarities between approaches as they developed and/or how the institution 

affected competition between approaches. 

Professional Policing 

As discussed in Chapter Eight, the institution of policing has been transformed 

twice in its short American history. The first period of reform championed a military 

model and sought to divorce politics from policing. The second period of reform 
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championed a professional model and sought to remake policing in the image of a 

modem profession. This professionalization project offered numerous advantages to law 

enforcement, many of which were quite self-consciously acknowledged. In particular, 

professionalization offered a rare opportunity to increase the occupational status of 

policing. 

Occupational status was a critically important issue at that time to many in 

policing who felt that community respect for the police was declining and that the police 

were increasingly in an adversarial relationship with the public. In fact, to say that many 

felt there was an adversarial relationship would be an understatement at best. Many 

within law enforcement felt under siege and at war with the public. For example, an 

article entitled "Police Bmtality or Public Brutality?" suitmiarized this feeling and 

discussed the many ways in which police officers were abused by the public. The 

suggestion was that the public should not have been concerned with police brutality but 

instead with the deleterious effects of negative public attitudes toward police {Police 

C/i/e/February, 1966; 46602002). 

In addition to status, professionalism offered a model for better public service. 

Through increased training, better and more "scientific'' management, and higher ethical 

and behavioral standards, police administrators sought to significantly improve the 

quality of the service they provided the communities they served. Further, the continuing 

search for technical solutions that professionalism endorsed suggested that the initial 

increases in productivity resulting from professionalism would only mark the begiiming 

of a long evolutionary trend in policing. 
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Further, it is important to note that professionalism was not an abstract idea or 

simply a set of principals. Professionalism was the defining characteristic of a cadre of 

young but organizationally senior supervisory officers. This group of reformers, such as 

Patrick V. Murphy of NYPD, Thomas Cahill of San Francisco PD and Herbert T. Jenkins 

of Atlanta PD, had a great deal personally invested in the success of the professional 

project. Put simply, the successes or failures of professionalism would over time come to 

define their careers, their status within law enforcement, and their legacies. 

As discussed in Chapter Eight, just as professionalism has structured other fields, 

professionalism had major effects on policing generally and protest policing specifically. 

First, protest policing provided a set of opportunities for police reformers who wished to 

extend the reach of professionalism into new areas within policing and within their own 

organizations. By allowing the creation of new "professional micro-projects," by which 1 

mean the specific organizational instantiations of this professionally-oriented program, 

organizational routines were remade to reflect the goals of professional reformers. 

For protest policing, these micro-projects created a base level of isomorphism in 

the development of protest policing approaches. As well, to the extent to which 

professional micro-projects were more central or more inextricably tied to any given 

protest policing approach, this approach was advantaged in competition with other 

approaches. Thus, in addition to producing isomorphism as a limited input, professional 

micro-projects also shaped the competitive output.^^ 

" It is important to note that here and throughout the chapter I will refer to competition 

and adoption with respect to the overall acceptance of and dominance of approaches 
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Professionalism was not just about opportunity for police reformers, though. A 

second set of professional effects on the development and competition of protest policing 

approaches stemmed from the ways in which different approaches confronted challenges 

raised by protest to the overall professional project. In fact, protest threatened to unsettle 

some of the most foundational claims of professionalization in policing. To the extent to 

which approaches were able to successfully address these core challenges, approaches 

flourished. To the extent to which approaches could not resolve these critical issues, 

approaches were abandoned. In sum, by developing an understanding of these two 

importantly professionally-oriented intersections between protest and policing, this 

section will clarify one set of motive forces behind the development and diffusion of 

different protest policing approaches. 

Opportunities and Professional Micro-Projects 

As discussed in Chapter Eight, professiotial reformers had already begun to 

remake their organizations at the operational level. This centrally involved strengthening 

the position of chiefs/ commissioners, making "headquarters" more important in day-to

day operations, reducing the level of precinct control, and increasing departmental 

within the field of law enforcement. While I will also establish that these approaches 

were adopted by particular departments, focusing on New York State departments 

specifically, data on the actual adoption and use of these strategies is scarce. This 

represents an area where major new data collection efforts are needed so that scholars can 

better understand what types of departments were more likely to use specific approaches 

over time. 
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emphases on stringent recruiting and training standards. Specifically, several professional 

micro-projects were opportunistically introduced into protest policing approaches just as 

they were other areas of policing. 

That is, the desire to extend the reach of professionalism within policing shaped 

the development of and range of approaches that were forwarded to handle protest. All of 

the approaches discussed in Chapter Nine shared some common features. I argue that this 

was neither predestined or necessary. Instead, the common features of these approaches 

resulted from their founders interest in creating new professional micro-projects wherever 

and whenever possible. However, all protest policing approaches were not equally 

compatible with different professional micro-projects, resulting in a competitive 

advantage for approaches that were more dependent on professional micro-projects. 

Specialtv Units 

First, there was an on-going trend toward the creation of specialty teams that were 

controlled by departmental headquarters. This trend began early in the second wave of 

reform when detective functions and other specialty investigation units such as vice were 

removed from precinct command lines and centralized into department-wide offices. 

Even though this may seem to be an innocuous change, pulling such specialty functions 

out of the precinct level was in fact a major change within policing and a major step in 

the reform process. The location of such fimctions in precincts had allowed these 

specialty areas to become hubs for localized political favors and graft Owing to the long 

tradition of political machine control over precincts through ward bosses, taking over 

major territories within policing—by taking over these specialty functions—represented a 
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major move to consolidate power within departmental headquarters. After this initial 

revocation of precinct power, professionally-oriented chiefs continued to create new 

specialty units. For example, chiefs created research departments, traffic units, 

intelligence, and internal affairs units. 

These units also embodied the professional logic of technical specialization and 

technical competency. To the extent to which certain police situations could be argued to 

require different skill sets, increasingly specialization within policing developed. This 

specialization was accompanied by claims of superior service delivery. Whether or not 

specialty units actually improved performance, it is relevant that police reformers 

understood the development of specialty squads to be part of a professional agenda. 

When examining protest policing alone, many have argued that the development 

of Special Weapons and Tactics (SWAT) units. Civil Disorder Units (CDUs), and other 

protest specialty units in the 1960s and 1970s were protest-specific developments. To the 

contrary, viewed within a wider and longer history of policing, SWAT units, CDUs and 

other specialty protest units were simply another venue to extend and consolidate the 

power of chiefs and senior supervisors while simultaneously taking functions away from 

precinct commanders and line officers. In fact, all of the approaches discussed in Chapter 

Nine had some role for specialty teams. I argue that this was hardly coincidental for the 

reasons outlined above. That is, pre-existing professional interests in expanding the 

number and uses of specialty squads helped to shape the development of different protest 

control approaches. 
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However, not all approaches equally incorporated specialty teams into core 

aspects of the protest policing protocol. In fact, it seemed that the more professional 

drafters an approach had, the larger and more critical role specialty units played. For 

instance, while mass arrests and baton formations were better conducted with specially 

trained officers, these strategies could be used without specialty imits. In contrast, it 

would have been almost impossible to deploy avoidance, confrontation management, or a 

mix of the two approaches without the serious involvement of specialty teams. These 

differences in the strength of ties between specialty units and the specifics of any given 

protest control approach also affected later competition between approaches by providing 

a competitive advantage to approaches which more centrally incorporated this 

professional micro-project 

Pre-Protest Planning 

In addition to expanding specialty units, professional reformers also centralized 

research and planning functions. This centralization was meant to further consolidate the 

power of chief and "headquarters" vis-a-vis precincts. As was the case with the expansion 

of specialty teams, protest policing offered another area in which police administrators 

could consolidate their organizational power. 

By developing and then later privileging protest policing approaches that relied 

heavily upon advanced planning, detailed policing protocols, and cross-precinct 

coordination, police administrators ensured that they would be responsible for the 

orchestration of protest control programs instead of more local precinct commanders. 

Thus, it is not surprising that all of the approaches reviewed created some space for pre-
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event planning; approaches as fundamentally different from one another as baton 

formations and confrontation management nonetheless had pre-event planning in 

conmion. To attribute such commonalities to deeper protest control logics would be 

incorrect.'* 

Figure 10.1: Pre-Event Planning in Discussions of Protest Policing 
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Even still, there was a substantial interest in pre-event planning generally, as 

Figure 10.1 shows. In particular, this interest was primarily focused on the creation of 

Of course, the importance of pre-event planning did vary in approach as discussed in 

more detail below. 
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formal protest policing protocols in advance of events. Cumulatively just under 16% of 

articles that discussed protest policing tactics or strategies specifically called for the 

creation of formal protest policing protocols. Out of eight different types of pre-event 

planning activities that could have been advocated (from pre-event negotiation to 

manpower mobilization plans), the creation of formal protest policing protocols was the 

most frequently suggested form of planning. 

However, just as was the case for specialty units, even though approaches shared 

a common concern for pre-event planning, not all approaches required pre-event 

planning. To the extent to which approaches did centrally depend on pre-event 

planning—such as the avoidance and later the blended avoidance and confrontation 

management approach—these approaches were advantaged in their competition with 

other approaches. 

The Importance of Training and Technological Advances in Weauonrv 

Two halknarks of professionalism are; (1) an emphasis on education, training, and 

the development of technical skills; and (2) reliance on technological advances to solve 

emerging or persistent problems. Thus, one would expect that the professionalizing field 

of law enforcement would turn to training and technology to answer a whole host of 

problems. This is just what happened in policing generally and in protest control 

specifically. In law enforcement generally, the police turned to more and better training 

to generally increase the level of officers' performances and turned to technology to solve 

problems in areas like identification (e.g., finger-printing) and intelligence sharing (e.g. 
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computerized data sharing). In the area of protest control, the developers of different 

approaches also relied on training and developments in weaponry and equipment. 

Figure 10.2: Cited Needs for Improved Protest Policing 
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The conmion incorporation of training and technological advances in all of the 

protest control approaches reflected a diffuse identification of training and new 

technology as key resources in the fight to control protest. Figure 10.2 graphs four 

categories of "police needs" that authors of protest policing articles addressed. To be 

counted, articles had to claim that in order to handle crowd control more successfully 

police departments needed more or better qualiQr training and/or equipment, higher levels 
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of professionalism, or more respect and aid from the public/' As is clear, training was 

cited as a continuing need throughout the period with equipment also being called for to a 

lesser extent. Although not directly bearing on the issue of technical skills and 

technological advances, it is also notable that so many authors claimed that general 

expansions in professionalization were needed to improve the quality of crowd control. 

Journals also made it clear that it was not that training remained a need because it 

had gone unfilled. Major resource investments were made in the later 1960s and 

throughout the 1970s in training generally and in protest control training specifically. 

Rather, training was seen as an on-going process where officers constantly needed 

refresher courses and senior officers needed to be advised of the most cutting edge 

techniques, tactics and approaches. 

A familiar theme is evident regarding isomorphism and competition. Professional 

developers of protest control approaches assumed the importance of training and 

technology and then incorporated these assumptions into new approaches. Of course, not 

all approaches relied equally heavily on training and technology. In addition to other 

factors, approaches that relied more heavily on specialized training such as avoidance and 

confrontation management had a competitive advantage over approaches that did not as 

directly forward the diffuse goals of professionalism. Thus, professional micro-projects 

again sponsored some initial homogeneity as well as later affecting the outcome of 

There was also an open ended coding question for needs other than the four listed here. 

However, these four were the dominant needs discussed in articles. 
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competition between approaches by favoring approaches more deeply wrapped in the 

mantle of professionalism. 

Controlling Egregious Uses of Force 

As discussed in Chapter Eight, a major impetus for the second major wave of 

reform in policing was the frequent use of egregious levels of force by the police. For 

instance, The Wickersham Report's (1931) revelations regarding the "third degree" had a 

legendary and lasting effect on policing. It was not that professional reformers wanted to 

do away with uses of force by the police altogether; rather, reformers wanted to ensure 

that seemingly uncontrolled, punitive, or unwarranted uses of force were minimized. 

General reforms had been introduced, including: better internal investigations of citizen 

complaints; FBI reviews of civil right complaints; and the development of clearer policies 

regarding appropriate uses of force. 

Given this general concern for controlling serious deployments of force, it is 

fitting that all of the approaches reviewed above in some ways attempted to control the 

use of force by officers. In the case of baton formations, the explicit motivation for baton 

formations was that individual officers would be constrained by conmianders and would 

not be able to wade into crowds indiscriminately. It is important to note that the baton 

formation approach was clearly a confrontational strategy for which violence was 

integral. Nonetheless, the decision to deploy violence was given to commanding officers 

on the line and the types of police-crowd interactions as well as the types of baton swings 

to be used were to be tightly controlled in this approach. In the case of chemical 

dispersal, which was also a more confrontational approach, a major impetus for the 
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development of the approach was the belief that chemical agents represented a more 

humane form of force. Since tear gas was thought to have no long term effects on those 

exposed to it, it represented a "humane", if painfully benign, way to use force to control 

crowds. 

When police officers showed their continuing capacity to use batons and later 

chemical weapons in punitive and sometimes uncontrolled ways, newer approaches tried 

to pre-empt situations where police violence might be required. Whether through arrests, 

avoidance, or de-escalation, these approaches sought to minimize opportunities for the 

use of violence thereby minimizing opportunities for officers to use uncontrolled or 

excessive force. Thus, while the specific methods for controlling police uses of force 

varied widely over the approaches, all of the approaches shared a common and 

professionally-minded interest in limiting excessive uses of force. Over time the common 

interest in controlling uses of force was not enough to stem competition between 

approaches around this issue; police reformers sought approaches that did a progressively 

better job of reducing opportunities for police violence. 

Protest as a Police Problem 

As should be evident from the above discussion, there were numerous 

opportunities created by protest that allowed professional reformers to extend pre

existing professional micro-projects into new areas of policing and into new areas of their 

own police organizations. These opportunities were capitalized on and resulted in some 

level of initial homogeneity between protest control approaches. Despite commonalities, 

though, approaches were not equally beholden to or dependent on professional micro-
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projects. In terms of affecting later competition, the 'Variations on a theme" that 

approaches represented provided competitive advantages to some approaches. 

However, these differences could not entirely explain how professionalism shaped 

the competition between approaches. In order to understand this, it is important to 

examine major sources of heterogeneity between approaches. I argue that these 

differences were ultimately critical in the competition between approaches. In particular, 

critical in the competitive process were differences between approaches in their ability to 

address important challenges to core professional claims raised by protest. 

Claims of Technical Skill 

As discussed in Chapter Eight, professions stake their claims to monopolies over 

specific service areas based on their alleged possession of unique technical capacities and 

skills. Doctors are given fairly exclusive rights to practice medicine because doctors 

claim to share an important body of knowledge that uniquely allows them to provide 

curative and palliative care. Similarly, advocates of professionalism within policing 

argued that the police had developed specific crime fighting capacities and unique skills 

in handling dangerous emergency situations. To be sure, states had long granted law 

enforcement the exclusive right to investigate crimes using the power of the state and the 

power to arrest.^" Beyond that, though, professionalism in policing sought to hone the 

mission of policing to focus on crime control and order maintenance. 

^ Interestingly, states did not always grant the police the exclusive right to use force; 

rather they granted the exclusive right to use force on behalf of the state. For instance. 
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Protest posed a unique problem for professional claims of unique competencies. 

In fact, what became evident to much of the nation and to the field of law enforcement in 

the late l9S0s and early 1960s was that the police did not have ready technical solutions 

to the control of protests or order maintenance. Much of the tactical iimovation examined 

in Chapter Nine vividly reflected the rush to develop new competencies that might have 

been able to address the lawlessness associated with protests, riots, and crowds. 

This search for new competencies was originally driven by an implicit metric for 

success: the end of protest. Later, as approach after approach failed to achieve this goal, 

the goal was revised so that protest control, instead of protest suppression, became the 

aim of the police. That is, it was not an end of protests, but an end to disorderly protests, 

that was then sought. Thus, I argue that approaches that developed earlier in the cycle of 

protest faced two disadvantages: (1) they were judged and discarded by the more 

challenging standard of protest suppression; and (2) to the extent to which none of the 

solutions may have been able to quell protest alone, approaches that developed earlier in 

the protest cycle were necessarily more likely to viewed as failures. The shift in goals, 

and hence the difficulty involved in meeting expectations (i.e., being judged successful) 

is fairly clear cut. Confirontation management and its successor, avoidance coupled with 

confrontation management, explicitly lowered the bar on what was expected of police to 

demonstrate core technical capacities for order maintenance. 

many states allowed citizens to take the same steps to stop fleeing criminals as police 

were allowed. 
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What deserves more attention is the way in which time was in itself an obstacle 

for early approaches. Many would argue that if severe repression could have unilaterally 

ended protest, there would be evidence of such effects in the South for the civil rights 

movement. Instead, repression in various forms often affects but cannot entirely halt 

protest. That is, it seems unreasonable in retrospect to have expected repression alone to 

end the wave of mobilization that swept the nation in the 1960s and early 1970s. To the 

extent to which one agrees with this assessment, it is evident that earlier approaches to 

protest policing were in some senses doomed to be judged failures. 

Thus, the contest between approaches became more of a game over which would 

be the last approach standing when protest subsided, not which approach could 

eventually limit or stop protest Historically, avoidance coupled with confrontation 

management won that contest. Police reacted to the coincident decline in protest and the 

rise of this approach as if this conjunction provided conclusive evidence for the 

"effectiveness" of this approach. 

This sense of victory on the part of law enforcement is particularly surprising 

because it is not entirely clear that the blended avoidance and confrontation management 

would have actually been able to stem the tide or control protests on its own at another 

point in time. For instance, it is unlikely that this approach would have even appeared to 

be effective had it been introduced in the early or mid-1960s. The approach uniquely 

depended on cooperation from protesters and on the institutionalization of (and 

dominance of) less confrontational protest forms. Such cooperation would not have been 

forthcoming and insurgency had simply not yet institutionalized in the 1960s. 
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In some senses, then, the competition over time between approaches occurred on 

an imeven playing field, with stakes that put a very basic claim of professionalism up for 

grabs. That confrontation management coupled with avoidance won the endurance 

contest and benefited from reduced expectations is not so much a testament to its 

necessary technical superiority as it was testimony of its late entry and relatively 

privileged position within the protest cycle. Nonetheless, it is critical that because a core 

claim to professionalism was up for debate, the competition between approaches was as 

desperate as it was fevered. 

Handling Claims of Brutality: The Fieht Over Civilian Review Boards 

As mentioned above, limiting excessive and uncontrolled uses of police violence 

was a goal of reformers. Professionalism offered a salve for the field of law enforcement, 

which had seen public respect on the decline and had been involved in numerous, very 

well-publicized scandals involving corruption and excessive force. Yet, as the police 

confronted rioters and protesters in the early 1960s, professionalism could not prevent the 

cry of police brutality that was increasingly being heard throughout the country. Further, 

the public was no longer in the mood to merely accuse; a new solution was being offered 

from outside of law enforcement; the civilian review board (CRB). 

CRBs were the most publicly popular of several solutions offered to police 

brutality and misconduct in the 1960s. The general CRB proposal included the creation of 

a board of notable citizens, many of whom were to come from minority and dissident 

communities. The CRB would have the authority to solicit, receive, and investigate 

complaints of police misconduct The level of investigatory power varied by proposal 
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from the ability to make minor inquiries to the ability to call witnesses and demand 

testimony from accused officers. In some CRB proposals, the results of the investigation 

would be turned over to the police department for discipline, in others the results would 

be given to prosecutors if wrong doing was found, and in others the board could assign a 

punishment within a narrow range of disciplinary alternatives. The range of misconduct 

that CRBs could investigate was usually wide, ranging from verbal harassment to 

corruption to excessive police violence. 

As an approach to police conduct, CRBs received the most public support in the 

early to mid 1960s. Philadelphia adopted a CRB in the late 19S0s; York, Pennsylvania 

and Rochester, New York followed suit. Many other major cities debated the idea, 

including NYC which faced a bitter fight over the installation of a CRB in the Lindsay 

administration. When CRBs were not considered, a whole host of other alternatives from 

ombudsman to FBI investigations were often suggested instead. 

Because of the potential power of review boards, few ideas generated as much 

attention or created as much ire in law enforcement in the mid-1960s as the idea of a 

civilian review board. As Figure 10.3 shows, CRBs were a frequent discussion during 

that time. Further, the content of articles was uniformly opposed to CRBs. In fact, 

throughout the entire 1960 to 1980 period, there was only one article that advocated 

CRBs and it was published with two large editorial notices, one placed near the table of 

contents and one placed just ahead of the article. In both notices, the editorial staff of 

Police Chief explained that the article was being published to help inform the police of 

pro-CRB arguments so that these arguments could be better attacked. However, the 
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journal clarified that it was unequivocally against CRBs. Instead, it was simply following 

an implicit professional motto: "knowledge is power." 

Figure 10.3: Police Journal Articles on Civilian Review Boards 
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The arguments against CRBs were legion according to the police. Two of the 

most influential arguments against CRBs were that these boards cut at the very fabric of 

professional claims for technical expertise and that CRBs challenged the professional 

"right" of self-regulation. From the police perspective, non-doctors could no more 

diagnose medical malpractice than civilians could accurately review police conduct. In 

fact, this was precisely the argument that many police reformers made. In the lACP 
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Annual President's Address, lACP President Daniel Liu argued that claims of brutality 

were a "conspiracy to discredit police" and indicted CRBs on professional grounds: 

The policy of the LACP clearly sets forth our abhorrence of such unnecessary 
scrutiny of the police. Administrative and legal machinery already exists and thus 
the civilian review board would be a redundant body. As the same time, we might 
ask again, why single out the police as the only profession requiring such a 
millstone. I was amused by what happened at our conference in Houston last year 
after the general counsel of the American Civil Liberties Union made an eloquent 
plea for civilian review boards. During the question-and-answer discussion, one 
of our members arose in the audience and started this exchange: 
Question: Are you a member of the bar? 
Answer: Yes, I am member of the bar of New York, the District of Columbia, and 
Hawaii. 
Question: Then... do you recommend the same procedure for attorneys? Should 
the attorneys, in the event they are accused of some wrongdoing, be given a 
hearing by three doctors? Would you appreciate that in your profession? Would 
you appreciate having this extra hearing for a member of the American Bar 
Association accused of wrongdoing, rather than go before the Bar Grievance 
Committee? That is, not substituting a review board of doctors for the usual 
review procedure through your Association, but as added to it? 
Answer: I think an honest question such as this deserves an honest answer. I 
think, personally, that I would oppose the situation of submitting to a conunittee 
of another profession {Police C/i/e/December, 1964: 50-51; 46412011). 

Another author protested: 

A code of ethics is adopted by professional men such as doctors and lawyers. 
They "police" their members of their own profession. No one questions this, as 
we know the men who review the complaint are equals with the defendant and are 
acquainted with the problems and the methods of their own profession. The police 
profession should be allowed to function in the same way {Law and Order 
August, 1964: 76; 26408005). 

In addition to eroding the professional sovereignty of the police, CRBs were 

claimed to be unconstitutional because they deprived officers of their right against self-

incrimination and their right to counsel. Further, some argued that CRBs were really 
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"kangaroo courts" that were re-politicizing policing thereby soiling the legacy of police 

reform, which had largely extracted policing from political struggles. 

Many also argued that claims of brutality were false and thus CRBs would be 

pointless: 

With regard to the riots and other senseless demonstrations of irresponsibility, I 
think it has been firmly established in the minds of decent citizens that the 
despicable charges of police brutality were completely false... Unfortunately, 
however, the events of the last few weeks depict all too clearly what we have 
known for a long-time—that the public most often is inclined to believe and 
accept as fact any charges made against the police regardless of whether the 
allegations have any basis at all. Regrettably, while the rest of our society is 
innocent until proven guilty, the policeman is looked upon as being guilty until 
proven innocent {Police CA/e/December, 1964: 50; 46412011). 

Other critics took this argument a step farther, arguing that minorities and 

protesters intentionally fabricated allegations of brutality to indict the police: 

Every time I hear that combination of words [police brutality] I see red. That 
terminology was originated by the communists back in the pre-World War II 
days. A goal of the internal communists was to discredit police. Their propaganda 
through the years has been doing a very good job, and the words have been 
incorporated into our every-day living {Law and Order August, 1964: 76; 
26408005). 

Law enforcement today is being degraded, purposely in many instances, by the 
widespread and indiscriminate use of the term "police brutality."...We know 
there is a calculated and deliberate attempt by some groups to inflame hostility 
against law enforcement by charging "police brutality" without cause. To a degree 
they have succeeded. The term is bandied about in all media of communication 
without serious consideration as to its true meaning or is harmful effect on a 
profession which is charged with enforcing the basic rules of civilized living {FBI 
Law Enforcement Bulletin 5\XDS, 1966: I; 16606002). 

Some of the allegations of false brutality claims were scandalous. For example, a 

female Associate Editor from Law and Order argued that "many young women are in the 

forefront of the protests, and do not hesitate to take full advantage of their sex in order to 
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embarrass the police" {Law and Order January, 1968: 80; 26801012). She cited what she 

considered a recent example: 

Recently I was told of a case where a women prisoner charged that BOTH 
officers had raped her. This charge received wide publicity, and nearly ruined the 
careers of the two ofRcers before they were cleared (emphasis in original; Law 
and Orc/er January, 1968: 80; 26801012). 

The issue of brutality and police misconduct also chaffed at the power of chiefs of 

police who had otherwise been hard at work at consolidating their fortunes. This 

challenge was not lost on chiefs who lined up in police journals to argue that chiefs 

would be powerless without the ultimate responsibility for ofGcer discipline and conduct. 

Further, chiefs established or bolstered existing internal affairs departments and internal 

investigations units in an effort to avoid encroachment on what they saw as an important 

imperative of chiefs and commissioners. 

Another aspect of the CRB challenge was the very specific concerns CRB 

advocates had regarding police uses of force. To the police officer, force is a core 

technology. In fact, many police ofRcers argued that hand-to-hand combat, the sidearm 

gun, and the police baton were the three most fundamental technologies of law 

enforcement. Further, the use of these technologies was considered a core competency. 

Obviously, then, to issue a widespread indictment of police uses of force was to 

fundamentally challenge core police technologies and competencies. 

To summarize, continuing claims of police misconduct and brutality as well as 

calls for CRBs posed numerous fundamental challenges to the professional project. Most 

simply, the debate over CRBs suggested that: (1) professionalism had failed to 
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adequately control police misconduct, which was still alleged to be frequent; (2) the 

police did not deserve the professional right to self-regulation having proven ineffective 

already; (3) chiefs should not be allowed to have ultimate disciplinary authority within 

their organizations; and (4) core technologies and competencies should be subjected to 

outsider control. 

In the context of this challenge, protest policing approaches involving force came 

under serious scrutiny. Actions that could possibly result in increased support for pro-

CRB factions were dangerous and to be avoided. Readers should recall that by the mid-

1960s, the only holistic approach that had been suggested was the baton formation 

approach. While this approach did take steps to limit the use of police force, or at least 

control it. many argued that the approach had not gone far enough. Criticisms of baton 

use and graphic photos of vicious baton beatings in many ways posed a choice for police 

reformers. Reformers could stand by the baton-based approach and risk losing control 

over their organizations and the rights and privileges of professionalism, or, they could 

create and advocate new approaches to protest policing that did a progressively better job 

of controlling police uses of force. 

The resolution of this dilemma helps to explain the quick and decisive support 

that professional reformers offered to the chemical dispersal approach in the late 1960s. 

By creating a literal gap between protesters and police, police supervisors could be 

assured that the kinds of photos and scandals that resulted in the vilification of the baton 

approach would be less likely when more "humane" chemical weapons were employed. 
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Much to reformers chagrin, soon after the chemical dispersal approach began to 

gain significant ground within policing, claims that tear gas was being used uimecessarily 

and punitively began to grow. At the same time, a very divisive battle over a CRB in 

NYC was heating up. With one of the nations largest, oldest and most respected police 

forces under siege, police reformers looked around for other approaches that could more 

effectively reduce claims of brutality and the press for civilian review. 

Mass arrests was a worthwhile alternative to some. However, for many 

departments mass arrests were still risky because they allowed often over-worked and 

frequently taunted officers easy physical access to restrained subjects. For many, the 

fwtential for police misconduct was too high to risk. 

Instead, others chose to advocate for an avoidance approach. Avoidance offered 

the opportunity to side-step potentially organizationally-dangerous conflict altogether. 

When confrontation management came on the scene, it offered a similar option. The 

wedding of avoidance and confrontation management represented the best chance yet for 

police professionals to avoid and control police violence against protesters. 

Thus, I argue that without the pressure on the professional project that claims of 

brutality and the movement for CRBs placed, advocacy for protest policing strategies that 

were sequentially more austere in their uses of force may not have been as strong. In fact, 

in a different historical circumstance where public pressure did not outweigh internal 

pressure, police concerns over permissiveness might well have been much more decisive 

and baton formations could have reigned supreme. 
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Fighting Over Jurisdiction: Federal Intervention and the University 

Professions also make claims over the boundaries of the service territory over 

which they hold a monopoly. Encroachment by other actual or potential providers, even 

at the periphery, can pose a major threat to a profession. As well, constricted professional 

boundaries that exempt some population of potential clients from the professional 

monopoly can also be sources of conflict. In the case of protest policing, there were three 

jurisdictional issues, each of varying concern. 

The FBI and Local Law Enforcement 

First, federal civilian agencies such as the FBI had to negotiate their relationship 

with loceil law enforcement agencies. Historically, this was actually a fairly easy 

jurisdictional issue to resolve because J. Edgar Hoover had long stood against FBI 

intervention in state and local policing beyond the provision of training and resources. 

The FBI largely saw itself as; (1) responsible for policing exclusively federal crimes; (2) 

an important provider of state of the art resources to state and local law enforcement 

agencies, but only at the request of those agencies; and (3) a key training and educational 

resource for state and local departments. 

In fact, early in J. Edgar Hoover's tenure as FBI Director, he stood against 

attempts to fold state and local police agencies into a federal system. This created a 

legacy of separation in the FBI that manifested itself in a number of ways. For example, 

in the FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin there were regular short features that reviewed 

different types of crimes and the role of the FBI (or lack thereof) in handling those issues. 

Editorials written by the current FBI Director opened each edition of the FBI Law 
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Enforcement Bulletin and often focused on the separation between federal duties and state 

and local duties. In protest policing, the same was true: the opening pages of the FBI's 

The Prevention and Control of Mobs and Riots (1967) clearly laid out the legal case for 

state and local control of civil disorders. 

Of course, the FBI was happy to provide training and other technical support 

services. In addition to an impressive finger-print analysis center, criminal records 

section, intelligence section, and the FBI National Academy (which trained state and 

local senior police supervisors), the FBI also ran a series of protest policing trainings 

around the country. From October 1,1964 to July 30,1967, the FBI held 1,833 training 

schools on crowd control (which trained 70,000 officers) and distributed 60,000 copies of 

The Prevention and Control of Mobs and Riots (FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin 

December, 1967; 16712002). By May, 1968 approximately 300 additional training 

schools had been held, bringing the total number of schools to 2,100 and the total number 

of trained officers to 80,000. A second printing of32,000 copies of The Prevention and 

Control of Mobs and Riots was also released at that time. As well, 5,000 copies of a 

booklet entitled "Technique and Use of the Police Baton," were distributed by the FBI 

{FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin MAy, 1968; 16805004). 

The FBI offers an interesting juxtaposition to typical jurisdictional arguments. 

Readers might recall from the description of the holistic approaches that the baton 

formation approach was the FBI's pet approach through most of the 1960s. Training 

80,000 local police personnel in this method was a huge undertaking and created 

significant momentum for the baton formation approach. I argue that if the FBI had not 
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postured itself as a non-competitor, jurisdictional battles would have limited the FBI's 

ability to engage in such a tremendous training effort. That is, the FBI was seen a key 

"professional" (albeit still very conservative) organization and could have been viewed as 

a key competitor of state and local police professionals. Yet, local and state police 

departments were able initially to easily accept aid from the FBI because the FBI was so 

clearly non-threatening in a jurisdictional sense. If the FBI had been more actively 

attempting to usurp state and local police duties, state and local organizations may have 

been more reticent to accept the aid of the FBI. 

Ironically, then, by clearly creating a jurisdictional line between federal and more 

local agencies (and defending and reinforcing that line over time), the FBI actually 

created an environment where it could have a great deal of influence over more local 

departments through extensive training. However, because the FBI was dependent on the 

goodwill acceptance of its help and could not force particular police practices on local 

law enforcement agencies, the relationship between the FBI and local agencies also 

meant that when local agencies began to turn their back on the FBI's baton formation 

approach in the late 1960s, there was little the FBI could do. In fact, the FBI became an 

increasingly superfluous player in the protest policing game as the lACP's fortunes rose 

in the late 1960s and early 1970s. 

Civilian versus Military Policing 

In contrast, the military was a competitor with state and local police agencies, 

albeit an unwilling one. If local and state agencies were unable to control riots or protests, 

the National Guard and the U.S. Army would ultimately be called upon to step in and 
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regain order. The U.S. Army was decidedly against such intervention; already facing 

serious domestic criticism over Vietnam by the mid-1960s, the Army was not eager to be 

pulled into domestic operations. The National Guard, a hybrid military unit that had both 

federal and state connections, was better prepared and more able to step-in during times 

of domestic crisis. However, federal authorities of all kinds would have preferred that 

state and local law enforcement agencies handle local disturbances themselves. 

State and local authorities also had a significant interest in keeping the military 

and National Guard out of local policing operations. The National Guard could only be 

summoned when political officials agreed that they had lost control and then formally 

requested aid from the National Guard on the basis of that failure. Thus, the involvement 

of the National Guard in crowd control operations was usually a very embarrassing 

outcome for local police agencies. 

Despite this mutual desire for a relatively impermeable jurisdictional line, state 

and local police forces were forced to admit defeat and call for military aid in controlling 

riots and major protests in the mid and late 1960s. The short term reaction of local 

agencies was expectedly that of embarrassment. In fact, a major concern by many in law 

enforcement at the time was that police chiefs would wait too long to admit failure and 

request help because of the embarrassment such an admission would cause their 

department. This was a concern because waiting "too long" had a price; more property 

damage, injuries, and perhaps even deaths could occur. 

The short term reaction of the National Guard was, of course, to provide the 

requested aid. However, in the long term the desire to reduce the need for future call-ups 
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drove two types of National Guard and U.S. Army policies. First, the National Guard and 

U.S. Army set-up detailed protocols for receiving numerous different types of assistance. 

In addition to setting up a clear protocol for requesting actual manpower, the Department 

of Defense set up a system for short-term, "emergency" weapons and equipment loans to 

local police departments. Since the National Guard and U.S. Army had been major 

advocates of (and experts on) chemical weapons, these weaponry loans were largely 

focused on the short-term provision of tear gas and gas masks. These items were 

expensive and could be required en masse in large crowd control situations. Most 

departments would not have had adequate supplies in the case of a major disturbance. 

By providing short-term access to this equipment on an emergency basis, the 

National Guard created an opportunity for local agencies to regain control of their cities 

and counties without actual National Guard deployment Further, by clearly specifying 

that this access was on an emergency basis only, the National Guard did not allow itself 

to be pulled into more local policing as a day-to-day supplier of chemical agents. Finally, 

the provisions for these weapons and equipment loans required that the state or locality 

repay the National Guard for the cost of all weapons and equipment used. This further 

solidified the line between the National Guard and local crowd control while offering 

local police departments some weaponry advantage in maintaining control in times of 

disorder. 

Secondly, the National Guard and U.S. Army were also advocates of improved 

crowd control methods. By the late 1960s, more confrontational crowd control strategies 

were blamed for the escalation of small troubles into riots and the escalation of minor 
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protests into major public order problems. As police departments revealed their ability to 

use even chemical weapons in punitive ways, the National Guard and U.S. Army had 

every incentive to develop and/or support a crowd control approach that minimized the 

risk of escalation and hence the risk that the situation would become so out of control that 

National Guard and/or U.S. Army would be called. 

It is fitting, then, the National Guard and the U.S. Army were ultimately the 

developers of the "confrontation management" approach. Further, it also explains the 

incentives from the Army's perspective for providing much of the initial confrontation 

management training at Fort Gordon in the SEADOC program. To the extent to which 

local police departments were successful at not escalating, and at most de-escalating, 

crowd situations, a major jurisdictional dilemma would be resolved. Local pwlice 

departments would not have to admit failure, revealing their inability to execute the very 

primary police function of order maintenance; the military would not have to step into 

domestic, civilian operations, particularly when the military was itself a target of much of 

the protest that civilian departments were trying to control. 

Turf Wars: Universities and the Police 

The final jurisdictional dispute did not feature actors who were as capable of 

achieving mutually beneficial solutions to protest. Universities had long believed in the in 

loco parentis doctrine, which argued that universities should play the role of parent since 

students had left home to attend school. Because of this role, universities faced a unique 

challenge in protest. Universities were to protect students from a whole range of threats 

as part of their institutional "parental" duties. However, universities were also interested 
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in protecting their own organizations from students who sought to challenge the power of 

university administrators and professors and who sometimes sought at least temporary 

control over University buildings. 

While university administrators debated how to handle particular protests, the 

police were eager to enter campuses to face protest and disorder. A core professional 

claim, after all, was that the police had unique technical capacities where crime control 

and order maintenance were concerned. To abdicate or shift that responsibility to any 

other organization or institution was tantamount to failing in the professional project. 

However, police soon learned that they could not rush into campuses without 

coordinating with the university's administration. When and where police departments 

exerted unilateral control, universities often refused to press charges against those 

arrested and sometimes even joined in public criticisms of the police. This caused a great 

deal of consternation on the part of law enforcement in the mid and late 1960s. In 

particular, the police argued that the tension between needing to control disorder and 

needing to protect students created dangerous hesitation and inconsistency by 

universities. 

Hesitation was thought to allow situations to escalate beyond control. That is, 

police departments openly feared that once they were called by universities, the situation 

would be so out of control that drastic and unpopular measures would be required. 

Further, inconsistency occurred when university administrations requested aid and then 

withdraw their requests or refused to prosecute arrested students. For example, in the 

Berkeley Free Speech Movement protests, area police departments were very critical of 
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UC Berkeley's initial unwillingness to allow outside law enforcement agencies to arrest 

students. While the Sproul Hall sit-in was eventually cleared by area law enforcement 

agencies, these same agencies had been summoned and then told to wait several times in 

the days leading up to the Sproul Hall occupation. 

From universities' perspectives, two options were available. First, if universities 

could be assured that students would be handled as gently as possible by police, 

universities could call on local police agencies to quell protest without violating the in 

loco parentis doctrine. Thus, universities sought assurances from the police regarding 

their intended actions. Second, to the extent to which universities could not be assured 

that students would be handled as gently as possible by police, an incentive existed for 

universities to create their own campus police departments (instead of relying on campus 

security units that had no statutory authority). In fact, universities across the nation 

pursued both of these paths, sometimes even pursuing them simultaneously. 

From the police perspective, this situation created an added incentive to ensure 

that conflict between protesters and police not escalate or result in violence. Since tear 

gas was not a preferred weapon in buildings and campus protests often involved sit-ins, 

campus protest concretely pushed police departments toward the use of either mass 

arrests strategies (as occurred at Berkeley and in SUNY Stony Brook example discussed 

above and in Chapter Nine) or avoidance strategies. Once confrontation management was 

developed, this was also a potential option. However, reliance on baton-based or 

chemical dispersal methods did not help to reconcile the jurisdictional disputes between 

universities and area police agencies. 
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To conclude the consideration of professionalism as an institution operating inside 

the newly reforming institution of policing, it is clear that the professional project created 

some limited initial isomorphism but also had important implications for the competitive 

process. As well, as was discussed in Chapter Eight, the challenges that protest posed for 

professionalization may not have seemed as deep or threatening if the professional 

project has been already largely complete. Instead, it was timing of these core 

challenges—challenges that could have fundamentally disrupted the unconsolidated 

professional form of policing—that made each and every challenge of serious concern. 

Settled institutions have firm bedrocks that even significant disruptions cannot always 

shake; institutions that are only beginning to consolidate their holds on roles, routines, 

and action are much more vulnerable to threats. Wise promoters of new institutions are 

also careful guardians when these institutions are in fledgling states. This was the case 

with police reformers whose careers and legacies depended in part on the ability of their 

professional project to withstand the test of protest and extend its reach whenever and 

wherever possible. 

Law-Making as an Institutional Pressure? 

As argued in Chapter Eight, in contrast to McCarthy and McPhail's (1998) 

"materialist" perspective on law, I argue that the effects of law-making on protest 

policing approaches are better understood using a cultural perspective. In particular, I 

make two arguments. First, I argue that public forum law created a facilitative 

environment for the avoidance approach and later for the wedded avoidance and 

confiontation management approach, but public forum law did not facilitate other 
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alternative approaches. In contrast, McCarthy and McPhail argue that the development of 

public forum law directly pressured police departments into the adoption of a negotiated 

management POMS. Second, I argue that liability lawsuits and potential and actual legal 

action over allegedly improper uses of force created normative pressure to adopt 

procedures, such as protocols on the use of force, that would shield police organizations 

and officers from claims of malicious wrong-doing. 

Public Forum Law 

In 1965, the Supreme Court decided Cox v. Louisiana, which was one of the 

Court's most important public forum law decisions. Cox ruled that the right to protest 

was not unbounded. Rights to free speech and assembly had to be balanced against the 

interest of public order. In making these legal arguments. Cox took a major step toward 

creating a coherent body of legal doctrine known today as public forum law. 

The main holding of public forum law has been that the police could restrict the 

time, place, and manner of protests if that restriction was in the overall interest of public 

order and did not discriminate based on the content of the protest. The Supreme Court 

forwarded this idea in Cox and refined it in later decisions: 

From these decisions certain clear principles emerge. The rights of free 
speech and assembly, while fundamental in our democratic society, still do not 
mean that everyone with opinions or beliefs to express may address a group at any 
public place and at any time. The constitutional guarantee of liberty implies the 
existence of an organized society maintaining public order, without which liberty 
itself would be lost in the excesses of anarchy. The control of travel on the streets 
is a clear example of governmental responsibility to insure this necessary order. A 
restriction in that relation, designed to promote the public convenience in the 
interest of all, and not susceptible to abuses of discriminatory application, cannot 
be disregarded by the attempted exercise of some civil right which, in other 
circumstances, would be entitled to protection. One would not be justified in 
ignoring the familiar red light because this was thought to be a means of social 
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protest. Nor could one, contrary to traffic regulations, insist upon a street meeting 
in the middle of Times Square at the rush hour as a form of freedom of speech or 
assembly. Governmental authorities have the duty and responsibility to keep their 
streets open and available for movement A group of demonstrators could not 
insist upon the right to cordon off a street, or entrance to a public or private 
building, and allow no one to pass who did not agree to listen to their 
exhortations... 

We emphatically reject the notion urged by appellant that the First and 
Fourteenth Amendments afford the same kind of freedom to those who would 
communicate ideas by conduct such as patrolling, marching, and picketing on 
streets and highways, as these amendments afford to those who communicate 
ideas by pure speech... We reaffirm the statement of the Court in Giboney v. 
Empire Storage & Ice Co... that "it has never been deemed an abridgment of 
freedom of speech or press to make a course of conduct illegal merely because the 
conduct was in part initiated, evidenced, or carried out by means of language, 
either spoken, written, or printed (Cox v. Louisiana 1965: 554-556) 

Most of the legal battles that followed Cox contested specific time, place and 

manner restrictions on protests or the way in which those restrictions were applied. As 

well, many lawsuits were filed alleging that various protests had been unconstitutionally 

restricted due to objections over the content of the protests. This line of lawsuits resulted 

in the requirement of content neutrality, which requires that permitting and time, place, 

and maimer restrictions be applied equally to demonstrating groups, without respect to 

the content of the groups' views. However, the basic framework for allowing time, place, 

and manner restrictions as well as permitting was initiated by Cox, 

It is important to note that other protest-related cases were being ruled on at this 

time as well. However, these decisions largely dealt with the constitutionality of various 

protest-related criminal laws. For example, cases debated the language of constitutionally 

permissible trespass laws. These cases largely affected state legislatures and local 

municipal governments, who were responsible for the crafting of legislation. The police 
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were affected only minimally and then only because convictions were overturned as laws 

were ruled unconstitutional. As well, the police had to forego subsequent arrests until the 

state or local statute was made to conform to the court's requirements. 

Nonetheless, as the Supreme Court and lower courts continued to decide protest 

related cases, public fonmi doctrine was honed and refined. I argue that the central effect 

of public forum doctrine was not to bind the police to a given protest control strategy but 

to legally facilitate the application of certain protest control strategies. That is, public 

forum law did not require the police to create permitting regulations urtless the police 

wanted to limit, monitor, or control the time, place or maimer of protests. That is, but for 

police having an interest in gathering information firom protesters and in restricting or 

negotiating over restrictions on the time, place and manner of a protest, public forum law 

would have had little effect on the policing of protest. Further, the Supreme Court did not 

require that the police disallow protests that interfered Math the daily business of the 

public at large. Rather, to the extent to which police agencies wanted to limit disruptive 

protests for a whole host of reasons, public forum law offered a very valuable legal tool. 

With the decision in Cox and subsequent public forum decisions, the police could 

require that protesters apply for permits.^' In that application procedure, they also could 

rely on public forum doctrine to strengthen their hand in negotiations over time, place 

It is important to note that permitting did not actually begin with the development of 

public forum law. Many cities, including NYC, already required permits in advance of 

large outdoor gatherings. However, public forum law made clear that such requirements 

were constitutional and in doing so made permitting laws easier to enforce. 
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and manner. Importantly, the tools for intelligence, negotiation and pre-event planning 

that public forum law offered were not equally beneficial to all protest policing 

approaches. In fact, public forum law did not really give a substantial boost to any 

approaches save the avoidance approach, which relied on pre-event negotiation, and later 

to the wedded avoidance and confrontation management approach. The baton-formation 

approach and the chemical dispersal approach only benefited to the extent to which prior 

information allowed the proper level of manpower and weaponry to be made available 

for the protest. The mass arrest approach was unaffected because police could declare any 

assembly disorderly and then proceed to arrest individuals, even if the protest had a 

permit, so long as members of the assembly had begun to disturb the peace or violated 

the terms of the permit. Thus, far from being the coercive force that McCarthy and 

McPhail portray public forum law as, it was really more of a facilitative doctrine for 

police, facilitating but not requiring the use of pre-event negotiation. 

Liability Law and Uses of Force 

Liability suits for alleged wrongdoing ranging from ''false arrest" to the 

unnecessary use of force became major concerns for law enforcement officers and the 

agencies for which they worked in the mid to late 1960s through the mid 1970s. As well, 

in some communities suits also arose over municipal or state liability for property 

damage conunitted by uncontrolled rioters and/or protesters. 

As liability cases were increasingly filed, I argue that a regulatory environment 

characterized by great uncertainty was created within law enforcement. Because of the 

high level of uncertainty in this legal arena, police officials reacted more to the threat 
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rather than the presence of negative court rulings. As well, since individual officers, 

individual police chiefs, municipal agencies, and state governments could be named as 

defendants in these suits, there was pressure at every level to pre-empt possible claims. 

This type of regulatory environment created significant pressure for departments to create 

procedures that could both prove organizational compliance with the host of regulations 

covering their conduct and yet protect the core technical routines, which is similar to 

prior findings in the socio-legal literature. 

Historically, the early 1960s witnessed a rejection of the "doctrine of sovereign 

immunity." Strikingly, many states shed their common law history of governmental 

inununity "for civil wrongs committed by their officers and employees" {Police Chief 

November, 1971: 28; 47111006). When such immunity was removed, departments 

became fully liable for the illegal and negligent actions of their officers so long as those 

actions were committed in the line of duty. Cases following the decline of the doctrine of 

sovereign immunity began to be decided in the mid to late 1960s. Adding to this, the U.S. 

Supreme Court ruled in Monroe v. Pope (1961) that police officers could be sued under 

Section 1983 of 42 U.S. Code for the violation of a citizen's civil rights. 

New York State had several notable early experiences with liability law. A whole 

host of liability lawsuits were decided in New York in the early 1960s. New York as a 

state had waived it exception to municipal liability, opening governmental agencies to 

civil litigation {Police May-June, 1967:90; 36705007). However, unlike other states, in 

addition to assigning liability for bad acts, the courts extended liability to governmental 

agencies when good faith actions committed by poorly trained officers resulted in harm. 
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In Titcomb v. New York (1961), a New York court ruled that the state could be held liable 

for the improper use of tear gas by two state troopers because the troopers had not be 

properly trained: 

[E]ven assuming that under the circumstances the use of tear gas was justified, the 
court finds that the State was negligent in failing to instruct the officers that the 
tear gas could be lethal. Where an employer entrusts his employees with an 
instnmientality, intending him to use it, the employee must be trained sufficiently 
in its use to avoid causing harm to another. The State had the duty of giving its 
troopers proper instruction in the use of tear gas, to enable them to use the same 
properly and safely in a reasonably foreseeable situation... This the State failed to 
do, informing the troopers that tear gas was not a lethal weapon when in fact, 
under some conditions, it could be lethal. It was reasonably foreseeable that 
failure of the State properly to instruct the State troopers as to the lethal qualities 
of the gas, and failure to teach the proper methods of employing the device so as 
to avoid a fatal effect might result in a fatality as a result of the use of the gas. 
From the expert testimony offered on the trial the court is satisfied that the lethal 
effect of the tear gas would be the predictable result under the circumstances 
herein {Titcomb v. New York 1961; 605-606). 

The expansion of liability to good faith actions was notable and Titcomb were discussed 

in Police Chief (May, 1962: 46205002). 

In the later 1960s and early 1970s, a series of police liability cases across the 

nation added fuel to the growing liability fire, generating intense concern and great 

uncertainty in law enforcement as a field. Many of these ruling related to uses of deadly 

force and other uses of force and relied on the improper conduct of officers during the 

performance of their duties to reach into municipal and insurance industry coffers. 

Others suits resulted from liability claims over riot damages. Successful suits relied on 

older statutes to make claims for compensation for riot damages. For instance, the New 

Jersey Supreme Court ruled in 1971 against the City of Newark vaA&B Auto Stores v. 

City of Newark (1971), which consolidated some 450 lawsuits over damages resulting 
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firom the July, 1967 riots in that city. A long dormant municipal liability clause was used 

to hold the City liable for damages resulting from the riot, including looting-related 

damages. Historically, the New York Draft Riots had spilled over into New Jersey in 

1853. Damages from the riots were substantial and New Jersey passed a state law in 1864 

to provide for compensation. It was this New Jersey statute that was used over 100 years 

later to subject Newark to large post-riot liability claims. Even before the final ruling was 

reached, this case gained the attention of police across the nation (JMW and Order April, 

1969; 26904004 which was written after the lower court ruling). 

Despite the specific statutory grounds for this ruling, the decline in the doctrine of 

sovereign immunity created concern that other states might be subjected to similar 

liability claims even without specific riot statutes. So, when a Florida police chief was 

sued over damages from a late 1960s riot in Pompano Beach, the case was of great 

concern to law enforcement (see Police C/iie/February, 1970,47002004; and Police 

CA/e/May, 1970,4700S003). While the plaintiff eventually lost the suit, this did not 

diminish the growing fear of liability^ lawsuits. 

By the early 1970s, articles were being written in police journals advising police 

departments on practices they could employ to reduce the risk of a successful liability 

lawsuit. In 1974, a popular book on police liability and prevention techniques was 

released by a major police publisher. However, the mid 1970s represented the crescendo 

of concerns over liability. By the late 1970s, law enforcement had adopted practices that 

helped to limit liability and insurance alternatives existed that would protect law 

enforcement agencies and officers from most liabiliQr claims. 
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It is the set of practices that departments began to develop and adopt in the late 

1960s and early to mid 1970s in attempts to avoid or limit liability claims that are of 

particular concern to explanations of protest policing protocols. In particular, law 

enforcement reacted to the uncertain but the nonetheless fear-producing threat of liability 

lawsuits in three ways. First, professionally-oriented police supervisors continued to 

strengthen their internal investigations units and disciplinary procedures. Of course, this 

process was already underway in departments both because it offered another way for 

police chiefs to consolidate their power and as a reaction to the early 1960s CRB fights. 

The idea underlying this effort was that the "few" substantiated cases of police 

misconduct were perpetrated by a small number of "bad apples." If departments could 

rout "bad" officers from their ranks, departments might prevent instances of misconduct 

and the liability suits that resulted. 

Second, departments sought to restrict the discretion extended to officers, 

particularly in situations that posed more substantial liability risks. For instance, some 

departments warned officers that if they used weapons in unapproved ways or used 

weapons not approved by the department, the department would not be supportive if 

complaints arose. Other departments employed lower-level supervisors more frequently 

in situations that required greater amounts of discretion. For instance, sergeants may be 

requested to respond to certain calls instead of line officers. 

In protest policing, the very early manifestation of this impulse was found in the 

move away from confrontational policing tactics, which occurred as concerns over 

liability were on the rise in the late 1960s. Even before liability concerns had reached a 
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fevered pitch, police departments were increasingly aware that the baton beatings that 

had occurred in protests and that the improper use of chemical agents could be a major 

source of liability. Since confrontational approaches seemed to increase the number of 

opportunities for inappropriate action, many police professionals had additional 

incentives to move away from these approaches. 

A third impulse was to codify standards for the use of force, particularly deadly 

force since uses of deadly force were thought to have resulted in the lion's share of 

liability lawsuits.^^ This was simply another way to restrict discretion, but it had the 

added benefit of demonstrating that the police department was procedurally conunitted to 

controlling officers' actions. Where deadly force was concerned, NYPD was among the 

many departments to formalize and tighten its use of deadly force guidelines. In August, 

1972 a new policy was put into place and resulted in an "dramatic, immediate, and 

continuing" decline in shooting by police officers {FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin, 

December, 1979; 17912002). Washington D.C.'s Metropolitan Police Department 

formalized a more restrictive use of deadly force code in 1969; D.C.'s Chief remarked: 

"My own view is that every jurisdiction should adopt regulations providing even closer 

control over the use of firearms than is provided by the common law" {Police Chief, 

December, 1972; 47212005). 

Some states also reacted to concerns over the improper use of deadly force. For 

instance. New York State changed its 'Seeing felon" rule in 1965 and then reversed itself 

by returning to prior law in 1967 (FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin, September, 1977; 

17709006). 
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To facilitate the development of formal policies on the use of force by officers, 

police journals discussed the proper construction of such policies. For instance, in an 

article on deadly force, one author admonished that policies must be simplistic enough 

that they can be recalled in the heat of the moment and clear enough that no ambiguous 

interpretations were possible {Law and Order March, 1977; 27703013). The author then 

reviewed a host of policies to discuss problems with the policies and revisions that could 

be made. Other concerns about force policies included whether or not policies that were 

more restrictive than state law could be used to create liability for officers and agencies in 

situations for which the state law would not have held officers liable. To prevent such 

adverse unintended effects, it was suggested that legal advisors be used in the crafting of 

all policies on uses of force {FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin, October, 1977; 17710004). 

While much of the dialogue involved uses of firearms and deadly force, the push 

to codify best practices as protocols for action was felt in protest policing as well. Part of 

the emphasis on plaiming in police discussions of protests involved the formalization of 

uses of force policies and the creation of special protest policies or memorandums that 

would be issued in advance in major protests. These protocols offered the same types of 

organizational shields as medical protocols now provide doctors who face accusations 

regarding the quality of their care. It should be evident that to the extent to which 

formalized uses of force protocols dovetailed with other formalized pre-event planning, 

those approaches that used pre-event planning were most affected. As discussed above, 

the avoidance approach, confrontation management, and the later wedded avoidance and 

confrontation management approaches best fit this push for pre-event protocol 
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development. Confrontational strategies such as baton formations and chemical dispersal 

were most adversely affected by this emphasis on pre-event planning and the intentional 

reduction of discretion. 

As should be clear from the foregoing discussion, law affected the development 

of and competition between protest policing approaches by creating a legal environment 

that facilitated pre-event negotiation and a legal environment that imposed regulations 

making formal protocols and pre-event planning more necessary as well. This account 

diverges from McCarthy and McPhail's account in three ways. First, they argue that 

public forum law directly led to the adoption of an negotiated management POMS and in 

doing so they foreground the direct coercive powers of law. Instead, I foreground the 

ability of police professionals to make the most of "passive legal tools" (Edehnan and 

Suchman 1997) in a facilitative legal environment. Second, McCarthy and McPhail's 

account does not attend to the regulatory environment created by liability litigation. 

Third, as a general approach, this dissertation's concern for law as an institution has 

allowed the analysis to make sense of the ways in which important analytic leverage is 

gained by identifying law as an importantly institutional pressure, instead of as a non

descript environmental pressure. 

Protest as an Institution 

As discussed in Chapter Eight, protest became increasingly institutionalized in the 

1970s. By the mid-1970s, police and protesters had pat routines and reliably accurate 

expectations about one another's behavior. This is a point on which my new 

institutionalist explanation converges with McCarthy and McPhail's explanation. 
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However, to understand how the institutionalization of protest affected the development 

of and competition between protest policing approaches, it is important to begin in the 

1960s when protest was much less predictable. 

Before protest was institutionalized, the unpredictable nature of protest was a 

major problem in crowd control planning. Uncertainty produced pressure to delegate 

discretion to line-ofRcers. Yet, it was the same line officers who had repeatedly 

confronted protesters, producing serious public relations dilemmas for police departments 

and threatening the professional project of reformers. The fact that protest policing was 

fraught with the risk of committing embarrassing errors, particularly when every detail 

was not meticulously attended to, was well acknowledged. A spoof of a Tennyson poem, 

which appeared in an article on specialty officers and units for civil disobedience, 

conveys this point: 

Pickets to the right of me. 
Pickets to the left of me. 
Pickets in front of me. 
Demonstrate and thunder. 
Stormed at with jeers and yells. 
Calmly I stand and well. 
Trying to keep the peace is hell. 
And not make a blunder 
{Police C/i/e/November, 1966: 20; 46611004). 

Police reaction to uncertainty in protest was three-fold. Initially, uncertainty 

produced a serious emphasis on the suppression of protests and dispersal. In the early 

1960s, numerous police journal articles noted that peaceful crowds and protests could 

turn into violent riots and disorders within a moment and with no notice. Further, the risk 

of a peaceful and orderly crowds turning into a destruction-bent, irrational, and dangerous 
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crowd was present as long as the crowd stayed together. As soon as the crowd was 

dispersed, individuals would regain their rational orientations. Communist agitators 

would lose power and all would be returned to normal. 

The interest in suppression and dispersal that such views of crowds provoked 

propelled the baton formation approach. Recall, this approach advocated for 

"containment, isolation, and dispersal." Later, when the baton formation approach had 

been criticized for its failure to suppress crowds as well as for excessively violent 

protester-police interactions, the chemical weapon approach gained momentum. This 

approach also focused on suppression and dispersal. However, the method for dispersal— 

the use of tear gas—was considered a more humane means to promote dispersal. 

The police realized in the late 1960s that total suppression could not always be 

achieved. More importantly, the confrontational nature of both the baton formation and 

the chemical dispersal approach seemed to invite unplaimed and ill-advised uses of force 

by police officers. Advocates of less confrontational approaches like the mass arrests 

approach and advocates of non-confrontational approaches like the avoidance approach 

joined in an indictment of the confrontational approaches. 

In addition to moving away from confrontational philosophies of crowd control 

these newer approaches came to embody a second reaction to uncertainty: the use of 

specialty teams. Certainly specialty teams were a part of all approaches, but as pointed 

above, the success of different approaches depended on the use of specialty teams to 

greater and lesser degrees. Less confrontational and non-confrontational approaches were 

much more dependent on specialty teams than confrontational dispersal approaches 
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because specialty teams were thought to be better technically equipped to avoid 

confrontation and to peaceably arrest or wait-out crowds. 

These teams were also expected to become repeat players in the world of protest 

control. This had two sets of advantages. First, these teams would gain valuable 

operational experience and leam over time how to implement general protocols in the 

context of their own communities. Second, the teams would get to know protest leaders 

and organizations so that the police could create at least some expectations about 

protester behavior at various protests. In fact, the article that includes the Tennyson spoof 

was very focused on this type of repeat-player advantage. 

A third reaction to the uncertainty that protest produced was embodied in the 

avoidance approach and later in the wedded avoidance and confrontation management 

approach. Both of these approaches tried to directly reduce uncertainty by negotiating 

with protest leaders. The avoidance approach became more reliable as a means of 

reducing uncertainty as relationships developed between the police and protest leaders 

and as protest itself became more institutionalized and hence more predictable. 

While many have argued that the avoidance strategy was unique in its address to 

protest, this approach is actually predicted by resource dependence accounts of 

organizational change. As discussed in Chapter Eight, when organizations face 

significant environmentally produced uncertainty, resource dependence theorists argue 

that organizations will seek to reduce or control that uncertainty through a number of 

means. A historically prominent method has been to internalize the source of uncertainty 

(i.e., bring the source into the organization). In the avoidance approach, this is 
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approximately what happened. Pre-event negotiation over the time, place and manner of 

the protest allowed the police to negotiate so as to avoid protest plans that risked 

confrontation. This negotiation also encouraged police departments to provide advice 

and/or aid to protesters in order to facilitate earnest negotiations. As well, pre-event 

negotiation allowed the police to internally plan their approach to specific protest events 

in much more detail. Playing chess when you know your opponent's game plan is a much 

easier and safer endeavor. 

The wedded avoidance and confrontation management approach endorsed pre-

event negotiation just as the original avoidance approach had. However, since protesters 

could potentially deviate from their agreements or other unexpected contingencies could 

arise, this wedded approach also sought to reduce the potential for confrontation during a 

protest by focusing on de-escalation. In doing so, this approach minimized both the risk 

of confrontation and the level of uncertainty the police departments faced at protests 

more than any other approach. 

In sum, changes in protest, which ultimately resulted in institutionalization and 

professionalization, affected the development and competition between protest control 

approaches over time. Indeed, there were issues of fit between police approaches and 

protest practices that were ultimately resolved in the simultaneous institutionalization of 

protest and the institutionalization of a very non-confirontational, and in some respects 

facilitative, approach that blended avoidance with confrontation management. 
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Competitive and Isomorphic Forces 

As Chapter Eight explained, DiMaggio and Powell's (1983) classic article 

outlined three primary isomorphic forces. Put most simply, pressures from external 

organizations and pressures to achieve social legitimacy through conformity comprise the 

foundation of coercive isomorphism. The sorts of conunon norms and cognitive 

frameworks or schemas shared by professions and facilitated by professional networks 

and organizations make up normative isomorphism. Finally, when organizations face 

high levels of uncertainty but must take action nonetheless, they often simply copy the 

actions of peer organizations, creating mimetic isomorphism. To a greater or lesser 

degree, all three isomorphic forces were at work in the development of and competition 

between protest policing approaches. However, whereas prior American research has 

tended to pay more analytic attention to mimetic isomorphism (Mizruchi and Fein 1999), 

I argue that coercive and normative isomorphism are more important to explanations of 

protest policing protocols. 

Coercive Isomorphism 

As was evident in the discussions above, there was a great deal of pressure placed 

on local law enforcement agencies from a variety of external sources. In fact, local law 

enforcement agencies confronted direct incentives and constraints as well as more diffuse 

pressure to satisfactorily address claims that challenged the legitimacy of various policing 

practices. 

Several of these coercive pressures surrounded decisions over uses of force and 

ultimately resulted in local law enforcement agencies moving toward protest policing 
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approaches that limited the risk of police-protester violence. For instance, the 

professional micro-project that attempted to control egregious uses of force, liability 

litigation, and battles over police brutality and civilian review created pressure to limit 

questionable uses of force. In fact, public pressure placed on the police as a result of 

fights over fralice brutality and civilian review seemed to create the tightest restrictions 

on the use of force because while police ofGcers and judges tended to have relatively 

expansive definitions of acceptable uses of force, the public was much less forgiving. 

Together these three pressures shaped to varying degrees the choices of local law 

enforcement agencies, in totality conspiring against confrontational protest policing 

approaches and in favor of the avoidance and later the avoidance blended with 

confrontation management approach. The police were able to slowly erode the rather 

unpalatable caricature of baton-welding bullies that had been publicly drawn based on 

their prior protest policing actions. They did so through such measures as: (1) avoiding 

conflict altogether or de-escalating situations instead of fanning the fire of insurgency 

through the development and then selection of less and non-confrontational protest 

policing strategies, (2) creating specific procedures for uses of force that at least created a 

mantle of legitimacy when force was deployed according to "protocol;" and (3) creating 

and/or strengthening internal review procedures for complaints over force. 

Some of the external jurisdictional questions discussed above also generated 

pressure on local law enforcement agencies. For example, when universities revealed 

their unwillingness to cooperate with the police unless police departments handled 

student demonstrators fairly gently, a great deal of pressure was generated to adopt less 
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and non-confrontational protest policing approaches. As well, pressure to avoid, or at 

least limit, confrontation between police and protesters came both from the 

embarrassment that threatened local departments that called the National Guard as well as 

the National Guard and U.S. Army's own reticence over becoming enmeshed in local 

protest control. 

Normative Isomorphism 

A very prominent form of isomorphism in the explanation offered in this chapter 

is normative isomorphism, which, as DiMaggio and Powell (1983) note, primarily results 

from the influence of professions and professionalization. Indeed, all of the professional 

micro-projects discussed exemplify the ways in which professions can create and 

maintain common norms and cognitive fi'ameworks that then affect the development of 

solutions as well as preferences for different types of pre-existing solutions. For instance, 

I argue it was the case that reformers earnestly believed in training and technology as 

important components of solutions and that this belief stemmed from professional norms 

as well as schema for what professional solutions involved. Similarly, centralized 

plaiming was an increasingly taken for granted routine that was thought to be globally 

applicable across a whole range of organizational issues. In each case, these micro-

projects reflected professional norms and schemes, infused new protest policing 

approaches with those norms and schemas, and then helped shape preferences in favor of 

protest policing approaches that more centrally relied on or reflected these norms and 

schemas. 
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Threats to professionalism that cut at core of professional norms similarly created 

normative pressure. 1 argue that the lACP and other professional organizations, as well as 

the informal networks tying police reformers together were not merely spreading 

professionalism; these organizations and actors were also involved in a defense of 

professionalism. To the extent to which threats to core claims of technical competency or 

jurisdictional issues threatened the professional project, reformers responded by 

promoting approaches that promised some hope of alleviating tensions or eliminating 

threats. It is important to note that their response was not from a position of consolidated 

power. Because policing was still in the midst of the professionalization process, 

reformers could not attack as well as they could accommodate and avoid. Thus, instead of 

simply rebuffing these challenges to professionalism, police reformers charted 

organizational courses that attempted to resolve or detour around these challenges. 

Finally, it is important to contest one previously suggested source of normative 

isomorphism. McCarthy and McPhail placed a great deal of emphasis on the role of the 

LEAA and LEAA funding and seem to argue that the LEAA was a motive force in 

innovation. In fact, my reading of police journals and LEAA funding data was that the 

LEAA often reactively fimded professional agencies (e.g. the lACP) that were already 

blazing the trail of innovation. LEAA may have facilitated some limited later innovation 

through its financial backing, but it did not seem to act as gatekeeper for innovation so 

much as a reactive supporter of groups that other professional actors had already judged 

to be innovative. 
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Mimetic Isomorphism 

While extensive examples of this type of isomorphic process were not discussed 

above, there is some indication that police departments identified leaders in the protest 

policing world in part by the frequency with which agencies dealt with protests. As well, 

the size of events that agencies had successfully handled also seemed an important metric 

of success. For instance, Washington D.C. and New York City were looked to as leaders 

because a great deal of protest took place in those cities. As well, San Francisco PD and 

Philadelphia PD had representatives who published extensively on protest policing, 

thereby establishing their departments' positions as exemplars in protest control. It is 

quite likely that in the early to mid-1960s when a great deal of uncertainty existed and 

major tactical innovations remained disconnected from another, that departments looked 

to these early leaders and followed their course until more approaches developed from 

which to choose. 

Lingering Heterogeneity? 

As an important corrective to the discussion of isomorphism, it is important to end 

that discussion by noting that even once police departments selected model protest 

policing approaches there was often a great deal of tailoring that was required to fit the 

approach to the local context In police journal articles on various approaches, there was a 

fairly ubiquitous emphasis on the importance of using local knowledge and past 

experience to adjust the approaches so that they would best respond to the needs of the 

specific commum'ty. In fact, many articles appeared as if they were sermons on 

organizational learning. As well, particular practices such as debriefings were explicitly 
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advocated to facilitate the creation of organizational memories and the use of those 

memories in future planning. It is likely, that many departments followed the admonition 

of articles and tinkered with approaches when protest offered the opportunity; this 

tinkering no doubt resulted in some residual heterogeneity. 

Conclusion 

This chapter offered a new institutionalist explanation of the development of and 

competition between protest policing approaches. Using several key institutions— 

policing, professionalism, law-making, and protest—this chapter has argued that 

institutions fairly consistently pushed law enforcement officials toward approaches that 

featured avoidance and/or confrontation management principals. While each institution 

had its own history in relation to protest policing, as documented above, the sum total of 

these institutions was to create substantial isomorphic pressure. As well, the explanation 

in this chapter highlights the particularly powerful force of professionalism; in a battle 

between institutional forces, professionalism seemed to dominate the development of and 

competition that unfolded between approaches. 

Put differently, utilizing a framework such as Heimer (1999) uses to study the 

comparative power of institutions, it is clear that professionalism was decisive. It is 

ironic, then, that if this dissertation were to cany forward the history of policing into 

more contemporary times, we would find that a very different version of professionalism 

developed in the wake of the 1970s. In fact, this newer version of professionalism seems 

to be a compromise between the first wave reformer's military model and the second 

wave reformer's professional model. While superior officers are now highly 
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professionalized, line officers have not been as subject to continuing professionalization. 

A clear example of this divide is reflected in the firm division that is now understood to 

exist within police agencies between professional supervisors and line ofRcers. 

Another irony that has begun to unfold has been a move by some radical 

protesters to deinstitutionalize protest in recent years. Anarchists and new guard 

practitioners of civil disobedience are unsettling the agreed upon routines of protest. 

Positioned in a different historical moment, apart from many of the pressures that initially 

pushed police departments away from confrontation, examples such as Seattle and Genoa 

suggest that when protesters refuse to play by the rules confrontational policing strategies 

as old as baton charges can re-enter the active protest policing repertoire of police 

agencies. In a very fundamental way, this possible destabilization of avoidance and 

confrontation management as preeminent protest policing approaches nonetheless 

undergirds a central underlying theme of the qualitative analysis conducted here: the 

development, competition, selection and consolidation of protest policing approaches was 

a social outcome driven by the specific interactions of several institutions rather than the 

realization of some necessary, timeless, technically superior solution to protest control. 
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Chanter Eleven; Conclusion 

Insurgency and repression have long, entwined histories. Just as protesters attempt 

to challenge authorities, authorities frequently attempt to suppress, control, and channel 

dissent. At times, suppression is intense and deadly. At other times, surveillance 

establishes a distanced level of control. At still other times, authorities attempt to shape 

the form of insurgency, instead of the level of dissent. 

Out of this broad range of available responses, many argue that protest policing is 

a particularly important form of protest control, especially in democratic societies. It is 

certainly the case that police action, and even brutality, have been frequently featured in 

the history of social movements. Notorious examples such as Sheriff Bull Connor's use 

of dogs and clubs intermingle in the history of political insurgency with less well-

publicized events, such as a Puerto Rican protest in June, 1971, in NYC where the ATT 

photographed four NYPD ofiBcers beating a handcuffed protester with a 2x4 piece of 

lumber (Fosburgh 1971). 

One legacy of such action has been academic attempts to understand and explain 

the social structuring of protest control. That is, a growing number of scholars are 

investigating the social, political, and cultural factors that structure protest control, 

realizing that repression is not ubiquitous and that a great deal of variation exists in both 

the form and level of repression. 

This dissertation contributes to that on-going collective investigation by 

examining the policing of public protest events. Prior research on this topic has been 

located in two literatures within social movements; the repression literature and the 
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protest policing literature. In both literatures, scholars have largely focused on the 

characteristics of protesters and protest events, and the will of political elites to explain 

police action and movement repression. This dissertation has charted a different course 

by developing a hitherto nascent police>centered approach to protest policing in addition 

to examining current explanations of protest policing. 

Main Questions and Findings 

This dissertation began with three primary questions. The first two questions 

focused on assessing the value of current explanations of protest control; (1) what are the 

relative merits of existing static explanations to protest control, including approaches 

focused on the explanatory power of threat, weakness, and stable political opportunity 

structures; and (2) can volatile political opportunities explain police action at public 

protest events in the U.S., and more particularly within New York State, as well as the 

PO approach has explained police action in countries with dissimilar political and law 

enforcement systems. The third question was motivated by concerns over the relative 

inattention paid to the actual agents of repression in explanations of protest control. This 

question, then, attempted to correct for this omission by asking: what would a distinctly 

police-centered explanation of protest policing look like. The answers revealed to each of 

the questions provide significant contributions to the repression and protest policing 

literatures. 

Existing Static Approaches 

Where existing static approaches were concerned, a series of logistic and 

multinomial logistic regressions were used in Chapter Six to quantitatively model the 
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probability of police presence and different types of police action at public protest events. 

Overall, results provided relatively strong support for the threat approach, while yielding 

little to no support for the threat and weakness interaction approach or the stable political 

opportunities structures approach. Results provided limited and inconsistent support for 

the weakness approach. 

Where the relatively well-supported threat approach was concerned, two factors 

proved to be quite important over time: the use of confrontational tactics and the 

advocacy of radical goals. In fact, confrontational tactics had significant effects in all of 

the models examined and the advocacy of radical goals was a significant explanatory 

factor in all of the models examined except for models of police action for events that 

occurred between 1968 and 1973. Other threat variables were also significant in some 

models reported on in Chapter Six. 

In addition to testing specific measures and general claims of each approach, the 

models of existing static approaches also revealed interesting trends across the two time 

intervals examined. The totality of results for the 1960 to 1964 models suggested that 

more diffuse threats such as the number of protester goals as well as the radical character 

of those goals affected police presence and action. Yet, by the late 1960s and early 1970s, 

the effect for the number of protest goals had disappeared; instead more situational 

threats represented by different measures of protest size were significant. In combination 

with the police-centered results, which will be reviewed below shortly, these comparisons 

across time intervals suggest that where protest was seen as diffusely threatening early in 

the protest cycle, police presence and action came to be increasingly structured by 
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situational cues and police-related concerns over time. In addition to this very suggestive 

finding, the comparison of models for events that occurred between 1960 and 1964 to 

models for events that occurred between 1968 and 1973 provide deeper theoretical and 

methodological appreciation for differences in causal processes over time. 

Volatile Political Opportunities 

A second question focused on explanations of rates of repression and the 

explanatory value of volatile PO approaches to protest policing. As discussed in Chapter 

Three, a substantial amount of research has suggested that short term shifts in political 

opportunities affect protest policing. For instance, della Porta's (1995) research has 

shown that German and Italian protest policing in the 1960s through 1980s was 

dramatically affected by the openness of political elites to protest. 

However, given that the structure of policing varies markedly across nation-states, 

this dissertation raised the possibility that a PO approach may not fit as well in the 

American context. In particular, because civilian police agencies are structurally and 

professionally more removed from politics, this dissertation questioned whether the 

strong PO effects observed elsewhere would translate to the American case. Using New 

York State as a case of U.S. protest policing. Chapter Seven sought to evaluate: (I) 

whether levels of police presence and action varied according to PO expectations across 

the protest cycle; and (2) whether specific measures of elite openness, competition, and 

factionalization could explain changing rates of police presence and action across New 

York counties from 1960 to 1975. 
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The results largely support the suspicion that the volatile PO approach is not as 

powerful of an explanatory approach in the United States. In fact, descriptive 

comparisons of the location in the protest cycle and the frequency of various protest 

control approach deployments suggest that the overall dynamics of protest control did not 

follow volatile PO protest-cycle hypotheses. As well, a series of negative binomial 

models of police presence and the deplojrment of various protest policing approaches 

showed that specific measures of political elite openness, competition and 

factionalization were not major explanatory factors. 

1 argue that these results do not reflect American exceptionalism. Instead, I argue 

that the relatively unimpressive showing of the PO approach owes to the structure of U.S. 

law enforcement. If this is true, results from analyses in this dissertation should be 

replicable in nation-states that have similar law enforcement fields. That is, the 

decentralized and relatively more autonomous character of civilian law enforcement 

agencies in the U.S. has resulted in weaker ties between short term political shifts and 

protest control. To the extent to which civilian law enforcement in other nation-states 

shares this decentralized and autonomous structure, I argue that a PO approach would fail 

to substantially explain civilian police presence and action at public protest events in such 

countries. 

Developing a Police-Centered Approach 

In addition to examining the explanatory power of existing static and dynamic 

approaches, this dissertation also sought to develop a police-centered approach to protest 

policing. As noted above, most existing explanations of repression and protest policing 
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attribute primary causality to the actions and interests of protesters and political elites. 

Police are cast as reactive and their actions are thought to simply reflect political interests 

and imperatives. 

However, asserting that existing approaches mischaracterize repressive processes 

by ignoring independent police influences is not enough. This dissertation has sought to 

go beyond identifying this omission by developing and testing hypotheses about the 

relationship between policing and protest control. The development of a police-centered 

approach occurred in two parts, one quantitative and one qualitative. 

First, Chapter Four used fundamental characteristics of policing to identify factors 

that might affect protest policing from a police perspective. For instance, common 

indicators of situational danger and threats have been organizationally constructed by 

police departments. Officers have been trained to look for these cues and respond to 

them. This dissertation drew on research on police views of danger and control to 

generate protest-specific hypotheses and measures for police threat. 

Chapter Six tested these police threat hypotheses along side existing static 

approaches to repression in a series of logistic and multinomial logistic regressions. The 

results were overwhelmingly supportive of the independent role of police threats in 

structuring police presence and police action at public protest events. For instance, the 

presence of counter-demonstrators affected police presence in models for events that 

occurred between 1960 and 1964 and in models for events that occurred between 1968 

and 1973 as well as affecting police action in the 1968-1973 models. Direct indicators of 
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a loss of police control, such as violence and property damage, were also consistently 

important explanatory factors. 

Quantitative models also sought to look beyond the similarities that tied police 

agencies together. In particular, the police-centered approach advanced in Chapter Four 

also suggested that differences between agencies and differences within the field of 

policing over time should affect police presence and action at public protest events. Here, 

results were more mixed than results for police threat. For example, the relative wealth of 

departments, which I considered as a measure of police capacity, had no effect on police 

presence at events that occurred between 1960 and 1964. However, tentative evidence 

suggested that police capacity may have increased the likelihood of police presence at 

events that occurred between 1968 and 1973. Police capacity also increased the 

likelihood of deployments involving force in 1960-1964 models but decreased the 

likelihood of Dirty Harry deployments in 1968-1973 models. 

In sum. Chapter Four's theoretical development and Chapter Six's empirical 

assessments suggest that policing should be taken seriously in explanations of protest 

control and that existing socio-legal research can undergird the development of 

defensible hypotheses regarding the shape of these police effects. These advances alone 

constitute major contributions of this dissertation. 

Nonetheless, Chapters Eight through Ten sought to advance the police-centered 

perspective even farther. Through a qualitative analysis of the development of and 

competition between protest control approaches in the 1960s and 1970s, these chapters 

showed that the approaches that police departments deployed were themselves shaped by 
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forces internal to policing and external institutions that intersected with policing. For 

instance, professionalism and moves to professionalize policing exerted powerful 

influences on the development of and the competition between approaches. 

It would be easy to read the police-centered contributions of the quantitative and 

qualitative analyses as distinct and unrelated contributions, each providing important but 

nonetheless isolated contributions to research that seeks to take agents of repression 

seriously. However, as the next section suggests, I argue that these analyses need not be 

viewed as entirely imrelated. 

Joining Quantitative and Qualitative Results 

In prior chapters I noted several places that findings from the quantitative and 

qualitative analyses intersected. For example, quantitative models for events that 

occurred between 1968 and 1973 revealed dampening effects for college student presence 

such that police presence and active police responses (when police were present) became 

less likely when college students attended protests. It was further shown that this was not 

an effect of the age of protesters because when students and youth were considered 

together, the dampening effect disappeared. I suggested in the discussion in Chapter Six 

that this dampening effect may have been due to colleges and universities shielding 

student protesters from police intervention. 

In Chapter Ten, I showed that colleges and universities had indeed felt torn 

between their obligations stemming from the in loco parentis doctrine and the 

organizational need to remain in control of their campuses. When police were charged 

with acting brutally, as happened with increasing regularity in the early 1960s, or when 
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police adopted more confrontational strategies to handle protests, as occurred through the 

mid 1960s, this tension became even greater. Thus, it is understandable that by the late 

1960s and early 1970s colleges and universities faced a real quandary in whether and 

when to invite police agencies onto campus to control disorder. It is this dilemma and the 

hesitation it produced on the part of college and university administrations that arguably 

underlies these quantitative findings. 

Beyond examples like this one that were acknowledged in other chapters already, 

there are also other intersections between the qualitative and quantitative analyses. A 

particularly important intersection involves two findings from the quantitative models 

presented in Chapter Six. The analyses suggested two puzzling questions: (1) why did 

some diffuse threats to elites provoke police action earlier in the protest cycle but not 

later; and (2) why did police agency characteristics matter more in the 1968 to 1973 

models than in the 1960 to 1964 models? 

Based on the qualitative analysis presented in Chapters Eight through Ten, I argue 

that these findings are not so puzzling after all. First, readers may recall from Chapter 

Ten that there was a perception by police that crowds of any variety were more or less 

riots waiting to happen. Any crowd was seen as inherently dangerous, holding the 

potential to become an overwhelming, hostile mass without notice. As was argued in 

Chapter Ten, this view was particularly prominent in the early 1960s when a baton 

formation approach dominated. It lingered in advocates of the chemical dispersal 

approach but by the time confrontation management was adopted, this perception had 
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largely changed. Chapter Ten noted that this change coincided with the switch from 

suppression to de-escalation as the primary goal of protest control. 

Another prominent view in the early 1960s was that Communist agitators were 

largely responsible for protest. In fact, some police writers would have gone as far as to 

divide the world of protesters into two camps: communist agitators and people duped into 

protesting by conmiunist agitators. With such a view of protesters, the more organized a 

protest seemed and the more goal directed that protest seemed, the more "evidence" 

police had of communist agitation. 

Readers may also recall that the early 1960s was a period of major tactical 

innovation. Indeed, as Chapter Nine argued, the early 1960s marked a period in protest 

policing history where departments innovated, experimented, and tested various protest 

control tactics and approaches. This innovation and experimentation left tactics largely 

unconnected to approaches so that police supervisors had the mix and match job of 

combining different sets of tactics into makeshift protest control approaches. 

Taking these findings together, the results from the quantitative analyses are more 

explicable. In a period where any crowd was seen as a dangerous mob waiting to riot, it is 

understandable that some situational threats such as the protest size were not significant 

predictors of police presence. In fact, if all protests and crowds could be transformed into 

a lawless mass, then protests and crowds would generally need careful monitoring so that 

such a transition could be quickly identified and the gathering dispersed. 

As well, at such a time it is also understandable that diffuse indicators of threats, 

such as the number of protest goals, provoked police presence. In fact, the number of 
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goals was probably a good signal of the "militant" or "revolutionary" nature of a protest 

(from the police perspective) and the number of goals probably also cued police to the 

suspected likelihood of Communist agitation. Protests where conununists were suspected 

to be at work were more likely to require heightened monitoring. As well, once present, 

police took action in part based on whether the protesters were supportive of radical 

goals. While radical goals cued police presence in both 1960-1964 and 1968-1973 

models, radical goals only cued police action in the 1960-1964 models. 

Finally, as police departments gained experience, approaches coalesced, and the 

advantages and disadvantages of a range of approaches became more clear, it is likely 

that departments ceased experimentation and began to more exclusively adopt singular 

approaches to protest control. This change from innovation and experimentation to more 

singular adoption and consolidation could explain why few police agency characteristics 

affected police presence or action in 1960 to 1964 even though several police agency 

characteristics affected police presence in the 1968 to 1973 models. 

In addition to making sense of results from Chapter Six, the qualitative analysis 

also provides support for the largely negative PO findings reported in quantitative models 

from Chapter Seven. Chapter Eight through Ten made very clear that a key component of 

both eras of police reform was the separation of policing from politics. This imperative 

was particularly important when tied to notions of professional independence and 

technical competence in the second era of reform. This suggests that the structural 

isolation local law enforcement already enjoyed from national and state elites was 

buttressed by increasing local isolation from politics as reform progressed. By the 1960s, 
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then, it is more understandable that only a few cities—such as Chicago where machine 

politics amazing still held on in the 1960s under Daley—seemed to have a close tie 

between protest policing and short term political interests and factions. In most cities, 

however, this tight connection between protest policing and the interests of political elites 

had been broken by the time the 1960s began. 

Despite the ability of analyses to speak to one another as demonstrated above, this 

dissertation has not attempted to create a holistic theory of protest control. As such, the 

analyses conducted have been somewhat distinct, each addressing important issues in the 

repression and protest policing literatures. While I have just attempted to show some of 

these ways in which the quantitative and qualitative analyses could inform one another, it 

is clearly the case that these analyses make largely independent contributions allowing 

for minor dialogues between analyses. As was clear from Chapter Three, the state of the 

repression and protest policing literature would not have allowed another research 

approach at this point in time. However, this dissertation laid important groundwork and 

in doing so created the possibility^ that future research could undertake the more 

ambitious task of creating a more holistic explanation of protest policing. 

Re-Considering Nomiative Claims: Repression versus Policing 

At the close of this dissertation, it is appropriate to reconsider some of the 

normative issues that were raised at the beginning of Chapter Two. Readers will recall 

that Chapter Two noted that researchers interested in "repression" and ''protest policing" 

had hotly debated the appropriate language to use regarding police presence and action at 

public protest events. In Chapter Two, I suggested that this dissertation would use the two 
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terms interchangeably and in a value-neutral fashion. I also suggested that this 

dissertation would render seemingly brightline distinctions between repression and 

protest policing blurry. It is the cloudiness of this distinction that I return to now. 

1 argue that there are three reasons for the frequently hazy normative distinction 

between repression and protest policing. First, it is simply unclear at an analytic level 

what is meant by repression and how that is distinguished from standard policing. While 

the differences in normative value are clear—repression is a democratic bad and policing 

is a democratic good—the analytic cut-point has not been clarified. Repression cannot 

label any action meant to control protest since protesters do not have unfettered rights. 

Similarly, that an action is part of a prescribed protest control approach and is carried out 

according to orders does not mean that the action is not repressive. Without clear analytic 

definitions of repression and protest policing, which surprisingly neither repression or 

protest policing scholars have offered, this debate will not be resolvable in the short term. 

Second, even if a clear analytic definition were available, it is not likely that the 

empirical world could be cleanly cleaved into acts of repression and standard policing. 

Certainly, extremes could be easily agreed upon: indiscriminately beating protesters is 

clearly repressive and police presence in a public place where a crowd has gathered is 

demonstrably normal police procedure. However, in New York State (and perhaps the 

U.S. more generally), it was often the case that repression and protest policing 

represented ideal types that were only infrequently found in their pure form. Instead, 

police action was usually a mix of repression and standard policing. For instance, the 

quantitative analyses in Chapter Six showed that the police were more likely to be present 
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and to act once present when confrontational tactics were used. However, this effect for 

confrontational tactics was net of property damage and violence, which were also entered 

into the equations. This suggests that the police used extra-legal criteria for deciding 

which events to attend and what to do at those events, which many would consider 

inappropriate and repressive. However, to the extent to which police believed that 

confirontational tactics evinced a likelihood for property damage or violence, it would be 

standard police procedure to monitor these protests and perhaps even to attempt to 

dissuade protesters from using confrontational tactics. 

Third, and most fundamentally, this distinction is unclear because the 

classification of even best police practices are debatable. For instance, many within 

policing advocated for the use of tear gas within a dispersal approach because they 

thought it was the most humane way to disperse crowds. The use of tear gas for protests 

that included violence was even accepted by many outside of policing (and continues to 

some extent today to be accepted) as a justified and non-repressive police response to 

protest. However, the use of tear gas unarguably exposes members of crowd who had no 

part in illegal acts to indiscriminate gassing. Certainly, these individuals are affected in a 

way that is analogous to protesters who were indiscriminately beaten with batons. 

Bystanders and even occupants of surrounding buildings are also affected despite the fact 

that they had no role in the protest That police believe the response to be the most 

humane response available does not mean that it is not repressive. 

As the review of these problematics suggest, to some extent the clean 

classification of police action as either repressive or as part of standard policing is not 



359 

possible. Given that difficulty (and others). Earl (2002) argues that scholars should adopt 

alternative terminologies. Specifically, Earl (2002) suggests that "protest control" be used 

in lieu of either repression or protest policing. As Earl (2002) argues, "protest control" 

exactly specifies the range of analytic and empirical acts scholars are interested in: acts 

by agents extemal to the movement that affect the level or form of insurgency. 

Further, by eschewing normative connotations, the terminology does not smuggle 

normative implications into academic discussions. That is, to the extent to which scholars 

want to argue that a particular type of protest control is repressive, that argument must be 

made explicit and hence debatable. In the same way, those who would excuse 

conceivably repressive acts as standard policing would have to argue for that view, 

instead of simply implying it through terminological turns of phrase. Put most simply, my 

argument is that repression and protest policing are not unambiguous terms and thus 

researchers need to be placed in the position of actually defending their normative claims 

instead of asserting them in unquestioned terminological conventions. 

Future Research 

This dissertation suggests three paths for future research. First, researchers should 

attempt to replicate the results for the quantitative analyses in other U.S. states or in a 

national study of protest. This involves not just re-testing a select few approaches but re-

testing all of the approaches examined in Chapters Six and Seven since approaches that 

were not relevant to policing in the analyses may still affect protest policing at other 

places or in other times. 
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Second, researchers should delve more deeply into the development of and 

competition between protest policing approaches. That is, research from Chapters Eight 

through Ten needs to be further extended. While the qualitative work undertaken in those 

chapters represents a significant step forward, other questions that were previously 

invisible now appear pressing. For instance, what role did institutional entrepreneurs play 

in the development of and competition between protest policing approaches? In what 

ways did images of protesters map onto protest control strategies and the deep logics of 

those approaches? How did other developments in policing not examined in this 

dissertation, such as increasing police imionization in the 1970s, affect protest policing? 

Third, prior to this dissertation researchers were not in a position to recognize the 

diversity of protest policing approaches that existed in the 1960s and 1970s. Because of 

this, researchers were not able to collect specific data on the adoption of various 

approaches and the deployment of those approaches at protest events. I argue that based 

on the important developmental work done in this dissertation, researchers are now 

poised to collect data on the policy level adoption of various protest policing approaches 

and then quantitatively model the adoption process. Such an analysis would allow 

researchers to fulfill the full promise of the examination of heterogeneity and 

isomorphism begun here. As well, researchers would also be in a position to model when 

policies are actually deployed. That is, it remains an open empirical question as to 

whether departments that said they adopted a particular approach actually consistently 

deployed that approach. In closing, this dissertation has both answered important 
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questions in the repression and protest policing literatures in addition to opening 

promising new doors for future research. 
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APPENDIX A: VARIABLE CODING 

Confrontational Tactics 

The following protest forms were considered confrontational: civil disobedience, 

attack by clearly defined or unknown instigators, riots, mob violence, strikes, slow

downs, sick-ins and other conflicts. The following protest activities were considered 

confrontational: general civil disobedience, sit-ins and derivatives of sit-ins (e.g. shop-

ins, penny-ins, etc.) physical attacks, verbal attacks or threats, blockades by protesters, 

building take-overs, looting, damaging property, kidnapping and meeting disruptions. 

Radical Goals 

The following were considered radical goals: 

Fon comparable worth, ERA, socialism, conmiunism, fascism, welfare, freedom 

of speech. Affirmative Action, minority political power, minority culture or pride. Black 

separatism, minority extremism, gay rights. Native American rights, and farm worker 

rights. 

Against: discrimination in employment for any minority group, the Viemam war, 

imperialism, capitalism, the US government, ROTC and campus military recruitment, 

government surveillance of protesters, the current status of minorities in America, socio-

cultural ghettos, police brutality (particularly against minorities), and the under-

representation of minorities in the media. 
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Minority Groups 

Minority groups included: the unemployed, the poor, gays and lesbians, the 

homeless, Muslims and racial and ethnic groups except for undifferentiated whites, 

Italians, other European nationalities and the Jewish. 
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APPENDIX B: MAJOR TOPICS FOR CONTENT CODING 

I protest, riot or crowd control tactics or training (including rumor control) 
2 protest groups or organizations (e.g. the Weatherman, the New Left, homosexuals) 
3 protest or riot equipment or weapons 
4 protest or riot equipment advertisements (e.g. less than lethal weapons) 
5 police auxiliaries, police reserves, police explorers, or other police manpower 

issues 
6 mutual assistance agreements 
7 terrorism 
8 emergency preparedness or disaster preparation 
9 New York State law enforcement agencies, not protest related 
10 professionalism or educational requirements for police officers 
11 police brutality and police oversight (e.g. civilian review boards, etc.) 
12 non-brutality related discussions of "use of force" 
13 public relations, community relations, press relations, or public opinion about 

police 
14 general police administration, not protest related 
15 LEAA funding 
16 communications equipment, command and control where protests are not 

mentioned 
17 FBI National Academy (training, graduation, etc.) 
18 training, not protest or riot related 
19 training classes offered, conferences offered, conferences discussed or re-capped 
20 book advertisements or book reviews 
21 list or description of non-NY state law enforcement organizations (FBI, lACP, etc.) 
22 national- state/local cooperation (e.g. FBI- local sheriffs) 
23 police unions, unionization attempts, police strikes, or union alternatives 
24 police discretion 
25 civil liability/ legal rulings regarding civil liability 
26 other legal issues— both protest or non-protest related 
27 SWAT, Civil Disorder Units, Riot Squads, etc. 
93 list of members, new members, or organizational positions 
94 list of equipment manufacturers or products from annual directory 
95 advertisements, not protest equipment related or book related 
96 Table of contents 
97 index for journal 
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98 computer crimes 
99 other 



366 

REFERENCES 

Abbott, Andrew. 1988. The System of Professions. Chicago; University of Chicago Press. 

Aldrich, Howard E. 1999. Organisations Evolving. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 
Publications. 

Alex, Nicolas. 1976. New York Cops Talk Back: A Study of a Beleaguered Minority. New 
York: John Wiley and Sons. 

Arum, Richard, and Yossi Shavit. 1995. "Secondary Vocational Education and the 
Transition from School to Work." Sociology of Education 68: 187-204. 

Astor, Gerald. 1971. The New York Cops: An Informal History. New York: Wiley. 

Auerbach, Jerald S. 1976. Unequal Justice: Lawyers and Social Change in Modern 
America. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Balch, Robert W. 1972. "The Police Personality: Fact or Fiction." Journal of Criminal 
Law, Criminology, and Police Science 63: 106-119. 

Ball, Patrick. 2001. "On the Quantification of Horror: Notes from the Field on Statistical 
Analyses of Human Rights Violations." Paper presented at Mobilization and 
Repression: What We Know and Where We Should Go From Here?, University 
of Maryland at College Park. 

Barkan, Steven. 1984. "Legal Control of the Southern Civil Rights Movement." 
American Sociological Review 49: 552-565. 

Barranco, Jose, and Dominique Wisler. 1999. "Validity and Systematicity of Newspaper 
Data in Event Analysis." European Sociological Review 15: 301-322. 

Barron, David N. 1992. "The Analysis of Count Data: Overdispersion and 
Autocorrelation." Sociological Methodology 22:179-220. 

Bay ley, David H. 1971. "The Police and Political Change in Comparative Perspective." 
Ixtw and Society Review 6: 91-112. 

Beckles, Colin A. 1996. "Black Bookstores, Black Power, and the FBI: The Case of 
Drum and Spear." Western Journal of Black Studies 20:6 3-71. 

Bittner, Egon. 1967a. "The Police on Skid-Row: A Study of Peace Keeping." American 
Sociological Review 32:699-715. 



367 

—. 1967b. "Police Discretion in the Emergency Apprehension of Mentally 111 
Persons." Social Problems 14:278-292. 

Black, Donald J. 1970. "Production of Crime Rates." American Sociological Review 35: 
733-748. 

—. 1980. "The Social Organization of Arrest." Pp. 151-162 in Police Behavior: A 
Sociological Perspective, edited by Richard J. Lundman. New York: Oxford 
University Press. 

Black, Donald, and Albert J. Reiss. 1970. "Police Control of Juveniles." American 
Sociological Review 35: 63-77. 

Bloom, David E., and Mark R. Killingsworth. 1985. "Correcting for Truncation Bias 
Caused by a Latent Truncation Variable." Journal of Econometrics 27: 131-135. 

Boudreau, Vince. 2001. "Contentious Interactions and State Repression: Toward an 
Interpretive Framework." Paper presented at Mobilization and Repression: What 
We Know and Where We Should Go From Here?, University of Maryland at 
College Park. 

Breen, Richard. 1996. Regression Models: Censored, Sample-Selected or Truncated 
Data. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Brockett, Charles D. 1995. "A Protest-Cycle Resolution of the Repression/ Popular 
Protest Paradox." Pp. 117-144 in Repertoires and Cycles of Collective Action, 
edited by Mark Traugott. Durham, NC: Duke University Press. 

Bromley, David G., and Anson D. Shupe, Jr.. 1983. "Repression and the Decline of 
Social Movements: The Case of New Religions." Pp. 335-347 in Social 
Movements of the Sixties and Seventies, edited by Jo Freeman. New York: 
Longman. 

Carley, Michael. 1997. "Defining Forms of Successful State Repression of Social 
Movement Organizations: A Case Study of the FBI's COINTELPRO and the 
American Indian Movement." Research in Social Movements, Conflicts and 
Change 20:151-176. 

Churchill, Ward. 1994. "The Bloody Wake of Alcatraz: Political Repression of the 
American Indian Movement during the 1970s." American Indian Culture and 
Research Journal 18:253-300. 

Churchill, Ward, and Jim Vander Wall. 1988. Agents of Repression: The FBI's Secret 



368 

fVars Against the Black Panther Party and the American Indian Movement. 
Boston: South End Press. 

Clark, John P., and Richard Sykes. 1974. "Some Determinants of Police Organization 
and Practice in a Modem Industrial Democracy." Pp. 455-494 in Handbook of 
Criminology, edited by Daniel Glaser. Chicago: Rand McNally. 

Clemens, Elisabeth S. 1993. "Organizational Repertoires and Institutional Change: 
Women's Groups and the Transformation of U.S. Politics, 1890-1920." American 
Journal of Sociology 98: 755-798. 

—. 1997. The People's Lobby: Organizational Innovation and the Rise of Interest 
Group Politics in the United States, 1890-1925. Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press. 

Clemens, Elisabeth S. and James M. Cook. 1999. "Politics and Institutionalism: 
Explaining Durability and Change." Annual Review of Sociology 25: 441-466. 

Cobum, David. 1993. "State Authority, Medical Dominance, and Trends in the 
Regulation of the Health Professions: The Ontario Case." Social Science and 
Medicine 37:129-138. 

Cumming, Elaine, Ian Cumming, and Laura Edell. 1965. "Policeman as Philosopher, 
Guide and Friend." Social Problems 12: 276-286. 

Cuimingham, David. 2000. "The Patterning of Repression: FBI Counterintelligence and 
the New Left." Unpublished manuscript. 

—. "State vs. Social Movement: The FBI's COINTELPRO Against the New 
Left." Forthcoming in States, Parties, and Social Movements, edited by Jack A. 
Goldstone. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Davenport, Christian. 2000. "Introduction." Pp. 1-24 in Paths to State Repression, edited 
by Christian Davenport. Lanham, Md.: Rowman & Litdefield Publishers. 

Deflem, Mathieu. 2000. "Bureaucratization and Social Control: Historical Foundations of 
International Police Cooperation." Law and Society Review 34: 739-778. 

Delia Porta, Donatella. 1995, Social Movements, Political Violence, and the State: A 
Comparative Analysis of Italy and Germany. New York: University of Cambridge 
Press. 

—. 1996. "Social Movements and the State: Thoughts on the Policing of Protest." 
Pp. 62-92 in Comparative Perspectives on Social Movements, edited by Doug 



369 

McAdam, John D. McCarthy, and Mayer N. Zald. Cambridge; Cambridge 
University Press. 

—. 1998a. "The Policing of Protest in Western Democracies." Pp. 1-32 in 
Policing Protest: The Control of Mass Demonstrations in Western Democracies, 
edited by Donatella Delia Porta and Herbert Reiter. Minneapolis; University of 
Minnesota Press. 

—. 1998b. "Police Knowledge and Protest Policing: Some Reflections on the 
Italian Case." Pp. 228-252 in Policing Protest: The Control of Mass 
Demonstrations in Western Democracies, edited by Donatella Delia Porta and 
Herbert Reiter. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 

—. 1999. "Protest, Protesters, and Protest Policing: Public Discourses in Italy and 
Germany from 1960s to the 1980s." Pp. 66-96 in How Social Movements Matter, 
edited by Marco G. Guigni, Doug McAdam, and Charles Tilly. Miimeapolis: 
University of Miimesota Press. 

Delia Porta, Donatella, and Herbert Reiter. 1998. Policing Protest: The Control of Mass 
Demonstrations in Western Democracies. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota 
Press. 

DiMaggio, Paul J. 1991. "Constructing an Organizational Field as a Professional Project: 
U.S. Art Museums, 1920-1940." Pp. 267-292 in The New Institutionalism in 
Organizational Analysis, edited by Walter W. Powell and Paul J. DiMaggio. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

DiMaggio, Paul J., and Walter W. Powell. 1983. "The Iron Cage Revisited: Institutional 
Isomorphism and Collective Rationality in Organizational Fields." American 
Sociological Review 48; 147-160. 

—. 1991. "Introduction." Pp. 1-38 in The New Institutionalism in Organizational 
Analysis, edited by Waiter W. Powell and Paul J. DiMaggio. Chicago; University 
of Chicago Press. 

Dobbin, Frank, and John R. Sutton. 1998. "The Strength of a Weak State: The Rights 
Revolution and the Rise of Human Resources Management Divisions." American 
Journal of Sociology 104:441-476. 

Dobbin, Frank, John R. Sutton, John W. Meyer, and W. Richard Scott. 1993. "Equal 
Opportunity Law and the Construction of Internal Labor Markets." American 
Journal of Sociology 99; 396-427. 

Earl, Jeimifer. 2001. "You Can Beat the Rap, But You Can't Beat the Ride; The Role of 



370 

Arrests in Protest Policing and Repression." Paper presented at The Pacific 
Sociological Association Meetings, San Francisco, California. 

—. 2002. "Controlling Protest: New Directions for Research on the Social 
Control of Protest." Paper presented at Authority in Contention: Interdisciplinary 
Approaches, Southbend, IN. 

—. "Tanks, Tear Gas and Taxes: Toward a Theory of Movement Repression." 
Forthcoming in Sociological Theory. 

Earl, Jennifer, and Sarah A. Soule. 2001. "Protests Under Fire: The Policing of Protest in 
New York State, 1968-1973." Paper presented at The American Sociological 
Association Meetings, Anaheim, CA. 

Edelman, Lauren B. 1990. "Legal Enviroiunents and Organizational Governance: The 
Expansion of Due Process in the American Workplace." American Journal of 
Sociology 95: 1401-40. 

—. 1992. "Legal Ambiguity and Symbolic Structures: Organization Mediation of 
Civil Rights Law." American Journal of Sociology 97: 1531-79. 

Edelman, Lauren B., and Mark C. Suchman. 1997. "The Legal Environments of 
Organizations." Annual Review of Sociology 23:479-515. 

Eisinger, Peter K. 1973. "The Conditions of Protest Behavior in American Cities." 
American Political Science Review 67: 11-68. 

Ericson, Richard, and Aaron Doyle. 1999. "Globalization and the Policing of Protest: The 
Case of APEC 1997." British Journal of Sociology 50: 589-608. 

Farmer, David J. 1968. Civil Disorder Control. Chicago: Public Administration Service. 

Ferraro, Kermeth F., and Tammy Sutherland. 1989. "Domains of Medical Practice: 
Physician's Assessment of the Role of Physician Extenders." Journal of Health 
arid Social Behavior 30:192-205. 

Ferree, Myra Marx. 2001. "Soft Repression: Ridicule, Stigma and Silences in the Gender 
Wars." Paper presented at Mobilization and Repression: What We Know and 
Where We Should Go From Here?, University of Maryland at College Park. 

Fillieule, Olivier, and Fabien Jobard. 1998. "The Policing of Protest in France: Toward a 
Model of Protest Policing." Pp. 70-90 in Policing Protest: The Control of Mass 
Demonstrations in Western Democracies, edited by Donatella Delia Porta and 
Herbert Reiter. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 



371 

Fogelson, Robert M. 1977. Big-City Police. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Fosburgh, Lacey. 1971. "19 Police Injured at Parade Here." New York Times: 1,41. 

Francisco, Ronald A. 2001. "The Dictator's Dilemma." Paper presented at Mobilization 
and Repression: What We Know and Where We Should Go From Here?, 
University of Maryland at College Park. 

Franzosi, Roberto. 1987. "The Press as a Source of Socio-Historical Data: Issues in the 
Methodology of Data Collection from Newspapers." Historical Methods 20: S-16. 

Freedman, David. 1991. "Statistical Model and Shoe Leather." Sociological Methodology 
291-313. 

Freidson, Eliot. 2001. Professionalism. Cambridge, UK: Polity. 

Friedland, Roger, and Robert R. Alford. 1991. "Bringing Society Back In: Symbols, 
Practices, and Institutional Contradictions." Pp. 232-263 in The New 
Institutionalism in Organizational Analysis, edited by Walter W. Powell and Paul 
J. DiMaggio. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Gamson, William A. 1990 [1975]. The Strategy of Social Protest. Homewood, IL: The 
Dorsey Press. 

Gibson, James L. 1989. "The Policy Consequences of Political Intolerance: Political 
Repression During the Viemam War Era." Journal of Politics 51: 13-35. 

Gof^man, Erving. 1961. Asylums. New York: Anchor. 

—. 1984. "Characteristics of Total Institutions." Pp. 464-477 in Deviant 
Behavior, edited by Delos Kelly. New York: St. Martin's Press. 

Goldman, Nathan. 1963. The Differential Section of Juvenile Offenders for Court 
Appearance. Washington, D.C.: National Council on Crime and Delinquency. 

Goodwin, Jeffrey. 2001. "Are Protesters Opportunists? Political Opportunities and the 
Emergence of Contention." 

Gregory, Frank. 1976. "Protest and Violence: The Police Response." Conflict Studies 75: 
1-15. 

Haines, Herbert H. 1984. "Black Radicalization and the Funding of Civil Rights: 1957-
1970." Social Problems 32:31-43. 



372 

Hartjen, Clayton. 1972. "Police-Citizen Encounters; Social Order in Interpersonal 
Interaction." Criminology:6l-M. 

Hebdon, Robert P., and Robert N. Stem. 1998. "Trade OfFs Among Expressions of 
Industrial Conflict: Public Sector Strike Bans and Grievance Arbitrations." 
Industrial and Labor Relations Review 51: 204-221. 

Heimer, Carol. 1999. "Competing Institutions: Law, Medicine, and Family in Neonatal 
Intensive Care." Law and Society Review 33: 17-66. 

Heimer, Carol A., and Lisa R. StafFen. 1998. For the Sake of Children. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press. 

Hoffman, Saul D., and Greg J. Duncan. 1988. "Multinomial and Conditional Logit 
Discrete-Choice Models in Demography." Demography 25:415-427. 

Hug, Simon, and Dominique Wisler. 1998. "Correcting for Selection Bias in Social 
Movement Research." Mobilization 3: 141-161. 

Huxtable, Phillip A., and Jon C. Pevehouse. 1996. "Potential Validity Problems in Events 
Data Collection: News Media Sources and Machine Coding Protocols." 
International Studies Notes 21:8-19. 

Irons, Jenny. 2001. "Identifying Racial Trouble: State-level Response During the Civil 
Rights Movement." Unpublished manuscript. 

Isaac, Larry W., and Larry J. Griffin. 1989. "Ahistoricism in Time-Series Analyses of 
Historical Process: Critique, Redirection, and Illustrations from U.S. Labor 
History." American Sociological Review 54: 873-890. 

Jaccard, James, Robert Turrisi, and Choi K. Wan. 1990. Interaction Effects in Multiple 
Regression. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Jacobs, David, and Robert M. O'Brien. 1998. "The Determinants of Deadly Force: A 
Structural Analysis of Police Violence." American Journal of Sociology 103: 837-
862. 

Jenkins, J. Craig. 1995. "Social Movements, Political Representation, and the State: An 
Agenda and Comparative Framework." Pp. 14-35 in The Politics of Social 
Protest: Comparative Perspectives on States and Social Movements, edited by J. 
Craig Jenkins and Bert Klandermans. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota 
Press. 



373 

Jenkins, Craig J., and Craig M. Eckhert. 1986. "Channeling Black Insurgency; Elite 
Patronage and Professional Social Movement Organizations in the Development 
of the Black Insurgency." American Sociological Review 51: 812-829. 

Jenkins, J. Craig, and Charles Perrow. 1977. "Insurgency of the Powerless: Farm Worker 
Movements (1946-1972)." American Sociological Review 42: 249-268. 

Jepperson, Ronald L. 1991. "Institutions, Institutional Effects, and Institutionalism." Pp. 
143-163 in The New Institutionalism in Organizational Analysis, edited by Paul J. 
DiMaggio and Walter W. Powell. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Karstedt-Henke, Sabine. 1980. "Theories for the Explanation of Social Movements." in 
The Politics of Internal Security, edited by E. Blankenberg. Frankfurt: Suhrkamp. 

Keen, Mike Forrest. 1999. Stalking the Sociological Imagination: J. Edgar Hoover's 
Surveillance of American Sociology. Westport, CT: Greenwood Press. 

Keller, Robert L. 1975. "American Police: Minority of Political Subculture?" Pp. 42-52 
in Police Roles in the Seventies, edited by Jack Kinton. Aurora, IL: Social Science 
and Sociological Resources. 

Kemer Commission [National Advisoty Commission on Civil Disorders]. 1968. Kerner 
Commission Report: Report of the National Advisory Commission on Civil 
Disorders. Washington, D.C: National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders. 

Koopmans, Ruud. 1993. "The Dynamics of Protest Waves: West Germany, 1965 to 
1989." American Sociological Review 58: 637-658. 

—. 1997. "The Dynamics of Repression and Mobilization: The German Extreme 
Right in the 1990s." Mobilization 2: 149-165. 

—. 1998. "The Use of Protest Event Data in Comparative Research: Cross-
Nationals Comparability, Sampling Methods and Robustness." 'mActs of Dissent: 
New Developments in the Study of Protest, edited by Dieter Rucht, Rudd 
Koopmans, and Friedhelm Neidhardt. Berlin: WZB, Edition Sigma Rainer Bohn 
Verlag. 

Kraska, Peter B., and Derek J. Paulsen. 1997. "Grounded Research into U.S. Paramilitary 
Policing: Forging the Iron Fist Inside the Velvet Glove." Policing and Society 7: 
253-270. 

Kriesi, Hanspeter. 1995. "The Political Opportunity Structure of New Social Movements: 
Its Impact on Their Mobilization." Pp. 167-198 in TJie Politics of Social Protest: 
Comparative Perspectives on States and Social Movements, edited by J. Craig 



374 

Jenkins and Bert Klandermans. Minneapolis; University of Minnesota Press. 

Kriesi, Hanspeter, Ruud Koopmans, Jan Wilem Dyvendak, and Marco G. Guigni. 1995. 
New Social Movements in Western Europe. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota 
Press. 

Kritzer, Herbert M. 1977. "Political Protest and Political Violence: A Non-Recursive 
Causal Model." Social Forces 55: 630-640. 

Kubik, Jan. 1998. "Institutionalization of Protest during Democratic Consolidation in 
Central Europe." Pp. 131-152 in The Social Movement Society, edited by David S. 
Meyer and Sidney Tarrow. Boulder, CO: Rowman and Littlefield Publishers. 

LaFave, W. 1965. Arrest: The Decision to Take a Suspect into Custody. Boston: Little, 
Brown. 

Lardner, James, and James Reppetto. 2000. NYPD: A City and Its Police. New York: 
Henry Holt and Company. 

Laurakas, Paul J. 1987. Telephone Survey Methods. Newbury Park: Sage. 

Levitt, Barbara, and James G. March. 1988. "Organizational Learning." Annual Review 
of Sociology 14:319-340. 

Lindgren, Jon G., and H. Elaine Lindgren. 1995. "Social Change Within the 
"Establishment": A City's Response to National Antiabortion Protesters." Journal 
of Applied Behavioral Science 31:475-489. 

Long, J. Scott. 1997. Regression Models for Categorical and Limited Dependent 
Variables. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Long, J. Scott., and Jeremy Freese. 2001. Regression Models for Categorical Dependent 
Variables using Stata. College Station, TX: Stata Press. 

Loveman, Mara. 1998. "High-Risk Collective Action: Defending Human Rights in Chile, 
Uruguay, and Argentina." American Journal of Sociology 104: All-525. 

Lundman, Richard J. 1974. "Routine Police Arrest Practices: A Commonweal 
Perspective." Social Problems 22:127-141. 

—. 1979. "Organizational Norms and Police Discretion." Criminology 17:159-
171. 

—. 1980a. "Police Patrol Work: A Comparative Perspective." Pp. 52-65 in Police 



375 

Behavior: A Sociological Perspective, edited by Richard J. Lundman. New York: 
Oxford University Press. 

—. 1980b. "Police Misconduct." Pp. 163-180 in Police Behavior: A Sociological 
Perspective, edited by Richard J. Lundman. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Lundman, Richard J., Richard Sykes, and John P. Clark. 1980. "Police Control of 
Juveniles: A Replication." Pp. 130-151 in Police Behavior: A Sociological 
Perspective, edited by Richard J. Lundman. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Marx, Gary T. 1979. "External Efforts to Damage or Facilitate Social Movements: Some 
Patterns, Explanations, Outcomes, and Complications." Pp. 94-125 in Dynamics 
of Social Movements: Resource Mobilization, Social Control and Tactics, edited 
by M. Zald and J. D. McCarthy. Cambridge, MA: Winthrop. 

—. 1998. "Some Reflections on the Democratic Policing of Demonstrations." Pp. 
253-269 in Policing Protest: The Control of Mass Demonstrations in Western 
Democracies, edited by Donatella Delia Porta and Herbert Reiter. Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota Press. 

McAdam, Doug. 1982. Political Process and the Development of Black Insurgency, 
1930-1970. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

—. 1983. "Tactical Innovation and the Pace of Insurgency." American 
Sociological Review 48: 735-54. 

—. 1988. Freedom Summer. New York: Oxford University Press. 

—. 1996. "Conceptual Origins, Current Problems, Future Directions." Pp. 23-40 
in Comparative Perspectives on Social Movements, edited by Doug McAdam, 
John D. McCarthy, and Mayer N. Zald. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

McAdam, Doug, John D. McCarthy, and Mayer Zald. 1988. "Social Movements." Pp. 
695-738 in Handbook of Sociology, edited by Neil Smelser. Newbury Park, CA: 
Sage. 

McCammon, Holly J. 2001. "Stirring Up Suffrage Sentiments." Social Forces 80:449-
81. 

McCammon, Holly J., Karen E. Campbell, Ellen M. Granberg, and Christine Mowery. 
2001. "How Movements Win: Gendered Opportunity Structures and U.S. 
Women's Suffrage Movements, 1866 to 1919." American Sociological Review 66: 
49-70. 



376 

McCarthy, John D., David W. Britt, and Mark Wolfson. 1991. "The Institutional 
Channeling of Social Movements by the State in the United States." Research in 
Social Movements, Conflicts and Change 13:45-76. 

McCarthy, John D., and Clark McPhail. 1998. "The Institutionalization of Protest in the 
United States." Pp. 83-110 in The Social Movement Society, edited by David S. 
Meyer and Sidney Tarrow. Boulder, CO; Rowman and Littlefield Publishers. 

—. 1999. "Policing Protest: The Evolving Dynamics of Encounters between 
Collective Actors and Police in the United States." Pp. 336-351 in Eigenwilligkeit 
und Rationalitat sozialer Prozesse, edited by Jurgen Gerhards and Ronald Hitzler. 
Germany: Westdeutscher Verlag. 

McCarthy, John D., Clark McPhail, and John Crist. 1999. "The Diffusion and Adoption 
of Public Order Management Systems." Pp. 71-93. New York: St. Martin's Press. 

McCarthy, John D., Clark McPhail, and Jackie Smith. 1996. "Images of Protest: 
Dimensions of Selection Bias in Media Coverage of Washington Demonstrations, 
1982-1991American Sociological Review 61:478-499. 

McCarthy, John D., and Mayer N. Zald. 1973. The Trend of Social Movements in 
America: Professionalization and Resource Mobilization. Morristown, NJ: 
General Learning Press. 

McPhail, Clark, and John D. McCarthy. 1998. "Interaction Along and Collective Action 
by Police and Protestors." in Protest, The Public Sphere and Public Order. 
University of Geneva, Switzerland. 

McPhail, Clark, David Schweingrubber, and John D. McCarthy. 1998. "Policing Protest 
in the United States: 1960-1995." Pp. 49-69 in Policing Protest: The Control of 
Mass Demonstrations in Western Democracies, edited by Donatella Delia Porta 
and Herbert Reiter. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 

Meng, X., and P. Miller. 1995. "Occupational Segregation and Its Impacts on Gender 
Wage Discrimination in China's Rural Industrial Sector." Oxford Economic 
Papers 47:136-155. 

Meyer, John W., and Brian Rowan. 1977. "Institutionalized Organizations: Formal 
Structure as Myth and Ceremony." American Journal of Sociology 83: 340-363. 

Meyer, David S., and Suzanne Staggenborg. 1996. "Movements, Coimtermovements, and 
the Structure of Political Opportunity." American Journal of Sociology 101:1628-
1660. 



377 

Mizruchi, Mark S., and Lisa Fein. 1999. "The Social Construction of Organizational 
Knowledge: A Study of the Uses of Coercive, Mimetic, and Normative 
Isomorphism." Science Quarterly 44: 653-683. 

Molotch, Harvey, and Marilyn Lester. 1974. "News as Purposive Behavior: On the 
Strategic Use of Routine Events, Accidents, and Scandals." American 
Sociological Review 39: lOl-l 12. 

Moore, Will, and Stephen Shellman. 2001. "Does Aggregation Matter? Moves & Turns 
vs. Time." Paper presented at Mobilization and Repression: What We Know and 
Where We Should Go From Here?, University of Maryland at College Park. 

Morrill, Calvin. "Institutional Change and Interstitial Emergence: The Growth of 
Alternative Dispute Resolution in American Law, 1965-1995." Forthcoming in 
Bending the Bars of the Iron Cage: Institutional Dynamics and Processes, edited 
by W. W. Powell and D. L. Jones: University of Chicago Press. 

Muthen, Bengt, and Karl G. Joreskog. 1983. "Selectivity Problems in Quasi-
Experimental Studies." Evaluation Review 7: 139-174. 

Neiderhoffer, Arthur. 1967. Behind the Shield: The Police in Urban Society. Garden City, 
NY: Doubleday. 

Oberschall, Anthony. 1973. Social Conflict and Social Movements. Englewood Cliffs, 
NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Oliver, Pamela E., and Gregory M. Maney. 2000. "Political Processes and Local 
Newspaper Coverage of Protest Events: From Selection Bias to Triadic 
Interactions." ̂ wer/can c/owrwa/ of Sociology 106:463-505. 

Oliver, Pamela E., and Daniel J. Myers. 1999. "How Events Enter the Public Sphere: 
Conflict, Location, and Sponsorship in Local Newspaper Coverage of Public 
Events." American Journal of Sociology 105: 38-87. 

Olzak, Susan. 1989. "Analysis of Events in Studies of Collective Actions." Annual 
Review of Sociology 15:119-141. 

—. 1992. The Dynamics of Ethnic Competition and Conflict. California: Stanford 
University Press. 

Oomen, T.K. 1990. Protest and Change Studies in Social Movements. New Delhi: Sage 
Publications. 

Pastor, Paul. 1978. "Mobilization in Public Drunkenness Control: A Comparison of Legal 



378 

and Medical Approaches." Social Problems 25: 373-384. 

Peterson, David. 1971. "Informal Norms and Police Practice: The Traffic Ticket Quota 
System." Sociology and Social Research 55: 354-362. 

Pfeffer, Jeffrey, and Gerald R. Salancik. 1978. The External Control of Organisations: A 
Resource Dependence Perspective. New York: Harper and Row. 

Pichardo, Nelson A. 1995. "The Power Elite and Elite-Driven Countermovements: The 
Associated Farmers of California During the 1930s." Sociological Forum 10: 21-
49. 

Piliavin, Irving, and Scott Briar. 1964. "Police Encounters with Juveniles." American 
Journal of Sociology 70: 206-214. 

Piven, Frances Fox, and Richard A. Cloward. 1977. Poor People's Movements: Why They 
Succeed, How They Fail. New York: Vintage Books. 

Poe, Steven C., C. Neal Tate, Linda Camp Keith, and Drew Lanier. 2000. "Domestic 
Threats: The Abuse of Personal Integrity." Pp. 27-70 in Paths to State Repression, 
edited by Ciiristian Davenport. Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield. 

Rao, Hayagreeva. 1998. "Caveat Emptor: The Construction of Nonprofit Consumer 
Watchdog Organizations." Jbt/rna/ of Sociology 103: 912-961. 

Reiner, Robert. 1998. "Policing, Protest, and Disorder in Britain." Pp. 35-48 in Policing 
Protest: The Control of Mass Demonstrations in Western Democracies, edited by 
Donatella Delia Porta and Herbert Reiter. Mirmeapolis: Universit>' of Minnesota 
Press. 

Reiss, Albert J. 1974. "Discretionary Justice." Pp. 679-699 in Handbook of Criminology, 
edited by Daniel Glaser. Chicago: Rand McNally. 

Reppetto, James. 1978. The Blue Parade. New York: Free Press. 

Rosenberg, Gerald N. 1991. The Hollow Hope: Can Courts Bring About Social Change? 
Chicago and London: The University of Chicago Press, Ltd. 

Rosenfeld, Rachel A., and Kathryn B. Ward. 1996. "Evolution of the Contemporary U.S. 
Women's Movement." Research in Social Movements, Conflict, and Change 19: 
51-73. 

Rowland, Ronald L. 1972. "An Overview of State Legislation Responding to Campus 
Disorders." Journal of Law Education 1:231-250. 



379 

Rubinstein, Jonathan. 1973. City Police. New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux. 

—. 1980. "Cop's Rules." Pp. 68-78 xn Police Behavior: A Sociological 
Perspective, edited by Richard J. Lundman. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Rucht, Dieter, and Friedhelm Neidhardt. 1998. "Methodological Issues in Collecting 
Protest Event Data: Units of Analysis, Sources and Sampling, Coding Problems." 
in Acts of Dissent: New Developments in the Study of Protest, edited by Dieter 
Rucht, Rudd FCoopmans, and Friedhelm Neidhardt. Berlin: WZB, Edition Sigma 
Rainer Bohn Verlag. 

Saunders, Charles B., Jr. 1970. Upgrading the American Police: Education and Training 
for Better Law Enforcement. Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution. 

Schneiberg, Marc, and Elisabeth S. Clemens. "The Typical Tools for the Job: Research 
Strategies in Institutional Analysis." Forthcoming in How Institutions Change, 
edited by Walter W. Powell and Dan L. Jones. Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press. 

Scott, W. Richard. 2001. Institutions and Organizations, Second Edition. Thousand Oaks, 
CA: Sage. 

Silverman, Eli B. 1999. NYPD Battles Crime. Boston: Northeastern University Press. 

Simon, John G. 1987. "The Tax Treatment of Nonprofit Organizations: A Review of 
Federal and State Policies." Pp. 67-98 in The Non-Profit Sector: A Research 
Handbook, edited by Walter W. Powell. New Haven: Yale University Press. 

Skolnick, Jerome H. 1966. Justice Without Trial: Law Enforcement in Democratic 
Society. New York: Wiley. 

Snow, David A., Sarah A. Soule, and Daniel M. Cress. 2001. "Homeless Protest Across 
17 U.S. Cities, 1980-1991: Assessment of the Explanatory Utility of Strain, 
Resource Mobilization, and Political Opportunity Theories." Paper presented at 
The American Sociological Association Meeting, Anaheim, CA. 

Snyder, David, and William R. Kelly. 1977. "Conflict Intensity, Media Sensitivity and 
the Validity of Newspaper Data." American Sociological Review 42: 105-23. 

Soule, Sarah A. 1992. "Populism and Black Lynching in Georgia, 1890-1900." Social 
Forcej 71:431-449. 

—. 1995. "The Student Anti-Apartheid Movement in the United States: Diffusion 



380 

of Protest Tactics and Policy Refonn." Ph.D. dissertation. Department of 
Sociology, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY. 

—. 1997. "The Student Divestment Movement in the United States and Tactical 
Diffusion: The Shantytown Protest." Social Forces 75: 855-883. 

Soule, Sarah A., and Jennifer Earl. 2001. "The Enactment of State-Level Hate Crime Law 
in the United States: Intrastate and Interstate Factors." Sociological Perspectives 
44:281-305. 

Stark, Rodney. 1972. Police Riots: Collective Violence and Law Enforcement. Belmont, 
CA: Wadsworth Publishing. 

Stockdill, Brett C. 1996. "Multiple Oppressions and Their Influence on Collective 
Action: The Case of the AIDS Movement." Ph.D. dissertation. Department of 
Sociology, Northwestern University, Evanston, IL. 

Stotik, Jeffrey, Thomas E. Shriver, and Sherry Cable. 1994. "Social Control and 
Movement Outcome: The Case of AIM." Sociological Focus 27: 53-66. 

Suchman, Mark C., and Lauren B. Edelman. 1996. "Legal Rational Myths: The New 
Institutionalism and the Law and Society Tradition." Law and Social Inquiry 21: 
903-937. 

Sutton, John R. 1996. "Rethinking Social Control." Law and Social Inquiry 21: 943-958. 

—. 2Q0\. Law/Society: Origins, Interactions, and Change. Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Pine Forge Press. 

Sutton. John R., Frank Dobbin, John W. Meyer, and W. Richard Scott. 1994. "The 
Legalization of the Workplace." American Journal of Sociology 99:944-971. 

Tarrow, Sidney. 1989. Democracy and Disorder: Protest and Politics in Italy 1965-1975. 
Oxford: Clarendon Press. 

—. 1994. Power in Movement: Social Movements, Collective Action and Politics. 
New York: Cambridge University Press. 

—. 1996. "Social Movements in Contentious Politics: A Review Article." 
American Political Science Review 90: 873-883. 

Tauber, Ronald K. 1967. "Danger and the Police: A Theoretical Analysis." Issues in 
Criminology 3:69-81. 



381 

Terry, Robert. 1967. "The Screening of Juvenile Offenders." Journal of Criminal Law, 
Criminology, and Police Science 58: 173-181. 

Tilly, Charles. 1978. From Mobilization to Revolution. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley 
Publishing Company. 

Tilly, Charles, Louise Tilly, and Richard Tilly. 1975. The Rebellious Century, 1830-1930. 
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Timberlake, Michael, and Kirk R. Williams. 1984. "Dependence, Political Exclusion, and 
Government Repression: Some Cross-National Evidence." American Sociological 
Review A9:141-146. 

Useem, Bert. 1997. "The State and Collective Disorders: The Los Angeles Riot/Protest of 
April, 1992." Social Forces 76: 357-377. 

Vago, Steven. 2001. Law and Society, Sixth Edition. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice 
Hall. 

Van Maanen, John. 1973. "Observations on the Making of Policemen." Human 
Organization 32:407-418. 

Waddington, P.A.J. 1994. Liberty and Order: Public Order Policing in a Capital City. 
London: University College London Press. 

—. 1998. "Controlling Protest in Contemporary Historical and Comparative 
Perspective." Pp. 117-140 in Policing Protest: The Control of Mass 
Demonstrations in Western Democracies, edited by Donatella Delia Porta and 
Herbert Reiter. Minneapolis: UniversiQr of Minnesota Press. 

Walker, Daniel. 1968. Rights in Conflict: Chicago's 7 Brutal Days. New York: Grosset 
and Dunlap. 

Walsh, Robert E., and Gerardo Rivera Ungson. 1991. "Organizational Memory." 
Academy of Management Review 16: 57-91. 

White, Robert W. 1999. "Comparing State Repression of Pro-State Vigilantes and Anti-
State Insurgents: Northern Ireland, 1972-1975." Mobilization 4:189-202. 

Wickersham Commission. 1931. U.S. Wickersham Commission Reports: No. 14, Report 
on Police. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office. 

Wilson, James Q. 1968. Varieties of Police Behavior. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press. 



382 

Wisler, Dominique, and Marco Guigni. 1999. "Under the Spotlight: The Impact of Media 
Attention on Protest Policing." Mobilization 4: 171-187. 

Wisler, Dominique, and Hanspeter Kriesi. 1998. "Public Order, Protest Cycles, and 
Political Process; Two Swiss Cities Compared." Pp. 91-116 in Policing Protest: 
The Control of Mass Demonstrations in fVestern Democracies, edited by 
Donatella Delia Porta and Herbert Reiter. Minneapolis; University of Minnesota 
Press. 

Zald, Mayer N. 1990. "History, Sociology, and Theories of Organizations." Pp. 81-108 in 
Institutions in American Society, edited by John Edgar Jackson. Arm Arbor: 
University of Michigan Press. 

Zhao, Jihong. 1996. Why Police Organizations Change: A Study of Community-Oriented 
Policing. Washington, D.C.; Police Executive Research Forum. 

Zwerman, Gilda. 1987. "Domestic Counterterrorism; U.S. Government Responses to 
Political Violence on the Left in the Reagan Era." Social Justice 16; 31-63. 

Zwerman. Gilda, and Patricia Steinhoff. 2001. "When Activists Ask For Trouble; State-
Dissident Interactions and the Cycle of New Left Protest in the United States and 
Japan." Paper presented at Mobilization and Repression; What We Know and 
Where We Should Go From Here?, University of Maryland at College Park. 



383 

PRIMARY SOURCES; POLICE JOURNALS 

FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin'. 

Boutwell, J. Paul, 1977. "Use of Deadly Force to Arrest a Fleeing Felon~ A 
Constitutional Challenge." Pp. 27-31 'm FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin. 

Cahill, Thomas J. 1962. "Intelligence Unit is a Key Division of a Police Agency." Pp. 15-
17, 34-35 in FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin. 

Federal Bureau of Investigation. 1967. "Preparation Through Training." Pp. 14-17 in FBI 
Law Enforcement Bulletin. 

Federal Bureau of Investigation. 1968. "FBI Training Programs." Pp. 6-11,24 in FBI 
Law Enforcement Bulletin. 

Fyfe, James J. 1979. "Deadly Force." Pp. 7-9 in FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin. 

Hoover, J. Edgar. 1966. "Message from the Director." Pp. 1 in FBI Law Enforcement 
Bulletin. 

McManus, George P. 1962. "Practical Measures for Police Control of Riots and Mobs." 
Pp. 3- in FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin. 

Law arui Order-. 

Ailes, James C. 1966. "Riot Squad for a Small Department" Pp. 30 in Law arui Order. 

Applegate, Rex. 1968. "SUPER SONIC SOUND-A New Police Weapon." Pp. 28-30, 
32, 34 in Law and Order. 

Ayoob, Massad F. 1977. "In Defense of the Prosecutor Baton." Pp. 52-54, 56, 58-60 in 
Law arui Order. 

Barrett, D. 1972. "The Police Baton." Pp. 44-45,58 in Law and Order. 

Boomer, John R. 1972. "COLLECTIVE VIOLENCE and the CALIFORNIA fflGHWAY 
PATROL." Pp. 76-78,80-82 in Law and Order. 

Davis, Arthur M. 1970. "Vietnam Moratorium Day- Syracuse." Pp. 36-38,40,42,44-45 
in Law and Order. 



384 

Demma, Joe. 1969. "Slipping Through The Confrontation." Pp. 34, 36 in Law and Order, 

Fagerstrom, Dorothy. 1968. "An Absolute Necessity." Pp. 80 in Law and Order. 

Fox, Bill. 1970. "Riot Gun Trap Shoot." Pp. 14-17,107 in Law and Order. 

Gaylord, Chic. 1963. "Riot Gun." Pp. 58, 60-62,65 in Law and Order. 

Gigliotti, Richard J. 1977. "Guidelines For The Use of Deadly Force." Pp. 48, 50-58 in 
Law and Order. 

Kimble, Joseph. 1965. "Patience and Planning The Key to Controlling Demonstrations." 
Pp. 71-73, 76-78 in Law and Order. 

Lake Erie Chemical Co. 1967. "Truth About Tear Gas—Chapter l~Control, Not 
Casualties. " Pp. 55 in Law and Order. 

Lawder, Lee E. 1964. "Mob and Riot Control." Pp. 47 in Law and Order. 

—. 1964. ""If the charge is false..."." Pp. 76 in Law and Order. 

Prehle, Jack. 1964. "Riot Type Shotgun." Pp. 68-69 in Law and Order. 

Shaw, William. 1964. "Electrom'cs and Riot Control." Pp. 38-42 in Law and Order. 

Williams, Mason. 1971. "Chemical Agents and Non-Lethal Weapons- The Smith & 
Wesson Weaponry Academy Part II." Pp. 50-55 in Law and Order. 

Zeichner, Irving B. 1969. "Damages For Riot." Pp. 46 in Law and Order. 

Police: 

Editors. 1962. "Traffic From Crowd of 250,000 Cleared in one Hour by Helicopter-
Ground Team." Pp. 61 in Police. 

Lund, Donald A. 1972. "Confrontation Management." Pp. 56-62 in Police. 

Sheehan, Thomas M. 1967. "Municipal Liability for Excessive Use of Force By the 
Police." Pp. 84-92 in Police. 

Swearengen, Thomas F. 1968. "The AAI Multi-Purpose Tear Gas Grenade System." Pp. 
57-67 in i^o/Zce. 



385 

Police Chief. 

Applegate, Rex. 1963. "Smoke vs. The Mob Cancer." Pp. 20-22, 24,28 in Police Chief. 

Byrd, Robert C. 1966. "Police Brutality or Public Brutality?" Pp. 8-10 in Police Chief. 

Crockett, Thompson S. 1968. "Riot Control Agents." Pp. 8-9,12-13, 16-18 in Police 
Chief. 

Crockett, Thompson S. 1970. "Aerosol Irritant Projectors: A National Survey." Pp. 42, 
44-45 in Police Chief 

Editors. 1962. "Officers Blameless in Tear Gas Death." Pp. 44 in Police Chief. 

Editors. 1970. "Judgment for Chief Ziegler." Pp. 12 in Police Chief 

Fox, Harry G. 1966. "The CD Man." Pp. 20, 22, 24-25 in Police Chief. 

Gates, Daryl. 1968. "Control of Civil Disorders." Pp. 32-33, 34 in Police Chief. 

Liu, Daniel S. C. 1964. "The President's Annual Message." Pp. 50-51 in Police Chief. 

Morgan Jr., J.P. 1971. "Confrontation Management" Pp. 20-22,24 in Police Chief 

Sands, Jack M. 1979. "Mass Demonstrations of Foreign Nationals: A New Problem for 
the American Police." Pp. 28-29 in Police Chief 

Tamm Jr., Q. John. 1970. "Chemical Change." Pp. 46 in Police Chief 

—. 1970. "Liability of Chiefs of Police." Pp. 10 in Police Chief. 

Walters, Douglas M. 1971, "Civil Liability for Improper Police Training." Pp. 28-32, 34-
36 in Police Chief. 

Wilson, Jerry V. 1972. "Deadly Force." Pp. 44-46 in Police Chief. 



PRIMARY SOURCES: CASES 

A&B Auto Stores v. City of Newark (1971) 59 N.J. 5 

Cox V. Louisiana (1965) 379 U.S. 536 

Monroe v. Pape (1961) 365 U.S. 167 

Titcomb v. State of New York {\96\) 222 N.Y.S.2d 596 


