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ABCTRACT

TwC RZCENT RACE RICTS:
AN EXAJINATICN CrF THEIR DYRAMICS

by Andrew H. Babyak

This paper explores the dynamics underlying two incl-
dents of crowd benavior (racial riots that occurred respect-
ively in Chicago &nd Cleveland during the summer of 1566).
Crowd phenomena, an important subdivision of collective
behavior, have been investigsted infrequently by sociolo-
gists in the pacst. The theofetical constructe and hypo-
theses advanced by Kell Smelser, Raloh Turner and Lewls
Killlan guided the research and analysis.

Four fleld workers adminlistered a 16 page open-ended
interview questlionnalre to 5C respondents who were familiar
with the riot aresas. The data gathsred supoort 3 of the
constructs involved in Smelser's value added schema, struc-
tural conducivenesgs, structural strain and precipitating
factor. These constructs are concerned with the soclal
structural factors that underly occurrences of collectlve
behavior. However, the concept in regzrd to orecipitating
factors was found to be overly stressed as a causatlve
agent of crowd outbursts, although important, it is only
one instance in a much larger ocattern of dynanic inter-
actlon.

Turner and Killian's theoretical framework, compared



Andrew H. Babyak

with Smelser's 1s more specifically concerned with the
actual dynamics of crowd behavior. For this reason, their
concepts and hypotheses were utilized to describe and
analyze the actual instances of crowd behavior thet
occurred. Hypotheses in regard to leaderchip, division of
labor, symbol formation and other crowd dynamics were
emoirically verified by the collected deta. Interaction,
at the individual and group levels, was found to be of
cruclal imoortance in the develooment and patterning of
crowd processes. Future research could fruitfully focus
upon this interactional aspect and the role it plays in
creating a natural life-hlstory and sequence of crowd

behavior.



TWO RECENT RACZ RICTS:

AN EXAMINATICN CF THEIR DYNAMICS
By

Andrew H. Babyak

A THESIS

Submitted to
Michigan State University
in peartial fulfiilment of the requirements
for the degree of

MASTER OF ARTS
College of Social Science

1967



ACKNOWLEDGZMENTS

This researcn project would not have been initiated
or completed without the eld and assistance of Dr. James
R. Hundley. It is to him that I owe my largest debt and
greatest gratitude.

I wish also to formally thank John Ellis and Bill
Given for thelr help in gathering the data upon which
this paper is based. The many hours they contributed
toward this end are grztefully acknowledged.

To my wife who has glven greciously of her time
and effort in the typing end editing of this manuscript,
I extend my thanks. Needless to say, all errors of
omlission and commission are my sole responsibility;
the above-mentioned persons are in no way accountable

for any such errors.

ii



TABLE COF CONTELTS

II\TTROD UCTION L] L] L] L] L4 Ll L L L] . . L] L[] L] L] ] L] ° L] L]
IETH OD Ak“D DATA COLL‘EC T I ON L] L] . L] . L . L] . L4 . L] L]
BACKGROUND FACTORS AND CCMDITIONS. ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o &

Structural Conducliveness. . .
Structural Cleavage. . . .
Grievance Channels . « « .
Communication and Ecology.

Structural Straln « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ &

[ ] L] L] L [ )
. [ ] L] . L]
¢ o o o o
L] L[] L] L] L)
. L] . L] L]
e o e o o
L] [ ] . o .
e o e o o
e o o o o

PRECRITATIL.G EVEI\'T. o L] L] L] L] o L] L[] ° L] L] L] L] L] ° 21
CROWD INTZRACTION AND EMERGENT ORGANIZATION. . . . 28
Control Agencies vs. Crowd Participants . . . . 28
Crowd Organization. . . « & e o o o o o o o o 35
Emergent Norms and Crowd Symbols. D X §
c ONCLUSION [ ] [ ] L] L] [ ] L ] L] [ ] * L] L ] L] L[] [ ] (] L] L) L] L] * 45
F OOTNOTES L] L J L] L L L] L] L] * L] L] L] L] L] L L] L] LN L] L] 66

B IBLI m‘RAPHX L J L] L ] L] L L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L) L] L] L] L] L] L 71

111






ArPENDIX

Pege
INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE 48

iv



INTRODUCTIOCN

Soclological literature 1is cherzcterized by a scar-
city ;f systematic descriptions and theoretical explana-
tions in regard to the dynsmics and ramifications of
crowd behevior. Blumer ncted this imooverlshed condition
a decade ago when he stated, "It 1c evident thzt little
progress 1s beling made in analyzing the generic nature
of the crowd and the xinde of behevior related to 1it.

The retarded state of our knowledge in this area seems

to be caused in part by the paucity of study of zctual
instences of crowd behcvior."l During the interia of

the last ten years very little additional empirical
recearch has been conducted. Hundley and Quarantelll,
searching the literature, found "less than several dozen
gystematiczlly deccribed and anal&zed incstzances of specific
crowd formetion and behavior."?

A review of trne pertinent literature at this point
will illustrate its scanty, somewhat fragmentary nature.
In terms of basic causes, Lee and Humphrey have znalyzed
the Detroit rzce riot of 1943.3 The Chicago Commission
on Race Relations conducted a study of the 1919 Chicago
race rlot,4 although dealing heavily with background L

factors and features, it also contains descriptions of



active crowd behavior. Hertung end Flock have concluded
that a nunber of prison riots have resulted due to the
heterogeneous inmate populations and the breakdown of in-
formal inmate organization within the relevant prison com-
munitles.? Grimshaw has linked various social and demo-
graphic factors with varlous patterns of race rioting.6
The effects of symbol formation and coaxmon definition of
the situation on crowd behavior have been investigated
by Turner and Surace.' Hypothesss concerned@ with the
development of crowd behavior have been formulated by
Turner and Killian.8 Thelr emphasis i1s placed upon the
bregkdown of norams, values, communication and soclal
control during a period of crowd behavior. ©Smelser pos-
its certaln structural fectors in social life that render
situations conducive for crowd behavior, or "hostile out-
bursts."? A recent gtudy by Lieberson and Silvermcn
investigates a number of situations thzt were cruclal in
initially sparking occurrences of riot behavior;lo the
study enploys Journal accounts of 73 race riots since 1500.
Studiss of actual behevior within the crowd usre almost
non-existent. Elklin and Halpern znd Cooper have discussed
lezdershli»> during en alleged crowd outburst.ll Smelsger
and Turner end Killian offer a number of theoretical
notlons and examnnles in rezcrd to lntersction end mobili-
zation of action within the &sctive crowd.

Similarly, the area of social ccntrol lzcks systematic



exploration and discussion.l? Grimshaw has discusced a
number of soclial control techniques that have been employed
in the pest by certaln police and military agencies.l3
Lohman dlscusced the methodes whereby police officefs can
effectively disoercse 1inciplent crowds.14 Smelser and
Turner and Killien &lso discuss the factors necessary for
the dissolution of crowd behsavior. Only pascing refer-
ences are made in respect to the consequences and out-
comes of crowd behevior.Ld

Such a situation has produced a consensus among
socilologists that empirical recearch 1s sorely needed in
this srea of collective behavior. In order for knowledge
to be generated concerning the causes, dynamlcs and con-
sequences of crowd behavior, research and inquiry must
be conducted. Smelser has recently formulated an explicit
overall theoretical framework that encompasses crowd Dbe-
havior, as well as the oﬁher forms of collective behavior.l6
This systematic set of propositions forms the only model
of crowd behavior yet developed. This single work 1s also
indicative of the few empirical studlies and 1lnadeguate
theoreticel schemes that comnprise the field. Utilizing
this theoreticel frameworx to derive hypotheses we hzve
examined a nuaber of the basic prooositions that compose
Smelser's model.

Smelser's frzmeworX poetudates a set of determinants



that must be precsent in order to facilitzte the occurrence
of a hostile outburst. These five determinants - struc-
tural conduciveness, structural strain, generalized beliefs,
preciplitating factors, and mobilization for action, become
organized into a seguence of lincreasing determinancy in
the production of a hostile outburst. The accunulation of
emoiricel events and situations, that correcspond to the
determinants, may occur in any temnporal order; the curcial
factor 1in the sequence from indeterminacy to determinacy
involves the loglczl order &nd transition of ths deter-
minants, rather than thelr temporal nature, i.e. a single
event may establish more than one necessary determinant.
Thus, all five determinants must be present in order for
& hoctlle outburst to occur; events and situations assume
significance as determinants when they occur within the
context of the otner logically prior necessary conditions.
Three of these analytically distinct determinants =
structural conduciveness, structural strain, and precip-
itating factor, wlll be discusssd following an explanation
of our methodological procedure. To supplement Smelser's
notions, we have also examined some notions of Turner and

Killian.



METHOD AND DATA COLLECTICN

During the summer of 196€, a number of racial out-
bursts and incidents occurred in the major metropolitan
centers of our country. These instances of collective
behavior, 1f investigated, should yleld fruitful data on
infrequently investigated phenomena. Utilizing the theo-
retlicel frameworks of Smelser and Turner and Killian, we
derived a number of hypotheses that gulded our empirical
investigation. A lengthy questlonnaire was developed;
due to the pauclity of emolricsl research dcne in the field
of collectlive behavior, we were unaware of any previously
developed questionnaire that had been utilized 1n studying
riot 1ncidents.l7

We focused our reseerch attentions on two cities;
Cleveland, Ohlo, and Chicago, Illinois. Each of thecse two
cities had a raclal outburst in the month of July; Chicago's
outburst occurred on the 1l2th, 13th and l4th of the month,
while Cleveland's occurred on the 18th, 19th and 2Cth.
Four field workers conducted interviews 1n both clties
within two weeks following the riots. Cur interviews were
with city officials, police, social workers, newspapermen,
news comnentators, civil rights leaders, members of the

National Guard, firemen, university professors, religious



leaders znd riot »articlpants.

Exactly 50 interviews of 1 to 3 hours were conducted
within these two communities.18 In addition to this data,
30 informal interviews were teken at Michigan State Uni-
vereity following two days of crowd outbursts and "panty
raids" during June of 1$66. The findings which follow
are basad on this interview data.

Our respondents were selected on the bacsis of two
criteria; (1) 1if they witnessed crowd or riot activity
and (2) 1f they were familiar with the riot areas. Some
respondents were representative of both criteria. The
actual amount of coverage given to riot participants was
scanty, due to the difficulty involved in establishing
contact with them. Limited time and resources were also
responslble for this inadequate participant coverage, as
well as fgr the small number of total interviews (5C).

Such a limited number of interviews did not enzble
us to complle data on many lmportant aspects of the com-
munities under study. Information on local welfare agen-
cies, schools and businesses would have greatly aided our
analyslis, as well as informstion on informal community re-
lationships.

Another 1nadeguacy in our methodology was the lack

of systematlc interviewing »rocedure. Respondents were



not always asked the szme guections, due to thelr varyling
positions in and knowledge of the community. As a result,
the various interviews conducted are not all eguivalent,
some are more or less complete than others. Thus, many
areas of inguiry were not as fully explored as we deeired.

Although we were unzble to obtaln first-hand observa-
tions of the crowd activity, our interviewlng was conducted
within two weeks following the riots. Such timeliness in
reaching the two scenes of rioting enabled us to conduct
interviewing while riot incidents were still "fresh" in
respondents' memories. Another advantage of our proce-
dure was the open-ended nature of our questionnaire, it
allowed flexibility on the interviewer's part and enabled
respondents to conceptualize information in their own words,
with the ettendant meanings 1t held for them. In addition,
our analysis 1s based upon direct intefview data, rather
than mass media reports and printed documents, the source
of information for most past riot research.

Our intentlion was to reconstruct the historical sit-

uatlions surrounding both riots and focus upon individual
behavior patterns and definitions of the situation (actor
meanings). It was not our intent to survey the attitudes
and values of various individuals involved in the disturb-
ances. Although we were guided in our research by a number

of hypotheses, the resulting analysis 1s also exploratory



in nature &nd hopefully will serve to generate further
hyootheses. This analysis and comparison of two riots
and one college disturbance helps to move riot research
beyond the single case etudy approach of most earlier

endeavors.



BACKGRCUND FACTCRS AND CCNDITICNS

Structural Conduclveness

Structurel Cleavage: Smelser utllizes the terms,

structural conduciveness and structural strain, to refer
to the essentlal elements that produce an outburst of
collective behavior.l® wWe shall classify these concepts
under the heading of background factors and conditions.

One of the important elemente of structural conducive-
ness 1s "established cleavages" within a comamunity. Smelser
points out that racial antagonisms have a greater likeli-
hood of occurring when economic, political and racial-
ethnic memberships coincide to a large extent. 3uch coin-
cldence between these various elements results in a sociel
structural feature of wldespread cleavage within a com-
munity. Cleavages resulting from such coincident factors
were found to exist in both the metropolitan communities
of Chicago and Cleveland.

The large majority of Negroes (approximately 300,CC0)
who reside in Cleveland are located within the central city,
while the majority of whites reside in the suburbs. (97 per
cent of the Negroes are located in the central city, while
53 per cent of the whites live in the suburbs). In terms

of actual separation, the two races are even more segregated
{

9
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than the zbove figures would tend to indicete. dithin the
central city itself, the majority of Negroes live east of
the Cuyahoga River, while most of the whites live west of
the river. In other words, $6 per cent of the Negroes in
Cuyahoga County live on Cleveland's east side, while 80
per cent of ths city's whites live either in the suburbs
or on the west side of the city.zo

There are a number of indices whican 1llustrate the
extent and location of poverty within Cleveland's metro-
politan area; a few of these indices will be cited here
to document the economic position of the city's Negroes.

Dividing the central city and suburbs into census
tracts, makes clear the extent of the Negro's poverty in
comparison to the standard of living of whites. In 1560
there were nineteen census tracts in which over one-half
of the families had an income of less than $4,000; all
nineteen of these tracts were located wlthin Cleveland.
Twenty-five tracts existed in which one-third of the
families had an income of less than $3,000; all twenty-five
tracts were located 1n Cleveland. While the central city
itself accounted for only 53.5 per cent of the population
of Cuyahoga County, it accounted for 76 per cent of the
families with an income of less than 33,000 per year.zl

Conversely, in 1959, there were twenty-five census

tracts in which the median family income was $9,000 or



1l

more; twenty-four of these twenty-five tracts were located
in the suburbs. In 1559, 4€.5 per cent of the population
of Cuyahoga County lived within its suburban communities,
but 91 per cent of the familles with an income of over
325,000 a year resided within these same suburbs. Of those
families with an income of $15,0C0 to 325,000 per year, 78
per cent resided in the suburbs, as d1d €5 per cent of the
families with a yearly income between $1C,000 and $15,000.22
Statlistics such as these lllustrate the nature and extent
of cleavage, economically and residentially, between the
two major racial populations within the county.

The extent of cleavage as represented by residential
segregation and economic poverty 1s as pronounced in
Chicago as it 1s in Cleveland. In 1964 the Negro popula-
tion of Chicago was estimatsd to be approximately $30,C00,
or roughly 26 per cent of the total city population. The
overwhelming number of these Negroes are residentially
segregated within an "L" ghaped strip of land which falls
across the west and south sides of the city, with the
larger number of Negroes belng located on the west side of
the city.23

Economically, these Negroes are in an inferior
position compared with the whites residing within the city
limite and outlying suburban areas. In 1%64, the median
family income of all Negroes within the city wes $4,700
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or only €5 per cent of the medlan income for all white
families in the city. When we compare high and low in-
come groups for the year 1960, we can aleo, again, note
the inferior economic poesition of the city's Negroes; 29
per cent of the Negroes are 1n the low incoame group earn-
ing lees than 33,000 per year, as compared to only 8 per
cent of the whites, but only 9 per cent of the Negroes
are in the high income group earning §10,000 or more per
year, as compared with 28 per cent of the city's white
popu.lzaL‘c,.'n.on.24

In 19€4, the unemployment rates for Negroes in both
clties were at least twice as high as the white rates,
with the retio being four times as great in Chiczgo.
Similarly, in both cities, the educational achievements
of Negroes are below those of thelir white counterparts;
e.g. the averegge Negro in Chlcazgo has attended school
l.3 years less than the typical white.2> 1In addition,
the educatlonal facilities and opportunities for the
Negro are inadequate and inferior in comparison to the
white educationzl facilities. Such employment and educa-
tional patterns help to maintain and increase the struc-
tural cleavage that exists between the two racial popula-
tlons.

The vast majority of our respondents described the

west side of Chicago and Clsveland's Hough area in teras



13

which were illustrative of structural cleavage. 1t was
polnted out that the sverasge age of Chicago's West Side
tenement houses 1s sixty-five years, reflecting the eco-
nomic poverty of the area. The new governmental-sponsored
housing units were referred to as "concrete reservations".
Many respondents testified that food prices on individual
ltems were anywhere from 3 cents to 12 cents higher than
in supermarkets in predominantly white areass of the city;
a clear instance of cleavege when i1t 1s noted that the
majorlity of businesses are owned by whites who resids out-
slde of the ghetto areas. These, and many other stste-
ments, reflect thelr perceptions in regard to cleavege
characteristics.

Grlevance Channels: Smelser indicates that one of

the elements embodlied in structural conduclveness concerns
the availabllity of channels for expressing grievances.
It 1s stated that nostile outbursts will occur more reade
ily i1f alternative channels of grievance expression or
protest do not exlst, or are gradually or suddenly closed.
Such an absence of grievance channels characterized both
of our research communities.

In both ghettos the dense population figures create

an overload on the facilities of the vurious civil rights

organlizations dedicated to grievance and protest activities.

Those few local neighborhood organizations or groups






located within the ghetto confines (West Side Organization
in Chicago, J.F.K. House in Cleveland) lack economic sgup=-
port and trained personnel. For example, the West Side
Organlzation in Chicago was unable to Jjoin the C.C.C.O.
(Council for Coordinating Community Organizations) becausse
it was unable to pay the yearly due of seventy-five dollars.
Such conditions result in little tension dissipation through
effectlve grievance channeling.

It was also generally indicated by our respondents
that many members of the ghetto areas are so apathetilc
that they do not even know the names of their local council-
men.26 This example 18 indicative of thelir disgust and dis-
enchantment with political procedures and processes. FPolice
are looked upon with suspicion and fear; they are, thus,
viewed as enemlies rather than protectors of the neighbor-
hood. The Cleveland Police Department has virtually no
organized component to handle grievances. The Chicago
Police Department has established a Human Relations Division
which has the responslbllity of 1lnvestigating grievances
flled agalinst the depasrtment. However, many of our res-
pondents bellieved the division to be a public relations
facade, offering very little real help in the solving of
grievance problems. These situatlions can hardly be viewed
as effective alternative channels of grievance expression;

thelr inadequacy only serves to helghten the possibility
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of riot bensvior.

Communication and Ecology: The third fsctor of con-

duciveness deals with comanunication and ecology. Large
numbers of individuals contained within a restricted area
greatly enhances crowd formation by encourzging the pro-
cesses of rapld communication, face-to-face interzction,
and development of a common definition of the situation.
The densely populated Negro ghettoes of both Chicago and
Cleveland offered such an adequate medium of communication.

One respondent commented that news of the Chicago
riot spread from 160C West Ashland to 35CC West Ashland
in the tine it would have taken to make a telephone call.
The dense concentration of people (300,000 crammed into
800 blocks on Chiczgo's West Side) rendered such rapld
face-to=face interaction possible. In addition, the hot
sunmer weather resulted in a large number of people
thronging to the streets in search of relief, thus making
effective ;nd rapid communication feasible.

A number of other respondents noted that attemots
by pollce to seal off various rliot sections had little
effect in terms of riot control or termination. iost
sections contained such a dense populace that the people
within them were able to interact and create rumors among
themselves which resulted in a comnon definition of the

situation. Thus, any attempt to i1solate areas from
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receiving rumors or other riot comaunicatlons served
little purvose.

Structural Strain

In addition to the concept of structural conducive-
ness, (which Smelser defines as being very general in
nature) the teram "structural strain" 1s employed in his
analysis of hostile outbursts. This term refers to &
buildup of tensions which often corresoond with and fol-
low the cleavages (structural conduciveness) that are
existent in a community's social struecture. Cne of the
examples of such structural strain 1s the large influx
of Negroes, 1lnto a clty, which has preceded many of the
racilal outbursts which have arisen in our country. These
large influxes create discomfort and tension between both
races by increasing economic, politicel and residentilal
competition. Such a condition of strain waes found to have
occurred in both of our research communitles.

wWworld War II resulted in the migration of a large
number of Southern Negroes to the metropolitan community
of Chicago; the Negro population increased from 289,0C0
in 1940 to 492,000 in 1950. This increase continued into
the 60's, with the Negro population increasing by 65 per
cent, from 492,000 to 813,000 during the ten year period
between 1950 and 19€0; it was to increase to 930,000 four

years later in 1964. 1In 1%60, 96 per cent of the Negroes
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in Cook County, Illinols, were located in the "L" ghaped
black belt which was referred to earlier.2! This tremen-
dous population increase greatly strained the existing
housing facilitlies avallable to Negroes in the city, as
well as thelr chances of economic opportunity.

The strain created by Negro influxes often bscomes
focused uoon a particular iscsue within the community.
During the war years, in Detroit, the large number of in-
coming Negroes offered economic competition to the whites.
It was this increase of tenslon that helped to produce the
1943 riot. It should be noted that the Sunday preceding
the Tuesday riot (July 1C), Martin Luther King led a free-
dom rally in one of the city's ball parks. This rally
focused upon discrimination and residential patterns of
segregation. Its demends and possible solutions were pre=
sented to Mayor Daley the following zfternoon (July 11).
The next day (July 12) the Chlcago riot was underway. It
seems that the primary focus of strailn in Chicago was this
matter of housing confinement and discriminetion; it was,
in effect, the basic problem that had been focused upon
by Dr. King and his Unlted Freedom Movement for over six
months porior to the riot.

A very eslmiler process of in-migration was found to
exist within the central city of Cleveland, Ohio. Eetween
1930 and 1540 the Negro population of the city increased
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by only 12,0C0, but between 1S4C and 1650, 1t was to
increase by €3,C00. This increase was to almost double
between 1950 and 19€C, with 1C3,C00 additional Negroes
pouring into the city; 35,000 more would enter in the
four yezr period between 19€6C and 1964. CDuring the 50's
and 60's there was occurring, simultaneously, & rapid out=
migration of whites from the central city. Over 142,C00
were to leave between 1950 and 1960, more than offsetting
the in-migration of Negroes. Today, Cleveland ranks
elghth among the American cities having the largest number
of Negro residents.28 Such an influx of Negroes was to
result in an increased shortage of housling and strained
living conditions within the confined areas of the city's
eacet end, as well as an increascse in the poverty level due
to the resulting increacte of economic competition.
Cleveland's large Negro in-migration also created
tensions within the political arena. In November, 1G€5,
a Negro candidate for mayor lost the election by less than
3,000 votes. This occurrence was quite often referred to
by our respondents and had been a major source of tension
within the city during the preceding yesr. Similarly,
such political tension was evident in Chicago before the
1919 race riots, due to the fact that local Negroes had
played a consplicuous role in the mayoralty campalgn.

Thus, two of the conditions formulated by Smelser as
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being escential for the occurrence of a hostile outburst -
structural conducliveness and structural strain - were
found to be empirically verified by our data.

We should stress theat such background features are
necessary but not suffliclent causes for a hostile out-
burst, according to Smelser. They must be present for
an outburst to occur, but are only useful to a limited
extent in specifying the zctual dynamics that result in
such an outburst. These background factors have been
present in both of the above-mentloned communitlies for
many decades, and yet these communitles have not had
racial outbursts that follow any consistent pattern over
such an extended period of time. Similarly, many other
cltles in our country are characterlized by these struc-
tural factors of conduciveness and strain, and yet these
clties have not been asscclated, historically, with any
conglstent configuration of hostile outbursts.

This overemphasis on structurzl determinism has been
discussed by Hundley and Quarantelli,29 who state thet it

ignores individual interzctions and hinders analysis in

regard to hostlle outbursts. Liebérson also criticizes
such a purely structurallist argument when he points out
that Negro influx occurs as repidly within many "quiet"

citles, as it does within "riot" cities.-© Such influx,
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which often results in structural strain, 1s inadequate
as a sole explanatory varilable in the incidence of riot
occurrences. There are a number of other importaznt ele-
ments that must be present 1n order for an outburst to
occur; one of these, termed a "precipitating factor",

wlll be discussed next.



PRECIPITATING EVENT

Smelser also utilizes the term "precipitating fector"

in his gnalysis of the factors producing hostile out-
bursts. In reference to this term, Smelser states,

"(4) Precipitating factors. Conducive-
ness, strailn and a generallized belief -
even when combined - 40 not by them-
selves produce an eplsode of collective
behavior in a specific time and placs.

In the case of panic, for instance,

these generzl determinants establish a
predisposition to flight, but it is
usually a speciflc event which sets the
flight in motion. Under conditions of
raclal tenslon, it 1s nearly always a dra-
matic event which precioitates the out-
burst of violence - a clash between two
persons of different race, a Negro family

moving lnto a white neighborhood, or a
Negro being proumoted to a traditionally
white Job. These events may confirm or
Justify the fears or hatreds in a gen-
eralized bellef; thay may initiate or
exaggerate a conditlon of strain; or
they may redefine sharply the conditions
of conduciveness. In any case, these
preclipitating factors give the general-
ized bellefs concrete, lmmediate sub-
stence. In this way they provide a
concrete setting, toward {hich collective
action can be directed.">

This element 1s considered, by Smelser, to be one of the
essential rudiments necessary, but not sufficient, for
the occurrence of an episode of collective behavior.
Dramatic precipltating events focus and crystallize
complex tenslions and antagonismns 1nka community which

have resulted from structural conducliveness, structural

2l
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strain and generalized bellefs.

In both of our recearch comaunlities such precipi-
tating events were 1dentifled as helplng to create the
riot.

In Chicago, the event which escalated activity into
opoen conflict between police and teenagers concerned the
closing of a fire hydrant on the west side of town. Tra-
ditionally throughout the city, during the summer, hydrants
are turned on by children and teenagers as a means of
keeplng cool during hot weather. The incident which
sparked the three days of rioting in Chicago occurred on
the hottest day of the year, the temperature being 98
degrees. Whlte policemen atteampted to turn off a hydrant
at the intersection of Roosevelt Road and Throupe Street,
located in Chicago's west side Negro ghetto. (Approxi-
mately 2 p.m. in the afternoon.) After the hydrant had
been turned off, Negro teenagers turned 1t back on, and
the police attempted to once more turn it off; this con-
flict resulted in the gathering of people and the begin-
ning of what was to become three days of disorder.

‘' A second possible precipitating incident wae also
mentioned by a few respondents. This event focused upon
an lce cream truck operated by a white man within the
West Side area. An eplsode of conflict occurred on

Throupe Street between thls ice cream vendor and e
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number of Negro youths. The vendor was unwilling to give
ice cream to the youths, who, in turn, proceeded to enpty
his truck of the ice cream supply. This conflict was
qulckly escalated into an ooen confrontation, as the truck
became surrounded by local Negroes. Eventually, the truck
was destroyed and lootling sprezd to nearby stores.»

However, it 1s our contention that the hydrent epil-
sode was the most important event. A number of Negro
youths (10-15) who were pzarticipants in the active phases
of the riot identified the water hydrant affair as the
beginning. - Nevertheless, the 1lce cream incident may have
contributed to the initlal develooment of crowd behavior.
It 1s interesting to note that this reported conflict
also involved a confrontation between Negroes and whiltes.

The precipitating event which occurred in Cleveland
also involved a conflict between whites znd Negroes in
a Negro ghetto area. Two versions were wldely circulated
in Cleveland in regard to this incident. Both of the
descriptions are centered around the white owner of a
cafe and his Negro patrons. A local Negro newspaper
statee the followlng in reference to this precipitating
incident:

"It all apoarently started beczuse of a
minor incldent, a robbery of the Seventy-

Niner's Cafe at 79 Hough Avenue. Reportedly,
the angry owner had given his emoloyees
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orders'not to serve those niggers a drink

of water.' I heard several versions of

this story. One wse that an unidentified

Negro man had gone to the cafe and asked

for a drink of water and had been ordered

out. He 1s reported to have gone bcck

later and placed a sign outside the cafe

which stated, "This place will not serve

colored'.

Another report is that a short time later

a Negro woman went into the same cafe,

gsoliciting for charity, and wes bodily

ejected. Word pascsed up and down the

area like wildfire, and a mob, mostly

adults and teenagers, began to gather.

I saw what happened to Bgis place, the

mob tore i1t to pieces."
‘An interview with the reporter who wrote the above
excerpt, as well as others in the communlity, leads to
the conclusion that the precipitating event occurred
where reported, even though its actual detalls had be-
come interspersed with various bits of rumor. 1In any
event, &a preclipltating factor occurred which involved a
conflict between whites and Negroes, in a bar, on the east
side of town (Negro ghetto). It 1s interesting to note
that the disturbance occurred only two blocks away from
the intersection that was descrlibed in 1564 as the geo-
graphical center of Clevelend's poverty (East T9th Street
and Euclild Avenue).33 Smelser emphasizes the interde-
pendent nature of tne various component elements which
combine to produce a hostile outburst. These above
specific events 1llustrate well the lnterdependence

exlisting among the component elements of structural
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conduciveness, structural strain, and preclpitating event.
All three components were present in our two research
comnunities 2nd played an lmportant role in bringing
about the disturbances that occurred in each of these two
cltlies.

Both of these precipitating factors occurred within
a context of Negro-white interaction. This phenomena of
provocation between members of both races has been docu-
mented by Lieberson and Silverman. Of 76 riots occurring
between 1913 and 1963, only four have occurred without a
precipitating event. Almost all of these instances have
involved confrontations between Negroes and whiltes. As
the authors stated, "In the same fashion, we suggest, the
immediate ovrecipitations of razce riots almost always in-
volve some confrontation between the groups in which
members of one race are deeply 'wronged' in fact or rumor
by members of the other.">4

It 1s true that our research uncovered precipltating
events which 1nvolved interpersonal clacshes between Negroes
and whites. This point, 1s, in effect, what Lieberson and
Silverman documented in their study.35 We suggest that
such interpersonal clashes occur countless times in areas
characterized by structural conduclveness and structural
strailn. For example, the clash between white police and

Negro youth over the fire hydrant in Chicago was and 1ls
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enacted many times throughout thst city during the course
of a single sunmer. The overwhelming majority of thece
incidents never result in a race riot. In a number of
personal interviews, respondents inje;ted this point into
our discusslons and emphasized that such events were of
little actual usefulness in the analysis of riot causes.
The interactional dimension between ghetto members and-
outsliders, police and rioters, rioters and rioters, etc.,
is the most fruitful avenue to follow in the analysis of
the causes and dynamics that surround a hostile outburst.
Preclpltating events are only a part of the larger flow of
interaction. Seen from this perspective, an event can
offer mucn in the way of ueseful data if 1t 1s used as a
starting place in the analysis. But merely choosing some
event and oositing it acs a riot cause affords little
actual understanding of the elements and dynamics leading
to an outburst of collective beha#ior.{ As we have sald,
such events occur nearly every day, 1nlcountless cltles
throughout the world, but very few of themn ever eventuate
in a hostlile outburst. ;We must examine the complex inter-
actions between various actors, if we wish to gain a better
understanding of the dynamice that contribute to a racial
outburst, as well as to expand Smelser's theoretical frame-
Work.

Such complex lnteractions sometimes result in a
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breakdown of the informal control mechanisms which usually
influence actor interrelationships. This ceasation of
informnal controls, combined witn tne faillure of eoclal
control agencies to properly play thelr roles, can often
lead to unpunished individual deviations. These Jeviations
can.then result, through crowd convergence, milling and
interaction, in the development of an emergent norm. Such
emergent norms alter individual "definitions of the situa-
tion" and cause a basic change of meaning to occur among
the various actors. It is this subtle process of norma-
tive alterastion end emergence that must be investigzted;
preciplitating events are necessary, but not sufficient

causes of such complex occurrences.



CROWD 1INTERACTION AND EJERGEZNT CRGANIZATION

Control Agencles vs. Crowd Particloants

At thls point our theoreticzl frame of reference will
no longer focus upon the determinants advanced by Smelser;
the concepts and hyootheses emnployed by Turner and Killian
wlll now guide our analysis. Thelr conceptual apparatus
focuses upon interaction, behezvior and organization with-
in the crowd; emergent norms and subjective definitions
of the situation develop as a result of various inter-
actions and patterns of behavior. Such a theorstical
framework 1s more applicable than Smelser's in dealing
with the actual dynamice of crowd behavior.

Wwe will describe some of the cruclial interactions
and emergent soclal norms which were to develop durling
the course of these racilal outbursts. It is these ele-
ments which we feel are most central and lmportant in
explalning and analyzling why such outbursts occur when,
where and at the time they do.

Turner and Klllian emphasize this conceot of inter-
action in their analysls of collective behavior and crowd
outbursts.36 We wiil attenpt to merge a number of our
observations and findings with their statements and

formulations. In regard to interactlon among members of

28



29

an emergent crowd, they state,

"As will be seen in the descriptions of
crowd behavior that follow, people may
come to a crowd, even to the most violent
mob, with gqulite different initial motives
and interests. During the course of the
crowd's activity different participants may
behave in different ways. It appears that
the unity of the crowd is often produced
through the interaction of participants
who are actually behaving in different
fashlons, and_on the basis of different
motivations.

The preclipitating event in Chicago, whilch centered
around the fire hydrant epilsode described earlier, offers
a good example of such crowd unity and formation through
participant interaction. Two white policemen arrived at
the corner of Roosevelt Road and Troupe Street, at approx-
imately 2 p.m. in the afternoon. A number of Negro youths,
approximately 2C to 30, were running through the water
being emitted from an open fire hydrant. The police shut
the hydrant off, whereupon the boys turned it back on
again. Thls hap»hened severgl times in succession, and a
crowd of Negro youths and middle-aged Kegroes began to
gather on tne corner. Verbal insults were exchanged
between Negroes and police, with the police increasingly
becoming a hostile symbol and focused target for the form-
ing crowd of onlookers. After about fifteen minutes of
such activity, a crowd of approximately 200 to 300 had

formed on the corner; several bricks and stones had been
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hurled at the police, and the number of verbal insults

was increasing. At this point the police were getting
ready to leave, and a few members of the crowd had dis-
persed and were also in the process of leaving the corner.
It was at this time that three carloads of police arrived
on the scene, leaped from thelr cars, and began attempt-
ing to clear the corner of Negroes by pushing them, swing-
ing nightstlcks at theam, and shouting at then to go home.
A number of participants indicated thzt &t this time a
Negro youth was knocked down and hit over the head with a
police nightstick. It was at thils point tnat the crowd
began to surge forth against the police and to begin
throwlng rocks and bricks at several adjacent store fronts.
Many informants indiccted that this was the actual begin-
ning of the three days of disorder thzt were to follow.

A number of soclal workers and ghetto residents who
witnessed this incident stated that they belleved the riot
would not have occurred 1f the pollce had not arrived when
they did and acted in tne mannsr in which they did.38
Thelr arrival was at a tine when the crowd had reached a
large slze and had focused upon the two policemnen alrezdy
there. Thelr movements in attemoting to disperse the
crowd eacglly enzbled the crowd to swltch ite attention to
these new arrivals. This 1s a good examnle of the develop-

ment of a hostlle crowd synbol which is one of the elements
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which Turner and Killian ccnsider to be of importance in
any process of crowd formation and development.

This example also 1llustrates the manner in which
soclal contagion and milling occur through participant
interasction. A crowd was formed through interaction which
focused upon a common hostile symbol, and out of which an
emergent norm develooed. The arrival of the police and
their subsequent interzction with the crowd only helped to
golidify and better organize the crowd meambers, rather
than disperse them. The cruclal importance of the manner
and type of interazction occurring between control agencles
and crowd particlpants can be seen from this example. It
is also useful in 1illustrating the manner in which the
crowd became united through interactlion and symbol forma-
tion.

~ Another 1llustration of the importance involved in
the interaction between control agencies and crowd members
can be cilted from occurrances during the June, 1966, dis-
turbances at a large midwestern university.39 Rather than
examine in detall all the events surrounding these ineci-
dents, the specific example that is useful 1n describing
the interactional dlmension is stated here. Due to one
night of panty raids and student frollicking, the univer-
sity administration belleved that more widespread disturb-

ances were about to occur the following evening. 1In
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response to such a possibllity, 247 police were disvatched
to a dormitory complex on the campus the next night. They
were assembled with riot helmete and billy clubs, and sealed
off the complex from the rest of the university grounds.
Following supper and throughout the evening, students

began to gather in an area in front of the dormitory com-
plex along which the police were loosely lined and assea-
bled. By 1l p.m. there were approximately S00 students
crammed lnto the area and facing the pollice. It was at
this point that the ensuing interaction between police

and students was to become of crucial importance in the
events that followed. Approximately fifty students who
resided in the dormitory complex were interviewed the fol-
lowing night. From these lnterviews we determined that

the majority of students were asseabled in the area largely
becauee of their curiosity; they were in effect, specta-
tors. Many of them were there due to the fact that they
had been out on dates and were returning to thelr dormi-
tories. Upon seeling the large number of students and polics,
many decided to stay outeide and watch the fun. It was
also a hot night, the dormitories were not air-conditioned,
and many were outside to cool off. To these students, the
police 1lssued an ultimatum to disassemble or be arrested.
They were told, over loudspeakers, that they were an unlaw-

ful assembly and that they constituted a riot crowd. The
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majority of students were only there out of curiosity and
considered themselves to be a good=-natured group of harm-
less college students. In effect, they were told to leave
their own "front yard" and were warned thct they were con-
sldered by the police to be a dangerous riot mob. Such
pronouncements by the police together with their riot hel-
mets and nightsticks only served to anger and infurilate
many of the students. Cbscenities had been shouted at the
police, and a few water balloons were tarown up to this
point; but all of our student respondents told us that

they felt that hardly any of the students were intent on
attacking the police or the school. However, animoslty was
to rise following the police warning; and there was a large
increase in the amount of shouting and swearing on the
students' part.

It was at approximately 11:30 p.m. that the police
issued thelr third warning; students were told to disband
and then the police marched double-time into their midst,
attempting to break up thelr numbers. In this forward
march many of the students were shoved and pushed, as
well as hit in the midsectlons and backs with police night-
sticks. Twelve students were arrested by the police and
many of the students dispersed into nearby dormltories.

The police charge had caught the students by surprise.

They were completely unaware that 1t was going to occur.
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Followling the charge, many of the students left the area
and the group eventually dispersed later in the evening.
The police took the twelve arrested students to Jail and
also left later in the night.

Following the above incident, many student attitudes
altered greatly in regard to the police. In our inter-
views we noted a large amount of hostility and hatred in
regard to them. Many students mentioned that they felt
that the police had acted 1n an unfair and abrupt manner.

We wlsh to point out the effect of this charge on
the students and 1ts simllerity with the incident we have
described as occurring in Chicago. The large line-up of
police offered the students a convenient symbol to focus
upon and heloed bring about crowd solidarity end unity.
This 1s very similer to the situation fostering symbol
formation that occurred around the fire hydrant in Chicago.
Crowds of college students do not usually warrant a large
amount of police attention; they usually expend energles
by running and dispersing later, causing little actual
property or personai damage. Most likely, many of the
male students would have left after the fenales had gone
in at 11:30, the women's closing hours. Many of the male
students were performing for the women. But the police
did not walt to see 1f this would happen. In this case,

the actions and appearance of the police only helped to
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produce a definition of the situation which was conducive
to mob behavior. With any other group of individuals, the
police line-up and cherge could have resulted in a full-
blown riot disturbance.

An example similar to the above 1s reported in Turner
and Killian which involves a charge, by police, upon a
group of civilians during the raris riots.4o This charge
was to result in widespread disturbances and much blood-
shed. Thus, although the 1nclident zt the universlty did
not result in a nostile outburst, such interesction between
police and crowd members greatly facilitates the creation
of a definition of the situation which can lead to wide-
soread violence and hostlile behavior. In this instence
it led to crowd disperszl, but resulted in a strained and
tense situation which will have an effect upon student-

police relationships in the future.

- Crowd Organlzation

Turner and Killian refer to differential participa-
tion, leadership and division of labor Qithin the crowd
during an episode of collective behavior. We were able
to 1dentify such variations of behavior in the disturb-
ances we investigated. Our'respondents described a grezat
amount of differential participation end differing indi-
vidual behavior patterns among those individuals involved

in the heaviest night of Chicago rioting. A number of
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Negro youths were looting end vandalizing in shifts. A
group of between 20 and 3C Negro youths were observed
running up and down Rooeevelt Road periodicelly looting
and breaking store windows. This group of teenagers,
estimated to be under 2C years of age, continued such
behavior for about an hour and ten minutes; whereupon,
qulte exhausted, they walked to a nearby housing project
and proceeded to rest under trees on its grassy lawn.

At this time, a number of youths resting under the trees
stood up, walked to Roosevelt koad, and commenced to run
and loot throughout the area. After approximately one
hour, the scene was once more repeated in much the sznme
manner. Such a shifting of activity and rest is a very
striking example of crowd division of labor and emergent
organlization.

Our interviews also indicated that various Jjuvenile
gangs had divlded up the west side area of rioting, and
were systematlczlly remaining within their own areas.

It 1llustrates the manner 1n which previously existing
informal social grouss maintain their unity and manifest
themselves during such disorganized periods of time.

Many of our respondents belleved tnese gangs to be the
most visble soclal groupings in the entire west side area.
It 18 no wonder, tnen, that they would tend to be well

orgenized soclal groupings during the riot period.
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It should be noted that such a degree of social
organizatlion is at varlance with the popular imeges of
riots that envision crowd behacvior as belng charzacterized
by "irrationality", "madness", and totzl "disorganization".
Riot behavior may epopear to be chaotic on the surf:zce, but
closer analysls revezls its underlying theme of social
organization end differentiation of lzbor.

It was notliced that many of the active youths, running
in groups, were churacterized by the absence or presence
of shirts. Usually, a band of youths would e&ll be wearing
T-shirts or no shirts whatsoever. Also, 1in eeveral in-
stances, all of the group members were weuaring rags around
thelr heads. Thils illustrates the manner in which emergent
soclal groupings develop symbols to insure their unity and
coheslon. Many of these groups were not composed of pre-
viously organized gang meanbers; they had formed through
interaction in an atteumpt to structure the situation. The
youths spuck tenaciously to their own groups.

Cleveland's ghetto area 1s not chcrzcterized by a
large extent of organized Juvenlle gang forumation. Crime
is widespread in the &area, and there are a large nuaber
of Juvenile cliques and informal groupings; but there are
few gangs with etratification patterns or rigid codes of

conduct. For thls reason, there was no division of area
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by gangs and no alternate shifting between riot activity
and rest during the three days of rioting in the Hough
area. Negro youths were organized into small grouoss of
from 5 to 2C, much as they were on Chicago's west side.
These groupns remeined together during thelr riot activities,
and were quite often composed of mutual friends and peer-
group associates. Tnus, once more, prior social organiza-
tion can be seen manifesting itself during dilsorganized
riot perlods.

In both cities, a division of labor occurred between
riot activists and passive epectators. ost of the indi-
viduals on the stireets were spectators and curiosity seek-
ers, while only a small number actively engaged in looting
and burning. .Of those actlivlists, the overwhelming majority
(nost respondents szid at lesst 90 per cent) were teen-
agers or men in thelr early twenties. However, a few
respondents emphasized the point that a number of middle-
aged men were seen actively looting and burning; such
individuals were seen in both Chicago and Cleveland. The
actlvists seemed exclusively males. No respondent could
remember seeing any teenage females involved in the actlve
violence.

Most spectators remained on the steps, or "stoops",
or front lawns of their homes, or ascembled in large

groups on various street corners. These groups were
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conposed of both men and women, young as well as middle-
aged. By and large, they took no asctive part in the riot-

ing, but would often enter stores that had been broken into
and looted earlier by youths. Such individuals would
attempt to take any ltems of value that had been left be-
hind by the previous looters. This seemed to be consldered
a safe way to loot by the spectators. (Those not actually
part of the initlal and most direct violence.) Ey loot-
ing in this manner they were also able to avold being
caught by the police. This 1s a clear example of the dif-
ferential particlipation aspect outlined by Turner and
Killlan.

These spectators were observed making such comments

as the following: "It's azbout time™, "I knew it weas
coming", and "It serves the city right". When asked to
leave the area and return to their homes, they were reti-
cent and usually remained, leaving eventually of theilr
own accord. Thelr syanpathies, generally, were with the
riot actlivists. Such attltudes of riot justification on
the part of the spectator-audience, served an lnstru-
mental purpose in creating a permissive environment for
the actlivist-performers. This spectator-activist relation-
ship has been referred to by Turner and Killian as the pro-
cess of commitment.4l\ Through it, activists become

publicly committed to a course of action and are, thereby,
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encouragad to pursue that course of action. "Back&ng
down" in such a situation becomes a very difficult choice
to make.

The above suthors also state that dellberate insti-
gators often play a significant role in facilitating crowd
action. In Chicago, such instigators had been ajparent to
a number of our reespondents. They were described as stand-
ing on varlious corners and in areas where crowds were
ascsembled. While there, they yelled inflammatory remarks
and attempoted to stir onlookers into action. Thelr shout-
ings dealt with such issues as "black power" and "police
brutality". Whether these instigators spontaneously took
edvantage of the situation or whether their attempted
exploitation was planned 1n advance, 1s a guestion to
which we do not know the answer. At any rate, this is

another clear verificetion of the hypothesis in regard

to differential participation.42

Such a division of labor between spectators and
activists occurred, similarly, in the 1943 Detroit r:zce
riot with'the presence of youthful rioters and dellberate
instigators also being documented.43 Similar conditions
and situations were also described in relstion to the
1919 Chicago riot that resulted in the death of 38 persons.44
These patterns of differential participation would seem,

thus, to have prevalled in a number of other raclal
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outbursts throughout American history, thereby lending
additional support to the aforementioned hypothesis.

In reference to the guestion of le:zdership, few of
our respondents were able to identify key lezders during
the riot eplsodes. Sinall bands of youths seemed to engage
in the most bold instances of vandalisn and’vioience, but
they seemed to act in concerted harmony, rather than belng
led per se. The instigators, were in effect leading no
one. Several respondents implied that moet groups of
youths were characterized by elther one or a number of
more aggressive juveniles. Quite commonly, these aggres-
sive individuals served as models for the rest and were
instrumental in bringing about certain actslof violence
and vandelisan. However, very few of these persons consis-
tently and forcefully led a group of followers. It would
gseem that the members of such groups needed the mutual
reinforcement and encouragement of euch other when engaged

in such deviant acts of violence and theft.

Emergent Norms and Crowd Symbols

The key concept in Turner and Killien's conceptual
framework of interactional asnalysis ie the concept of
emergent behavlior and emergent norms. These concepts
are in contradistinction to traditional behavior and

traditlonal noras. In regard to this hypothesls they
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indicete:

"As crowd behavior develops, there 1is
comnunication of mood, imagery, and a
conception of what kind of action is
appropriate. These are eamergent, not
traditionsel. While they are related
to the past experiences and previously-
held norms and attitudes of the parti-
clpants, they constitute new products
of the inteﬁaction in the particular
situation."*?

Such emergent norms developed 1in both riot arees.

A number of respondents informed us that various
members of youth groupings seemed to be trying to cutdo
each other in their acts of bravado and violence. One
gsocial worker 1in Cleveland said that a youth had to go
along with, and even attempt to outdo, his group's deeds,
or risk being ridiculed and brznded as a "chicken". Acts
of devlance and violence such as looting and breaking
windows were to become comnon and expected in the riot
areas. Such behavior has a normative history in ghetto
areae characterized by poverty and crime; but these acts
were definitely being committed at a greatly increased
rate and by a much larger number of persons during the
few days of acute rioting in both ghetto areas. 1In a
similar manner, setting fire to business establishments
and apartment houses was to become commonplace, especially

in the Hough area 1in Cleveland, where over 110 fires raged

at various times. Such acts were condoned and often
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applauded by the large number of spectators who watched
their occurrence, especlally since many buildings were
rundown and condemned.

In the safety of darkness the level of permissive-
ness increased substantially and many more deviant acts
were committed during the rioting.46 The roving groups
of youths increased in numbers and many more spectators
fl1lled the street corners and open areas. Folice, espe-
clally white police, and firemen were to become the hos-
tile symbols which were focused upon by spectators and
activists alike. Serving as symbols, they helped to
unite and consolidate the various spectator and éctivist
groupings 1n both riot areas. In many instances police
and firemen were stoned and verbally insulted.

Respondents who were in the riot erea during Chicago's
disturbances said that the most unsafe place to be wes
where the police were. Thus, an appropriate conception
of actlion developed, in both cities, that defined the
police and firemen as enemies, and that encouraged and
permitted devliant acts against them; e.g. verbal abuse
and the wldespread throwing of bricks at firemen that
occurred in Cleveland's Hough area. The origins of such
emergent normative behavior lie in the strained and tense
relationships exlsting between police and residents in

these two ghetto areas. Such strained relationships
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exlst in most slum areas across the United States, KNegro

or white.



COLCLUSION

This paper has emphasized the important role of
interaction in bringing about occurrences of collsctive
behavior. ie have stated tnat such cruclal interaction
occurs in a context of structurzcl conduciveness and
structural strain, and that the really important feature
of a precipitating event is thne complex network of inter-
actions that occurs between 1ts various participants.

Two examples were glven to illustrate some of the conse-
quences that can occur as a result of the interaction
occurring between control egencles and crowd members.

It must be emchasized that similar patterns of interaction
are constantly unfolding during the course of a riot epi-
sode. These chains and networks of relationship produce
the various sequences of riot behavior that occur.

Structural conduciveness and structural strain set
the stage for the occurrence of a hostile outbreak; 1l.e.
they are neceesary factors. A precipitating event, most
often occurring between Negroes and whites, further en-
hances the possibllity of open conflict ensuilng. How-
ever, all three of thecse elements, though intimately inter-
woven, are not sufficient enouzh to cause a hostile out-

burst. Certzin interactional patterns and relztionships
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are equally as necescary as these other factors, and
help determine whether crowd formation and hostile out-
bursts occur.

Scilentific predictlon and explanation are dependent
upon an understanding of these intereactional processes.
For this reason it is our contention that such interaction-
al patterns should be focused upon in future research
endeavors. One frultful avenue of interactional analysis
would be the sequence of events leading to a riot's ter -
minatlon. 1In both of our research communities disturb-
ances tapered off after about three days of activity.
Chicago's rioting was ended bty a 45 minute rainstorm, in
addition to the Naticnal Guard. This storm caused acti-
vists end spectators allike to seek shelter and resulted
in a breakdown of communication and interaction. Follow-
ing the storm, youth bands were unable to effectively
organize themselves and continue their activities,//No
doubt, a level of exhaustlon wae reached by many partlci-
pants that did not permit further roving and activity.
Similarly, many spectators became bored after three days
and nlghts of periodic watching; their lsck of interest
resulted 1in a declining audlence for the activists, which
had an effect on reducing riot behavior (decline in inter-
action and the suspension of an emergent, vermissive normz,

In Cleveland, the National Guard seemed to ease tensions,
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with crowd actlivity becoming infrequent the third day
after the initial incident.

It would be soclologically relevent in the deter-
mination of the natural life-history and seguence, to
explore what function inter-group interaction plays in
such a pattern. Future inquiry should shed more light
upon the dynamics of such a process. It 1s lmperative
that such future research focus upon crowd participants
and spectators, rather than upon secondary sources of
information. Tralned observers would aild greatly in the

goecificetlion and analysis of crowd processes and dynamics.



AepxlDIX

I. ILTSRVIZN SCHEDULE - IDENTIFICATICHN CF RESPCNLDEI

l. At what time and where were you wnen you first heard
something was going on == elther in terms of the
looting and window breaking, or in terms of a general
crowd formation end development?

2. #ho was with you 2t that tine? (nanes and reletion-
ships if possible).

3. How did you get your first information?
4., What did this first source say?

5. Wnat 4id you say == if this involved any conversation --
to this first source?

6. wWhzt did you do then?

7. Did you tell anyone else?

A. Who? (relationshlo more insortant than names)
B. what d4id ycu tell thea?

8. when did you go to the scene of the action? (or to
another prescribed place because of crowd e.g., police
station, TV station, or City Hall, etc.).

A. Who witn?

S. What did you see? (Decscribe in detail) If they were
there this 1s the beginning of guestions on division
of labor in the crowd, mobilization of action, crowd

synbollization, crowd communication, and creation of a
generalized bellief.

1C., What d4id you do then?

11. Give a minute by minute (blow by blow) description of
what you saw and did. (probe extensively on this).

12. To what extent did you get involved 1n the activitles?

(shout, mill around, run, Jjust watch, give advice, try
to control people, etc.).

48
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Why did you go to the scene of the riot? (initial
reason).

A. If you got 1lnvolved, why did you do what
you d1d? (examples may be helpful in
answering this question).

What were the reasons moet persons gave for par-
ticipating in the riot?

A. What do you think were the real reasons
that caused them to participate?

who was standing around with you while you were there?
(composition of the group structure if the respondent
was in a group).

EMERGENT NORMS, RUMOR TRANSMIS:SION, CREATIONS OF A
GENERALIZED EELIEF, AND COMMUNICATION IN THE CROWD.

What slogans and chants were the rioters yelling?

A. What rumors were being circulated in the
crowd or mob?

B. What was the sequence of the slogans, chants,
and rumors which the crowd repeated?

What was the feeling among participants in the crowd
or riot? (his impression).

A. What or who were they mad at?
What did you hear them say?

A. Who or what kind of people were saying these
things? (age, sex, type).

During the riot did your feelings and ideas change as
you watched and talked to people?

Did you behave in a way, during the riot, (if the
person took part in crowd or riot activity) in which
you would not normally have behaved?

A. What unusual ways of (acting or behaving)
did you notice 1in the crowd?

B. Did people act differently than they normally
would have? How?

How many other people did you talk to during the
disturbance?

Did you notice any shift or change 1n feellng, 1n the
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crowd, as time went on? (crowd symbolization and
change) .

A. What do you feel happened to cause this
change in feeling or mood?

Did you feel, initlally, that some type of action
must be taken by the crowd?

Did you have the lmpression that many members of
the crowd, at first, felt that some type of action
was necessary and needed?

A, Was 1t obvious that a number of people in
the crowd wanted to do something?

B. Did an "urgent sense™ that something must
be done, pervade the crowd?

C. Did you, personally, feel an "urgent sense"
that something must be done?

During the riot, d4id you feel that no one could
stop your group from achleving its objective?

Did 1t seem to you that most of the particlpants
were very confldent that they would be successful
in their actions?

Did you feel that you could really change certain
conditions of the crowd through your actions?

A. Did many other people in the crowd feel
this way?

Did many members of your crowd think that their
actions were useless?

B. CROWD SYMBOLIZATION AND CHANGE

What was the specific (symbol, object, objective)
of the participants during the riot? (persons or
physical objects).

A. Were there a number of separate objectives
of action during the riot? (persons or
physical objects).
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B. Did the objectives (persons or physical
objects) change as time went on?

C. When did the objectives (persons or physiczal
objects) change for the riot participants?

D. What preceded or led to this change in
objectives (persons or physical objects)?
(a change in symbols).

What was the major activity you engaged in during
the riot?

A. Did your activity change during the riot?

B. What happened to cause you to change your
actlions? (a change in symbols).

C. DIVISION OF 1ABOR, MOBILIZATION OF MOTIVATION

How many people did you see leading the crowd or riot?

A. At the start of the riot what did the lezders
do?

What were the leaders doing? (describe the action of
each leader which you can remember).

What were the activitlies that got the crowd goilng?
(that increased spirit)?

What were the activities that went unpunished by
police or official authorlties?

A. How did by-standers and spectators react to
these deviations?

B. How did the police react to these activities
and deviations?

Why do you think most of the leaders were there?
A. For the same reasons as the rest of the crowd?

How many people there rezlly hed some gripes and
complalints?

A. What were they? (gilve examples of people
and complaints)-(be complete and exhaustive).
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How many people Jjust stood around and watched?
A. +What d1d they say?
B. What 41d they do?

C. How rapidly d41d these watchers leave and
new ones come? (give examples).

Did you see any spectators become esctive members of
the crowd?

A. What happened to them (who talked to them,
etc.) that caused this change in their
behavior?

How many people were there because their friends were
there also?

A. Were groups or individuals recruited into
the crowd? (explain)
Did friendshlp groups sort of stay together
during the crowd actlivity?

B. As the crowd got involved in things, d4id
people stay with thelr cluster or group?
(with whoa they came or with whom they were
familiar).

How many people in the outburst were normally law=-
breakers and trouble-makers, and used the crowd
situation as an excuse to do thinge?

A. Who were they? (give class name such as
rebels, nonconformlists, political agitators,
delinquents, psychopaths, insane, gang
members, youth, guys from lst. St., etc.).

B. What 4id these deviant people do?

Draw me a dlagram of the crowd. (start out when it
first started and then how it changed over time).

What percentage of participants were really dolng
something?

A. Where were they located with respect to the
rest of the crowd?
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Where were the watchers?

Within the active groupings, were there
particular leaders?

what were they doing?
How did they do 1t?
Did leaders shift and change?

When d1d they change?

What activitlies in the crowd or riot caught on, and
what things did not?

A.
Be.
C.

What did the (riot or crowd) allow?
Ahat did the (riot or crowd) discourage?

What were the varliety of things that parti-
cilpants proposed to do?

Did someone suggest doing something, and then 4id
spectators and people around him wailt for him to
do it? (get committed to a course of action).

A.

Or did they engage in activity themselves
when the suggestion was volced?

Did you have the feeling that the crowd couldn't be
stopped in its course of action?

Did it seem to you that the crowd was perfectly right

end justified in what it was doing?

A.

B.

Was 1t apparent to you that many other people

in the crowd felt that they were right,
Justified, and very powerful in their chosen
course of action?

How many would you say felt that way?

Prior to the riot, d41d anti-white hostility build
up and increase? (explain).

A.
B.

Did 1t build up during the riot?

Wwhen?
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Under whet conditions?
Wwhen was hostility the greatest?

Anong what kinds of crowd participants
was it greatest?

During the riot, did people start defininz whites
and police as inhuman, and animals, and not deserving
of falr play or falr treatment?

A.

B.

How hostile d4id people become towarde the
whites and police? (during the riot).

When this hostillity occurred, what chants
were cried out and eliclted from the crowd
members?

As tlme passed during the outbresk, did new peoole
become involved?

A.

B.

C.

What were these new particlipants like?
(prior categories mentioned, such as
delinguent, insane, etc.).

What d1d they do?

What was significantly noticeable ebout
their behavior?

#hat kinds of rumors went through the crowd?

A.
B.
c.

D.

Please list them.
#hat speciflc rumors did you hear?

was any rumor particularly outstanding or
noticeable?

How 314 the rumors change?

II. PRE-CONDITICNS OF THI RICT

STRUCTURAL CONDUCIVENESS

RESPONSIBILITY:

Who do you think 1s responsible for tne situation in
this community, prior to this crowd outbreak?
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Prior to the outburst, had there been specific com-
plaints by Negroes against any particular agency or
person? (1s responsibility clearly institutionalized?
fallures blamed on agents?).

A. Had someone sort of become the scapegoat?
Who 1is the scapegoat now?

B. Who had Negroes blamed? Who do they blame
now?

Prior to the riot, had there been any specific com-
plaints by whites azalinst any particular agency or
person?

A. Has someone gort of bescome the scapegoat?

B. Who have whlites blamed?
Now I am going to ask you some questions about
persons, agencles, and organizations in the community,
with reference to & time prior to the riot.
(Start out with government and ask questlions A-E for
each person or agency.)

A. How have these persons or agencies made hews?

B. What have they been doing for or to the com-
munity? -

C. Before the riot, do you think these people
or organizations falled to do somethlng about
the problemns thet existed?

D. How effective have these persons and organlza-
tions been 1n doing thelr Jjobs?

E. How could tunese persons or organizatlons
iaprove?

l. Government
A. Mayor
B. City Council

C. City Departments (eg. Sanitation,
Recreation, Streets, etc.)
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D. Political Parties
2. Police: A. Local B. City C. State
3. Welfare Agencies

A. United Fund Organilzation

B. Community Chest

C. Social work centers

D. CEOQO Poverty Program

E. Other?

4, Local Organizations

5. Minority Group Organizations
A. CORE ©E. SNCC C. Black iuslims
D. NAACP E. SCLC F. Urban lLeague

6. Church and its leaders (Both in and
out of Ghetto area, all denominations).

7. Businessmen (inside and outside riot
area).

8. Schools
9. Employament Agencies
10. Industry

55 Tell me about the long-standing conflicts between
Negroes and the rest of the community here.

A. Have any organizations or movemente enhanced
these conflicts?

l. How?

B. Which ones have been most important here in
this community?

l. CORE 2. SNCGC 5. Muslims 4, NAACP

5. SCLC 6. Local Commissions, etc.
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How well organized were clvil rights organizations
in this community?

A. Have they recruited ghetto people? How
many?

B. Do they hold meetings?
C. what have they done to bring about change?

D. +what do they do to commnunicate with the
people?

E. Have any new Negro organlizations emerged?
(RAM, Deacons for Defense, etc.)

F. Have any new whilte organlzatlions emerged?

In general, what have been the feellngs of Negroes
and whites toward each other?-

Many times before crowd behavlior there are many
stereotypes and prejudices voiced by members of the
community. To what extent was there stereotyoes of
Negroes and racial prejudice in the community?

A. Did you notice an increase of stereotyping
and prejudice before the riot occurred?

B. On the part of whites or Negroes?

C. 1In general?

CHANNELS FOR EXPRESSING GRIEVANCES:

How adequate and competent would you szy the Police
Department is here?

A. Are they well treined?
B. Are they paid well?

C. Have there been any incidents of police
belng unfair to Negroes?

D. Have there been any specific cases of
clashes between the Negroes and police?
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€0. Prior to the crowd outburst, were there any laws or
ordinances which tended to diecriminate against the
participants?

A. Lack of a falr housing bill.
B. Relocetion under guise of urban renewal.
C. Any other?

€l. Have the courts been fair in handling Negroes?

A. Have there been any complaints about the
court and judicial system?

62. Now I am interested in your comments about how per-
missive certain groups have been 1n the community.
How permissive or tolerant have the police been in
allowing crime and other things to go on in the
affected area?

A. How permissive and tolerant have the political
authorities been?

B. Has any prestigeful public official recently
urged sort of & "hands off" attitude toward
minority group deviance?

C. Have there been any charges of unfair and
indiscriminate use of police power in the
riot area?

63. How guickly did the police and political officlals
react to the first incidents of rioting?

A. What d4id they do?

B. Describe the activities of these officilals
as best you can for the days of the outbursts.

64. Before the outburst, what methods were avallable and
used by Negroes to express thelr dissatisfactions?

A. How could they complain to the Police Depart-
ment?

l. A review board?
2. Community relations division?

3. Were the channels used?
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E. How many Negroes have been elected to
political offices?

C. How 1s the Negro represented pollitically?

D. Do any of the mass media report controversies
and complaints of the Negro community?

l. How well do they do this?

2. Are there Negro newspapers and radio
stations?

E. To what extent did Negroes feel Justice was
being carrled out by legal means?

Are there influentlal Negro businessmen or leaders
in the community?

A. What have they done for the Negroes?
B. Do they heve the confildence of the Negro
population?

COMMUNICATION:

In the area where the crowd broke out, is there a
high population denslty?

A. Are there crowded condltions?

B. Did the riot occur at places where people
would normelly congregate?

C. Did it occur at places where many people
can hear or see something going on?

Had vlolence or esimilar outbursts occurred 1ln the
general area before?

A. Were there near riots previously?

Had radio and newspapers in the area printed news
of injustices, rumors, charges, and controversies?

A. Have there bsen many articles and stories
recently about violence in the area?

1. About ghetto life and problems?

2. About crime rates?



€9.

T0.

B.

1.

T2

T3.

T4.

5.

Was the wezther particularly hot during the days of
rioting?

Over how wide an area 413 the outburste occur?
A. Wnat kind of earea wes it?

B. Describe the physical layout of the riot
scene?

STRUCTURAL STRAIN

Do you feel the rioters were well informed about the
ways to better their lot?

A. Dld the participants know egbout ongolng
efforts to help them?

Did the participants feel deprived?
A. Lackx of Jjobs? |
B. Low wages and income differences?
C. High prices?
D. Business exploitation?
Where do most of the Negroes in the area work?
A. Any sudden unemployment?
B. Do labor unions discriminate agalnst Negroes?

C. Any competition for Jobs?

D1d events or changes occur recently which threatened
to put the Negro farther behind?

A. What events occurred recently which threatened
the status and pride of the Negro?

Has there been any coampetition between Negroes and
whites for power?

A. Housing?

B. Do realtors discriminate?



€l

C. 1Is housing hard to find for Negroes?

D. Are there 1inadequate recreational facilities
for Negroes?

76. Has there been rzoid in-migration of Negroes into
this area?

A. To what extent?

T7. To what extent d41d participants feel a gap between
what they thought they deserved and what they actually
recelved? (alienation - gap between aspirations,
expectations, and actual eschievemants).

78. What about conflicts between various elements and
factions of the Negro comaunity?

A. Describe themn.

T7S. Are there laws on the books allowing differential
treatment of Negroes and whites?

80. Any prohibitions on shopping and borrowing money
(credit)?

A. Do Negroes heve trouble getting credit?
81. 1In general, wnat do you see as the baslic differences
between Negroes and whites? (particularly Negroes in
riot area).

A. What are some differences about the way
they think about the world?

B. What differences are tanere in the way they
live?

C. what about famlly life?
D. Lo you think they plan ahead?
E. What differences are there in spending

patterns?

C. BRIZAKDO#N OF SOCISTAL FZATURES

82. To what extent did peoole in the area believe that it
was possible to improve the conditlions here?

A. Did many of them expreess hope of better things?
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would you say conditions in the ghetto were getting
worege or actually getting somewhat better before the
riot occurred?

A. In what way?

Do you think many Negroes compared thelr conditions
with conditions in white communities?

A. Did they compare their area to other Negro
areas, perhaps in other cities?

Did any people living in the area or other leaders
polnt out how Negroes 1n other cities had improved
their conditlions by direct action?

Do you think the white comamunity really understands
the situatlon in the Negro area?

Would you say there are adequate channels of com=
munication between the communities? (Negro and white,
as well as between factions in the Negro community).
Has the riot area been a high crime rate area?

A. Are there violent gangs in the area?

B. Have you heard reports of groups plotting
or organizing violence?

In general, before the riot, did the people in the

riot area seem discontented, restless, and ready for
change of some kind? (a cruclal question).

III. PRECIPITATING FACTOR OR EVENT

let's talk about the event or events which touched
the riots.

To your knowledge, what was this event?
How did the riot perticipants view this event?
A. What 4id it mean to them?

Did this event further enhance the threat of the whilte
community or police to the Negro?
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D1d this event point up the deprived nature of the
Negro?
A. Monstary or status ("second class citlzen")?
Did this event affect tne ability of Negross to express
grievances and bring about change?
D1d the event indicate that some person or group had
failed to carry out 1ts or his prescribed duties?
Have simllar events occurred before?
A. How lamportant were other riots in initiating
this one? (a sequence of events).
IV. SOCIAL CCNTROL
INTERNAL
To waht extent d1d the riot crowd achieve any of the
objectives it had set for itself?
A. What happened after it reached 1its objJective?
B. How did participants feel after the objective
had been reached?
How were prospective crowd members cut off from the
crowd?
Wwhy did people finally stop crowd activities and/or
leave the scene of the action?
EXTZRNAL
Was force used to control tne crowd in its early
stages?
A. Did police or community leaders hesitate
to control deviations in the crowd?
B. Did they fail to act for a period of time?
How d1d the police attempt to break up the rloting

crowd?



A. Use community leaders?
Be D1d tney use bull horns?
C. Did they use tne mass media?

102. How did the agencies of control (police and other
leaders) conduct themnselves?

A. What d13 they do to quell the hostility
that was occurring?

B. Were they effectlive 1n thelr actions?

C. What was the nature of the relationship
between these agencles of control, and the
particlpants in the hostile riot corwd?

103. what better action could the authorities have taken?

A. How firm were the authorities in thelr handling
of the situetion?

B. How guick and declisive were they?

104. Did the police try to remove the people involved in
the preclipltating event?

A. How quickly d4id they take such action?

105. Did these agents of soclzl control appeal to abstract
or religious 1deals? (white appeal to societal mores)
(higher level appeal to noras or values).

A. Or to i1deals of Negro betterment? (appeal
to Negro in-group mores).

106, Did police withdraw from the area?

107. D1id the police indiscriminantly and rendomly attack
and arrest rloters?

A. Did rioters feel the police 3did tnis indis-
criminantly?

108, How soon did local police call in State Police and
Natlional Guard troops?

A. Did Negro community members welcome these
additional forces?
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Did the police attemot to 1solazte and separaste the
crowd into smaller groups?

A. Was anything done to oprevent communication
among crowd members?

Di1d the pollce or others try to redirect the attention
and focus of the crowd on other objectives and issues?

Was there any attempt to prevent leaders and followers
from getting together?

Were the pollce well coordinated?

A. Did they seem to know what to do to stop
the riot?

Did you see any other people besides police and
community leaders trylng to break un the riot?

"f‘...'n . 3

A. iWhat were they doing?
B. How did they try to break it up?

How did the rict finally end?

V. CONSEQUERCIS CF CAaCWD EEHAVICR

How do most of the ghetto Negroes feel toward the
police now?

A. How do they fesl toward the rest of the
connunity?

Whet has the riot accomplished?

What changes have occurred which can be attributed
partially, at least, to the occurrence of a riot?

How have your activities changed?

A. How have the activities of your agsncy
changed?
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