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FOREWORD 

Mass civil disobedience resulting in violence, looting, and arson is new 
to the American scene on the scale that was experienced in 1967. These riots, 
which have been stated to be a form of protest by an aggrieved minority group, 
were studied by the National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorder in order 
to determine their causes and to recommend ways of preventing them. 

In this study it is accepted that there are legitimate grievances but that 
these are of such magnitude that no complete solution will be possible in prac¬ 
tice for a long time. In the meantime, short-term programs are needed to 
sense and avert impending riots. 

This study is concerned with an early phase of such a program, namely, 
the examination of recent riot experience in the US in a search for clues con¬ 
cerning the relative riot susceptibility of different communities. The results 
of this work, although very provocative, are only tentative. 

This paper should be of value to military and civilian analysts in the 
further development of civil disturbance indicators. The following outline 
gives the future work proposed for this study: 

(a) To extend and refine the work that has been done on riot suscepti¬ 
bility in the light of additional data for 1968. 

(b) To select a few key cities for detailed study in an attempt to develop 
indicators of the imminence of riot outbreak. 

(c) To examine the possible effectiveness of various measures for avert¬ 
ing riots through the use of gaming and simulation techniques applied to hypo¬ 
thetical disorder situations. 

Richard M. Longmire 

Head, Office of Public Safety 
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Problem 
'A f,... 

"7*? methods for estimating the relative suscepübility to riot of 
S communities on the basis of recent experience with civil disorders. 

Facts 

During the past two summers the US has experienced an ever-increasina 
number of riots. The susceptibility to riot probably exists to some degree in 
any community where there is a sufficiently large minority group with griev¬ 
ances for which they feel themselves unable to obtain redress through^peace- 

oU omcr LsTr ther1 Ye many minority erouPS in the US, it was decided 
t focus this study on civil disorders related to the Negro minority group since 
it is the largest minority group with serious grievances and a substar.Uarcoun 

Kutr theUlrdy.T,,e 0CCUrred ln 1967 'rovl<ied <=' 

Discussion 

The communities where disorders occurred were examined first from two 

<üs“and si2e 01 *"»*■ ««i toTd 
fhfh, !.y 11 7 d » whether ln big cities or small ones, occurred within 
the boundaries of the municipal divisions known as Standard Metropolitan 
fhan ïo1Cnnn eaS, (fMSAsK In general, an SMSA includes a core city of more 
¡Î ? populatlon and the county in which it is located, plus other counties 
that exhibit strong ties with the city. It was also noted that with one exception 
if there was no disorder in the core city of an SMSA, no disorders occurred in ’ 
other communities in the SMSA. Thus it appeared that a study of riot suscepti 
bihty could be simplified considerably without much loss in generality bv con¬ 
centrating attention on metropolitan areas only. y y 

occur“"™ SnEs1Ärd,erS ‘r1Vlng the Negro “‘""«y "id not 
nnnnL ,7 SUMSA ^ 1967 ^1688 lt8 core city contained at least 5 percent Negro 
populatlon However, for SMSAs in this category, there appeared to be a marked 

Arkansas6 Florida" frrequency of 7°ts in the 11 states the South (Alabama, 
Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina South Cam 
hna. Tennessee. Tesas, and Virginia) and the rest of the 0000^ For the South' 



SUMMARY 

15 out of 68 SMSAs, or 22 percent, experienced disorders as compared with 
69 out of 100, or 69 percent, for non-Southern SMSAs. 

It was possible to fit simple equations of the form y = a +bx‘ to the 
observed riot frequency data for 1967 for both Southern and non-Southern 
states, where y represents riot frequency in an SMSA, x its annual payroll in 
manufacturing, and a , b ,c are computed constants. 

In this very limited sense, the total annual payroll in manufacturing of 
an SMSA may be used as an index to represent its riot susceptibility in 1967. 
However, annual payroll is not in any way considered to be a direct cause of 
riots; rather, frustrations resulting from rising but unattained expectations 
create a mood conducive to riot and may well be highest in those areas where 
annual payroll is highest. The reasoning would be as follows: (a) frustrations 
due to rising expectations should be highest where the difference between aver¬ 
age white income and average Negro income is greatest; (b) the income of 
Negroes has not kept pace with that of whites; (c) consequently, of two com¬ 
munities with a population of about the same size and similar structure, the 
one with the higher annual payroll should also be the one with the greater 
difference between average white and Negro income and thus contain the 
greater degree of Negro frustration. If Negro income becomes roughly equal 
to white income, annual payroll may no longer be well correlated with riot 
frequency. 

With the aid of the derived equations, the SMSAs were grouped into classes 
according to probability of riot occurrence. Although it is recognized that many 
factors can intervene to cause riot frequency to differ from experience in 1967, 
these groupings may provide at least a rough indication of the extent of violent 
disorders that may be expected during 1968 and later years. 
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ABBREVIATIONS 

AAAS American Association for the 
Advancement of Science 

H.R. House Report 
PL probability of large riot 
PT probability of riot, either large 

or small (total) 
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INTRODUCTION 

Background 

During the past few summers, the US has been plagued by an increasing 
number of riots or civil disorders. In 1967 there were close to 200 incidents 
that could be classified as civil disorders, ranging in severity from minor 
disturbances such as one in Washington, D. C.,1 where a group of youths broke 
a few windows, to the week-long rampages of lawlessness that devastated large 
sections of Newark and Detroit. 

If law enforcement agencies and municipal authorities could be forewarned 
of the imminence of riot outbreak, they could take measures to forestall the 
outbreak entirely or at least reduce its severity. There are two aspects to the 
problem of sensing civil disorders: where are they likely to occur, and when? 
The “where” part of the problem entails an examination of the relative riot 
susceptibility of different communities, which could perhaps serve as a guide 
to the magnitude of the need for long-term programs to reduce this suscepti¬ 
bility. The “when* part concerns the development of indicators of an impend¬ 
ing riot, to permit timely averting action to be taken. This introductory study 
has merely examined some aspects of the problem relating to the riot suscepti¬ 
bility of a community. 

The susceptibility to riot probably exists to somt1 degree in any commu¬ 
nity where there is a sufficiently large minority group with grievances, either 
real or imagined, for which they feel themselves unable to obtain redress 
through peaceful means. Although there are many minority groups in the US 
with grievances, e.g., the Indians, the Puerto Ricans in New York, and the 
Mexicans in some Southwestern states,2 Negroes are the largest minority group 
with serious grievances and a substantial countrywide distribution. Thus it was 
decided to focus first on civil disorders related to the Negro minority group, 
with the idea that the geographically more limited problems related to other' 
smaller groups could be addressed separately in a subsequent study if neces¬ 
sary. (It may turn out that the problems are not entirely separable, in view 
of the fact that Stokely Carmichael stated at a rally in Los Angeles on 18 Feb 
68 that Negroes, Mexican-Americans, and Puerto Ricans must unite if they 
are to survive in the white world.)3 

Objective 

The aim of this study is to examine the frequency and geographic distri¬ 
bution of recent riots in the US ir a search for methods of estimating the relative 
susceptibility to riot of differem US communities. 



Data Base 

The disorders that occurred in 1987 provided the data base for the study. 
Information on incidents that appeared to be of sufficient seriousness to warrant 
being called “civil disorders” was gathered from hearings before the Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations, 90th Congress,4-8 from newspaper files, from 
the Report of the National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders7 (herein¬ 
after referred to as the Riot Commission Report), and from other unclassified 
sources. 

Because there were no uniform criteria in the different sources used for 
describing an incident as a “riot,” “civil disorder,” or “racial disturbance,” 
the data were difficult to analyze. Some of the incidents that were reported as 
civil disorders by one source were found to be far less significant when more 
information was obtained from additional sources. For example, the incident 
in Washington that was referred to earlier was listed as a major riot by one 
source.4 It was evident that some attempt should be made to classify the dis¬ 
orders according to severity. For the purposes of this study, a classification 
was adopted—which will be subject to refinement and modification as further 
work is done—whereby a disorder was listed simply as being either large or 
small. To provide some quantitative concept for these terms, it was arbi¬ 
trarily decided to define them as follows for the time being. 

Large Disorder, (a) At least 100 people were involved in some violent 
activity; (b) at least five arrests were made and more than two people were 
injured; (c) arson or vandalism occurred, with or without looting, involving 
at least three buildings. 

Small Disorder. At least 25 people were involved in some violent activity 
at the height of the disturbance. 

Any disorder that appeared to be less severe than a “small” disorder, 
as defined above, was omitted from the data base. There was not sufficient 
information on many of the incidents to apply the classification criteria 
objectively. In general, if an incident was reported as a civil disorder without 
information on its severity, it was arbitrarily included in the data base as a 
small disorder. 

It may be noted that tne Riot Commission Report listed disorders in 
three categories: “major,” “serious,” and “minor.” For the most part, the 
incidents listed as major or serious are included in the “large” category as 
defined above. However, the occurrence of looting appeared to be a necessary 
condition for a disorder to be listed as “serious” by the Riot Commission. 
For example, a disorder at Sacramento1’4 that lasted nearly a week, with 
sniping, vandalism, arson, and injuries to seven officers and nine civilians, 
was shown as “minor” in the Riot Commission Report, as was a disorder at 
Hartford, Conn.,1’4 extending over several nights, with vandalism, arson, 36 
arrests, and injuries to 16 officers and 2 civilians. Both of these incidents 
were considered “large” in this report. 

It is recognized that the classification “large” as defined above covers a 
wide range of severity of violence. Incidents at the low end of the scale could 
probably be handled by local forces, whereas, at the high end, state or Federal 
assistance might be required. It is evident that an improved method of classi¬ 
fying disorders according to severity is needed, and it is proposed that this 
problem be examined in a subsequent study. 

6 



A list of the communities where disorders occurred may be compiled 
from App A. This appendix omits the small disorders not included in the data 
base. Incidents of white harassment of civil rights marchers and scattered 
bombings of Negro homes or churches were also excluded if there was no 
retaliatory violence. Such incidents occurred primarily in small communities 
in the Southern states. Some examples from App A are: 

Isolated bombings of Negro homes in Natchez, Miss., in February 
1967. 

Negro church burned in Hainesville, Ala., 13 Mar 67. 
White harassment of civil rights march to Baton Rouge, La., in 

August 1967 as it passed through Hammond, Holden, Satsuma, and Denham 
Springs. 

Negro church bombed in Laurel, Miss., 15 Nov 67. 
This type of harassment has generally been endured passively by the 

Negro. However, in view of the increasingly militant mood of the Negro, 
similar incidents could serve to trigger a violent response in the future. 

Another type of disorder that is not included in this study is the student 
protest demonstration that is nonviolent or has no racial overtones. Never¬ 
theless, it must be kept in mind that student unrest appears to have reached 
an unusual level of activity over the past year, not only in the US but throughout 
Europe as well. For example, in the US, “Students, disgruntled over a variety 
of issues, staged 71 demonstrations on 62 college campuses last October and 
November.*8 Moreover, riotous demonstrations by students have occurred in 
France, Spain, Italy, England, Holland, Czechoslovakia, Germany, and Poland.9’10 
It is possible that some Negro colleges in the US may experience serious dis¬ 
orders in the near future because, in addition to the unrest prevalent throughout 
colleges in general, there are added grievances related to civil rights. In fact, 
in the period April 1967 to February 1968, comparatively serious disturbances 
occurred at the following predominantly Negro colleges: 

Tennessee AÃM State University, Nashville, April 1967“ 
Texas Southern University, Houston, May 19674 
Central State College, Wilberforce, November 196711 
Alcorn A&M College, Port Gibson, February 196812 
North Carolina College at Durham, February 196813 
South Carolina State College, Orangeburg, February 196814 

7 



GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION OF DISORDERS 

The list of incidents for 1967 as compiled for study includes 67 large 
and 103 small disorders, a total of 170, as compared with the total of 164 
reported by the Riot Commission. The difference arises partly from the fact 
that the Riot Commission cutoff date was September 1967, rather than the end 
of the year, and partly from a difference in judgment in a few cases as to 
what should be included as a disorder. 

When the cities and towns where disorders occurred were examined 
individually, there did not seem to be any obvious relation between size of 
community and outbreak of disorder, since disorders occurred in communities 
ranging in size from Marin City, Calif. (1960 population—3000) to New York 
City (1960 population—7,782,000). However, when the incidents were plotted 
on a map of the US, it was evident that there was a clustering of incidents in 
and near big cities. 

Metropolitan Areas 

A convenient frame of reference for examining characteristics relating 
to large cities is the SMSA as defined for official US government use by the 
Bureau of the Budget.15 Each SMSA (with a few exceptions) includes a core 
city with a population of more than 50,000, the county in which the city is 
located, and other counties that exhibit strong ties with the city according to 
certain specific criteria. (A more complete description is given in App A.) 
The 219 SMSAs, as of 31 Dec 64, are shown on the map in Fig. 1. New SMSAs 
are established periodically as warranted by population increases in urban¬ 
ized centers. Five SMSAs were added in 1965: Bloomington-Normal, Ill.; 
Fayetteville, N. C.; Oxnard-Ventura, Calif.; Tallahassee, Fla.; and Wil¬ 
mington, N. C. 

The SMSAs are listed by state in App A, together with the following in¬ 
formation: 

(a) Total SMSA annual payroll, 1963. 
(b) Estimated total SMSA population, January 1968. 
(c) Total population and percent Negro population in 1960 for core city 

of SMSA, as well as for other cities in SMSA with population over 25,000 and 
at least 1 percent Negro population in 1960. 

(d) Beginning date of disorders. 
(e) Remarks on minor incidents that were not included in the list of dis¬ 

orders for analysis. 

8 
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TABLE 1 

Riot Occurrence in 1967 

Stole 
Lorge riots 

In SMSA Not in SMSA 

Small riots 

In SMSA Not in SMSA 

Alabama ] 

Alaska 0 

Arizona 1 

Arkansas 0 

California 5 

Colorado 0 

Connecticut 3 

Delaware ] 

District of Columbia 0 

Florida 2 

Georgia 2 

Hawaii 0 

Idaho 0 

Illinois 6 

Indiana I 

Iowa 1 

Kansas 1 

Kentucky 0 

Louisiana I 

Maine 0 

Maryland 0 

Massachusetts 1 

Michigan 7 

Minnesota 1 

Mississippi 1 

Missouri 2 

Montana 0 

Nebraska 1 

Nevada 0 

New Hampshire 0 

New Jersey 4 

New Mexico 0 

New York 7 

North Carolina 2 

North Dakota 0 

Ohio 6 

Oklahoma 0 

Oregon 1 

Pennsylvania 2 

Rhode Island 1 

South Carolina 0 

South Dakota 0 

Tennessee 1 
levas 2 

l tah 0 

Vermont 0 

Virginia 0 

Washington 0 

West Virginia 0 

Wisconsin 1 

Wyoming 0 

Total 65 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

II 

2 
6 

0 
1 

3 

1 
0 
0 
9 

3 

2 
1 
2 
0 

0 

0 

0 

5 

1 

0 

3 

0 

0 
0 
0 

9 

0 

11 
1 
0 

10 
0 
0 
4 
0 

0 
0 
2 
1 
0 

0 
1 

1 
0 
1 
0 

93 

1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
0 
1 
0 

0 

1 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

3 

0 
I 

0 
0 

1 

0 
0 
I 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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When the disorders that occurred in 1967 were plotted on a map similar 
to Fig. 1, a pattern of riot occurrence was clearly evident. Nearly all the 
disorders, large or small, in big cities or small ones, occurred within SMSAs. 
This may be readily seen from Table 1, in that only 2 large and 10 small dis¬ 
orders out of a total of 170 incidents occurred in communities not currently 
included within the boundaries of an SMSA. Moreover, it was also noted that, 
with one exception (Massillon, located in the Canton, Ohio, SMSA), if no dis¬ 
orders occurred in the core city of an SMSA, no disorders occurred in other 
communities in the SMSA. 

It is to be expected that there will be occasional minor disorders in 
small communities that are not within SMSAs, which may perhaps escalate to 
serious proportions in special circumstances. However, from the available 
data for 1967, it appears that serious riot occurrence is essentially a big-city 
problem and that a study of riot susceptibility may be simplified considerably, 
without much loss in generality, by concentrating attention on metropolitan 
areas only. 

12 



CHARACTERISTICS CF METROPOLITAN AREAS WITH DISORDERS 

Negro Population 

If it is accepted that recent civil disorders are a form of protest by an 
aggrieved minority group, it would be natural to look for their occurrence in 
areas containing more than some minimum size of minority population. Thus 
it was decided to examine the proportion of Negroes in the population of the 
core cities of SMSAs where a disorder occurred. 

The percentage of Negroes in the population was available for cities of 
25,000 or over from the 1960 census data.15 These figures are given in App 
A. A breakdown of SMSAs with disorders in 1967 according to percentage of 
Negro population in 5 percentile groups is given in Table 2. 

TABLE 2 

Percentoge of Negroes in Communities with Disorder in 1967 

Negro pop. SMSAs with 
in core city of disorder 

SMSA (1' 60), % SMSAs (1967) 
Percent SMSAs 
with disorder 

I.*8s lhan 5 61 5a 
5- 9.9 59 30 

10-14.9 19 11 
15-19.9 20 14 
20-24.9 15 5 
25-29.9 15 7 
30-34.9 12 2 
35-39.9 14 8 

10 and over 9 2 

Total 224 84 

‘M.isted in Table 3. 

8 
51 
58 
70 
33 
47 
17 
57 
22 

The five disorders that occurred in cities with less than 5 percent Negro 
population are shown in Table 3. 

In virtually every major city in the US over the past 10 to 20 years, the 
Negro proportion of the population has increased. This trend is illustrated in 
Fig. 2 for 12 cities selected from the Riot Commission Report. New Britain, 
Rockford, Portland, and Tucson were not included in the report. However, it 



is reasonable to expect that the rates of growth of their Negro population would 
not differ substantially from those of Boston, Seattle, and Minneapolis, shown 
in Fig. 2. Thus estimates of the percentage of Negro population in 1967 may be 
made as follows: Tucson, 6 percent; New Britain, 6 percent; Rockford, 7 per¬ 
cent; Minneapolis, 5 percent; Portland, Ore., 7 percent. 

TABLE 3 

Disorders in Cities with Less Than 5 Percent 
Negro Population in 1960 

Negro pop. Size of 
City (1960), % disorder 

Tucson, Ariz. 3 Small 
New Britain, Conn. 3 Small 
Rockford, III. 4 I ,arge 
Minneapolis, Minn. 2 Large 
Portland. Ore. 4 Large 

It is not intended to imply that the presence of 5 percent Negro population 
in a city is a sufficient condition for a riot to occur. It is merely hypothesized 
that on the basis of 1967 data a disorder involving the Negro minority group is 
not likely to occur in any city in which that group does not constitute at least 
5 percent of the population. This suggests that civil disorders involving the 
Negro minority are not to be expected in 1968 in the states of Alaska, Hawaii, 
Idaho, Maine, Montana, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North Dakota, South 
Dakota, Utah, and Wyoming, since these states do not contain a single SMSA 
that might be expected to have as high as 5 percent Negro population by 1968. 
(Albuquerque, N.M., and Ogden, Utah, may perhaps be approaching this figure.) 

The above hypothesis, of course, is not very meaningful for the states 
in the South, where practically every community has greater than 5 percent 
Negro population. For the purposes of this study, the term “South" will be 
used to include the 11 states listed under the term “Deep South” in a 1967 
publication of the Department of Health, Education and Welfare.16 They are 
Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia. Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, 
South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia. 

For SMS As with more than 5 percent Negro population there appeared to 
be a marked difference between the South and the rest of the country in fre¬ 
quency of riots. From App A it may be determined that in 1967 disorders 
were experienced in 15 out of 68 SMSAs, or 22 percent, in the South, as com¬ 
pared with 69 out of 100, or 69 percent, for non-Southern SMSAs. 

SMSA Annual Payroll and Riot Occurrence 

Many studies have been made of the causes of the riots, among them the 
Riot Commission Report7 and two papers delivered at the 1967 meeting of the 
American Association for the Advancement of Science.17’18 Statements have 
also been made on this subject by influential Negro leaders such as Senator 

14 
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Edward Brooke19 and Mr. Roy Wilkins.20 The consensus appears to be as 
follows: 

(a) The riots are a violent protest against intolerable ghetto conditions. 
(b) The “intolerable” conditions consist of poor, crowded housing; poor 

educational facilities; high unemployment or unde . employment; and dis¬ 
criminatory police practices. 

(c) In addition to the poor physical conditions, the ghetto dwellers suffer 
from feelings of rejection, humiliation, and frustration at their inability to 
escape from the ghetto because of economic factors and discrimination. 

It would perhaps seem natural to look for a direct relation between likeli¬ 
hood of riot occurrence and one or more of the intolerable conditions listed. 
A few points will serve to demonstrate that such an approach would be unre¬ 
warding. 

(a) The above-mentioned conditions have existed for many generations, 
yet very few riots occurred until after 1965. 

(b) Detroit was considered to be one of the most progressive cities 
from the point of view of civil rights—in the parks it provided, in the quality 
of schools, in the number of Negro schoolteachers, in the ability to vote with¬ 
out the slightest intimidation—yet Detroit had one of the worst riots.21 

(c) New Haven was hit by riots despite its reputation as a model city for 
urban renewal and antipoverty programs.22 

(d) The region of greatest poverty is the South, yet the riot frequency 
for SMSAs in the South was substantially lower than for non-Southern SMSAs 
in 1967. 

(e) The typical rioter in 1967 was not uneducated but was generally a 
teenager or young adult who had graduated from high school and was some¬ 
what better educated than the average inner city Negro.7 

(f) The Lemberg Center for the Study of Violence conducted a study in 
1967 to determine whether there are basic differences in community attitudes 
that could explain why riots break out in some places and not in others. Six 
cities were selected for study. Three of these had experienced riots in 1966: 
Cleveland, Dayton, and Boston. With these were paired three cities of approxi¬ 
mately the same size and population characteristics that had not had riots in 
1966—Pittsburgh with Cleveland, Akron with Dayton, and San Francisco with 
Boston. The study showed high levels of dissatisfaction in all six cities; in 
fact, since the study was done, San Francisco,Pittsburgh, and Akron have all 
had riots.23 

In view of the above points, it would appear that although the intolerable 
ghetto conditions create an environment conducive to riot, some additional 
factor has brought about an increas-.- in violent civil disorders from 2 in 19654 
to 18 in 19664 to 170 in 1967. 

A major new development since 1965 that could affect the behavior of 
Negroes, especially the younger element, has been the emergence of young, 
articulate, educated, militant leaders who have adopted a policy of violence 
as the only way for the Negro to achieve equal status in a predominantly 
white society.24 The more radical of these leaders, e.g., Mr. Carmichael and 
Mr. Brown, appear to be openly advocating violence. The situation is summed 
up by Tomlinson25 as follows: 
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The climate which fosters riots is endemic in American society and in the Northern 
urban centers particularly. The Los Angeles riot took the lid off by disinhibiting a riot 
response to the conditions ol Negro life that had always existed. . . .Support, or at least 
sympathetic understanding of the purpose of riots, characterizes a large segment of the 
Negro population. Within this segment are imbedded a group of sophisticated, activist 
young people w'ho have provided the riot with political interpretation of purpose. They 
have created a riot ideology, and this ideology has infected the thinking of other less 
sophisticated but equally disaffected individuals. 

It is maintained that the recent preaching of a riot ideology operating on 
the universal Negro dissatisfaction has created a countrywide militant mood 
such that any community with an adequately large Negro population is suscep¬ 
tible to riot. Since not every community with over 5 percent Negro population 
had a riot in 1967 (although some had more than one) and since the relative 
riot frequency was much lower in Southern than in non-Southern states, there 
are undoubtedly differences in the degree of riot susceptibility of individual 
communities. Before undertaking any detailed study of individual cities or 
SMSAs, it was decided to search for an index that would serve as a rough 
indicator of riot susceptibility. This could perhaps then be used to estimate 
the approximate magnitude of the countrywide civil disorder problem and to 
pinpoint individual cities that might warrant detailed study. 

One of the reasons advanced for the greater frequency of riots in the 
northern states is that the Negro has made greater progress there than in the 
South and is now experiencing the frustrations of rising, but unfulfilled, expec¬ 
tations. Wage levels in non-Southern areas are in general substantially higher 
than in the South, probably due to a greater degree of industrialization. For 
example, median family incomes as reported for 1959 are shown in the accom¬ 
panying tabulate i.15 

Median 
Area family income, dollars 

Northeastern 6191 
North Central 5892 
West 6348 
South 4465 

It is assumed that a low wage level is not in itself a cause of frustration 
provided everyone in the community is at the same low level, but that frustra¬ 
tion results when there is a marked disparity between the average income of 
one segment of the population and another in the same community. In other 
words, it seems reasonable to assume that Negro frustrations would be high 
in areas where their average income was substantially below that of the 
white community, regardless of the actual level of income. 

There is evidence to indicate that not only are average Negro wage levels 
lower than those of whites but that they rise more slowly. For example: 
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Despite the general prosperity enjoyed today [1967], Negroes continue to lag far 
behind white persons in both income and rate of employment.16 

Even given similar employment, Negro workers with the same education as white 
workers are paid less. . . .The differentials are so large and so universal at all educa¬ 
tional levels that they clearly reflect the patterns of discrimination which characterize 
hiring and promotion practices in many segments of the economy. For example, in 1966, 
among persons who had completed high school, the median income of Negroes was only 
73 percent that of whites.7 

Negroes are more prone to change jobs, are more likely to be shifted towards 
low-earnings industries, and are more adversely affected in employment and income by 
the impact of the business cycle. The cumulative effect of these phenomena is to con¬ 
tribute to the relative decline in the earnings level of Negro men.26 

Income and wealth inequality appear to be increasing in recent years. The incomes 
of Negroes are no longer advancing relative to those of whites.27 

It was observed previously that riot occurrence is primarily a big-city 
problem. This is not unexpected, since the more people that are frustrated, the 
greater the likelihood that an incident will occur that will touch off a riot. 
However, size of population alone does not seem to be the sole factor deter¬ 
mining riot susceptibility. For example, riots were reported in only 1 out of 
19 SMSAs in Texas with over 5 percent Negro population, whereas 8 out of 9 
SMSAs in Michigan in a similar range of population size and racial composition 
experienced disorders in 1967. 

The additional factors involved may be related in part to the relative 
degree of frustration in various communities. If one of the causes of frustra¬ 
tion is difference in income, it would be of interest to compare the average 
difference between Negro and white incomes in similar occupations for differ¬ 
ent communities. Data of this type are not readily available. However, since 
a large proportion of Negro wage earners seem to be in non-white-collar jobs, 
perhaps an examination of Negro and white incomes in manufacturing could 
reveal the magnitude of the discrepancy that exists in different communities. 

The statements cited above suggest that if there is an increase in the 
average wage level of white workers in a community, this increase is not 
matched by an equal rise in the average wage level of Negro workers. That 
is, as the total annual income of the community increases, the disparity 
between Negro and white incomes tends to increase, which should result in an 
increase in the level of frustration of the Negro community. 

Since the total annual payroll is related both to the size of the commu¬ 
nity and, as noted above, the size of the disparity between Negro and white 
incomes, it was decided to check for a possible relation between riot frequency 
in an SMSA and total payroll, specifically the total annual payroll in manu¬ 
facturing. The most recent payroll data available were for 1963, so that there 
is a 4-year separation between these figures and the riot data. It has been 
assumed that although the absolute payroll figures for 1967 would undoubtedly 
differ from those for 1963, the relative values would be roughly the same. 

Initially, both population and payroll were tested for correlation with 
riot frequency with the aid of regression analysis. Frequency of riots was 
taken into consideration since many SMSAs experienced more than one disorder 
in 1967. Details of the method are given in App B. As might have been expected, 
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Fig. 3—Riot Frequency in Southern SMSAs in 1967 

Fig. 4—Riot Frequency in non-Southern SMSAs in 1967 



there was a high degree of correlation between annual payroll and population 
of an SMSA. Thus it appeared redundant to consider both factors simulta¬ 
neously, and for reasons discussed in AppB, annual payroll in manufacturing 
was selected as the sole indicator in the final analysis. 

It was found that the average riot frequency in 1967 for SMS As could be 
represented as simple functions of their annual payroll in manufacturing. 
The equations of best fit to the observed data are: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

VLS-0.162 (X-0.12) 

VTS = 0.293 X 

VLN= 0 485 (X**- 1) 

VTN - 0.55 X* 

where VLS = number of large riots, South 
VTS = number of total riots, South 
VLN = number of large riots, non-South 

= number of total riots, non-South 
* = annual payroll in manufacturing for SMSA in hundreds of millions 

of dollars 
The curves for the above equations are plotted in Figs. 3 and 4. 

Results 

The analysis brings out the following points concerning the Negro- 
dominated civil disorders that occurred in 1967 in communities within SMSAs: 

(a) Disorders did not occur in an SMSA unless its core city had at least 
5 percent Negro population. 

(b) The riot frequency in SMSAs in the South was much lower than in 
SMSAs of corresponding population size in non-Southern states. 

(c) Average riot frequency for an SMSA could be represented as a 
simple function of its total annual payroll in manufacturing. 



DISCUSSION 

In an examination of riot susceptibility, the underlying hope is that the 
experience of the past may be used to develop methods for predicting what 
might happen in the future. It is recognized that a year’s experience does 
not provide a valid basis for extrapolating into the future. However, there 
are several factors that should be kept in mind: 

(a) Although the federal government and many individual communities 
are taking active measures to alleviate the conditions that help to create a 
ghetto environment, the problems are of such magnitude that there is little 
hope of resolving them satisfactorily for many years. 

(b) The militant mood generated over the past 2 years shows no signs 
of abating, judging from the reaction to the assassination of Dr. King in April 
1968. 

(c) It may be argued that plans being made by municipal, state, and 
federal agencies will lead to improved methods for coping with future disorders 
more effectively and thus should serve to reduce their frequency and severity. 
On the other hand, it may also be argued equally logically that changes in 
capability to respond to riots would merely lead to changes in methods used 
by rioters; for example, hit-and-run guerrilla tactics rather than large-scale 
mob violence. 

(d) The view has sometimes been expressed that the occurrence of a 
riot in a community provides it with immunity from riots for a while. The 
evidence does not support this view. In fact, riot occurrence thus far in 1968 
suggests that the very opposite is likely to be true. Detroit had a large riot 
in 1967 and another so far in 1968; Chicago had a large riot in 1966, several 
riots in 1967, and a large riot in 1968; Cincinnati had a large riot in 1967 and 
again in 1968. 

On balance, there would seem to be little basis for optimism that the total 
countrywide riot experience in 1968 will be any less severe than in 1967. 

If Eqs 1 to 4 had been derived from riot frequency data over a number of 
years of substantially similar countrywide levels of activity, they might be used 
to obtain an estimate of the expected number of riots during a year in an SMSA 
with a given annual payroll in manufacturing and over 5 percent Negro popula¬ 
tion. Although they cover 1 year’s experience only (1967), it is suggested that 
they could be used to obtain a rough approximation of the scope of the problem 
for 1968, in view of the previous discussion that the level of civil disorder in 
1968 can hardly be expected to be less than in 1967. 

If it is assumed that riots occur as independent events in a continuum of 
time and that the expected number for 1 year in a given SMSA remains constant 
(the average of the experience of several similar years), the frequency of 
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TABLE 5 

Expected Riot Occurrence in Southern SMSAs in o Yeor Similar to 1967 

0.61 0.37 0.20 0.06 0 

PT 

0.82 
0) 

0.57 
(2) 

0.33 
(3) 

0.16 
(4) 

0.05 
(5) 

Atlanta, ( a. 
Dallas, Tex. 
Houston, Tex 

Beaumont—Port Arthur 
I ex- 

Birmingham, Ala. 
Fort Worth, Tex. 
Memphis, Tcnn.-Ark. 
Nashville, lenn. 
New Orleans, I .a. 
It ichmond, \ a. 

Augusta, Ga. 
Baton Itouge, I .a. 
Charlotte, N. C. 
Chattanooga, 

Tenn.-Ga. 
Greensboro- 

High Point. 
N. C. 

Greenville, S. C. 
Huntsville, Ala. 
Jacksonville, Fla. 
Knoxville, lenn. 
Miami, Ha. 
Mobile, Ala. 
Newport News— 

Hampton, \a. 
San Antonio, Tex. 
Tampa-St. Peters¬ 

burg, 1' la. 
Winston -Salem, 

N.C. 

Amarillo, Tex. 
Asheville, N. C. 
Austin. Tex. 
Charleston, S. C. 
Columbia, S. C. 
Columbus, Ga. 
Corpus Christi, 

Tex. 
Durham, N. C. 
Fort Smith, Ark.- 

Okla. 
Ft. latuderdale- 

Hollvwood, Fla. 
Gadsden, Ala. 
Galveston—Texas 

City, Tex. 
Jackson, Miss. 
I ,ake Charles, I .a. 
Little Rock—North 

Little Rock, Ark. 
I.ubbock, Tex. 
Lynchburg, Va. 
Macon, tia. 
Monroe. I .a. 
Montgomery, Ala. 
Norfolk-Ports mouth, 

Va. 
Odessa, lex. 
Orlando. Fla. 
Pensacola, Fla. 
Pine Bluff. Ark. 
Raleigh, N. C. 
Roanoke, \ a. 
Savannah, Ga. 
Shreveport, La. 
Texarkana, Tex.-Ark. - 
Tuscaloosa. Ala. 
Tyler, Tex. 
Waco, Tex. 
W. Palm Beach, Fla. 
Wilmington, N.C. 

Abilene, Tex. 
Albany, Ga. 
Fayetteville, N. C. 
Lafayette, La. 
Midland, Tex. 
San Angelo, Tex. 
Tallahassee, Fla. 
Wichita balls, Tex. 



occurrence from year to year should form a Poisson distribution. In that case, 
if the expected number in a year were given by r, the probability that no riot 
would occur in a year would be given by e_r . It follows that the probability 
that at least one riot would occur would be given by 1 - e~r. 

Within the limitations of these assumptions, Eqs 1 to 4 were used to 
derive “expected” values (as defined above) for riot frequency in an SMSA in 
1 year, based only on the annual payroll in manufacturing, which were then 
used to compute the probability of occurrence of at least one riot in the SMSA 
in 1 year. 

For ease of treatment, all SMSAs whose core city was estimated to have 
at least 5 percent Negro population in 1968 (including those that had 3 or 4 
percent Negro population in 1960) were grouped into classes according to 
payroll range, in millions of dollars, as follows: 

(a) Non-South payroll ranges: 0 to 100, 100 to 200, 200 to 300, 300 to 
500, 500 to 1000, 1000 to 2000, over 2000. 

(b) South payroll ranges: 0 to 20, 20 to 100, 100 to 200, 200 to 400, 
400 to 800. 

The midpoint of the annual payroll ranges for each group was taken as repre¬ 
sentative of the payroll for each SMSA in the group (except for the over $ 2 
billion group in the non-South). Expected riot frequency r in a year, for both 
large and total riots, was computed for each group with Eqs 1 to 4, using the 
midpoint annual payroll for each group. The probability of at least one large 
riot, PL, and of at least one riot regardless of size, PT , waC' then computed 
for each group from 1 - e~r. 

The five largest SMSAs are New York, Chicago, Los Angeles-Long 
Beach, Detroit, and Philadelphia. For these, each with an annual payroll over 
$ 3 billion, Eqs 3 and 4 provide an expected number of large riots of at least 
2.3 and of at least 3.3 total riots, which would indicate that there is more than 
a 90 percent chance that any one of these SMSAs will have at least one large 
riot, and more than a 95 percent chance of a disorder regardless of size, in 
a year similar to 1967. Thus this group of five SMSAs appears to be so high 
on the scale of riot susceptibility as developed in this study that the non¬ 
occurrence of civil disorder in any one of them in 1968 would be unusual. 
In other words, the question appears to be not so much whether a riot will 
occur, but when. 

The probabilities of riot occurrence in the remaining SMSAs, for both 
large and total riots, are shown for the various groups in Tables 4 and 5. It is 
recognized that this is only a coarse fii st approximation and that additional data 
over a period of years would undoubtedly uncover differences in riot suscepti¬ 
bility among various cities in any one group, especially since the behavior of 
individuals cannot be predicted precisely, purely on the basis of environmental 
statistics. 

It may also be noted that for a broad countrywide picture of the possible 
extent of riot activity in a year similar to 1967, the probabilities in Tables 
4 and 5 may be interpreted as applying to the entire group. For example, of 
the 22 SMSAs in Group 4 in Table 4, 24 percent, or about 5, may be expected 
to have at least one large riot, and 56 percent, or about 13, may be expected 
to have a riot regardless of size. 

Other communities of over 25,000 population in the SMSAs which might 
be affected by diso ders if a riot should occur in the core city may be noted 
by inspection from App A. 
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PROPOSED STUDY CONTINUATION 

Riot Susceptibility 

Thus far the study has examined the riot susceptibility of US cities to 
obtain a broad picture of where the most serious trouble spots are likely to 
be, and attention has been focused on the core cities of metropolitan areas. 
A distinction has been made between areas in the South and the rest of the 
country. However, a study in greater depth is needed to sharpen the criteria 
that have been used to compare riot susceptibility of different metropolitan 
areas. For example, the scope and nature of police-community relations 
programs in specific cities are generally felt to affect the susceptibility to 
riot of a community. More study is needed to determine whether, and to what 
extent, this may be so. 

Moreover, since riot occurrence in the core city of a metropolitan area 
appears to be one of the major factors determining whether disorders will 
occur in other communities in the metropolitan area, it would be desirable 
to select a few large metropolitan areas for detailed study to examine the 
relations between all the disorders occurring within the metropolitan area. 
Los Angeles, Chicago, Detroit, New York, and Newark would perhaps serve 
this purpose. 

The work proposed above is essentially a continuation of an examination 
of riot susceptibility in greater depth. As data on riots become available for 
1968, the hypotheses resulting from an analysis of 1967 data alone need to be 
checked. 

Riot Indicators 

A companion study is needed to examine the feasibility of developing 
indicators to provide advance warning of a riot. Since it was noted that a 
prime indicator of disorder occurrence in the smaller communities of a metro¬ 
politan area appears to be the occurrence of a riot in the core city of the area, 
attention will be focused on a few selected core cities of SMSAs in this study. ’ 

Future riots may be planned or unplanned. If they are planned, it is 
expected that informers, or infiltration of dissident groups by law enforcement 
agencies, would provide the best indications as to when a riot is likely to 
occur. However, as concluded in the Riot Commission Report (Ref 7, p 9), “The 
urban disorders of the summer of 1967 were not caused by, nor were they the 
consequence of, any organized plan or conspiracy. * 

When a disorder is unplanned, it is triggered by an unpredictable event, 
e.g., a routine arrest. Thus there appears to be little hope of finding indicators 



that will pinpoint the date of occurrence of an unplanned riot. Any indicators 
would likely be of a type that provide evidence of changes in tension or unrest 
in a community. Such indicators fall into well-known categories: for example, 
complaints to municipal authorities, considerable activity by black-power 
agitators, and rumors. All these factors, singly or together, result in 
increasing tension, which often seems to be brought to a head in sultry weather. 

In cities made up of a large minority population, complaints are generally 
the same: alleged police brutality; lack of channels of communication for seek¬ 
ing remedial action for complaints; lack of employment opportunity or, should 
employment opportunities exist, lack of proper training for these job opportu¬ 
nities; bad housing; poor educational facilities; inadequate welfare provisions; 
and breaking of promises to better these shortcomings. 

Agitation by black-power advocates helps to stir up a deeper emotional 
reaction to the conditions found in ghetto areas, resulting in destructive rather 
than constructive feelings and actions. 

Rumors appear to play a large part in affecting the degree of unrest in 
a community; e.g., the Watts disorder of 1965 appears to have turned violent 
when a false report was spread that the police had beaten up a pregnant Negro 
woman. The nature and prevalence of rumors may well be a useful indicator of 
approaching disorders. It is perhaps worth noting that many rumors are 
currently (March 1968) prevalent in Detroit,28 a city which had a serious riot 
in 1967. Many ghetto inhabitants believe there will be a white invasion this 
summer. Simultaneously, the white community also is full of rumors to the 
effect that the ghetto inhabitants plan to invade the white suburbs. 

In the ghetto, where most communication is by word-of-mouth, there 
are constant rumors of police brutality, which are especially incendiary. 

Underlying these indicators of tension that could result in riots (given 
the appropriate psychological moment and triggering event), there is a pro¬ 
found feeling that the ghetto inhabitant is heir to broken promises, promises 
to remedy the wrongs within his environment. In post-riot cities this com¬ 
plaint may be the most significant indicator of deep unrest. Considerable 
cuts in the Office of Economic Opportunity funds, in addition to cuts in many 
other programs, may well engender this feeling of betrayal. 

All the indicators mentioned are related to racial tension, unhappiness, 
widespread discontent, and increasing interest in black-power tenets, including 
that which asserts the inadequacy of nonviolent means as an instrument to 
effect desirable changes. 

However, a method has not yet been evolved to determine the research- 
ability of these indicators. A start will be made by examining relevant data 
for Newark, N.J., for a period of several months before the 1967 riot erupted 
to determine how often such indicators were reported and whether the frequency 
of these indicators had any relevance to the imminence of the. riot. As the 
methodology is developed and validated, the investigation could be extended 
to other major cities. 

Measures for Averting Riots 

If appropriate indicators can be found which will provide advance warning 
of a riot, it is considered that the warning time should be used by law enforcement 
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agencies to undertake measures toward averting the riot. Examples of pos¬ 
sible measures are increased efforts to disseminate facts concerning rumors 
through the news media and instructions to police for extra caution to avoid a 
potentially provoking incident. 

If a riot does not occur in a given community, where one appeared likely, 
there is no way of proving whether any given action was the cause of averting 
the riot; maybe it would not have occurred in any case. Nevertheless it would 
appear prudent for civil authorities to explore likely measures that could be 
tried in emergency situations. In this context, gaming and simulation tech¬ 
niques, when applied to hypothetical disorder situations, could be useful in ex¬ 
amining the possible effectiveness of various preventive measures. 

As a part of this study, it would be useful to examine the feasibility of 
developing an objective measure of severity of civil disorders according to 
some scale that would permit an estimate to be made of the magnitude of 
various types of forces, police or military, required to control a disorder of 
a given severity. The approach used by Gurr29 might provide a useful starting 
point for this task. 
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EPILOGUE 

' 

This paper as written was completed in April 1968. However, since its 
publication was delayed until the end of 1968 it was considered desirable to 
to compare the disorder data for 1968 with the expected riot occurrence in 
SMSAs in a year similar to 1967 as indicated in Tables 4 and 5. 

It is worth noting at this point that two differing opinions have been 
expressed concerning the relative severity of riot occurrence in 1968 com¬ 
pared with 1967. The following quotation from the Washington Star 30 repre¬ 
sents one view, namely that 1968 riot experience has not been as severe as 
that of 1967. 

Dato on Riots Raises Hopes Worst Is Over 

The United States may have passed the peak of its deadly epidemic of racial 
rioting. That hopeful possibility is suggested by Justice Department statistics on urban 
disorders during the ‘long hot summer’ just ended. Many had feared that the summer 
of 1968 would be the worst yet. It turned out to be considerably less violent than 
1967. . . .But even when the April deaths are added to those which took place in July 
and August, the 1968 toll was markedly lower than that of 1967. 

The second view, that 1968 was worse than 1967 in riot experience, is 
illustrated by the following extract from an article inU.S.News and World 
Report,31 entitled “Report on ’68 Riot Session.” 

The riot record of 1968 already is the worst in American history—and now it is 
threatening to grow even worse before this year is over. . . . Mass violence, it seems, 
is now becoming a year-round activity instead of just a summer occurrence as in the 
past. With autumn barely begun, 1968 already has produced more racial disorders and 
more property damage than all of 1967—the worst previous year for rioting. The record 
shows 313 disorders by the end of August compared with 164 in all of last year. This 
is according to the only official figures available—those kept by the US Justice Department. 
Some other counts . ~e higher. The Lemberg Center for the Study of Violence, at Brandéis 
University, reports 526 incidents of violence this year, up to August 31—compared with 
249 all last year. The Lemberg Center counts incidents not included by the Justice Depart¬ 
ment. 

Mere numbers of incidents are not sufficient to determine the trend in 
severity of the riot situation without some quantitative scale of violence with 
which to grade the incidents. An attempt was made in this paper to categorize 
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incidents into two classes, large and small, and to set a minimum level of 
violence for an incident to be counted at all. This classification is admittedly 
inadequate, but until much more effort can be applied to develop a more com¬ 
prehensive grading system, it can at least provide a coarse picture of the 
severity of the riot situation. 

When the criteria used in this paper were applied to the incidents that 
had been reported in 1968 up to 10 October, an overall total of 227 incidents 
was obtained (50 large and 177 small), as compared with 170 for 1967 (67 large 
and 103 small ). Even though there has been a decrease of about 25 percent in 
large disorders, it does not necessarily follow that the riot situation is im¬ 
proving. The large increase in the number of small riots suggests rather that 
the potential for riot is not decreasing but that perhaps law enforcement forces 
are becoming more efficient in coping with disorders and have been able to 
prevent some small ones from growing into big ones. 

It has been reported that there have been fewer riot deaths in 1968 than 
in the corresponding period in 1967. However, this does not necessarily 
represent any improvement in the conditions leading to riot since the decrease 
may be largely due to a policy of restraint adopted by many law enforcement 
agencies this year in dealing with rioters. For example, during the April 
riots in Washington, D.C., police were under orders to avoid gunfire, and 
troops were sent into action with unloaded weapons. In contrast with the over¬ 
all decrease in riot deaths, there has been little change in the number of 
deaths of law enforcement officers. At least 8 policemen were killed and 47 
wounded in late summer gunfire, as compared with 9 law officers killed in riots 
in the first 8 months of 1967. 

In the body of the paper, it is argued that 1968 riot experience could be 
expected to be at least as severe as that of 1967, and Tables 4 and 5 present 
a basis for determining the possible countrywide distribution of riots in 
SMSAs on the hypothesis that the annual payroll in manufacturing of an SMSA 
could serve as an index of its riot susceptibility, provided that a sufficiently 
large dissatisfied minority group was present. 

To test how well the riot data for 1968 fit the picture given by Tables 
4 and 5, a tabulation was made of each SMSA that operienced at least one riot 
in 1968. It may be noted that no riots were reported as occurring in any of the 
52 SMSAs not listed in these tables. First it was noted, as expected, that at 
least one large riot occurred in each of the 5 largest SMSAs. The percentage 
of SMSAs in each column of Tables 4 and 5 that experienced either a large 
riot or a riot of any size was then compared with the probability of occurrence 
of at least one large riot ( ) and of at least one riot of any size ( Pp ) in an 
SMSA for each column as given at the top of Tables 4 and 5. The results lor 
SMSAs in the South and non-South areas are given in Table 6. 

It may be noted that the proportion of each group of SMSAs in both the 
South and non-South areas that experienced at least one large disorder in 1968 
agrees very closely with the previously computed probability of occurrence 
of at least one large riot in any SMSA in the group. Moreover, the observed 
proportion of SMSAs in each group that experienced at least one disorder of 
some size in 1968 appears to agree closely with the computed values for PT , 
except that there appears to be a marked increase in the number of the smaller 
SMSAs in the South that experienced a small disorder. 
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The riot data in Table 6 represent a very incomplete analysis and are 
presented here only to illustrate that the hypothesis advanced in the body of 
the paper appears to have considerable merit. In other words, with the 
assumptions that riots would not occur in SMSAs whose core city h»d less than 

TABLE 6 

Riot Experience in SMSAs in 1968 

a. Non-Southern SMS A > 

Item 
Column number m Table 4 

1 

SMSAs in group 
P (computed) 
Fraction of group with 

at least I large riot 
in 1968 

P^ (computed) 
Fraction of group with 

at least 1 riot in 1968 

11 
0.73 
0.82 

0.88 
1.00 

14 13 
0.55 0.37 
0.43 0.54 

22 23 
0.24 0.10 
0.23 0.09 

0.78 
0.71 

0.67 
0.69 

0.56 
0.50 

0.50 
0.61 

22 
0.0 
0.0 

0.39 
0.U 

b. Southern SMSAs 

Item 
Column number in Table 5 

SMSAs in group 3 
Pj (computed) 0.6) 
Fraction of group with 0.0 

at least 1 large riot 
in 1968 

Pj. (computed) 0.82 
Fraction of group w ith 0.67 

at least 1 riot in 1968 

0.37 
0.43 

0.57 
0.57 

15 35 8 
0.20 0.06 0.0 
0.20 0.06 0.0 

0.33 0.16 0.05 
0.73 0.37 0.37 

5 percent Negro population, that the countrywide riot potential in 1968 would 
be at least as great as in 1967, and that the annual payroll in manufacturing 
for an SMSA could serve as an index of its riot susceptibility according to the 
equations given in the paper, the distribution of riot occurrence for 1968 in 
SMSAs throughout the country could have been predicted with some accuracy 
early in 1968. 

The question naturally arises, what about 1969? The following considera¬ 
tions will have a bearing on the answer. 

(a) Recent studies by the Lemberg Center in 10 cities have found some 
loss in enthusiasm for rioting among Negro adults—but not among teenagers. 

(b) The effectiveness of law enforcement forces in coping with disorders 
should continue to improve. 

(c) The increasing use of firearms by rioters will probably lead to 
stronger force application by law enforcement officers. 
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(d) An excerpt from a recent study by Urban Coalition and Urban America 
Incorporated, as quoted in U. S. News and World Report32 under the title “In 
the Aftermath of Rioting,” reads as follows: 

BlaCk “ï While Americans remain far apart in their perception of slum ehetto 

ment aDaSrí ÎLTTT dísorder- ‘ -The nation has not reversed the move- 
ap^- • and whites remain deeply divided in their perceptions and exner- 

patience! ' -The °f B,acks is not the d^ectSi of 

hon. f^c^fiderations suggest that although there is little reason to 
hope that the potential for violence will be any less in 1969 than in 1968 there 
may well be a decrease in numbers of large riots, especially in the upp^r end 

arise This^ewTT ^ '°r S‘a,e °r Federa' arise. This view has also been expressed in somewhat similar terms in a 
communication from the Directorate for Civil Disturbance Planning and Opera- 
.ons” to the Office of the Chief of Research and Devetopmeht, Depar"^^ 

the Array, „arajtly, -While deliberate, premeditated violence by ex°remis!s may 

abated POtel,tla' t0r lar«e-s,:ale rM ''Menee appears to have 
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I 

Appendix A 

CIVIL DISORDER DATA FOR SMSAs (1967) 

Definition of an SMSA 

To permit all federal statistical agencies to use the same areas for the 
publication of general-purpose statistics, the Bureau of the Budget has estab¬ 
lished what are known as Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs).15 

The definition of an SMSA is based on specific population criteria and 
metropolitan characteristics. These may be briefly summarized as follows: 

Population Criteria. 
(a) Each SMSA must include at least one city of 50,000 or more, or two 

cities having contiguous boundaries with a combined population of at least 
50,000. 

(b) If each of two or more adjacent counties has a city of 50,000 or more 
and the cities are within 20 miles of each other, they are included in the same 
SMSA. 

Metropolitan Characteristics. 
(a) At least 75 percent of the labor force in the county or counties form¬ 

ing the SMSA must be nonagricultural. 
(b) The county must have 50 percent or more of its population living in 

contiguous minor civil divisions with a density of at least 150 persons per 
square mile, in an unbroken chain of minor civil divisions with such density 
radiating from a central city in the SMSA. 

The complete title of an SMSA identifies the core city or cities and the 
state or states in which the SMSA is located. In addition to the name of the 
largest city, the SMSA title may include up to two other names, provided the 
additional city has at least 250,000 inhabitants or has a population of one-third 
or more of that of the largest city and a minimum population of 25,000. A com¬ 
plete description of each of the 224 SMSAs in the US, as of 31 Dec 65, is given 
in The County and City Data Book.15 

Civil Disorder Data for 1967 

The occurrences of civil disorders in 1967 according to location and date 
of beginning of disorder are listed in Columns 7 to 9 of Table A1 in relation to 
SMSAs. Columns 1 to 6 contain the reference data for SMSAs listed in the ac¬ 
companying tabulation. 

Column Data 

1 Listing of SMSAs by state15 
2 Total SMSA payroll for all employees In manufacturing in 

1963, in millions of dollars15 
3 Total estimated SMSA population as of 1 Jan 6834 
4 The core city or cities in the SMSA together with all other 

cities with population over 25,000 and at least 1 percent 
Negro population in I96015 

5 City population in I96015 
6 Percent Negro in city population in I96015 
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Appendix B 

REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF 1967 RIOT DATA FOR US SMSAs 

The SMSAs selected for study consisted of the 84 SMSAs that experienced 
at least one disorder in 1967, together with the 84 SMSAs whose core city had 
at least 5 percent Negro population in 1960 but no disorder. The South (68 
SMSAs) and the remainder of the country (100 SMSAs) were examined separately 
in the analysis. 

Basically, it was attempted to relate frequency of large riots and total 
riots to SMSA annual payroll in manufacturing and population. The sample 
correlation between payroll and population was found to be 0.86 for the South 
and 0.97 for the non-South. Hence, as it would appear to be redundant to use 
both payroll and population simultaneously as possible measures of riot fre¬ 
quency, it was decided to investigate the merits of each, then choose one of the 
two and use it alone. 

TABLE B1 

Observed Riot Frequency in 1967 Compared with 

SMSA Annual Payroll 

Payroll interval 
midpoint, 

hundred* of millions 
of dollars 

South Non-South 

SMSAs 
Average 
no. of 

large riots 

Average 
no. of 

total riots 
SMSAs 

Average 
no. of 

large riots 

Average 
no. of 

total riots 

0.25 
0.75 
1.25 
1.75 
2.25 
2.75 
4.00 
7.50 

15.00 
30.00 
60.00 

28 0.000 0.040 
16 0.125 0.375 
5 0.140 0.140 
9 0.330 0.670 
4 0.330 0.670 
2 0.000 0.000 
1 0.500 0.500 
3 1.000 2.000 
0 _ _ 
0 _ _ 
0 _ _ 

9 0.00 0.25 
7 0.00 0.43 

10 0.10 0.50 
12 0.17 0.58 
12 0.50 1.08 

7 0.86 1.14 
13 0.54 1.00 
14 0.62 1.39 
11 0.91 2.82 

2 1.50 3.00 
3 2.67 9.67 

The SMSAs were first grouped into classes according to annual payroll in 
$100 million units. Table B1 lists the midpoints of the class intervals, together 
with the average occurrence of riots in each class. 

A similar breakdown was made into classes according to population. The 
results are not included here since they are not germane to the final analysis 
as indicated in the following paragraphs. 
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An examination of these results suggested for both South and non-South 
states a frequency-indicator relation of the form > = a + bic , where * corre¬ 
sponded to the indicator, y corresponded to riot frequency, and the exponent c 
had a value between about 0.4 and 1.2 (a value of 1 corresponding to a straight 
line). 

A computer program was used to determine values for a, b, and c that 
would maximize the fit of the above equation to the observed data, in that the 
largest possible amount of variability in riot frequency would be accounted for. 
This was done for both the South and non-South states, for large riots and total 
riots, and for annual payroll and population. For the South the maximum fit 
was much tighter for both large and total riots when payroll was used as the 
indicator than when population was used; accordingly, it was decided to use 
payroll as the riot-susceptibility indicator for the South. For the non-South 
there appeared to be little difference between maximum fits for payroll and 
population; thus, for consistency, it was decided to use annual payroll for the 
non-South as well. 

Having chosen annual payroll as the preferred sole indicator of riot fre¬ 
quency, it was decided after visual inspection of the data and from general 
reasoning that the number of total riots should be zero for a payroll equal to 
zero and that the number of large riots should be zero for SMSAs with annual 
payroll less than about $12 million in the South and about $100 million in the 
non-South states. These constraints were introduced and a least-squares 
(regression) fit of an equation of the above form was obtained for the South and 
non-South large and total riots. 

For the South, the fitted values of the exponent c were so close to 1, and 
for the non-South so close to ‘/a, that these were rounded off to 1 and l/2 respec¬ 
tively. The equations thus obtained for representing the average riot occurrence 
in SMSAs in 1967 according to annual payroll are as follows: 

Yls = 0.162 (X-0.12) 

V’TS « 0.293 X 

Yln = 0.485 (X'4 - 1) 

YTN = 0.55 X1^ 

where YLS = number of large riots, South 
Yts = number of total riots, South 
Yln = number of large riots, non-South 
Ytn = number of total riots, non-South 
X = SMSA annual payroll in hundreds of millions of dollars 

The graphs of these equations are shown in Figs. 3 and 4. Some sample 
expected numbers of riots based on these fitted equations are given in Table B2. 

The number of riots, either total riots or large ones only, in a given area 
during a given time, is close to being a. Poisson-distributed random variable. 
In that event, if the expected number of riots during a year were r, the proba¬ 
bility of no riots in 1 year would be given by e~r. The probability of exactly fe 
riots in 1 year would be given by: 

P(k) e~r 
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In the analysis in the body of the paper, the above equations, which repre¬ 
sent 1967 experience, are used to obtain expected values of riot frequency for 
an SMSA based on its annual payroll alone. 

TABLE B2 

Expected Riots in SMSAs According to Annual Payroll 
(At computed from "best (it" curvas) 

Payroll, 
hundreds of millions 

of dollars 

South 

Large riots Total riots 

Non- South 

Large riots Total riots 

0 0 0 
0.5 0.0ft 0.15 
1.0 0.14 0.29 
2.0 0.30 0.59 
5.0 0.79 1.46 

10.0 1,60 2.93 

0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.19 
0.57 
0.99 

0 

0.39 
0.55 
0.78 
1.23 
1.74 

As a first approximation, on the assumption that riot susceptibility in 
1968 will remain at least as high as in 1967, the fitted curves may be used to 
obtain an “expected” value for the number of riots for a given SMSA, and thus 
determine the corresponding probability that no riot will occur in that SMSA 
during 1968. 

Some sample values of e~r are shown in the accompanying tabulation. 

Item Value 

r 0.05 0.1 0.2 0.5 1 1.2 1.5 2 3 5 
e~' 0.95 0.90 0.82 0.61 0.37 0.30 0.22 0.13 0.05 0.007 

As an illustrative example, computations for the Memphis SMSA would 
yield the following values: 

Annual payroll (from App A), $2.41 x 108 
Expected total riots (from Fig. 3), 0.7 
Probability of no riot in 1968, about 50 percent 
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