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Past attermpts to explain riots have foundered on problems that are as much
conceptual as empirical. [ailures to understand what should constitute a ‘cause' of a
riot and the nature of social mobilisation implicated in the process of rioting have led
to the easy misappropriation of rioting in academic discourse as the historical event
becomes a rhetorical symbol.

Attempting to provide the best possible description to serve as the raw materials
for explanation, Home Office data -is here combined with local source material to
demonstrate that the disorders involved a wide range of behavioural repertoires that
were not distributed evenly between old and young, black and white, 'locals' and
travellers to the disturbance. Dominating the most serious riots and at the heart of
most other disorders was a clash between black people and the police which was just
one manifestation of a deeply rooted historical conflict. Notions of the 'average
rioter' and the mistaken assumption that rioting is a generic form of behaviour
confused understanding of events and con.tributed to a ‘moral panic’ which further
clouded common perception of the 1981 riots in Londan.

Three case studies examing the detailed context and local history behind thse
clashes. The collective violence of 1981 is best understood in terms of the
reproduction and transformation of the police/policed power relation; in particular the
challenges to this relation that were tied to specific 'front lines' of conflict. This link
between the rejection of the polieing prerogative and the symbolic reading of
particular 'senses of place’, between actions and locales, can be stated thearetically in
a reconciliation of dramaturgical analysis with spatial semiolgy.

It is thus possible to see the rioting as unsurprising in its historical and
geographical context but at the same time spontaneous, the riots constituted a
collective rejection of a particular social order but the rioters were not part of a
deindividuated mob, scotching suggestions of conspiratorial pianning, revolutionary

strategy and crowd irrationality. The purposive nature of human behaviour is retained

whilst allowing scape for the unacknowledged conditions of action and a strong notien

of the determination of social action. _

Analysis of the newly introduced consultative machinery in London confirms that
this conflict is not susceptible to resoiution by discussion. The salient characteristics
of the groups themselves assure that even the most astute individuals must operate
within a bureaucratic structure that can offer only occasional palliatives to a tragic

social schism.
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INTRODUCTTON

The outbreak of civil disturbance in Bristol in April 1980 marked

#oa MRy

the beginning of a new era of race relations in Britain. DBristol was a

shock to the national consciousness but it was not immediately clear

whether this was a single aberration or a harbinger of change. The

SRR PR T

burning and looting im Brixton in April 1981 and the explosion of civil

disturbances in July, August and September 1981 (see Maps 0.1—0.6); when

showed that

ORI

it seemed that every British city was expecting a riot,

Bristol was not an isolated event.

Yet even at this distance, the significance of the disorders and the

causes of the outbreaks are not clear. To some they were race riots, to

;o others they were youth riots or anti-police affrays. To some they were

the revolt of the underclass and a precursor of the revolution. To some

observers they were universal events, to others they were highly

differentiated outbursts. To some they were a continuation of the

American black ghetto revolts of the 1960s; to others theywere a

regponse to a uniquely British gituation. To some they were the

mindless hooliganism of the unemployables, to others they were a protest

e

against unemployment. Some saw working class insurrection, others

R

criminal vandals enjoying themselves.

]

This thesis examines the disorders that occurred in London that

sumer . Riots are emotive events and sccial conflict an emotional

subject. Tf the text of this thesis ever appears detached or

dispassionate it was for precisely this reason; because in the

circumstances that prevail it was considered worthwhile trying to

o provide a realist analysis of events, if only to bare academic witness

to a living tragedy.




Map 0.1 |
tRiots'! in London in July 1981

(by location and Metropolitan Police Distriect)

Source :Home Office Statistical Bulletin October ﬂ982




Map 0,2 Total number of arrests inserious incidents of public disorder
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sin July 1981(by Police Authority)

ety Total no. arrests
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Cheshire
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Durham
Gloucestershire
Greater Manchester
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Humberside

Kent

Lancashire
leicestershire
Lincolnshire
Merseyside
Metropelitan Police
Northamptonshire
Nottinghamshire
Spouth Yorkshire
Staffordshire
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 Map 0,3 Total number of 'not white' armests in serious incidents of

B g ettt e .

public disorder in July 1981(by Police Authority)

No. not ‘White arrests

-~ - 200
}--- 100

0 160




O A SRR i e

Map O.h

Metropolitan Police Public Order Opersastions,July 1681

{by location and Metropolitan Police District)

O 8/9 July (Wood Greem,Lewisham,Woolwich,Hounslow,Tooting)

&  10/11 July {(Brixton,Paddington,Fulham,Chingford,Stoke Newington,
West Ham(Newham) ,Peckham(Southwark),Wembley(Brent),

Ham stead,Southa}_l,Crogdon) _
Source:Annual Report of the Commisioner of the Metropolitan Police

for the year 1981
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Map 0.5
Nine 'riots'® in London with highest arrest totals

{by location and Metropolitan Police District)

Source:Home Office Statistical Bulletin October 1982




Map 0.6
London 'riots' 1981(by date,location and Metropolitan Police District)

& 3-5 July(Southall,Wood Green,Paddington)

s A P b

@ 6-9 July(Southall,Wood Green,Paddington,Fulham,Hackney,Newham,

Birixton,Southwark,Lewisham,Brent ,Woolwich,Hounslow,Tooting)

Source:Home Office Statistical Bulletin October 1982 #
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a)

;.This chapter attempts

To review relevant literature from several different disciplines that
have in the past attempted to explain riots. Tt is suggested that this
naterial is useful more for its cautionary value than for any derivative
theory of 'crowd psychology'. Among other conclusions the following

assertions are made:

i) That there can not be a ‘theory of collective behaviour®' based

on logical abstraction.

ii) That comparisons between the US riots of the 1960s and the

British rioting in 1981 is of only superficial value.

iii) Study of American literature on 'rioting' is invaluable in
revealing conceptual flaws in academic discourse that were

repeated in the aftermath of the 1981 disorders in Britain.

To demonstrate that certain conceptual flaws recur in analysis of
rioting because of the failure to recognise that "knowledge' depends on
a sound reconciliation of theoretical and empirical material; one

cannot suffice without the other.

To suggest that 'rioting' is easily misappropriated im academic -

discourse because not only is it a form of behaviour which is so value—

loaded but alsoc it is a form of behaviour which is difficult to record.

Explanations are often devoid of an explicandum. The empirical succumbs




' to the theoretical, allowing 'the riot' to be used as a polemical symbol

in preferred explanations.

'

Ts outline two research fields for this thesis which can, in part, pre-

empt this pattern of misappropriation, viz:

& i) To provide an empirical base which can serve as a description of

the events of 1981 in London.

i1) To provide a theoretical framework which combines a theory of

the determination of social action with a strong sense of the
finite autonomy of actors invoelved in that action;

incorporating unacknowledged conditions of action and unintended

effects of action within the context of the purposive nature of

human behaviour.

S e S e




, COLLECTIVE BEHAVIOUR THEORY

a) Early theorists

The principal problem with producing a theory of collective behaviour

ig that it presupposes the existence of an identifiable social dynamic

which underlies all crowd activity. Fffectively, one is investigating

similarities in disturbances rather than differences between them, which

precludes any possibility that emphasis should be placed on unique aspects

of individual events.

In the nineteenth century, LeBon (1898,1913) produced a Law of Mental

Unity, suggesting a process by which the character of the individual is

subsumed in that of the crowd. The crowd assumes an identity of its own

with a distorted perception of trraditional values. In his essay 'Group

Psychology and the Analysis of the Ego', Freud (1966-74) reiterated this

idea of the homogenized group, suggesting that the crowd displays

characteristics of the family, united by identification with a leader,

introjection of the leader's perceived characteristics and the shared

subconscious desire to experience an emotional return to the omnipotent

solipsism of infancy. The assumption that collective behaviour was S0

closely related to irrationality, clearly seen in both Freud and LeBon was

typical of early studies in this field (see Moscqvici,1985). The growth

and spread of riots was seen in terms of a pathological contagion of

'circular reaction' akin to herd behaviour (Blumer 1933/1669). De

Tocqueville(1955) was a major exception, suggesting that popular

discontent at the time of the French Revolution was most prevalent where

there had been greatest increases in prosperity and political involvement

after a 140-year tradition in which the "French people had played no part

on the political stage”.



The historians Hobsbawm and Rudé have done much to debunk this manic
image of collective behaviour. In his book "The Crowd in History', Rudé&
identified the emergence of rioting as a new guise for social protest:

"In our transitional period the typical form of social protest is

the food Tiot and not the strike of the future or the millenarial
movement of the peasant jacquerie of the past."(Rudé).

Whilst maintaining that the crowd are generally united, Rudé suggests that

In

this is because of a common purpose and often rational objectives.

food riots grain was often siezed from the farmer or grain factor and sold

at a reduced price with the receipts being returned in an orderly fashion.

Hobsbawm (1959) too has suggested that there was a tacit mutual under-

standing between the rioters and the gentry which was almost a primitive

form of collective bargaining with the former often managing to gain

notable short—term successes.

The Tillys (1975,1978) have been more ambitious, trying to produce

theorisations at the natibnal and even the international level about

violent conflict, a historical project of enormous dimensions. Such a

perspective is shared by Canettil (1962), Moore (1978) and at times

Gurr(1970), although the value of the sort of generalisations or

*historical laws' that can be deduced at this level of abstraction is

questionable; the pitfalls of historicism always loom large(Popper 1957).

_?) Behaviourism as Theory

Wnilst in the 1950s and early 1960s European work concentrated on

empirical eviderce from specific incidents, two Americans, William

Kornhauser and Neil Smelser, working independently, tried to idemtify a

theoretical base for the study of collective behaviour. Kornhauser (1959)

characterised social systems in terms of the sensitivity of the ruling

classes and the size of the potential riot class, producing a four fold




rypology of communal, totalitarian, pluralistic and mass societies

(Diagram 1.1).

Availability of non &lites

Accessibility of
2lites LOW HIGH

oW Communal Totalitarian
HIGH Pluralist Mass

(Kornhauser,1959)

Diagram 1.1 : The mass society

In the mass society, where there is little response by the ruling elites

to the demands of the majority and a large pool of alienated dissidents
with few.mediating structures between the two groups, the probability of
mass participation in unrestrained, irrational, violent activity, ranpging
from riots to revolution, is greatly increased. Rigid classification
bésed on poﬁrly defined divisions and the attemp:t to explaim such a wide
variety of different kinds of phenomena are just two of the faults which

render Kornhauser's model useful only at high levels of abstraction.

Smelser's work(1963) has been more influential. Using the 'value
added® concept he has outlined the development of collective behaviour

through six stages: structural conduciveness, structural strain,

generalised belief, precipitating factors, mobilisation and social

control. Again, there are obvious weaknesses in the model. Reality is
rarely co—operative and it is often difficult to identify the nature of a

ceneralised belief, in anything but the broadest terms, whilst Smelser's

evaluation of the relative importance of different stages in the
value added funnelling process is not explicit. Although he did not
advocate crude ecological determinism, perhaps the most important
contribution of Smelser is the perception, shared with Kornhauser, that it

is possible to identify certain societies which are particularly



' susceptible to large scale social disorders. The concept of structural
strain as & necessary prerequisite for rioting was widely accepted and

effectively defined an area of investigation; subsequent research in the

1960s was focussed on identifying varying degrees of 'riot proneness’'.

Lieberson and Silverman's (1965) investigation of 72 negro-white race
riots in America between 1913 and 1963 is typical of this trend, pairing

cities in an attempt to establish riot factors and non riot factors and

concluding that the likelihood of rioting was increased in cities where
political and social institutions were inaccessible or not working.

However, all correlations they identified were low.

Though perhaps not as influential as Smelser, Turner and Killian
(1958, 1962) also emphasised the unique attributes of the crowd and the
transformation of the individual in the crowd situation. They stress the
manner in which conformity to situatioﬁally specific 'emergent norms’
becomes the_central mechanism that endows the collectivity with apparent
unity. .Crowd members are less able to examine critically their own
cognltlve facilities than people in other circumstances. Such theory
" inherits a very specific moral disapprobation of collective behaviour, the
crowd is seen again as a natural unit, an irrational uanit. The search for
proceéses that operate in collective situations is commendable but the
particular formulations Turner and. Killian produce are highly dubious.
Moreover, the processes are divorced from their gsocial context. Arguably,
the one major advance in collective behaviour theory which writers such as
Smelser and Xornhauser had achieved was to make the importance of this

connection explicit.

The search for preconditioning factors, stemming from the concepts of
structural strain and riot proneness, needed an underlying mechanism to

account for the transformation of discontent and deprivation into violent




action. The mechanism that answered this need, and provided the

centrepiece for the vast majority of studies of collective behaviour

throughout the 1960s was drawn from the cluster of psychological and

social-psychological ideas that can be loosely described as relative

At its most succinct(Runcimen 1966), deprivation was

deprivation theory.

ated in terms of_perceived rather than absolute measures of well

In

veformul

comparative rather than absolute measures of economic status.

being,
971,1978) has

rhis manner, extending de Tocqueville's ideas, J.C. Davies(l

claimed that revolution and rebellion are most likely to occur when

"s period of rising expectations and rising gratification is
followed by a short period of sharp reversal during which the gap
between expectations and gratifications gquickly widens and becomes

intolerable™.

1 Rights Movement in

In the United States the improvements won by the Civi

the 1950s and early 1960s are said to have led to expectations which were

not fulfilled by society. Opportunities for social mobility continued to

be blocked by racist structures and the concomitant frustration inevitably

developed into the aggression of street violence.

se of

This emphasis on the importance of frustration as the cau

the psychologists Dollard,Doob,Miller,

aggression is based on the work of

Mowrer and Sears(1939)., Gurr{1968) has gone so far as to say that,

"rhe basic relationship appears to be as fundamental to
understanding civil strife as the law of gravity is to atmospheric
physics: relative deprivation, the phrase I have used, 1is a
necessary precondition for civil strife of any kind and the more
severe the relative deprivation the more likely and severe is the
strife. Underlying this relative deprivation approach to civil
strife is a frustration-aggression mechanism, apparently a
fundamental part of our psycho-biological make-up."

c) The dehumanising influence of behaviourism

The value of the frustration-aggression theory can be questioned both

conceptually and epistemologically. Conceptually both central terms are

ill-defined, easily manipulated to fit any context. As Gurr himself




f repeated1y, if accidentally, reveals, the validity of the theory is based
on the tautology that those who are frustrated display behavioural
patterns that are defined as aggressive whilst those who display
aggression must be in some way frustrated. The two terms are dependent;

frustration is redefined as anything that causes vioclence. In the

extremes of absurdity imminent assassination is classed as vexatious: "a

ithreat to life is an anticipated frustration”,(Gurr,1970,p36)

The epistemological flaws are similarly marked. This particular
vision of violent behaviour wés historically closely linked to the
ethological work of Lorenz(see Berkowitz,1970), with violence seen as a
natural outlet for pent-up aggression, related to the equally nebulous

notion of catharsis. Consequently, violent action is portrayed

(explicitly or implicitly) as an uncontrollable reaction to circumstances.
Yet as frustration/aggression has become insinuated in collective
behaviour theory there.has been a simultaneous movement away from the
stimulus/response epistemology of behaviourism in psychology. As

Miller{1983) has suggested,

" it soon became apparent that behaviour was not simply a

am @

question of observable movements, and that what a creature did had
to be considered as an act as opposed to a mere event; and that

an act could only be intelligibly described in terms of some

intention which it was designed to realise.”

Even in those circumstances where the central terms are more strictly
tied to specific conditions there has been a modification of the claims
for frustration/aggression theory by some of its foremost proponents.
Berkowitz(1982), a major figure in the relative deprivation writings of
the 1960s, is keen to stress the difference between instrumental and
hostile or 'angry’ aggression. He acknowledges the power of the critique
of those who suggest that ‘'violent people’ are not more aggressive than
"non~violent people' but are rather following different sets of learned

rules of behaviour (eg Marsh et al,1978). Using evidence derived from



i work with violent criminals he suggests that such a critique is most

relevant 1in group actions (forms of collective behaviour?); the

uncontrellable drives that are implied by

instinctive,

frustration/aggression and are exemplified in tangry' aggression remain

but principally in those instances of fighting where the

important,

protocols of the peer group are absent. Crucially, the behaviourist model

is exiled from the situation in which it was once S0 readily applied: the

So, in the realm of collective

social, interactive context of the crowd.

behaviour, frustration/aggression theory is at best a truism, an

analytically'impoverished device. At its worst it is a potentially

powerful mode of definition by which the ratiomnality of a collective can

the personal project reclassified as

be kidnapped by social science,

natural response.

Cognitivism and alternative explanations of violent behaviour

Belatedly realising the flaws of the frustration/aggression model,

ological discussion in the 1970s attempted to

much sociological and psych

tive mechanisms to account for the genesis of violent

derive alterna

behaviour. Most of this work can not rTeally be described as collective

behaviour theory, looking instead at such notions as the role of labelling

er,1971; Cohen,1972; Parker,

in the creation of delinquent groups (eg Beck

1974; Young,1974; Robins and Cohen,1978), the creation of violent sub-

cultures (Lewis,1961; Miller,1976; Cashmore and Troyna,1982) or the role

of class in youth violence (Clarke,1976; Corrigan,1979; Hebdige,1979).

Those that did try and sustain a discipline of 'crowd psychology' or

ements tended to £311 +instead intc the

the social psychology of social mov

Festinger's theory of

almost equally misbegotten realm of cognitivism.

cognitive dissonance has been used by Eckstein(1965);Geschwender (1968);and

Schwartz (1971) to explain rioting as a respomse to situations in which




components of individual cognitive systems are out of synchronisation,
normative expectations and actual experienée do not match. Such
formulations are clearly not dissimilar to, and incorporte most of the
problems of, relative deprivation explanations, but tend to go even

further in implying that the rioting crowd is in some sense pathological.

The principal failing of cognitive psychology, derived from the source
metaphor of the computer, is that the rational choice model which lies at
its heart specifically excludes many of the elements that make social
action social (sée Harré,1983). Actors are seen in a social vacuum,
weighing up the costs and benefits of individual decisions. Typically for
Hardin(1982) collective action succeeds where individuals see major gains
accruing from relatively little personal dinput. Discuésing the
mobilisation of black people in the USA in the fiftiés and sixties he
claims that |

"Civil Rights organisations spent minuscule amounts per yéér per

black American during the sixties, yet most observers would think

the value of their effort was vastly greater than the
expenditure.™(1982,p110)

At best this is a very crude model which once again can re-define the
central cost/benefit concepts in infinite ways to fit any situation post
hoc but reveals relatively little about specific historical contexts.
Berk's(1974) use of game theory and attempts to explain riots in terms of
economic rationmality (eg Ireland,1967; Tullock,1971l) suffer from similar

problems of oversimplification.
Conclusions

Conceptually, two problems of definition recur in all attempts to

- study collective behaviour. One concerns the status of the collectivity.

* What properties does this unit have? Should it be seen as an aggregation

- or a supra-individual? Is it valid to talk of a mood or an intention of a




crowd? These are profound ontological problems that are rarely addressed.

Secondly, collective behaviour theory assumes that there is such a
thing as 'collective behaviour', that 'crowd psychology' is in some way
different from 'individual psychology'. Possibly this creates a false
dichotomy, the individual aad society are mutually dependent, the one
supposes the other. Certainly, work in this tradition has tended to bé
speculative in the extreme; "theory' based on broad generalisations
constrained by presupposition rather than stemming from logical
abstraction (cf Sayer, 1984), Although there are those who would claim
otherwise (eg Taylor,1984), it is hard to see how such 'theory' can be of
positive use in a study of the British disturbances of 198l1.  Never-
theless, the cautionary value should not be underestimated, not least
:- because the flaws of behaviourism, the confusion of the moral and the

-;psychological and the precedence of assumption in the guise of putative
}fempirical investigation were to manifest themselves regularly in the

““attempts to attach an explanation to rioting ia British cities.

"TER AMERTCAN EXPERIENCE TN THE 1960s

Throughout the 1960s the USA witnessed what were to become known as

HQ 'long hot summers' of ghetto rioting.! As Horowitz(1983) has

E'_’_--"one significant impact of the riots was not on those wvho
_ experienced them but on socilal science scholarship, which has
* mever been quite the same since."”
'or. some, mnotably Field(1982), this massive literature is gelf—evidently

¢levant to studies of the British riots, both for the similarities

-between the events in America and in Britain in 1981 and because of the

v
"3§Vances" that were apparently made in collective behaviour theory. It




is the contention here that this assumption can not so readily be made.
Most of the American work has not aged well, displaying all the
paradigmatic flaws of behaviourism and cognitivism. Much is poor even
within the inevitable constrictions produced by these flaws, regularly
€alling prey to tautological or circular argument, In order te support
such a contention it is possible to highlight both the inadequacies of the
US literature and the limited, superficial appeal of the social and

historical comparison.

The historical context

There is neither need nor intention to outline an extensive history of
inter-racial violence in the United States [for such studies see
Brown,1979; Janowitz,1979;Kerner,1968;F0gelson,1969,1971], only to point
out that before the clashes of the 1960s America already possessed a
twentieth century history, if not a tradition, of rioting. The most
;iserious incidents had occurred in East St Louis in 1917 when the
{ employment of negro immigrants to the city as strike breakers precipitated

attacks by white workers in which 39 black people were murdered, in

 ¥3 Chicago and Washingtonm in 1919, ia Harlem in 1935 and 1943 and Detroit in -

- 1943, However, these were only the more lurid entries in a massive

'fcatalogue of communal violence which was set against the background of the

 ét its most gruesome in the activities of the first Ku Xlux Klan and the
fijnch mobs of the late nineteenth century [Brown(1979) has estimated that
 1;985 black people were killed by Southern lynch mobs between 1882-19031.
ijanowitz(19?9) has suggested that the Harlem riot of 1943 was the first to
Z;&isplay the changing form of this violence from straightforward communal
iﬁlashes or 'contested area riots' between ethnic groups to a confrontation
."Petween repressed, almost imvariably black, groups and the institutions of

Fhe dominant whites; notably property and retail establishments. His




designation of the latter as ‘commodity riots' has been widely accepted,
although the term can not be regarded as in any way a neutral description,
jmplicitly classifying as it does the objects of the rioters' violence as

yicarious targets.

A second important contextual influence which bears on the American
rioting is the black Civil Rights movement of the fifties and early
sixties (see Piven and Cloward 1971,1977; Muse,1970; Chafe,1981).. In
acknowledging that the driving force and centre of the Civil Rights
movement lay in the Southern states and the majority of the riots took
place in the North it is often assumed that the sixties rioting was
equivalent to a Civil Rights movement of the North (eg Horowitz,1983).
Such a contention will be examined in greater detail later but it is
essential to note that no equivalent, explicitly political, explicitly

peaceful popular mobilisation preceded disorders in British cities.

Explaining the American riots

Given the impossible task of summarising the welter of material on the
American riots, three overlapping central strains have been highlighted in
the literature to demonstrate the jdeological basis of specific

degscriptions, the methodological flaws of accounts and the intractable

' problems of explanation per se which arise from attempts to understand

rioting in American cities.

1) Riot Commissions

Tt would be naive or disingenuous to expect a commission of inquiry
into riots to produce a definitive or balanced explanation of events. The

. commissions themselves exist in a political environment and are implicated

 £iD political strategy from the moment at which they are appointed épd

13




their personnel selected to the moment in which they report, right om to
the manner in which they are remembered. There were times in America when
the weighting of a committee was gquite blatant; the McCone Commission
investigating the Watts riot of 1965 was chaired by a former head of the
CTA and the emphasis on security issues prompted a major rift between the
commission itself and its social science advisors(Fogelson,1971). It was
this political role that led to Kenneth Clark's public cynicism about the
Kerner inquiry and his renowned remark to the Commission that he found
that the succession of twentieth century official investigations into
riots had about them an Alice in Wonderland quality,

"with the same moving pictures reshown over and over agaln, the
same analysis, the same recommendations and the same inaction.”

It is because of this dimension that Lipsky and 0lsen(1969) conclude that

"rhe formation of riot commissions give rise to public
expectations which cannot be fulfilled"

that

".iot commissions are charged with incompatible goals which caanot
meaningfully be reconciled”.

There are hidden tasks behind the ostensibly straightforward historical
exploration, involving the purchase of political time in the lengthy
process of investigation, the exoneration of public officials as they are
seen to be 'doing something' about riots and the provision of a
comprehensible account to mediate between rioters and authorities that
:E will not be totally alien to the vision of society-held by those who

; commission the report in the first instance (see Silver,1969;Feagin and

 Hahn,1973).

So it is with a considerable element of caution that the most well-
known of riot inquiries, the Natiomal Commission om Civil Disorders,
f;better known as the Kerner Commission, should be considered. When
'5 Kerner‘s report was published, Johnson's presidency was coming to a close

;Tand although Field(1982) has claimed that,




"as a political document, it is a public and unambiguous
commitment to the plight of Amerlcan blacks, with the full weight

of the American presidency behind ig"

..the reality was somewhat different. Johnson himself, after initial

. placatory statements and stirring calls for national unity, had become

worried about the possible nature of the final report and had played an

' ipstrumental role in limiting the budget, scope and social science

personnel of the Commission(Feagin and Hahn,1973). Lipsky and Olsen(1969)
| _go so far as to suggest that "president Johnson himself tried to undermine
his own Kerner Commission" in his charge to the {Milton) Eisenhower
Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence to provide an
. alternative explanation of rioting. At the same time, on the public
:'stage, the increasingly vocal George Wallace and, to a lesser extent,
f Richard Nixon contributed to an incipient ‘white backlash’. Forced to
:;manoeuvre in the world of realpolitik, the Commission must be seen, at
fieast in part, as just one pressure group in the ongoing struggle of
?American race relations, compelled to trade idealism for pragmatism in the

‘art of what is possible.

Given these national political exigencies, it was perhaps inevitable
.;that more radical criticisms of 'the establishment' would be phased out of
f£he final report, that moral statements on the evils of racism would not
éxplicitly criticise the institutioms in part responsible for the
éerpetuation of that racism. This was most probably the cause of the
.;plits that developed between some social science researchers working for
:Kérner and the Commission itself, a split that surfaced in public debate
_ﬁhen a draft document entitled 'The Harvest of American Racism® produced

:by this research group was rejected by the Commission. Similarly,

'ténsions within the Committee itself surfaced in the final report. One of

f?he more liberal members of the Committee, the Republican mayor of New
 Ybrk, Joha Lindsay, worried about the political tone of leaks concerning

*?h?.forthcoming report, drafted a short document that was much more




the report itself, presented it to the

;stroﬂle worded than the body of
f£est of the committee as a 'gummary' of the Commission’s work and demanded

that this be included in the final publicatiomn. Threatening to release

.'the document independently if his demands were not met, Lindsay

it accompli. It

Q:effectively presented other committee members with a fa

1 known ‘'Kerner quotes'

" was this summary that included most of the wel

on of the commission's work

'.including the statement that the main conclusi

., was that

two societies, one black, one white,

"Our nation is moving towards
separate and unequal".(Kerner,1968,p1)

" The resultant slightly schizophrenic nature of the final draft was

t was published in a paperback

“'complicated yet further when the repor

with an editorial introduction

fedition that sold over two million copies,

 fthat was even more strongly in line with a liberal social science

y's own document . (Rossi,1970) One consequence of

fperspective than Lindsa
ed more by

on was that public debate was often structur

“this confusi
White racism is a term that

_ﬁindsay's summary than by the report itself.

+ig hardly ever used in the main report, appears More often in the summary,

er complained that the problem

“yet Nixon in his public reaction to Kern

ffwith the report was that 1t spent too much time blaming the racism of

aming the rioters.(Button,1978)

white people, too little time bl

port

At its most strongly worded and most explicitly causal the main re

exemplifies a mode of explanation that I shall refer to as the recipe

joting, easily

analysis, a recurrent phenomenocon in all accounts of r

‘identified by the regular recourse to the meta

phors of combustion and

cookery. The report states that,

"o have attempted to identify the prime components of this

explosive mixture."(Kerner,1968,p93)

s are imbedded in a massive

L)) 5 o
the causes of recent racial disorder
social, economic, political

tangle of issues and circumstances -
and psychological”,




a 'list of factors' that
"vary significantly in their effect from city to city and from
year to year; and the consequences of one disorder gemnerating new
grievances and new demands, becomes the causes of the
next."(Kerner,1968, p92)

The report then goes on to distinguish the different causal elements in

this mixture, attributing to each an implicit proportion of the 'blame’

for disorder. At the primary level is white racism

"essentially responsible for the explosive mixture which has been
accumulating in our cities since the end of World War II"

creating the secondary forms of segregation, migration and 'the ghetto;.
At the tertiary level frustratiom, powerlessness and the legitimation of
violence act as "powerful ingredients to catalyze the mixture'. The final
constituents are identified as "incitement' and 'police behaviour®.
'f Police behaviour is seen as "aot merely the spark” as "police have come O
:sxmbolise white power, white racism and white repression”(my emphasis).
?It is this mode of analysis that constituted the second major theme of
{explanation of the American disorders, as rival cooks proposed the

" superiority of their own particular recipe.

_iii) Behaviourism as knowledge

It is possible to distinguish a major difference in emphasis evident
in the American literature between those who stress the unacknowledged
é@nditions of action that precede a riot, searching for some consistent
é?t of phenomena that underlies all riots, and those that consider
-fioting as a form of social movement and so consequently emphasise the
}%#rategic nature and political significance of 'a type of collective
iséhaviour that is called rioting's. The principal problem of the former

?Proach is that process is relegated and pattern elevated in the

nfﬁ?mulation of the ideal type riot recipe.




Two principal sources of information have been used in such analysis,

both of them deeply flawed. In order to discern the salient

characteristics of rioters, several studies used questionnaires in riot

areas (eg Cohen's project in Loss Angeles which led to the work of

Tomlinson and Sears,l1970; Sears and McConahay,1970; Raine,1970; Murphy and

Watson,1970; see also Fogelson and Hill,1968; Caplan and Paige,1968;

Rossi,Berk and Eidson,1974, Feagin and Hahn,1973). Such investigation

generally tried to paint a portrait of the ‘average rioter on the

ers 1in terms of

streets', distinguishing between rioters and non-riot

personality traits and attitudinal measures. One major problem with such

. an approach is that it assumes that those willing or even keen to identify

- themselves as rioters in post-riot questionnaire surveys will represent a

_]typical sample of those people who actually rioted. In reality there are

- a priori grounds for expecting those who have potentially more to lose

'from such identification, older people with family responsibilities and

;those in employment, to be under-represented. Conversely, those who have

fiittle to lose and the social kudos of the rebel to gain, particularly the

‘unemployed and the young, are likely to be more willing to admit or even

" boast of their involvement in cellective violence. So although there are

broad patterns that emerge from the American work these should be treated

;With caution. Self-identified rioters did not come from the most deprived

~migrants to Northern cities and were younger than those who denied

volvement in disorder.(See Field,1982 for summary.) This was generally

taken as rejecting the notion that the ‘riff-raff' or 'marginal men' in

ghetto society rebelled. However, the methodological difficulties are

ﬂfgrther compounded in such rioter/mon-rioter comparisons by the stress on

"Wﬁat are sometimes minor differences in relation to the distinct position

fothe ghetto itself. Unemployment among rioters is sometimes reported as

highEF than among non-riocters (as in the Watts study of Cohen et al,1970)




.parts of the city and the nationj similarly educational differences
:between rioters and non-rioters (seé Kerner,1968) pale into near
insignificance when compared with the relative state of educational
deprivation in the ghétto as a whole. Other socio—economic indices, such
as family demographic characteristics (Bloombaum, 1968), do not reveal any
recurrent pattern. Tndeed McPhail(1970) has suggested that although the
majority of social, demographic and economic associations with riot
participation are statistically significant, they are repeatedly of a low
magnitude, and in an analysis of tests found that only 2% were highly

significant (r> 0.6) and 5% of moderate significance (r = 0.3 - 0.59).

The second principal investigative formulation of recipe analysis
i?attempted to distinguish between those areas which suffered rioting and
.:éther, ostensibly similtar, locations that did not. Adams(1972) found that
;ﬁéing regression analysis four variables correlated well with riot
 §ctivity in a comparison of different US cities:

"riot experiemce varied positively with Metropolitan size, the

presence of a black population and Metropolitan density and varied

inversely with Southerness".
 Even this extremely simple hypothesis worked well only at the extremes of
:.':the equation., Adams had more success examining the experience inside
;Seven mid—Western cities, and suggested that those areas where
5éy3functional housing and population change had cccurred (ie faster
éxpansion of population than housing stock) were most likely to experience
fiotingn This tended to be not in the ghetto core or periphery but in the
ﬁiddle zone where there was a high expectation of improvement. Thus it is
.éﬁggested that this accounts for the rioting in Detroit, Milwaukee, Kansas
:Cityg Cleveland and Cincinatti and the absence of rioting in St Louis.
;ﬁ#iedland(IQSZ) prefers to emphasise both the localised effect of policy
;éé the severity of the violence and the national context of the disorders.

‘F?? Friedland the Civil Rights Movement of the fifties and early sixties

“ﬁﬂﬁ essentially a failure:




"they could not win enough, even as their victories told them that
they were right to struggle in the first place" because "the urban
.system, its genetic codes could not be touched ... . And so the
cities burned.”
However, the statistical data that he adduces to support a causal link
petween Urban Renewal and War on Poverty funding and riots accounts for
only small proportions of total variance in riot seriousness, in spite of

the fact that he fails to take into account antocorrelations which would

favourably influence his hypothesis testing (eg city size).

At times the passage of history pre—empted such ecological wﬁrk,
Rossi, Berk and Eidson(1974), in a study commissioned by Kerner, attempted
: a threefold comparison of cities that experienced serious disorder in
1967, those that had previously experienced disorder but did not do so in
. 1967 and those with no history of collective ghetto violence in 1967 or

j?before. Their research was overtaken by events with rioting in several of
the 'control', 'no riot' cities occurring during fieldwork. The authors
'Eomment,

":. short the study as originally designed was a failure almost
before the data had been completely collected.”

;_Almost pelatedly, Rossi, Berk and Eidson suggest that this failure was
. inevitable because

"the civil disorders of the 1960s were generalised political
responses to conditions that were common to blacks in general
rather than to blacks in some particular locale.”

The rejection of local determinism echoed the conclusions of Spilerman
;(1970), who suggested thaﬁ the natiomal stimuli of television and federal
;government and the experiences of all black Americans combine to overwhelm
féﬂy variation in local conditions. Explanations for rioting, he claimed,
;fshould be understood in terms of individual psychology:

“as for the commumity propemsity, it is en aggregate of the

individual values - the larger the Negro population the greater
the likelihood of a disorder. Little else appears to matter."

"§imilarly, Silver(1969) dismissed attempts to differentiate between

\
Ay




EghettOS:

."in such a formulation diagnostic sociology has scant function:

it is a matter of natural laws, of elemental and self-evident
justice. Diagnostic sociclogy is not required because collective

violence as a response to injustice is rooted in the innate order

of things"(my emphasis).

Crucially, both those who stressed spatial variation and those who
' guggested that such variations were inconsequential worked quite

;explicitly within the frustration/aggression paradigm of collective

" pehaviour theory, assuming that this natural causal link was given; the

" analytical task at hand rested in a definition of the distinctive features
fthat contribute to a riot, distinguishing those elements which were

“causally salient from rhose which were merely coincidental.

There is an intuitive logic in the pursuit of behaviourism. It is
:;ogical when confronted with a series of apparently gimilar events to seek
iéﬁt what they have in common, which factors recur im instances of riot.
.Sﬁch a search. is not an end in itself, yet it is a search which has
;régularly proved endless in the analysis of disorder. Preconditions are
;éo-closely interlinked that it becomes virtually impossible to distinguish
 bétween them, given the relatively small set of the phenomenon ‘riot' that
5aﬁpear at any one time, a phenomenon that is so self-evident yet so vague

:;d ili-defined on closer inspection. Consequently, rethodological
difficulties lead td a debate revolving around rival recipes, the patterns
Qf“social conditions that serve as the material causes of the disorder.
jﬁéVitably, process is lost, or at best remains elusive or assumed, and as

;result analysis falls back by default on tacit stimulus-response

P?YChOlogys riots are relegated from scocial actions to social outcomes.

iii) Riots as mobilisation

,Qtagonlsts more than the passively experienced preconditions the riots




were Seen as a social movement, an integral part of black resistance to
7 white racism in American society. Yet such a designation covered subtle
but significant variations +n the understanding of this movement, ranging

from a conception of the riots as extemporised revolts, the flashpeint

'  reaction to particular situations, to a notion that has the riots as a

 form of intentional political strategy, the successor to the Civil Rights
Movement of the 1950s and early 1960s. This subtle difference has major
. ramifications both in the interpretation of the long hot summers and in

5_the nature of explanation of riots generally.

Kerchkoff's(1970) attempt to explain the passage of riots in terms of
;hysterical contagion is in effect little different from the worst excesses
L.ipf recipe analysis, but the nature of such work is significant because the
;stress is shifted away from preconditioning pattern and on to the
processes operating during the riot, albeit in the explanatory tradition
bf Turner and Killian(1958). Siegel(1979) goes one step further in
rationalising violence as the product of defensive cultural adaptation, a
;esponse to a perceived threat of subjugation, restoring in part the
rationality of those on the streets. Lang and Lang(1971) too are keen to
.émphasise the meaning of behaviour, stating that
| "however spontaneous the elements that underlie any incident and
its particular pattern of expansion, the rioting reflects at the
same time the stirrings of a major pelitical-social movement"
but then qualify the status of +his movement by describing it as
”fprimitive and anomic" and talking of a social pathology of potential
_ ioters. Similarly Fogelson(1969,1971) classifies rioting as a form of
“iyarticulate protest. Rossi(1970) in criticising Kerner, or at least much
 €%$cussi0n of Kerner, claims that

"as a causal factor white racism is at Dest a truism, at worst a
theory that can lead down many fruitless paths”

aﬂ@ like many others (eg Gans,196%;Moore 1969;Button, 1978) is keen to see

Tioting as a form of brief revolt. Crucially, spontaneity is emphasised,




tﬁé conditions of action may not have been explicitly realised but

“'haviour was considered and set in a particular historical context.

Others go much further. In what is possibly the most impressive work

;6; the American riots Feagin and Hahn(1973) go so far as to suggest the
;éevelopment of a revolutionary ideology in the ghettos. They claim that
;}iots followed logically from the increasing militance of the Civil Rights
 Movement which had shifted from the legal action and freedom rides of the
i19505 +o the mass(peaceful) political mobilisation of the early 1960s and
Llnpreaslﬂg willingness to take defensive violent action against the .many
é{tacks on public demonstrations. Smith(1969) talks of a new style of
:{protest politics with violence as a central strategy, whilst Gurr(1978) in
.hig later writing appears tLO concede that violemce can Serve in a
pﬁiitical gambit. Horowitz(1983) goes so far as to claim that the Civil
Rights Movement could not be transplanted to the northern cities of the
Unlted States because of the vital role of the church in organisation and
% the disorders should clearly be seen as the Civil Rights Movement of
'tﬁé_North, although Feagin and Hahn(1973) caution against overemphasising
léhé absence of the Civil Rights Movement from the North or the riots from
ithe South., In such work (see also Michiarola,1969; Piven and
Cloward 1969; Libman—Rubinstein,1972, 1979) not only is the ratiomality of
ﬁe rioters preserved but also the rioting is elevated to a form of
_Qﬁilisation equivalent to other social movements (eg Piven and

'iqkard(1977) make a comparison with the organised labour movement ).

”1Qne major problem that stems from such elevation concerns the effects

of ?iOting on the lives of ghetto residents. TIn broad and slightly

P??i?ion of black people in the American economy improved throughout the

lgSQ? and 1960s but there is little or no agreement OR the relative

-ont?lbutlons of the Civil Rights movement and riotimg to these




jmprovements. The two most extreme positions on this point can be seen in

k of Piven and Cloward (1969, 1971, 1977, 1978) and Albritton

the wor

ts have tended to achieve

(1978)- For the former, poor people's movemen

o yery little in American history without violence, violence is no guarantee

s but without it 1little or nothing is gained. They cite the

:of succes

nd the increased AFDC

response to the 1965 Watts riot at a local level a

. (Aid for Families with Dependent Children) roles as evidence for this

‘thesis; a thesis that has to varying degrees been supported by

“Betz(1974); Button{1978); Friedland(1982) and Isaac and Kelly(1981),

“writers who have focussed also on the War on Poverty programme (the

mmes and the work of the Office of Economic

" Community Action Progra

|Opportunity), the work of the Department of Housing and Urban Development

f Health Education and

fég the Model City Programme) and the Department 0

Wélfare. However, the timing in such arguments is crucial and

s suggested that the principal advances in this period

Albritton(1978) ha
formulated by the Kennedy

#ere produced by the Civil Rights Movement,

administration and only enacted by the Johnson presidency, by which time

{he cities were burning. The bureaucratic time lag caused these measures

the

to come into effect after the onset of rioting even though they were

Feagin and Hahn(1973) are

fﬁroduct of peaceful, popular mobilisation.

5Similarly cautious, suggesting that the main results of the rioting

which was partly responsible for the

included the ‘white backlash’

lection of Richard Nixon in 1968, the increase in repression via the

orces and the decline of 1liberal

‘extensive training and arming of police f

Quite possibly, as the time between

;d programmes throughout the 1970s.
ghts

Céuse and effect is so indeterminate and the two causes (the Civil Ri

;Mofement and the riots) are so chronologically close, it is just not

PQSsible to differentiate between them, even though such a distinction is

viﬁﬁl, particularly im the context of Britain im the 1980s. As

,PﬁFOn(19?8) suggests, a myth of peaceful progress may be unsatisfactory

placing it with a myth of

bﬁ?ithere are obviously major pitfalls in re




fviﬁleﬁt Pprogress, pitfalls that are political and moral in their
;é;aluation of behaviour and historical in the implication that violent
 aisorder can be turned on and off like a tap in response to prevailing
conditions. The point stretches back into the heart of so-called
.:gollective behaviour theory; if large numbers of people behave similarly
-_:at a certain time is this behaviour susceptible to generalisation? Do
:h_these social movements possess an internal logic? This is an issue that
Ewill recur in the following chapter in relation to the work of Parkin and

ifCastells.

Certainly there is justification for accepting the equivalence between
such historical movements from certain specific points of view. Riots
'gather unity with hindsight and rationalisation but this is a property

;Bestowed after the event not during it. Hence Silver's suggestion (1969}

 "men who engage in desperate and in dangerous behaviour — indeed
any behaviour — have a certain claim to have taken seriously that
which they see in their own acts, and wish others to see in them"
Qis a noble comment but one that fails to recognise the impossibility of

‘accepting either accounts of actions at face value or everyday appearances

jas the principal units of analytical social science. Similarly,

‘Field's (1982) statement that

"the meaning of a riot becomes the meaning which is granted to
that riot by that rioting community after the event"

:§ at best misleading. Undoubtedly a meaning is imposed upon incidents
Qf;disorder post hoc that refiects personal ﬁotions of society as much
aggempirical evidence, the politics of riot commission interpretations
i&{just one instance of this process, but this does not devalue

CQ#temporary meanings generated at the time of disorder.

Those who stress the strategic and controlled nature of the American

?Ots may have in part neglected the significance of this hindsight




Tn a sense such analysis, particularly that of Feagin and Hahn

funity.

- can be best seen as a reaction to the behaviourist paradigm, so clearly

ascendant in American social science at the time of the ghetto revolts.

er in which stimulus/response explanations

Clearly, recognising the mann

gency they were anxious to stress the rationality

deprived rioters of a

of those involved in disorder. Yet the analysis is flawed because in an

attempt to rescue the meaning of revolt they accept the ontology of the

crowd as supraindividual, replacing the de-individuated, primitive mob

of behaviourism with a coldly calculating, politically conscious unit to

. be regarded as a lucid social actor on the stage of historical struggle.

Tn saving the agent from structure they lose the individual to the

" collectivity, unaware that both dichotomies are equally false.

'Y, Conclusions : the US/UK comparison

An insuperable problem underlying any comparison of British and American

" riots is that, unlike two material objects, the two phenomena to be

As Killian(1981) points out, is it possible

* compared are indeterminate.

to say how alike the two experiences of rioting were whem even the

" Americans themselves are still not sure of the causes or form of their

. own ghetto revolts, let alone how similar they were to someone else's?

- Furthermore, the level of generalisation at which such comparison 1is

. made is inevitably on an unsatisfactory, grand, journalistic scale.

Whilst accepting that any two social contexts must always bhe

~historically unique, there are several facets to the situation of black

. people in the two countries that particularly question the utility of

_jerry-built comparison. The whole heritage of an explicitly colonial

‘Past compared to a rhetorical tradition of ethnic equality arguably

In

leads to significantly different ideclogies of race and racism.

burely empirical terms the massive mobilisation of the Black Civil




Rights Movement, involving many millions of people, had no equivalent in
the run-up to the British riots, nor was the national political climate

" of Democratic 1iberal reform mirrored in the British case.

The economic experiences of black people also differed on the two
f_sides of the Atlantic. In America the riots followed a period of
steadlly 1mprov1ng economic status, in the United Kingdom the 1981 riots
followed the onset of an economic depre551on in which black people
ijsuffered more than others oa racial, economic structural and locational
‘. grounds. (Scarman, 1981;Cross, 1986) Building on the truism of
;frustration/aggre851on theory the central terms of relatlve deprlvatlon
:explanatlons can be twisted to f£it any such distinction {(see
szleld 1982), yet such casuistry says more about the value of this sort

of "theory' than about any comparison between the two sets of riots.

On the other hand, some similarities do'present themselves. There
;is an obvious difference between what is expected of one as a new
?érrival and what one expects as a citizen, and this difference between
;ﬁhe willingness of first and second generation migrant groups TO
iﬁolerate discrimination and repression might find an analogy in the
fﬁropensity to revolt among those who moved from the South of the USA and
mfrom the former colonies to major industrial cities. Consequently the
;ﬁorthern ghettos of the USA and the centres of British cities may have
5provided unemployed, discontented personnel and the locales in which

such discontent could support itself; in a mundane, logistical sense

providing the foci of black resistance.

Tt is also clear from simple historical research that the majority
f American riots were also started by incidents involving police
?Ftiﬂﬂ, set against a background of poor relationships between police

and ghetto residents, which meant that the police did not simply act as




. trigger to disorder{Xerner,1967), that variations in the incidence and

severity of rioting were related to variations in police

3:behaviour(Wanderer,1969;Rossi, Marsh and Eidson,1974). However, there

was near unanimity in American scholarship that the police role was

.principally one of the vicarious target. They stood as the visible

symbols of white society, racist white society.

Making the police force more representative of the communities they

ntial effect on the cooling of

 po1ice may or may not have had a substa

What is certain is that it was

‘tension in American cities in the 1970s.

ﬁossible to make major advances in this field through campaigns of

.;ethnic recruitment. From 1967 to 1982 the number of minority police

rose from 10-48% in Atlanta, from 5-10% in New York and from 5-30% 1in

Even in Chicagoe (17-19% in this period) and Philadelphia (19-

Detroit.
i?%) where the figures were less impressive, ma jor campaigns in the late

1960s had succeeded in significantly boosting the proportion of black

figure lows in the late 1950s (Rossi,

policemen from single, percentage

ﬁarsh,Eidson, 1974; Sherman,1983). Even the most optimistic members of

athe Metropolitan Police Force and British race relations groups doubt

If London is

hat comparable improvements could be achieved in London.

typical and there is much greater resistance in Britain to joining the
?phlice, then gquite possibly this difference might suggest that poor

“police/black relations in the UK are not necessarily‘the same as poor

olice/black relations in the US.

Tn short, though comparisons may reveal occasionally useful

insights, the differences between the two historical experiences

prohibit any straightforward transportation of explanatory designs from

93? country to another, assuming that there are such valuable designs ToO

‘ransport. Yet there is major epistemological and methodological value

Hl-study of the historiography of the American disorders. There are




imboftaﬂi similarities between how people on both sides of the Atlantic

investigated disorder, even if we remain unsure about any replicatien of

“the actual processes of rioting itself.

" 1980 AND 1981 RIOTING IN BRITISH CITIES : EXPLANATION AS APPROPRIATION

In the immediate aftermath of.the rioting most political accounts oOr
féiplanations of the riots were openly and frankly ideological. For the
 érime Minister and many of her colleagues the disturbances were
gélassified as a law and order matter and the issues that were raised
p;éfe tied to related notions of.nationai self—discipline; parenthood,
:“jﬁvenile delinquency and personal evil (see Xettle and Hodges, 1982},

fﬁr the Labour opposition the causal process was explicitly tied to the
éffects of government policy. Roy Hattersley, in particular, was.keen
Fb make the 1link between changes in levels of deprivation since 1979 and
éﬁé incidence of public disordero Such behaviour was predictable in the
:1Hitial reactions to rioting, that 'THE RIOTS' were shaped in a manner
'tﬁét fitted into pre—existing psychological visions of the umwelt was
-Jﬁst one instance of the social construction of reality (see Befger and
5Lﬁtkmann,1965), The riot becomeé a justification for a particular
.conception of society rather than a challenge to it; it is the aymbolic
:ééding of events that is malleable, not the cognitive set ianto which
.ﬁéy are fitted. It is only one small step from such introspective
FééSSurance to the polemical deployment of these reconstituted symbols

iProve the validity of specific arguments about the nature of life in
B?itain in 1981. 1In civil society this phenomenon was regularly seen in
téé;COMPetition for scarce resources. Given a felicitous causal

;elétionship, a wide variety of interest groups could claim legitimacy




for  government oOF private funding on the grounds of public disorder.

inner city, employment and many other

educational, industrial,

Ligﬁbies could all point O their own pressing need and base demands for

t on the implicit, or even explicit, suggestion that

resource inpt
Again, this was an

/ithout more money there would be more riots.

In contrast it was more

acet of the political process.

.nderstandable f
plicated in

ee this practice of appropriation re

‘disconcerting to S

explanations of British rioting.

" ostensibly academic

. Behaviourism resurgent
=t

n can neither transcend nor expese nor

. If social explanatio

foundation of accounts it is worthless. Yet

aéknowledge the ideological

o much work in 1981 was to make the automatic

one characteristic common t

step from. coincidence to causality in using the rioting to justify

Gough(1982) was able to claim that the

otherwise powerful arguments.

for

"the chickens coming home TO roost”

_diéorders represented
e Welfare State, yet after making this

;Tﬁétcherite Policies toward th

e to rioting. Rex(1981,1984) and

‘assertion makes no further referenc
lations as did Profitt(1984) who

:Hamnett(1983) used similarly vague formu

ent so far as to support a demand for recognising inner city needs with

the claim that

the uprisings will

;FFailing this action the message is clear:
"continue™(1984,p201).

Sﬁcﬁ claims may not only be factually erroneous but also morally
onary

dangerous, For im this context the riot is employed as a cautl

not a logical, need

_j@ﬁﬁl, even though there may be only a political,
all

i?o doing. Such a strategy may be dangerously twe edged as the ¢

is in danger of backfiring if

r .-'_ 1f .. . t
- weltiare provision or elge riots

olence dies down. Levels of deprivation may remain as high as ever

_ ¢jthe original case may be seen as discredited. Hence it was left to




Prashaf(lgga) to suggest that the stark facts of racial disadvantage and

inner city deprivation stood on their own feet, there was no need to try

‘and place them into a simplistic causal link with rioting in order to

Even in heavy disguise the ecological

utilise this sywmbolic power.

. fallacy is at best a clumsy vehicle for explanation.

More detailed reportage of the events of 1981 (eg Waller,1981;Kettle

ncidence of

T:and Hodges,1983;01are,1984) suggested a complexity to the 1

ons of cause and effect

‘disorder that was belied by the simplistic noti

manisfested in the more clumsy sociological analyses. One study by the

‘Home Office Research Unit exemplifies this problem, particularly in its

freplication of the flaws of much American work. There is an obvious

e time of the

value in attempting to discern the attitudes at th

ch suffered rioting. That

“disturbances of those living in the areas whi

“the gquestionnaire survey 1s perhaps not the best method to gather such

‘material has already been suggested in relation to the American

.:disorders. Southgate's(1982) study in the Handsworth area of Birmingham

As part of my own

provides a further illustration of this point.

er and November 1981 and

research I conducted a similar survey in Octob

January 1982 in Wood Green and Dalstone, the scenes of two of the more

serious riots in London. Through personal experience and reflection on

Southgate's work I would suggest that such studies have only minimal

value. The first and most serious difficulty with the Southgate project

o have been based on personal

is that the choice of survey area seems t

It was frequently

‘familiarity rather than on the incidence of violence.

jépggested (eg Economist 7/8l; Guardian passim 7/81) that the most

'étriking feature about the events in Birmingham in 1981 was the absence

"éf any large scale disorder, in spite of a local history of numerous

past incidents of near riot.

Harré has highlighted the strongly conventional nature of account




: £v1ng and makes the point (1979,pplls-1l5) that the twentieth century

one of these sets of conventions. There

questlonnalre is the source of

fis a protocol to the survey technique, self-evident to anyone who has

h structures an interview and influences

=been jnvolved in such work, whic

The interviewees are very often keen to please the

responses.

jpterviewers;  the quasi-test format of the interview prompts many to

answers to questions as much as assess

‘try and provide the 'correct'

Time and again the distinctive status of accounts

. personal preference.

':35 rationalisations of the past came through in my own work and comes

He seriously reports that almost half of his

:fhrough in Southgate's.

"ew in advance there was going to be trouble™(1982,p68),

Zféspondents,

Quite

éver considering the possible influence of hindsight wisdom.

:Simply there is no way that reasons given as causes of the riot can be

part of the meaning that

taken at face value, they must be considered as

-é bestowed upon disorder after the event, for which Southgate's study

is aseful, but this is not the same thing at all.

The number of respondents admitting involvement in disturbances in

'the Home Office study is notably small (11 ‘rioters' and 9 'witnesses'

*who were chased, attacked or injured out of a sample of 532 young males,

ﬁétgan attempt is made to compare this group with other residents of the

géféau In my own Dalstone survey, out of a sample of 200 young males

ﬁakén on four successive Saturdays in the area of trouble, 35 claimed to

er 29 to have been actually involved,

have witnessed 'the riot' and anoth

et  these figures are in this case quite possibly extremely inaccurate.

'Oﬂiseveral occasions some of the youmger respondents boasted so much

out their involvement that their answers strained credulity, whilst in

th?? instances the under-standable suspicion with which the interviewer

ted full inveolvement

n anywhere near the

_en_ of the disorder.



all these faults the normative weight of the analysis is

On top of

5150 clear. Southgate notes in a significant tone that unemployment

n~rioters (1982,p6l), ignoring

ars to be higher among rioters than no

: appe
ta if the effects of

ithat such a difference disappears from his own da

whilst regular reference to unemployment as a

:.age are standardised,

en as self-evident (eg p69).

_‘cause' of rioting in general is tak

the feelings of the residents of Handsworth

In short, it is not that

‘4n July 1981 are irrelevant (particularly in the light of subsequent

events), it is not that the influence of factors such as unemployment is

it is that Southgate's work tells us 1ittle or nothing

‘insignificant,

retends to do so, in

fébout such feelings and such influences, though it p

‘a place where arguably the most important questions relate to why there

or many people there was no riot in

a5 so little trouble in 1981, vhy £

The methodological failings of the post-riot questiomnaire in the

émerican work of the 1960s were frequently compounded by analytical use

6£_the dubiously defined 'average rioter'. In the British literature

this elusive character recurred, epitomising the use of 'explanation' as

ters were used to support

appropriation, as competing pathologies of rio

For Cashmore and Troyna(1982) the British

a‘particular interest.

'figting in 1980 and 1981 is the historical property of the social

is indeed the most lurid manifestation of

:pfqblam group black youth,

crisis from which their study draws its legitimacy. They are keen to

'passive' influence of

tféSs that alongside the well documented

usly adopted

nstitutional racism young black people have comscio

'P@Stures in relation to the rest of society”. This active influence,

of manifold rejectiom, viz

Jis suggested, takes the form

which translates into a

'dm§§§tlsfaction_ with society generally ...



Jesire to have nothing to do with it", "the idea of Babylon and all its

1ﬁﬁlication8", "y figsure which developed between first generation West

4 their sons and daughters” and "a reluctance to take

[ndians an

“employmeﬂt"« It is not intended to analyse this "cultural® model on its

bwn terms (see Gutzmore 1983 for a critique), rather to examine the

anection between black youth and collective disorder (see

ffpostulated co

). Cashmore and Troyna suggest that because of the

}“Diagram 1.2 overleaf

pervasive idea of Babylon which "cannot be conquered through

black political action will not gather

conventional political measures',

t on specific one—off issues and so it is

‘mass political support excep

1ﬁprobable that there can be political mobilisation of young blacks in

the immediate future.

Two other responses to this situation are considered. Young black

. people can try and carry on im their stigmatised position or they can

"adopt “strategies for survival”, one of which will coincide with Hall's

Thegse are short—term

6dnception of crime becoming politically viable.

Tcrisisf. In the

solutions only and the reason for the eponymous

further notions are advanced. The

production of collective disorder two

first harks back to relative deprivation theory. Violence is seen as 'a

a form of pressure release,

strategy for venting frustrations",

This is

‘aggression as an automatic response to continual frustration.

the cultural context of this process, an

- "penchant for violence within the West Indian culture possibly
‘stemming from the days of slavery when the only method of
‘retaliation was doing physical damage to the overseer.”

one product 18

rioting, in which
"'young blacks are responding not to specific targets but to the
. 8ystem generally, the system they call Babylon. In all the
 §pis0des of the early 1980s black youths chose to attack the
~institutions which symbolised their entrapment within the
System; houses, shops, cars, the police.™




Summary of Cashmore and Troyna's explanation of Rioting

(Based on "Black Youth in Crisis"(1982)
F.Cashmore and B.Toyna (eds), Allen and Unwin)

Passive Factors Active Influences
{educational problems,
discrimination, racism)

The 'problem' of ‘black youth'

Solutions

?olitical action Crime as a strategy Tolerate/suffer
' for survival (Endless pressure?)
(Accept black criminality)

Short term solutions only

Additional elements

a) Frustration/aggression
heory of violence

Pétﬁological culture
(a penchant for violence)

N\

COLLECTIVE DISORDER

)

)

) CRISIS
) .

)

Diagram 1.2




The police are characterised as the victims of an explicitly vicarious

'Aunt Sallys'), the conflict is not with

Vlolence (along with the other

th the society that force represents.

the Force as such but wi

3 inCidenta11y, the rationmality of the people on the streets is thus

'really' know what they are doing, even

discredited, the rioters do not

if 1mp11c1t1y they are all doing the same thing. Placing what interests

th what interests them Ileast,

them most into a causal relationship wi

y rioting in terms of "black

Cashmore and Troyna attempt To explain awa

culture'. Even if their generalisations about the latter were correct

o convincing causal

‘this would be a tendentious argument as there is mn

the explicandum

.echanism to link the explicans (culture) with

other than an outdated formulation of stimulus-response

rioting),

.psychelogy. Escaping the authors' best intentions the result is the

onstruction of a cultural pathology that is at best misleading, at

‘worst invidious.

Though the amalysis of Lea and Young(1982) is more sophisticated

than that of Cashmore and Troyna, it too dictates rather than explores

the nature of rioting. The disorders are traced to the difficulties of

pdlicing an inner city in which soaring rays of unemployment have led

'directly to a rapid increase in crime rates (see Diagram 1.3 overleaf).

The riots themselves are takemn g priori as the expression of young

ck people in particular. Once again

eople in general and young bla

"typical rioter' whose persona has

‘there is an implicit image of the

ﬂly two salient characteristics: youth and alienation. Inm this

qntext thege are not innoceni terms, they serve as dehumanising

econditions for explanation. Rather than explain riots the authors

‘eed only explain the production of the stereotypical rioter. In this

is, in effect, incidental

rticular format of such explanation 'race’

the marginalisation of labour:




:From "The Riots in Britain 1981" by J Lea and J Young (1982)
: in "Policing the Riots"(1982)
D Cowell; T Jones; J Young(eds) : Junction Books

¢ e ———

The Collapse of Consensus Policing

Discrimination and deprivation

L

Rising level of street crime

|

t. g Shift towards ‘military' policing

!

Alienation of the community

\

Mobilisation of Reduced flow of
bystanders information to police

:%%f‘_”_-“’“‘ Collapse of basis for consensus policing

Diagram 1.3

"Race becomes an ingredient of this vicious circle. The
-economic alienation of young black people gives rise to a
" culture with a propensity to crime™(my emphasis).

n- spite of the contentious evidence in this field(Stevens and Willis,

Q?Q: Smith, 1982; Deutsch,1982), black criminality is taken as given

fationalised in terms of a liberal notion of the effects of economic
sgaéantage. Consequently, the cﬁnflict between black people and the
olice is described as the product of this criminal culture. "The
01%§é make the initial connection between race and crime." There is an
eleééﬁtary historical flaw in such a deterministically phrased causal
anneétion. This conflict quite clearly predated any suggestion of
FEfover—representation among offenders. As early as 1972 the House
:Qémmons Select Committee ol Police/Immigrant Relations stated

ategﬂfically that -




"iy was made clear by all witnesses ... that relations between
police and younger West Indians are fragile, sometimes
explosive" (my emphasis) and that "Of all the police forces from
which we took evidence mot one had found that crime committed by
coloured people was proportionately greater than that by the
rest of the population. Tndeed in many places it was somewhat
less’ (my emphasis).

;Poor 'policef black relations' stretch back a long way; Lea and Young

350 not so much revise history as forget it.

An alternative can be seen in Thackrah's study of 'Reactiomns to
~Terrorism and Riots'(1985). Here the tension between theory and
“practice 1is particularly marked and the relationship between academic

Jiscourse and public policy of particular concern as the author is a
{ecturer at Bramshill Police College. Thackrah does not advance an
explanation of the rioting as such, yet the assumptions he makes about
;he disorders throws light on a conception of the phenomenorn that may
structure policy oriented reactions to it. The policing problem is
twofold. There is a question of public order:
. "In the 1981 riots unprovoked attacks with firebombs resulted in
the police needing to take a fresh look at their capability to
cope with lawlessness on such a scale.”
;Thére is also a problem of public image:
- "Police intelligence has to work against the Left trying to link
. the gquestion of policing to what is seen as the underlying
" causes of recent rioting”.

The ‘rvicters are seen as an irrational and cohesive 'crowd' that must be

SﬁbﬂHEd, policing per se is removed from the agenda as the attacks on

Dﬁlice are classified as unprovoked, and the focus is returned to

" British society as a whole.

ihe behaviourist mode of explanation reconstitutes 'the crowd' as an
'aﬁaiétical unit, an analytical unit that is defined by the use of the
avé?ége rioter' comcept. Explanation, by focusaing on the production
ff?hé average rioter can circumvent the production of the actual riot.

;impliCitly pathological conception of disorder again dismisses

38




of

éailective behaviour processes and elevates the patterans

éﬁsceptibility to rioting. The academic task is consequently one of

distinguishing between the causal significance of a list of

econditioning factors and the descent into 'recipe analysis', though

pr

:5ﬁ0t inevitable, the frequent product.

-FOfficial Explanations

i) The Scarman Report

As the principal attempt to lend an official meaning to disorder, as

the main determinant of Government pronouncements and a major influence

on Government policy, the report by Lord Scarman on the Brixton

‘disorders is the most important work published concerning the 1981

fBritish riots. In compiling the report Scarman faced many problems.

-Ihe role of counsels, pressure on individuals and the difficulty of

pbtaining a full and fair spectrum of opinion are just three of the more

Most significantly, the

:pbyious shortcomings of the judicial inquiry.

on than the individual or

‘corporate voice will wake more impressi

te institutions the most

‘aggregates of opinion and of these corpora

afiiculate will, in all probability, appear most favourably of all. So

1ﬁlis not unreasonable to suggest that as a body experienced in the

thduct of the legal system the police force might have had an intriasic

adﬁantage in the proceedings. Scarman's account of the disturbances

‘themselves, significantly oriented towards a police history of events

FPﬁld seem to support such am assertion, so much so that John Clare of

thegBBC has said that

“Muhat T saw in Brixton over five hours that Saturday night-in
April 1981 was not, in some crucial respects, what Lord Scarman
sat down to dJescribe at the end of his marathon

inquiry"(1984,p48).




Tn his analysis of the prevailing social conditions in the Brixton
.afea Lord Scarman concludes that whilst not amounting to causes of the
 ;10ts, these do create "a predisposition toward violence'(2:38), He
 &035 not, however, discuss the differential experience of these
;conditions by the black and white communities. Concerning the nature of
;the rioting in Brixton, Scarman is ambivalent. On the one hand he
;zdescribes the rioting as "essentially an outburst of anger and
fresentment by black people against the police"(3:110) which would imply
E;ational and limited objectives whilst on the other hand he hints at
:;narchy in suggesting that the police stood "hetween society and a total
éollapse of law and order in the streets of an important part of our
;éapital"(4:98).- He alsoc concludes that "the disorders were not, I am
éétisfied, premeditated"(S:lOl), yet adds that "though the evidence of
iéadership and outsider participation is slight, it is persuasive and
ﬁés not been controverted"(3:101), which would suggest, at the very
:iéast, an element of collusion and organisation. Confusing matters even
:f#rther ve also states that "they [the rioters] were enjoying
‘themselves" (3:77). These observations are not necessarily
;c?ntradictory._ Not only was the rioting crowd not a homogeneous group,
.ﬁ?ﬁ also individual motivation may well have been confused.
iﬁéyertheless, it would be fair to say that the overall impression that

carman gives is of an almost 'regressive’ mob (see Clare,1984).

‘Much of the report is taken up by an examination of public policy
aﬁdJinstitutions. Though it would be wrong to trespass on the territory
Of the expert, Scarman appears to contradict himself when early in the
repéft (4.21,4.22) he questions the feasibility of saturation policing
Opéﬁétions in terms of the number of people caught, the negligible long-

fm effects on crime rates and significant deleterious long-term

?ffécts on community relations, yet he concludes later in the

EPOTF(4:75) that such operations are necessary. The fact remains that




in Brixton one such operation was instrumental in precipitating disorder

“and is described in the report as "2 serious mistake'(4:76).

The administrative reforms recommended and the rejection of the
::'possibility of a Tracist policing policy combine to imply a rejection of
+he Marxist dialectical interpretation of a police force with the
function of disciplining the exploited black labour pool, which in turn

implicitly rejects any revolutionary interpretation of the riots.

Essentially Lord Scarman formalises the orthodox liberal view of the
“ipner city, a major achievement within the national social and
administrative -context. As with Kerner, the report is remarkable but
;Ehould be seen as much as a political as a sociological document,
;although the Brixton report does benefit from the eschewal of simplistic
npotions of causality. As with Kerner, the report becomes an indictment
fbf society in gemeral: ia the final conclusion Scarman mentions the
iﬁolice; national and local government, racial disadvantage,
Tinstitutional racism (a term he quite possibly does not understand), and
.éven America, but never once Brikton, despite terms of reference which
fépecifically cited these disturbances as the main object of the inquiry.

In striving for the umiversal Lord Scarman neglects the particular, and

the causes of the Brixton riots remain, perhaps inevitably, uncertain.

il) The Hytner Report (Report of the Moss Side Enquiry Pamel to the Leader

of the Greater Manchester Council. Chairman: Benet Hytner,QC)

The Hytner Commission was, in many ways, hamstrung in having no
;Fatutory powers to compel witnesses or grant immunity from prosecution.
‘The report is more conclusive in its findings about the causes and

Mature of the rioting than its Brixton counterpart:




"The cause of the disturbances was that it was expected, by
reason of beliefs vased in the main on myth, that the trouble
was inevitable on Moss Side and that there were sections of the
Moss Side population who were ready and willing to fulfil those
expectations"(44:l), "We do not believe that the course of
events would have been significantly different if the initial
outbreak had not occurred as it did" (44:5).

sions hint at both sophistry and ex post facto rationali-

These conclu

sation. The report searches in vain for logical localised social causes

for the eruption but does not find them:

Wpuch could be done with more money and more imagination to
improve the lives of Moss Side residents but we have found no
evidence that either the deficiencies 1in the environment or the
amenities are due to any neglect by the City Council or that
they contributed in any gignificant way to the disturbances. To
the comtrary, other areas may complain at the proportion of the
city's funds which have been lavished on Moss Side"(14:1).

fIn general, unemplbyment was much lower than in most areas of the North-

West, crime rates were not particularly high and provision of leisure

.facilities and the other social amenities was reasonably good. One

logical flaw recurs in these comparisons: there are no grounds for the

f city life were mnot as

suggestion that because certain hardships o

severe in Moss Side as in areas where there were no riots such hardships

disturbances.

can not have been contributory factors in causing the

' In general Hytner shies away from investigating the police role both

although requested to do

preceding and during the riots claiming that,

?36{ the Committee did not feel qualified teo judge the actions of a

In the issues that are examined, such as

__?feSSiDRal,-specialist body.

local consultation, a more flexible complaints procedure and the

rovocation of the police during the riots, the report echoes Scarman.

ence to arrest figures conclusively demonstrates that

owever, the refer

3théﬁ’disturbances involved predominantly white youths and a general

hostility toward the police that transcended ethnic differences,

altPOUQh the antipathy between young blacks and the police may have been

8reater than for their white contemporaries. A1l this despite a

eported assertion by Chief Constable James Anderton that the first




éi's troubles occurred when

wapout a hundred black youths aged between 15 and 20 years went
on the rampage in Moss Side"

and that the second day's problems arose from a "crowd of approximately
:500 gouths, almost exclusively coloured™(1981). Again, there would seem
;in Moss Side, as in Brixton, to be some uncertainty about the nature of
?the rioting (see Wagstaffe,1983;Waddington,1985). Again an official
Jaccount Tesorts to a discourse on the nature of general societal ills,

‘pot specific riot processes.

The 'riots' as a Social Movement : "Disorders' or 'Uprisings'?

=l

Those who have written from a self-professed ‘radical' perspective
é?e been keen to stress the intentional elements of mobilisation
féﬁresented by rioting. The disorders were a national phenomenon of
rééistance; Joshua and Wallace(1983,p9) explicitly suggest that they
;ﬁére united by "a commonality of cause" and can be placed as a benchmark
ﬂ:the historical struggle of black people in Britain. Such claims are
ifiﬁe in principle but it is worth asking whether they mean very much.
?Miies has gone so far as to claim that among Marxist and 'radical
éﬁfhorsg in spite of other differences, there is an agreement
: ﬂon a series of lower-level descriptioas about, for example, the
anstitutionalisation of racism and the origin of the riots of
~498L in Britain"(1984,p217). '
g&t;;ny other than a superficial level such a statement is platitudinous.

ying the signification(signifié) ‘resistance’ to the signifier

(Eiﬁﬂiiiggg) ‘riot' is vague enough to mean anything to anyone,

The problem
rises when such interpretations are, on close inspection, found to be
ontradictory, even when written from similar and sympathetic pelitical

v ,WPOints. Once again it is the signifiant or explicandum that remains




‘Yowe(1981) was keen tO emphasise the revolutionary nature of the
igérderss Verner(1981) suggests that Howe saw the riots as "an
:'ré;nised guerilia uprising against the police"(1981,p355). Certainly,
;f;f Howe, the gtatus of the rioting as a nascent social movement of
ﬁfégellion was guaranteed by the shortcomings of the Scarman inquiry and
o #rhose forms which appeared in embryo on the streets of

Britain's cities must necessarily develop into full blown
manifestations in the not too distant future."”

Pafadoxicallyg guch description is not dissimilar to many conspiracy

théories proposed at the time of the rioting by some senior police
bfficers (eg Anderton,198l) and newspapers (Sun, Daily Mail 7/81
_péésim). The riots are cast as orchestrated protests, only approbation
=d;?§pprobrium distinguishes Howe's from Anderton's conception of
digqrder. Yet for others (Rex,1981;Kettle and Hodges,1982) the
sﬁgﬁfaneity of the uprisings is stressed and the rioting is seen as

ééSentially disorganised activity.

.. The one writer to acknowledge this apparent contradiction was
11foy(l981), who did not consider it problematic:
 "Understanding new political movements - new class struggles -
trequires analytic concepts historically appropriate to the new
“forms they take. These spontaneous struggles may sometimes
“become violent, but this does not render them irreconcilable
“with a strategic long-term war of position"(1981,p221;my
~‘emphasis).
ﬁ':with Piven and Cloward in America, violence is legitimated in the
cauSé of black resistance and rioting seen as contiguous with other
fbfﬁ#"of black mobilisation. Such a position has profound implications
that ‘are not omly moral but also relate to the sort of explanatiom

uitable to rioting. Specifically, '+he crowd® gains ontological status
g. Sp g g

political actor.

jThe "radical' historical provenance of the riots of 1981 is also at

s inconsistent. For some (eg Bunyan,1981,pl53)




~ wIp the summer of 108] the British state went on the attack
. against the people'.

he street conflicts were the inevitable product of a shift away from

dénsensus politics produced by the late 20th century crisis of British

féﬁﬁitalism, the police are the iron fisted extremity of the

:éuthoritarian state and consequently the riots are not so much the
;;roperty of any specific racial division, but belonged to the more
féeneral (and more abstract) unit "the people'. Implicitly, black people
;%éfe caught in the front line of this conflict, almost by an accident of
Tﬁistory, Explicitly, the ostensibly multi-racial nature of rioting is
_éﬁressed and "a class dimension was added”(Bunyan 1981, pl53).
Cagversely, the historical context for Fryer(1984) is the long history
af repression suffered by black_people in Britain in general and the
répression of black people in British cities by police over the last
thirty years in particular. The difference in emphasis is crucial. The
géhse of ownership that underlies this contrast is an important and
tééurrent theme. Whether or not the proprietorial claims on the 1981
_%ﬁan violence were age specific (the elusive notion of ‘youth'), gender
égécific or class specific are similarly mool points., Riots may be the
iéﬁguage of the unheard"(Martin Luther Xing), but who speaks this
oﬁgue? Black people, young people, working people (who are not
ofking), or is this merely the voice of the powerless? Many would fain
iékfor this powerful symbol and it is im the clamour of the historical
éiion that it is easy to concur with Rushdie's point that
.'“History is natural selectiomn. Mutant versions of the past
struggle for dominance, nev species of fact arise, and old
.saurian truths go fTo the wall, blindfolded and smoking last
;Cigarettes. Only the mutations of the strong survive™ (1984).
?in this sense the bid by the radical left to attach sympathetic
'é#ing to rtiots, to defime rioting as political action, may be
Praéﬁatically commendable but is no less tenuous an exercise than any

her attempt to endow the disorders with meaning post hoc, particularly

/it appears that there are contradictions within the meanings so




The contrasts between spontaneity and organisation, multi-

 §1 rioting and black rebellion, 'youth'® and 'people’, are generally
.CoﬁtraSLs of emphasis rather than oppositions but are nevertheless
.Slgnlflcaﬂt and undermine Miles' claim of unity. The processes behind

he genesis of disorder are lost in the competition to divine the

.pdlitical significance of rioting.

“Conclusions

. _Recognising that "objectivity is a direction not a terminus" (Harre,
léﬁé), it is enough to be aware of the process of appropriation. A
tgﬁit principle of any analysis is that explanation is dependent on
gxﬁlicandum (that which is to be explained), yet in this case the

poslte is frequently the case., The riot surfaces as a historical
dbject, the product of its own explanation, explanation that is
défermined by proclivity, preference or profession, or at best is
“iﬁfiori, ‘dependent on a set of assumptions that is brought to the

n;iysis at its inception. In short, everybody seems able to say 'why
':hégéuwere riots' but few ever mention 'what the riots were'. In order
atovgnderstand rioting it is essential either to fill this empirical

_ﬂg.provide the calibre of reportage which may serve as a basis for

xpiéhation, or else accede to a form of self-indulgent relativism which
SuBEESts that all interpretations of rioting are equally valid in their
clalms on reality, differentiated only by their moral or political

ims on future action.




; it is all very well, and not particularly difficult, to vilify
e{érybody else's work but the purpose of this chapter is to tease out

'fﬁb sets of research problems.

15 Problems of explanation

How conceptually to frame the relationship between spontaneity (the
inatinctive) and rationality (organisationfpremeditation) in an
éx?lanation of rioting. How is it possible to avoid BOTH

a) the vision of the riot as a social outcome, an inevitable

product of a recipe of preconditions;
the vision of the riot as a conspiracy/revolutionary

social movement (the rioters forming either the

insurrectionary mob of ‘'extremists' or the scheming

political actor)?

infbther words, before explaiming the specifics of one riot it is

eééssary answer the following questions:
jWhat constitutes a cause of a riot?
‘What statué does the crowd have (aggregation, collectivity or supra-
individual)? | |
;HOW is it possible to conceptualise the link between material
relations (economic structure) and one particular form of soclal
action, without resorting to an attempted falsification/

verification of the ecological fallacy?

"rioting' a form of goeial movement equivalent to other forms of

popular mobilisation?




The major empirical problem

Tt is imperative to define what happened before analysing why it

“happened. This is the task of defining an explicandum whilst avoiding

éhy £211 into the false dichotomy of induction/deduction (ie

acknowledging the interdependence of the theoretical and the empirical}.

Chapter two attempts  to provide a conceptual structure that is

1ﬁcorporated in the explanation of violent conflict in chapters five,

gix and seven.

Chapters three and four, analysing the incidence of disorder in

London, attempt to provide the necessary descriptive material,




4OCTAL ACTION AND SPATTAL PATTERN : 'CAUSES' OF RIOTS AND SOCTAL THEORY

%HE STRUCTURAL COMPLEXITY OF REFLEXIVE METHOD; NOTIONS QF THE

SUBCONSCIOUS MIND:

: Pre—conscious thought and perception geography
Psycho—analysis and Freudian notions of the subconscious
Lévi—-Strauss and anthropological structuralism
Chomskyan iinguistics and cognitive psychology

"g.Humanistic geography.

fﬁﬁ STRUCTURAL COMPLEXITY OF SOCIAL STRUCTURES;  "SOCIAL MOVEMENTS',
céLLECTIVITIEs AND ONTOLOGY |
..:'The social/economic interface; the 'needs' of economic
i;systems/structures
;.Class structure as action; Parkin's theory of social mobilisation
??fiCastells’ grassroots volte-face; logical wholes and ontological

vagariesg,

The problem of universals
The need for a mechanistic theory of causality

Structural ontology

RE'S RECONCILIATION OF STRUCTURE AND AGENCY.




Tt is esséntial to analyse 'what the act of rioting means' as well
“as 'how rioting is caused'. These two tasks are not necessarily
;irreconcilable as long as major conceptual problems concerning the role
.;of the actor in the crowd, the aéture of causality and the ontological

" gratus of 'social movements' are clarified. In this chapter, in so

Firstly, it is argued that reflexive methodology can not alone
jﬁrbvide an explanation of the meaning of rioting or any othef form of
.édtial behaviour. Not only does the individual tend to use accounts of
_éEEion as justification (revision) of the pést, but more significantly
1ﬁhére is every reason to believe that individuals, even when acting in
23066 faith, are not always in a position to give exhaustive accounts of

their own behaviour.

Secondly, it is argued that whilst certain concepts that derive from
Itﬁeshumanistic school of geography are indispensable to an understanding
of the genesis of riots, there are two major confusions that arise from

.the misconceived opposition of humanistic and structuralist analysis in

fﬁefgeographical literature, viz

a): The problematic relationship between theoretical and empirical
:domains in epistemology is logically distinct from questions that

‘relate to the ontological structuring of the world. Explicitly, the




The repetitious opposition of voluntarism and determinism in the
geographical literature obscures the undisputed point that notions
of voluntarism rest on the psychology of the individual. Yet, as
aiready outlined, on closer inspection the tension between structure
and action exists as much within as beyond the individual.
Consequently, humanistic method is flawed if it excludes models of

the subconscious mind.

Thirdly, it is argued that economic structures and the structures
.iﬁplicated in social mobilisation{collective action) are constituted by
;éts of internal relations. It is the variable nature of these
_felations that determines the ontological status of such structures.
-K@;ording ontological status to structure, which does not necessitate

'réification, implies that these structures both exist as analytical

uﬁits and must impinge on the real world (ie they have causal POWELS) .
'féfms such as 'race', 'class' and 'crowd' assert the existence of
céilective units consisting of groups of individuals. The groups
'zﬁﬁllectives) may have causal powers distinct from those individuals but
thére is no necessary equivalence between them. Race and class may both

be valid analytical units but they are not equivalent units. Rioting

:ang neighbourhood mobilisation may be both forms of 'grassroots

m5§§ment37 but there is no necessary equivalence between the ontological
Sﬁééus of the rioting 'crowd' and the collective that is made up of
Pé?ﬁicipating members of the neighbourhood group. In each case the
0ﬁfological status of the collective unit generated by structural
1“fiﬂ¢nces is contingent. The tension between structure and action will

differ according to this status.

Fourthly, it is argued that the Humean causal model so often used in
Oci§1 science can not accommodate the subtleties necessary if social

heo?Y iz to bhe tied to social action. Only through the more




phisticated formulations of mechanistic causality can this be
-Chieved. In this reformulation of the concept of causality, the causal
ﬁ;ﬁers of structure and agent can be seen as not so much opposed as
&iStinct, Man makes the world that makes man. The recursive nature of
Social life so stressed in structuration and gimilar social theory is
‘retained alongside an explicit notion of the determination of social

Only within this generative causal model does the notion of

'the cause of & riot! have any sense. The ‘recipe analyses' outlined in
the cat

chapter one are instrinsically flawed because of their failure to

omplexity of the concept of causality.

© Finally, it is suggested that combining the ethogenic social
psychology of Harrd and Goffman with the semiology of structural
;aguistics can provide the analytical foundation for a provisional
:;éﬁonciliation of the structure/agency debate. It will be suggested in
'ﬁépter six that the generation of violent conflict in space (the causes
oﬁfrioting in Lomdon in 1981) can bé most readily understood against
this background. The rioting will be shown as both a spontaneous social
. a valid collective unit) united by the
those crowds, and as a social expfession

in specific

in particular and the experiences of British black people

génerally.

fIt will be suggested later im this thesis that the rioting in London
.1981 was restricted to very small areas of particular "places’
hﬁpter three), that those involved im violent activity in the most

3er19ﬁs rioting generally lived very close to these 'locales' (chapter




and that conflict between black people and the police had become
.storlcally ijmbedded in these locales that the transformation from
jonal clashes to mass confrontation was unexceptional in this local
(chapters five and six). In this argument the relationship

(circumstance) and action(behaviour) is crucial.

 Within the geographical literature there has been a tendency in the
Hﬁﬁucture/agency' debate mistakenly to see the former term{structure)
orresponding to society and the latter term(agency) as synonymous with
e'1nd1V1dua1 (eg Johnston 1983;Gregory 1978,1981). The central aim of
hlg chapter is to demonstrate the flawed nature of this conception, in
_dgr to reconcile the set of concepts derived from humanistic geography
_ééJ_focuS on 'a sense of place' (see Tuan 1975,1976,1974;Buttimer
9?4;1980) with a theory of the determination of social action {the
'aqéés of tioting) in a way which neither devalues the rationality of
1§£¢rs nor elevates the rioting to a political strategy (ie the

roblematic status of the rioting as a 'social movement'). Neither task

plies approbation or opprobrium in relation to rTioting as a form of

sehaviour.

THE STRUCTURAL COMPLEXITY OF REFLEXIVE METHOD : NOTIONS OF THE
UBCONSCIQUS MIND

'Ihdividuals can not always readily monitor their own behaviour.
Ychﬁlogical complexity, implied by assorted notions of the
n$;ious mind, may question both the epistemic value and reflexive

#8.0f humanistic geography.




pre—conscious thought and perception geography
Pre—col

At one extreme of the subconscicus mind there exist processes. which
tfansform the concatenation of sense data into meaningful perception.
Tﬁé eye blinks frequently, yet the world does not appear to disappear
e§ery few seconds; when the head moves the incoming data are exactly
tﬂé same as if the world was moving but this is normally blocked out.
Tﬁis is the realm of the pre-conscious mind; £form is convéntionally
_d'igcerned from content. Perception is an example of learned behaviour,

Eanétrained by what Brumer(1983) has described in information theory

‘terms as 'limited channel capacity’.

It is at this level that most geographical studies of perception

ﬂﬂéféte (eg Gould,1974; Boal,1969; Pocock,1976; Lee 1979; Downs and

teé?lQ??), and whilst this work has been interesting it has produced
‘a ?1y limited conclusions, which are, in the main, almost self-evident,

_aﬁfas the tendency to assign good figure to usmeven form(topological
organisation). This is principally because whilst perception may

'ﬁ&ition behaviour, specific actions can not be taken as indicative of
_pé#ific 'perceptual states' unless related to deeper structural
Y&:;ables which generate the process of perception development.

Empirical accumulation of evidence without a theoretical base can

‘Psycho-analysis and Freudian notions of the subconscious

:Ffeudian psycho-analysis has suffered several major attacks from
thiﬁ.the British academic establishment in the 1980s (eg Harrée,
3§E388nck 1985:Gelliner 1985) yet two relatively undisputed concepts

10 of interest to this chapter.




ﬁe first 1is the concept of repression that Hampshire(1983) has
uggésted will remain Freud's outstanding contribution to psychology.
{atterS 1ittle whether or not the effects of repression are theorised

i gﬁe competitive metaphor of Freudian ego, id and super-ego, only that
_atfghe 1evel of self-consciousness, thoughts and intentions "mask’ the
Pﬁ;ntaSies' of the subconscious. Tndividuals do not always know what
_hég are doing and cannot always 'control’ themselves, a phenomenon most
rématlcally demonstrated in pathological cases (eg Sacks 1983,1984,
985 sRycroft 1985) Behaviour has a latent content revealed in analysis
‘éetion that is not manifestly evident. Psycho—analysis may, but will
not invarlably, facilitate access to this latent content; the agent may

refuse (in good faith and good health) to acknowledge such an element of

ehav1our.

Secondly, if one acknowledges a principle assertion of all psycho—
_1?519 that at a certain, ill defined, level we communicate internally
njéimbols which are ﬁot so much ambiguous as meaningfully rich, endowed
'emotional end sentimental variety in the manner of any effective
metaﬁﬁbrs' then it is mnot unreasonable. to assume that the same non-
cieus_ faculty of 'iconic representation’ will 'read' the waking
prl&:in_the same mode, at the same time and alongside our discursive
'onscieueness."ﬁﬁy sign in the umwelt may well be metaphorically
Sﬁeﬁ with several meanings, again this is no true ambiguity as such.
?F%ens to.any objectively defined sign which are inconsistent cannot
uﬁéeistood as irrational, but rather as a product of this tendency.
of behaviourist expectations of predictable responses to

n etimuli is once more revealed, precisely because no stimulus is

_ $ such but is instead not only contextually defined but also

fsonally malleable.

‘cheft73(1974,p?7) point about the flaws im post-war psycho-




~iological project:

 ""gymbolisation is a general capacity of the mind, which can be

" used by both the discursive, syntactical, rational form of

" thinking characteristic of waking, intellectual activity
( "secondary process’' thinking in psycho-analytical terminology)
and the non-discursive, affective form of thinking
characteristic of dreaming, imagining, joking and creating
(primary process thinking in psycho-analytic terminology); and
by recognising that these two types of thinking are not
necessarily opposed to one another, as most formulations of
psycho—analytical theory imply, but can work im harness™.

Spatial_ and social divisions are similarly caught up in these
_f@;esses of symbolisation; taken in at a possibly non—conscious level,
pégéntially inaccessible to received reflexive methodology. Put

Tsiightly differently, again one cannot always trust individuals'
éﬁbianations of their own behaviour, yet neither can one always
_tﬁ;ibute teleological causes to subconscious conditions, If racist
sﬁéfeotyping becomes part of the symbolic umwelt, certain actions will
fﬁliow on from stereotypical associatioms, yet does the blame for such

invidious behaviour lie with the dindividual(the agent) or with the

Hb#iety(structure) that generates these racist caricatures? The

_ﬁlicit tension between a pathology of racist individuals and the
nstitutionalisation of racist practice is one that has bedevilled much
ocial analysis, not least, I shall argue, analysis of the relationship

*bé;QEen police and black people in London.

Freud's formal identification of an unconscious mind gave license

to the analyst to impose meaning on his subject.. Picassc may not have




f_criticism must concede that the meanings others find in their
exts are equally or even more valid than the meanings they themselves
ut;ihere in the first place. And, of course, in the social scienceé
hefspecialist not only cah kxnow something about his object that "the

bﬁéct‘ does not realise, he must know something or else he is

*suﬁérfluous,

:Lévi«Strauss' attempt to discern universal properties in "1'esprit
{main’ is thematically a direct successor to the work of Freud, whose
-nfiuence he readily acknowledges. The fundamental postulate of 1Avi-

.féuss' work is that the phenomena we interpret have characteristic
dlvisions ascribed to them by divisions of the mind, in other words it

_he ordering process of the mind that in cutting up a continuous
ti@é;space environment into segments gives the (false) dmpression of a
asﬁ;number of separate things and sequences of separate events (eg the

pedfrum ‘divided' into individual colours). This process occurs at the

evel of structure, never at the level of manifest fact. Because of

Suchugenesis of pattern, theory and theory formation assume a function
s important as that of empirical evidence. As Leach(1%70) has put 1it,

"The general object of analysis is conceived as a kind of
‘algebraic matrix of possible permutations and combinations
located in the unconscious "human mind'; the empirical evidence
ig merely an example of what is possible” (my emphasis) and
"Lévi-Strauss appears to regard cross—cultural variations of
‘cultural phenomena - especially myth - as gself-generated

topological distortions of a common structure”.

en as neither the result of

un t%opal relevance nor adaptive evolution but more simply in terms of
-hémﬁtical permutation. It is not possible here to analyse Lévi—
Sﬁ? work in depth, but such assertions obviously impinge on any
Gri of agency. Lévi-Strauss goes further still in effectively
?Cting all study of history. In am attitude reminiscent of Proust he

©Sts that history exists only in the present, it is never more than

24 % perception of past events and is thus deprived of even potential




piectivity. Hence myth is not seen in the anthropological tradition as

failacious history but rather as 'a sacred tale', 'a machine for the
sﬁépression, of time'. This precludes diachronic analysis of social
jsffucture, oné can only examine single instances of pattern in terms of
ghe aslternative combinations of what might have been possible (usually
_égrased in terms of binary oppositions such as Culture/Nature,
:ﬁérmal/Transformed in the culinary study). Explanation is hermeneutic,

:ﬁhilst the individual is inevitably imsignificant, agency non—existent.

i IAvi-Strauss also made extensive use of the linguistic philosophy of
The crucial division within Saussure's work is that between

a specific language (or code) and 'parole', an item of

:séeech(or message) in that language. The meaning of language is seen in
térms of each item of speech, or 'sign' being placed in relation to
di;similar items of exchange and similar items for comparison (see
éﬁiler 1976 for explanation). The 'valeur'(value) of the sign is then a
 £%§duct of the notion of difference, the manner in which it is unique

‘within this matrix. Hence any one parole has an arbitrary or

conventional character(Giddens 1978), in that an individual speaker has

pbichoice other than to follow what is in the language: whilst the
1%;gue itself is radically arbitrary (there is no necessary reason why
théeimplement I use for writing should be called 'a pen'), the internal
?mposition of the langue is only relatively arbitrary (eg ‘pen nib').
imore complicated pattern concerns the relationship between
?ignifiant‘ (the signifier or sign in one sense of the word) and
Eiggiiig' (that which is signified), since the relationship between the
E%gnce (or idea) of an object, the relevant referent and the object

orld is not made clear.

A more easily understood development of this model 1s used for

oci p
C}al analysis by Barthes and the post-Lévi-Strauss structuralists (see




" GARMENT SYSTEM

Sets of pleces,parts or details (Conventionally) correct juxta-
position of items eg DJ,dress shirt,

which cannot be worn at the same bow tie

time on the same part of the body
and whose variation corresponds
to a change in the meaning of
the clothing eg DJ,lounge suit,

FUBNTTURE SYSTEM

{Conventionally) correct juxtap-
osition of different pieces of
furniture
eg bed-wardrobe-mirror

dining table-chairs-sideboard




" The A and B dimensions are also referred to at different times as

ggﬁ_ﬁbﬁlig- and metonymic or as paradigmatic and syntagmatic. In a

u défstood as a mode of behaviour relying on similarity, where any
;iﬁgle item may symbolise a whole system relative to alternative
. systems. The relation between the police and an
iﬁ&iﬁidual is metaphorically linked to the relationships between the
Sgﬁé individual and other authority figures, just as the dinner jacket
.syﬁﬂglises one form of dress within the garment langue. The
metéﬁymic(syntagmatic) is best understood as relying on contiguity. For
_féhce, the syntagm 'dinner jacket, bow tie, gshirt' is understood

‘m ﬁégjmically as representing a series of conventional actions and forms
£ géﬁaviouro The social syntagm 'policeman standing smiling with his
ﬁdé behind his back' is a syntagm with normative metonymic
piiﬁations concerning the nature of law and order, expected behaviour

t the "bobby', and so on.

_vaiously langue is a variable of scale. In a culinary example the

_od:system may represent 'langue' at one level, international cuisines
diffefent langues at another scale, regional cuisine at a lower scale,
tfdown to family cuisines. There is always a nested hierarchy of

angues within langues.

Thﬁre are obvious parallels {(see Gregory 1978) between the langues
ﬁtféétural linguistics and sub—cultural studies in sociology, related
cqnféntional or 'local' meaning in the social geography umwelt.

..étiV91Ys in linguistic analysis the mode of expression is usually
,d $?'the matrix of valeur. The French structuralist literary critic

Fida 1 . . .
1da.has gone further, suggesting that since meanings




rexist only in the continual process of their actualisation
w1thln forms of 1life" (Giddens, 1978),

nd_since the process of valeur operates through différance, which is
independent of those using a language, then the text of a work is
au£0nomous and once placed in context can be deconstructed to reveal the

geﬁéSiS of meaning. This is described as the de—centring of the subject

and is manifestly de-humanising.

:Chomskyan iinguistics and cognitive psychology

Cﬁomsky has suggested that the learning of language presents an
_1ﬁsﬁ;ﬁountable problem to those linguists who have traditionally seen
hefinfant brain as some sort of tabula rasa. There must exist a finite
_éf syntactical rules that generate an infinite number of sentences.
,Inltially' put forward in the 1950s as a refutation of psychological
ehgfioarism, Chomsky's argument claimed that any form of stimulus-
Sﬁﬁnée learning of language would necessitate a much longer period of
_ultiOn than the three or four years if takes the child to grasp the
ha51;;1aws of sentence formation. There must, therefore, be some laws
_@ﬁiversal grammar which transcend all languages and which are
_prégrammed in the infant before birth. The language is thus not
earnffas such but rather triggered by the effects of enviromment in a
man r;'énalogous to other physiological phenomena such as puberty:
"Under the appropriate stimulatiocn at the right stage of life,

‘the genetically programmed language facility will mature to full
language competence"(Chomsky 1982).

§§ Preferred reason for the late discovery of such a process is the
Slsﬁing difficulties that prohibit valuable examinations of the

Ural base of advanced cognitive processes. Genetic endowment both

dutibns and facilitates human behaviour. Man is freed from simple

roﬁieﬂtal determinism by such 'programming' but the manner in which




maé speak 18 strictly limited by it. The ability to form theories
payond available evidence, and the cycle of creation/confirmation or.
fﬁfatlon/ nodifica—tion/idealisation/creation of models of the world
| ighted in the theory, but by the very nature of language the
-oﬁ;uter programme’ itself is inaccessible to introspection. In short,

e are unable to understand mental states because we do not have, we can

ﬂndfihave, the conceptual apparatus to handle them.

;Similarlyg cognitive psychology has failed to resolve the nature of
ﬁthé;self’. Fodor(1983) has pointed out that most processes of the
braiﬁ are, in fact, inaccessible and that consciousness represents an

céﬁtional rather than a normal state of the mind. Instead, the
@g_aﬁhor of bundles of special purpose computational systems may be
clqgéf to a genuine picture of the brain. These bundiles tend to be

specialised and, in computer terms, they are self-regulating and
necessarily talk to one another. This view of a modular system

a specific neural architecture obviously raises questions of
Dennett({1983) has explicitly rejected notions of the one/self
91ﬁé“in control of this system. If the 'self' exists at all he
'uggé;ts it is more as some sort of consciousness responsible for public
ééétation and rationalisation. He describes a situation where we

"impoverished' or "underprivileged' access to what 1is going on in

"the notion which was overpoweringly obvious to someone like
John Locke or Descartes, that the mind is transparent to itself,
that each one of us is the ultimate authority on everything that
is going on in our minds, that we are incorrigible, infallible
observers of our own mental 1life, has been completely
overthrown'(1983).

The
fiere is not to refute the psychological unity of man (see Harré 1983

1.
Personal being'). Nevertheless, investigation at the neural and




'eg 1evels of structuring within the individual in the determination
dfj behaviour puts a question mark over simplistic reflexive
metﬁadology, adds a complexity to the determinism/libertarian dichotomy
whieh is not always mirrored in the geographical literature (see diagram
;és, Put simply, actions may have a latent content, unknown and

1ﬁacEessible to the individual).

As Searle(1984) has pointed out, an essential characteristic of most

ocial phenomena is that,

;ﬁthe concept that names the phenomenon 1is itself a constituent
“of the phenomenon.” (pl6)

'héyf;are, in practice, mnormally self-referential. For dinstance, in
r&éf'to understand 'race' it is vital to understand what is generally
meéant by ‘'race’. The concept is intentional inm that it involves a
atement of mental 'directedness' or 'aboutness'. It is this problem
that prohibits the formulation of a social science of the same nature as
the ﬁatural sciences, where intentionality is not problematic. Hence,
fThe fact that the social sciences are powered by the mind is
the source of their weakness vis a vis the natural sciences.
;But it is also precisely the source of their strength as social
_sgiences. What we want from the social sciences, and what we
get from the social sciences at their best, are theories of pure
‘and applied intentionality."(Searle 1984,pl8)
hé. humanistic schools in both sociology and geography have grasped
h 8, seemingly obvious, principle and as Entrikin(1977),Johnston(1983)
many others pointed out, produced a powerful critical analysis of
:Pﬂs}tivimn and other methodologies without producing any advance in

_heo;y construction much beyond reliance on neo-Weberian verstehen and

hu??ian phenomenology. This reactionary rooting has been conceded by
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nThe tone of modern humanism was at the outset initially
pegative or at least broadly critical’(1978) and "The power of
the critique is mnot yet matched by the power of the
reconstruction".(lQ?B)

ﬁefbbject nere is not to review the increasingly divergent trends of

'ﬁenomenology, idealism, pragmatism and other humanist work, but rather

- onalyse two problems that regularly appear in ‘the reconstruction’ in
o analy y ap

fThe first concerns the nature of knowledge. The Kantian divisions
foﬁoumenon, or thing in itself, from phenomenon, or appearance of an
ohjébt as we have it in experience, is often used in the humanist
argﬁﬁént to question the status of any and all knowledge.1 This is the
thrééf of Xant to a correspondence theory of truth (the idea that for
én.;£fue statement there must be a corresponding state of affairs either
ﬁ;;ily or potentially 'existing'). The power of this threat, resisted
'Rﬁssell, the early Wittgenstein and the positivists, was only fully
éiized with the acceptance of Finstein's relativity theory and
_g@are's (or Kuhn's) principle of paradigms. In the words of
qtﬁém(1982):

ﬁWhat we call "truth' depends both on what there is (the way
things are) and on the attribution of the thinker."(pl97)

_ihere exist equivalent descriptions of the same facts. Riemann
. try is logically flawless yet suggests that two parallel lines may
htéitotally'contradicting the equally flawless Euclidian theory. This
Fgﬁment for the conventional nature of the paradigm has been used by
.50§§ in the humanist traditiom to suggest that the assumption of
5Iiém is an implausible one. For example Smith(1984) has argued very
-Qﬁély in favour of:
iﬁ'?hilosophical framework that rejects the notion of a fixed,
‘&Xtrapersonal truth, in favour of the knowledge inherent in
‘oing or being."(p356)

C..the argument is for theory selection based on utility rather than

criteria. However, there seems to be a confusicn of issues here.

62




o first point is that 'the Kantian clause’ refers to man's

'ﬁfehension of the world not the existence of the world. In Bhaskar's

_fg) characterisation of realism man 1is here only accidentally, the
ﬁd;id was not made for us, the Kantiaa noumenon/phenomenon division
eférs only to our apprehension of knowledge, not to the existence of
kﬁ;wledge jtself. Secondly, the utility of theory can still not
_iésolve natural/social science differences. Intentionality remains
ﬁfdblematic, as explained already. Only when intentionality can be
t;ﬁén for granted (eg profit-maximising economic man) can theories of
kﬁ;ﬁledge in the physical and behavioural worlds be compared. Thirdly,

and5most importantly, in the face of such problems of truth criteria,

the issues of knowledge become secondary to the issues of meaning. Given

sgiimed unity of the species of homo-sapiens the correct field of
nvestigation for the social sciences is the apprehension of meaning, ie
-, the man/noumena relation masked by the intervening phenomena but

ather the man/phenomena relationship period. Note this is not an

Jtempt to refute the claim that phenomena are all uniquely perceived,

ﬂﬁﬁ;father a suggestion that the process by which they are perceived

wxli;be the same for all men, and it is this process that is the proper

bjéﬁt of study for the social sciences. Proof is still provisional,

thérﬁroblem of empiricism v rationalism remains within this process, but

indi?idual loses privileged status whilst keeping his humanity.

 The second problem concerns the nature of experience., The work of
Buttimer and Guelke which tends toward more implicit or explicit
forms of idealism has been criticised by the more utilitarian humanists

~as Ley,1978; Smith,1984; and Jackson and Smith,1984. Again,




gerted the need to maintain the supremacy of the observational method,

ﬁd_Gibson(l981) has attacked Guelke's refusal to admit evidence that is

£erna1 to the mind. However, the danger is that within self-imposed
snstraints humanistic anthropocentrism seems to be self-defeating. If

hé.solipsism of idealism is avoided then the search becomes that of

6y(1981), an attempt to identify 'intersubjectively verifiable’

Pﬁéﬂomena. By definition this excludes systematic applications of
fm§3613 of the subconscious mind., It has already been shown that the
;ﬁpnscious mind is not easily subjected to introspection. In humanist
_pistemology, only those parts of the subconscious that are
zthégfetically or ultimately accessible can be considered as valid. This

has:two implications.

“Firstly there is no differentiation of the actual self and the
aéﬁéunting gelf. This is the paradox of Gide, inherent in the problem,
Qfgéélf-deception. As Gellner{1982) has pointed out:

::“Existentialism, while claiming to be a general account of the

- human situation, is ia fact an account of a very distinctive

" yariant of it."(p259)

.ﬁs' Sysyphus showed rare insight and triumphed over 'the authority
Ylé%' in revelling in the absurdity of his position. In Sartre's terms
We must decide whether 'mauvaise foi' is pathological or corrigible. If

Qé}former is the case subjective verstehens are a totally inappropriate
Oﬁﬁs of study and even if, as I would suggest, the latter 1is closer to
Eéiity then in this teasing juxtaposition of ego and superego
humanistic evidence, shorn of reliability and having readily renounced

hjective'! or 'real' status, becomes no more than a tendentious tissue

llm%ts of social investigation. Schutz's(1967) verification postulates




f:logical consistency and adequacy are completely justifiable but the
third postulate of subjective interpretation which demands that all
:féatures of the umwelt can be translated into forms of subjective

eaning 1is ironically close to Wittgenstein's statement in the

Tractatus(1922) that, "Whereof we cannot speak, thereon we must pass

over in silence"(1922,p7), and even closer to Chomsky's sociological

'nihilism. For Chomsky(1982) has suggested that the constrictions of
;universal grammar are such that it is impossible to produce a useful
fbéhavioural science:

"There is no reason to believe that the mental representations
and principles of mental computation that enter so intimately
into our action, or our interaction with the world or with
others, or our understanding, or our speech, are accessible to
introspection any more than the analysing mechanisms of our
visual system, or for that matter the working of our
lives."(pl90)

hence

"Je have no idea how to approach these questions within the
framework of science. We can write novels about them but we
cannot construct interesting scientific theories, even false
ones, about them. We simply have nothing to say."(pl87; my
emphasis.) : :

None of these criticisms in any way invalidate the substantive work
; carried out by the humanist school. Indeed the accusation is more one
:”of false modesty than of falsehood. Investigations of the everyday
world (cf Garfinkel) and the meanings of folk sociology have
consistently provided the most fruitful work within social geography for
}fthe past decade. But such analysis, effectively the study of creative
ifsemiotics, must be placed within the nested hierarchy of structures,
_ acknowledging both economic and subconscious forces im the determination
of behaviour. In short, in the next sections T wish to suggest that

" when Rex(1974) claims that:




wehe attempt to analyse patterns of social relations in terms of
structures akin to those in linguistics, reduces what 1is
Specifically sociological to patterns of a non-sociological,
and, from the point of view of human actors, a meaningless

order,

:15 completely mistaken.

:pATTAL STRUCTURE : THE SOCIO-STRUCTURAL LEVEL : THE ONTOLOGICAL STATUS
¢ SOCTAL MOVEMENTS

f_ The structure/agency mutation of the perennial determinist/free
w{ii controversy is no more susceptible to resolution now than it has
At the root of the problem lies the contradictory view man

hé% of himself as both part of a world dominated by logical causality
agﬁ.simultaneously standing apart from that world, able to rationalise,
; er the reality of this situation. It is for
f%;isely this reason'that the exaggerated claims of extreme, dogmatic
pé}chOaanalysis which confine behavioural causality.to an inaccessible

'égbconscious, notwithstanding the fact that this subconscious lies

within the individual, pose exactly the same threat to agency as those
ural economism(Gellner 1985).

n must reconcile this dichotomy both

1thin and beyond the single actor. Nevertheless, I would suggest that

tﬁe manner in which the debate, in both geography and sociology, has
ﬁéen focused on 'explanation' ignores ontological definition, generally
£éken for granted by proponents of rival arguments. Giddené has thus
far been oné of few who have addressed this problem and I want to begin
#his section with a quote from his work. Stressing the difference

hgtween the attributes of the individual and the collective he claims




figpcial systems have no purposes, reasons oOr needs whatsoever;
‘only human individuals do se. Any explanation of social
-reproduction which imputes teleology to social systems must be
. declared invalid™(1979,p7).
'Héhbe, whilst concurring with Duncan and Ley‘s(1982) claim that

1,11 of these problems stem from the ontological status
attributed to structures" (1982, p4l)

{éiﬁhg with these authors' positions on the perils of anthropomorphic
Eructuralism(1982,p36) and functionmalism (1982,p42), there are major
~§6ints of disagreement. Specifically, the following propositioms which

‘run counter to their views will be advanced:

Jﬁﬁétract theoretical entities such as economic structure do have causal

powers(cf 1982,936).

Sbtial relations are by their very nature internal rather than external,
but this does not necessarily imply a holistic theory of social
sﬁiucture (cf 1982,p35). Indeed the form of holism Duncan and Ley rile

against has been more pointedly criticised by Popper(1957).

6ﬁce structure is given ontological status, analysis based on the 'logic
dﬁ wholes' .is justified but such logic must always be tied to this
'sfétus(cf 1982,p38). | Hence reification is a logical mnot empirical
3flaw(cf 1982,p37) because by their verj definition structures do not

exist as concrete entities.

The central questiom Duncan and Ley ask is do structures have
Lﬁﬁﬁusal efficacy", "power over men and women?™"(1982,p36). Their answer
?Q this guestion is clearly no. Yet thisg presents a misleading
*qichotomy (either structure does orf does not hafé power over men and.
ﬁomen) and is a problem poorly presented, for if, as Duncan and Ley seem
’Qantent to admit, economic and other structures do have some ontological

Status then they must relate to human behaviour by their very existence.




~e the question should be, 'What sort of influence do abstract

qtities have on men and women?' Closely tied to this failure is the
m;ﬁﬁer 10 which the meaning of causality is taken for granted throughout

héfarticle' and when some refinement of this vague concept is broached
thélauthors-make an incorrect distinction between formal and efficient

.;535(1982,938). Tt is because of these problems that I wish to refute
;hé;statement that,

' "jhat is of crucial importance is how dispensable structural
‘theory around the mode of production has become'(1982,p54.)

guch a claim is seen at its most absurd not in the straw men
fructuralist social geography that Duncan and Ley cite but

_ecéﬁOmic geography.

| Fconomic theory shares a problem with sociological functionalism, in
xlfé{attempt to discern how a system 'works' there may be an implicit
.assumption that the system itself is utilitariam, or at least outside
h;7province of value. Moreover, the very boundaries of such systems
'ré'éontentious. Brookfield's{1975) central argument is that,
Mthe interconnection of the world economy which has been
progressively achieved over the last five centuries has brought
into existence a set of processes which have operated, albeit in
‘radically different ways, on all points and peoples touched by
“the interdependent system"(1975,p189).
?j&escribes his own work as a form of operational structuralism,
algﬁough Gregory(1978) has questioned what he means by this, but
fuﬁﬁémentally his grouse is ontological, his work an examinatiﬁn of the
Driﬁe analytical unit in development economics. Geography has too often
faéﬁsed on the illusory free—standing region, post-war economics on the
eﬂﬁélly iliusory freestanding nation, but for Brookfield the process of
de?élopment is global and the forces which determine this sytem
piQUitous, Although there is no prediction of the particular behaviour

Of ‘particular people at a specific time, the suggestion that abstract

tructures hold causal powers over humanity appears SO self-evident that




s not even questioned in any economic theory, based as it is on the
A aviourist, stimulus/response conception of econowmic man. The manner
thch these systems intermesh is revealed by analysis, even though
ugﬁ_explaﬂatiOHS are not necessarily strictly susceptible to empirical
.tegfing (eg Brookfield's assertion that R+D investmenf in Lesser
-De?eloped Countries ié minimal due to the nature of Trans National
PorathﬂS (1975,ppl80-183) cannot be empirically either verified or
f3151fled because of the absence of satisfactory "control' comparisons).
ig;is essential to recognise that this is because all economic theory is
baséd, on the virtues of behaviourism; abstract economic structures
répresent stimuli and the validity of theory is rooted in statistical

nerallsatlon rather than mechanistic causality.

.An alternative perspective can bé based on the assumption that the
géﬁésis of accounts that we give of our own society, which masquerade as
Ikﬁowledge', ig itself problematic. I want to maintain that the
inéights and analysis of writers such as Brookfield are invaluable, but

hat the logical extension of what is taken for granted in 'macro—scale’

studies, particularly im economics, is responsible for implausible

:eﬁﬁlanation in the social realm. The problem might be stated thus.
lﬁﬁdérneath the ostensible empirical world of innocent meanings lies the
fe tangled 'social construction of reality'(Berger and Luckmann 1667)
-that may serve to transform the manner in which people 'know' their
-SOﬁietys This latent content is exposed by structuralist authors such
-as Barthes or Castells, but the product, hermeneutic and emancipatory by
'ture (in Habermas' terms), serves well only in the descriptive mode.
Wﬁén looking for explanation the dangerous tendency is to locate a group
:People best served by such transformations, attribute to this group
t'-He._ProI:ue:n:lsity to effect these transformations, and then dignify the

8Toup with the spurious unity of some omnibus, normally pejorative,

tztle such as 'the bourgeoisie’. Significantly, for Lévi-Strauss the




finess of locating such a force was considered irrelevant, just as if
in had tried to locate some teleological device behind evolution.

s model works as a descriptive theory based on the situational

jogic of mutation and selection, it is not controlled by any entity in
;;actly the same sense as the mythologies explicated by Barthes are not,

contrary to his own opinion, controlled by any one group, although as he

‘dften. demonstrates the more perceptive and Machiavellian members of

society may use the labyrinthine maze of synthetic meaning to their own
5&vantage= This does not detract from the ontological status of such
structuring of the world or the significance of power relations in

social theory.

The social/economic interface; the theeds' of economic systems/structures

This problem, most readily seen at the interface of the economic

ﬁd the social, can be illustrated by examination of the economic causes
saéd social effects of West Indian migration to the UK. For the sake of
:ééﬁsiatency and brevity I have chosen to cite principally the work of
jﬁst one author, Sivanandan, although I would suggest that similar flaws
“uﬁderwrite most academic works in this field; certainly, inter alia,
.ﬂose as diverse as Rex, Miles and the CCC3. In the 1960s, Peach {1965,
;1§§6,1968) clearly demonstrated that, contrary to contemporary received
ﬁisdom, migration from the West Tndies to the UK was reasonably finely

 tﬁned to the cyclical fluctuations and regional labour markets of

"Thus both in the movement into Britain and in the outward
movement to the Caribbean, West Indian migrants have been
largely governed by conditions in this country.” (1965,p41)

Iﬁi an article which leans heavily on Peach's work to highlight the

}QVidious social effect of such movement, Sivanandan(1976) produces a

PQWErful. indictment of British capitalism. Chronic overcrowding in




as of labour demand arising from inadequate housing provision
“tinked closely to localised racial tension. Migrant workers were
ouﬁiy cheap for the British economy, imported as a ready-made factor of
géhctioﬂ without the nation bearing any of the costs of rearing
whilst the new workforce were also prepared to take the lowest
which had been shunned by the white community:
"The economic profit from immigration had gone to capital, the
“gocial cost had gone to 1abour, but the resulting conflict
‘tetween the two had been mediated by a common ideology of
" (Sivanandan 1976,p350)
o1 Sivenandan and Peach, the engine powering migration was the British
and although the status of the British economy's ‘needs’ are
6t ‘clear, for Sivanandan this is no more than one manifestation of the
"wer'of capital. He goes on to suggest that,
hTogether they, contract labour and nationality laws, fulfilled
s third function — a political onme: they prevented the
integration of migrant {abour into the indigenous proletariat
and thereby mediated class conflict.” (1976,p351)
There is nothing wrong with this statement as such, but it is ambiguous.
The term 'function' conflates cause and effect. If Sivanandan is
ggesting that the FFFECT of nationality laws and the relegation of the
taﬁus of the migrant to that of the gasterbeiter was to prevent

ntegration then the statement can be taken as historical description.

ipn the other hand, he is suggesting that this result of policy was

elgqlogically CAUSED, anticipated and planned by policy makers, then

he meaning of this passage is crucially different. The ambiguity that
surrounded the "peeds' of the economic system changes status £rom

éxical inconvenience to analytical blur.

it is important to stress that the moral questicn of culpability 1is
;F;ﬁOOt at this point. The issue of whether or not people are any less
e§§0nsib1e for the consequences of their actions because they did not
n?iCiPate those consequences 1s not addressed here. However, in

1 :Ofical explanation of behaviour the difference between the TwQ is




pﬁrtant, given that two different sets of intentional states are at

By the 1980s the ambiguity surrounding function in Sivanandan's work

ed and the theory has evolved from descriptive disapprobation

to: conspiracy theory functionalism. There are two connected strains df

tﬁé_Sivanandan argument that 1 want to criticise, The first is no more

ﬁﬁgn a conventional attack on the historical logic of the work. For

wﬁereas in 1976 the social and economic costs of racism were beginning
_ﬁ;outweigh the benefits, and so Sivanandan predicted that

. "yacism dies in order that capital might survive"(1976,p367),

Bff198& the pefsistence of endemic racism must be accounted for, and the

"Racism does not stay still; it changes shape, size, purpose,
function™.{1974, p2)

;'eEause "vhe system" was "afraid that black working class struggles
ould begin to politicise the working clags as a whole", "the state”
gdﬁsciously reformulated the policy of divide and rule through the mode
£ ethnicity:
"Ethnicity was a tool to blunt the edges of black struggle,
return 'black’ to its constituent parts of Afro-Caribbean,
Asian, African, Irish™.(1984,p4)
?ﬁe circular argument is complete. TIf racism subsides it serves the
-purpose of capital, if it persists 1t deoes so also.' The second
inticism concerns the force that drives Sivanandan's conceptual
Situcture. There is always consistency and in 1976 he claimed that
"Cyltural pluralism and political pluralism are both
accommodations made by the system in the superstructure so as to
consolidate the economic base’ (1976,p365).

Thus, inanimate capital is not only endowed with powers of agency but

-3130 with powers of a remarkably tough, devious, positively prescient




Regarding the first criticism; Sivanandan's work is obviously
_erable to the traditional attacks on materialist structuralism

| can and Ley,1982; Parkin,1978; Giddens,1978,1981; Peach,1981).
MgnifeStly dehumanising and circular arguments lack plausibility. More
fﬁ;aamentally, the feature which givanandan's work shares with so many
tﬁérs in this field is the attribution to the economic system of powers

fcausality in the social realm. It 1is the suggestion here that if

ach attribution is to avoid the extremes of self—evident truism and

A éﬁussérian-structural determinism then the concept of causality itself
sf.be refined.' The economic structures exist and are not necessarily
.gﬁable to empirical investigation, but whereas the structure/agency
;géte tends to follow the lines of the juxtaposition of opposites what
’ %ea11y needed is the differentiation of the causal powers of
séfhcture from those of the imdividual. This problem can only be
a&&fessed when the ontological status of the two is clearly defined.
:Lﬁens' general position on structural needs, purposes and reasons has
alféady been quoted, but he is also more specific in rejecting both
bems of the common Marxian explanation of the creation of labour
sq£p1u3(1979,p112), suggesting that neither the argument i) that since
ﬁéjcapitalist system needs a reserve army one comes into being mor the
-CQfollary argument ii) that since the operation of capitalism leads to a
fééerve army this must be because it needs one, is valid, He prefers to
egprt to the refuge of time, claiming that reserve armies come about
_-"historically, as a result of concrete conditions that have in

. every case to be directly analysed; the same holds for their
gapersistence.“ (1979,p113.)

ﬁé implicit demand for consideration of temporal specificity, the
éievance of the particular, is a self-evident platitude, but such
eé?ape clauses say nothing of the aniversal, why pattern is repeated
ﬁd common to many societies. It is possible to go further and

Uggest that the claim that social systems have no needs is a

-c§ntradiction in terms, since under systems theory any system, be it

Y,




-sicals social or economic can be defined by the parameters under
.h it may operate; these may commonly be described as needs,
1ﬁ¢e without them the system will not exist. Whilst Giddens is
i;éaken when he suggests that social systems do not have needs,
thlS does not mean that they have the powers to consciously fulfil
qhem, for it is at this point that if suitable historical conditions
prévail then such needs will be satisfied. {Duncan and Ley(1982,
paz) adopt a similarly mistaken position om systemic need.] Like
nger flowing down a slope, the body ecomomic follows the path of
east resistance but is still responsible for shaping the surface on
'ich it acts. Thus, in the above example, it appears that Peach's
_jk +5 bordering on structuralism in the loose sense that it is
béééd on the operation of economic mechanisms and trends which are
yétemic and out of the control of any one collective, although the
t;ucture remains reducible to its constituent human parts. Thié

_c¢ounts for the approval of his early work by the structural

‘Marxists such as Sivanandan. The economic structure exists as a

Tgical whole but is not reified and the workings of this particular
tructure are realised in a manner susceptible to empirical
investigation. Duncan and Ley's 'either/or ism' is inadequate. It
é:not the existence of economic structure that is moot, for Peach's
,gfk is a liberal formulation of the structural theory around the

mqﬂe of production that they write off as dispensable.(1982,p54)

Qlass structure as action: Parkin's theory of social mobilisation

One social theorist much favoured by some geographers (eg Robinscn
"1??9;Boa1,1981;'smith & Jackson,1984) is Frank Parkin, and his
Tecommendation that

. "social classes be defined by reference to their mode of

collective action rather than to their place in the productive
process or the division of labour™(1979,pll3; my emphasis),

74




g formulation of Weberian social closure have been described by
ckson and Smith(1984) as

‘"an appealing conceptualisation of the articulation of
‘yoluntarism and determinism in social 1ife",(1984,p64)2

‘want to suggest that because of an ontological fuzziness, not

digsimilar to that of Sivanandan, Parkin's schema can provide only a

biinkered vision of social change.

Parkin claims that

.:"the very notion of closure only makes sense as a form of common
.action” (1979,p108)

" Maxclusionary groups would hardly be able to assert themselves
in defence of privilege if they were less capable of acting
collectively than usurpationary groups" . (pl08)

his gtatement, aside from bordering on reification of structure,
a;éumes that exclusionary (often bourgeois) strength is based on
éiidarity, and in the normal capitalist application the bourgeoisie,
”o# purposes of analysis, has become a collective actor. Although he
concedes the possible relevance of anintended effects of actiom, this

'pbears to be of little concern to an analyst of bourgeois behaviour

. "hourgeois strategies yield 1little to those of the proletariat

~ in their reliance upon co-operative and concerted action.”
. {1979, pl08; my emphasis)

‘The group acts to reproduce the group in its own likeness as a matter of
ﬁ?licy, Yet this teleological aspect does not necessarily stand up to
_ioser examination. The modes of social closure on which the
_éurgeoisie rely are those of property and credentialism. At this point
Pérkin falls into the same 'functionmal' trap as Sivanandan. Again it is
fital to differentiate between cause and effect. Property is used to
b?nefit kinship not class relations, but does the latter incidentally.
Similarly, in a situation of imcreasingly effective widespread education

3ﬁhere is a universal tendency to raise professional gualifying standards




people achieve the prior lower standard, in order to sustain the
position of the professions. This need is instrumental for the
fgfession jtself, which is the true collective actor in this instance,
irgeois reproduction being based on likely penetration of this system.
this is the case credentialism is hardly a method of social
_ciaSure as, given the effectiveness of increasing access to education
.Slmon91985), the credentialist professions such as law or accountancy
mlght be regarded as much more egalitarian by nature than those that
rgiy more on informal, ‘'old boy network', entry procedures such as
mé;chant banking. Parkin's "bourgeoisie' appear to be no more than a
Hehav1ourlst product reacting similarly to- similar stimuli., Bourgeois
exc1u510n geems to be little more than the sum of individual actions,
empirically defined; hence there is no bourgeois gsocial formation per
“only a collective that behaves in a bourgeois manner, a mode of

social mobilisation.

R “To try and define racial groups by their method of social closure
wbﬁld seem even more absurd on ontological grounds when this failure to
'-étinguish between social mobilisation and social formation is
considered. Members of a racial group may share a common history,

I@ilar positions in the structure of society and the structure of the
:C§nomy and related, similar positions in the structuring of space
:éﬁatial concentration) without any empirical form of social
_OBilisation whatsoever., Such a matrix of shared life chances will
endow the group with ontological status as a collective or social

_fqrmation regardless of whether collective action occurs or not. The

mﬁtrix of similarity will determine behaviour, which is to resort to the

frude structural causation that he is so anxious to avoid.




(Collectivist exclusion Tndividualist exclusion)
( )
= { : )
teg apartheid)( }{eq meritocracy

)
Comnunal Social Segmented )
groups classes status groups )

(From Parkin 19789; examples added. )

.Tﬁé lower row of communal groups, social classes and segmented status
_'f;ups form a scale of solidarity necessary for usurpationary closure.
-ﬂ;&er Parkin's schema the social mobilisation of those subjected to
ccqllectivist exclusion must be communal.. Yet in the Weberian model
adkocated all such mobilisation must be considered in terms of a "common

vocabularly"(1979,p42) of social closure. However:

if a group behave similarly for similar reasons they form a
collective (a product of 'la condition humaine')

if a group behave similarly because they feel obliged to each other
as a group they form a different sort of collective (a product of
solidarity/ideology)

if people share history and social/economic location in society they
are very likely to behave similarly and this collective is different

again.

'E?en this simplistic typology of collective formation {(mot action)

implies very different sorts of ontological status to the collectives so




" Determined to use a single vocabulary for all social mohilization,
?éfki“ is not particularly concerned with whether or not 'collective
stion' is the behaviour of similar groups in a similar manner (the
eﬁ?irical collective) or a form of co-operation (the conscious

Cdllectlve) This is not the an sich/fur sich divide in another guise,

for the simple reasom that there is no contingent assertion of 'false
c5n5510usness [As Harré(1979) has pointed out, it is hard to imagine
what ‘true' consciousness could be. ] The concerns (intentions) of the
ﬁbershlp of the emplrlcal collective need not be other than similarly
sélfish. [They may even differ as long as resultant behav1our is the
:5553,] The solidarity of the conscious collective may influence its
'%fectiveness as a social movement but its ontological status is defined

_not only by its method of social closure but also by shared experience.

" parkin intends to put criteria of (empirical) action over criteria
*of (possibly abstract) existence in the ontology of the collective, but
”gnﬁs up conflating description (social form) and explanation (social
”%5bilisation), which inevitably blurs any distinction between cause and

effect in social theory.

- Castells' grassroots volte-face, logical wholes and ontological vagaries

Finally, I want to look briefly at Castells' 'The City and the

Grassroots (1983) which, it has been suggested (eg Jackson,1984),

cHaracterised his work in the 1970s (1977,1978); indeed Castells

hiﬁSEIf suggests that there are major problems that lie "deep in the
Fare of the Marxist theory of social change(1983,p298), and the
5ithusserian paradigm once favoured is specifically rejected (1987,
:Pé98)9 with Althusser expunged from the bibliography. The sole purpose

f this section is to suggest that one problem with Castells’ newly-




sgumed 'humanistic'! mantle is that ontology is at no time considered
kblicitly, and the extreme structural powers that were once assigned to

hé economy are now tacitly assigned to cultural forms.

The basic analytical unit of the work is the urban social movement.
point is made explicitly:

. "The actors of the urban movements are the urban movements
themselves since we have defined movements by the goals they set
up for themselves. The movements become gocial actors by being
engaged in a mobilization towards an urban goal ' (1983,p320; my
emphasis)}

fithough he makes it clear that they are not in full comtrol of such
'¢hange(1983,p319), hut rather that they bear

"y their structure and their goals the stigmas and the projects
of all the great historical conflicts of our time,"

fassroots movements are defined as social actors but their precise
péﬁers are taken for granted. They are cast against the 'dominant
qiass', for in these movements there emerges a view of ™"The
ﬁiternative City', dominated by use value rather than exchange
vélue. However, the realisation of this conflict is problematic,
precisely because the opposing collectives overlap. The ‘dominant
ciass' is no more than the personified expression of an economic
1§§ic. What Castells sees as two conflictual interest groups are
pgre simply two ubiquitous, conflictual forces, exemplified by what
ight be described as the bourgeois grassroots movements that are
fnarmally focussed on some form of conservation (placing use value
?ﬁer exchange value, eg in the UK Green Belt, wildlife conservation
ffganisations), The very individuals who play the parts of urban

'gragsroots struggle’

??ilst continuing to wear the hats of development capitalism.  The

difference in the power base of upper bourgeols social
(eg Johnston 1985) obviously accounts for relative

but equally significantly members of the sccial movements




tells examines may also be implicated in capitalist machinations
g Latino defence of neighbourhood against redevelopment had to
ate demand for possible construction jobs, a situation mirrored

. ‘the development of the London docklands).

;-The popular movements are social actors in a particular historical
atext. In the hypothesised conflict between the grassroots and the
Sminant class' the suggestion is that these social actors tend towards
aive Utopianism, trying to change the nature of life without the tools
U=thange the nature of society. Nevertheless, they are able to
ﬁfluence structural social change and transform the urban meanings"
iéBB,pBOS), but only if they fulfil three criteria: they must be
zonhected,'with collective consumption demands, community culture and
p&iitical self-management. The two case studies in San Fransisco reveal

thé power and the pitfalls of such analysis. The Mission Community

Organisation (MCO), initially formed to prevent urban redevelopment in

the principally Latino Mission District, ig treated as a 'logical whole'
anathema to Duncan and Ley) and by carefully both tracing the

cpﬁjunction of circumstance and the implicit contradictions of the

m@%ement, Castells argues that the MCO collapsed
“."because Latinos wanted to be ethnically defined in order to
. avoid sharing the benefits of social programmes with other
. communities, while the community activists, trying to unify all
. the poor people, became totally absorbed by the management of
- social programmes that would create their own power'. (1983,
- p325)

Thé collective actor is a valid theoretical unit which, when analysed in
-elation to a wider society, is seen to contain the seeds of its own
éstruction. The internal architecture of this unit and these
Cﬁhtradictions may not have been visible to any of the membership. This
Yiﬁdicates both the privileged status of the analyst and the ontological

Sﬁatus of the theoretical unit but, crucially, actual behaviour 1s never

di?orced from the intentional states of the constituent parts of the




dilective. Tn marked contrast to this, when considering the San
pransisco gay movement the suggestion is that
"ihey [the gays] won their right to existence but at the expense
of their capacity to transform the city and society in unison
with the other oppressed minorities™ (1983,p325),
although as Castells himself has already pointed out such a trans-—
5fmation never was a goal of the movement and many gays were implicated
h the capitalist system as part of the ’'dominant class', and so would

‘not necessarily see their interests and those of the other "oppressed

ainorities” as synonymous.

It appears that Castells has replaced the frequently implausible and
ﬁmsy blocks of structural economism with an equally implausible,

occasionally romantic structural culturalism, The initial project,

described as an attempt to understand

"how cities and societles change on the basis of collective
projects and societal conflicts generated through history"
(1983,p293),

is reasonable, but the analytical units, the basic structures within the
iﬁeoretical systems, are crudely defined:
"Phere are three kimds of actors in history: the dominant
elite, the creators of a new social order and the rentiers of
any social organisation.” (1983,p293)
:Wﬁen such units form the foundation of social theory logical extension
{ieads Castells to a naively idealistic conceptualisation of popular
{'évements. Although keen to stress that "our theory is not normative
‘but historical®™ (1983,p304), Castells takes a cultural conflict {eg
ihomophobia), identifies it at the synchromic level, arbitrarily extends
t to the diachronic and then assumes, logically enough, that if this is
1?he case there must be either *radical' structural change or long-term
1§ecessary conflict. The cultural blocks are immutable and non—
f#EQOtiable, which prompts him to refer back to the three criteria

~required for the success of social movements and state that

"our tried and tested hypothesis is that only when the three




_ themes combine in a movement's practice does it bring about
social change" (1983,p328).

der this "tested hypothesis" movements as diverse as the San Fransisco
géis and the US inmer city riots of the 1960s are presented as having
';iled to produce social change, yet if these "cultural expressions’ may
L;;e had relatively little effect on the underlying economic structure,
tgéy were surely symbolic watersheds in popular consciousness,

fofoundly altering the way many, or perhaps most, Americans perceived
ﬁﬁéir own society. It takes an idiosyncratic definition of the term to
-sﬁggest that such movements did not precipitate 'social change', vyet
.spéh subtleties cannot be easily fitted in to the crude cultural model.
zfge.old-style Althusserian economic pawns have been replaced with
-e&ually passive cultural ones, Crucially; Castells' analysis is flawed
ﬁgé because of the epistemological status he attributes to theory or
?b;cause he deals in the 'logic of wholes' (both are completely

:efensible) but rather because of the simplistic ontology that

“inderwrites his basic analytical structures.

“STRUCTURAL POWERS

The problem of universals

There is an important step between acknowledging the existence of a
latent element in the genesis of behaviour and ascribing causal powers

'to deep-rooted structures. In its most elementary form this can best be

éonsidered in terms of the age—old problem of universals.

Plato suggested that all statements consist of universals and

Particulars. A particular refers to a specific object of sensation, 2




qumber of things, pronouns are ambiguously particular, contextually

efined: 'I' in the statement 'I kick a ball' refers to the particular
de

person who is kicking the ball. Particulars have powers of reification;

‘they correspond with matter. Universals are more complicated, and hence

pore controversial. To take a simple example first, the use of the word

ihouse' as "building for human habitation, occupation, etc. "(Concise

ZOxford Dictionary) does not at first appear problematic. However,

eneralisation whose

‘dictionary definitions are always forms of g

‘parameters remain necessarily unspecified; the point of decay at which

t a former house is only one of many

"the house is no longer a house bu

‘marginal cases. Plato's resolution is best understood in a comparison

Whatever

of two examples which are undisputably examples of houses.

“these entities have in common must contain elements of what we could

‘call ‘houseness', the essence of 'the house'. This process can be

féktended until one takes the theoretical set of all houses in the world,

past, present or future. The suggestion is that whatever defines this

. set is the idea of house.

Significantly, relations are also forms of universal., The idea of

"hetweeness' describes the existence of all relationships implied by the

word between. Any one sense of the word Dbetween is a manifestation of

the idea of 'betweeness'. In Plato's theory universals exist, but as

abstract forms. There is a multitude of problems associated with

Platonic idealism generally, there is no space here to catalogue twenty-

four centuries of philosophical debate and no suggestion that the theory

'is valid in its entirety. Kantian contentions concerning apprehension

‘of zuch forms have already been considered in relation to geographical

ihumanism, Here I wish only to consider the 'hominalist® refutation of

‘Platonic theory. The nominalist tradition describes universals in terms




- convention. The term ‘house' is nothing more than a label applied by
p#ention to a variety of dwellings., There is no essence as the
Qéning is contingent upon time and circumstance. The most influential
éﬁtieth century advocate of variations on the nominalist theme was

ittgenstein.

f.In nis later work Wittgenstein renounced his own picture theory of
;ﬁgéning outlined in the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, in which he had
_;iédg in part, to circumvent Plato's rather tendentious supra-sensible
b}id of ideas by describing a world of pictorial mental states. This
_gé;replaced by. a focus on the generation of meaning: statements are
’éﬁ in terms of language games with rules of proper use, games related
Byzifamily resemblance but without specific common characteristics.
Speéch is purposive, yet governed by conventional, mutable rules. The
'igél point is that whilst Wittgenstein's is a radically different
cdéception of universals it does not negate their ontological status.
fUﬁiike Plato, where the idea ‘house’ transcends any one tongue,
ﬁiétgenstein's considerations lead to Quinton's principle of the
1ﬁ&eterminacy of translation: a word in English may quite obviously
ﬁave no exact equivalent in French but at the same time any one language
7,"3 publicly available social reality"(Quinton 1982);  universals

exist but mot as "some kind of essence whose nature you can work out in

Yépr head by pure reasoning"(ibid). (NB cf structural linguistics.)

Thé need for a mechanistic theory of causality

;_In both nominalist and Platonic conceptions there is no potential
for reification of universals in the strict sense of the word (ie to
Waterialise), This has important ramifications. Firstly, investigation
-Qf "that which exists' can not depend on- simple empiricism. Verifi-

ation or falsification of theory must be based on empirical evidence




put such evidence alone cannot possibly provide comprehensive
explanatlon. since it ignores process. In other words a generative
rather than a correlative mode of causation must be provided.  The
suggestlon is that the Humean conception of causality is inadequate,
.temmlng as it does from the proposition that no matter how many times A
is followed by B the causal link between the two can never be proved and

so causal laws can only be considered as regularities of variable

}eliability‘ For Hume it was only the principle of inductiom that

gllows 4s to assume that the sun will rise tomorrow and our food is not
éoisoned, there is a very high degree of reliability since both have
been the case throughout most lives, although as Russell (1912) points
out ié. is the principle of induction that persuades the chicken to
ﬁssociate man with food until the day that man comes along and wrings
Ehe chicken's neck. The flaws of such a causal model have been pointed
aut in much twentieth century philosophy and have been picked up in the

‘geographical literature by (among others) Ley and Duncan(1982).

Essentially we need a hypothesis generating mechanism within the
:modelz it was not 1700 years of autumnal apples that induced the theory
:of gravity but rather the matching of empirical evidence with Newton's
provisional theory. One of the most serious flaws within the Humean
‘model is the inability to incorporate teleclogical causality into
léxplanatiOn, which effectively limits the role of purposive behaviour in
~the social world and makes the first step towards black-boxing humanity
fin a stimulus-response behaviourism. As a result, the model most often
{Suggested to replace Hume's is that of Aristotle, which divides .
;:causality into material, efficient, formal and final elements. = In
iRussell'S(1946) example this.is illustrated by the sculpting of a
statue: the marble represents the material cause, the contact of chisel
:On marble the efficient cause, the essence of the statue(eg an armature)

the formal cause, and the statue as envisioned by the sculptor is the




inal cause, teleologically defined.

The second ramification is that such an epistemology supports an
assumption of realism. Johnson(1983) wrongly associates realist
.philosophy with the dialectical materialism of Marxism alone, yet the
ﬁést important claim of the realists is that there is an objective real
world which includes abstract objects, even if understanding the
felatlon between the world and man's perception of it is altogether more
_problematlc. In short, as Searle(1984) has claimed there is no ultimate

mind/matter dichotomy, this problem is more practical than ontological.

Structural ontology

I would suggest that an outline of the problem of universals must
_ﬁrecede explication of structural powers because this effectively
‘yalidates the structuralist project, whilst at the same time exposing
_the necessary limitations of such theory. The point I wish to make is

‘that deep structures in the Marxian, Freudian or Lévi-Straussian sense

fare in many ways closely analogous to universals. The fact that they

‘are mot susceptible to simple empirical investigation does not prohibit

possible existence. However, it does prohibit reification of structure.

.Structures are a synthesis of processes and relations, both categories

.of universal. Just as gravity can be proved almost vicariously, in

‘realisation in the empirical world, so too can Freudian repression only
: be understoed in its realisation. Similarly, as Marx stated, Ythe sum
“total of these relations of production coastitutes the economic

. structure of soclety” (my emphasis). The structures of language and the

. structures of the material economy are abstract entities.

The potential limits to structural properties are also illuminated

3_in this way. Justice may be done in righting a wrong. It is not the
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which determined this to be a correct action in

;versal 'justice'

anything other than the material semse of causality. The action itself

partakes of justice. This does not mean that structures can have no

'p5wefs, just that the powers may not be the same as those of particular

entities, and will vary according to the ontological status of the

relevant structure.

The statement that

This problem is easily illustrated by example.

bourgeois "fall and the victory of the proletariat are equally

inevitable" (Marx and Engels 1982,p126) is crucially ambiguous.

the dinternal

Marx is

Justified in jdentifying a collective unit defined by

relations of the economic structure as 'a proletariat' regardless of

realisation in the an sich/fur sich transformation{(cf Parkin ‘
|

empirical

1971). If the collective unit act as one the statement may be taken as

historical prediction dependent on this mobilisation or it may be taken it

as historicist 'law' based on the assumption that the proletariat is a

nit that has powers of agency. It is because agency remains the

aot the collective itself, that

property of the members of the group,

the latter inference is erroneous.

The final point I wish to make with respect to the analogy of

aniversals concerns the location of structure. The suggestion has been

ysts in the social sciences that certain

made by many structural anal

Pélements of structure are 'independent' of human powers {(eg Giddens,

This too is

i9?8; Gregory, 1981; 'Johnson,1983; Castells,1977,1983).

émbiguous. One example often cited is that of institutioms. Yet, just

because institutions have independent ontological status at one time it

does not alter the fact that this existence is & function of convention

*t+he school’. A school

(cf Wittgenstein). To take a simple example:

can never be more than the sum of individual conmceptions of ‘'school’

‘held by participating members of the institution at any one time. It is
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+ this point that the humanist critique is ostensibly so devastating
‘gince it is only by understanding individual readings of meaning that we
an understand the nature of the whole. Yet this is not problematic
onsidered in relation to the uﬁiversal 'justice'. Justice is a
¢u1turally specific term but within this coantext it forms part of
'objective social reality', it is what the humanists might

-déscribe as 'intersubjectively verifiable'. The humanist perspective
'ﬁﬁus dees not necessarily conflict with a structuralist approach.
Harra(1979) goes further, suggesting that incidental to this nebulous
p#ocess of the apprehension of structure is the reproduction and
tfansformation of structure itself. Individual apprehension will always
_é?partial, contingent and idiosyncratic. The procedure is effectively
o;é of flawed icomographic reproduction. Fach copy of the structure is

modified according to variations within the individual. Crucially this

;iawed copying 1is not necessarily a comscious process. It may be as
'mﬁéh accidental failure as deliberate modification. The effective
étation of structure will result in a Darwinian process of selection on
hé basis of utility. It is in precisely this way that in language
eaning is transformed through time. To return to the institutional
e#ﬁmple, the definition of school is as much in flux as the rest of the
;laﬁguage. The institution of the 'school’ may have specific powers, may

aﬁe independent ontological status, but remains tied to its comnstituent

hﬁﬁan parts. This suggests one further point: because it is impossible

ﬁfreifﬁ structure and because structural properties are not only
mitable but also continually changing through time, structural powers

are intrinsically less predictable than the powers of materialised

Lonclusions

Reification must be distinguished from ontclogy. Structures exist




ut not in the same sense as material objects. Structure has powers but
,these powers vary and cannot be relied upon in the same manner as
'ﬁhysic&l, or even at times human, powers (cf Harré and Secord 1972).
:specifically, structures cannot possess the power of teleological
‘agency, their manifestations are always present 'at one remove'; form
.Qust he transmitted via the behaviour of individuals and as a result is
éontingent upon human misrepresentation, miscalculation, or even

intervention.

The causal relation between structure and action ig most readily

conceived of as one of material causality, within a mechanistic
definition of the term 'cause' that allows for formal, final and

efficient causality.

terms of rvioting the point is in essence a very simple one.
may be subjected to repression and despise the institutions seen
_as responsible for enforcing a repressive regime. That alone is enough

‘to generate 'latent' or 'overt' conflict(Lukes 1974) with the prevailing

_Sﬁcial order (one set of structural jnfluences). An account of the path
'Sf action taken in the light of this conflict (the genesis of rioting as
ajmanifestation of conflict) demands an analytical exercise involving
“Eistcrical, social-psychological and spatial considerations, all

implying further sets of structural influences, all set aginst the

Cbntingent nature of social action., Thrift(1983) is correct to cite the

1ack of determination of social actien in strucuration theory as

roblematic, but in stressing his own 'reconstructed’ Marxism he

classifies material causality above equally significant formal,

Efficient and final causes. Such an elevation can only ever be based on

hetorical, political or moral priorities, never on logical necessity.




HARRE'S RECONCILIATION OF STRUCTURE AND AGENCY

-
Harre's ethogenic project is based on,

"che idea that social interaction is mediated by public
performances which are treated by actors as signs. They are
operative through their meanings, that is conventional
associations, and not through their causal powers as physical
objects in the material world, that is not as "natural'
signs.'"(1979)

The performances. of social 1ife are different in nature and in kind from
the behavioural patterns of the practical world. The imperatives

generated by the means of production and associated structures are

i acknowledged but do not constitute an exhaustive social psychology.

These two realms are differentiated according to whether the means/end
relationship of an action is causal or conventional. Thus:
eg digging(means):cropping(end) - practical realm

C18th short hair(means):radical appearance(end) ~ expressive realm.

Social behaviour must be explained via a generative (Aristotelian)

mode of causality, acting within a set of real structures. This,

"involves a competence/performance psychology of individuals who

as members create social collectives, but who are created Dy

these collectives in a thoroughly reciprocal fashion.”(1979,p6).

goal and its political implications are quite explicitly set out:

"part of my aim is to defend the autonomy of men and their

reflexive powers of gelf-intervention within the necessities

imposed by the fact that they would not be men at all unless

they were creatures of the collectives in which they live."

The location of social behaviour within the social structure is
- established by an interpretation of the Saussurean linguistic medel so
" favoured by Barthes and Lévi-Strauss (see above).’ Fideism is no issue
“here, so it does not really matter to what extent this represents a

personal adaptation of the model by Harre. Valeur remains quite clear;

" as with Barthes lexical items are replaced by social items and are seen




to exist both paradigmatically, as part of a set of conventions (or
: langues) and syntagmatically, having a correct place determined by a set
of sequencing laws. A social item of behaviour, such as a kiss, is thus
geen as incomprehensible if taken in isolation, out of context. The
conventionally defined set of potential meanings of "the kiss', the
yaleur of the action, is understood generatively in terms of the correct
1position within a social sequence (the syntagmatic or metonymic
dimension) according to the operative langue. As already demonstrated,
langue can refer to any scale of behaviour and the socially competent
f'actor will be expected to move with ease from one level to the next.
‘National practice, such as a Mediterranean kiss on both cheeks, may be
‘assimilated to sub—cultural norms. In Sioane Square this may constitute
fthe apt protocal of greeting and parting from any member of the opposite
‘gex, regardless of degrees of intimacy; in Oxford American habit and
_the bonecrushing handshake of the iiberated lady academic may be more
common. Neither is preferable, but to offer ome in the place of the

other would be considered offensive.

Barré's original contribution is to combine Saussurean valeur with a
theory of performatives based on the philosophy of Austin and the later
fdevelopments of one of his pupils, Searle (eg 1969 Speech Acts). The
‘central assumption of such work is that:

"rhere are all sorts of utterances and sentences in the

indicative mood that don't even set out to be true or

false."(Searle 1982,pl59)

‘Austin initially distinguished such 'performatives’ from 'constatives'

(Statements involving elements of truth and falsehood) but realised that

‘even the most ostensibly clear cut examples of constatives, such as

‘simple statements or descriptions, involved performance as well. In
Searle's terms each utterance is, in effect, 3 "speech act', Instead,
Austin distinguished between speech acts in a narrow sense dle those

Utterances involving orders, apologies etc which he described as




*illocutionary acts' and the effects such utterances had on other
people, which he described as 'perlocutionary acts'. The illocutiomary
act has both a propositional content, involving actions implied by the
utterances, and an illocutionary force, involving the categorisation of

the illocutionary act. For example the four utterances

Please write that thesis (polite imperative)
Will you write that thesis? (rhetorical imperative)
Will you write that thesis? (simple interrogative)

Will you write that thesis? ~ (sarcastic interrogative)

all have the same propositional content, but the illocutionary force
varies quite obviously between the statements. The perlocutionary act
_depends on the reading of meaning, influenced by a gamut of contextual
considerations, by the speaker and the person who is addressed. Harre's
point is that the jllocutionary effect of a social act is conventiomally
defined in the generation of valeur, he shows, through a contentious
}interpretation of Saussure's signifié, that perlocutionary effects are
‘the product of individual elaboration and interpretation. The Tsocial
‘reality' of Wittgenstein that Quinton described gtill exists, but 1s
plastic, susceptible to personal manipulation by the agent, not at all

‘the rigid architecture of linguistic structuralism. Hence in Harré's

model actions, the illocutionary, conventionally defined elements of an

item of behaviour are distinguished from acts, the perlocutionary
effects, conventionally constrained but unique performances in the

expressive domain.

The ramifications of such agency are enormous. Social life is
Conceived as a forum for the accumulation of social credits in the
*Xpressive domain. FEven the most practical task is riddled with

potential elaboration. The don may be lucid, letcherous or light-




hearted, depending on the character he creates for himself, but such

character, once formed, is reflected in the expectations others have of
him. The production of this social identity takes place over time in
the 'moral career' of an individual. This is a form of relational-
network not role theory; the way in which social patterns are
constituted by internal rather than external relationships (ie people
wholly or partly constituted by being in a specific relation
eg policeman/policed cf external relations when individuals so related
do not change category when they cease to be in such a relation (eg the
relation of distance, one person momentarily a hundred metres away from
another). At any one time the actor or agent has a 'role', but this is
subject to expressive interpretation and elaboration, not simply a

predetermined ‘given'.

I have already described the manner in which Harre sees this process
of personal apprehension of structure as the mode in which structural
transformation is achieved. It is worth noting that this exposes the
flaw in Giddens'(1979,ppb4—66) suggestion that the diachronic/synchronic
split is inoperable. Synchronic amalysis is yalid as long as the
process of change is embedded in the structure of the gingle moment.
Giddens is right to suggest that the 'freeze—frame® is not practical in
social 1life but wrong to completely discard the concept. Rather, it is
because the process of nutation/adaptation and selection within
structure is so haphazard that the simplistic historicist conception of
historical laws and necessity are SO absurd, and determimistic notions
of structural causation 8o unreliable. Giddens® formulation of
structuration is theoretically invaluable, but the ultimate powel of
generative transformation resides within the individual; the agent who

both determines and is determined by his world.

The problem with the structuralist presentation of social semantics,
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and to a lesser extent with Barre's version also, is that in the

/interests of academic lucidity the continual intervention of social

_ppacity is underestimated. In Harré's world, it seems that people read

- the signs with ease and understand the level of langue at which an

encounter ocCcurs. The point he and Secord have earlier made (1976)
that:

"in ethogenic social psychology precision of meaning corresponds to
accuracy of measurement in physical science"

is valid,_yet he seems at times to'ignore exactly the absence of
precision this implies. I would suggest that misunderstanding is much
more frequently the case. Forms of sanctioned behaviour differ
radically not just on the national scale (eg C19th Japanese tradition
endorsing infanticide and euthanasia cf The Ballad of Narayama) but also
both on a much more parochial level (eg use of narcotics, level of
noise, even respectable bedtime! ) and personal level (eg communication
between individuals, particularly of opposite gexes). Even within the
family, which should represent a paragon of 'langue tuition' (pace John
Mortimer), there is not sO auch an infinite potential as an incorrigible
pathology of communication breakdown, and uncertain protocol. Does the
English father kiss his son? If so up to what age? Harré outlines a
process of face-saving so necessary to maintain mutual status on thaese

occasions, but how often are such techniques used?

Given that sanctioned behaviour, is the root of a loose form of
moral imperative, the inevitable and structurally implicit social
conflict within the expressive realm is as logically necessary as the
contradictions of dialectical materialism are in the practical realm.
Ambiguity 1is anathema to academia, despite Olssen's(1980) self-
indulgence, but its consequences must be understood and subjected to the

analytical process.




One further important drawback to the Harré model is the vision of
just two social orders. There is the practical domain: individual
motivation is based on material greed and the basic man/nature
confrontation establishes structures of exploitation with all the well-
wnown and hotly disputed ramifications in political, ideological and
economic spheres. There is also the expressive domain: individual
motivation is based on prestige-seeking and the meshed structures of
langue and parole produce social orders of respect and contempt, which
'fthrough their_influence on behaviour form the basic elements of social
'psyéholbgy. These two domains are considered exhaustive. Harré
zépepifically rejects most common notions of morality:

"Morality and its ethical systems will turn out to be among the
ways in which we present our actions to enjoy the respect of our
fellow moralists."(1979,p4)
'Beyond this categorical assertion the relativist case remains unproven.
Given the well docﬁmented fallacy of positivisf_'value freedon®,
academic work may legitimately take the form of nofmative modelling
Tincorporéting Habermas' concept of emancipatory knowledge or incorporate
‘existential metaphysics: the moral domain remains a valid third
‘ dimension of study both in considering and advocating specific
behaviour. The realms of the Freﬁdian unconscious are dismissed out of
‘hand by Harr&(1979,pp252-253), and in the light of the psychological
{theories examined there is no justification for this. Similarly, though
less importantly, the human behavioural imperatives of ethology., whi;h
"have undoubtedly been vastly exaggerated (eg Morris 1977), are
acknolwedged by Harre himself as decisive in certaln situations. It is
doubtful if such traits can be imcorporated into either the practical or

expressive domains.

The point remains that the existence of structure is not in

gquestion, but there is no monistic totality. Harré's expressive

dimension is ontologically independent of materialist considerations
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(except in a physiological sense) even if in realisation the two may be

inextricably intertwined. This independence is crucial.

CONCLUSION

The purpose of this paper has not been to produce a psychological
theory of agency, but rather to suggest that the concept of agency can
be reconciled with acknolwedgement of structure.  This is not achieved
by models of - structuration, which are invaluable in analysing process

but fail in trying to present a complete frame of reference for the

social sciences.

An analogy can be made with the central hypothesis of Gombrich's Art

and I1lusion(1956). There is no correct form of representation. Each

attempt to picture an object carried out in good faith includes elements

of reality. Reality exists in such representation in exactly the same

manner as structure exists in social phenomena“. Different modes of

representation are useful for different things. The architect, as

Gombrich clearly demonstrates, could not rely on Constable but might

find his representation of landscape more helpful than that ¢f an

abstract expressionist. Yet someone 1ike Jackson Pollock explicitly

justified his work in Freudian terms and as a statement on the

subconscious perception of landscape perhaps there is a case for

studying, as well as passively appreciating, his work,

The argument is clear: monism is an illusion, most often seen in

the social sciences as some search for the Hegelian whole via the

thesis/ antithesis/synthesis cycle; convention, or structure effects




representation but there is an infinite number of variatioms within

conventions, produced by agents, and a plurality of valid modes of

expression. No creed or style or structural system can present a

complete view of the world.




DESCRIPTION I : THE 'RIOTERS' IN LONDON : "FACES IN THE CROWD"

INTRODUCTION : FACES IN THE CROWD

STATISTICAL NOTES

ANALYTICAL AIMS

THE BRIXTON DISORDERS OF 1981

THE 1981 RIOTS IN LONDON
a) The Home Office Data Set

b) Age

c) Employment

d) Ethnicity

e) Residence and Offence

THE M.P.D. ELEVEN

CONCLUSION




The central themes of this chapter are as follows:

a) Chapter One demonstrated the need to derive an explicandum before
progressing to an explanation of rioting. The analysis of arrest

:records from the 1981 riots in London aims to fulfil this function.

;b) The empirical description of events produced in this chapter is not

qulvalent to a causal explanation. This is not because of the
1imitations of the data but because of the necessary relationships
Eétween description and explanation, guantitative generalisation and

social action.

#) The attempt to provide a realistic description of the rioting crowd
'dges not gquestion the existence of a second phenomenon, 'the riots'
?econstructed as part of 'public knowledge' (ie how the riots are
femembered). The nature of violent conflict and the cultural

‘gignification of that conflict are complementary, not. competitive,

‘descriptions of reality.

&) Fxamination of the arrest data from the April rioting in Brixton
,clearly shows that those involved in violent conflict with the pOllCe
_WEre nlder, more often black and lived much closer to the disturbances

than those involved in the looting.

€) There are many problems with the Home Office data which is used to
analyse the July riots of 1981, but if the data do not provide an ideal
‘empirical source they can supply powerful descriptions of the 'faces in

ithe crowd' at the scene of disorder. The contention here is that the




arrest records provide the most revealing empirical material available
on a behavioural form such as rioting, certainly superior to either

ecological analysis or post-riot questionnaires.

f) The Home Office data confirm the minimal value of notions of the
'average rioter'. The search for a gingle explanation of a reified
object of analysis('the riot’)is an example of chaotic conceptualisation
(Sayer,1984). Rioting is a social form that covers many repertoires of
" pehaviour. Actors in the crowd played very different roles and the Home
. Office data lend invaluable insights into the way in which these roles
~were not distributed evenly across all groups present but were related

to age, residence and, most strongly of all, "ethnicity'.

. INTRODUCTION : FACES IN THE CROWD

A common call of the more ratiomal pieces of work writtea on the
:British riots of 1981 was for the disturbances to be placed in 'their
foverall historical context'(Rock,1981; Joshua and Wallace,1983; Clare,
i1984). Whilst recognizing the self-evident sanity of such an approach
it is important to identify what is being placed before deciding where

fto put it.

The central temet of this chapter is that the composition, actions

“and motivation of the people on the streets cannot easily be taken for

granted or subsumed under some consensual generic label 'riot' if the
i5charge of Lytton Strachey that "jgnorance is the first requisite of the

historian" (1918,p9) is to be preempted.




The easily won status of "rioter' endows a group of people with a
hared identity of which they themselves may be unaware, and initiates a
;tlichéd ontological spiral: impressionistic reportage creates a
;aescriptive unity ('the crowd'), reproduced in the hard print and

received wisdom of those rarely present, and the semantic tag becomes an

;analytical structure, which lays claim to the vocabulary of animus; a

mood, an identity, a purpose. Tt is not the suggestion here that such a

 transformation.:is necessarily flawed but rather that it is not

: arily valid. Writing in 1964 about "The Crowd in History", George

necess ¥

Rudé forcefully suggests that the nature of a disturbance is intimately

connected to the composition of the crowd itself, remarking that,

"chis is an aspect of the question that has been almost entirely
neglected by historians and sociologists alike. Historians
have, as we saw, been inclined to take refuge behind such
omnibus and prejudicial or ‘value—oriented' labels as 'mob’' or
"the people'; and adopting as their models Clarendon's ‘'dirty
people without a name', Taine's 'la canaille' or Michelet's 'le
peuple', they have appeared to assume that whether the crowd's
activities were praiseworthy or reprehensible, the crowd must
remain an abstract phenomenon without force or identity. And
social scientists for all their serious concern with the crowd’s
hehaviour have not done much better."(1964,p195).

There are significant practical problems arising from this need to look

‘more closely at the constituents of the crowd. A major conceptual

difficulty concerns the definition of '"the crowd' that is to be subject

to empirical scrutiny. For Rudé, the crowd is not "merely an aggregate
- ¥ . ¥ 8

of individuals™ (1964) and "the whole is often not gimply the sum total

" (1964), yet by such a priori holism he falls into the same

of its parts

ﬁrap as those whom he criticises for adopting a very different set of

preconceptions. "The crowd' cannot be objectively analysed sclely in

terms of the inferred motivation or other mental states of its members

because in this sense the term itself becomes self-referential, doubling

S explicans and explicandum;  both the means for and the object of

xplanation. Chapter Two suggested this to be a ubiquitous problem in

-he social world and the main source of irreconcilable difference

etween social and natural science. 'The crowd’ may have both force and




dentity but must remain an abstract phenomenon, contrary to Rudé’s
_Stlpulatlon, precisely to avoid preconceived accounts of history; the

,term should be seen as theoretical and contingeant, its realisation on

_the streets not a given state jidentifiable by certain 'properties’ but

At a more mundane level, methodological problems abound. There are

f@ur possible sources for empirical work, all of which provide, at best,

the raw material for a flawed picture of events. Two of these, the

tudy of the actions of the crowd and empathetic analysis of behaviour,

are_dealt with elsewhere in this work (Chapters Four and Six).

Tn the wake of both the American riots of the 1960s and the British

xperience, much research was based on participation surveys in areas in

ﬁ h there had been a disturbance, with analysis based on division of

he surveyed population into 'rioters' and 'non-rioters' followed by

tatistical comparison of the two groups in terms of socio—economic,

éﬁographic and attitudinal measures. The value of such research was

itically examined in Chapter One, but leaving aside the epistemo-

glcal problems concerning questionnaires mentioned before, I wish to

ggest here that the ostensibly self-evident distinction between rioter

and non-rioter is in fact tendentious. In late August 1981 I was

king along Coldharbour Lane in Brixton. Two police officers stopped

ar driven by a thirty to thirty-five year old West Indian with a

.qhger black passenger, both male. The car was searched by one of the

olice while the other kept an eye on the two men. This took no longer

two to three minutes but in this time a hostile crowd gathered of

Jut one hundred to a hundred and fifty, most but by no means all of

n were black. The constable appeared to find something in the car.

his point the younger of the two men, realising that the attention

oth officers had been caught by a particularly vociferous spectator,




made off into the crowd, initially at speed but then, aware that he was

4ot being pursued, at no more than a jog, passing straight in front of

1 madé no effort to stop him. He was cheered all the way by many

me »

of those present and there were blows exchanged between one of the

constables and a member of the crowd. Such incidents were, and are,

common in many parts of London and the resistance to arrests and the

small scuffles that quite often ensue certainly border on behaviour that

might be described as rioting, even if the events are not classified as

such. Every action is an act; my doing nothing was an actiom, but

t support or even

whether it was an act of prevarication, cowardice, taci

riot is less clear, just as the position of those in the c¢rowd was so

ambiguous as to belie any simple rioter/mon—rioter dichotomy.

Similarly, in November 1982 the demolition of several properties in

olice and young blacks that were

Railton Road led to clashes between p

‘described by both press and television as a 'riot'. When I arvived in

Brixton that night almost the first thing I saw was a white youth who,

two bottles of whisky.

hen an off-licensee was distracted, "1ifted’

“The 'rioter' ran off, exit stage left pursued by an Alsation dog. Such

anecdotal evidence is put forward not as a definitive refutation of the

tion, but rather as symptomatic of the

rioter /non-rioter juxtaposi

problems that surround the status of ‘rioter', and the difficulty in

discerning a unity of purpose in the collective.

The fourth possible source of data for empirical analysis of *the

d during

crowd' is the criminal records based on those arreste

-disturhances. The most obvious flaw in such s method is that the

z_éhaviour of many of this group will be misrepresented. gseveral will be

_.b“ﬂd not guilty of any offence, several others will be convicted of

Efences they never committed, having been picked out, almost at random,

rom the crowd. Similarly, there will be accusations that the chance of




arrest in incidents of public disorder is disproportionately high for
gome groups victimised by the police; men and black people in the case
of the British riots. There is no way to either confirm or refute the
‘1atter trend, although both intuitively and from personal experience I
zwould suggest that in the chaos of collective violence the former

problem (the antithesis of the tatter) is more prevalent.

The value in study of arrest records in this context rests on two
“basic assumptions. The first is that those arrested provide a sample of
géhe sort of people 'on the streets' during the violence, and the second
téhat, however strong or weak the link, the actual offence charges
fggaiust individuals will more often than not be indicative of an action
;ér form of behaviour carried out by that individual during the
disturbance. In a perfect legal system this connection would be
égplicit, in the circumstances this is manifestly not the case.
Névertheless, given this link it should be possible to idemtify, with

some degree of certainty, the sort of people that were carrying out

'tértain activities in July 1981.

Important caveats must be taken into account in this approach. Many
éCades of criminology have attempted to discern the distinctive
éterminants of offender patterns, whilst in the geography of crime,

é%ﬁilarly detailed studies of spatial trends that relate to offenders
f*e been produced without resorting to the ecological fallacy (g
ich,1960; Baldwin 1975; Baldwin and Bottoms 19?6; Herbert 1977,78,82;

¥,1974; Baldwin, 1980) yet nmormally serving only to identify broad

géﬁeralisations ahout offender characteristics. A central flaw in much
. this sort of work is the frequently made tacit assumption of some
rm of trait theory, the belief that there exists the quintessential

Significantly, within the criminological literature the

+

ngs of trying to classify offenders other than in terms of




crude ‘offence prone groups' has been pointed up by the fact that

Yaven the most teriminal’ people may be entirely law-abiding in
the majority of their actions™(Clarke,1985)

aénd it is this sort of problem that has prompted criminelogists such as
Sparks(1980) to call for a greater concentration on opportunity based

crime rates. This latter trend, in paft a legacy of the 'defensible

gpace' school (Newman,1974) is itself beset with difficulties. As

:Clarke points out, such crime rates involve at least three variables:

the targets of crime, people's routine activities and, most importantly

.for this work, the situations in which crime takes place. Quite

ﬁbssibly, the full scale riot may be an instance of society at its most
‘anarchic, with maximum opportunity for potential offeanders, including
those not normally tempted. Given that the very blurred distinction

between ‘eriminal’ and ‘'political’ action becomes even mOTE opaque at
time of riot and is matched with this overarching novelty of an "open

tive pathology of

‘door' crime environment, the very idea of a defini

rioters emerging from arrest statistics becomes slightly preposterous.

Nevertheless, if descriptive generalisation of this data is sought, then

;ﬁhe question becomes one of the status of such classifications. By

‘definition the extension of a class varies in inverse proportion to the

‘intension. More all-encompassing groups must be less rigorously

defined, analytically hazy. In the case of collective violence the

problem arises both from trying to discern uniting features that bind a

very extended collective and from any attempt at working out how

representative the rioters are of the social groups from which they are

tawn., The problem of extension is more one of logic than methodology-

trioters' have been identified, by whatever means, it does mnot

11iCense the ‘assumption that those properties common to this entity must

E£E§§§§£gli, at some level, be functionally related to behaviour, OoF

‘conversely, that the relative absence of a particular characteristic

mong the group makes that characteristic completely causally




jrrelevant., This point is most easily demonstrated by two examples from

the literature. Caplan and Paige (1968), comparing the income of

rioters and non-rioters in America, find that there is no significant

difference between the two groups and that

" hereas there may be very many people with very low incomes who

riot, a comparable percentage of people whose incomes are just
as low do not."(pl7).

From this trend they deduce that poverty was not a significant factor in

;ﬁroducing riots. Quite simply there are no grounds for such inference

from their data precisely because generalised surrogate measures do not

;pfobe individual intentionality. Similarly, Paul Cooper(1985), using

‘the Home Office data to analyse the Merseyside riots of 1981, validly

oints out that those arrested,

""included in significant proportions, Ppersons who do not

normally come into contact with the police"(p64)

and that the unemployed are not significantly overrepresented in the

figures, hut then concludes that the rioting was:

tunity to assert their

"an example of a community taking an oppor
s of violence."{pb8)

. right to equal concern and respect by mean

Specifically, Coo er's explanation may well be correct, but the data do
! P y

fot, on their own, prove it as conclusively as he suggests.

danger, as can be seen from much of the American work on rioting, that

the academic creates categories which may be descriptively related to

iot participation at very high levels of significance but which are

5ﬁéa11y meaningless. Identifying statistically significant vectors in

data matrix is not tantamount to the creation of comprehensible

ehavioural structures. Yet it is only this that such analysis can

aspire to. We pick 'faces from the crowd’.

‘For precisely the same reason it is important to be cautious about

_éﬂtification of '"the average rioter'. The Kerner Commission in the

vited States suggested that,

There is a




"+he typical rioter in the summer of 1967 was a Negro, unmarried
male between the ages of 15 and 24. He was in many ways Very
different from the stereotype. He was not a migrant. He was
born in the State and was a lifelong resident in the city in
which the riot took place. Economically his position was about
the same as his Negro neighbours who did not actively

participate in the riot.

Although he had not, usually, graduated from high school;, he
was somewhat better educated than the average inner—city Negro,
having at least attended high school for a time.

Nevertheless, he was more likely to be working in a menial or
low status job as an unskilled labourer. If he was employed, he
was not working full-time and his employment was frequently

interrupted by periods of unemployment.

He feels strongly that he deserves a better job and that he is
parred from achieving it, not because of lack of training,
ability or ambition, but because of discrimination by employers.

He rejects the white bigot's stereotype of the Negro as ignorant
and shiftless. He takes great pride in his race and believes
that in some respects Negroes are superior to whites. He is
extremely hostile to whites, but his hostility is more apt to be
a product of social and economic class than of race; he 1s
almost equally hostile to middle class Negroes.'(1968,p64)

Similarly, for the British riots Martin Rettle(1982) and The Times

ﬁéwspaper both try to draw up a picture of the 'ijdentikit' British

joter. For The Times,

"he or she was young, unemployed and living close to the
rioting” (Kettle 1982,pl80).

Wﬁ?ther such averages are useful or mnot will depend not simply on the

‘statistical significance of a set of personality variables but rather on

e explanatory power of the theoretical censtruct they represent.

ATTSTICAL NOTES

Much is made in standard statistical texts used in geography about

e difference between inferential and descriptive statistical

hniques. (Hemmond & McCullagh,1978; Gregory,1978) I want to suggest

héF the semantic ambiguity produced by such a coinage can mistakenly




1ead geographers to believe that statistical testing can operate at any

other level than the truly descriptive. It is logically impossible for
either experiments or statistics to definitively test hypotheses. This

now widely accepted in the natural sciences

is a necessary truth,
(Harre,1984), which is logically demonstrable with the aid of the

diagram below.

Theory

l

Hypotheses
i (Based on Johnston,1978,pl6)

Fxperiment/Statistical test
-

Valid Invalid

{verification) (falsification)

I |

lTthough the paradigm most commonly associated with such claims for the

cwer of experiment is positivism, there are many other schools of

the above figure as contentious.

hought that would not regard

Crucially it would seem a commonplace that if results from experiment,

5it statistical or otherwise, are consistent at a high enough level of

9bahility, then the theory may be accepted or new theory generated.

s, theory is bound in by the tight circle of the empirical. 1In

Tactice such a construction is epistemologically flawed. Underlying

the diagram the tacit, but vital, assumption that creates this flaw is

th? idea that underwriting our empirical system is a principle of




constant conjunctions or regularities. This stems from a Humean

conception of causality, touched upon in the preceding chapter. Hume

contended that, "we can discern nothing in A by itself which would lead

to produce B" and that at best all we could apprehend was "the constant

conjunction of kind A with events of the kind B" (Russell,1946,p639) and

that under the principle of induction this will lead to an assumed

causal relationship between the two. Hence Hume's view that 'there is

nothing in a cause except inmvariable succession.”  This schema has

. obvicus intuitive appeal and is not so much incorrect as inadequate. As.

:}early as the 1590s, Clavius' paradox suggested that there would be an

infinite number of explanations that could account for any observed

results (in the figure above). In the twentieth century this point has

been echoed many times by, among others, Poincare, Kuhn and most

Significantly by Godel who in 1932,

"Jemonstrated that ... no proof of the consistency of any
deductive system which was rich enough for the expression of

arithmetic, could be represented within the system."
(Ayer,1982,p130)

Thus in his principle of hypotheses he suggested that any finite set of

cempirical results could be accounted for by an infinite set of

'?potheses. The empirical circle is not tied so tight as might first

ppear, we choose one or more from many explanations; yet there is no

jecessary conclusion from such revelations that reality itself is

IQuestionable, as in the geographical humanist tradition (see Jackson and

fﬁith,1984,p9j, but father that the Humean causél model was an
;nédequate epistemological base. Theoretical and empirical domains are
Ph;losophically independent, inextricably realised., If this is the case
a;tausal_model closer to that of Aristotle (see previous chapter) is

preferable, which, vitally, includes an explicitly theorised causal

One attempt to escape endowing theory with such pr

ivileged status




has been made by Popper (1957,1959,1972) in his principle of
ffalsification. He too realised that however many times a hypothesis was

verified it would never be proved because a single definitive refutation

ﬁould be enough to reject it. For Popper, knowledge advanced via a

system of €algification of teantative theory, and it is hard to avoid

aoticing that in the social sciences the vogues of statistical theory

ﬁand Popperian philosophy go hand in hand in the epistemology of the null

ﬁypothesis. The problem is that to claim that hypotheses must be

‘falsifiable is more a statement of good intent than of logical é

‘necessity. This is the case because as Ayer convincingly demonstrates ;

:(1982) the concept of falsification itself blurs under close examination

ecanse hypotheses must be accompanied by a series of basic propositions

hat ave assumed (if a hypothesis is shown to be invalid is it the basic

ﬁ0position or the hypothesis that is falsified?) as in the positivist

del, and also because statistical statements are impossible to falsify

because probability levels are arbitrarily

in' the true sense of the word

Similarly, statistical techniques are philosophically unable to

produce explanation. This has absolutely nothing to do with the

{iqueness of the social world. Thus in a work om factor analysis in

eology reference is continually made to sets of regularities expected

It is such

‘a data matrix given certain axioms of geological theory.

tion couched in terms that

Xioms that determine and constrict explana

ust, by definition, be based on some causal philosophy and is always

Sxternal to the mathematics. It is precisely because of this epistemic

@ature that realist philosophers (eg Bhaskar,1978) have accorded theory

1t is also for the same Teason

ch an important place in epistemology.

that the claims made for factor, principal components and path analysis

Haﬂg been exaggerated. (Johnson,1978)  These are very useful,

nce in a multi-dimensional data

?histicated methods of explaining varia



W gpatrix; they cannot, without theoretical grounding, do more than this.

There are also particular problems in relating statistical inference
to the social world. One way of characterising these is by examination
of the truism that explanations must be reconcilable at all levels of

detail. Macro—scale descriptions of behaviour must be, at least

theoretically, reducible to the explanation of the behaviour of the

smallest element involved in the explicandum. .In the biological

sciences the movement of my leg can be reduced to a certain pattern of

e aéuro-sensory activity; in the natural sciences Einsteinian and quantum

:Ph?SiCS have proved particularly difficult to reconcile but nobody

This is

- uggests that such a task is a theoretical impossibility.

< slevant for statistical social science precisely because mathematical

As

escriptions at the nacro-level can mever be reduced in this way.

éfbert(1978) states,

= - "in a field of study such as deviance a perspective which adopts
a scale larger than the individual is unlikely to provide a

precise causal explanation.”

'é; variables analysed in statistical work must, by definition, be

uantifiable; mental states are not. There are gseveral basic reasons

f;this which relate to the philosophy of action. Quite simply types

"bodily movement show no Necessary correspondence with types of

jon., Actions have preferred descriptions (the kiss of Judas has few

ffectionate equivalents), a finite number of empirical phenomepa must

nd for a structurally directed but infinite number of mental states.

e mechanism to fit into our causal model is one of intentional

usation. Philosophical jntentionality, as mentioned in Chapter Two,

fers to the way in which mental states relate to the physical world

eliefg, desires and, of course, intentions 1in the normal sense).

ecifically, intentions in this sense are not necessarily based on

r reflection, they may incorporate elements of subcomscious

entionality. Under the philosophy of action of Austin (1962) and

110




‘gearle (1983,1984) actions have both a physical(behavioural) and

mental(intentional) content. Hence in intentional causation,
"rhere is an internal connection hetween the cause and the

effect, because the cause is a representation of the very state
of affairs that it causes.” (Searle, 1984,p78)

This obviously fits easily into the Aristotelian but not the Humean

conception of causality, and is the source of the most fundamental

‘weakness of statistical social science. FYor when the context is

<tremely complex but intentional states relatively simple and can

iaimOSt be taken for granted, as in consumer demand or, to a lesser

#tent, in sephology (the act of voting itself is almost a parody of

ognitive decision making), then sophisticated statistical analysis can

d as a powerful predictive tool.

merge Or, some might argue, has emerge
otwithstanding this, however straightforward the context, if

tentional states are of primary importance, particularly in those

activities that deviate from a societal norm (eg suicide, criminal

a posteriori descriptive

ion), statistics can perform only a hazy,
ﬁﬁlég precisely because of the logical not practical jmpossibility of
gkpressing the infinite variety of nuance and ambiguity of the

intentional world in a purely formal or arithmetic medium. Again it is

portant to note that even in the former (sephological)} case it is

still only arithmetic variance not human behaviour that is explained,

ndﬁas with all such Humean statements, the causal mechanism is external

o the astatistical analysis. Put another way: the question, What am i

ing? is relatively trivial when I vote, resonant when L jump off the

p.of a high building. Behaviour and action can be consistently

ﬁChed in the former but not the latter case.

ect that is

;There is a tendency to refer to geography as a subj

-Oan' or 'immature' implying that the statistical problem is one that

lme will solve:



"Most academic disciplines, and especially those in the social
and environmental sciences, are immature; they have very few

axioms on which to base theoretical developments."”
(Johnston, 1978,pl17).

nprye scientific theory, based on well established facts, is
still the distant goal for most geographical study.”(pl8)

'he point 1is not only, as the humanist gschool emphasises, are there no

,;imple facts but also that such optimism is logically flawed because by :

the very nature of intentionality there can be no formal laws of the

gocial world. Thus, not only is Thrift(1981) correct in deriding

ion of decision making as a

tives is "an invention of

ref

lective choice from a given set of alterna

ciéntifie'rationality" but is also dangerously misleading when going on

t state, in his preferred characterisation of the process, that
onstituted in terms
tory and ambiguous

" wj¢ seems likely that they [decisions] are ¢
of a minimum logic which is fuzzy, contradic
and whose equivalences are cavalier.”

(1981,p359)

Such a condescending view of the relationship between mental states and

mpirical phenomena both smacks of apologist behaviourism and paints a

implistic portrait of the human agent.

. Leaving aside the conceptual conundra concerning the power of

Sﬁatistical inference, there are two simple mathematical problems with

data used in this chapter. The first is that the size of samples in

arrest record breakdowns are So small as to prohibit

ﬁ§ y cells of the
In

é@parisdn based on even such simple tests as Chi squared (Chi?).

hese cases the binomial test has been frequently used or, as has been

e case in much historical and American work, comparison must be judged

‘straightforward juxtaposition of different results. A related

toblem concerns comparisons of sets of figures expressed in

It will be seen that the

ercentages, closed number sets.

I§SSification of data by the Home Office, the most important source of

rest records, was oversimplistic and crude, resulting in cnly a few



Itlasses for many of the most important variables, particularly j

residence. As Johmston (1978,p273) points out,

"+he larger the number of classes in a closed number set the
1ess the degree to which any one correlation between two of them
is fixed, especially if the range of percentages covered by
every variable is considerable.”

fUﬁfortunately this is not the case with much of the data here, and

fJﬁhnston's point that

"if closed number sets must be used in the research then perhaps
analysis based on the general linear model should not be; if
such analyses are to be undertaken, them closed number sets are

best avoided." (1978,p270)

s well made,. and whilst the advances of Q analysis (Chapman,1981;

Ashton,1974) and fuzzy set theory (Pipkin,1978) may be statistically

sdphisticated they remain constricted by the causal mechanism problem,

has.well as being mathematically unsuitable for this particular data set.

Tt is important to stress that the primacy of verstehem in any

epistemology of the social world rests on this problem of intentionality

bﬁt neither excuses rationalist self-indulgence in theoretical

s in social

abstraction nor vitiates the utility of statistical technique

cience. It is rather the status of the hypotheses deduced from these !

techniques that must be reassessed. -

ANALYTTCAL ATMS

. Emotive, value—laden collective nouns such as 'the young', 'the

hetd® or 'the crowd' do not necessarily create powerful, or even useful,

eﬁaVioural structures. Yet, paradoxically, Dy simple and repeated

usage of the terms involved they become actual analytical or cultural

henomena. This 1s the substance of the modern myth which "transforms




nistory into nature" (Barthes 1957,p129) and results in the "oppressive

divorce of knowledge and mythology" (Barthes,1979,p37). In this way

many passages of history or social movements assume a double life: the

‘contemporary context and the temporally distanced intentional states of

:the participants which constitute the causes of behaviour lie tangled up

 in hindsight justification and selective amnesia, and are overshadowed

:5y the manner in which events have "purgeoned forth' inm time. The

‘result is the divergence of the 'private’ and 'public' lives of a parcel

‘of history, social reality on the one hand and cultural mythology on the

.cher, The idealised investigative task is to identify the former and

expose the latter. Epistemological problems prohibit such total

uéﬁegesis but do not threaten the realist ontology implicit in such a

dichotomy. There is no suggestion here that the cultural phenomenon is

iﬁiany way an inferior or specious object of amalysis. Indeed history

js littered with incidents whose "public life' caused events more

significant than those produced by their "private 1ife’. British

h_'iliation at Dumkirk was transformed into a natiomal triumph, the

have had very minor material effect on a war but

major vamifications in the more nebulous world of political symbolism.

E BRIXTON DISORDERS OF APRIL 1981

ts have been

;The basic chronology and background to the Brixton rio
d33§ribed in Chapter One. The purpose of this section is to attempt an

owd that was on the streets of Brixzton in

empirical analysis of the cr
fd?I to provide a suitable source for comparison of the various

'QFiptions and explanations of the riots that have been offered; in
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Whilst the conflict with the police was clearly focussed on Mayall Road, Leeson Road
and Railton Road, most of the looting took place some distance away in Electronic
Avenue, AtTantic Road and Brixton Road.
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short an attempt to match rhetoric with reality, not an acknowledgement i
of the supremacy of either empirical or inductive epistemology but
" rather a suggestion that only by a combination of theoretical and

empirical positions can a plausible recomstruction of events be made.

The riots im Brixton involved great variation in both actions of a

crowd of people and the mental states of crowd members. It should be

stressed that empirical work carried out after the events can hope only

ro record a flawed picture of the former, the latter resists facile

‘apprehension and can only be deduced or inferred; two terms which may

well stand as euphemisms for guessing.

Although the April rioting can be validly considered as a single
 §?ent, there were important differences between the violence of Friday,
fééturday and Sunday, the 10th, 1lth and 12th. On Friday the 10th the
:fiqting consisted entirely of a conflict between a group of young blacks

~and the police and lasted for a few hours only. On the Saturday much

Liéfger numbers of both police and rioters were involved in disturbances

tﬂét_lasted from four o'clock in the afterncon until late at night and,
significantly, looting and arson spread throughout the whole of the

rea. On the Sunday well over a trhousand police officers were deployed

}nga hlgh profile occupation of part of Brlxton and, although there was

both looting and attacks on the police, the disorders were not as

serious as the night before.

twenty—eight

One hundred and forty-five shop premises were damaged,

toperties damaged by fire. The targets within this group were not

ﬁﬂomly chosen. Predictably, suppliers of consumer durables

_éfticularly clothes, shoe and electrical equipment shops) and off-

Cénses proved favourites, whilst shops owned by popular local figures

Railton Road escaped unscathed. Although it may appear a trite point



to make, such rational actions must stand in contrast to the "mindless

hooligans' that populated Fleet Street's rioting world, Similarly, the
_ ¥y

‘occasion was used by some to pay off old scores. The landlord of 'The

:George', a pub in South Railton Road by Effra Parade, had been reported

the Race Relations Board in 1966, and throughout the 60s and 70s

jfreatment of black people at the pub had been a specific protest issue

 in several local marches. Even the South London Press, not noted for

Qéuch {ocal sensitivity, and which had taken an editorial line supporting

the police actions at the time of the riots, remarked that this burning

was "undoubtedly an act of revenge for years of racial discrimination”

(1981)q Similar tensions also quite possibly lay behind arson in the

ﬁéwsagent by the pub. Apart from these two, and a few other exceptions,

§St of the damage was to property some Lwo to three hundred metres away

ffbm the conflict with the police on the Saturday night (see map 3.1).

ord Scarman even went so far as to say that,

isorder was Leeson Road and the
“ northern end of Railton Road, its effects were being felt over a
~wide area of central Brixtom. In the commercial area of Brixton
' Road, the northern half of Atlantic Road, Electric Avenue and
" Coldharbour Lane, widespread looting had developed since about
6pm. Both whites and blacks — some of them very young — Were
involved. To several witnesses, the whites appeared to be
generally older and more systematic in their methods. It also
‘appears that the looters were, in the main, quite different from
the people who were attacking the police in Railton Road.
-Qeveral witnesses had the impression that many of the looters
‘came from outside Brixton, and were simply taking advantage of

" the disorders for their own criminal purposes.’
(Scarman,l981,3.6l)

"While the centre of the d

Nevértheless, Scarman's suggestion 1s based on only a few eye witmess

Although it was not possible to obtain comprehensive details of all

overlapping sets of data were

Fh§IEd from local press, court records and personal research. Age

cup of one hundred

Stfibution, offence and address were known for a gr

0d ninety-three, ethnicity and offence for a group of one bundred and




one, and all four characteristics for a subset of forty-six. Between

the Friday and Sunday, two hundred and fifty-three arrests were made

(with a further twenty-nine on the Monday).

There is a marked difference 1in the age distributions of those

arrested for different offences. In Tabhle 3.1 the data have been

categorised to facilitate comparison with the Home Office data for the

july riots.. It can be seen that of the three major offence types

Burglary/Theft and Threatening

tViolence Against the Person (VAP),

Behav10ur) the VAP group has the highest average age. Of the thirty-

3elght, or almost 70 per cent, of this group that were older than twenty-—

one, thirteen were more than thirty years old. This compares with a

1figure of 60.37 per cent over twenty—one for the Threatening Behaviour

roup and the much lower figure of 37.31 per cent over twenty-one for

When the figures are amalgamated to divide

'he Burglary/Theft group.

ffences into those directed at the police, the 'rioters' (VAP,

obstruction of a police officer) from those

threatenlng behaviour,

sifected at property, the *1ooters' (criminal damage, theft, burglary) a

éléar difference in the age distributions of the two groups emerges.

f12 per cent of the rioters were over twenty-one compared with only

Such a disparity is, not surprisingly,

11 per cent of the looters.

taﬁistically significantw(Chiz>lOO alpha = 0.001)

of this data set were thea plotted on a map to compare

The addresses

stance travelled to offence for rioters and looters. ‘The Railtomn

ad, Mayall Road "triangle® was taken as the epicentre of the rioting,

“retail section of the Brixton Road for the looting. Concentric

fcles of 200 metres were then drawn around these twe centres with

*sidence pattern tabulated in terms of distribution across these

Dncentric zones. Obviously the area of each zone is not equal as area

NCreages exponentially in a geometric progression with pi.r? as the




BRIXTON : APRIL 1981

Under 17 17-20

FFENCE CATEGORTES

b} gﬁeciflc

Cyap 0 (0) 17 (30.91)
zBurglary/Theft 5 (7.47) 37 (55.22)
Crim.Damage 1 (20) 3 (60)
Threatening B. 1 (1.89) 20 (37.74)
‘Obstruction 0 (0 3 (23.08)
{dt v Looting
Riot 1 (0.83) 40 (33.05)
Looting 6 (8.33) 40 (55.56)

ndictable v

57 (44.88)
23 (34.85)

— O
e Yo}
e
L »

wo~d
Mg s

AGE DISTRIBUTION OF ARRESTED BY OFFENCE

21+

38 (69.09)
25 (37.31)
(20}

32 (60.37)
10 (76.92)

—

80 (66.12)
26 (36.11)

64 (50,40)
42 (63.63)

TABLE 3.1

Total

55 (100)
67 (100)
5 (100)
53 (100)
13 (100)

193

121
72

193

127

193




atral term, even though circle radius is 1increasing only

fithmetically.(r, or, 3r, 4r ... etc.) The difference between areal

Size of concentric zones decreases incrementally., Hence, for any

conaentric zoning where the radius increases arithmetically the second

sone will cover three times the area of the imnermost zone, the third

zﬁne two times the area of the second, the fourth 1.66 times that of the

\iird, the Fifth 1.50 times that of the fourth ... etc.

Because of this relatioﬁship, the 'real' concentration arcund the centre
diagrams 3.3 and 3.4 is understated. In a perfectly even

ribution of offenders there would be three times the number in the

ist
-ond cell than in the innermost zone, in line with the difference in

55 between the two. However, it is evident from a glance at table 3.2

'dfdiagrams'3.3 and 3.4 that whilst most rioters and looters lived

rly close to the disturbances, the former are much more localised;

efféct'which also shows clearly in a cumulative percentage graphical
escription.(Diagram 3.5) Whereas 18.18 per cent of all rioters lived
within 200 metres of the centre compared with only 1.39 per cent of the

ooters, 62.80 per cent of the rioters lived less than one thousand

res from the disturbances compared with only 36.11 per cent of the

oters. Similarly, the median, upper and lower gquartiles of the

spersions reveal the much higher concentration of the rioting group

ound the centre of the rioting. In short, there seem to be clear

Pﬁds for supporting Scarman's suggestion that there might be a

férenCe between the distances the two groups had travelled to the

orders. This difference is important more in relative than absclute

ms, At the time of the Brixton riots the Commissioner of the

??olitan Police, David MtNee; was quoted as saying that, ﬁpeople

urday night's riot".(South London

outside the area inspired Sat

s?'14/4/81a) Given that chronologically the looting in Brixton did

tart until two or three hours after the rioting, the extremely
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Table 3.2 The April 1981 Brixton riots:Residence by offence type

Distance travelled to centre of disturbance(concentric bands)
1 2 3 L 5 6 7 & 9 10 11 12 13 14  PFurther

Rioting
Number 22 17 16 21 13 a3 7 L 1 00 4 2 1 0 10
% 18 14 13 17 11 2.5 6 2 1 0 3 2 1 0 8
Cumulative % 18 um*A s 62 2 73 ﬂm.m*u 81.5 84,5 85.5 85.5 88.5 90.5 5165 91,5 100
looting
Number 1 10 6 g b4 3 9 2 4 b 2 3 b 6 5
% L th 8 12,5 565 b 125 3 505 565 3 b 55 8 7
Cumulative % 1 15 23 um.m§4 41 ks mﬂamam 60.5 66 715 74,5 qo.m»m 85 93 100

*1 Lower Quartile
*2 Median
*% Upper Quertile



tightly clustered pattern of offender residence around Railton Read, the
tfront Line', wonld seem to belie any such suggestion, although it is
obviously not possible to evaluate the significance of single instances

.in statistical generalisation.

"Ethnicity® also appears to be a crucial variable in differentiating
;between offence types.{Table 3.3) Data sets that overlapped with those
-gged in Tables 3.1 and 3.2 facilitated both a general breakdown of the
?Eharacteristics of a hundred and one offenders by ethnicity and a forty-
réix person subset of this group by both ethnicity and age. Again the
m;st. notable of the specific breakdowns occurs in the VAP category.
Eﬁery single one of the thirty arrests in this group stemmed from a
ph}sical conflict bétween police and the person charged. Eighty per
séént of the group was black. In marked contrast to this, those arrested

d:. burglary or theft were still mostly black, but in this offence
cétegory‘ twenty—three (41.07 per cent) were white. Hence when the
offence categories are amalgamated the white group, whilst comstituting
25;83 per cent of those arrested for rioting, make up a much larger

éféentage (38.33 per cent) of the looters. Even those whites that are

_ffested for rioting tend to be more often arrested for the less serlous

"fence of threatening behaviour, a trend which is reflected in a

pqmparison of the more serious indictable offence group (32.22 per cent

hite) with those arrested for summary offences.(45.45 per cent white)
.é.multi—racial composition of the arrest figures might masquerade as a
r5 Svcu1tura1 conflict with the police; this was certainly the

erpretation of some (eg Howe,1981), but when examined more closely

S element seems to be almost exclusively a black preserve; oaly im

looting was there more general participation.

The breakdown of offence groups by both age and ethnicity is based

.too small a sample size to endorse or produce amy conclusive comment




ack
White
\gian
yropean

1, OFFENCE
VAP

%
24 (80)
6 (20)
0 (0)
4ropean 0 (0)

30

Ffﬁurglary

Atening Behaviour

BRIXTON

: APRIL 1981

a) FETHENICITY BY OFFENCE

Looting

A
35 (58.33)
23 (38.33)
1 ( 1.67)
1 ( 1.67)

60 (100)

Burg/Theft

Z

31 (55.36)

23 (41.07)
1 ¢ 1.79)
1 ( 1.79)

56

Indictable

%
59 (65.56)
29 (32.22)
1 ( 1.11)
1 ( 1.11)

90 (100)

Under 17

%

o

2 (100)

o

7 (100)

b) FETHNICITY BY OFFENCE BY AGE [Subset of a)]

TABLE 3.3
Rioting Total
%

30 (73.17) 65
11 (26.83) 34

0 (0) 1

0 (0) 1
%1 (100) 101

Theft/Burg. Obstruc. Total

Z yA

4 (44.48) 2 (100) 65
5 (55.56) O 34
0 0 1
0 0 1
9 2 101

Summary

Z

6 (54.545) 65

5 (45.455) 34

0 1

0 1

11 (100) 101

17-20 214 ~ Total
% %
1 ( 9.09) 0 1
7 (63.64) 1 (50) 10
3 (27.27) 1 (50) 4
11 (100) 2 (100) 15
) yA A
5 (38.46) 11 (78.57) 16
2 (15.39) 1 ( 7.14) 3
6 (46.15) 2 (14.29) 12
13 ¢ T4 (100) 3T

ety




or statistical testing. However, the trend that does emerge to some
gxtent is that the majority of both blacks and whites arrested for

'dbtiﬂg were in the 17-20 age range, contrary to Scarman's suggestion;

aéaiﬂs only black arrests for VAP emerge as a class notable for the

lgrge aumbers in the black 21+ group.

1f offence type is accepted as an approximate, if not completely

indicator of behaviour then Rudé's call for empiricism is

eiiable,
ﬁ&icated by an analysis of the arrest data. For those who would see
Sts as an expression of greed or criminality (Taylor,1984) the
'emefgence of two valid analytical classes, the rioters on one hand the
¢£érs on the other, is difficult to explain. Suggestions of an influx

“trouble~makers' into the area seem undermined by the fact that so

manﬁ of those involved in the rioting lived so close to the scene of the

{sorders. Perhaps more importantly still, the crowd itself, so

ythical, so bestial in rhetoric, begins to buckle uander mundane

rationality. In an earlier section of this work Scarman was criticised

:fi his portrayal of an almost regressive mob, in the tradition of

sindividuation and impressionistic melodrama:

“In Brixton over that terrible weekend they [the police] stood
between our society and a total collapse of law and order in the
streets of an important part of our capital."(4.98)

re is something slightly insidious in depriving a group of people of

S#drical agency, reducing the considered to the instinctive of

omatic and the human to the bestial. Scarman never rejected this

of populist image of the crowd as animal and at times goes close to

Opégating such pictures himself. Such misunderstanding might be

Si'ered understandable in an old man talking about Ythe young’, yet

Qbk an even older cme to put his finger on the tacit assumpiions of

euScarman report. C.L.R. James pointed out that,

—




ified by this power of young blacks. 1f he
s for this power he wouléd not exaggerate
1t into a force for the destruction of

 Meord Scarman is terr
understood the reason
and elevate their revo

: British society" (1981; my emphasis) .

airly simple pattern emerges. It is

two riots in Brixton; omne a deeply-

n of a police presence seen as MOre

ooted, highly localised rejectio

'tégpying force than community service, and the other an opportunist

éﬁtion to the temporary breakdown in public order. Not all local

not all the looters were juvenile  whites,

oubtedly many were involved in both rioting and looting. TYet

derlying this the conflict was undoubtedly a black conflict with the

jice, not a 'black youth' conflict and not a multi-racial attack on

“The ambiguities surrounding classification of 'a riot' are dealt

Initially, the problem is circumvented

ccepting an official, ostensibly objective definition: that by the

Qiﬁffice of serious incidents of public disorder in July 1981 (Home

Statistical Unit 1982, London Breakdowns), which are based on

ce. identification of such incidents. This data has generally been

pted unquestioningly as identifying those arrested in the 1981

1982; Cooper,1985), journalists

ish riots; by academics (eg Benyon,

les . Cuardian, September,1982), politicians (Hapsard, October,1982)

the police themselves (eg Report of the

;ﬁOt surprisingly,

missioner of the Metropolitan Police for the year 1981). Thanks to



g—-operation of the Home Office Statistical Unit, the original,

the ¢

fbublished, material was extended by accessing further tabulations from

the mainframe computer data set. Tn the following chapter, the validity

of this blanket classification of rioting is examined and questioned.

‘pside from the general difficulties in divining meaning in criminal

ems with the Home Office data, which

‘secords, there are particular probl

félate partly to the set as a whole, and partly to the specific
itegories within the set. The most strident objections to the Home

Q%fice work were raised by the Legal Action Group (LAG Bulletin,

N@%ember 1982). Sally Hughes points out that the definition used by the

sufvey of public disorder, "jore serious than would normally be expected

n' the area", leaves classification totally in the hands of the local

police forces and adds a constrictiom of relativity to the data; less

bllc disorder might be expected in Keswick than in Liverpool. Another

alid coaplaint is that there is no possible statistical base for

mparlng 'rioters' with 'normal’ defendants as no complete set of

_tatlst1c5 for such normality either are, or possibly could be, made

This is not necessarily a fault of the Home

_yailable for all groups.

fice. Some of the other shqrtcomings the LAG Bulletin claims to

particularly in the light of a rival

entify' are more tendentious,

Survey the group. tried to carry out which failed due to lack of

peratlon from defence sollc1tors' a suspicion of sour grapes 1S

e?itable. The claim that,

"the type of person indicators are used to give credemce %o
conventional wisdom about the rioters: that is that many were

outsiders' participating w1th purely criminal intentions.”
: (LAG 1982,p5)

based on the assumption that by examining those arrested in terms of

fence, residence and other indicators the group are transformed into

Winal statistics, criminalised by tabulation, an assertion that will
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More telling points are made about the workings of the national

flegal. machine in the summer of 1981, based partly on the LAG's own

~evidence and partly on the work of Richard Vogler(1982). Vogler

suggests that magistrates found themselves forced into a policy of

*internment’ refusing bail where normally it would have been granted

almost auvtomatically, due to a situation occurring where,

"gome magistrates think their primary role is to assist the
police in street clearing operations rather than to administer

justice.” (1982,pl2)

0§er the first few weeks of July this policy was subverted by the

resultant overcrowding of prisons which had forced the govermment to set

p specialist detention centres. In the light of such systemic failure,

'hé Legal Action Group are quite explicit in their suggestion that the

ioblem of criminalising defendants in the Home Office data is |

‘diversionary, and is part of

", failure to see the political importance of the riot trials as
an instrument of social control.”(1982,pl5)

:would appear that two issues, the empirical validity and the

political significance of the Home Office data set, are confused by

AG; for whilst they produce a plausible polemic against the latter

;héy have not, aside from expressing one OT two pertinent

eservations, demonstrated the descriptive inadequacy of the former.

iteria for the breakdown of data:

._EQQEE§E= The categorisation of offenders by residence, relative to

3'-_'10cation of the disorder is the most inadequate division of the

gories are

¥or the Metropolitam Police District five cate

viz.

Toduced, with implausibly flexible demarcation between each,



Home: The immediate area of the incident, as defined by the
local police force.

Near: 'Within reasonable walking distance of the incident of
public disorder” (consistently measured by the Home Office).

Town: Fither elsewhere in police district (roughly comparable
with London boroughs or in an adjoining postal area.

County: Elsewhere in London.

Not County: Further. :
{Other categorieé: No fixed abode; Residence not recorded).
.The problems with this classification are threefold. Firstly, and most

importantly, there are obvious limits to the comparability of locations

when the classification of the 'home' residence class is subjectivel
_ k y

determined by the local police. Because of this, the relative cell size

of the 'home®' and 'mear' classes may be relevant for individual

incidents but becomes meaningless when locations are compared, it was

two classes when residence patterns of the

nécessary to amalgamate the

afrested in all London disturbances were examined. Similarly, the

ivision between 'town' and 'county' categories depends at least din part

postal boundary lines to the incident

gh the proximity of police and

1t§elf. Obviously a riot close to such border lines is more likely to

ave a considerable number of those arrested in an adjacent police

Thirdly,

[istrict than one which occurs in the middle of such an area.

roup, for instance, could include people travelling as much as ten or

more kilometres to the disorder. Bearing in mind the Brixton data

a much finer

iready examined, the differentiation of groups may require

Spatial sieve, Unfortunately, it was not possible to disaggregate these

tlasses; residence, which in the Brixton study appeared such a decisive

riable, could only be seen through a glass darkly.

QEEEHQE: The behaviour implied by offence charges varies greatly from

ing drunk and disorderly to attacking a police constable and causing




grievous bodily harm to pocketing a camera that is lying on the ground

by a broken shop window. For the purpose of this analysis three

.particular divisions have been made.

1 Seriousness: Indictable offences have been compared with summary

_offences. The differemce in possible and actual sentences for such

offences is as follows:

es (from J C Smith and B

i) Maxioum penalties for various offenc

Hogan,1978)

Violence against a Person:
Wounding or inflicting GBH — 5 years
Assault occasioning ABH — 5 years
Possession of an offensive weapon - 2 years
Burglary/Theft:
Burglary ~ 14 years
Handling stolen goods — 14 years
Going equipped for stealing — 3 years
Taking and driving away (TDA) — 3 years
Robbery — Life

LN A

Indictable Offences

Threatening behaviour
(Section 5,1936; Public Order Act) - 6 months

Breach of the peace -~ £50 fine
Obstruction of a highway - £30 fine
Drunk — £50 fine

Sunmmary Offences

St st St S e L

Percentage of those found guilty given custodial sentences by

offence type:

Violence against a person - 16.33% )
Burglary/theft - 15.57% ) Indictable offences
- Criminal damage - 7.55Z2 )
- Threatening hehaviour - 6.187 )
. Breach of the peace - 3.122 ) Summary offences %

This division obviates any need for discussion of the politically

ontentious question of whether crimes against property should have

lgher penalties than those against people.

. The second division is that used in the Brixton analysis between

‘hose charged with offences primarily against the police and those



charged with offences against property; the former loosely labelled

The charge of threatening behaviour

'rioters’, the latter "looters'

under the 1936 Public Order Act had been at the centre of controversy

‘before the riots because of the 'catch all' parameters involved in the

ember 1982) that,

| ffence. The Legal Action Group claimed (Nov

iscriminately during the riots and

"people were arrested ind
r during the weekend in overcrowded

frequently held overnight o
conditions.(pll)

_and charged in this way in order to 'clear the streets', and cite the

3convict10n rate of 68 per cent of those charged with public order

80 conviction rate of 87 per cent for

offences compared with the 19

“'seventeen tO twenty-one year olds similarly charged as substantiating

their argument. In order to allow for such a tendency and refine the

.rioter‘/'looter' dichotomy the two specific offence types of violence

gainst the person (VAP) and theft/burglary were also juxtaposed.

that only principal offence was recorded by

One further problem was

he Home Office. As property crimes are generally considered officially

mbre serious' than offences against people, somebody guilty of both

ttacklng a police constable and looting a shop would be recorded only

'nder the theft/burglary class, which further blurs distinctioms between

the: two groups.

THER VARIABLES: The classification of ethnicity is based entirely on

ce recording (IC1,I1C2,IC3,etc, } and referemce in the text to

Whites®, 'West Indians' and 'Asians' are no more than an echo of this

assification. Similarly the term 'of fender’ is sometimes used instead

“the term 'arrested'. This is justified partly on the grounds that
es for all

tter term.

a and Chyrabdis of double misinterpretation

kewigse, to avoid the Scyll

‘very specific tcriminal’ as used in the text should be clarified.

126



~This term 1is used as neither a pejorative categorisation of action {(a

given reading of the actien as a delinquent act) nor as action with a

'socially significant meaning (ie a given reading of the action as a

political act) but rather more simply as a form of action which takes

blace during incidents of public order and is legally classified as

eriminal. This is the quintessential problem of the statistical
techniques used in this analysis; we may measure surrogates but are not

ure of the precise tie between the empirical and the comprehensible, or

‘even if this tie is consistent.

Age (Table 3.4)

The conventional criminological life path passes from infantile

formity through a period of juvenile delinquency to a legalistic and

moral, if not philosophical, assumed state of responsibility and

tébility in adulthood. This is a very simplistic model, as the limited

otions of adult agency implied by common usage of phrases such as 'I

cqﬁld not help myself' or 'I had to do it' and the very conformist, rule

folibwing aspects of delinquency revealed by ethnomethodological studies

ég1Goffman,1983; Marsh et al,1978) show., Nevertheless, such trends are

ously relevant to a study of behaviour in riots, which involved,

nter alia, a great deal of ‘criminal® activity. Whatever the ‘broader’

icance and "deeper' causes there are some Yery straightforward

milarities between incidents of public disorder which cannot be

rerlooked. Most take place at night, most in cities and the majority

Weékends, In any city on any weekend the majority of those people on

streets on foot late at night will be young. The central concern

der than

.ﬁ? police during disturbances is inevitably more with ot

'h_law. In short, maximum opportunity for crime and large numbers of

 from what are euphemistically referred to as 'crime prone groups’

almost a parcdy of a criminologist’s

aired in time and space;




‘White
'ést Indian

glan

ALL LONDON M.P.D.

AGE

Under 17

# pa
117 (23.35)
118 (27.50)

13 (13.13)

T8 (24.1)

30 (18.75)
74 (31.09)

104

133 (27.76)
113 (22.69)

246

140 (22.08)
99 (32.04)

239

(27.16)
(72.84)

17-20

#

215 (42.91)
181 (42.19)
32 (32.32)

428 (41.59)

73 (45.62)
100 (42.02)

173

205 (42.80)
211 (42.37)

416

276 (43.53)
128 (41.43)

404

(49.63)
(50.37)

21+

# %
169 (33.74)
130 (30.31)

54 (54.55)

353 (34.31)

57 (35.63)
64 (26.89)

121

141 (29.44)
174 (34.94)

315

218 (34.39)
82 (26.53)

300

(30.86)

TABLE 3.4

Total

7%
501 (100)
429 (100)
99 (100)

1029 (100)

160 (100)
238 (100)

398

479 (100)
498 (100)

977

634 (100)
309 (100)

943




ALL LONDON M.P.D.

TABLE 3.4

v) W.Indian v Asian

AGE +
Chi? [Significance] Degrees Critical
Level {(a=) |of Freedom | Value
White v W.Indian v Assian | 22.65 0.001 4 18,46
White v non-White 0.815 N.S. 2
White v W Indian 2.46 N.S. 2
White v Asian 14.08 0.001 2 13.82
22.07 0.001 2 13,82

Indictable v Summary
. "Riot" v "Loot'
VAP v Theft

3.75
17.10
8.54

3 b2

16.27
5,99




‘combustion equation. To state this is not to impugn the motivation of

'rioters' or to taint or 'criminalise' those on the streets, but rather

to suggest that given the circumstances a large amount of criminal

- ;behav10ur carried out by young males is to be expected. It follows that

those people arrested aged twenty-one or older form a class which is,
ﬁg 'almost a priori, more 'interesting', precisely because they differ from
P the criminal norm. This becomes doubly the case if the composition of

fhis class, in terms of ethnicity and offence charged (taken as a rough

:gulde to behaviour) can be distinguished from the younger group, thus

making the division astatistically, and qulte p0531b1y descriptively,

ignificant.

Alternatively, in a search for the 'average' rioter it is always

ossible, given a full set of data, to produce a mean, median or modal

age-to slot into our defimition, in the manner of Kerner. Yet for such

jgure to have any relevance it must be considered in the light of

HQEh the variance about the measure of central tendency for the whole

data set and the variance about the means or the various subsections of

ﬁié whole. Only if the value of a single standard deviation derived
O@ the former is relatively small and the variation between the

ifferent subsets in the latter relatively minor can the average age of

he whole be considered meaningful.

‘Unfortunately the Home Office data was collected on a nominal rather
han interval or ratio basis and.so it is possible to calculate neither
méén nor median nor standard deviation nor many of the rigorous
atlstlcal tests based on analysis of variance. The "crime prone'
Yenteen to twenty year old class regularly form a modal group of
_ﬁd 40 per cent of those arrested when the data is analysed: 42,91
mﬁent of whites, 42.19 per cent of blacks and around 40-~45 per cent

most offence groups fall into this category. The two notable
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exceptions are the Asians (54.55 per cent over twenty-one) and the

employed (64.01 per cent over twenty-one) modal groups. The latter

figure is no more than a reflection of a mational trend, the former more

important because it -alone is grounds enough for a rejection of an

explanation of public diserder in terms of the delinquent or 'riff-raff’

groups in the Asian community. Yet even where the seventeen to twenty

group covers 40-45 per cent of those arrested, this still leave 55-60

per cent of those arrested 'unaccounted’ for.

The percentage of those arrested who were over twenty-one also

varies significantly between the sub-divisions of the data set. The

total number of arrests of Asians is small in comparison to the other

two principal ethnic groups but the age distribution would seem to

‘suggest that those who were involved in the disorders came from a wide

cross—section of the community. The difference between the age

“distribution of the Asian group and that of both the West Indian and

fWhite groups is statistically significant for very low levels of alpha

ﬁ(see Table 3.4). Given that there is also a marked difference between
;ége.and offence (see below) it was considered that this might be caused
ﬂ? a concentration of Asians in those offences with higher average age
for offenders. Although to an extent this 1is the case, when

"expected! figure for Asians of 34 per cent

standardised for offence an

oﬁer twenty—one (cf White 33 per cent, West Indian 31 per cent),

slightly higher than for the other two ethnic groups but accounting

;:'tle for the overrepresentation of elder Asians. Nevertheless, this

Jrocess does account for most of the small difference between the White

and West Indian groups, which is already minor and statistically

nsignificant.

- Similarly, it has already been stressed that there is a marked

fference in the behaviour implied by the differemt charges placed




against those arrested in the riots. If such differences are not evenly

distributed across all sub—divisions of the data this too would belie

notions of the 'average' rioter and suggest underlying patterns among

those arrested. This, in fact, 1is the case. Although there is no E

significant difference between the age distributions of those arrested

- for indictable and summary offences, rhere is a divergence between the

classes in both of the remaining two classifications of offence type.

. Those arrested for crimes of riot tend to have been gignificantly older

than those arrested for looting offences. Whilst the modal seventeen to

twenty groups are very similar, 22 per cent of the rioters are under

ith figures of 32

seventeen and 34.4 per cent over twenty-one, compared w

per cent and 26.5 per cent reépectively for looters. This juxtaposition

s repeated in the more specific comparisons of those arrested for the

m@re serious attacks on the police, grouped by the Home Office under the

-heading of Violence Against the Person (VAP) with those arrested for

‘heft or burglary. Of the former, 35.63 per cent were over twenty-one,

nly 26.89 per cent of the latter, with only 18.75 per cent of the

“former under seventeen compared with 31.09 per cent of the latter, The

fact that there is no significant difference between indictable and

ummary charge groups and both the potential and actual penalties for

foperty crime already mentioned scotches any suggestion that the pelice

might have been reluctant to make serious charges against young, and

mplicitly less responsible, offenders.

age of rioters

_There is a strong case for considering any 'average'

misleading figure. The age difference between rioters and looters is

gnificant at a 0.l per. cent rejection level (Chi? = 17.10), that

= 8.54) and that

fWEen VAP and Théfthurglary at 5 per cent (Chi?
Put simply.

etween Asians and other groups invariably at 0.1 per cent.

gian involvement in rioting was not a function of age, whilst large

n the

mbEIS of adult whites and West Indians were also involved i



— i

disturbances. The disorders canmnot be considered only in terms of "the :

kids on the streets".{Rock,1981) However, age is a useful indicator for :

'predicting' behaviour of the crowd. Those invoived with theft and

looting appear to have been much younger than those concerned with the

conflict with the police. This too 1s significant. Explanation cannot

pbe couched purely in terms of police/youth relations .if it is the elder ;

group who seem mOSt demonstrative in their withdrawal of the consent

upon which all police operations hinge.

iEmElogment (Table 3.5)

Problems surrounding the precise relationship between socio-economic

measures of deprivation and incidence of rioting, essentially variations :

on the theme of ecological fallacy, are dealt with elsewhere in this

work. The one such indicator the Home Office examined in the arrest

‘data was employment status. Three hundred and sixty-eight of the ome

:housand and fifty arrested in London (35.05 per cent) were . 'seeking

ork!. This leaves 64.95 per cent thot employed', a percentage figure
P p

that is slightly misleading, including as it does students, school

‘hildren, housewives and those whose employment status was not recorded.

Allowing for these groups this analysis takes as economically active

only those who qualify in the records as either 'seeking work' or

employed’ and as unemployed the latter as a percentage of the total of

these two groups. Doth are flawed definitions, imevitably so in the

ircumstances. By this measure the unemployment rate among those

f?ested was b4.61 per cemt, certainly a very high figure, but once

description of the rioting as the

gain not sufficiently so to warrant

‘6volt of the unemployed, nor to come to any conclusion at all on the

ployment status of the ever more elusive ‘average rioter'.

unemployment is not, and never has

;At a national and London level,



TABLE 3.5

ALL LONDON M.P.D.

EMPLOYMENT

(Excluding Students, Housewives = Employed cf Unempioyed)

Chi? Significance Level Degrees
(0=) of Freedom
- i) White v W.Indian v Assian  25.31 0.001 2
ii) White v non-White 5.69 0.05 1
iii) White v W Indian 13.96 0,001 1
“iv) White v Asian 5.23 0.05 1
19.38 0.001 1

- v) W.Indian v Asian

Indictable v Summary 2.43 N.S. 1
"Riot"' v 'Loot’ 7.77 0.01 1
VAP v Theft _ 6.61 0.05 1




distributed evenly across ethnic groups. (Deakin,1977; Smith,1980;

s MSC,1981; NDHS, 1977783 1FS,1981). Black ethnic groups, even

in the second generation after immigration, and when controls for class,

age and education have been made, have regularly experienced higher

unemployment rates than their white peers. This tendency is only

partially mirrored in the arrest data. Certainly the 54.06 per cent of

:tﬁe economically active West Indians unemployed at the time they were

‘¢harged 1is significantly higher than the 40.44 per cent of the white

roups in the same position. Yet most notably, in stark comparison to

he. other two ethnic groups, only 26.83 per cent of Asians that were

'ffested were unemployed. It has already been noted that the Asian

category consists of a much older cross—section of the population than

fie. other two ethnic clasgifications, and this accounts for a sizeable

portion of this difference. 1If age—specific unemployment rates are

ﬂgﬁermined from the London data as a whole and then matched with the age

stributions of the different ethnic groups, the predicted,

nd West Indians differ little from

‘original figures with the latter group still overrepresented in the

the underrepresentation of the Asians is much reduced

However,
able 3.6).
Predicted % 21+ Actual 7 21+
“Whites 43.44% 4O 44T
. Wegt Indian 45.93% 54,067
Aai 36.50% 26.83%

Table 3.6

Actual and predicted unemployment of ethnic groups,
standardised for differences in age distribution

pite of this operation, the Asian figure remains below the average,

1ke the Asian population as a whole, which would undermine anry

géstion that it is those Asians most marginal to the economy that are




_most likely to riot. Conversely, this does not prove that unemployment

_or economic conditions are of no sigunificance for Asian participation.

" Quite simply, these figures are more provoking than conclusive, useful

in falsifying any simplistic notions of economic determinism, notably

jower than the unemployment figures of the other two ethnic groups.

Employment is not a crucial factor in differentiating between

‘~ffence types. The unemployed group do form a significantly larger

roportion of both the ‘theft' and the 'looting' groups, but this

ifference disappears when the figures are standardised for age. This

ilustrates one of the majox problems with factor and principal

mponents analysis, In this case, age differences by offence

tegories are not significantly altered by controlling for employment,

whereas the differences between employment and offence category becone

ihéignificant when controlled for age. Three variables, age, offence

ype and employment, are obviously closely related. In this example the

creation of secondary variables would focus on the relationship between

he former two because in the data base their relatiomship is

in terms of explaining variance in the third

‘Statistically stronger,

ariable. Nevertheless, this would not by any means prove that there is

er relationship underwriting such a pattern. To

7}1ogica111 strong

epeat an earlier argument: all three of the variables are surrogates

‘Oﬁfthe intentional states of those so labelled (eg 'unemployment' is

ieaningless per se, we are interested only in unemployment as it is

érienced)., The factor and component scores which are produced

actor and principal components analysis are surrogates of surrogates,

Given that it is a logical necessity

shﬁdQWS of the shadow of reality.

s for any given sets of

t.there are an infinite number of explanation

t as that of the

sults, such number crunching with data as contingen

ome’ Office, or amy other set where the precise relationship between

tentionality and the quantitative measure is moot, can offer only 2




. yeneer of certainty. From the data it would seem that the relationship

* petween ethnicity and unemployment in the arrest figures for West Indian

Tand white groups does little more than reflect a national tremd. The

same cannot be said for Asian arrests, although some of this differeace

i accounted for by the fact that those who were involved in public

disorder tended to be relatively rarely under twenty-one. Similariy,

‘unemployment is a poor predictor of offence . group which would suggest

Lthat a propensity to be involved in specific types of behaviour within i

‘jncidents of public disorder, as measured by criminal charge, did not

‘alate strongly to employment status. This is not to gainsay the fact

Eﬁat a very high percentage of those involved in public disorder were

ﬁemployed and that for a significant number, the 18.4 per cent of those

‘arrested that were students, there was a very real threat of future

fiemployment, given the reality faced by their contemporaries.

Ethnicity (Table 3.7)

;;A notable difference between the 'long hot summers' of the 1960s in

America and the British riots of 1981 was that in Britaim the white

thnic group among those arrested was larger than any other. In the

ght of this, some tried to tie the self-evident relevance of

1ice/black antipathy to a broader level of "national class based

of latter day capitalism".(Rex,1982,998.)

esistance to the policies

obody was unaware of the importance of race in the riots, but the

tensibly multi-racial nature of the rioters -seems to suggest a cross—

ﬁural sympathy, or shared experience, particularly among the 'young'.

¢ very large numbers of white people arrested in the disturbances must

‘dccounted for, and if, in the extreme case, ethnicity was of no

ficance at all then the different ethnic groups should display

nmiiar distributions across the classifications of the Home Office data

the MPD totals showed similar proportioms to the

+given that



lnational figures with five hundred and three whites in a total of one

thousand and fifty arrests (47.9 per cent) the most represented ethnic

group compared with four hundred and thirty West Indians (40.95 per

cent), ninety-nine Asians (9.43 per cent) and eighteen of 'Other races'

(1.72 per cent). In reality the reverse is the case, with ethnicity
providing a useful tool for discerning pattern in almost every single

form of data classification.

There are marked variations in the sorts of charge most commonly

‘placed against members of the different ethnic groups. A much larger

roportion of West Indians were charged with indictable offences than

ther groups {(58.49 per cent of West Indians, 43.68 per cent of the

hites and only 34,34 per cent of the Asians) which would suggest that

the West Indian group were particularly jnvolved in the more serious

”offences within incidents of public disorder. In contrast, only 32.37

ﬁgr cent of all those charged with summary offences were West Indian,

54;23 per cent were white and 13.4 per cent were Asian. The differences

befween the West Indian and both the White and Asian groups are

significant at alpha = 0.001, using Chi?, whilst the white/Asian

ifference is also statistically significant but at a higher value for

1ﬁha@(Tab1e.3.?.) The spatially naive picture presented for the whole

London is one of a heterogeneous crowd whose core is defined by the

ety serious forms of criminal behaviour acted out by its principally

ést Indian members but whose periphery is predominantly white and
upied with less serious types of criminal expression.

‘When comparing rioting with looting offences the most remarkable

end in the ethnic grouping is the concentration of almost 93 per cent

Once again it is

‘all Asians arrested within the rioting category-

at an understanding of Asian

fficult to avoid the conclusion th

articipation in rioting must be couched purely in terms of a rejection




ALL LONDON M.P.D.

ETHNICITY

TABLE 3.7

511

White West Indian Asian Total
NDICTABLE v SUMMARY
; A 7 %
adictable 204 (43.68) 226 (59.01) 34 (34.34) 464
ummATy 963 (56.32) 157 (40.99) 65 (65.66 485
- 467 (100) 383 (100) 99 (100)
v 'LOOT’
VA 7 A
326 (69.81) 224 (58.40) 92 (92.93) 642
141 (30.19) 159 (41.51) 7 ( 7.07) 307
: 467 (100) 383 (100) 99 (100) 949
§ THEFT
' 63 67 27 157
96 125 5 226
159 192 32
A B 7
306 (59.88) 256 (59.95) 68 (68.69)
137 (26.81) 132 (30.92) 19 (19.09)
41 ( 8.02) 32 ( 7.49) 7 ( 7.17)
27 ( 5.28) 7 ( 1.64) 5 ( 5.05)




TABLE 3.7
ALL LONDON M.P.D.

ETHNICITY +

Chi? Significance Level Degrees

(o=) of Freedom
A) INDICTABLE v SUMMARY
i) White v W.Indian v Assian 25.49 0.001 2
i) White v non-White 3.31 0.1 1
iii) White v W Indian 18.83 0.001 1
"4iv) White v Asian 3.21 0.1 1
' 0.001 1

W.Indian v Asian

v LOOT

1) White v W.Indian v Asian 446 0.001 2
White v non—-White 1.43 N.S. 1
White v W.Indian 11.81 0.001 1
White v Asian 22.61 0.001 1
W.Indian v Asian -41,33 0.001 1

i) White v W.Indian v Asian 27.97 0.001 2
ii) White v non-White 0.21 N.S. 1
ii) White v W.Indian 0.83 N.S. 1
1 i v Asian 0.0 1

0.0 1

i) White v W.Indian v Asian 14,52 0.05 6
1} White v non—White 6,83 0.10 3
ii) White v W.Indian 4.97 0.05 3
iv) White v Asian 3,26 N.S. 3
' 9,13 0.05 3

BINOMIAL TEST

Z Score Significance Level (a=)

' White v W.Indian
White v Asian



of the consensus that underwrites public order. A cdmparison of white

and West Indian ethnic groups is at once more ambiguous. One hundred

and fifty-nine out of the three hundred and eighty three of the West

‘Indian group charged (41.51 per cent) were arrested for crimes of

ooting, a much higher percentage than for either the whites or the

.'sians (Table 3.7). Whereas the West Indian category accounts for only

“34 89 per cent of all rioting charges, it accounts for 57.79 per cent of ;

a]1 looting charges across London. There are two plausible explanations

fdr this difference. Most obviously, the West Indian group might be

dentified more with the crimes of property than with the crimes of

piblic order. The value-laden implication in this is obvious;

political status is given much less readily to the thief than to the

ﬁsurrectionary' (see E.P. Thompson 1980 on ‘'soppy' radical

‘minologists). Alternatively, a supposition that opportunity was a

11d indicator of crime rates would imply that the extent of the

oting would be directly related %o the seriouspess of the disorder.

iven that the evidence already presented suggests that West Indian

gups were overrepresented in the most serious forms of criminal

then if the complete breakdowns in public

ehaviour during the riots,

| occurred at locations where 'the crowd! was mostly black, then the

y throughout London would also be

ters with most opportunit

roporticnately black. No resolution of these two interpretations is

the problem will be returned to when

sgible at this scale of analysis,

ific locations are considered.

-This problem is echoed when considering the specific offence charges

VAP_and Theft. Again the Asian group stand out by their over-—

resentatlon in the VAP class and again ambiguity surrounds the

;ically significant overrepresentation of West Indians in the

In spite of this it is

:aﬁ opposed to the violent crimes cell.

Sting to note that although West Indians make up only 42.86 per



ent of the VAP arrests compared with 55.31 per cent of the theft

they are over— represented in both classes in comparison LO

ategory,

he percentage of total arrests that were of West Imdian ethnicity

_(40.95 per cent) conversely whilst those of White ethaicity constitute

'41,9 per cent of all arrests they are responsible for only 40.13 per

cent of all VAP offenders.

The residence category classifying the distance travelled to the

ffence by all of those arvested is the one variable for which the modal

fdup can be considered of some use. This is partly because of the

Laws in the production of the . data (see above} but alse is an

Justration of the localised nature of the rioting in London.

ﬁfoximately 60 per cent or more of each ethnic group lived very close

the centre of the disturbance. Nevertheless, there are statistically

significant differences between the ethnic groups at alpha = 0.05 using

ar statistically to have lived closer

ni? test. The West Indians appe

the disturbances than the Asians oT Whites, principally because 30.92

cent of this group lived in the second closest residential category

1hlvery few travelling any distance to the disorders. However when a

fomial test 1is used comparing those who lived in the home/near

tegory (locals) with those who travelled further to location of

hce (‘"travellers’) then the Asian overrepresentation in the former

tically

tegory (68.69 per cent) is the only relationship that is statis

£ the Chi squared test {(Evans,1981)

gnificant. One of the advantages 0

hat the parameters of the test allow for such disparity between

e in numbers is

nevertheless, when the differenc

Qted cell values;

gizes inevitably contribute more to the Chi

feat, the smaller cell

In short there is evidence that

are value than the larger cells.

“the West Indians and Asians tended to live closer to the

en in Brixton, but

stirbances than Whites, repeating the pattern S5€

ps not surprising given the crudity of

‘trend is weak, which is perha




the data division.

Ethnicity is the most consistently significant predictor of

‘distribution of variables. The pattern that emerges from the arrest

‘data would support the hypothesis that the nature of riot involvement

differed significantly between ethnic groups. The Asian fraction tended

to be much older, less often associated with property crime and in the

“yast majority of cases 1ived near to the centre of the disorder. The

West Tndian fraction had as a modal age the typical seventeen to twenty

"crime prone’ group but also had large numbers in both older the younger

ége ranges. Significantly fewer West Indians were 'travellers', coming

to. the disorders from a long distance, than for any other group; again

-the image is ope of a highly localised crowd, but much more frequently

ﬁvolved in the attacks on police that resulted in a proliferation of

harges such as Aggravated Bodily Harm, Grievous Bodily Harm, Assault or

ossession of a Dangerous Weapon as well as in the burglary and theft

Hat accompanied the rioting. Marginally less residentially

ncentrated around the centre of the public disorder, the white

fraction of the arrested tended to have a very similar age distribution

to the West Indians but were overwhelmingly involved in much less

Cious offences. Of all the white group, 52.49 per cent were charged

Pﬁﬂer summary public order offences. Here it should be noted that 65.65

cent of all the 'Public Order' class in London were charged with

eatening behaviour under Section 5 of the 1936 Public Order Act.

is charge has, to some extent, become the focus of the controversy

thh has led, in a much broader context, to the drafting of a new

'ubllc Order Act in 1985 (Guardian May 1985; Times May 1985; New

0c  ty passim 1985). When confronted with a jarge crowd, police have

a functional

sought to gain centrol by the use of arrest as both

a~symbolic exercise. For this purpose it has been suggested that the

ten preferred precisely because

fge of threatening behaviour is of




charged will appear only before magistrates' courts, and the

‘those
elf is so vague that the merely unruly

constitution of the offence its

gight be construed as criminal. The wisdom of such tactics has also

“been criticised for their occasional inflammatory effects, immediately

focii for the crowd's anger, as occurred on 4

creating causes celebres,

‘May 1985 when a march demonstrating support for the "Newham Seven'

n when

;urned into a demonstration outside the local police statio

geveral members nf the march were arrested in this manner. More

significantly in this context there would seem grounds to believe that

tion five in 1981 were more 1ikely to be members

hose charged under sec

bf a more peripheral group, albeit a sympathetic one, than those charged

with indictable and other more gpecific offences. Essentially, there ;

g that white involvement in rioting was

re grounds for suggestin

jfferent in kind from that of other ethnic groups, being focused on

‘ass serious offences of public order and with a greater number of

-ﬁébple travelling some distance to the rioting.

Rééidence and Offence {Table 3.8)

There is little difference between the residential distribution of

ffenders when judged by seriousness of offence. A marginally higher

ercentage of those charged with summary offences live in the closest

ésidential zone (62.84 per cent compared with 60.51 per cent) but this

:ﬁference does not 'show' in a binomial test and the significant Chi®

lue is produced by the greater number of indictable offenders living

st zone and the very small number of the same group

the second close

thi ;actually travel any distance to the disorder.

' Tn contrast to this the rioters tend to come MOLE often from the

Osest residential zone than the looting group, a difference that shows

-significant in both the binomial and Chi? tests. This would suggest



TABLE 3.8

OFFENCE

Chi? Significance Level Degrees
(a=) of Freedom
- RESIDENCE
Indictable v Summary 11.64 (.01 4
Rioting and Looting 14.59 0.01 4
VAP v Theft 6.96 0.10 &

VAP v Total

Theft v Total

BINOMTAL TEST

Significance
Z Score Level

(a=)

:fIndictablé v Summary 0.59 N.S.
Rioting v Looting 1.32 0.10
1.04 N.S.

VAP v Theft



TABLE 3.8

" ALL LONDON : M.P.D.

OFFENCE
Indictable Summary é
‘RESTDENCE g
" | A A
Home/Near 285 ( 60.51) 318 ( 62.84)
Town 148 ( 31.42) 128 ( 25.30) |
* County 21 ( 4.46) 46 ( 9.10) 5
. Further 17 ( 3.61) 14 ( 2.76) :
%71 (100) 506 (100)

Riot Loot

Home/Near 404 ( 63.03) 178 ( 57.23)
Town 159 ¢ 24.81) 106 ( 34.08)
County 50 ( 9.20) 14 ( 4.51)
Further 19 {( 2.96 13 ( 4.18)
641 (100) 311 (100)

159 (100)




a hypothesis that the looting group tended to travel further to the

disturbance than the rioters, although in truth the trend is a weak but

}Significant one. Similarly, an even higher percentage of the VAP class

arrested (65.41 per cent) came from the nearest residential =zone

“compared with only 58.87 per cent of the theft group. This difference

Cemerges as significant in a Chi? test but not in a binomial test; again

‘there would seem to be a trend suggesting that those involved in |

property crime tended, on the whole, to 1ive close to the disorder but

sere not as localised as those involved in attacks on the police.

e cross-London trends and add a more

" Tn order to break down th
'éfined spatial dimension, 2 further set of tabulations for eleven of

& riot locations with most arrests was accessed from the Home Office

¢omputer., This subset totalled seven hundred and ninety-nine arrests or

7" per cent of the total for the whole of London. Before each location

5 analysed in detail, this set of eleven observations was tested to

ee if the trends present in the whole of London were consistent across

had

76 per cent sample (the MPD 11), or whether the London 'trends'

ons in individual locations.

P?ﬁfproduced by singular distorti

“The clichéd criticism levelled at sociologists by geographers 1is

hé"they are spatially naive. Certainly it would seem from some texis

5 Miles,1983; Joshua and Wallace,1983; Howe,1981) that the 1981 riots

le of the

¥ere, in essence a single phenomenon experienced by the who

C A g . . . .
Ountry, a ubiquitous and momentous teocial movement'. If this was the

e_it might be expected that the sort of people on the streets would



mmon other than collective violence, Or at

share Some features 1in co

at different locations would

worst the differences between the ‘'crowd’

However, when the features

be small enough to have occurred by chance.

Eof the crowd are compared for characteristics such as ethnicity,

‘residence, age and employment there is on each occasion a statistically

-signifitant difference at a very low rejection level (alpha = 0,001 with
very high values for Chi?) between the eleven scenes of public

disorder,(Table 3.9) Statistically, at any rate, it would seem very

anlikely that the eleven samples are drawn from the same ‘parent', or

catistical population; it would seem improbable that they could bDe

considered statistical subsets of a valid national set, 'rioters'. To

.ay this is not to falsify the assertion that the disturbances of 1981

quite feasibly the variations

ere effectively the same across London,

“in arrest patterns do no more than reflect the distinctiveness of

riot, spread across heterogeneous

situation; the ubiquitous phenomenon,

However, an alternative, equally plausible explanation of this

between the phenomena

at there are genuine differences

resent at each location.

With a data set consisting of only eleven observations, use of both

alysis would be tendentious as well as

rincipal components and factor an
in as much as the idea of

This is unfortunate,

Fithmetically unsound.

ption of inter-—

ge is simply to provide a descri

mination at this sta

such techniques are jdeally suited.

Correlated variables, for which

d which, given the small

fistead, correlation matrices were calculate

description of

ﬂmﬁer of variables being handled, served as a reasonable

the same trends that emerged

ends within the data set. Essentially,

are reinforced when the data are examined to see 1f

the gross totals
Full

h ¢ telationships are sustained throughout the MPD eleven.

most mnotable features are 38

Sults can be seen in table 3-10 but the




Chi? Comparison of MPD 11

Chi? (a=)
Age 73.24 {0.001
Residence 152.15 0.001
Employment 60.36 0.001

Ethnicity

TABLE 3.9

Degrees
of Freedom

20
20

20




Table 3.710 Correlation matrix for MPD 11

3 2 3 L 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 1 15
0a08 «0.57 0sth =0,13 0,23 =031 0,5 068 0,96 ~0o2 <405 D8 0,28 0e31
. 0,46 Ol9 0447 0423 0039 046 #0521 =0.15 0s73 036 0,03 =00k 0ok2
0,53 0.15 0.22 0,68 G,05 =0,28 <0.5 0,69 Os2lt 0,07 =D M9 «0.2
0,00 013 0,38 =099 -0,35 -0,04% =041 =0.45 =0,3%3 0.37 =013

0o =~ & WA F o N2
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Table 3,10 Coding

Total arrests

% of arrests Black

% of arrests in "Home' and °‘Near® Residential classes
% of Black arrests over 21

% of Elack arrests charged with VAP

% of total arrests over 21

% of total arrests charged with VAP

Number of VAP arrests

9% of total arrests charged with Theft

Number of Theft arrests

% of arrests Asian

% of Asian arrests over 21

% of total arrests with indictable charges

% of all arrests ‘travellers'(from non 'Home' and iNear! residential
classes |

% of total arrests non-white




Age: For the over twenty—one group the strongest correlations are with

-offence type. There appears to be a consistent relationship with both

 VAP and Theft.(r=0.53 and r=0.61 respectively) Once again it would seem
“that the greater the collection of people that were variously involved
in offences directed against the police appears to be, on the whole, the
older will be the crowd. The rioters appear older than the looters. Tt

also appears that on the occasions where the arrested were highly

:iocalised, there tended to be a high proportion over twenty-one.(r=0.47)

Not surprisingly, given the pattern revealed in the London totals, Asian

_involvement also tends to be associated with a high percentage over
{ﬁenty—one.(r=0.6) The under-seventeen distribution predictably

orrelates in almost a mirror fashion to that of the over twenty-one,

‘but one notable difference is the connection with the West Indian

roup. (r=0.75) This would tie in with the West Indian

‘overrepresentation in looting rather than rioting offences, but the

;a@biguity surrounding this relationship, which has already been touched

tipon, is not cleared.

Résidence: Interesting patterns emerge from the residence data which

were more hinted at than defined by previous analysis. A strong
correlation exists between the percentage of whites and the percentage

Qf3’trave11ers' to the riots.{r=0.57) The suggestion made earlier that

the West Indian group were more localised than the whites would seem to

‘reinforced by such a relationship. The "travellers' are also

?Stinguished by their negative correlation with VAP offences (r=0.66)

ﬁd the percentage over twenty—-one.(r=0.43) Again it would seem that

rtion of the people arrested who come from

re there is a large propo

_éfy near to the scene of the disturbance, there are more likely to be

ignificant numbers over twenty—one, serious attacks on the police and

ﬁe crowd' are more likely to be of West Tndian ethmicity. Again, the

\stan group are almost invariably found among the 'locals' class.




Ethnicity: The Asian group in the data forms a distinctive class

associated consistently with VAP or Threatening Behaviour charges, high

percentages over twenty-one and a very localised crowd. Although for

the whole of London the West Indian group were overrepresented ia
of fences of theft compared with offences of VAP there is only a

relatively minor trend reinforcing this in the data, r=0.39 for

: correlation with percentage of arrests for theft and -0.21 for VAP. It

‘i doubtful whether such a comparison has much utility. The suggestion

that where a large proportion of the crowd were West Indian there tended

to be a large proportion of charges of theft is an extremely ambiguous

‘one. Already it has been stressed that a comparison of totals in

individual offence types has no necessary echo in the relative behaviour

‘of the crowd because police attention may be focused more on the

_rioters' than the 'looters' im serious incidents of public disorder,

‘and possibly vice-versa in minor incidents. The assumption made in this

‘chapter was that those arrested might form a representative sample of

‘those involved in the forms of behaviour jmplied by the charge placed

“against them, which is a different matter altogether. The riot itself

jtannot be recomstructed by merely calculating the percentages arrested

in a different offence types, producing a proportionate 'recipe' of riot

A further correlation shows that when a high percentage of the West

Tndian class are drawn from the most localised residential area there

This is a

ﬁénd to be a high proportion of arrests for VAP.(r=0.68)

‘Suggestive figure, but again one that would benefit from a closer look

it iudividﬁal locations.




. CONCLUSION

There is a long literature justifying the validity of amalytical
classes which are mnot necessarily recognised by the actors who serve as
"their constituents (J.C. Mitchell,1974; W.G.Runciman,1982; R.Harrg&,1978;

 K,Popper,1959; A.Giddens,1978) and this in itself is not a problem here

“yhen dealing with created dichotomies such as 'rioters' and 'looters’ or
t1ocals' and 'travellers'. It is rather that although Rude's call for

empirical analysis was commendable, there are enormous practical

difficulties that surround material like the Home Office data on

arrests. It is the suggestion of this paper that to use such data

whilst fully recognising its limitations is preferable to forsaking

empiricism altogether.

Hence, from the results, it is possible to suggest that the

iuﬁiquitous concept of the average ‘rioter' has been examined and found

anting. Lt is the central term of a set united by few similarities, a

et with maximum extension, minimum intension. It was not, of itself, a

meaningful category; it became one after the rioting and has been one

sver since. Patterns are present in the statistics which reveal that

there are marked differences in the behaviour of different groups in

different locations. In simple terms there are significant trends

th?oughout all locations, between locations and within locations (eg

ixton), This creates three seis of intersecting analytical classes;

the difficulty arises from assessing the utility of each. Statistical

ignificance is an unreliable measure of this, precisely because a weak

rend across all figures will, because of large sample and cell gizes

d with very small

:9?8 more statistically significant than a strong tren

Ell gize. The resolution of these trends must be considered as

rather than definitive ox epistemologically

tative and contingent,




'strong', and must be squared with a closer examination of individual

locations in the following chapter.

The arrest data are scrappy and full of problems, they provide a
vital source of material for both initiation and examination of
hypotheses, but these hypotheses must be regarded as provisional, since
the tests, even when mathematically very rigorous, are no more than

descriptive hints at explanation.




DESCRIPTION I : THE REALITY OF DISORDER

1 SUMMARY

2 ELEVEN CASE HISTORIES : THE MPD ELEVEN

a) Southall

b) Wood Green

c) Tooting

d) Notting Hill

e) Hackney

£f) DBattersea

g) West Ham

h) Brixton

i} Croydon

j) Walthamstow

k) Penge

RIOT SERIOUSNESS

a) General

b) Riot Intensity and Ethnicity in the MFD 11
i) Offence categories VAP v Theft

ii) Ethnic concentration in the MPD 11

:.SHAGGY DOG RIOTS AND COPYCATS : 'THE RIOTS' AS A MORAL PANIC

CONCLUSIONS.



The fundamental premise of Chapter Three was that 'the rioting in
:London in 1981' was a single phenomenon and could be treated as such.
‘The fundamental purpose of this paper is to analyse the validity of such
‘a premise, using the more detailed arrest data breakdowns obtained on
?aleven specific 'locations of serious public disorder', supplemented by
‘additional source material gathered in late 1981 and early 1982 in order
‘to produce histories of all incidents of rioting in London. This
analysis involves three separate tasks. Firstly, eleven of the ‘case
:#stories' were compared with respective data sets from the Home Office
ﬁq test, normally only qualitatively because of the small sample sizes,
tﬁe regularity of those trends identified in the last chapter.
Sféondly, an index of seriousness drawn from American work is used to
highlight variations in the severity of the breakdowns in public order

and to demonstrate that such variations did not occur randomly in

feiétion to the ethnic breakdown of those involved in disorder and the
sdéﬁe which provided the location for rioting. Finally, the relevance
- 'public knowledge' of 'the phemomenon riot', firstly to the actions
géertain individuals and institutions at the time of the disorders and

eﬁondly in bestowing upon disturbances a unity that was possibly

ecious, is evaluated.

‘Rioting is shown to be a complex behavioural form rather than a

éheric class of social action. Within this complexity specific

The Tlooters' and

criptive classes are shown to be significant.

.iQters' dichotomy 1is sustained, similarly those whe travelled long

Stances "to riot' differed from the local community.




Crucially, when the ephemeral, extraneous events that were

tendentiously classified as 'riots' are sieved from the Home Office data

‘the level of white involvement in rioting is greatly reduced. In

‘exactly the same way the most violent clashes at the heart of rioting

‘were between the police and a wide cross section of the black community,

a0t between the police and the frequently posited mob of multi-racial

f The purpose of the background description that accompanies analysis

‘the eleven incidents of public disorder is quite specifically not to

produce a definitive history of the roots and genesis of each riot.

ather, it is intended to flesh out the Home Office statistics, examine

hé?trends jdentified in the last chapter at a smaller scale, as well as

tion from the more general

tempting to discern any systematic devia

range of source material,

énds. Such descriptions are based on a wide

evitably ambiguity and uncertainty are sometimes lost in summary in

¢ interests of concision. For each location special tabulations were

dined from the Home Office computer files for ethnicity, age.

fice, vresidence and employment of those arrested and these

gsources of background

abu;étions were supplemented by three principal

The first set of data vas pathered in the last months of 1981 and

»arly months of 1982 and catalogued the histories of all incidents

disorder in Londeom in the summer of 1981. The pattern of data

d was dependent




on both the seriousness of the relevant incidents and the responsiveness

‘of local informants in both formal and informal dinterviews. Almost :
. ' |

invariably the most co-operative informants were shopkeepers, whilst the
}co—operation of local police officers varied considerably from the

The eleven ‘histories'’

;bxtremely informative to the openly hostile.

which are matched with the arrest statistics thus provide the broad

putlines of basic recoanstruction of the disorders. Although a conscious

“effort was made to speak to those who might have been witness to oT

jpvolved in disorder, and was often successful in so doing, these

onstructions are undoubtedly at times over—dependent on shopkeepers

rec

‘and police informants.

A second data source consisted of a survey of forty~three local

‘papers for June and July 1981 im all thirty—-three London boroughs.

féss Teportage was generally not taken as authoritative and attempts

iere always made to substantiate journalists' accounts from other data

The local press was useful as much for providing a description

yarious conceptions or interpretations of the rioting phenomenon as

for providing a chronology of disorder.

Other data and accounts of both the individual disorders and

elevant local background histories were gathered from an assortment of

orough council reports, GLC records, police reports and press

tatements, the 'ethnic press’, and academic and political literature.

hiiist the'academic' works are cited in the text, the sources used for

'tHEf material are grouped together in the bibliography.

For obvious reasons it has been necessary throughout this work to

&ttempt to maintain anonymity of informants, although on several

probably be possible to

asions with some local knowledge it would

dentify certain individuals.



TABLE 4,1

ATTEST TOTALS FOR MPD 11
(by Fthnic Breakdown)

Total White Black Asian .Other
% % % A %
61 (100) 15 (25) 4 ( 6) 42 (69) -
71 (100) 21 (29) 42 (59) 2 ( 3) 6 (9)
257 (100) 85 (33) 165 (64) 2 (1) 5 ¢ 2)
108 (100) 30 (28) 75 (69) 2(2) 1 (1)
82 (100) 38 24 - -
49 (100) 26 (53) 16 (33) 7 (14) -
45 (100) 40 (89) 5 (11) - -
43 (100) 31 (72) 11 (26) 1 (2) -
42 (100) 19 (45) 22 (52) 1(3) -
| 29 (100) 11 (38) 1(3) 17 (59) -
g Hill 28 (100) 16 (52) 12 (48) - -
241 (100) 157 (65) 56 (23) 25 (10) 3 (2)

1,050 (100) 503 (48) 433 (41) 99 (9.5) 15 (1.5)

both Brixton and Battersea there are slight inconsistencies in the

féuwnumber of arrests in the Home Office data.




gouthall (3 July 1981)

Superficially, the rioting in Southall onm 3rd July shared only

chronological coincidence with the other major outbreaks of public

disorder in 198l. The Economist (3/4/82) went so far as to claim that,

"Only one of the major riots of 1981 could he described as a
'race riot': the one in Southall in West London where militant

racists attacked the local Asian community and were driven off
by force."

fThe principal events of that day are fairly well established. A concert

given by the '0i' band, the Four Skins, a group with much skinhead

;éupport, was scheduled to take place on Friday, 3rd July, at the

ﬁambrough Tavern close to the Grand Union Canal in central Southall (see

ﬁap 4,1). In the early evening there were more than a dozen reports

@ade to the police complaining about racial abuse from and attacks made

by skinheads in the area, many of whom were wearing National Front

badges and other insignia. Many were seen ruanning down Southall

Bfoadway, shouting National Front chants and racist slogans. The local,

;pfedominantly Sikh, Asian community constituted about thirty thousand of

tﬁe sixty thousand population of Southall, and a large crowd gathered

utside the pub to protest against another overt display of racism in

his very sensitive area. Many of the skinheads arriving later in the

__ERing were chased into the Tavern, which had become a refuge for those

although there were also

cldshes between Sikhs and skinheads outside the pub. Attempting to both

ervene and prevent escalation of this violence, the police surrounded

: Bambrough Tavern, arresting many of those involved in these fights.

H5W6ver, this cordon appeared to be protecting the skinheads,

?Ymﬁolically' akin to the heavy police escorts that had accompanied

dtional Front marches throughout the 1970s, and so riled many Asian

n initiated not only a massive increase in

:ﬁPS- This symbolism soo

h2' level of violence but also the substitution of the police for the
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skinheads as the prime targets of this violence. In the ensuing period
of two to three hours the running battle was between Sikhs and police
with many injuries suffered by both sides (sixty-one police and at least
as many civilians). Petrol bombs were thrown and the Hambrough Tavern
burnt out. The arrest data provide clear cut support for the different
.profiles of those involved in the disorder (Tables 4.2 to 4.4)., The
;white group were clearly not local to the area with none of those
‘arrested coming from the nearest residential class ('home') and only 20
Jﬁer cent living 'near' to the disorder. Im marked contrast, 82 per cent
;ﬁf ¢he Asians arrested came from these two classes. Compared to the
Eest of London both Asian and white groups have high proportions of
Ehose arrested over twenty—one (50 per cent of Asians, 53 per cent of
ﬁhites); there is also a significant juvenile (under seventeen) element
a@ong the white arrests (33 per cent) which is not noticeable in the
g;ian group (12 per cent under seventeen). To this extent the account
given by the respectable or "serious' press, police spokesmen and most
péliticians (see Times; Guardian, 4,5,6 & 7 July 1981), which described
ﬁolice force unfortunately sandwiched between Two aggressive crowds,

&’ supported.

It is also important to refer briefly to the events that provided a
é“kground to the riot of 3rd July (for greater detail see Home Office
L9 é,1984; NCCL,1980; Kettle and Hodges,1982; Bethnal Green and Stepney
éaes Council,19?8; CRE,1978; Taylor,1979). Southall had been the site
Eoth some of the most wicious incidents of racial violence throughout
:3;19?05 and some of the more violent of the many clashes between the
_tal community and the National Front during its period of rising
B¢ Qiarity at this time.:1 0f particular significance was the murder of

'Tdip Singh Chagger in 1976 by a group of white youths in Southall

:?h prompted the notorious and well publicised comment by Kingsley

id ‘of the National Front, "One down, a million to go", as well as the




TABLE 4.2
SOUTHALL

Arrests by Ethnic Appearance and Residence

White Black Asian Total
ik " - yA & ¥
- 1 (25) 12 (29) 13
3 (20) 3 (75) 22 (52) 28
5 (33) ~ 6 (14) 11
4 (27) - 1 ( 2.5) 5
3 (20) - 1 ( 2.5) 4
15 (100%) & (100%) 42 (100%) 61
TABLE 4.3 |
SOUTHALL

Arrests by Ethmic Appearance and Age

White Black Asian Total
yA % A 7z
- - 1 1
5 - 4 9
2 3 16 21
8 (53) 1 (25) 21 (50) 30 (49)

15 (100%) 4 (100%) 42 (100Z) 61 (100%)

TABLE 4.4 _
SOUTHALL
Arrests by Date

24 5 6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 Rest of July
274 - 1 - - 111 21 - - - 91 1 = 3




formation of the Sguthall Youth Movement, which has grown rapidly in

and militancy over the past decade.

strength, numbers

Alongside the extreme, horrific attacks which grabbed the headlines

_were the constant, less serious but almost equally alarming forms of

“harassment that varied from the dumping on doorsteps of faecal matter to

the numerous arson attacks on Asian homes (estimated by the GLC to be

running at more than ten/month in Ealing Borough in 1982). There is

5150 some evidence that, rather than subside with the popularity of the

Nétional ¥ront in the late 1970s, the frequency of such incidents

increased throughout London in the period up to the summer of 1981.

The outright refusal of the Metropolitan

(61C,1985; Observer,4/6/81)

_ﬁlice to set up special squads to deal with racial attacks, the oft

eard accusation that the police would not even acknowledge a racial

imension in such incidents and, most significantly, the apparent

rotection of racist marches in Asian residential areas, together

eated a growing hostility rowards the police amongst a large section

' the Asian community.

"The deterioration of police/community relations culminated im the

major clashes of the 1979 general election campaign. The police were

gain seen to be 'defending' National Front election meetings,

‘ticularly im London. The worst comfrontation occurred in Southall

nd- resulted in over three hundred arrests, mostly Asian men, and the

ath of Blair Peach, a New Zealand schoolteacher involved im a counter

monstration against the National Front. The NCCL Inquiry (1980) into

olice inadequacies that ranged from

disorders highlighted D

Competence to serious misconduct and use of jillegal methods of crowd

fitrol, Neither police prosecutions nor police disciplinary action

3 ulted from complaints pased on this inquiry, which did not receive

e Southall clashes of 1979 omn

¢e cooperation. The effects of th

151



confidence in the police amongst the local community were described by
~the report as "catastrophic. Strengthening this undercurrent of
_tension, on the night before the Four Skins concert, in an almost
steriotypical arson attack on an Asian family, most of the Khan family
of Walthamstow were murdered, a murder that resonated throughout the

capital.

Tt is in this context that a second look at the arrest data, coupled
_Gith research carried out in the area, reveal that the police in
fSouthall were not simply the victims of a rioters’ sandwich.
:TEbulations giving the breakdown of arrests one day at a time were also
qbtained which highlight the fact that in Southall, in the wake of the

cidents of 3rd July, there were further attacks on the police long
éfter the fires of the Hambrough Tavern had been extinguished. On
”éiday 10th July, in particular, there were attacks on several police in

.central Southall, and on Thursday 16th dawn raids in the area, arresting

sian men allegedly involved in the riots of 3rd July, produced

resentment and more spontaneous clashes over the next two days.

Tt is easy to dismiss connections between the Southall 'uprising’
the disturbances that occurred across the rest of the capital in the
Tiiowing week; certainly the absence of looting, the involvement of
¢* Sikh community, and the specifically racist element are distinctive
_edﬁures. Yet behind such a list of differences there are traits in
,Qmmﬁn with Brixton in April 1981 which, as will become apparent, are
echoed also in the rioting in other parts of London., In particular, the
activity of the rioting involved an attack on the police by a

ethnic minority.

of the normative

society, It was

age groups will




require different thresholds for such a breakdown to occur. Given that

those over twenty—one are not traditionally included in *crime—prone’

: groups, the involvement of such individuals in public disorder is, in an

ificant than the involvement of adolescents or

a priori semse, more sign

juveniles.  Such "mature’ groups are notably present in the Southall y

~terowd', dismissing notions of an explanation couched in terms of

perhaps more gsignificantly, emphasising the

'_juvenile delinquency and,

‘depth of hostility invoked at this time across the community.

Because of the necessary absence of the realised 'ideal type',

social phenomena only exist as part of a matrix of differences from and

gimilarities to each other. A theory of collective violence

one purpose of this

concentrates exclusively on the similarities;

chapter is to question how extensive the differences may be before it

bécomes imperative to reject the phenomenon as a useful analytical unit.

t& is perhaps geographically significant that it is much more this

Zighly parochial nature of the riot than the very diffuse forms of

collective action' that appears to 1ink these examples of 'collective

ehaviour', tie Southall to Brixton.

ood Green (7th and 8th July 1981)

. Shopkeepers, press, police and local youth differ greatly in their

3C§Ounts of the Wood Green disorder., Chronology and concept appear

nseparable, with the riot itself tending to reinforce rather than

eform a particular 'social construction of reality', even when

Yewitness reports were gathered within days of the violence. The

nce as a triumph (many, though not all,

a§sification of the disturba

lack youths), a disaster (all shopkeepers}, or wanton criminality (some

lice), appears, unsurprisingly, to condition memory of actual events.



In particular, the initial trigger to the rioting is unclear.
;.Descriptions vary from the conspiratorial profundity of the solemn claim
.éin The Times that "fighting started at 10 pm precisely” (9 July 1981) to
| the rhetorically symmetrical suggestion of one Rasta that the SPG had

organised the trouble to alleviate their boredom.

More plausible accounts focus on the arrest of a black man outside

Hutkleberry's "take away' across the road from Turnpike Lane under ground

tation. -Above the station is a bus park, gathering place for many of
‘the iocal young. On any day of the week it was not unusual to see a
;c;owd of black and white kids, all caught up in what Corrigan (1979)
éscribes as "the micro-sociology of doing nothing", waiting for
;mething to happen, manufacturing excitement. Turnpike Lane tube
ﬁétion had also been a frequent site for SUS arrests, the ubiquitous,
sdﬁetimes justified, susPicion of the loitering crowd seen throughout
Oﬂﬁon, Tt was in this context that during the week rumours had told of
”trﬁuble on the Green", certainly talk of a possible Wood Green riot was
é@@on long before the event itself, and an affray on the preceding
_nday ‘had reéulted iﬁ_ five arrésts for public order offences. On
uéédéy night (7 July 1981) three incidents occurred at around 9 pm:
he:window of a wallpaper shop by Huckleberry’s was smashed; several of
;Erowd appeared, 'armed with hammers, heavy metal instruments and
éﬁés of ﬁood'and, thirdly, the arrest already mentioned. Controversy

urrounds the precise sequence of these three events but there is no

oibt that they were succeeded by a two to three hour period in which at
fifty-nine shops were damaged, thirty or more comprehensively
d and eight police were injured. A1l the fighting and looting was

n;éntrated in a very small area of about 100 square metres, focusing

Turnpike'Lane, the High Road and CGreen Lanes. The SPG were drafted

to the area and by midnight Wood Green High Road had been shut off.

Th ﬁext day's press release by District Commander Dickinson stressed




+he materialist basis of the rioting:

"The object of the riot was criminal rather than political.
Police injuries were light. Most rioters were intent on
avoiding the police, they just wanted to loot and then run away,
to return again. These were dominantly local youths, many of
them still at school. this was not a race riot, it was a
criminal exercise.”

Many local black and white residents agreed and the Haringey Community

Relations Officer, Jeff Crawford, was quoted in the local press (Hornsey

Journal, 10 July 1981) as saying that,

"t wasn't a race riot. Look at the racial mix of those
arrested. But I was surprised at the number of young Cypriots
who were involved. They have previously never joined in
anything like this. I do not believe that professional
agitators were behind it, but that it was a childish imitation
of Liverpool. The police behaved admirably. That was

unguestionable.”

The arrest data lend some support to such a description of the
fioting. Only 11 per cent of those arrested were over twenty—one, the

lowest figure in the whole of London. Only five charges of VAP were

méde, the theft/ burglary category forms the largest offence group.

Hood Green was the only incident of rioting in London where those
tharged cover four of the five ethnic group clagsifications made by the
pglice and a name survey of some of those arrested indicates a clear
fpriot presence amongst those arrested. The absence of petrol bomb

ttacks on the police and the manifest damage to prdperty also speak for

hé materialist dimension of the rioting. On the other hand, several
1éck youths boasted that it was they and black gangs generally who had

éen the real instigators of 'the uprising’ and this too is supported by
_ g P g

é fact that 59 per cent of all those arrested and 71 per cent of those

fFested for looting offences were black; The non—whites arrested for

rious offences tended to be more often 'local’ than the whites. Of

ejnon—whites arrested for burglary/theft, 35 per cent came from the
osest ('home') residential class compared with 20 per cent of the

ites, Hostility to the police was also very clearly expressed by all




TABLE 4.5

WOOD GREEN
Arrests by Offence and Age

Under 14  14-16 17-20 Over 21 Total
- 1 2 1 4
- 10 i3 3 26
- & 3 2 9
2 7 14 2 25
- - 1
- - /) -

]

(37) 22 (31%) 38 (53%) 9 (13) 71 (100%)

TABLE 4.6

WOOD GREEN
Arrests by Ethnic Appearance and Offence

White Black Asian Other Total




my black informants, although they differed greatly in their
descriptions of how relevant this was to their actions. Some claimed
that the riot involved specific revenge attacks on the SPG, others
scoffed at any distinction between the police and the society of 'them',
of 'Babylon' in general. All revelled in the recognition, the occasion
when they had shown twhat black kids can do'. Three separate police
constables in informal interviews were also aware of a strain of
hostility to the police rumning through the disturbances, all admittiag
to being personally scared, all rationalising this hostility in terms of
the 'self-evident' criminality of the rioters. Most striking among all
jnformants was this appeal to self—evidence, the obvious or 'common—

_sense' significance of the riot, even though such positions demonstrated

- a clear lack of consensus.

In trying to identify the 'officient causes' of collective behaviour
Jit is not possible to construct arithmetic partition of responsibility
5etween greed, deprivation and hostility to the police; the genesis of
éction prohibits such attribution and the strictures of the 'material

causes', the lifeworlds of the rioters themselves, are not amenable to

‘theless, in a situation of maximum opportunity a large crowd of

%edominantly black youth seized on the breakdown of public order to

ansack, at will, a major retailing area of London. In this sense the

iot was one of the most serious departures from common notions of

‘piblic order seen im July 1981, The victims of the looting were not

hosen at random, Nine clothes shops and three shoe shops had almost

111 their stock removed, whilst other favourite targets included off-

licences and electrical goods shops. Such activity corresponds more

tlosely with the symbolism of Hobbes than that of Marx.




Turnpike Lane was larger than that of the night before. After a major

show of strength by the police (policemen in pairs up and down the High

Road, ostentatiously-parked police vans, and patrolling Alsatian dogs)

the crowd was broken up, not without some resistance. Several arrests

1were made for summary public order offences, particularly threatening

Ebehaviour. Perhaps significantly only 56 per cent of this category of

“arrests made in Wood Green were black and the white component for these

offences was as localised as the black. Several local councillors

talked of the role of police harassment in causing the rioting, but Wood
Green did not see the all out confrontation between police and the local

community witnessed in other parts of London, although the seriousness

of the breakdown in public order belies any description of the incident

5 mere copycat disturbance.

TFooting (9 July 1981)
Balham High Road, a section of the A24, a major route into central

London from the south, between Tooting Bec and Balham stations, is

ndfmally relatively crowded late in the evening when the clubs close.

around 11.15 pm on Thursday 9th July a crowd estimated at between

ce statements, South

ifty (eyewitness reports) and two hundred (poli

y—=five

ondon Press report) caused extensive damage to at least thirt

perties on this road and at least eighteen properties, including

8bs department store, lost some goods in looting, although none were

1 loasses (less than

fipletely ransacked and several guffered only minima

ne hundred pounds worth of goods). The crowd dispersed quickly when

ﬁe:police arrived, with only a small group offering resistance with

olice were able to describe the

nes and bricks. Neither press nor p

art of the violence and the two eyewitness reports I managed to gather

fered substantially in detail, However, it appears that one very




TABLE 4.7

TOOTING
Arrests by Ethnic Appearance and Offence

White Black Asian Other Total




. gmall group made up of either all white or black and white youths who g

appeared to be drunk, began smashing shop windows in the area, at which

point many present seized the opportunity presented and the disorder

‘escalated. This description of events appears to be substantiated by

‘the arrest data, with twelve whites and two blacks arrested for

tlooting' offences and nine whites, three blacks and one Asian charged

‘with threatening behaviour or assault resulting from police dispersal of

“the crowd. Only in the percentage of those charged with VAP for serilous

ks on police officers is there any slight discrepancy in the ethnic

attac
Whilst

bfeakdown of the arrest groups (two out of six were black).

Tooting was widely reported as omne of London's major disorders in 1981

(see Appendix I) it is noteworthy that similar incidents to this had

gceurred in both 1978 and 1980 and not received national press coverage.

< tting Hill (10th/11th/12th/13th July 1981)

has

Notting Hill, in the London borough of Kensington and Chelsea,

oth a long tradition of black settlement and a long history of inter-

acial violence and poor police/black relations. This history is

éxamined in greater detail in the next chapter; suffice to say at this

:iﬁt that the area was the scene of rioting inm 1958 following an attack

b"ﬁhe black community by white youths, saw a gradual deterioration in

hroughout the 1960s and the growth of black

_;ce/community relations t

y in black power movements. TLhe

ible in the demonstrations and

sorders that followed the 1969 raid on the Mangrove restaurant, in the

11 carnivals of 1975

nd ‘1976, and in the violence that occurred at times of SPG activity in

di‘eision° Further disorder had also been precipitated by another

;on the Mangrove in 1979. Tt was hecause of this catalogue of



violent conflict that the Xensington News and Post felt moved to comment
on the 17th July 1981, after a week in which London appeared ablaze,
that although there had been some trouble in Notting Hill "the scale of
violence was less than expected", and as the Home Office data reveal
only twenty-eight people were arrested. In a sense, Notting Hill was
the major riot that was expected but failed to wmanifest itself; in
reality the expectation was very nearly fulfilled, the pattern of events

‘g0 close to cliché&, only the result so dramatically different,

The first sign of trouble occurred on Thursday 9th July when a crowd
,of black and white youths ran down Portobello Road (see map 4.2),
smashed four shop windows and some goods were taken from Lewis Turner
glectrical store. On Friday 10th, at several places in Notting Hill,
police came under attack from scattered groups of young people who were
:ﬁfinciﬁally concefned with throwing bricks at police cars. The fleeting
nature of_most of these incidents explains why accounts differ over the
_gg and ethnic breakdown of the attackers. A shop window was broken in
Westbourne Grove and three young blacks were arrested who had turned
_ér and set alight a Mini Metro on Clydesdale Road, but no attempt was
méﬁe to Break'up the large crowd that had gathered in A1l Saints Road

ntil the earlj hours of the following morning, by which time most

people had already gone home.

- Saturday afternoon shopping trade in the area was much slower than

Oﬁmal, rumours of forthcoming trouble were endemic and at 3 pm the

£ black and white youths, two of whom, one white one black, were

trested. 1In the evening, the night of the worst disturbances in the
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cars were stoned including that of Chief Superintendent Moore, there
were also reports of petrol bombs being thrown. At 11.25 pm a car was
rurned over and set alight in Westbourne Park Road. Again no attempt
was made to break up the large numbers of people gathered on All Saints
Road and by one o'clock the next morning the area was relatively quiet,

" most of the crowd had dispersed of its own accord. No police had been

© injured and only ten arrests made.

On Sunday 12th July the crowd that gathered in the evening, again in
;All Saints Road, was much smaller than over the past two days. Two fire
;engines, called out to Saint Luke's Road, were attacked by members of
this group and by about 11.30 pm a compresser and an overturned car had
;égain been made into barricades at the lower end of All Saints Road.

5$ét again the police did not immediately try and disperse the crowd but

instead waited until almost midnight when numbers were greatly

jminished. Fifty police then marched in phalanx down along All Saints

‘Road and cleared the street leaving plenty of chance for people to

disperse along Lancaster and Tavistock Roads to avoid giving any

impression of trapping people. Sixteen were arrested in the clashes

that followed this manoeuvre and one police constable was injured.

owever, many eyewitness accounts describe this movement as well

onceived but poorly executed, with little control by senlor officers

ver the behaviour of the group of police marching down All Saints Road.

ne. police officér present told me confidentially that there was a

general resentment at the policy that Chief Superintendent Moore was

ater to describe as 'softly-softly' policing in the area throughout the

ttacks of the preceding three nights. The return of the police to the

Fea around the Mangrove was achieved by what onerjournalist described

Munusual 'Zulu' style tactics™ with truncheons used to beat a rhythm

N Tiot shields whilst all the polce constables Ychanted". (Kensington

and Post, 17 July 1981) Others have described an exchange of




verbal abuse more ferocious than any violent conflict, with racist j
catcalls returned with interest by the crowd. By about 1.15 am the area

was again quiet,

For the fourth successive night, on Monday l4th July a crowd

l gathered outside the Mangrove. Police estimated that only fifty to
sixty youths between twelve and twenty were present, and local opinion

generally suggested that numbers were smaller and the crowd younger than

}on previous nights. On this occasion the crowd were dispersed much
earlier, at 10.30 pm; and although petrol bombs and piles of bricks were

found there was little confrontation and no arrests were made.

At some time late on Sunday evening or Monday morning (the exact
3HOur is disputed) the Unity Association hostel in Lancaster Road,
OECupied almost eatirely by black people, was raided by the police.

Widely disparate accounts of events came from the two sides inmvolved in

he raid. Most significantly, and agreed by all parties, no arrests
ére made for looting, mo stolen goods found (the ostensible grounds for

e search) and the hostel suffered extensive damage 1in the forcible

entry into and subsequent search of the house. The police claimed that
"é_door of the hostel was slammed in their face when they were chasing
_spected looters and that no more than thirty officers were used in the

(fifteen inside, fifteen outside the house). Residents claimed

ple were assaulted in the hostel. Perhaps the precise history is not

Temises. This was certainly the perception of both local residents

d}fl was told, many police who were annoyed at the refusal of senior



The events of early July in Notting Hill represented in at least one

sense the most successful strategic policing operation in the

_ Metropolitan Police District in 1981. In an area where police/black

relations were traditionally amongst the worst in London, there was only

1imited violence. There is sufficient evidence to suggest that this was

pbecause of police tactics between the 9th and the 13th of the month.

There is certainly ample evidence to suggest 2a considerable potential ;

for collective violence. Hints at the nature of an incipient full scale

friot that was avoided can be found in the arrest data. Again, the

sample’ group were highly localised, 79 per cent from the 'home' and i

"near' residential classes (the second highest proportion in the MPD), ;

and whilst the total number of arrests was low, twenty—eight being the |

smallest total in the MPD 11, there were twelve arrests for VAP the

ifth highest number for any 1ocation in the whole of London. The vhite

chnic group accounted for 57 per cent of the arrests, but when this

figure is supplemented with reporis of magistrates’' courts appearances

t was discovered that eight out of the nine arrests traced that

ccurred in or around All Saints Road were of black males.

of Notting Hill,

Against the apparent public order 'success'

necdotal evidence suggests that this policy of refusal both to'respond’

6. the attacks on police officers in the area and to attempt to disperse

e hostile All Saints Road crowd was unpopular at the junior level of

This resentment at what was seen as surrendering

'ﬁe- local police.

ntrol of the streets to the local black community was vented in two

police actions on the Sunday night; one the vociferous return to police

gearch that by its own

CQntrol' of All Saints Road, the other a police
criteria and official report succeeded only in causing a lot of damage

0 & black household on Notting Hill's own 'front line'.

st was the conception of rioting in both

One further point of intere



TABLE 4.8

NOTTING HILL i
Arrests by Ethnic Appearance and Offence

White Black  Asian Other Total i

7 7 é

6 (37.5) 6 (30) - - 12 |

etc. 1(6 ) 1(8 - - 2 |

1 Damage 1(6 ) 1(8) - - 2 |
¢ Order 5 (31 ) 4 (33) - - 9
of Peace 2 (13 ) - - - 2
; 1(6 ) 1

16 (100%) 12 (100%) - 28

TABLE_4.9

NOTTING HILL

Arrests by Ethnic Appearance and Resldence

White Black Asian Other Total

% A
5 (31) 4 (33) - - 9
6 (37) 7 (59) - - 13
4 (25) 1 (8) - -~ 5
1(7) - - - 1

16 (100%) 12 (100%) - - 28




local press (Keamsington News and Post; Shepherds Bush Gazette;

paddington Times) and police statements at the time. Two features

emerge strongly. One is that the violence in Notting Hill is by its

. 1imited form relegated to the status of 'copycat riot'. Typical in this

“gense is the Kensington News and Post headline description of "COPYCAT

“ HOOLIGANISM" (17 July 1981). The second is the repeated reference to a

probability of violence based on the prevalence of violence in other

the same time, the phrasing tending to be in terms of

parts of London at

contagion and diffusion of rioting. Both work to one semantic end,

ndowing the collective action with the powerful property of

;frationality. The effect of such attribution, whether or not it is

is to prohibit making a connection between collective

fitentional,

aétion and legitimate act, leaving history to be explained within an

1pplicitly behaviourist paradigm of stimulus and response. The

détermination of what should constitute an adequate explanation of the S

ﬁonariot' in Notting Hill is not a straightforward academic question,

ut is crucially related to the way in which the vocabulary used in

discourse implicitly structures the range of our understanding of social

tocess and the history of conflict.

ckney (10 July 1981)

ting in Hackney appears in Paul

An eyewitness report of the rio

This brief mnarrative both

arrison’s Inside the Inmner City (1983).

faws from Harrison's account and is supplemented by the information
= PP

aﬁed from my own research in the area in September and October 1981.

e than in any other incident of rioting in London, reports from all

e85 provide a relatively consistent chronology of evenis.

G District of the

Throughout the late 1970s the borough of Hackney,

Topolitan Police Force, had witnessed many incidents of public




disorder, varying greatly in seriousness. Most involved late night

2] " gcuffles between police and youths, normally at weekends. Two of the
most serious of many such examples occurred in mid-1981. In May a crowd

in Kingsland High Street looted a jeweller's store and on the night of
Tuesday/Wednesday the 93rd/24th June, only a couple of weeks before the

July 'riots', many of the four hundred or so leaving Cubies dance hall

at closing time again ran amok in Kingsland High Street as well as in

Stoke Newington Road (see map 4.3)., In the latter incident several
individuals were 'mugged' and the till was stolen from the local
iKentucky‘ Fried Chicken shop. Neither disorder reached the national

% :;press, although a similar incident over the spring bank holiday im April
1981 in Finsbury Park did receive splash headlines 1in several of the

”ﬁabloids (Daily Mirror; Sun; Daily Mail; 21 April 1981) and was firmly

ﬁlaced in the context of the Brixton riots rather than in that of the
more traditional fighting that took place at Weston—-super-Mare on the
Eame weekend.(Greene,1938.) Relations between the police and the local
black community could have been described euphemistically as 'poor’ and,
in the view informally expressed by several local councillors and
Qrmally stated by the local Community Relations Council, had
Eteriorated throughout the 1970s, although the form and nature of any

onnection with the local history of incidents of public disorder was

oth moot and controversial.

In the days following the disturbances in Southall there was 2
Sﬁadual build—up of temnsion within the Stoke Newington area and an
tpectation of 'trouble', particularly in the wake of the mid-week

distuyrbances in Wood Green, less than two miles away from Dalston

Unction station along Green lane (A 105). Indeed several local young

black respondents to the questionnaire mentioned in Chapter One told me
hat they had either been involved in both disturbances or else knew

eople who had. On both Wednesday 8th and Thursday 9th July there were
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cidents of police cars being stoned, and on the Friday the shopkeepers

n KiﬂgS1aﬂd Road, Kingsland High Street and Stoke Newington Road were
arned by the local police of the possibility or even probability of

iSOrder over the weekend. Several shops went so far as to close early.

is important to stress that such warnings and rumours assule a far

reater significance with the percipience of hindsight than they may

?done at the time (see Shibutani 1966). One shop owner told me that

had been several similar rumours of trouble inm the recent past and

it he, to his cost, had taken this one no mOTE seriously than any of

:thers, returning much later that night to an empty shell of a

rty. That disorder was anticipated is no evidence for its being

meditated.

& initial sign of trouble on the Friday (10 July 1981) was another

1@?? robbery in Kingsland High Street, this time at 5 pm. This was

bse uﬁnﬁly described by police officers as the trigger to disorder.

r-this was an isolated incident and did not precipitate immediate

?02 of violence. At this point the police closed down Johnson's

lnzsandringham Road (see map), a meeting place of the black

a social focus of the surrounding few streets of mainly

poor condition, occupied

lifrented, terraced housing in

'pQIIbey black families. Johnson's had been raided several times

d by many of

receding six to twelve months and had been compare

th the Black and White in St

ﬁribbean community I spoke to wi

wn was resented by the

Beis
:T}stol. The move to shut the café do
pected on 2

gathjféd_ there, which would normally have been eX

and there was much talk of proposed taction'. Some time

wn into the Argos

30" and 8 o'clock a petrol bomb was thro

hnson's near to the junction of

flﬁteen metres away from Jo

Road and KXingsland High OStreet and the shop window was

a running battle

or -
-:;Fhe next few hours there was certainly




between the predominantly black crowd gathered around Johnson's and the
police, but accounts of the specific details of the exchange differ. In
general terms the police tried unsuccessfully to disperse the crowd and
suffered under a hail of cans, bottles, petrcl bombs and any other
detritus that came readily to hand. Thirty—one police were injured.
Injuries were also suffered by the crowd, the most serious being that of
a girl whose head wound needed immediate hospital treatment. More
_ pointedly, many of those present claimed in interviews I conducted that
E;there had been extensive use of truncheons on heads and several claimed
.ﬁto have been 'heaten up' after being arrested. Harrison too suggests

that "some officers lost their cool” (1983,p349).

Tt was whilst this confrontation was at full pitch that groups of
iyeople who were on the streets seized the chance to loot and extensively
;damage fifty-eight shops on the Stoke Newington Road and Kingsland High
_Sﬁreet. Harrison, who arrived on the scene shortly after midnight,
;déscribes an incident where the window of Mr H, a menswear shop, was

mashed and then looted by "five or ten youths, black and

hite™(1983,p349) while three whites in their late twenties stood by as
dok—outs. Several of the shopkeepers who cooperated with the survey in
-hapter One, too scared to act save to bear witness to the ramnsacking of

thgir own property, also claimed that both black and white youths were

involved in the looting.

- The hypothesis that there are important differences between groups

ving travelled the minimal distance to the scene of offence compared




TABLE 4.10

HACKNEY
Arrests by Ethnic Appearance and Offence

White Black Asian | Other Total

5 17 1 - 23

8 13 - - 21

2 4 - - o
9 38 1 1 49 .
4 1 - - 5
1 - - - f

1 2 - - 3

30 75 2 1 108

TABLE 4.11
. HACKNEY

'RIOTING' "LOOTING'
White Non~White White Non-White 'f
3 (16.5%) 16 (27%) 2 (18%) 6 (35%) .
12 25 7 7 | .
2 13 2 3 u
6 - 1 .

18_(100%) 60 (100%) 11 (100%) 17 (100%)




of all those arrested for 'looting' they accounted for only 21 per cent

of those charged with VAP, Again the crude divisions of the Home Office

residential classification hamper analysis but the "black' element
clearly came from closer to the centre of the disorder than the 'whites'

_although there was no residential difference between those involved in

different offences from individual ethnic groups (as there was in the
‘Brixton pattern of April 1981). There are clear grounds for supporting
“the assertion that the Hackney riot is best characterised as a deep-
‘ooted and violent conflict betweea the police and the black community

ﬁhat escalated to a scale of disorder that was exploited by black and

white alike, seizing on the opportunity to reap material reward from the

weekend chaos. Harrisom suggests that for many the seed, and for some

he sole focus, of the riot was manifest:

"Ihese were not the first skirmishes in the revolution, nor were
they an organised protest against monetarism Oor mWass
unemployment., Many of the rioters were at school, some had
~ jobs. The conscious motivation of those who were not just in it
" for the looting was, quite simply and straightforwardly, batred
of the police among the young and the desire to hit back at them

for humiliations received." (1983,p354),

The substantive research carried out in Hackney also suggests such a

Oﬁtlusion, the arrest data cannot possibly do so, unable to probe

thjective mental states. Nevertheless, it can and does strongly

 ggest that the involvement of black people was not the same as that of

ites, that it is possible to distinguish 'iooters' from 'rioters'.

plicit in such distinctions is the conclusion that there is mno way

it the 'uprising' im Hackney can be relegated to the status of

opycat’ riot, understood simply in terms of crime and criminality {(as

e" Hackney Gazette suggested) but that the small scale yet ferocious

‘frontation with the police was symptomatic' of a quite different




" Battersea (10th/11th/12th July 1981)

Tn popular perception, Battersea is often considered as merely the

focal point for gentrification in the desirable inner arc of south-

yestern London, yet the juxtaposition of 'dump' estates and offices

‘alongside both the decaying and the refurbished Victorian terraces

-prohibits such straight—forward classification. In the 1late 1970s

whilst some residential zones of the neighbourhood moved upmarket, other

sparts were more representative of the classical inner city image of high
black

ﬁnemployment, particularly among the young and the large

pqpulation, and poor housing conditions. These two faces of late

twentieth century British urban morphology are separated by tens rather

than hundred of metres, although the area around Cilapham Junction

_tation, the railway station line and the Winstanley and Falcon Terrace

gétates (see map 4.4) showed and sti1l show a higher concentration of

urban blight' features than the rest of Battersea (see Wallman

1982,1985).

" At first sight the disturbances in Battersea over the weekend July

11 and 12, exemplify the 'copycat' designation used so derogatively

¥y both government ministers and national press to describe those

disorders that were considered as more criminal than political in

= ﬁre. Certainly, in both the July disorders specifically and the area

_herally, there was/is a high incidence of what might be described as

uvenile delinquency. Most Fridays and Saturdays when the pubs close

theFe are conflicts between different local groups, most more mouth than

although serious

cle, Of those which degenerate into fighting,

quickly resolved and the

jury sometimes results, the majority are

occasgionally causing trouble

fitagonists pass on, shouting and singing,

Or-other pedestrians or onme of the many shopkeepers, principally Asian,

0- keep very late hours. Both police and local people are aware of
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this pattern, so common to very many parts of London, and the toll of

2 weekend arrests can assume a routine, almost ritualistic format.

Tt is in this context that most local residents and local press
reporters rationalised the disorders of 1981 as more an exaggerated form

of the normal than an 'incident of serious public disorder’ or 'a riot'.

-3 _ It appears that trouble started on Friday night (10 July 19/81) when
= four white youths came out of the Meyrick Arms in Talcon Road at closing
- E.time and threw some firecrackers at a group of black people leaving a
oo disco at the Providence Centre. The fighting spilled over into

‘Northcote Road and Lavender Hill, then several shops were looted
(between five and ten) and Rajinder Sharma, a shopkeeper in Falcon Road,

was stabbed. Although the police managed to displace the focus of the

‘disorder from the area around Clapham Junction station in an hour to an
1hour—and—a—half, incidents of property damage and fighting spread as the
‘crowd dispersed and it was not until 5 am the following morning that the

‘streets were completely quiet.

On the Saturday (11 July 1981) rumours of trouble ran through
‘Battersea, and many shop keepers took the precaution of boarding up
lheir windows. Again the main.disorder started at 10.30 to 11 o'clock
and was anticipéﬁed by the police, who were present in large numbers
Céstimates vary from twenty to one hundred) at the junction of Falcon
Rqad and Lavender Hill, patrolling Falcon Road in pairs, moving on all
‘1oiterers'. Several incidents of bricks being thrown at the police in
this area were feported earlier in the evening and on one occasion two
méttresses were set on fire and thrown at a police patrol from one of

the tower blocks on the Winstanley estate. As the pubs closed there was

. fight between a group of black youths and National Front supporiers
Qﬁtside the Chopper pub in York Road which attracted police attention,

the main trouble occurred south of Clapham Junction station. Groups
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of youths ran down Northcote Road throwing stones through those shop
windows that were not boarded up and three shops were looted. Seeing
the crowd moving towards them, the police at the Lavender Hill/Falcon
Road junction blocked the route into the centre of Battersea by forming
a wall across St John's Road. Although they tried unsuccessfully to
break through the police lines the groups of 'rioters' were easily

ispersed when the police moved forward against them. At around this
cime there was also a report of another group of youths throwing petrol
fbombs at a police patrol five hundred metres or so away from this

incident in Latchmere Road.

On the Sunday (12 July 1981) there was no major crowd trouble,
élthough in the afternoon four police constables were attacked in
Battersea Roller Skating Park by a group of "about thirty black youths”
tpolice statement), and in the evening there was an attack on a four man
patrol by a group of about the same size, who threw petrol bombs at the

police constables in Francis Chichester Way, about 400 metres north-east

bf Latchmere Road.

Undoubtedly there was more trouble in Battersea from 10-12 July 1981
han would be expected on a 'normal' weekend. TYet although there were
igar signs of anti-police actions and inter-racial violence the nature
{the disorder does appear, superficially at least, different more in
eéree than in kind from similar disturbances in the past that had
curred at weekends after the pubs closed. Nevertheless, if the
émporary collapse of public order again involved a wide variety of

éhaViour, the arrest data indicate that this variation was not constant

ross all ethnic groups. Most notably, whereas the black contingent

up 30 per cent of the total arrests in Battersea (24/82), they

IQunt for 86 per cent of all those arrests that involved serious

tacks on police officers (12/14 of VAP offences). This difference is




TABLE 4,12 ;

BATTERSEA ;
Arrests by Ethnic Appearance and Offence

White Black Asian Other Total
12 - - 14
2 - - -

40 10 - _ - 50
1 - - |

58 24 - - 82
TABLE 4.13 ;
BATTERSEA 3

Arrests by Ethnic Appearance and Age

White Black Asian Other  Total

1 - - -
11 6
26 10
20 (34%) 8 (33%)

58 (100%) 24 (100%)



statistically significant using the binomial test. Of the latter group

(VAP arrests) 43 per cent come from the closest residential class
('home') compared with 35 per cent of all those arrested. Once again it

appears that the world of disorder has as complex a form as that of

order and that, in this exaumple, black people involved in the vioclence

. tended to be particularly involved in conflict with the police, although

. the involvement of black youth in other crowd actionms such as theft and

' criminal damage is suggested by the constant level of approximately 30

per cent of arrests for all other offences coming from the black ethnic

group. This trend is supported by eyewitness evidence which suggested

_both that the crowds that "rampaged’ through central Battersea on Friday

hight contained both black and white youths, and the police assertion

‘that the attacks on police in Battersea Park and Francis Chichester Way

involved only young blacks. No arrests were made at the time for the

‘latter two incidents, most of the VAP arrests arose from attacks on

~police around Clapham Junction station on Friday and Saturday night.

‘There is no significant difference between the age distributions of the

two principal ethnic groups; 34 per cent of whites and 33 per cent of

blacks were over twenty—one. Indeed, relative to the rest of the MPD

11, the ‘crowd' was fairly young, only four locations have a smaller

proportion of those arrested over twenty—one. The majority of arresis

(50/82) resulted in summary charges under the Pyblic Order Act and

e members of the crowds who had confronted

:¢onsisted mostly of thos

tation on the Friday and Saturday

police outside Clapham Junction s

tights., In short, whilst the age of those involved, and the seemingly

alcchol-related nature of much of the action, might appear to justify

tersea as purely criminal or

ocal description of trouble in Bat

in belies such facile

copycat’' violence, the empirical evidence aga

ars to he an important

1assification., 1n particular there appe

ite involvement in the

qualitative difference between black and wh

disorders.




West Ham (10th and 1lth July 1981)

On close inspection it is tendentious to describe the arrests
iconnected with public disorder in one London borough as occurring at one
" ¥1ocation'. Even the Home Office classification is not quite sure of the
name of this 'place’, sometimes referring to it as Newham (the borough),
at other times as West Ham. The disturbances that did occur at this one
"1ocation' were in reality scattered across the borough of Newham, in
Forest Gate, in Upton Park and in East Ham, with West Ham proper
fmaining relatively peaceful. Symptomatic of this dispersed pattern,

;three different police stations were involved in the arrests.

The 'rioting' that did occur was not greatly dissimilar from the
.fbuble that follows a big match at Upton Park football ground. On

-riday night (the 10th July) several 'incidents' were closely related to

fwds leaving pubé at closing time. One.group in High Street North,

st Ham, was broken up by the police; another, estimated by the police
consist of about "twenty young men' began throwing some bottles at a
poiice car outside the Queens pub in Upton Park. The latter group were
mofed on into Green Street where a dozen shop windows were smashed but
klooting occurred. Similarly, the one incident in West Ham itself
dﬁ isted of "a gang of about forty skinheads" (police statement) coming

ut-of the Pigeons pub in Ranelagh Road and throwing a few bricks at two

The crowd was broken up and four arrests were made, Later

Glicemen.

hat night the crowd that remained in Green Street in Uptoa Park was

volved in the most serious local incident of the weekend outside the

“cinema. One or possibly two petrol bombs were thrown at police

C;bunta differ) and five people were arrested and charged with VAP,

thaps significantly, four out of the five were black and one was

charged with VAP in West Ham were black

« {Four out of the seven

of the total arrests for

ver cent) compared with only 36 per cent




TABLE 4.14

NEWHAM/WEST HAM
Arrests by Ethnic Appearance and Offence

White Black Asian Other Total




" the location (see Table 4.14). At this point the crowd was broken up

“and by 2.30 am the streets were quiet.

On the Saturday there was further evidence of the rumour and
anticipation of trouble so common throughout London, and again these
expectations were not fulfilled. West Ham Park was shut down,
ghopkeepers spent. part of their day boarding up their property and then
eported a fall of between 40-60 per cent on normal Saturday trade, and
he Newham Recorder felt moved to describe Forest Gate and West Ham as
*éhost towns" on the Saturday afternoon (16 July 1981). Dixon's store
. Queen's markét did have a shop window broken and lost three hundred
ounds worth of stereo equipment and at the local H Samuels jewellery
a%th eight thousand pounds was stolen. One police constable commented
Et two such robberies did not constitute a particularly busy Saturday
ight. Two small clashes with crowds did occur, one at Forest Gate,
_géin outside a pub, involving a gang of about thirty white youths

hlice estimate), and another in Pier Parade, North Woolwich, where

fee shop windows were smashed by skinheads, No 1looting occurred,

alfhough rhere were reports of the latter group being involved in an
féck on a group of Bengalis later the same night. Again, such racial
at;acks are common in this area (see GLC,1985). As the Home Office data
6Ws, most of the twenty—four arrests on the Saturday were for
tening or disorderly behaviour and for breaches of the peace. A
ate of milk bottles wsa found on the waste ground behind the Queen's
ffmat in Upton Park with an almost empty can of petrol nearby, although

.$ possible manufacture of petrol bombs was not repeated anywhere else

the borough, and no more were thrown,

ﬁton (10th and 15th July 1981)

&ecentral tenet of police policy in Brixton in the period between
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April and July 1981 was to maintain a highly visible police presence on
all parts of the division, including Railten Road. Possibly it was not
conceivable that the area could ever 'return to normal' after the
rioting in April, probably a return to the antagonism that had passsed
as normality was not desirable, certainly tension persisted throughout
the months of May and June. More importantly, Brixton had achieved
mythical status, central symbel in a host of very different political
‘rhetorics at all levels of society. Whereas in other parts of London,
5in the general climate of rumour and anticipation, people feared further

ftrouble, in Brixton many say that they resigned themselves to it.

After a week of disorder in the rest of London, on Friday 10th July

“during the evening rush hour a police car was overturned and set alight
?h the centre of Brixton but this did not incite an immediate reaction,
ithough tension in the area was raised even higher. The actual trigger

.0 the disturbances was the arrest of Lloyd Coxsone, a well-known local

”Réstafarian businessman who, at the time of his arrest in Atlantic Road,
as attempting to persuade local black people to avoid violeant conflict
ith the police.? Trying to intervene in the arrest of a local black
outh who he believed was being unfairly manhandled he was himself
rrested and, he claimed, beaten up by the police, He was later
.é;eased and allowed to resume his attempts to quell the violence which
?ﬁ now escalated into a full scale riot, behaviour for which he was
"pbsequently thanked by senior police officers. Commander Fairbairn was
_én to emphasise the differences between the July and April
%turbances: the fact that there was relatively little arson of
ivate property, that whilst there were attacks on the police the
oters were more concerned with looting than with violence, and that

ere were 'outsiders’ involved in the disturbances,

There is some supporting evidence for all the Commander's claims in
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the arrest data, most notably in the very high percentage of those
arrested in Brixton who did not come from either of the two closest
residential zones (56.6 per cent) (see Table 4.15). Well over thirty
properties were looted and it is perhaps significant that whilst the
~ amount of property stolen on Friday the 10th was as great as on any
single day of the April riots, the number of injuries inflicted on
police and the general level of police/black violence was universally
regarded as less severe than three months previously. This is not to
ﬁnderstate the undoubted ferocity of the violence, a facet of the riot
j1lustrated by the rioters' determination to attack police cars and
éoaches, as well as personnel. There are also major differences from
the arrest pattern of the April disorders studied in the last chapter.
Whilst the difference in age between 'rioting’ and 'Tooting' offenders
is repeated, the distinction between the two is not so marked and the
¢rowd in general appear tc have been much younger than before (see Table
;§f16). Of those arrested for VAP, 36 per cent were over tweaty—one
Compared with 69 per cent in April, whilst the figures for theft arrests
iére 26 per cent and 37 per cent respectively, FEthnicity is still an
;ﬁportant distinguishing variable in the data, but there appears to be

o difference between black and white arrests in either their age

istribution or general residential pattern. {Although none of the five

white VAP arrests came from the closest residential zene compared with
tﬁc out of the fourteen black arrests for the same offence, see Table

7). There is a marked difference between the ethnic breakdown of the

ijous offences and here, once again, the 'pzn'a,digrﬂatic'a charges of

left and VAP are significant. Whereas white involvement accounts for

4"per cent of all theft arrests it accounts for only 26 per cent of VAP
arrests, a pattern echoing that of April (statistically significant

sing the binomial test).

The actions that constitute 'the riot' once again show the




TABLE 4.15
BRIXTON

Arrests by Residence and Offence

"Home ' '"Near'  'Town' "County' 'Further'
2 7 7 1 1
22 42 56 6 9
1 6 8 1 2
7 16 30 & 2
4 — - — —
- 1 - —
- 3 -
3 4 10 1 2
39 79 119 13 19
TABLE 4.16
BRIXTON

Arrests by Age and Offence

Under 14 14-16 17-20 Over 21 Total

A 7 A 7 A
1(5) 3 (16) (42) 7 (37) 19 (100)
11 ( 8) 42 (31) 46 (34) 36 (27) 135 (100)
2 4 6 6 (33) 18 (100)
3 17 19 21 (35) 60 (100)
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complexity of 'collective behaviour' and the arrest data again indicate

S . that the differences between involvement in specific offence categories
does not occur randomly across age and ethnic groups. Again there are

1imits to the inferences that can be drawn from this pattern. Certainly

the crowd was not as localised as in April. Quite possibly, given both

%% ithe background history of Brixton in particular, and the mood in London
;in general, the opportunity in Brixton for the greedy and the important
ymbolism for the politically committed provided incentive encugh to

o ncourage people to travel to the area, expecting, or even hoping, for

;ﬁrouble. Again, to use a geometric metaphor, the epicentre of the riot
was still Railton Road and the core activity on which the collapse of
-ﬁublic order was based was still an attack on the local police.
evertheless, the characteristics of the form of collective expression
that evolved from this collapse were significantly different from those

which had developed in April 1981.

This point in reinforced by the events of the subsequent week in
n;Bfixton, Whilst on the Saturday and Sunday nights there was minor
disorder in the centre of town, violence gradually subsided until late
at night on Wednesday 15th July when police raided eleven properties in
Ré 1ton Road. The reason that was given for the raids was that senior
Officers had been told that caches of ammunition for further attacks on
diice were stored in these houses. The ostensible purpose, the
tonymic power, and the. actual results of this search will be examined
ﬁ{a later chapter, suffice to say that the raid immediately prompted a
fésh disorder. It has been possible to trace seven out of the ten
r?ested during this outbreak of violence, an outbreak that had not been
ﬁicipated and did not produce any looting at all. All seven were
1étk, five out of the seven were over twenty-one. Distinctive in form
nd in pature the violence of the 15th July contrasts vividly with that

Ethe preceding weekend, Once again it would appear that the element
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BRIZTON

Arresits by Ethnic Appearance and Offence

TABLE 4,17

BRIZTON
Arrests by Date

White Black Asian Other Total
7 : Z 4
5 (26) 14 (74) - - 19 (100)
48 (36) 81 (60) 1 (1) 5 (2) 135 (100)
7 11 - - 18
21 38 - - 59
3 1 - - 4
2 - - 3
1 2 - 12
5 15 - - 20
92 (33) 170 (63) 3 (D) 5 (3) 270%
% Race not known for one of the arrested.

TABLE 4.18




of rioting behaviour that involved violent conflict with the police was
~puch more the prerogative of the black community than the looting of

- ghops, which was much more the shared experience of black and white.

“Croyden (10th July 1981)

In the months before July 1981 the outer London Borough of Croyden
ﬂad witnessed a dramatic increase in the incidence and seriousness of
inter-racial violence which, after a series of assaults on both black
and Asian individuals, had culmineted in an attack by a gang of black
yéuths on a pub in Thorntén Heath, allegedly a National Front meeting
piace, which resulted in the tragic murder of Terence May: white,
ﬁisabled, and nothing to do with any racist organisation. The froat

page headlines the event received in the tabloid newspapers, especially

it the context of the resounding media silence on other racial attacks,
did nothing to alleviate tension in the area. In late June a quasi-

‘faScist group, the White Defence Force, had printed and distributed

several hundred leaflets advocating racial violence, Asjian shopkeepers

ad been attacked, two shop windows smashed and there was at least one

Ftempted. arson. Under pressure from the local Community Relations

ouncil the police revealed that there had been eight arrests between

ebruary and July 1981,

“."for such offences as daubing racialist slogans, and using
abusive words with racialist comnotations". (Police statement)

ief Inspector Brian Turner of Z district went on record as suggesting

hﬁt these figures demonstrated police awareness of the problems of

hnic minorities. Others thought differently, and as a result an

Sortment of local lawyers, social workers and black activists formed

h  Croydon Black People's Action Committee which was later, in August

3?» to attempt to set up "altermative protection"” for the black




community in Croydon, in the face of opposition from senior police

officers in Z Division. Exacerbating this tense situation, a group of

youths had extensively vandalised Coldharbour School and Waylands Day
Centre in Purley Way, Croyden, on Saturday 3rd July, an incident

promoted to the status of "an orgy of destruction”™ by a "mob™ in the

local press in the light of that weekend's violence in other parts of

the country (Croydon Advertiser, 10 July 1981).

In the week following the disorders in Southall and Liverpool 8,
‘rioting' became the focus of local media attention, and rumour of ;
imminent trouble abounded in Croydon. Replication of the incidents that |
were spreading thoughout London appeared imevitable. Significantly, in
both press coverage and the accounts given by local shopkeepers 'the

+iot' was described in the metaphors of combustion and medicine; the

fire was spreading from central Londonm, contagion (or perhaps diffusion)

‘exemplified. In fact, nothing happened. On the Friday night, as occurs

on every division of the MPD on every Friday night, there was a fight
outside a pub; eleven people were arrested. On the Saturday (11 July

i981), the police maintained a high profile throughout the centre of

fCroydon, using Alsation dogs in a clear symbolic gesture. Groups of

‘hopeful youths that had gathered on the streets were quickly moved onm,

itgift Shopping Centre was empty. Nevertheless, as the arrest data

learly show there were twenty-mine arrests on the Saturday {forty-eight

whites who had travelled into the town centre looking for "trouble', and
were arrested for trying, and failing, to smash a shop window. There
Wéxe some scuffles between police officers and both black and white

gangs, but these resulted only in summary charges under the Public Order



: | TABLE 4.19

; o CROYDON :
Arrests by Residence and Offence ?
2
"Home ' "Wear' 'Town'  'County' 'Further'
P - - 1 - 1
- 1 - - -
— - 6 - -
5 5 6 8 -
- - - 7 -
2 1 1 2 1
- - 1 1 -
- 1 - - -
7 (15%) 8 (18%) 15 (33%) 13 (29%) 2 (4%)

TABLE 4.20
_ CROYDON
‘Arrests by Ethnic Appearance and Age

' White Black Asian Other Total

4 3 - - 7
26 - - _ 26
10 2 - - 12
40 (897) 5 (11%) - - 45 (100%)




sct. Perhaps the most revealing feature of the arrest data is the fact
that no less than 67 per cent of those arrested had come from outside
the 'Home' and 'Near' residential classification (the highest proportion
= for the MPD 11). This was not a local crowd, but one that had found it

necessary to move some distance into the town centre: *all dressed up

~and nowhere to riot?!

Whether the events over the weekend of 10th te 12th July 1981 in

- Croydon are viewed as either a successful police operation or an example
qf mass hysteria is perhaps not as significant as the fact that they

o aualifed as a major outbreak of public disorder in both the Report of
éhe Commissioner of the Metropolitan Police for the year 1981 (1982) and
xé? the Home Office classifications. The Croydon 'riot' is no more and no

iess than a product of public and police anticipation, and the binary

format of bureaucratic and media recording (presence/absence of
ﬁisorder). Reified by report, the incident sits as a dot on a map (see
hp 0.1), the same size as that of Brixton or Southall, one on a

;Canusing list. It is perhaps significant that of those arrested 89 per

ent were white.

Walthamstow (11th July 1981)

One of the most horrific racial attacks of the late 1970s and early

79805 occurred in Walthamstow in July 1981 when ome of the many arson
éﬁ%acks on Asian homes in the area succeeded in burning down the house of
'ﬁ? Khan's in Belgrave Road, killing most of the members of the family.
Thé funeral was schedﬁled to take place on Saturday 10 July, and in the
light of disturbances in Southall and other parts of London at this time
. seemed to some inevitable that there would be major trouble in

".‘_'.althamstown Rumours of organised violence were endemic, police asked
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Unigate dairies to make double deliveries on the Friday and not deliver at
all on the Saturday, several church and school fetes scheduled for the
weekend were cancelled, buses rerouted and cancelled on the Friday and
Saturday and doctors at St James' Health Centre refused to make house
calls. As the gemeral worry began to turn into a panic which almost
bordered on hysteria, it was agreed not to open Walthamstow Market at all
on the Saturday and very many shops, pubs and garages hoarded up their

premises and shut up shop early on Saturday morning.

The reaction of established Asian groups at this time was remarkably
‘restrained, with the widower Younis Khan putting out a public appeal for
peace rather than revenge to be the dominant theme of any protest and

_ﬁhe Joint Council of Asian Organisations (JCAQ) announcing that there

_ﬁould be only a silent funeral procession on the Saturday. However,
:ﬁhg younger elements of the community, angered at the history of racial
;olence, demanded a more demonstrative protest and formed the Xhan
Méssacre Action Committee, headed by Shabhaz Khan, which immediately
"nﬁounced a march from Leyteon to Walthamstow, scheduled for the Saturday
m@rning of the Khan funeral. A similar march in Coventry in May 1981

after the murder of two Asians had resulted in conflict between the

chers and skinheads who had stood along the route of the march

eéringa At the announcement of the march in Walthamstow, the

ﬁéYitable rumours of a National Front countermarch began to pass

und, at which point the JCAQ themselves asked for this march to be

dnned and cancelled their own silent procession. Sir David McMee,

imissioner of the Metropolitan Police, asked the Home Office for, and

in London and pelice announced

ceived, a banning order on all marches

hat groups would be breaking the law if they marched in crowds of more

han ten people.

EOn the night of Friday 10th July further rumours and unsubstantiated




tales of petrol bomb manufacture were not realised in a tense but quiet

night. On the Saturday, the march from Leyton went ahead in spite of

the banning order. Police did not try to break up the crowd but lined
the route in pairs deploying "dozens of mounted police” (Waltham Forest

Guardian 17 July 1981) and keeping several coachloads of police in i

‘reserve. Abusive skinheads clashed with police on the march route, ten
{being arrested and charged with possession of offensive weapons (Stanley
_knives) and threatening behaviour. As the march approached the sight of
‘the funeral, behind Waltham Forest town hall, many of the marchers were
.iverted, which produced some clashes with the police. At the funeral
self there wére some angry scenes involving clashes within the Asian

mmunity and afterwards groups of Asians, angry at both what was seen

- an extremely heavy and ostentatious police presence as well as the

sight of Walthamstow High Street looking "like something out of a
Béifast newsreel", (Waltham Forest Guardian,l7 July'l981.) Some were
involved in both scuffles with the police and damage to some of the few

sth windows that were not boarded up, although no looting occurred.

énerational split in the Asian community, they were clearly not simply

'juvenile' collection as the arrest data shows, Of all

fthe highest proportion of all those arrested over twenty-one in the

ole of London. The disorders were considered locally as negligible by

Téh' considered a success by the organisers. Shahbaz Khan suggested

"we were told that there would be a funeral march, then that it
“would be called off. Then they called for our march to be
‘talled off. It is only the Nazis that should get their marches
~called off. It is very sad that we are not allowed to make our
protest known. We could not bury our dead without a protest.
“We have shown today that we could have had a peaceful march.”




TABLE 4.21

WALTHAMSTOW

Arrests by Ethmic Appearance and Age

White - Black Asian Other Total




1 opinion considered the day relatively peaceful, both

jational television (eg BBC news,11 July 1981: "Asians rampaged through

") and national press (eg Guardian: Times, 13 July

1981; Sunday Times, Observer 12 July 1981) painted a more melodramatlc

picture of events and in the tistorical annals of the Home Office, the

Metropolitan Police and the GLC, Walthamstow had 'a riot', even if the

agidents did not notice it.

senge (11th July 1981)

" The danger of simplistic or exclusive reliance on the Home Office

alone is never more clearly illustrated than in the case of "the

ioting' in Penge which resulted in forty-two arrests. As in so many

ther examples the violence in other parts of London, and a particular

:ption of that violence, encouraged an expectation of trouble in

e, There is an almost surreal facet to the disorder in this case,
s fight

i on the Friday night consisted of no more than a seriou

side the White Swan pub on Anerley Hill which resulted in the

emises closing early and the unrelated smashing of some windows of the

Htlon Army offices in Citadel Road. A milk bottle with some petrol

‘was found outside. The expectation and rumours of trouble reached

4k on Saturday (11 July 1981), with rationalisations agaia phrased

metaphors of combustion and diffusion, violence construed as

Tn the Clockhouse Bridge

ﬂgious, spreading throughout the capital.

se nct most shopkeepers boarded up their premises and shut at around

The predicted source of 'trouble' was the notorious Blenheim

estate, and the newly—opened major branch of Bejams, part of the

Pping precinct adjaceat to the estate was one of the many shops to

party im Strood

éily on the Saturday. On Saturday night 2 noisy

‘Bveline Road, on the estate attracted the attention of police




when the owners of Penge Angling Supplies in Croydon Road claimed that
they had seen some youths outside Hood House (also on the estate) making
petrol bombs. The party was raided, forty-one arrested, thirty six of
_whom were not charged and no evidence of petrol bombs was found.
However, an hour or so later, at around 12.45 am, a small group of
‘ allegedly black youths was seen to throw a 'petrol bomb' at Rumbelows
electrical store in Penge High Street, opposite to the entrance to the
Blenheim estate. The 'bomb' bounced back off the window and caught fire
:but caused no damage, at which poipt another youth tried a brick
;instead; this broke the window but did not leave a large enough hole
‘or access and no looting followed. A more serious incident occurred at
:ébout the same time when a petrol bomb was thrown at the window of Penge
Aﬁgling Suplies, an action repeated to greater effect two hours later
g;using damage to the shop fromt. It would be foolish to trivialise
éuch an attack but it is perhaps no coincidence that the shop owned by
tﬁose making a complaint to the police was attacked twice in two hours
Whilst only one other property in a retailing area was damaged. The
Blenheim estate may be a rough place but it certainly did not witmess a
ribt in July 1981. The Home Office arrest data suggest this only in the
térms of the dichotomised distinction between public order and
oilective violence already rejected. It must be noted that although
thére were forty-two arrests in Penge in this period, there were only
i# charges pressed. Only if the whole data sample is taken at face

alue as a cross-section of 'genus rioter’ is it misleading.




TABLE 4.22

PENGE

Arrests by Ethnic Appearance and Offence

White Black Asian Other Total




RIOT SERIQUSNESS

General

In Chapter Three the exploration of arrest statistics for the whele

of London assumed that this data served as a sample of those people who

were on the streets of the capital in July 1981. Although the April
rioting in Brixton was discussed separately, the principal contingent
premise was that these disorders together formed a whole, the 1981

London riots, and that those patterns that were discerned related to

his essentially aspatial single phenomenon. Quite clearly, the

putative generic activity 'rioting' involved many different forms of

ehaviour and the analysis demonstrated that this variation was not

:féndomly distributed across age, ethnic, residence and gender groups.
The eleven case studies (the MPD 11) give a more specifically spatial

éckground to this pattern and, whilst echoing the general trends

‘dentified in Chapter Three, highlight the important differences between

_iéorders which is masked by a mere list of riot locations. In order to

ummarise such variation an accepted and logical technique often used in
A@érican studies (eg Spilerman,1971,1974; Wanderer 1969;
_iédiand,1981), ig to differentiate between incidents in terms of their

seriousness’ by awarding each a score based on the constituent events

~‘each disorder, thus constructing slightly macabre ‘rioting league

bles’, The ostensible simplicity of this technique is belied by the

zbglem of assessing the weight given to the different criteria involved

calculating such scores (are two arsoms more or less serious than ten

“oken arms?), For the purposes of this work, a scale which is broadly




seem, implicitly employing aa undefined conception of public order.

This must inevitably be tied to more general social theory, however

hidden this connection may appear, a point that will be examined in

greater detail im a later chapter.

The results of the index used here are shown in Table 4.23. When
rioting took place regularly over successive days at one gsite it was
listed as a single disorder. Where disorder occurred at several sites
and was listed as 'one location' in the Home Office data, this ‘place’
;was broken down into different incidents of ‘riot', even if those

disorders occurred on a single day. Where disorder occurred more than

once at a single location but the incidents were separated by several
days, these too qualified as distinct incidents. Hence the July rioting

in Brixton is broken down into two ‘'imcidents', the riloting of the

weekend of the 10th, 11th and 12th and the clashes later the following
‘week in the wake of police raids in Railton Road. The troubles in All E
'Séints Road, Notting Hill, over several days are treated as a single

isorder but 'Newham/West Ham' is broken down into four separate

incidents'. In this way thirty-three ‘'incidents' across London were

nalysed by extending the same sources as those used for the eleven case

The index illustrates the diversity of behaviour that was subsumed

under the label of serious ‘'incidents of public disorder’. The common

‘acas was commonly reclassified at this time, dressed up as disorder,
thé measure serves well in highlighting this process. At the sams time

would be foolish to underestimate the importance of those occasions

when large groups of people were involved in intensive, if short lived,

Oting in major retail areas of London (eg Tooting or Hounslow). The

mﬂJér social significance, the 'meaning' of such behaviour throwing a



TABLE 4.23
RIOT INTENSITY

in all 'Serious Incidents of Public Disorder' in London, July 1981 !

Site (of disorder):
R Residential
S  Retail
PH Public House.

Property: a quantitative measure of the type and extent of damage
suffered by property at the scene of disorder.
D  Criminal Damage

L Looting

A Attempted or successful arson.

Conflict: a quantitative measure of the type and extent of violent
conflict at the scene of disorder.

CF Civilian fight

P Violent confrontation with police

R Racial violence.

‘Petrol bombs: taking one particular element of the 'rioting armoury'
as symptomatic of the escalation of violence.

A Petrol bombs present or found at the scene of disorder

B Petrol bombs used against property

C  Petrol bombs used against people.

Each incident was assessed under these three criteria producing
aggregate 'scores' of riot severity in the manner of

Wanderer.(1969)

ist of locations taken from Home Office records.



wX OF RIOT SEVERITY

Site Property Conflict P. Bombs | Total Rank
D L A CF P R A B C
mil 97 R+s | 11 - - 1 - - - - 2 1l=
" 10/7 | R
11/7 | ® 2 1 - - 3 - 1 - 3 10 &6
12/7 | R
13/7 | R
9, 10/7 | S T - - 1 1 - 1 - - 4 13=
9/7 t R+ 8
10/7 {R+38 | 3 31 - 4 - 1 25 18 3
11/7 | R+ S
10/7 | s - - - 1 - - - - - 1 29=
10/7 | PH 1 - - 1 1 - 1 - =~ 4  13=
fow 10,11/7 [ R+ S | 2 - - 2 1 3 1 - - 9 7=
: 11/7 | ¢ + PH| - - - 1 - - - - - 1 29=
11/7 | S+ PH| - - - 1 - - - - 1 29=
a) 10/7 | PH - - - 11 - 1 - 5 10=
b) 10/7 | PH 2 - - -1 - - - = 3 18=
c) 11/7 | S 2 1 - - - - - - - 3 18=
d) 11/7 { R - - - - - 2 - - - 2 22=
10,11,12/7 | R+ S | 3 3 2 - 3 - 1 35 20 2
' 15/7 | R 2 - - -3 - 1 - 5 11 5
10/7 { R+ S 1 - - - 2 - 1 - - L 13=
10/7 |R+8 | 1 - 1 - - - 1 1 - 4 13=
10/7 {PH+S| 1 - - 11 - - - - 3 18=
= 11/7 | S - - - - 2 - - - - 2 22=
ey Heath 11/7 | PH 1 - - 1 - - - - - 2 22=
_ 9/7 | S 1 - - 1 1 - - - - 3 18= |
5'Creen 11/7 | S - - - -1 - | - - - 1 29= ;
10/7 | 8 11 - - - - - - - 2 22= :
10/7 | PH - - - 11 - - - - 2 22= ;
10/7 | S 2 - -1 - - - - 5 10= ;
9/7 | 8 3 3 - - - - - - - 6 9 ?
sea 9/7 L
10/7
11/7 | ReS+PH | 2 2 - 1 2 1 1 - 1 9 7=
12/7
13/7 |
10/7 [R+S | 3 2 - - - - - - = 5 10=
3/7 | R+S+PH | 2 - 2 1 3 3 1 4 5 23 1
. 10,15,16/7 R+ S | 1 - - - 3 3 - - - 4 13=
Steen 7, 8/7 | S 3 3 2 1 3 - - - 12 4
10,11/7 | S+ PH}| - - - - - 1 - - 1 29=
11/7 | s 11 - - - - - - - 2 22=




ORDER OF TINCIDENTS' BY RIOT SEVERITY

Southall 3/7

Brixton 10-12/7
Hackney

Wood Green

‘Brixton 15/7

‘Notting Hill 10-13/7
;Battersea, Walthamstow

-ﬁést Ham (a), Hounslow, Acton
iﬁlham, Chingford, Southwark, Penge, Southall 15, 16/7
fést Ham (b), West Ham (c), Lewisham, Woolwich
ﬁtting Hill 19/7, West Ham {d), Harlesden, Bexley Heath,
{a), Chiswick (b), Sutton
Chigwell, Dagenham, Golders Green, Croydon,




light on the nature of society as a whole. Even those incidents which
are ostensibly very similar to these 'looting sprees' may contain
complex and diverse behaviour patterns, as the case histories of

Battersea and Wood Green revealed.

It is not easy to weigh the spectacle of 'the crowd' against the
concept of ‘disorder’. These two facets of seriousness are not
‘necessarily synonymous. The manner in which a normal state of ‘order'
;did not obtain In one part of Notting Hill for a sustained period of
“several days obviously represented a serious incident of some kind, but
Elacked the drama of the short spells of violence seen in other parts of

iLondon.

Notwithstanding these problems surrounding the derivation of the
index, two patterns in particular emerge from the London rioting when
;élassified by severity. The ethnic breakdown of the crowds involved in
the disorders is closely related to their seriousness. A positive
}brrelation of rS=O.73 between the proportion of those arrested that
ﬁére non-white and 'riot seriousness’ and of 0.67 between the proportion
{%.those arrested that were 'Afro-Caribbean' and riot seriousness

contradict notions of the rioting as a 'multi-ethnic' form of behaviour.

There were very many white people arrested in London in the July
éting (five hundred and three,48 per cent of the total), they formed
he largest single "ethnic group' in the Home Office data, but these
E;ple tended to be arrested in the most minor incidents. In those
ées where the collapse of public order was most complete, in Brixton,
i?SHackney, in Wood Green and in Southall, the proportion of those
Igested that were white is at its lowest and the involvemeat of white
éple at these locations is peripheral to the main focus of the riot

Self (see Table 4.23c). In Brixton and in Hackney, white involvement,

186

|
|
\i




with some exceptions, was basically confined to looting. In Wood Green,
- white involvement tended to concentrate mostly on the second day of less
violent, more voyeuristic disorder. Fven in acknowledging the role
played by white racists in their "invasion' of Southall, the riot as a

form of collective behaviour was an expression of the local Asian

‘community.

It is important to stress that no notions of either cause or

allocation of guilt are implicit in such analysis. It is merely

}portaut to stress that the most serious rioting was the historical

pfbperty of 'Afro-Caribbean' and 'Asian' people in London.

{ Riot seriousness was also clearly related to the location of
iQOrder. The stage which provided a '‘platform’ for riot imvariably
dﬁSisted of permutations from three basic 'sets'; residential areas,
:t?il property and public houses. The eleven case histories suggest

at the most intense rioting often occurred in the residential areas,

hilst the incidents that were exaggerated in media coverage seemed

tén connected with either drunken behaviour or public houses. Using a

tskal Wallis analysis of variance it was possible to demonstrate that

S? differences were statistically significant for the whole of

Fach 'stage set component’ (residential, retail, public house)

5" paired with the respective seriousness ‘'score', producing forty-

€ven- pairs spread across the thirty-three incidents of disorder. Some

ations (eg Battersea) provided complex 'stages' characterised by all

'stage set components'; others (eg Wood Green) provided a much

) homogeneous setting. The difference between the three groupings is

reas clearly more serious than

2d, with the rioting in residential a

‘in shopping centres, which in turn was MOre serious than that

pheﬁfed with public houses (H=7.31 significant at 0.05 rejection

When matched with the spatially concentrated conflict and the




n in most of the more serious

highly localised residential pattern see

disturbances, this trend supports the notion that of a series of almost

'parochial' disorders.

Tt was noted in the last chapter that the arrest totals of different

“locations served as a poor indicator of the intensity of a riot because

the situations in which arrest is least difficult are not necessarily

those of serious riot. Nevertheless, there is obviously going to be a

1oose relation between the two variables and this is indicated by a

sositive correlation of 0.52. However it is interesting to note that

:e charge of VAP, which was taken as a paradigmatic representation of

There is a positive

iolent conflict, correlates much more closely.

bréelatioﬂ of 0.79 between the total of VAP arrests and riot

eriousness. This does not necessarily imply any important causal

1onsh1p but does suggest that this particular charge may be used in

:as a reasonable indicator of the intensity of disorder.

inty of those

The index of riot severity belies the clean cut certa

ts of riots' so favoured by historians and sociologists alike. In

s like Sutton and Golders Green the small fights that were

tlmes clasgified as serious dlsorder can be dismissed as fictitious

Frections but even in other locations no straightforward activity

"rioting' can be traced.

én be labelled as

cause it highlights the imbroglious form of disorder, the notion

seriousness is useful but only in a very restricted analytical

. The term is defined purely by a set of negative differences

Fhe language as a whole, 'what it is not' as much as ‘what it

If_is meaningful only as a state of abnormality, a departure from

ay-to-day routine of everyday life. Tt is clear from the very

Teactons throughout London that there are very localised notions



of what constitues such a routine. The concept of riot seriousness

embraces both the relative distance from a Eerceived normal order as

~well as an objective evaluation of social states. Any measure of riot

geriousness can at best quantify the latter, and then only in a one

dimensional format. Such a measure is again one important piece in the
serves as an image of the 1981 riots, and such a

‘descriptive mosaic that

mosaic may be evocative, powerful, even emancipatory but never contains

 {mmanent truths.

Riot Intensity and Ethnicity in the MPD 11

Offence categories, VAP v Theft:

One trend that emerged in Chapter Three was the overrepresentation

£ the West Indian group im 'Looting' and "Theft' offence categeries in

‘data for London as a whole. The ambiguity surrounding this N

ationship can be largely dispelled by comparing this overall

1” ionship with the breakdown of the 'Theft® category in the eleven

ations (see Table 4.24). In the MPD 11 the black component accounts

56 per cent of all 'Theft' arrest charges compared with 46 per cent

li arrests, matching the pattern for the whole of London (54 per

However, when this relationship is

and 41 per cent, respectively).

ined for each location in the MPD 11, in no fewer than seven of the

itistances in which there were theft arrests the proportion of those

ts that were of black people is smaller than proportion of black

anything, rather than a simple

' 4in the total. If

epfésentation of blacks in this offence category. the reverse is

zaééo The trend for the whole of London is produced by a

tration of blacks in those locations where most looting occurred.

t of riot seriousness as abstract

iphasising once again the comcep



Table b2k

Involvement in ‘looting’® offences in MPD 11

Total Number % black Total Theft Number
arrests black black
* Southall 61 b 7 p 0
Wood Green val L2 59 26 18
257 161 63 135 81
107 75 70 21 13
79 b 20 9 1
41 10 2k 11 2
Lg 16 33 1 4]
45 4 9 1 0
42 22 52 0 0
st#ing Hill 28 12 43 2 1
althamstow 29 1 3 0 0
dble 4q25
golvement in conflict with the police (VAP) in MPD 11
Total Number % black Total VAP  Number
arpests  black black
61 b 7 24 2
64 Green 71 L2 59 5 L
257 161 63 | 19 15
107 75 70 23 18
79 2 30 1% 12
L4 10 2k 2
Lg 16 33 7 b
4 b 9 2 0
42 22 52 0
g Hil1 28 12 43 12 6
Lthamstow 29 1 3 0

% black

69
60
62
11

50

% black




distance from a state of public order, and the criminological conception
of looting in terms of opportunity based crime rates, these figures
rginforce hypotheses already put forward. Black involvement and riot
seriousness are closely related. Collapse of public order creates an
deal crime environment for opportunistic action. Therefore it is
aevitable that if looting is most often a secondary activity to violent

onflict, determined principally by opportunity, peripheral to the

eﬁtral action, then those who take advantge of this enviroament will
flect the ethnic make up of the crowd at the scene of disorder (or

Jéﬁent to it). Yet this is only partly the case in the MPD 11; the

St._serious disorders involved a disproportionate number of black

ple and the looters were predominantly black, reflecting this

portunistic advantage. Nevertheless, this predominance is not as

t ag expected, The fact that in seven of the nine locations where

were theft arrests the black component was, relative to each

ent as a whole, underrepresented, again supports the contention
black involvement was more concerned with violent confrontation

;ﬁe police than material accumulation of plunder.

mﬁch more emphatic and equally important pattern emerges when the
category of VAP is examined in the same way- (see Table 4.25).
ﬁk_componeut is overrepresented in the VAP offence category in
ut pf the eleven locations, a pattern that is significantly at a

o level of 8 per cent (binomial test). This is the case even in

ﬂsfsuch as Battersea, Tooting and West Ham where the black group

for only a small proporticn of total arrests. If the VAP
s an effective indicator of the most serious physical conflict,

lation of magistrates’ courts records and the disproportionate

h'5'_'._!:‘:5.01: intensity would suggest that it is, then this

ntation again indicates that even where the crowd on the

4% premominantly white and not so violent, conflict with the




lice was dominated by black groups. The Asian pattern of arrests

po

jmos category (only four Asian

t entirely absent from the "theft’

_theft' arrests in the whole of London) but acounting for 14 per cent of

he YAP arrests, serves to highlight the underrepresentation of the

qite group in the latter category. accounting for only 30 per cent of
arrests compared with 41 per cent of all arrests in the MPD 11.

whereas almost all the black and Asian charges for VAP were

.ociated with conflict with the police (96 per cent of those traced

he former, 82 per cent for the tatter) 41 per cent of the white VAP

@8 rraced are associated with attacks on Asians in Walthamstow,

éll and West Ham.

Qng-further method of illustrating this patiern can be derived from

" get that was again accessed from the Home Office computer files,

g informaton for the six locations with most arrests

éflned existin

ybtaining a three way preakdown of offence, residence and partial

C*cbding for this group. (All other tabulations were based on two—

The ethnic breakdown in this case was into white and

ecrudity of the residential divisions in the data set are again a

For the six incidents taken together there is again

dé_representation in the VAP offence, the white ethnic component

£ the VAP arrests compared with 40 per cent

ﬁ' for 24 per cent ©

panied by any ma jor residential

:afrests but this is not acom

& ‘between the two groups {see Table 4.26). Fifty nine per cent

AP arvests came from the home' and 'near' residenmtial classes

There appears To be a major

_ﬁh 54 per cent of the non—white.

ton of the white component in the "near' rather than the

sidential classification and a slight concentration of non-

héz'home’ grouping, but because the division between the two




Table 4.26 Offence X Residence X Ethnicity for six locations in London

Home Hear Town - County Further
White Non-white W -1V W -0 W Nt W i Total
Brixton
VAP 0 2 3 b 2 5 O 10 2 19
Theft 8 14 10 32 25 %1 1 5 3 3 132
Battersea
VAP 4 5 1 1 0 3 0 2 0 9 14
Theft 3 1 2 0 1 2 _ Q
Hackney
VAP 1 b 3 L 1 7 0 3 23
Fheft 1 L : 6 & 1 2 0 1 21
Tooting
VAP 2 2 1 0 1 0 6

Thef¥



Table 4,26(cont)

H N T C F Total
Wood Green _
VAP 1 1 o) 1 0 1 b
Theft 9 7 1 10 3 3 : 25
Southall
VAP 2 0 2 10 1 N 1 o 21

Theft




residential classes is inconsistent it was not possible to discover

whether or not this difference was significant. However, the most

interesting pattern that emerges from this data is the contrast between

. the white and non-white residence patterns for ‘'theft' arrests

(significant at 5 per cent rejection level in a binomial test), which

again supports the image of looting carried out by a local and

opportunistic black element and a white crowd, the majority of whom had

travelled some distance to the scene of the disturbance. The latter

trend does not necessarily imply that this journey had been made with

ggplicit intention to loot but it does highlight the different

profiles' of white and black involvement in rioting.

In summary, it is possible to identify the offence categories of
: t' and VAP as epitomising two very different forms of riot
_ﬁityu The latter is slightly ambiguous as it picks up those
lved with all the most serious violent behaviour, although those VAP
és not rtelated to conflict with the police arose only in

stow, Southall and West Ham and came mostly from the 1Cl, white

~group. In almost all disorders, blacks are disproportionately

ved in those activities that relate to violent clashes with the

-and almost invariably the majority lived very close to the centre

Cation, white involvement in VAP offences tended also to be

d_éaliseds but was much less so for theft offences. Asian

ﬁﬁ was both highly localised and almost exclusively concerned

5t, both peaceful and violent.




ii) Ethnic concentration in the MPD 11

If the disorders were truly 'multi-racial' in nature it might be
expected that the data breakdown of all those arrested across the eleven
disturbances would either be constant for the MPD 11 (ie a regular
proportion of each ethnic group represented in each location or, more
~realistically, the concentration of ethnic groups on various locations
. would be approximately equal. One way of measuring this pattern is to
-compare the proportion of arrests of each ethmic group at a single
location with the proportion of each in the total number of arrests,
repeating the exercise for all eleven locations. In this way it is
possible to calculate an index of concentration, measuring the relative
concentration of each ethnic group (on a scale from 0 for maximum
'dispersal across the eleven locations to 100 for maximum concentration).
The results of such a calculation, shown in Table 4.27, highlight the
marked differences in this measure. The singularly high figure for the

Aéian group is accounted for by the concentration of 80 per cent of

sian arrests in Southall and Walthamstow. - The black figure is higher
han the white principally because of major overrepresentation in Wood

reen, Brixton and Hackney. When these figures are considered in the

ight of evidence already examined concerning both rioct intensity and

ffence type variation in ethmic background, they lend some support to

-t_e conception of a series of breakdowns of public order which tend to

ﬂsclosely related to non—white ethnic groups but are seized on

PiOrtunistically by all within the area at the time. It is this

Détant level of white contribution teo the arrest statistics.




Table 4,27

Index of concentration/d

issimilarity MPD 11 by ethnic groups

On a scale from O{minimum concentration) to 100(maximum concentration):

"White'! arrests
'‘Black' arrests

tAsian' arnests

17.27
22,43
71.8




QHAGGY DOG RIOTS AND COPYCATS : 'THE RIOTS' AS A MORAL PANIC

Although realistic explanation must be placed in historical context,
the rioting in 1981 has burgeoned forth in time, lives on in a set of
- cultural accounts of the past that underwrite our understanding of the

present. This is the 'public life' of a 'parcel of history' that was

referred to in the last chapter, the manner in which a series of events 2
is coloured by contemporary insight, confusing understanding.' Two
controversies stem from this problematic distinction hetween the riots

as part of the cultural present and the 'reality' of the riots as part

f the historical past.

One, an almost stillborn debate, concerns the actual or supposed

ity of the London rioting as an 'object' for analysis. That the

sorders of July 1981 in Britain are today generally classified

ogether in ome rhetorical pigeoﬂ—hole is obviously no guarantee that

méy were produced by the repetition of a consistent set of causal

ocesses across a variety of locations, indeed in absolute terms this

s very unlikely to be the case. Yet defining any social entity is no

ore than an exercise in generalisation, placing it in the context of

fferences from, and similarities to, other events and processes. In
thig seﬁse, treatment of the London rioting as a single explicandum is
_'i:'iaore and no less problematic than analysis of any other diffuse

(Storical phenomenon, and it 1s only through empirical work that the

egree of this unity can be evaluated.

A more interesting and irresolvable debate concerns the relationship

Stween public perception of events and the actions of groups of peocple.

1icity stemming from a particular instance of a problem may focus

ntion on similar, related events, creating the false impression of a

dﬁh increase in the incidence of such a problem. Thus, in late 1985,



'3 series of gruesome court cases connected with mistreatment or murder

of infants in Britain resulted in an observable increase in press

coverage of the apparent increase in child abuse. Whether such an

alarming trend actually existed or whether instead the cases were

eoincidental or produced by changes in detecting child abuse was rarely

dicussed. This 'creation' of a new 'social problem' is the phenomenon

£ﬁat Gtan Cohen in a study of Mods and Rockers in 1960s Britain(1972)

Jescribed as a 'moral panic', and his work has since been taken as

-paradigmatic by a great many studies that incorporate widely differing

olitical stances, varying from Marsh's social psychological study of

fbétball hooliganism (1978) to Hall et al's structuralist sociology of

in the 1970s8(1978). Crucially, the

4o British mugging ’problem’

cess of such work hinges on an ability to identify the manner in

tiich 'public knowledge' (common perception) is generated, which

structures discussion of, and reactien to, the moral panic. This 1s a

rticularly problematic task because the concept of public knowledge is

‘nebulous(Keith,1984) and the links between belief and action in this

pnpéxt so intangible.

In an important sense personality itgelf is no meore than a story we

" ourselves. TFor the psychoanalyst Oliver Sacks,

that each of us conducts and lives a

It might be said
us, our

_narrative* and that this narrative 1is
“{dentities."(1985)

g this identity that determines interpretation of the umwelt

feworld). FEach new experience is 'digested’ by mental sets that are

al not natural in origin. Fach new experience must be fitted into

conceptual framework that we may nake a sense out of past and

ﬁeﬁt that will lend coherence to life. This was as nuch Hobbes'®

tin the 17th century when he stated that

n can be sald to be without deliberation,

no action of a ma
because it is supposed he had time to

though never so sudden,
eliberate all the precedent time of his 1ife"(1642)




as it is that of Berger and Luckmann in the 20th century when they point

out that

"A11 social reality is precarious. All societies are
constructions in the face of chaos" (1966,pl21).

‘The inevitable mismatch between reality and the historical account will

“be structured by this inescapable subjectivity of the individual view of

" the world, a bias that contains whole sets of tacit normative principles

and evaluative systems, a bias that is 'ideological' in the loosest and

“the most literal senses of the word. The concept of public knowledge is

most usefully seen as just one of the many influences that shape such

individual perception. It refers to the way in which a social event or }
pfdcess is portrayed in those impersonal sources of information that are

svailable to society as a whole; in literature, in the media and by the

judicial, executive and legislative arms of the state.

" In both the continental structuralist tradition (eg Barthes,1967,

.9?3; Fco,1979) and the related British field of 'cultural studies'

wiiliams, 1981; (CCS,1982; Glasgow University Media Group,1985) a

sntral aim has been to expose the latent (ideological) content of

rarious 'social constructions of reality’ implicit in public knowledge.

ethodologically, this process relies on steering a careful course

setween analytical acuity and unwarranted speculation in order to tease

i_the hidden reference.

o take just one relevant example: Errol Lawrence's study of 'The

“of Racism' can be seen at its best when demonstrating that the

ion in popular discourse, so common in 1981, that bad parenting

ses riots,

Pﬁ@rforms a number of different but related ideological tasks
quite apart from its dubious explanatory power"(1982,p54)

ting to the supervision of young people and the debate surrounding

Be is less convincing when trying to tie the social

Ce. policy.




category 'youth' to the capitalist division of labour (1982,p55). There

comes a point when the submerged reference must be considered drowned.

This again raises the distinction between cause and effect. It is
quite possible to produce a convincing exposition of 'media ideology',
whether it is the nationalism of the BBC {Glasgow University Media
Group,1985) or the racism of the tabloid and 'serious' press (Hall et
ia1,1978), but it is neither easy to evaluate the credibility of such
.;oding (does anybody believe Daily Mail editorials?) nor always possible
to connect the exposed ideology with a plausible mechanism that explains
its deployment. The former problem is self-evident, the latter relates
ﬁo the problems of functionalism covered in Chapter Two. Just as
_ivanandan powerfully demonstrates that lethnicity' may divide black
-péople but cannot justify his claim that it is 'the state's tool' for so
d;ing, the CCCS (1982 passim) may astutely expose the effect of racist
gﬁorting in the press on the creation of black stereotypes in public
-knéwledge but ére Jess than convincing when attributing responsibility
og.this process to those who benefit most from it, a collective they
_;ﬁppily identify as ‘the power bloc', The perennial trap of

unctionalism persists; effects are exposed, causes assumed.

fThis confusion of cultural product and historical reality arises in

e case of the British rioting in 1981 because media portrayal was

té clearly instrumental both in the creation of a ‘moral panic’ so

ilar to the phenomenon identified by Cohen, and in endowing the
fferent disorders with a unity that was not necessarily present. The

dence for the existence of a moral panic is particularly persuasive.

US riots of the 1960s when




"The continued media use of the term ['riot'] contributes to an
‘emotionally charged climate in which the public tends to view
every event as an 1n01dent every incident as a 'disturbance'’
.and every disturbance as 'a rlot

As the analysis of riot seriousness has already demonstrated there were
instances of this process occurring dﬁring the summer of 1981. Whether
or not it was possible to distinguish without difficulty between genuine
riots and mere manifestations of copycat hooliganism is a different
fmétter, not to be confused with this process. Nor is it the purpose of
“this section to re4examine the ideological basis for the creation of the
’ﬁedia:images of rioting, only to recognise their significance. Media
{ﬁortrayal of 'the rioter' fits perfectly Cohen's definition of the folk-
devils a symbolic threat to establishment society. Crucially, the riot
:ﬁas always implicitly, and at times explicitly, classified as an
éxpre831on of 1Irat10nal behaviour, "A wave of horror" (Daily Mail,9
Jﬁly 1981}, a contagion that was spreading through "Burning Britain”

(Sun,6 July 1981)., The similarity between such barely hidden polemic
aﬂd some of the assumptions made in academic treatment of disorder has
aiready been observed in.Chapter One and elsewhere (Keith,1986). A4s

rt of such a bestiél'crowd, the rioter as irratiomal folk-devil was

ndisputably the object of the easy manipulation implied by headlines
siich as, ﬁSEARCH FOR MASKED MEN" (Daily Mail, 7 July 1981), "EXTREMISTS
STER PLAN FOR CHAOS" (Daily Mail, 10 July 1981) and "PLAYGROUND RENT A
IQT"'(Sun, 7 July'1981).' Such images are, in their deployment, clearly

etonymic; single items which represent a wider, concomitant set of

élués, rationalisations and conceptions. Nevertheless, the distorted

rror of media reportage provides an easy target for attack and these

tent meanlngs have already been analysed elsewhere (CCCS, 1982;

rdock,1984; Burgess, 1985), the most interesting questlon remains to

at extent did this moral pahic affect the actiong of people.

‘The most crude formulation of possible influences stemmed from the




related debates on the effects of violence on television. Clutterbuck
claimed that "the thirty-eight separate riots" which followed the news
coverage of 3rd July rioting in Liverpool and Southall,

"can have no possible explanation other than the copycat
phenomenon” (1982},

-siw>  The notion that the sight of violence prompts young people to 'go forth
%' and imitate' lacks a superficial credibility, the more so given Tumber 's
4 claim that most 'rioters' did not even find out about rioting through

television or press(1982), Nevertheless, such an argument is as
" difficult to falsify as it is to substantiate, as the inconclusive, if

substantial, literature on the subject would imply.

More convincing evidence is available to describe the effect of

‘common conceptions of the rioting on the behaviour of other agencies and

individuals. Most notable among these groups were the police., Murdock
5(1984) has suggested that news coverage of the early rioting may have,
"primed them [the police] to expect trouble in major cities and
strengthened their resolved to crack down on it early by
stepping up their activities in imner city areas.”

wo factors compromise such generalisation. One is that there was no

Single police reaction in London at least to the rioting in Liverpool

énd Southall. Policy over the early period of July in relation to

possible "cracking down' was principally formulated at the level of
Chief Superintendents im charge of individual stations and Commanders in
:ﬁarge of London's twenty—four police districts. There were clear
variations in police reaction throughout London, whilst the meaning of
the riots for 'streetline constables’ waé not necessarily the same as
tﬁﬁt for senior police officers. Moreover, a second problem stems from
fhé' impossibility of quantifying the relative importance of 'public
_ndwledge’ and private or professional experieace in forming police
ﬂﬁerprétation of the ‘Toxteth' and Southall disorders. A factor rarely

ﬂCknowledged by cultural studies is that for any one event the

199




significance of the reconstruction of the past as a public event is, a
priori, in inverse proportion to the level of relevant experience (see
diagram 4.1). Fleet Street imagery is most likely to be taken literally
on issues about which the reader knows nothing at all. In this sense it
“would seem probable that Murdock exaggerates the influence of media
. reportage on the police., What is apparent. from police action is a
geries of implicit conceptions of conflict in London that can be more
easily related to the local histories of the areas concerned than to
‘public knowledge of rioting. The reality of ‘disorder' at several

_iocations in London supports this point.

Tn Lewisham in the 1970s there had been a rapid deterioration in

relations between the police and the black community which was closely

rélated to the use of the SPG in the area on several occasions for
ﬁérations of 'saturation policing' (see Hain,1979; Scarman,1981) and
oétensible police 'protection; of National Front marches. One march had
e§u1ted in serious disorder in 1977. Tension in the borough was
a#ticularly high in the spring of 1981 because of the local deaths of
irteen young black kids in the New Cross fire. According to several
;Sis of the 1981 riots (see Appendix I), including those of the Home
ff#;e and the Commissioner, Lewisham was one of the 'places’ in London
h&ﬁ;experienced 'rioting' in the summer of 198l. Yet whilst there were
igsolated, mimor clashes between very small groups of black people

“the police, with eighteen arrests made, there was no sericus

llapse of public order. Indeed, Asquith Gibbs, head of Lewisham

Unsil for Community Relations, went so far as to make a public

atement congratulating Commander J Smith of P District for the success

Ommunlty policing by home beat officers at this time in the borcugh.

re was ne riot but there had been anticipation of a riot by the local

ice, and they had prepared their force accordingly, cancelling leave

drawing up contingency plans for disorder.




THE RECONSTRUCTION OF "THE RIOTS' AS A 'PUBLIC EVENT'
(For alternative interpretations see
Joshua and Wallace 1983, Murdock 1984, Burgess 1985)

Government statements
felevision < Media reconstruction State Police statements

of "the riot' Reaction Court cases

N4

'Public’ perception of rioting

(eschatology of riots?)

The 'moral panic’

|

PUBLIC XNOWLEDGE —;

+ — BELTEF ~~2~-& ACTION

PRIVATE KNOWLEDGE —

Rumour/gossip

Diagram 4,1

Th? comparative importance of the reconstruction of the riot
aéla public event and introspection/personal experience will
ﬁiﬁéys remain impossible to assess. Similarly, beliefs are
HQ#“always susceptible to generalisation, particularly when
théy are beliefs of the past, as opposed to hindsight
fa?;onalisations. Only the actions that flow from this
Process can be obgerved, the link between belief and action is
:Wéys contingent, that between action and 'public knowledge’

always crucial but nebulous.




Similar action has already been described in the case of Croydon.
Again the local history and the contemporary context suggested possible
trouble and the police responded with a symbolic and ostentatious
presence in the town centre. In other parts of London such as Dalston,
. Wood Green, Battersea and Fulham, numerous shopkeepers reported that
- they had been told by their local police constable that disorder was
expected. Tt was not always possible to find out from the relevant
pelice oficers whether such warnings arose from personal initiative and
individual interpretations of the phenomenon of rioting, or whether they
were the result of instructions from senior officers. Certainly there
is evidence of the latter in Walthamstow where senior police asked
ﬁnigate dairies not to deliver milk from the 10th to 12th July, and in
' ﬁackney where local shops were 'advised' to shut early on the Saturday
éfternoon of the same weekend. It is not easy to evaluate such forward
planning by the police. For the sympathetic, pre-emptive 'heavy'
Policing was always justified., Either police presence was needed where

there was disorder or accredited with preventing trouble if there was

not. Several local papers in areas of London that were 'quiet'
congratulated senior officers in this way. Equally, for thoss more

aﬁtipathetic, the police were blamed for those disorders that did occur.

fOne unavoidable effect of this process is that the Home Office list

of

- "ma jor incidéﬁts of public disorder” is, in part, as much a police
_dex of London's trouble spots as a catalogue of locations of 'riots'.
_iS list in turn reproduces and reinforces common c¢lassification of
a?ts of London; a form of criminalisation by area which may act
Umulatively as the 'hot spot’ is subjected to the sort of 'intensive'
Olicing that may itself result in a deterioration of police/community
eiétions locally. Paradigmatically, beliefs cause action, regardless
their accuracy. This stigmatisation of space was clearly manifested

the complaint of two shopkeepers in Lewisham who described to me how
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after the alleged 'rioting' in their area their insurance had been

doubled because they were now considered a particularly high risk.

Although the precise influence of 'public knowledge' is again
difficult to discern, the interpretation of rioting .shared by many
: London residents is also implied by their actions in July 198l. Again
" the evidence is scarce but persuasive. The local press of every single
.London borough reported rumours of potential riotiﬁg in early July.
“Such rumours take on the gloss of percipience on those occasions when
they were justified by ensuing disorder, yet had more tangible and
gonsistent manifestations in the behaviour of shopkeepers across London,
in outer London boroughs such as Sutton and Merton shop windows were
_Tﬁparded up as 'the firé' appeared to spread outwards into suburbia. In
i:e spirit of the welter of metaphoric contagion (Murdock,1984) several
areas of inner London which witnessed few, if any, disorders, prepared
for the onslaught. The East London Advertiser described how "The East
End ﬁaited its turn for the riots which had swept the rest of
London."(17 July 1981) Under a headline "READY FOR RIOTS -~ FACE OF EAST
EﬁD IN 1981" the paper showed pictures of shopkeepers covering glass
ﬁith wood, and described how |

"the borough streets resembled a battle torn war zone as the
boards went up on Friday” as "the word went round that Tower
Hamlets was next on the rioter's target list.”

ﬁtwithstanding'the purple prose of the journmalist, many shopkeepers
;éufirmed that they had taken such preventative action, not only in

Brick Lane, which has a history of racial violence, but alsc in other

nd Wandsworth, all reported a similar phenomenon, whilst the reaction
residents of West Ham has already been described. It was not only

e shopkeepers that submitted to this wave of anticipation; most
@jor jazz festival was later cancelled. It would seem reasonable to
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attribute such ubiquitous precautionary action at least partly to the
imagery used in the reconstruction of the rioting as a public event, as
part of public knowledge. Moreover it would be naive to assume that
such actions did not in turn have any effect on the behaviour of other
residents in these areas. An opinion poll published in The Sun on 10
July 1981 was headlined, "SUN POLL SHOWS ALL BRITAIN FEARS RIOTS WILL
SPREAD", claiming that 40 per cent of all people living in British city
';entres thought they would see rioting on their own streets. Whether
:bress reportage created or reflected such expectation is not as

mportant as the behaviour that may have resulted from it.

The events in Acton provide a case in point. Many shop windows in
ﬁe area had been boarded up and, as elsewhere, rumours of possible
fouble were.rife and the shops had emptied early on the Friday night
10 July 1981). One informant I spoke to in December 1981 claimed to

“héve been involved in the events which the Acton Gazette (16 July 1981)

as later to label, "A MOB'S RIOT ... A SAD DAY FOR THE TOWN." A
  ebration at Hutchies; a private taxi firm, was interrupted when, as
hg pubs were closing, a group of youths tried to 'gatecrash' the party
ut were refused admission. Hutchies is near the busy junction of

hﬁrchfield Road and Acton High Street and this rumpus attracted other

foups who were milling around the area at the time. When one drunken

ﬁﬁh smashed the window of Galleon Wines in Churchfield Read several
E rs followed suit and eleven shops were looted, including a ‘hi—fi'
6re and a kebab house which had its till stolen. The whole ‘riot’
ook less than half an hour. It would be facetious to suggest that
Xpectation can be considered the sole cause of disorder in Acton but as

was told, in a High Street that was waiting for trouble, once one

idow was smashed, tearing down the boards and smashing a few others

"t

?émed like the right thing to do at the time.

203




In fact the most complete plagiarists, the true 'copycats' of 1981
?were the shopkeepers of London. Using the dramaturgical metaphor
:Goffmann has consistently shown (1968,1972) how much social behaviour
‘corresponds to a form of social protocol, conditioned by time and place.
.In this sense, when the pubs closed on the Friday and Saturday nights of
foth/1ith July 1981, the clientele im very many parts of Lonrdon found
‘themselves almost literally thrown onto streets that were like stage
fé?ts designed for disorder. That putaﬁive ‘riots' sometimes developed
fom the usual weekend late night clashes cannot be entirely dissociated

rom such stage design, even if the actions of the designers were never

ausally sufficient to induce a disturbance.

Through examining, albeit briefly, the relationship between media
z_trayal, belief and action it is possible to throw some light on the
eJ'nd question that relates to classification of the London riots of
Qéi as part of a moral panic, namely 'To what extent were the summer
Qﬁs of '8l a media creation?’ There is certainly an element of the
,gggy dog story involved in enumerating all the London disorders. No
.{1ists agree on how many 'riots' there were or even where they
rred.  Some press reported incidents of 'riot' were exaggerated,
__.s were more symptomatic of police anticipation of trouble than

les of conflict on the streets. Significantly, this anticipation

ys involved potential conflict with black people. Both trends

85  ght problems of defining a riot as much as detract from the
dity of such lists. Although it dis not easy to draw out reality
:;éyth, the reconstruction of the rioting as a public event was more
*}S#EMatic distortion than creation of a 'new' social phenomenon. The
rmstf collective behaviour that were seen in the summer of 1981 were
;?W to the streets of London, not novel even in the recent past.
fﬁad previously, and have subsequently, been under-reported din

‘Onal media coverage. Nevertheless, the rioting represented both a
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qualitative and quantitative scale of seriousness of disorder that had
aot been seen in the preceding twenty years and, notwithstanding events
of 1985 in Tottenham, Brixton and Handsworth, has not been seen since.
“In spite of this qualitative change in the nature of disorder, the
. geriousness of the 1981 rioting was often exaggerated. As John Clare of
the BBC stated (1984), the worst rioting in London, that of Brixton in
“April 1981, was nowhere near as serious as many of the riots he had

witnessed in Ulster throughout the 1970s. The social significance of

popular violent conflict on the streets of London is not diminished by

acknowledging that vioclent reality was not quite up to melodramatic
insurrection. It is instead the case that adjectival exhaustion might
tIur the difference between the incidents of 1981 and 1085, devalue the

ééaalation of violence that these individual riots later embodied.

. In some instances what was seen on the streets of London was no more
.an the normal weekend outbreaks of drunken aggression and im other
ocations the seeds of Saturday night trouble were placed on a stage, a

tage with a quite explicitly communicative scene and a line of

tompters in the wings. These were not the mythical conspirators, the
Moscow agents, that The Standard talked of but the local gossipmongers
d. rumour-hawkers who constructed folk discussion in the metaphor of

itagion, and to a man (or woman) "knew' that trouble was coming. That

héiresponse of -assorted potential trouble spots was non—existent in so
Yfparts of London that were so pump primed is iromically omne of the

%ﬁ-powerful arguments against the irrationality of collective

‘There can be few more surreal images than that of the young black
in Croydon 'commuting to riot' with a milk bottle in one pocket and
Upperware tub of petrol in the other, never reaching a destination

'-nothing happened, a destination that succumbed to the triumph of
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'common sense' over introspection. Yet such a scene was the echo of
very real trauma. On its own, such a scene is piquant; beside the fire

bombs of Brixton it is grotesque.

CONCLUSIONS

‘Tat tvam asi, that which cannot be said?

The notion, implicit in the positivist paradigm, that in studies of
he social world epistemological certainty could be based on naive
' 5piricism was an illusion and is now widely recognised as such. Data
;dbes not sit innocently on a computer file inviting induction and it is
:s,well to establish the conclusions that cannot be drawn from the Home

”foice statistics before progressing to those that can.

L,The arrest records provide a link between individuals and actionms,
o.necessary connection exists between the data and mental states of the
ctors, intentionality is not probed and statements that are essentially

mantic, relating to the meaning of behaviour, cannot be based on these

ecords alone. Actions may be manifest, acts remain opaque.

The records also relate to forms of behaviour that tock place at a

Ttain time, in a certain 'place’: London in July 1981, In order to
.Ha%yse the data it is essential to make certain assumptions about the

in which this pattern of behaviour deviates from normality, public

\

Sorder as abstract distance from a state of order. This involves
Ttain preconceived notions of both 'normality' and the society im

¢h such normality is defined. 3imilar assumptons are the

*onditions of all social analysis but it is important to remember
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that they are external to the data.

Related to the second point, and most importantly of all, the data
has only descriptive status. Explanation is always a rationalisation of
can explicandum and each ratiomalisation has its own history, unrelated

_to the data itself. The value of the empirical descriptions is that

“they can be used to subvert or support explanations, not falsify or

verify alleged 'truths’.

That which can

Some of the conceptions that underwrite the explanations of rioting
e#@miged in Chapter One can be dismissed outright. The notion that
hlack and white regularly fought together on the streets becomes
viftually untenable in the light of the aralysis, White involvement in
iating was consistently very different from that of black people in
cerms of age, residence and, most significantly of all, actual
haviour. At times different ‘ethnic groups' may have shared the same
"gets but, leaving aside instances of "multi-racial looting', a

story of united ethnic insurrection can be rejected.

ZSimilarly, the common sense rationalisation of trouble solely in

is of a ‘'police/black youth conflict' is equally spurious.

de’ rhetorical preconceptions or ideologies is nowhere more insidiously

?érted, In confining the ambit of the conflict to 'the young', those
EEmain immature and not quite agents of their own destiny, there is
aplicit, possibly accidental, relegaticn of the status of the
ting. The unspoken assumption behind such a move follows the classic
tﬁés path. People on the streets, "the rioters', are endowed with a

fistory. They epitomise the long, traditiomally fractious,
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socialisation of the adolescent, the riot as part of the twentieth
century rites of passage, History is transformed into nature, the
natural pains of growing up, albeit that these pains are exacerbated in

the immiserated inner city. In benevolence condescension.

The data pattern shows consistently that violent conflict with the
police, so common to disorder, was not the province of 'black youth’
. alone, indeed that the biack people that dominated this conflict tended

to be older than those involved in other activities at times of riot.

Generalisations that do emerge from the statistics have the status
of competing descriptions of the shadows of reality. The ‘academic'
descriptive classes may be modest but are no less invaluable for being
éog Human behaviour does not fit into neat pigeon holes. Two that are
consistently useful, in both analysis of London as a whole and in
ipdividual histories, are those which distinguish in the residence
péttern between ‘travellers' and 'locals' and offence groups between
fioters' and 'looters'. Typically, the ‘rioters' were older and more

nvolved with attacks on the police than the ‘looters’ and in almost all

ccasions, even when the majority of the crowd were white, were
ﬁemselves in the main black people. The residential division is
blﬁrred by the Home Office classification process but highlights the
ééﬁ_that on those occasions when a large proportion of those arrested
ere ‘travellers' the disturbances were generally less serious and

volved relatively young crowds of people. The individual examples of

e MPD 11 invariably differ from these 'ideal types’ in some respect

in general this pattern was common throughout London and serves well

lefining the elusive nature of different disorders.

-The moral panic reduces the blurred colours of real 1life to the

ark monochrome of print, silhouettes a subject like rioting against a

208




tself-evident' notion of society. The 'phenomenon of rioting' was not
of itself a simple media creation, a mirage, bﬁt individuals drew on
both introspection and the mythological qualities of the 'public
xnowledge' of rioting in rationmalising or "making sense' of the
disturbances. The numerous conceptions of ‘riots' in turn conditioned
_the actions of such individuals and set the stage for further disorder,
?a classical example of the recursive nature of society. People are made
by a social world which is built up by the cumulative effect of

“individual actions over space and time.

There are quite obviously major differences between incidents of
ﬁﬁblic disorder in July 1981 in London as well as trends that are
con51stent1y repeated throughout all locations. Whether or mnot these
:dlfferences are great enough to prohibit con51derat10n of the disorders
as, a single phenomenon is, in its absolute form, a sterile question
ﬁﬁich can be answered only in relative terms. This is so particularly
sﬁthe'unity of individual incidents of disorder seems seriously
q@estioned by the arrest data. If classifications suggest that
d :ferent sorts of people were concerned with very different sorts of
”tions.in Brixton or Hackney, and they do, then the terms "the Brixton

1qt‘ or 'the Hackney rlot are, like "the London riots', descriptively

meanlngful but of restricted analytlcal use., It is simply not good
ugh to assume that 1nd1v1dua1 disorders, which are by definiticn

or ‘'deviant' forms, must be united by a "commonality of

:dehtically for any two individuals -but by their relative strengths

efining the nature of specific 'riots'. Explanation must relate to

hese themes, not to a pathology of rioters, nor to a pathology of any

bser of these rioters. It is this rhematic diversity that makes

pPlanation so difficult, so contingent on this ‘character’ of the




Combining the Home Office statistics with other background
information highlights three common facets of behaviour. TFirstly, a
conflict between the black community as a whole and the Metropolitan
. Police. Secondly, there was a highly localised, predominantly black,
.male crowd on the streets prepared to turn this conflict of interest
into a conflict of arms. Thirdly a series of processes related to
‘commitment to public order evolved around these initial clashes and

transformed the nascent riot into a highly complex behavioural form.

it is thiéncomplexity of the end product that ﬁrohibits easy
ﬁationalisation of this '"type' of collective beﬂaviour. As the riot
proceeds and is conjoined with repertoires of behaviour not directly
related to the genesis of violent conflict, it becomes progressively
Rore difficult to identify a generic form of activity that could be

called rioting. Scenes of disorder appear to converge on one, almost

equifinal, product, regardless of whether they are produced by a
"fongful arrest in London or a power cut in New York. Rioting is more

~omprehensible as a state of disorder than a verb of action, one more

son why the rioter/non-rioter dichotomy is so problematic.

This manifest absence of commitment to public order seen in the
éummer of 1981 immediately links the scenes of violent conflict on the
 eets of London to other, ostensibly comparable, expressions on the

ﬁbtball terraces and the bank holiday beaches of Britain, forms

allacy of attributing the rioting to such problems of 'youth deviance'
éé already been considered. Yet whilst it would be iniquitous and

mpirically mistaken to focus on 'delinquency’ as central to the main

onflict with the police, the 'secondary processes’ which determime the

volution of the riot are quite possibly not dissimilar.
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To what extent the involvement of 'the young' in such, primcipally
looting, activity depends on mere presence at the breakdown of order,
the scene of maximum opportunity, and to what extent it depends on
ideficient ‘normative socialisation' of young people in general cannot be

“calculated, yet the character of such behaviour casts a light on the so-

_called 'copycat' violence.

Geﬁerally, adolescent deviance is accounted for theoretically by
;ariations on two competing interpretations. To some (eg Willis,1977)
:outh subculture challenges the legitimacy of social institutions. To
sthers (eg Marsh,1978) it merely challenges the efficacy of these
institutions as a vehicle to build a ‘moral career', a peer group
eputation. The difference between these two approaches reflects the
distinction. between the practical and expressive modes of behaviour
(Harré,1979) already considered in Chapter Two, akin to the distinctiocn
méde by Habermas between labour and interaction. However it is
“fEEOrised it is clearly a strain of behaviour that affects principally
hé young and does not differentiate between black and white. It is a
\train of behaviour that flourishes in situations of disorder and can be
hsidered a ubiquitous imnfluence on all incidents of riot. The
éurdity of distinguishing between 'credible' and 'copycat' riots 1is
;efealed by the fact that such behaviour was present both in Brixton in
\pril 1981 and in Acton the following July. This exposes the precarious
Ségﬁe of civil order in particular situations, not the irrationality of
those who reject it and come, almost incidentally, into conflict with
téfcustodians, the police force. Nor does it reinforce the myth of the
'ﬁér city as a lawless frontier of civilisatiaomn,

Abstracted, these are processes that raise serious questions about

“nature of ‘order' in late twentieth century British society, hut

ese are not the same processes as those rhat underwrite the violent
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.'conflict between the police and a wide cross section of the black
community as a whole, - In the particular instance the young black man
may have been motivated by greed, delinquency, and anti-police feeling
: but in general these three realms of action are represented by the

‘distinctive patterns that emerge from the Home Office statistics.

Tt is because the arrest data represent the empirical realisation of
these broad trends that they provide a powerful and indispensable source

for description of the rioting in London in 1981,
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UPRISINGS IN CONTEXT : THREE CASE STUDY LOCATIONS

INTRODUCTION
ALL SAINTS ROAD, NOTTING BILL

a} Background History

b) Black Power and the Mangrove

c¢) The Carnival Clashes, 1975/76

d) The Development of All Saints Road as a Symbolic Location
e) Revenge

f) Transforming A1l Saints Road : Whitfields's Law

g) A Successful Solution?

h) The Lessons of All Saints Road.

RATLTON ROAD, BRIXTON

1 BACKGROUND HISTORY
a) Police/Black Relations in Brixton
b) Locational Background.

2 THE FRONT LINE
a) Social and Drinking Clubs
b} Political Groups
c) 'Shepherds’ and other Youth Clubs
d) 'Crime’ on Railton Road.

3 THE POLICE VIEW

a) '"The Job'
b} Tit for Tat : ‘Front Line Deviancy'
c) Railton Road Patrols.

SANDRINGHAM ROAD, HACKNEY

1 BACEGROUND RISTORY

2 ROOTS POQL

3 CRIME ON SANDRINGHAM ROAD

4 THE POLICE VIEW

a) Senior Management
b) Institutional Complexity
c) Junior Officers : Policing without Consent

i) The reputation of Sandringham Road
ii) The Sandringham Road Patrol : Challenge and Reponse
iii) Cowboy Policing?




“The worst, most insidious stereotype, however, is
the characterisation of black people as a Problem. You
talk about the Race Problem, the Immigration Problem,
all sorts of problems. If you are liberal, you say that
black people have problems. If you are not, you say

they are the problem.

But the members of the new colony have conly one real
problem. That problem is white people. Racism, of
course, 1is not our problem, It is youra. We simply

suffer the effects of your problem,”

Salman Rushdie, writing in New Society, 9/12/82




RODUCTION

Given that the most consistent theme that recurred throughout most
riots was the sense of a highly localised conflict between police and

the black community, it was decided to examine the small scale, detailed

context of disorder in three locations which provided the scenes for

gome of the most serious clashes in 1981: All Saints Road, Notting

ills; Railton Road, DBrixton; and Sandringham Road, Hackney.

hevitably, such a study excludes the specific influences that resulted

n white youth and to some extent the Asian community becoming involved

violent disorder. This is not to understate the importance of these

fluences, this study is not exhaustive, only to suggest that in the

981 London context they were not quite as significant as the

aracteristic police/black antagonism that underwrote almost all of the

: shes in the '1981 riots in London’'.

All three locations are at times referred to as the "Front Line'.

il_Saints Road and Railton Road are more well known than Sandringham

where, thanks to the co—operation of very many people, it was

ssible to gather the most complete social and historical description.

néequently, this Hackney location is dealt with in greatest detail of

Conversely, All Saiants Road is dealt with relatively briefly

é?_l_use the characters and the places of the local history are well

ﬁn and much written about; emphasis there is thus placed on events

Notting Hill of lesser rencwn.

‘Neither is the emphasis on the local intended tc suggest the

élevance of more general factors in the genesis of disorder. In

ticular, three universal influences are taken mostly fqr granted,

thed on in passing, because it was considered that other research had




highlighted and explored the following topics as common to the
experience of all black communities in Britain, regardless of

geographical location and local history.

'}y Racism
} Aaclsm

Britain is a racist society. The most obvious universal feature

 facing British black people is not only the personal but alao the
finstitutionalised racism encountered in every f£ield of everday life.
Racism is thus. both flexible ideology and common practice and has
*ﬁnderwritten the confrontations between all the sectors of white society
énd migrant communities for several centuries, not least the
Eonfrontations between migrant groups and the British police force (for

extensive bibliography of relevant research see Gordon and King,1984).

Marginalisation and Unemployment : The alternative reality

The New Commonwealth population that mainly migrated to Britain in

he post-war era entered the economy in large part in response to

?écific needs of an economic.system and was located in certain specific
#gs in the economic structure (Peach,1966,1968). In this sense there
s&much power in Miles’ caution (1982,1984) that production relations
Héuld.not be lost in the purported analysis of race relations,
hgticuiariy as structural changes in the national economy have
ginalised many in the second generation of migrants, Black British
0:1e sélectively excluded from a post-industrial econoﬁy with

ntracting labour demand. The theoretical class position and




general set of circumstances.

i)Cultural Pathologies and Criminalisation

The notion that black communities are in some way 'problematic’ has
frequently led to a focus of research interest on those communities
themselves rather than the societies in which they found themselves.
Lawrence (1982) has analysed the way in which the commonly resultant
.;ultural pathologies of black life contributed to the stereotyping of
;black communitiés. Qne of the most invidious social realisations of
“this process, related to the process of marginalisation, has bheen the
_ériminalisation of young black people through the unholy alliance of
qanufactured images of 'black youth' (Hall et al,1978; Solomos, 1984)
with the self-justification of "black criminality' built into the charge
of 'SUS', although again sociology has not been innocent in the

émplification of this labelling (Gutsmore,1983).

One final consideration must also be taken into account in a

background to the three local studies:

Rioting as a Political Expression

The riots of 1981 were by no means the first or in the broad
émporal context an unusual manifestation of social comflict, Not only
Oeé Britain have a long history of powerless groups expressing protest
f?iolent disorder (Rud&,1964; Hobsbawm,1959), there is also an equally
ong record of racial violence involving migrant communities (Joshua and
é1134:.&,1983; Gaskell and Benewick,1986; May and Cohen,1974). Again

°se histories can provide only a general context to the local analysis

his chapter.
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1, SATNTS ROAD, NOTTING HILL

); Background History

Possibly more than any other place in Britain, Notting Hill has
: witneséed in microcosm the full history of Caribbean settlement in
Britain. In the 1950s the area of cheap multi-rental property in North
Kensington, close to Portobello Road, became a favoured settlement
aestination for West Indian migrants. The welcome they received ranged
from the pernicious activity of the ﬁotorious landlord Rackman, who
owned 147 properties in the area, to the steadily increasing number of
racist attacks by the local Teddy boys (Fryer,1984) and the marches of

3Mbsley's fascists in the streets. By the summer of 1958 the attacks

‘were so common that in one week more than thirty were noted by the local
‘police in North Kensington alone. A&s 'nmigger—hunting’ reached a peak in

he August of that year a Jamaican was shot in the leg and there were

giuding a retaliatory petrol bomb attack on a fascist club by West
:ians trying“to organise the defence of their own community. These
ﬁnting Hill 'race riots' continued to bubble into occasicnal street
:é%hes for the first half of September, and were echoed in other parts
:iondon, but the incident that was to maketan'equally lasting
Pféssion locally occurred eight months later, when the situation had
;Peéred to calm down. In May 1959 Kelso Cochrane, a West Indian

penter, was stabbed to death in Notting Hill. No murderer was ever
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found and time and again between 1982 and 1986 I was reminded by the

people in the area of the case. His death was not and is not forgottem.

The resentment at police treatment before and during the 1958
'riots’ and the failure to find Cochrane's killer soured relations
between the police and the West Indian community; the overt racism with
which migrants were treated by both white public and white police made
matters even worse. Pénsey Jeffrey, working at the Citizen's Advice

Bureau at this time, commented,

"From 1959 to 1961 we at the Citizen's Advice Bureau found it
difficult to believe the behaviour of the police which appeared
from stories told to us by callers who came to us for advice.
Then it began to seem that there must be some substance to these

stories,”

(Evidence submitted to the 1971 House of Commons Select
Committee on Police Immigrant Relations, henceforth Evidence

1971).

The situation deteriorated rapidly throughout the 1960s. In 1969
,Tpny Leander, a local youth worker, tock a survey of one hundred and

tﬁirty young black people in Notting Hill and found that out of this

roup sixty per cent felt that relationships between police and black
routh were 'very bad® and almost sixty per cent had already been

arrested; the most common charges were loitering and obstruction/

assault, two of the more subjectively assessed forms of ‘criminal’

ehaviour., He concluded that,

"the expectation of black youths in the area is that they run a
high risk of being arrested,”

Géﬁrge Clark of the West London Fair Housing Trust said of this period,

-™he generality might be taken from the Portobello Road.
“Between the years 1966 and 1969 the youngsters were really
-exploring the area and finding their own territories ... Une

remembers scarcely a day passed without a plea from the black
youngsters, 'We are being harassed. We are being moved on. We
are being picked up.' Indeed they were picked up, that was not

say go, and they were being moved on and they were being
harrassed.” (Evidence,1971)
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Contact with the police came about in four arenas, all structured by
_the racist treatment of Caribbean migrants generally, all stemming from
. the group's position in white society. Overcrowded housing encouraged
- many young black men to leave home when still young and this shiftless,
often jobless, population could rely only on shelters like the one at 57
Acklam Road (North Kensington), which inevitably often acted as
crucibles of delinquency. Those who had nowhere to go were often in
ftrouble for loitering, those who went somewhere were often in trouble at
}outh clubs like the Sunspot or the High Street Wimpy bar. Lastly,
there were the drinking clubs that gimilarly provided sites of
onfrontation. FEach of these four arenas placed the police inevitably
,af.odds with West Indian people but also provided a forum for racist

chaviour under the guise of law-enforcement, an opportunity that too

ften was not missed.

Tack Power and the Mangrove Restaurant

1t was in this climate of increasing hostility and in the wake of
he contemporary American disorders that the Black Power movement
br efly flowered in London. Michael de Freitas (Michael Abdul-Malik,

Miéhael X) established RAAS (the Racial Adjustment Action Society), the

iversal Black People’'s Improvement Association (including Darcus, then
Radford, Howe) set up in Notting Hill and several cells of the Black
thers were also founded (see Abdul-Malik,1967). The national press

id: the Metropolitan Police reacted to these associations with virtual

ranoia, at what they saw as incipient subversion and revolution. The

OC_S of this parancia was the Mangrove Restaurant in All Saints Road

ige Police magazine, January 1670)., Set up in 1969 by Frank Critchlow,

had run several similar restaurants im London before, the place soon

féme well-known for political discussion but was hardly a seedbed of

le revolution'. Yet the police regularly raided the Mangrove from its




opening, never arresting anybody or pressing charges against the

proprietor, establishing a symbolic vendetta that has persisted to the

present day. As Darcus Howe commented, the Mangrove

"opened as a meeting place for ourselves and others where we
could discuss issues that we face ... the Mangrove is quite
different from what it was then. Today it has become a centre
of resistance to police harassment, a black centre of
resistance. We did not set out to make it like that, the police
did. And that is not how we see ourselves, that is how black
people see us. It is now a political fact that we are what  we
are becasuse of certain experiences of black people in the area

[Notting Hill]." (Evidence,1971)

Again, it would be wrong to equate the struggles of the Mangrove

with the ubigquitous and dubious term "plack youth'. In fact Ben

Bousquet, who now works for Lambeth Police Support Unit but lives and
‘grew up in Notting Hill and keeps a detailed local history of the area,

ointed out in a formal interview that the Mangrove was the haunt of

ylder, politically active people, not teenagers like himself at this

ime. Younger people tended to congregate instead at the youth clubs,

another site of confrontation; a raid at the Metro Youth Club in

Notting Hill led to serious clashes with the police in 1970.

Following the repeated raids on the Mangrove (all with no charges

;essed) an informal protest group banded together under the name

Action Group for the Defence of the Mangrove' and mounted a

emonstration on the 9th August 1970, demanding “an end to the

ersecution of the Mangrove restaurant” which also developed into a

confrontation with the police. After the incident Race Today

1970,p456) commented,

"Mhere is a tension hitherto unknown. The police, the black
community insist, are out Lo kill the Mangrove and other centres

where blacks get together.”

rther marches followed the Black Defence Committee support of the

- ngrove 9, arrested at the first demonstration, which culminated in

enty-two of the charges against the group (who included both Critchlow

d Howe) being dismissed and only seven minor counts proven.  The
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Mangrove was firmly established as the focus of police/black conflict in
Notting Hill, All Saints Road the site on which control of the streets

would be disputed.

The Carnival clashes 1975/76

The tensions in Notting Hill burst into large scale violent disorder
~at the Carnivals of both 1975 and 1976. This confrontation between
police and community has been described in detail on many occasions
{Race Today passim; Howe 1980; Rollo 1980, IRR,1979; Fryer,1984) but two
accounts stand out above all others. Foremost is that of Abner Cchen
(1980,1982), who has described how the Carnival became the classic
‘example of 'resistance through rituals', a cultural expression subsuming
‘political protest. Cohen's study of "how symbolic performances
‘teproduce or modify power relations' highlights how throughout the early
_9705, in the face of societal repression,

"the various cultural elements are shown to be linked together
in political action but the event itself is an artistic form sui
generis".

Hence

“"the cultural is structured by the political though not
determined by it”.

_qﬁnd up in the Carnival was a statement about an oppressive white

The police responded by actively campaigning to prohibit the
rhival, co—ordinating and publicising a petition demanding that the
ént bhe banned. When this tactic failed, police chose instead to

ation more than fifteen hundred men at Carnival in what was later

ceded by some officer as "oppressive formations”. Typically, forty
ice were placed as an ‘escort’ on each steel band. The violence that

'ued was almost inevitable but the crudity of the conflict was perhaps
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only truly captured in Gutsmore's description (1977) in which he stated
that the black community had taken on the British bobby - and won. DBY

that time the conflict in Notting Hill was almost that simple. Blue

versus black.

Crucially, at the heart of these clashes was the Mangrove and the
A1l Saints Road. On the Sunday night of the 1976 Carnival the police
" cordoned off the road at the height of the festivities and raided the
Mangrove in strength. On the Monday the retaliation, the open fighting

‘and what was seen by both police and black community as a 'defeat’ for

he police made banner headlines in the national press.

‘The Development of All Saints Road as a 'Symbolic Location’

(lashes in All Saints Road grew in ferocity throughout the 1970s.
fn 1977, although there was less trouble at the Carnival as a whole,

ere was again a major raid on the Mangrove. Race Today commented at

the time,

"The savage manner of the police inmvasion and the fact that no
arrests were made, had left everybody in no doubt that what took
place was part of a planned attack by the police on the

Carnival.”

“Two police informants, both working at this time in Notting Hill,

ho. asked to remain anonymous, described the events of the late 1970s

rom the opposite perspective. For them the All Saints Road had become

a dangerous place to patrol and hub of illicit activity. The

1lo pub, a hundred yards up the road from the Mangrove, was a well-

wn site of drugs sales and there were "four or five"™ illegal drinking

& on the road as well. The explicit suggestion of one informant was

in this situation the polite were unable to enforce the law in this

of their division and occasional raids en masse, particularly on




- the Mangrove, seen as the source of greatest hostility toward the

police, were quite clear demonstrative gestures of police power.

It was against this turbulent context of violent clashes that in the
summer of 1981 the police did not try and remove the crowds and the
barricades from the All Saints Road (see chapter four). Quite simply,
fhe reason for this was that in the ongoing confrontation, by 1981 the
/A11 Saints Road and the Mangrove had won a form of de facto 'privileged
sﬁatus'. Any police action, sensitive or senseless, was likely to be

pposed, a state of affairs widely resented at PC level, reluctantly

cknowledged at managerial level, but recognised by all actors, black
and. white, involved in the life of the area. It was a situation Chief

perintendent Whitfield (Notting Hill,1982-84) described thus,

"I+ was a stand off and a virtual no—go area for a while both
before 1981 and at times since" (personal interview).

ad at Notting Hill. He described the atmosphere in the statiom at




Transforming All Saints Road

During his three years at Notting Hill, Whitfield was involved in a
conscious attempt to "take away the symbolism of All Saints Road”. This
;project was to be achieved by completely changing the style of policing
4n the area. The first step Whitfield took was to preveant all cars
}patrolling All Saints Road and have instructions placed at Scotland Yard
:that no car from any other division was allowed in 'hot pursuit’ into
ﬁhe road either. This was not popular with either junior officers or
;everal sceptical superiors at Scotland Yard itself. The reasons that
Whitfield first gave for this order was straightforward: he could not
afford all the wrecked police cars on his budget, but underlying this
"r;blem he admitted was his desire to prevent incidents where officers
dféve into the road, jumped out of the car and piled a 'prisomer' into

back seat before driving off at high speed.

Mass raids in All Saints Road were also dramatically curtailed.

a9in the ostensible reason was down to earth: "in the main it was to

visiting PCs in hospital”, again there was an obvious secondary
pose, again the new policy was unpopular with many of the PCs in the
Lsion, Similarly, police from adjacent divisions were given the

_ége to keep out of Notting Hill.

Replacing the raids on All Saints Road, Whitfield introduced to the

é'high technology targeting and surveillance of the road. At this
‘anyone walking down the road who looked a potential customer would

ffered drugs for sale. It was always impossible to establish where

0f the many dealers came from, yet I was frequently offered a fuil
Ction of "products’ to choose from. Notwithstanding this, the
& dtion of drugs became more subtle as people caught on to the presence

aneras and used truanting children of twelve and under to 'fronmt'
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for sales; once paid they would dart into basemeats with the cash and
emerge minutes later with a suitably weighed bag. However, it would be
a grave mistake to either confuse this trade with a long history of All
Saints Road or suggest that anything more than a small minority of these
'dealers’ traded in anything other than cannabis, for which the road had

become a market place well-known across London.

The third step Whitfield took which was to win him respect bhoth
inside and outside the police, was to make lwo arrests at considerable
personal risk on All Saints Road in May 1982. He also embarked on an
extensive PR campaign, making himself available to all 'community

Jeaders' twenty~four hours a day, a move that won him grudging respect

from some of the most hostile local people. For much of his time he was
ne of the very few Chief Superintendents on speaking terms with Frank
Cfitchlow. Along with his deputy, Superintendent Aitcheson, he set up a
éries of informal police/community consultative meetings which included

one-off special meetings on All Saints Road itself at times of greatest

A fourth strategy was to attempt to involve other agencies in
pblicing' the area, A story was leaked to a Sunday tabloid on the
f?stering sore” of the Apollo pub and by Monday morning the brewery had
hut it down. This property and several oéhers on the road were bought

P: and administered by the local Housing Trust.

Yet the most profound change that Whitfield introduced was the A1l
ints Road special patrol. A squad of tweﬁty—four PCs, picked from all
.icers on the division, was set up with the express purpose of
povering’ All Saints Road. From the end of the Carnival in 1982 the
lea was to keep six officers stationed in the road twenty-four hours a

The initial local reaction to this move was one of fury. On

224




several occasions pairs of policemen were bundled off the road by large
crowds of people who resented what they saw as an 'army of occupation’.
In spite of this, the patrol has been maintained toc the present day and
certainly the police goal of reducing the number of ‘frequenters' on the

road was in broad terms achieved.

With increased participation by the Housing Trust and the co-
operation of other agencies, the face of All Saints Road began to
change. Indeed, Whitfield claimed that with the Mangrove receiving a
iump—sum grant for refurbishment,

"When the Mangrove re-opens as a decent West Indian restaurant
that will be the end of the symbolism."

A successful solution?

There are two major flaws in the logic of Whitfield's claim. The
first became increasingly evident throughout the last months of his time
ﬁ charge at Notting Hill, The problem was that among very many of his
'Qior officers his new reforms were extremely umpopular. Through a
ngwball interview technique I managed to secure in-depth formal
terviews with sevem PUs working on Notting Hill Divisioa. All gave
Xtrenely critical reports of the changes in policing methods and
f;étly resented the restrictions placed on police discretion on All
i@ts Road, Whitfield was not unaware of this feeling and after he had
f£ the area remarked,

:fWe are not in business to be popular ... I know that in many
ways I am not popular at the Hill",

ggesting that

_ﬁI have got no illusions about policemen and the fact that they
are human."”

Yeral dincidents occurred in both 1983 and 1984 where the special
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restrictions were effectively subverted. One PC admitted to flouting
deliberately the regulations about car patrols, another caustically
remarked when I defended Whitfield's approach,

"Well obviously he should have told us more about what was going

The second flaw stems from an assessment of the achievements on All
Saints Road in the early 1980z, For though the number of people using
:the road as a social centre has greatly diminished, there remain
1official’ clubs at number 12 (Frank Critchlow's ‘alternative' property

or use while the Mangrove is being repaired), number 26 and number 28

(the Sunlight and the Paradise), as well as occasional ‘'unofficial’
‘¢lubs in other parts of the road. In spite of the permanent police

piesence, the drugs trade continues. Because of their own manifest

creasingly unpopular tour of duty, until in 1985 it was effectively

_eparated from the rest of the station only to become within months

:”toriously referred to as the 'Black Watch'. The level of antagonism
'tween. the two parties remained as high as ever, only the numbers

volved decreased.

'This numerical decrease was not due solely to police action. The

perdb but delapidated rental properties of the 1950s and 1960s have to

‘great extent been lost to 'the reclaiming of the immer city'. In 1985
Residents' Association of newly refurbished St Luke's Mews
atened to sue the police for their failure to enforce the law in the

a (particularly drug trafficking). The old black community area of
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he language of conflict. Prior to 1981, during the summer of 1981

::tself and subsequent to 1981, there existed a remarkable consensus

ZOad?" This question was the spatial realisation of a deeply-rooted

Police/black relations did not suddenly collapse at local
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level in the period just before the riots as the Metropolitan Police
3(1981) submissions to Lord Scarman at times suggested., Nor can mutual
“hostility be traced to the incidence of crime within the marginalised
“black population as the new 'radical’ criminologists have posited (eg
lLea and Young,1982; Kinsey, Lea and Young,1986; Mathews and Young,1986)
or to the media distortion of this level of crime. The roots of this

hostility go back much further.

Put simply, 'relations' between the black community and the police
jn Brixton have never been 'good', partly because a relation of this

sort can not be measured on a simple one dimensional scale, principally

tocause of the pervasive and persistent racism of white society as a
hole, exemplified by the treatment of black people by the Metropolitan

lice Force.

It is the conteﬁtion throughout.this thesis that the police force as
ﬁstitution and police officers as individuals are no worse and no
?r than the society from which they are drawn. The circumstances in
H police/black interaction has occurred structured the particular
1_8ations of societal racism. Inevitable points of contact between

‘ce and black people became the arenas in which racism was manifested

ostility flourished.

i? evidence of this historical depth is well documented and clearly
iﬁ the warnings of trouble in the late 60s and early 70s by local
;ty workers such as Jeff Crawford (1969), George Greaves (1970),
_f Laws (1970), in the submission to the Royal Commission on
al Procedure by the LVSC (1979), in the Report by the Council
g Party into Community/Police Relations in Lambeth (January 1981)
the submissions to Lord Scarman by the Lambeth Youth Committee,

ixton Neighbourhood Community Association, Concern and the
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Runnymede Trust (all 1981).

Yet in hindsight perhaps the most significant document was the work;
by Joseph Hunte titled 'Nigger Hunting in England?’ (1966). This repgrti;
states quite categorically that,

"for the seven years that I have been residing in Brixton, I

have been constantly besieged by members of the immigrant
population with matters of conflict between them and the Police

Force",
going on to cite the ready use of dogs against black people, overtly
fracialist abuse and the allegation that

"it has been confirmed from reliable sources that sergeants and
constables do leave stations with the express purpose of going
Nigger Hunting" (1966,pl2).

More recently (in 1966) he suggests that this victimisation had taken

fhe form of

"trying innocent West Indians before the court for loitering
with intent to commit a felony" (1966,pl4).

When asked about the accuracy of this report im a private interview

Commander Alex Marnoch, who worked in Brixton at the time of Hunte's

ork, commented,

. "Tt has to be said that although exaggerated the allegatioms in
that report were basically true. When there had been some
trouble, especially if a PC got hurt, it was not unusual for a
group of police to pile off down to Somerleyton Road for a
fight., It was very regrettable and it has to be seen in
context. At that time everywhere you went in Brixton you could
see signs saying 'no coloureds' and lots of pubs wouldn't even
serve black people. Yes, racism was very common in the police
force but it has to be compared with everywhere else and in
‘comparison with that the police record was a good one."

Crucially, the report alleges, and Marnoch confirmed, that not only
 hosti1ity long established in time, dating back to the early 60s,
iit was also spatially imbedded in the scemes in vhich confrontations

urred; Hunte menticns several times the small area of Brixton around

harbour Lane and Somerleyton Road.
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Hence relations between the pelice and large sections of the black

community have been 'bad’ for a very long time. This does not mean that
they have been bad for the same reasons for all that time or bad in the
same way. The nature and form of this conflict has changed. Overt
racialism, institutional racism (stereotyping by SUS), and policing a
divided society are disparate phenomena. Similarly, antagonism may be
realised in resentment, passive subjection, open abuse, violent
resistance or many other forms of behaviour. 'Rioting' is merely one of

several alternative expressions of this conflict,

Locational background

The central part of Brixton that provided the private rental
reception area for Caribbean migrants in the 50s and early 60s
(Patterson 1961) gradually shrunk in size over the following two
decades. The delapidated old housing districts were gradually knocked
down and replaced by the new estates such as the Moorlands Estate on
Somerleyton Road and the Stockwell Park Estate. These Council
developments may not have been unqualified social successes but they
answered a pressing need and the problems they produced were new
problems. As part of this process the area of Railton and Mayall Roads
_was scheduled for redevelopment, but this project was defeated in 1975
" after a protracted period of protest, public inquiry and ministerial
- prevarication. By 1977 only 22 of the 400 properties in the
Railton/Mayall Road Housing Action Area were considered by the Council

to be,

Mgatisfactory in terms of state of repair, housing conditions
and general environmental quality.” (Scarman 1681, p3)

A vital element in the growth of Railton Road as a '"Front Line' was

that by 1981 whereas the face of Brixton as a whole had been refashioned

(often several times), the face of Railton Road was unchanged but for
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the progressive deterioration in the quality of property. Nowhere else
was the living history of black people in Brixton so clearly embodied in
bricks and mortar. There was no need to continually remember the past
because on Railton Road more than anywhere else the past was always

present.

THE 'FRONT LINE'

"To some, whose knowledge of these streets came only with
hindsight in the aftermath of the disorders, the 'Front Line'
may seem an apt description for an area where a mob battled with
the police. But, almost certainly, the term is used to describe
a place where people meet on the street to talk and relax.”
(Scarman 1981,pl7)

One of the minor, but significant, debates that ram through the
'ﬁublic hearings of the Scarman Inquiry concerned what the term 'Front

Line’ actually meant., Courtney Laws (Brixton Neighbourhood Community

"The historical fact of the Front Line, as I understand it -
because I helped to name it — is where people from the Caribbean
normally gather, meet and talk and often start up socialising
groups and functions. It is very peaceful and quiet."”

istrict Detective Chief Superintendent Plowman flatly contradicted this

- "the words 'Front Line', as far as most people understand it,
. came about from ... a film that was done by the BBC in 1965 when
they said that Railton Road was the front line of confrontation
between black and white in the Brixtom area and ... that is why
it is called the Front Line.," "there is only about 200 of that
'black community that collect in the Front Line or Railton Road
area, They are mostly black people that are unemployed or
Rastafarian type who display an anti-authority attitude”,

‘In stark comparison, in 1976 Race Today (ppl48-152) claimed that,
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"Railton Road is a heavily policed area. The Brixton end of the
road is referred to among blacks ir military terms as 'the Front
Line'., Tt is the front line of defence against the police.”
In the political campaign for 'black resistance’ Race Today saw the
Front Line as a source of potential black political solidarity. From

this perspective the 'riots' were the logical outcome of this local

mobilisation (see Chapter One supra).

Similarly, although everybody accepted that the Front Line covered
some part of the Railton Road, several different definitions of its
precise boundaries were offered at the Inquiry, some confining it to a
&ery small stretch of the road between Atlantic Road and Leeson Road,
éthers including & larger section of Railton Road, yet others using the

term more generally to describe a whole area,
The point Scarman missed was that the term Front Line may have been

élearly defined for some individuals but on closer inspection there are

many different understandings of this 'sense of place'., There is no one

i:‘the naming of parts', spatial parts., As meaning, shorthand

*finitions of places, based on subjectively defined salient

A name denotes a place and connotes a history. As ever, assorted




this complexity, to illustrate that there are variations on this theume,
not a simple phenomenon but a stage on which history has heen Played,
sach act linked to its predecessor, each act perceived from many

different angles.

Social and drinking clubs

As in Notting Hill one of the oldest bones of contention between
black people and the police in Brixton stemmed from the existence of
clubs (shabeens) that were used for drinking and gambling. Again, the
history of these places is not straightforward, nmeither simple 'cultural
‘expression’ nor manifest criminal behaviour. It has often been
" suggested that the latent and overt rejection of black custom in pubs in
‘Brixton made the growth of these (technically illegal) facilities
‘inevitable. As the Brixton Domino and Social Club (1981) stated,

"Tn the 60s there were no recreation facilities for blacks. We
used to have lots of house parties. The pubs that existed in
England then did not cater for West Indians and people from the

Caribbean. Thus we created our own social gatherings and
clubs."

Certéinly drinks were sometimes sold at blues parties, certainly
this was at times used as a pretext by some local police to raid any
:black house where there was any sort of party, certainly at least one
individual who used to run a shabeen is now a pub landlord in the
ﬁrixton area. Most of the clubs were set up in the Coldharbour

Lane/Atlantic Road/Railton Road area (Hunte 1966,p3). This pattern

persisted throughout the 60s and 70s. Just before the riots of 1981

ﬁhere were at least three well-known clubs on Railton Road, so that in

1981 the Brixton Society commented,

"The past pattern of the police activity in the Brixton area has
been to tolerate the clubs etc in the Front Lime area of Railton

Road for most of the time, but to stage the occasiona%‘raid in
strength, apparently in connection with drugs offences.

Several long-serving Brixton police officers confirmed this pattern;
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in the nebulous divide between the illegal and the criminal the raids on
drinking clubs provided a forum for the rationalisation and
justification of racist police behaviour, taking on the respectability
of official police actions. Some of these raids, professionally
conducted and well organised, passed peacefully; others most certainly

did not {eg raids on clubs in Kellet and Talma Roads in 1975).

Political groups

A second longstanding element in the Railton Road scene has been the
-high profile presence of political and quasi-political groups. In 1968
"Black Panther group was set up in Shakespeare Road, and campaigned for

oth black rights in general and over specific issues such as the Joshua

rancis case. In 1970 Francis was severely injured in his home and
a#ér charged with assaulting three police officers in what was widely
elieved at the time to be another instance of the 'Nigger Hunting' that
ﬂﬁfe had drawn attention to. This group were regularly monitored by

pecial Branch.

ation at number 1 Mayall Road. That the white, predominantly




political attitudes of black residents of the area, but the various
institutions were for a long time part of the identity of the Front
Line, particularly when perceived from ocutside, particularly when

perceived by the police.

‘Shepherds' and other youth clubs

The youth club may serve as a refuge from the hostility of the
outside world', a place in which dignity and self-respect are
nternally defined. Such a place was and is the Railton Road Youth and
ommunity Centre (RRYCC) of the Methodist Church, more commonly known as
'Shepherds, since the mid-60s a major social focus for young black people
ﬁ;the Railton Road area:

. "Over the years the Centre has provided a home for many who have

: few roots in the community and some have found themselves
“welcome in the Centre who might well have found themselves

~ rejected elsewhere." (RRYCC,1981)

Thé'club was considered somewhere safe from police interference and as
ariy as the late 60s hostility against the police was such that there

ds physical resistance to attempts to search the club (normally when a

duﬁg black suspect was seen to run towards the club).

Hence in her column in the 70's Front Line Jennie (Race Today,1978),
urious at a police presence at prizegiving in Shepherds, comments,

"Dem haul out Country fi get prize fi weight-lifting and guess
who dem call fi present it? (me know seh oonu would a nevah did
guess) noh one a di hag dem from di poleece station! Bwoy, if
v'ah evah evah si how country wash him han after di hag shake

t! Him is a men who noh deal wid pork."

Iﬁfthe late 70s as unemployment among young black people in Lambeth
apidly, the average age of the clientele and the social importance
fshépherds grew alongside it. These changes prompted a struggle

®en those, often older, members of the club who wanted to increase

lcipation in control and organisation and the traditiomal youth
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1W0rker system of the Methodist Church, a struggle Race Today described
as the "Brixton's Battle of Jericho'. 1In 1979 the Methodist hierarchy
.;ried to close the club but this was successfully resisted through an
‘occupation by the members. The Action Committee at the time stated,

"We cannot look for continuity in the workers because they come

and go. Some are promoted, some get married, some get fired.
We cannot look for continuity in the Minister/Warden. They toco
change from time to- time. The membership on the other hand,

has, in its older members, people who have been participating in
the club since its inception.”

At its heart this struggle was about two irreconcilable visions of

the function of the youth club; one based on the paternalistic role of

juyénile socialisation, the other on the significance of particular
_léces' in local black dignity, self-respect and mobilisation, This
ruggle continued right up to the rioting of 1981, over such issues as

e{attempt to ban all members over 21 from the premises.

'At the time of the disorders the club remained untouched, "a haven
tranquility in a sea of destruction".(RRYCC,1981) In this context
contrast between the feeling of security inside the club and the

'lént clashes outside reveal much about the nature of the rioting in

"The other strong sense created by police presence and action is
that of claustrophobia. The loss of open space to run and play
& keenly felt. But this central Brixton area has become a home
in which the community like to feel free to wander, congregate
and stop and chat with friends. The sense of a heavy and
pervasive police presence in this area is not a friendly and
communal presence but a multiple and hostile one." (RRYCC,1981)

ﬁhe black community of Brixton is not a lawless community whose
tea has to be policed as though it were hostile territory
quiring an army of occupation.”™ (RRYCC,1981)




"They have sometimes come in with dogs and once with gums ..,
once inside their treatment of wmembers has varied from
moderation to provocation. Their sudden and sometimes violent
entry into what is otherwise felt to be a secure black community
creates immediate tension and contributes to longer term
resentment,”

Most often these raids were im pursuit of a suspect and in such
circumstances it is notable how cynical or, perhaps more often,

thoughtless police can be.

This problem was clearly outlined by a senior member of Brixton's
Community Involvement Section, who is now on the managerial board of
Shepherds:

"PC's just don't understand the damage they do. T mean I would
defend what they do. I've even done it myself. The kids are
all there and all of a sudden some prick with a blue hat on
kicks the door in and comes charging in. Now I'm the youth
worker; that place, those kids, are my responsibility. I walk
over to the policeman and say, 'Excuse me officer, can I help
you?' and he just says, 'Who are you?' and tells me to fuck off
in front of everybody there. Now the kids there don't know that
he was chasing his prisoner, he’s angry with himself for losing
a body, and he doesn't understand or doesn't care about the
damage he is doing. And then if anyone in the club starts
getting out of hand, the youth worker has been seen to lose his
authority and if the place goes bang anything can happen.”

(private interview)

At one time 1 was witness to the description of a case almost

;dentical to this Inspector's hypothetical illustration, when the police

couple of hundred yards from Railton Road). The youth club leader there

1s: noted for being prepared to stick his neck out in entering into

diélogue with the police; such incidents are potentially disastrous for

Péﬁple in his position. I have lost count of the number of similar
iﬁ@idents that have occurred in Brixton and elsewhere. Horrendous tales
:District Support Units and Immediate Response Units charging in at
hé slightest sign of trouble, making large numbers of random and

nécessary'arrests, are countered with defences of the need for police

ﬁﬁicers to support their own at times of trouble. In such
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circumstances conflict reproduces itself, becomes cumulatively more

entrenched. It was in such circumstances that a common belief on the
Front Line in 1981 was that,

"the police were no longer protecting the people, or policing
the area in a responsible manner. They were in fact a force of
occupation within the Brixtonr area, and the people felt
threatened by their presence in the area in such large numbers.”
(Brixton Rastafarian Collective,1981)

.In this context the police role is crucial but actual behaviour cannot

be divorced from the institutional practice of 'occupation of the

‘ghetto’, practice that is tied to the societal forces that have

acialised space, created the ghetto in the first place.

rime' on Railton Road

‘Much of the debate in the Scarman Inquiry focussed on the relative
vels of crime, particularly 'street crime’, in Brixton and Lambeth
cOmoared with other divisions and Districts in London (eg Concern,1981).
What was rarely disputed was the existence of certain criminal activity

fn-Railton Road. In particular:

errtain properties in the area were used for fencing stolen goods,
ﬁarticularly after street robberies.

ﬁrugs were sold on the street and at certain properties there. The
¥eve1 of ‘'hard' drugs as opposed to 'ganja' (cannabis) and the
élleged historical complicity of certain CID officers in this trade
were both moot points in Brixton. In the immediate aftermath of the
;?81 riots this trade grew dramatically as police, fearing public
'?dEr problems, were reluctant to take action against dealers
'Ugerating openly on the street.

B_oause the people who used the TFront Line frequently opposed any
street robbers were known to make a rum for Railton Road if

in order to seek protection from the crowd there.

?
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Time and time again in the Scarman Inquiry police officers madé iﬁ;ﬁiéar
that they regarded all people who used the road as involved ip at 1ea3t
one of these three categories. The whole road was stigmatiseg ana
criminal area. District Chief Superintendent Plowman stated that, i
"the type of person that commits footpad robberies are the young
fleet footed youngsters between 12 and 17 that commit these
offences (sic). They do not get down the Front Line except to
dispose of stolen property.”
This statement was made.in the full knowledge that on Front Line wag gz
youth cluB (Shepherds) which on a busy night held almost two hundred
people (RRYCC,1981). Implicitly, all people who used one of the few
‘leisure facilities in the Brixton area were labelled as criminals and
zthe charge of SUS was readily available to confirm this label in a
fperfect gxercise in circular verification. The high incidence of SPS
fpharges on Raiiton Road (Demuth,1978) 'proves' the road was a criminal

area.

As Astel Parkinson, a youth worker in Brixton since the mid-60s,
;explained to me,

"Our kids just could not walk down the street without the risk
of being picked up and chargedo

-Those who looked suspicious were plcked up, yet the criteria by which
hls suspicion is defined was rarely questioned. Crime was and is a
ajor problem on Railton Road; and a difficult problem for the police,
hﬁ£ it was a problem perpetrated by a small minority not a whole

Community.

':A notable exception to the stereotypical view was expressed by the
9@9 Beat officer on the road, PC John Brown (in the police since 1963).

bf?een 1971 and 1981 he had never beem attacked in Railton Road and

though keen to point out the problems of criminal activity, painted

Or ‘Scarman a much more subtle picture of the Front Line, going so far

o say that black people were friendlier towards the police locally
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than white. Once again the mythical Railton Road was perha§s not 80

readily susceptible to blanket classification as hindsight might

suggest.

- THE POLICE VIEW

"The Job'

Spending time in participant observation work on patrol with police
in Brixton it was not difficult to appreciate the variable calibre of
:grsonnelq_ the major problems invoilved in "the job', the entrenched
néture of the mistrust between police and much of the community and the

low morale of police officers in Brixton division of the Metropolitan

dﬁg from. The car stopped (abruptly) and one of the two ran off. One
'fp the car, after a chase on foot, managed to catch this individual
_ét the other was detained. The noise of the siren, the speed of the
*énd the ensuing chase had drawn a large crowd of onlookers. The
OWd_grew rapidly as the names of the two suspects were checked by
@diﬁifor criminal records. Angry at being made to chase a suspect,
ng;i“at the realisation that there was n§ proof that the twe had done
Ything, one PC in particular made little effort to hide his contempt

fthe black youths, yet his questioning remained technically correct

?Y?FY other respect and violence was never threatened. After ten

ites of waiting it was discovered that one of the youths had a
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criminal record. A friend of his, who had subsequently appeared,
protesting the innocence of the two, was nearly arrested for assault
when his verbal abuse of the two police began to get out of hand. These
'secondary' offences, known as 'knock-on offences’, are common im this
sort of situation, are in part the product of the rift between the
police and the black community, and are a major element in amplifying
the process of criminalisation already described. Just as the two PCs
decided there was nothing more they could do, a coaple of bottles were

thrown from the back of the crowd.

As we drove away both were convinced that the two suspects were
guilty, both had acted correctly (in spite of the poor manners of one)
‘and both had been 'bottled' for their pains. Similar incidents, all
:involviug objects being thrown, occurred four times on this one shift,
One of the police in the car regularly 'explained' these experiences in

explicitly racist characterisations of black people.

It is the sense of hopelessness in the face of the outright collapse
of 'policing by consent' that made one PC suggest to me, "this nick must

ave the lowest morale in the whole of London". This problem also dates

‘back a long way. Another PC, who had been in Brixton since the mid-
0's, said,

"before 1981 everyone knew that Brixton was a place where you
got a lot of hassle. Nobody wanted to come here. As a result,
it became a sort of punishment centre, I personally know PCs
who turned up on a Monday morning after annual leave at thedr
station in — say Croydom — only to be told, 'No you're not here
any more, you've been transferred to Brixton.' Senior officers
used it all as an excuse to get rid of the men they didn't
want, "

Consequently, mistrust reproduces itself within the police service, poor

sxpectations confirmed by experience. As PC Peter Lawrence comaented,

"In my time here I have seen the most liberal and left wing
people come down here and within months completely change their
attitudes. The hatred on the streets is so awful that you have
to conform to the views of the rest of the group to survive.”
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Antagonism has become built in to the job itself, To'gay that the
police are hated by large sections of the black population in Brixton ig
no exaggeration. The reactions of police officers vary enormously
between individuals but this extreme hostility was and is reciprocated
by many members of the police force working in the division. But for
most of the people I spent time with, the reasons for this mutual
;hostility were rarely considered, only occasionally were
rationalisations offered and these were often openly and explicitly
Efacist. However, for the majority the hostility was just 'a fact of

1ife', part of the daily routine,

When this level of antageonism is placed alongside the high degree of
discretion of the PC, the frequently scant respect of senior management
;ﬁat is common and the difficulties invoived in supervising police work,
same of the more well-known events of the past on Railton Road become

more comprehensible.

Tit for tat : 'Front Line Deviancy'

. As part of the informal code that underwrites all police actions it
 .very often taken as given that violence against fellow police
fficers is settled in kind. I was told several times by police
hemselves that this is in part no more than self-defence. By

efinition police work can be violemt work.

Increasing regulation of what happens to prisoners in police
,ﬁ onz has undoubtedly had a significant effect but as one very senior
icer stated,

"I have no doubt that such incidents {violence against
Prlsoners) almost never happen at police stations any more but I
am egually sure that they do sometimes occur ¢€n route to the

Police station."
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gecores which build up can be settled at future dates, In Brixfdh ;
repeated clashes stemming from arrests have for a long time led to maﬁy';
ﬁolice injuries. On Railton Road, where, since the early 708 thege

‘clashes were always at their most serious, there were a lot of scores,

Tt was the awareness in the Metropolitan Police of these incidents
(particularly in Brixton and Notting Hill) that led senior management to
oin the term 'front line deviancy' to describe the way in which junior

£ficers could subvert official goals to ensure that scores were settled

n-this way.

One of the most notorious incidents of front line deviancy occurred
the wake of the 1981 riots when, on the 15 July 1981 at 2 am, one
ndred and seventy six police were deployed to search eleven houses on
8 Iton Road, in an attempt to find petrol bomb stores. The houses were
ﬁ apartal A later report of the Police Complaints Board commented on
ese raids,

"it was difficult not to come to the conclusion that every
gsenior officer in possession of a warrant regarded it as a
license to enter the premises and, once having gained entry, to
search for evidence of any crime. The board find it difficult

to believe that this can be attributed entirely to ignorance of
the law" (Guardian,24/9/83).

';to the point, as both Commander Alex Marnoch (ic L District
amﬁeth] 1983-85) and several PCs I spoke to who were present
6 1edged, the raids had been used by some police to 'avenge' the

eats' of the riots earlier in the year.

"sigilarlys in November 1982, when several of the derelict properties
?i ton Road which were bging‘used for squats and shabeens were
shed, the new 'Immediate Response Units' were deployed to quell
blic order problems.  Another PC involved at the time stated

Orically that the police had shown "who controlled Railton Road”.
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A police presence was functionally necessary to aid the demoliﬁiaﬁ.but

this function was reinterpreted and reconstructed by those carrying out

the policy.

Marnoch also described to me instances of 'fishing raids' on Railton
Road drinking clubs which had been made for similarly demonstrative

z
reasons, totally contradicting his own instructions.

In such a climate a major problem for senior officers is
-Simultaneously to maintain both discipline and morale, Tt is this
ontext that reveals a secondary function of Operation SWAMP, the stop
é"nc! gearch operation that preceded the April '8]1 rioting in Brixtonm.
When asked about the success of the operation at the Scarman Inquiry
ublic hearings Detective Chief Superintendent Plowman did not mention
satching criminals (in these terms it was a manifest failure) but said

nstead, "Yes I thought it was successful. It motivated officers.”

ailton Road Patrols

- On taking charge of L District in 1983, Commander Alex Marnoch was
en a free hand to attempt to 'pacify’ Brixton. A central part of his
ategy involved the introduction of a form of policing in the Railton

ad area that would defuse the symbolic powef of the Front Line.

och's policy was in these ternms, perhaps in these terms alone,

darkably successful.

here were three main elements to this strategy. One was to

achievemants

dtionship with the Labour leader of Lambeth Council, Ted Knight.

er than repeatedly raid the squats and drinking clubs on Railton
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Road, the Council repossessed and redeveloped several premises,: Other
developments in Railton Road included the building of an Afro-Caribbean
centre, the reconstruction of a pub and the extensive redevelopment of
the most derelict housing and the refurbishing of an adventure
playground. The physical, and hypothetically the social environment as

well were transformed.

Secondly, targeting and surveillance operations were introduced, as
‘on All Saints Road. A tower block of flats to the south of Railton Road
fﬁas ased to monitor all activity on the road with the aid of high

gnification camera equipment. There were several major successes in

combating drug dealing.

Thirdly, a special patrol of a sergeant and three pairs of PCs from
eaéh relief (shift) was introduced to guarantee a permanent police
.sence in the Railton Road area. For Marnoch, this patrol obviated
t_éﬁneed for high profile raids in the road, 'showing the flag': "Raids
efzyou nothing -~ drugs on the floor and down lavatories, etc."”
larly, Marnoch felt that he needed to "recondition the minds of the
olice officers” on the patrol. Arrests for "a few cannabis cigarettes”
eré%strongly discouraged, any arrest at all on the Front Line itself
:£o be avoided if possiﬁle, suspects were to be arrested conce they
Jeft Railton Road, One aim of the patrols was to prevent the use of

ront Line as a safe haven for escaped prisoners and drugs dealers.




open meeting at Shepherds, where all the public were abie tg:Qéﬁ£5£heir
feelings to the Commander in person. This meeting in particulaf.;on him

much respect locally.

Yet there have been drawbacks to this policy. The high profile
patrols are still seen by many as a 'force of occupation' and although
in an interview Chief Superintendent Webber {ic Brixton division)
suggested that the Railton Road patrols could serve as "community
patrols”, most people on the Front Line regard the omnipresent sight of
several police in a very small area with the same, if not greater,
hostility as before. Webber also claimed that,

"My men on Railton Road are there to police positively. It is
made clear to them the sense of purpose in what they are doing.

It is made clear that they are there to arrest people if there
is cause to do so."

Perhaps inevitably, much of the drinking club/drugs trade have been

displaced to other parts of Brixton rather than removed. Acre Lane
(ﬁhere in early 1986 there was a shooting and several stabbings) and
:Léndau Road were the two main 'new' sites. Similar patrols were formed
for these areas. However the ‘'public order’ sensitivity of the new
ites is not (in 1986) yet in the same league as other parts of Brixton,
ven if, as several people have pointed out to me, "Railton Road is not

he place it was'",
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ANDRINGHAM ROAD, HACKNEY

BACKGROUND HISTORY

The part of Hackney around Dalstone and Stoke Newington is less
well-known as a scene of confrontation between black people and the
~ police than either Brixton or Notting Hill yet the problems and people
of Sandringham Road in particular seem to differ little from those
areas. As early as 1970 the local Community Relations Council was
;demanding an inquiry into the poor state of police/black relations.
?Again the worst confroﬁtations occurred with groués of yoﬁng black
;people, again they occurred most often at youth clubs, dance halls and
jéafés. Local black people working in such places in the early seventies
nd several local black ministers have given me long accounts of
umerous incidents of blatant police misconduct at that time, involving
;he same sorts' of complaints about SUS, knock-on offences and
pfovocation. Significantly, amongst the older black community,

-particularly the church ministers, I was frequently told that the level

of such manifest misconduct declined significantly in the late

‘seventies. During the same period Hackney was hit hard by economic

“decline and by 1980 was the poorest borough in London (Harrisbn,1983),

Wi;h high rates of unemployment generally and even higher levels of

51 ck unemployment in particular.

The area close to Dalstone Lane and Sandringham Road became in the
:af?.19605 and early 1970s the principal focus of young black community
SOCial 1ife in the borough. Johnston's cafe, which opened in 1972,
erved a purpose typical of many similar premises in London at the same

,_é- Talking of the daily routine of the young black man using such
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six weeks in a fruitless search for a job,
"he is likely to stop trying and to join a group of similarly
discouraged friends at some common centre — often a caf&. There
he will stay more or less permanently, only surfacing every so

often to try for a few more jobs. If he does not succeed with
the first few jobs he goes back to the cafe.”

Much of the housing in Sandringham and the surrounding roads was in
a derelict state and several itinerant shabeens would set up for a while
before being shut down by the police. Mr Lusardi, a local white
;resident_who has kept meticulous records of the history of the road at
;this time, and who is overtly racist in his comments about young black
people, claimed that it was not unusual for over a hundred people to be
illing about in a twenty to thirty yard area at the Johmston's end of
he road (see Map 5.3) and "loud music" to go on through the night at
:he shabeens and blues parties., Police would occasionally raid these
}emises and by the mid-seventies it was not unusual for fighting to
ireak out as a result. On 16th July 1975 in one such raid (with dogs)
t;the Four Aces Club on Dalstone Lane these clashes escalated into what
described at the time as "a battle"” (Race Today,1975, pl73) and
e#éral people were seriously injured. Later that summer similar fights
:cﬁurred in Sandringham Road, as they did again several times over the

xt few years.

iBy the late seventies Sandringham Road was already known as 'Front
. Over the same period groups of pickpockets {(dippers) had begun
use Johnston's (JJ's) as a premises on which they could fence stolen
Q#S (particularly cheque books, cheque cards and cheap jewellery) and
éhe late seventies the area also became well-known for the sale of
nabis., The 1life of 'hustling' (see Hall et 21,1978; Pryce,1979;
ﬁmOre and Troyna,1982) became a common, if not a normal, way of life.
_Oad offered a series of, sometimes transient, locales for people to

fthe time twenty—four hours a day: by the early eighties JJ's,

248




uoibujman @3031s 9% dew

34YD  S.NOLSNHOT s
NOILY 1S 3D110d 3INOLETIVA g4

KINGSLAND ROAD

INYT1 NOLSTVQ

wamﬁa

LATINVLS GHO1 3HL,
ISNOH O118Nd  Hd
NIIEVHS  HS
SONITdNNG ONY SHILLIA O~
\\\ S0V ¥ \

E

ayoy A3 m

STOKE NEWINGTON ROAD  KINGSLAND HIGH ST,




Fritters and Dumplings take away, the Lord Stanley pub and several
shabeens, dance halls and youth clubs lay within a few hundred yards of
‘one another. Subtle variations developed between locales (eg JJ's
fclientele tended to be older than those at Fritters), but together they
formed an organic whole; "the Sandringham Road scene' that existed

alongside residual, sometimes resentful, white residents who would at

times lay claim to the title of being the true Sandringham Road

Ycommunity'.

It is impossible to assess accurately the attitude of the rest of
he black community in Hackney to Sandringham Road at this time (pre

931), though it would clearly be both an empirical and a logical error

o assume that there was any single 'black perception'.” Many of the

ore politically active knew that the place was a site for clashes

etween police and young black people, many of the older members of the

lack community that I spoke to in 1981 regarded the road and the

Qting with some ambivalence; having great sympathy with the plight of

he: younger generation but talking of JJ's and some of the shabeens with

redt suspicion.

In this context the riots of 1981 are best seen as one event in the
Yution of this 'place’ The rioting became a watershed in the
tOIy of the road, but not an unexpected watershedf* The confrontation

one 'battle' of many, the most violent clash experlenced but not

sing in its arrival.

In the wake of the disturbances, Sandringham Road received special

¢ce attention, including the controversial use of dogs to "patrol’

Toad, a policy that produced numerous complaints and a pelitical

?é- Similarly, when a young black man, Colin Roach, shot himself in

Newington police stationm, the police version of events was
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considered inadequate locally, reflecting and amplifying local hostility

towards the police.

2 ROOTS POOL

One of the many places on Sandringham Road that serves as a

comnunity focus is Roots Pool. 1In 1982 several of the younger black
people who spent much of their time in the road squatted in number 144,
 about a hundred to a hundred—and-fifty yards down the road from JJ's,
close to fwo shabeens which were operating at the time. The borough
pouncil managed to persuade them to leave this council flat, in return
=éllowiug them to occupy three derelict shop premises at numbers 165, 167
énd 169, further still down the road. Here they set up Dalston

Community Centre, generally known as Roots Pool.

After the council repossessed numbers 165 and 167, 169 was gutted by
Eapetrol bomb attack (10 July 1984). The council offered temporary use
f an old synagogue in Montague Road which was accepted, and they remain
Egere in spite of an ongoing dispute with the council and a possibility
fla further move just up the road to Arcola Street. The difficulties
Ifaced by the community centre could be said to display in microcosm the
istory of a 'symbolic location'. Members of this group were fully co-

Perative with this work.

A striking feature about the people who work at Roots Pool was how
ema kably local their knowledge of relations between black people and

?;police remains. There was surprisingly little knowledge of events

:Pfher parts of London, even when these events meant a great deal to

e ‘people using the centre. Broadwater Farm Estate was only a couple

‘miles up the road yet there was no contact at community worker level
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between the Youth Association there and Roots Pool. However, if local
knowledge was spatially circumscribed it was, in equal measure,
temporally extensive., The various raids people had witnessed, as far
back as the early seventies, particularly when dogs were used, were not
forgotten, More obviously the whole set of rationalisations and
understandings that make up the ‘common sense' of any group was
. dominated by the bitter personal experience of Black Britain in the
1970s and 8Os, for some ordered by the Rastafarianm faith. Rasta
freasoning' (see Cashmore 1979) makes a 'sense' out of 'reality' and the
two principal social workers at Roots Pool accounted for all local
évents in terms of Rasta cosmology. The police in particular were seen

in conspiratorial alliance with the malevolent state.

The police attitude towards Roots Pool is characterised by a certain
ambivalence. At ome time in 1985 Chief Superintendeant Barr commented on
the police records that he considered that "their main pre-occupation
was dealing in drugs". However he also distinguished the centre from
JJ's, the Lord Stanley, Fritters and Dumplings and the shabeens, which
‘considered were all purely criminal enterprises, After their move to

he synagogue, Barr suggested that Roots Pool made efforts to restrict

heir membership and

"yithout doubt have made efforts to obey the law and deny access
to 'fugitives'." (1985,private correspondence.)

‘a result, by 1986 he was trying to formulate a policy by which he
duld encourage the centre to act as the arena for the legitimate social
unéiions of front line, whilst removing the other 'locales' altogether.
.his end, Sir Kenmneth Newman had been photographed handing over a
eque of police funds to 'Sir' Collins, treasurer of Roots Pool.
étheless, the drug sguad at Stoke Newington believed that ‘'drugs’
-.Hsold on the premises and at different times two PCs were later to

and persuade me that the people there that I had worked with were
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nascent mafiosi., Whilst there was a possibility that T was déCéiVed'ﬂf

the Roots Pool staff in such matters, I believe that this wag extremely.
unlikely. Nobody would question that 'ganja’' is smoked openly by many
in the centre, including some of the staff. However, I never sayw any

evidence of harder drugs on the premises.

Two things were most striking about the relations between police and
the people using the centre. The first stems from the relationship
between ‘'officials' and 'clientele' there. At one time Michael
:Muirhead, chairman of the centre, explained to me,

"White (the Inspector at Dalstone station) comes in here, turns
around and says, 'Look we've been good to you. Now you have got
to go and stop them dealing in drugs out there' [the courtyard
of the synagogue]. First he's got no right to come stamping in
here like that. Second, he doesn't understand that if I go out
there 1 can't just tell the brethren what to do. We sometimes
have a hundred to two hundred people here at one time and there
is only six staff. This is their centre, I'm not some sort of
boss. I don't even know some of these people.”

:The idea that a 'community leader' like Michael Muirhead sits at the
head of a pyramidally structured collection of people is mistaken, just

és is the idea that 'only one type of person uses Roots Pool'. It is

%he failure to recognise this - diversity and the naivete 1in the
aésumptions of both police and council about the power of 'community
leaders' that leads to a homogenised, stereotypical view of Sandringham
Rﬁad» .When such stereotypes are placed in the context of a raid om such

Dpremises the results have only to be imagined.

iinked to this problem is the standing of those jinvelved at the
_ﬁtre who are prepared to talk to the police. Michael Muirhead at one
me explained that whenever there was any trouble with the police he

was subjected to extreme criticism by many of the young black people at

he centre. Yet he was also well aware that his actioas in taking the

Side of some of the people at the centre against the police had made

i, in the eyes of many PCs and other ranks 'a trouble-maker®. As é&
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result he found himself in a very precarious position, knowing full well
that at a time of outright confrontation there would be no fence to sit

GIl.

CRIME ON SANDRINGHAM ROAD

There is undoubtedly a great deal of what is, strictly speaking,

'eriminal activity' on Sandringham Road, vet this omnibus term covers a
multitude of different repertoirs of behaviour. In my peosition it was

fobviously difficult to produce a wholly accurate picture. Certainly,

‘cannabis is smoked openly, and frequently people come some distance to

jﬁuy it; harder drugs are on offer, though not ostentatiously so. It is
1leged that organised crime groups (eg ‘the Yardies’) have tried to

move in' on the drugs trade in the area. It is almost certain that in

' POLICE VIEW
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2) Senior management

For some time Sandringham Road has been recognised by the police as

a 'symbolic location' with a high potential risk of public order

problems. Special Branch have a group of people at Scotland Yard
.zbriefed to monitor the level of tension in such places and they take a
‘ keen interest in all operations in the road. Although a registered
special file on Sandringham Road was 'officially opened' only in July
1982, a series of unregistered dockets concerned with specific
froperties there was in existence for several years before that. Yet
rather than reflect the end product of a consistent and considered
éfrategx, this official status subsumes a set of very different
¢6nceptualisations of the problems and history of Sandringham Road, a
set that has underwritten police actions in the area. Preferred policy
ﬁas varied both through time {before and since 1981) and, more markedly,
between individual officers, whose ‘policing prescriptions' have often
differed; sometimes only by implication, sometimes in outright

contradiction and ramcour,

~Such differences can best be illustrated by comparison of the
opinions of three senior officers iavolved in the policing of Hackney.
mmander W Taylor was in charge of policing G District, contiguous with
theiborough of Hackney, from 1981 to 1984, 1In the period of time
1iowing the riots of 1981, several minor incidents locally threatened
éscalate into much larger scale conflict. In the light of this
Pﬂtgntial for trouble Commander Taylor was a keen supporter of Sir
fineth Newman's new policing strategies developed for use in 'sensitive
_ 58' {1983,1984,1985), emphasising the ‘prioritisation' éf maintaining
pﬁﬁ_it order over law enforcement. A concentration on intelligence and
féillance in crime fighting was expected to minimise the abrasive

“et contacts brought about by random stop and search operations.
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Police officers were encouraged to make arrests away from 'szmbolic
locations' through methods of targeting of known offenders; repeated
raids on premises being used as bases for petty crime were discouraged;
patrolling officers were reminded that in such locations they must
consciously balance law enforcement with the danger of public disorder.
In the context of these commitments a major disagreement arose between
Commander Taylor and Chief Superintendent Barr, who was in charge of
_ Stoke Newington division (which covered Sandringham Road). On several
- occasions throughout 1983 and 1984 requests to grant permission to raid
~Johnston's in particular and other places in Sandringham Road in general
were turned down by Taylor. At one time, Commander Taylor sent his
Chief Superintendents a copy of a paper given by the Commissioner at a
Eonference outlining Newman's new strategy, and drawing attention to the
policy on minimising the number of such raids, pointedly remarking in a
ﬁoveriug note,

"This speech has been reproduced in whole or in part in a number

of publications. Hackney Borough Council will have a copy.”
(Chief Superintendent Barr's personal correspondence.}

With the reorganisation of the Met by Newman in the mid-eighties the
Distfict officially disappeared as an administrative unit and the
ekecutive role of the District Commanders diminished. Chief
Superintendents now reported more directly to the Deputy Assistant

ommissioners (DACs) in charge of the new Areas. Within this hierarchy,

DAC G W Jones was appointed to head Number 2 Area, which included the
1d G District. Jones® view on the necessary policy for Sandringham

oad differed from Taylor's in several key respects. In answering a

Uestion on the value of raids on Johnston's in an interview with me he

"You seem to be a believer in symbolism. We have to show the
whole community that we will not tolerate indefinitely petty
crime in any area of London. We have to demonstrate that there
are no places we will not go.”
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He went on to state that in such raids the total number of arrests was
not, for him, the sole criterion by which success should be judged. One
implicit meaning is straightforward; where police power is challenged,
the police must not only respond to that challenge but must also be seen

to respond.

For Chief Superintendent Barr the problem was bitterly clear;
through refraining from taking strong action against illegal practices
because of the fear of public order problems, criminal activity on
Sandringham Road had dramatically increased. On top of fencing stolen
goods and selling cannabis at JJ's there was by 1984 clear evidence of
:harder drugs, notably cocaine, coming into the 'secure market place'’, as
ﬁell as one pub, the Lord Stanley, establishing itself as a suspected

major centre for the arrangement and equipping of armed robbery.

Significantly, such activities would not necessarily ‘'show' on crime
5sfatistics for the division. With the departure of Taylor to the City
-Pélice Force there was an almost immediate change in policy. Although
b?enly sceptical about the value of targeting and surveillance
{Qierations, principally because of the high wmanpower investment per
éffest and the feasibility of such work in Sandringham Road, Barr had

nitially persevered with a special patrol (see below) and intelligence

is policy with a series of raids on both ends of the road.

"Firstly I would seek results, secondly the calibre of prisomer,
‘thirdly the morale boost to avoid front line deviancy and then

finally add no complaints.” (Barr, private interview.)
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"not the place it was in the numbers it attracts and thgf%ié:ﬁ
without doubt due to "raids' on the premises." '

Two further aspects of police management in Hackney are noteworthy.
One concerns the conspiratorial notion that because of the power of the
police force, senior officers are éble to control the 'passage of
events'. The police have often been accused of seeking confrontation in
order to justify increases in police powers (eg Bernie Grant, leader of
;Harringey council, speaking in the wake of the Broadwater Farm riot in
£1985; Haine,198Q) and/or orchestrating public opinion to stigmatise all
black people (Hall et al,1978; Joshua and Wallace,1983). Yet, again
vhilst the effects of police actions may well be those alleged, the
ﬁicture that emerges from any causal study of policing 'policy' in
ﬂackney is much more confused. Time and again during my period of
6ﬁservation instances occurred and occasions were recalled of decisions

that were either based on pragmatic reaction or political/personal

After the political row that followed the deployment of dogs on

Sandringham Road, Chief Superintendent Young, Barr's predecessor

dmmitted himself to avoiding such tactics in Zfuture. The miner's
strike in 1983/84, the prison officers' dispute and the Wapping priat
rks dispute in 1986 made sudden and drastic alterations to the
Lidnpower available to policé at a local level. A scheme of Inter
District Transfers to encourage individual PCs to serve in different
arts of London every five years had similar, if less precipitate,

tfect on Stoke Newington division. Although the number of officers

2pplying to leave was less than the London average, almost nobody would

0liticians are also a major focus of management attention. Imn such
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defensive and reactionary, more concerned with justifying practices and

rationalising operations than with long-term policies,

Related to this essentially bureaucratic characteristic is the
remarkably limited 'local knowledge' often possessed by senior officers.
Serving only three years in any one post prohibits any one individual
from gathering full background information about the policing history of
his/her own division. When Barr first moved to Hackney in August 1983
it was in- the wake of the protests over the death of Colin Roach, and it
was this issue that appears to have featured principally in what
(informal) briefing he received on arrival. - He had never served before

in Hackney and knew "little to nothing™ about the development of

Sandringham Road as a symbolic location. Hence, in a letter to the
Commander of G District in mid-1985 he comments,

"With regard to JJ's caf&; this has been in operatiom for some
six years and featured in the 1981 riots.™

(in fact JJ's opened.in 1972). As a result Sandringham Road was seen by
Mr Barr principally in terms of crime, as being first and foremost a
criminal area and only secondly as a sensitive location. The pressures
pf management meaﬁ that these two salient characteristics almost
inevitably become consciously or subconsciously linked, history is
néither suppressed nor forgotten but simply not learnt; any rioting in
-Sandringham Road can only be the activity of 'criminals’ resenting

olice interference in their own professional activity,

In this context, Bam's understanding of the events of July 1981 is

evealing. His predecessor, an unpopular officer notorious for going on

eave at the times of the Colin Roach protest marches, had, on the

orders of his superior officer, Commander Howlett, givenr instructions
or truncheons to be drawn and the crowd on Sandringham Road charged.

8t was basically all Barr kmew of the disorders; he had been told
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that this action was considered extremely effective, he appeared unaware
of the extensive looting that had occurred or the deep resentment felt

by so many of those present who had been caught up in this charge.

The internal rows and the corporate politics are important not so
much in themself as for what they represent. The distinctive
characteristics of bureaucratic organisation are once again present.
‘The chain of command is neither cybernetic nor conspiratorial but is
‘mediated by personality. Disparate aims shape managerial behaviour.
“Ambition and promotion-seeking would dictate a strict conformity to
rules and norms which may not be related to functional policing. Being
popular ‘'govermor' sets different problems again. Chief
Superintendent Barr suggested that his position was at least clear.

Because he had 'rocked the boat' too often he considered that his

chances of promotion were gone. As he repeated several times,

"The worst they can do is turn around and say 'Barr, we're going

to do the worst thing possible to you' and send me back to Stoke
Newington for another three years,"

Barr this has the advantage of allowing him a free hand in the
pélicing of the division, and although I shall take issue with some of
policies I would never question the integrity that lies behind them,
I0 strategies in particular seemed to distinguish Barr's approach. One
é his determination to take action against criminal activity in
Sa#dringham Road, already described. More revealing was the awareness

?fthe discontent that existed among junior officers about the policing

‘the road. In this context he was quite candid about the sensitive

Sua of front line deviancy. This impression was reinforced when on

ne night duty a dedicated but slightly slow PC whom I had come to know

119 put quite openly to me the following proposition:
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"If you raid somewhere and there is this bloke, who you know
pushes, standing in there and there's drugs all around him on
the floor that he got rid of as you arrive, you've got a choice,
Either you let him go away to spoil more lives or you say you
saw him drop the bags on the floor or 'find' one of them in his
pocket. That's not framing somebody. That sort of thing used
to go on all the time but Roger (Barr) is particularly tough on
it ... It's not worth risking my money and my career for some
little shit who we will catch later anyway.,"

How common this sort of practice ever really was it is not possible to
say, but the very attempt to curb it might be considered significant.
Rightly or wrongly I personally believed from the nature of the explicit
defence offered by the PC that he either had witnessed or perpetrated
such behaviour and that he genuinely saw such act not as cynical
‘malpractice but more simply in terms of naive ideals of 'justice'. Tt
‘was this thin borderline between discretion and deviancy that lay behind
}a comment by Barr that he knew that "low profile policing™ on
;Sandringham Road was considered degrading by many in the junior ranks
-and that he considered it a real danger that if he insisted on a police
‘style there that was completely alier to the ‘crime fighting® definition
‘of 'the Job' held by many officers then "PCs will take steps to defeat
;that policy”. In realisation of police strategy, maintaining the morale
of junior officers is seen as a key goal for Barr. At one level this is
i@bviously no more than a facet of good management, vet at another it may
become dangerous if the standard of morale hinges on the settling of old

scores in the guise of ‘victories' on Sandrin ham Road.
g yicLories g

Institutional complexity

At any one time only a minority of personnel at Stoke Newington are
ﬂvolved in relief-based patrols of the division, although it is this
Spect of police work that has received greatest sociological attention.
¥9t the different perceptions of Sandrington Road within Stoke Newington

ﬂften reflect the institutional complexity of any police station.
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Space prohibits a detailed account of some of the more impressive
community relations projects I witnessed. Citing just one individual,
PC Steve Longhorn serves as a Community Involvement Officer (CIO) at
Stoke and has worked in Hackney for almost twenty years; his
connections with the 'outside' community were excellent, at times
perhaps better than with the 'inside' community of his own police
station. He is on speaking terms with several of the staff at Roots
:Pool and he sometimes, though not often, drops in there. Similarly,
lother police in the Youth and Community section are involved in trying
o persuade local teachers to allow the police back intc schools (they
re barred from schools in Hackney), in work with several youth clubs
.hd in liaison with several tenants' associations. However, there is a
mﬁrked difference between the attitudes of those involved in this sort
f-work and many other police in the division. Overgeneralisation must

e avoided but certainly PC Longhorn's awareness of the bitterness and

’he problems of young people in Hackney was not typical of most people 1
E at the station, who tended to view such 'community work' with either
épticism or scorn. Jobs such as CI0 were seen as soft options, a
dcense to go drinking. This hostility came from both junior and senior
ficers, with the notable exceptions of the Superintendent and Chief
gérintendent, The bureaucratic compartmentalisation of 'community
étions' almost seemed to be functionally independent of other sorts
:ﬁolicing. This comparison was dramatically reinforced one day in
d%June 1986, when, in my presence, a call came through from Special
ranch to PC Longhorn demanding to know why a raid was planned on
a#ingham Road the following Saturday given Newman's policy (see
Yé)g given the road's status as a 'symbolic location' and given the

:ﬁeather at the time. Though even I knew from other interviews that

e taid was due, nobody on the community relations gide knew anything
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A different voice is heard from the plain clotheé.ﬁfficers on
special squads (eg robbery squad, vice squad, drug squad, all
overlapping with CID). Two examples were particularly telling., One was
the public announcement of a campaign to combat street crime,
particulafly '"dipping', in the Ridley Road market. The Detective
Inspector in charge announced at several public meetings that although
the operation was to concentrate on surveillance and arreét rather than
. random stop and search, some 'public order problems' were to be expected
and catered for. In a private conversation he explained that for him
~such announcements were based on experiences of resistance to arrest in
-the Ridley Road/Sandringham Road area. At one level such experience
ivindicates such announcemenits but at another ievel, and this was
;Confirmed by the DI, such notions highlight a conception of public order

fproblems as synonymous with criminal activity.

At another meeting I was present when a Detective Sergeant from the

drugs squad was pressing Chief Superintendent Barr to raid Roots Pool.

_Eéigr Qfficers : Policing without consent

- "One way you could stop most of the crime round here would be by
closing down Sandringham Road. The crime rate would almost
disappear overnight." (PC at Dalstone station.)
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i) The reputation of Sandringham Road.

Two caveats must be entered with respect to comments gp the
attitudes and behaviour of 'streetline constables’ in the Stoke
: Newington division. The first is that any opinion voiced here ig paged
on both limited participant observation and prolonged exposure to the
sociological literature on policing. The second is that in the fifteen
to twenty formal and informal interviews of police constables in the
division any generalisation that could be made was always contradicted
by individuals. Notwithstanding this, the one issue on which there was
ﬁost consensus at Dalstone station {a sub-division of Stoke Newington)
was Sandringham Road. Hostility towards the black people who frequented
the road was, with one ndtable exception, unanimous., Most.officers were

keen to differentiate between this 'location-specific' hostility and

The explanations of this hostility are much more varied. For some
he knowledge that several police from the division have been seriously

ﬁjured when making arrests and the regular abuse they receive on the

Front Line are enough to generate reciprocal animosity. For others the
oad is deemed a ‘'criminal area': "They are all villains down there"

né WPC claimed when suggesting that without exceptionr anybody who walks

own Sandringham Road deserved to be stopped and searched. 1 spent some

ime with two probationer PCs who had only been in the division a couple

f. moaths. Their graphic descriptions of Sandringham Road, given
ﬂépendently, gave the impression of a den of evil, a criminal
Qmﬁunity prepared to "declare war to protect their interests’. Scme
her PCs gave less lurid descriptions, suggesting that the problem is
Tincipally ome of,

:ﬁtoo many kids on the streets being a nuisance. If we could

just get them off the streets and inside the place wouldn't be
‘Such a big thiag to everybody."
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The point is an important one. Sandringham Road signifies '"Trouble’ fornﬂ
almost every single police officer on the division but the
rationalisations and explanations of this problem differ from one
individual to another, there is no single ‘subcultural account'. Tn
linguistic terms the place (Sandringham Road) becomes a sign that is
easily.read, explicit communication. Yet the signification process, the

roots of front line, remain opaque.

It is not easy to pinpoint a date at which Sandringham Road assumed
this status for local police officers. Again it was striking how little

_1oca1 history was known or understood by most PCs. {(One extreme case

:has the PC who told me that, by 1986, the local black community had

completely forgotten about Colin Roach). Promotions, transfers and

departures ensured that by 1986 the majority of PCs at Dalstone station

.héd not been present before 1981. However, I did speak to several of
those who had. One suggested that within a few months of Johnston's
”ﬁening in 1972 Sandringham Road was already a site for clashes between
pélice and black people since by that stage there was also trouble from

_biues parties and shabeens. Another claimed that the violent

g?hfrontations had started when yocung black people began selling drugs
ﬁére in the late seventies. What is certain is that before 1681 it was
not unusual for crowds to gather and resist arrest or attempt to snatch
béék prisoneré; Before 1981 'Trouble’ was anticipated when policing
Séqdringham Road, when the rest of London was seen to burn in the summer
:that year the police of G District knew in their own minds where to

_Pect confrontation.
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1i) The Sandringham Road Patrol : Challenge and response

In 1982 Chief Superintendent Young set up a special patrol for the
‘gummer months on Sandringham Road of one sergeant and eight men,
operating off two reliefs (shifts), similar to the patrols already
ﬁdescribed in Netting Hill and Brixton. His successor, Mr Barr, was not
‘keen on such patrols, worried that PCs would become "obsessed" with the
roblems of Sandringham Road. Partly for this reason and partly because
‘of manpower shortages the patrol was not reintroduced in the early
hmmer of 1986 (officially this was only a temporary measure).
;foicially, the pre-emption of public order problems was considered a
Qajor justification for the patrol yet it appeared in discussion with
Cs who had been involved in this group that such potential was not
considered particularly important for them in comparison with the 'crime

stoblem'! in the area.

Service in the group was not a popular duty. People teaded to be
.61unteered' in their absence, several expressed concern about both
pé.sonal_safety and the high element of tedium involved in spending
:ght hours at a time in such a confined area. It was suggested'that
:ﬁe on the patrol had expressed their feelings by finding excuses to
.ﬁye the road when on duty and also that some officers were reluctant
imake arrests there that they would make elsewhere out of personal
:ar rather than diplomacy. The patrol operated only in the daytime and

arly evening.

One of the central contradictions of the special patrol was summed

in a comment by one PC:

"I used to stand there outside Roots Pool for hours on end with
my arms crossed, just staring inte that place. That used to
really wind them up ... they used to call me Hitler; when you
next go in there ask them about Hitler."
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Two points are clear. To have four policemen standing around ;ﬁgfstfegﬁ
for eight hours at a time could easily be seen by innocent peopiéfﬁgigg;
the area as provocative. The very collaspe of policing by comsent ﬁﬁééi
leads to these special patrols céuld be said to guaranteé'w
"institutionalised harassment' and the criminalisation of a whole areq.
The second point is that the behaviour of the individual PC can pot
easily be faulted because such actions are doing no more than take the
role of such patrols to their logical conclusion. The policemen (sic:
~only men are allowed on the patrol) are there to establish control of
“the road. This task highlights the flaw of Webber's claim in Brixton
‘that similar patrols can prepare the ground for dmproved community
relations. These patrols may at times be functionally essential but on
the street they drive the conflict between streetline police officers
and the 'habitu€s' of the 'symbolic location' deeper into the
“consciousness of both parties. That such operations can form the basis

of a renewed 'contract' between police and community is implausible,
: P ¥ p

Instead of resolving conflict it is possible to manage it, coantain
and prevent escalatuion. In the jargon of social psychology the

olitcome is one of ‘agonistic resolution' not liberal reconciliationm,

- There is a fundamental paradox bwilt into the rele of the PC in such

tuations., Because he is instructed not to make ‘'inflammatory

- cannabis offences), because he always must be ready to defend

mself, his renowned discretion is strictly circumscribed. HNever does

.Scretion in exercising that power more emasculated. Tt is this

ﬁtradiction that made the Sandringham Road patrol so absurd and
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unpopular in the eyes of so many of those officers who had éerved on

that patrol, an absurdity that caused much friction between senior

officers advocating this policy and those who had to enforce it.
iii) Cowboy policing?

Two incidents summed up the essential problems of policing without
consent., Holly Street estate is officially designated as one of twenty
;London housing estates which "Have a similar potential for disorder as
;exhibited on Broadwater Farm Estate, Tottenham." These are "graded in
‘their likelihood of spontaneous public disorder occurring”
1986,8cotland Yard, internal), the Holly Street Estate is classified as
.Medium Risk'. Late one Friday night (10.00pm), when I was in Dalstone
:ust as the reliefs (shifts) were changing over, a call for 'urgent
3g$sistance' came through from a PC on the estate. Immediately everybody
n the station jumped into the nearest available car and we all made for
Ihe estate at high speed with sirens blazing and lights flashing;

obedy knew at this stage how serious the incident was, Withia minutes

etween thirty and forty police were at the scene, cars coming from all
Trections, drawing groups of spectators with them. T was with the Home

eat Officer for the estate at the time and he was 1livid when it

nspired that a fairly young PC had panicked when called to the sceme

& stabbling and one of the victim's family had lost his temper and
; g p

Tiack out.

."This is just what I don't want happening on my beat,” the Home Beat
Lficer commented as some of the gathered crowd began to get agitated
o Criticise what was a clear case of police over-reaction. TYet at mo
_?I‘Was it simple to allocate blame for the incident. I talked to
¢rs of the crowd who had gathered: "They behave like fucking

¥8 round here", one middle-aged white man said to me, "A small
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fight and they send in the cavalry to beat up anyone who moves." Yet
the PC who had put out the call had been in a similar incident before on
the same estate and been seriously injured; when they heard the ecall
for assistance all the other police knew a friend's life was in danger,
so by the very nature of the job there was no way they would hold back
from a rapid and collective response to the call. The number that
responded was increased by the overlapping of two shifts. The
impression of the police action for the watching, and unkﬁowing, public
was wholly negative. As the Home Beat Officer suggested, "there goes a

" though he seemed relieved that in the

few months work down the drain,
tension and confusion which surrounded the incident nobody had been

thumped,

On returning to the station the changeover of shifts continued for a
few minutes until a second call for ‘'urgent assistance’ came through
ifromflthe same housing estate. The same deployment, the same over—
‘reaction occurred but this time one of the abusive crowd was thumped.
:The incident was a secondary fight related to the first. I did not see
~the whole confrontation hetween the yvoung black man who was arrested and
‘the PC, but it later became obvious that he had nothing t¢ do with the
ffighting parties. Possibly the PC had lost his temper in the face of
:more abuse, more likely in this particular case the young bhlack man {(who
ad been drianking) threw a punch first. Certainly he now felt
ggrieved, certainly he was about to be processed (c¢criminalised) by a

egal system, definitely he had just drifted into disorder.

There has never (yet) beem a riot on Holly Street Estate. However,
esistance to arrest is not unusual there and police have several times
ost ‘prisoners’ to crowds of, mostly black, youths. To understand why

his occurs it is obviously necessary to go back in time to explain why

ﬁe police are not readily allowed to ‘do their job' on that particular
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estate, why 'consent’' was lost. Yet the past is lost to people trying

to cope in the present. "

The issue of 'levels' or 'rates' of crime that occur on an estate
like Holly Street is only a secondary, complicating issue. In one sense
it matters little what the rates of crime actually are if in reality it
has become almost impbssible to take even the limited police action
possible against such problems. In these circumstances, policing with
heavy support becomes the only alternative to withdrawal of policé from
the estate altogether (a pattern that may creep in as individual Jjunior
officers become afraid to patron an area and individual senior officers
become afraid of public disorder potential). The frequent result is the
sort of 'cowboy policing' outlined, which drives conflict and

confrontation into the routine of both the young black community on the

estate and the police. In this sort of situation bystanders are easily
ﬁrawn in; police behaviour may get out of hand; as the Home Beat
Officer stated, "PCs tend to thump whoever's standing nearest™; 'knock-

.on’ offences may proliferate. Experience of such incidents prompts

police officers to stereotype a whole estate as a potential source of
trouble, residents (particularly black residents), as all criminals.

Fér many residents of the estate,'old and young, black and white, such

cidents confirm an impression of a police force 'out of control'.

.The obvious interpretation of the term ‘front line deviancy' is in

'§ phenomenon is in reality much more complicated, best understood by
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illestration.

On one occasion one of the more intelligent and dedicated members of
the Sandringham Road patrol saw a black man in the road ostentatiously
put a bag of camnabis resin in his pocket. Challenging him, the PC
suggested (as is the norm in this part of the division) that he empty
the bag on the street and then no further action would be taken. The
man refused and when arrested tried to eat the resin. The PC grabbed
_hold of the man, forced his jaws.open and_recovergd the cannabis, by
which time the onlooking crowd had grown rapidly and were claiming
retribution for this apparent act of police brutality. As a result of
he ensuing mel&e, which involved the District Support Unit, the PC was
nformally disciplined by senior officers and warned that if he were to
écome involved in a similar incident again stronger action would be
;;ken against him. His bitterness, in part directed at senior officers,
héd quite obviously shaped his attitude towards the whole road; I was

left in no doubt that the incident had not been forgotten,

- Scores were undoubtedly payed off in the wake of the disorders of
1981. I spoke at length to one PC about the pursuit of several of the
ters into JJ's. This was by now several years later and there was
uite possibly some exaggeration in his dramatic account, but again it
explained to me in detail that little effort was made to avoid

Maging the premises in this pursuit; 'summary justice' was done.

Location is a vital element in understanding conflict. The ‘right
the police to police’ Sandringham Road has regularly been challenged

long time; front line deviancy is pfimarily the lower ranks'

éE_#ional response to that challenge. Rioting in 1981 was in this

270




THE REALISATION OF SCCIAL CONFLICT IN SPACE

SUMMARY

BUILDING STAGES FOR CONFRONTATION : POWER RELATIONS AND POLICING:

a) The Reproduction of Power Relations in Everyday Life
b) Spatial and Social Categoration

c) Front Lines and the 'Sanctuary Effect® : Power Relations
Inverted

d) The Callapse of 'Policing by Consent'

THE STAGE : RIOTING AS EXTEMPORISED DRAMA

a) 'Places’ as 'Signs'
b) Riot processes : Trigger Events and the Escalation of
Violence

RIOTING AS A SOCIAL MOVEMENT

a) Intension/Extension and the status of ‘the crowd' as an
analytical unit

b) Spontaneity and Rationality - Contradictory Properties of
Rioting?

¢) Description and Explanation : 'Causes' of Riots.

- STRATEGIES OF CONTROL : POLICING 'SYMBOLIC LOCATIONS'

a) Immediate Response Units/District Support Units
b) Dog Patrols

c) Special Patrols, Special Orders
d) Symbolic Raids
e) Targeting and Surveillance

/THE INSTITUTIONALISATION OF CONFLICT

a) Routine and the Escalation of Violence
b) Routine and Stigma : The Labelling Process
c) Personality Traits v Institutional Practice

IDEOLOGIES OF RESISTANCE : RATIONALISING RIOTS

a) Police Rationalisations, Rationalisations of Police Work
b) Uprisings and Racial Mobilisation.

CONCLUSION




Time present and time past

Are both perhaps present in time future,
And time future contained in time past.
If all time is eternally present

All time is unredeemable.

What might have been is an abstraction
Remaining a perpetual possibility

Only in a world of speculation.

What might have_been and what has been

Points to one end, which is always present.

From T.S.Eliot Burnt Norton




Study of the policing histories of the three locations thét
witnessed some of the worst rioting in London in 1981 reveals the
importance of the local context in the timing, nature and extent of the
transformation of police/black conflict into a full scale riot. In

. generalising from such variations this chapter attempts to demonstrate

that:

Rioting is most readily understood as the violent rejection of the
traditional police/policed power relation: a relation that is

constituted and challenged in everyday 1ife at particular ‘'locales’.

Places aét as signs. For a local community these signs are tied to
the set of affective associations based on the local history of that
"place’ (past processes), for the police these signs are read as
guides for behaviour (present action) based on the internally

defined (expressive) criteria for good policing.

fUnderstanding the way in which particular 'places' signify specific
meanings (spatial semioclogy) is the key to understanding the social
‘Processes that constitute the development of conflict. Only by thus
‘Tevealing the reproduction and transformation of power relations in
Léuch places is it possible to understand the genesis of the 1981
riots, Im this way the set of analytical problems outlined in
tﬁapters one and two concerning the status of ‘the crowd' as an
ﬁalytical unit, the status of rioting as a social movement, and

Notions of riot causation, cam be resolved.

Olice responses to rioting confirm the notiom of a power struggle
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based on specific 'symbolic locations', though do not do so

intentionally. The policies that have been formulated in such
locations, often accidentally, do not so much win back the 'consent

to police’ that has been withdrawn as impose police authority.
In this imposition the police role as an agent of social control is

paramount. As a result, the police/black conflict is driven yet

further into the institutional practice of policing and the

practical consciousness of black communities in London. In these
circumstances factors such as the personal racialism or the
professional commitment of individual police officers can not
necessarily impinge greatly on the police/black conflict

per se,

only on the way in which this conflict manifests jtself.

The incidence of riots affects subsequent actions of both police and
local communities but not in any straightforward sense. Instead the

rioting is 'reconstructed' as part of the social reality of
.different interest groups (the public life of a riot). These
jfreconstructions, cultural phenomena, reflect ideological conceptions
 0£ rioting as a behavioural form, Consequently when two people talk

“about ‘the riots of 1981° they are not necessarily talking about the

L S&IIIE Tthillg ' a

Re Toducticn of Power Relations in Everyday Life:

h;t flows from the nature of police work that it is important
for officers to keep control in any encounter™.

(Smith and Gray,1983,p66)
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The ultimate sanction available to any police officer in dealing
with members of the public is the legitimate use of force. In the final
analysis this is the fundamental basis of ‘police power', a resource
that underw:ites every single contact between police and public.
Tdeally, the 'control' alluded to by Smith and Gray is sustained by the

professional management of encounters, the sort of micro-sociology of

face engapements analysed in detail by Goffman (1971,1972). In my own

observations several PCs were highly skilled at weighing up situations
and defusing potential problems through such pragmatism. (For the study
:of such behaviour in police generally see Cain,1973; Skolnick,1966;
Manning,1977; Holdaway,1983). As Smith and Gray go on to suggest,

"The strategies used by the best police officers are the ones
that would emerge from a social psychology text book"(1983,p67),

ﬁmely responses to a situation that are impassive, thoughtful,
eceptive, watchful, sceptical, not voluble and using eye to eye contact

he whole time im order not to lose a grip on an encounter.

% Giddens (1984,1979) has regularly stressed the point that it is such
uﬁdane performances that subsume the whole process of social
éﬁ}oduction. Institutional forms, social rules and nOTmS, power
lations and interpretative schema are all implicated in the duree
ﬁtine) of everyday life. In this way any single dinteraction
olving a police officer can be seen to operate on at least two levels
:Diagram 6.1). On the level of manifest content a meeting may be
éiy functional but through the repetition of such practice the
fefpoliced felation is reproduced, reinforced or even, in the
€ss of structuration, redefined. In the policing of a democratic
ety this ﬁower relationship is in principle more complex than an

1se in coercion, resting ultimately on the institutionally embedded

Tical role of the police as both social service and an agent of
- control, .Hence in a non—Utopian society the police will always
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Police and Public : The 'Content’ of Routine Interaction

Manifest Content: Functional policing (the 'purpose’

of interaction : stop, arrest,

catution, advise, etc.

Latent Content: Social reproduction (defining and
redefining the role of police in
society).

Reproduction of power relations
(the 'internal' relation between

police and the policed),

The manifest content will normally only produce conflict
with individuals transgressing particular 'laws'. The
latent content of police action may involve conflict with
social groups. This phenomenon may involve potential as
well as actual conflict (raising questions of the
perception of the police by the policed, legitimation,
hegemony), and covert as well as overt conflict
(concerning the 'interests' of those groups involved,
depending on the relation of the policé institution to

the state and changes in this relation).

{(for elaboration of concepts see Lukes 1974:Giddens, 1584)

Diagram 6.1




at best be the upholders of a transparently flawed status..quo
this defence that creates the genulne distinction between lay and Ordé;s
the police as both "crime-fighters' and enforcers of one Partlcular
social and moral order, a dichotomy that echoes in the tension between
the community of interest in combating certain offences and a common
ambivalence towards a great many of the laws that define such 'crigeg'
(The mismatch between what is criminal in law and criminal 4p

sentiment).

The reconciliation of such uncertainties by the police constable
“forms part of the process by which 'the job' is redefined and internally
‘regulated within the police service. As in other ‘occupational

:ﬁltures' the lower ranks, through a system of rules and norms, have a

:fflcer towards individual members of the publlc Wlll be conditioned by
set of expectations based on the classification of that individual and
he setting in which the interaction takes place. The 'moral career' of
hé'individual PC (see Harr&, 1979 and chapter two supra) will depend as
ch on the protection and enhancement of status in the expressive realm
.fespect and contempt in such encounters over time as in the practical
. of functional policing. Being. 'had over' or 'wound up' by a
isqner will constitute a loss of face, over-reaction will be
iculed; when the PC driving me in the Dalstone car made an idiot of
Sﬁif in a chase he was more concerned with personal reputation than
h ﬁhe escaped 'villain’. Kudos can take precedence over catching
. Within Dalstone station one of the most respected PCs was a
qilt Scotsman, renowned for his displays of physical courage on
:_Sham Road, his drinking and his generally gregarious manmer, An
i i0uS, conscientious but more reticent sergeant was scornfully

.eﬁ to as "the wandering genie’ (having lost his bottle), whilst a
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WPS on the graduate escalated promotion scheme was less Poﬁﬁla

The social hierarchy neither reflects the managerial Strﬁéture ot

conforms to the goals of that structure,

The reproduction of power relations is thus not neceSSariiyié
conscious part of the PC's role but is built into the Sub“culturaiﬁzli
definition of doing the job well and being seen to sustain 'the respect! - .

.within secciety at large.

Spatial and Social Categorisation

In order to sustain control and respect in encounters, the police
%fficer has to adjust his/her behaviour to the individual with whon
1e/she is dealing. The sergeant who explained to me that he had
gﬁeived the first of many broken noses when addressing somebody in the

ast End as 'Sir' highlights the need as well as the inevitability of

e#elopiug a cast of 'typical characters' that must be handled, a cast

hat is stereotypical by definition. Hence, as Holdaway (1983) points

_ﬁ, doctors, lawyers, teachers and social workers are often classified
.S:'challengers' and, as the PSI (1985) confirmed, the poorer and
WErless sections of society are often referred to as ’'slag’'. The
t ﬁggle of the individual to elude his/her label is not confined to
J;'ice work., It is a struggle in which racial stereotyping (black
ths as noisy, truculent, violent) can falsely justify itself

Olomos,1984) and it is a cultural process for which white society

of senior and junior management definitions of

275

of the police service, which incidentally reproduces the police role::lﬁ




'professionalism' the attitude towards the area covered by the division

is telling. Under the model of 'practional professionalism' (junior

ranks),

"the police have a prior and absolute claim to control the
geographical territory within which they work".

Ironically, the definition by PCs of spatial control and territoriality
so stressed by Jémes and confirmed by Holdaway (bofh police officers at
the time of their research) implies a conception of the social control
asbect of police work which closely resembles a radical or Marxist
definition of the function of the British police force (see ﬁDiégram
g6.2). This conceptual division of space, producing a 'mental map® of
£he policed area, influences contact with ethnic minorities in two

significant and divisive respects.

First, the normative division of the population is reinforced by a

'ﬁgtial division of expected routines. Expectations of the spatial
fdéily path' (Pred,1981) of distinct groups inform police conceptions of
;ﬁicious behaviour. A revealing comment is highlighted by Smith and
f;y (1983,p129):
T"If I saw a black man walking through Wimbledon High Street I
would definitely stop him. Course down here it's a common
sight, so there's no point."
1e literally, there is a place for everyone and everyone is expected
5e in their place. Anyone who deviates from the expected social
it is by definition suspicious. As part of this process the
’8raphy of suspicious persons can reinforce a perceived norm of sccial

'racial segregation via the process of criminalisation (see Gilroy

on the relationship between SUS and ghettoization; Christian 1983).
Sécondly, distinct 'places' within an area will be classified in

F{to contextualise the appropriate police behaviour at particular

Holdaway suggests that,
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THEORY OF
POLICING

- INFORMED
TSCRETIO

' TECHNCLOGY

MANAGERTAL PROFESSIONALISM

Specialist squads of PCs.
Local knowledge of patterns
of offence vital,

Information storage based on
technical aids assist in
build up of information prior
and subsequent to arrests.

Slow build up of knowledge
before arrests made.
Discretionary decision to
arrest based on judgement in
relation to judicial evidence.

N

Extra-legal techniques of
control unnecessary; evidence
gained before arrests and so
questioning after arrest
reduced. Policing can and
should be performed within
the rule of law,

Crime arrests one of several
measures of success. Clear up
rates takes second place to
policing within the law,.

"The police share their
function of control with other

PRACTICAL PROFESSIGyx: cns

Practical activity of Doi{éihéfE
(arresting of fenders) takes. - | -
priority over local knowledge.

Action orientation (scuffle =~
chase, fast drive) form bagig
of police work. Technology
useful but of secondary
importance.

DISCRETION Speedy arrest of
suspect, later gquestioned in
confines of police station
takes precedence over method
slow build up of evidence by
chservation.

of

Extra-legal techniques of
gaining evidence accepted as
necessary. Violence and
pressurising of suspects are
two routine examples of such
techniques.

Arrests provide primary
measure of successful policing
and achieve esteem for the
officers concerned.

"The police have a prior and
absolute claim to contrel the

agencies; they have no
abgsolute claim te control over

geopraphical territory within

which they work'".

a geographical territory".

Some policemen discriminate
against blacks. The defini-
tions of managerial
professionalism help
eradicate such discrimination.

The

contrasting definitions and perceptions of 'The Job'’

The police do not discriminate
against blacks.

by senior and junior police officers

Diagram 6,2

The diagram is taken from I} James
the professional solution."(1979)

"Police-black relations:




"The area policed from Hilton station, the ground as they ¢
it, belongs to the police. They possess it; it 1is the
territory and members of the force from adjoining stations hayg:
no right of entry into or patrol of the ground save bf
invitation ... the view of Hilton as police controlled territorf
forms one central organising principle of a mental map which -
officers use to order their work in the subdivision.™(1983,p36)
‘He outlines a typology of sites of danger, sites of trouble, sites 5f _
“work, mump holes ('places’' to escape work), sites of interest and homéf :T
territories. Again it is important to note that in intent and in its
. functional roots such practice is not deliberately racist. But yet
again through the form of the job the essential perceptual mapping of
Space, along with all its divisive ramifications, is stereotypical
incidentally rather than deliberately, racist in effect even if not

racist in cause. Black social centres and social events become labelled

as variously foci for political agitators (1960s,london) scenes of

migging, drug dealing and street crime (1970s, London) and/or potential

gites of public disorder (1980s,London), as the conflict between police

:d black people becomes part of police routine.

tont Lines and the ‘Sanctuary Effect’ : Power Relations Inverted

One way of understanding the creation of 'front line' areas is in

characterised by 'bundles' of interaction constrained by




developed theory of power within time-geography. The social centres

("locales') on front line are 'places’ where the role of black people in

Britain is acted, re-enacted, defined and re—defined,'every day. An

integral part of that role (an integral part of the umwelt) is the
relationship with the police, which has deteriorated steadily for more
than thirty years through the combined influences of racism,
marginalisation, labelling and criminalisation already outlined. The
fundamental point to grasp about the locales on front line is not that

police/black relations are worse on All Saints Road, Railton Road or

Sandringham Road than anywhere else in the surrounding area, It is

rather that these are the locales at which resentment of power relations
.is transformed into resistance of power relations. It is not just as

‘Giddens puts it that

"back regions are zones in which agents recover formsg of

autonomy which are compromised or treated in frontal
contexts"(1985,p278), :

but that the power relation which is taken for granted across other
parts of Loandon is challenged as a matter of practice within a
particular context. Crucially, such challenges become a part of routine

ibng before any incidence of collective disorder in Notting Hill,

Brixton or Hackney.

The form which such challenges assumed was fairly limited throughout
tﬁé sixties and seventies on All Saints Road and throughout the
Sé;enties on Railton Road and Sandringham Road. Soﬁebody would he
fested, a crowd would gather and try, often successfully, to snatch
¢k the prisoner. Alternatively, in aftemptiug to effect an arrest a

would chase an individual, normally young and black, into a cafe or

ub and would be physicalf} beaten off by the people using that

‘The second point that must be built into any time-geographical
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analysis is that,

"even if it is plainly bracketed, temporally and Spatially - no
strip of interaction can be understood on its own."

Giddens,1985,p292)

The rhetoric and dramatic realisation of struggles for the control of
front line highlight the remarkable similarity between the perceptions
of junior police officers and the voices of many black people in such
areas. The notions of Holdaway, James, Smith and Gray concerning police
claims to territorial exclusivity are exactly mirrored by the Brixton
Rastafarian Collective's description of the police as a force of
occupation within Britain's internal colonies. For the police,
‘resistance of arrest and other attacks are normally rationalised in the
:stereotyping of front lines as criminal areas. Yet for people on front
1ine the whole relevance of functional policing is overshadowed by the
‘context of the encounter, The manifest content of a police action
;ftaking action again criminal activity) is lost in the significance of
the latent content of the same behaviour (enforcing social order). It
8 quite simply not possible to see black reaction to any police action

5h:All Saints Road as divorced from a thirty year history of injustice

aﬁd repression, History weighs down on the present day. The Mangrove

5 a sign, a symbol of that history.

- One result of such locationally specific challenges to authority is

the creation of what I shall call a 'sanctuary effect’ in certain areas
zthe front line, When the prerogative of the police is challenged on
Sﬂéh a regular basis the reality of the power relation is inverted.
tior officers will become afraid to make arrests in certain areas at
rtain times out of concern for personal safety. When senior officers,
ﬂfing public order problems, build the precedence of public order over
W-enforcement into formal policy they effectively sanction this

Yéfsion. This change is openly exploited on the front line.

hallenges' become part of the routine because of what the police/black
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interaction symbolises. Often, all the challenging crowd see is a
policeman chasing a hlack man and they immediately interpret the
situation in a particular way for the reasons already cited. Petty
criminals readily exploit this situation. The cases in Brixton of bag
snatchers who were seen to use Railton Road as a safe haven and the open
selling of cannabis are clear examples of this. The use of the Lord
Stanley for the sale of arms and the organised crime trade in heroin and
cocaine are the more sinister and secondary forms of the same
phenomenon. The fact that police moves against such operations are
resisted by local people is greeted with bewilderment and cynicism by
senior officers, who then subscribe to Stereotypes of the whole area,
often genuinely unaware of the historical context of their action, the

. existence of the 'different reality' that informs the 1ife of Black

_ Britain.

Once fromt line has developed into a sanctuary the conflict between
the police and the black community is driven further into the
institutional practice of the police. Because authority is successfully
challenged so regularly it becomes a priority for maany police of all
~Tanks to re-establish control, Symbolic raids or 'fishing raids® are

often seen as one example of appropriate response. I was told time and

-authority and by some senior officers that it is important to ‘'fly the
lag’ in this way. (Other senior officers would strongly disagree with
his tactic.) Even when the purpose of raids in front line locales may
‘be wholly functional (eg Railton Road raids in July 1981, Sandringham
oad raid July 1981) it is quite possible for PCs to subvert the
ﬁénifest purpose of such actions by emphasising their own latent
;rpose, settling old scores and "not paying too much attention to the

ﬁrniture" (PC in Hackney). Thezg%ncept of 'front line deviancy' was




developed by senior police officers themselves to describe such
behaviour. Again it is note worthy that there were signs of the
development of such confrontations in all three case study locations

long before 1981, although rioting was to intensify this tit for tat

process.

At any one time there is a high degree of uncertainty about the
'real’ state of power relatioms in such areas and so both police
officers and "front liners' are never sure 'how far they can go'; the

- relation is continually being redefined, the boundaries of "normal

behaviour' continually renegotiated. A classic illustration of this
point occurred in a police car in Dalstone when I explained to the
driver, on being asked about Notting Hill, the regulation about no cars
being allowed to patrol on All Saints Road atr one time. The driver, who
had not heard of this, was surprised, saying that he thought such
policies disgraceful and that if ordered to do likewise on Sandringham
Poad he would refuse to conform with such instrutions. We immediately

drove to Sandringham Road (at about 1.30am on a Saturday night/Sunday

owned the vehicle (he was not the registered owner though the car was
not listed as stolen), he had no driving licence, the car was untaxed
and clearly not roadworthy. However, some ten to fifteen spectators had

lmmediately gathered and their number was growing steadily. Whilst not

Dh?sically threatening the police operator (the second member of the car
:féw with responsibility for such questioning), they were openly hostile
:our presence. The operator, none too impressed by his own driver's
_Onstratibn, let the Sandringham Road driver off with a warning,
Eé‘arly an abnormal decision in the light of his many violations,
?arly understandable in the light of the attitude of the crowd, which

d"by then doubled in size.
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Although the events of July 1981 in Brixton,

Hackney'éﬁ&gﬁaésibly

Notting Hill could be described as 'riots' and although the §iEés of
conflict were clearly similar in many respects, the respectiyve eléshes
demonstrated the very different status of police authority in the three
locations. The control of All Saints Road was never really contested by
the police and this was much resented by many local PCs. TIn Railten
Road in April 1981 a very common interpretation of events was that the
authority of the police was clearly seen to be usurped. TIa Hackney,
 successful challenges to police practice had become common but in the
final analysis police were seen to be in the ascendancy on Sandringham
Road. The internal disagreements within the police in Stoke Newington
can be seen in part as a re—evaluation of the status of Sandringham Road
in the light of these disorders. In this sense the very obvious

animosity that characterised the minimal disorders of Battersea and

the police/black conflict in those areas, which had deprived both
ﬁérties of a suitable scene for the transformation of manifest conflict

into much more serious open confrontation.

The Gollapse of 'Policing by Consent'

Diagram 6.3 illustrates the pattern that has characterised the

growing gulf between police and black communities across London. The

eral contradiction behind all police work (law v order) will need an
.é:logical support to sustain the police role as a widely accepted and
_gétimate social service (Hall et al,1978; (CCS,1978,1982; Burgess,
-BS)ﬁ Faced with the reality of racism, and structurally positioned
liiiIl British society to come out poorly from this central
ntrédiction, a growing number of black individuals had withdrawn their

'hsént to the police by the mid-1960s and early 1970s. The
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The Collapse of Policing by Consent

he fundamental policing contradiction:

Community of interest

{Crime/Law) Legitimation Support
—- : for police
Conflict of interest actions
(Social Order)—-
ck experience of policing
' Reality —
—_
Rhetoric
ause of i) Racism
- ii) Social injustice Legitimation Crisis

er relations challenged
First clashes between black

people and the police

1ding stages for confrontation
' The growth of 'front lines®

The institutionalisation of conflict

¥
Extemporised drama? Popular mobilisation

against the police.

Diagram 6.3




police/black conflict dates back a long way.

However, the simple withdrawal of consent is never enough té;ﬁf¢#5kg
open confrontation. Conflict is bound up as much in the space inzéﬂiéh
it is realised as in the time in which it is generated. The element of
time is crucial because it takes so long to progress along the path of
the diagram. Because conflict is realised in space it becomes 'local’
by definition, even when the experience of conflict is national, or at

least metropolitan.

The CRE (1981) remarked to Lord Scarman that it was not that riots
:had occurred that.was remarkable, it was that they had taken so long to
:pccur. The reason for this is rooted in the fact that most people are
reluctant to take to the streets. There is a wide gap that separates
open animosity towards the police from a predisposition towards
éollective violent disorder. This evolution of conflict, spatially
realised, preceded the incidence of collective disorder across Leondon,

Q@ite literally this evolution set the scene for rioting.

8. 'THE STAGE : RIOTING AS EXTEMPORISED DRAMA

- One of the dangers of stressing the dramaturgical metaphor of

Ommunicative settings for social action. I would suggest that this is
: far from the case; places act as signs but the symbolism is read in
different ways by those deciphering the 'spatiality' of social life
0ja,1985). This is not simply a question of ambiguity (cf Olssen,
I?_) but a matter of the proliferation of meaning (see supra chapter

) which can be reconciled with dramaturgical analysis by borrowing
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some of the concepts developed in the field of continental Stfuéturaligﬁ

and semiology (Barthes,1971,1973; Eco, 1977).

'"Places’ as 'Signs’

'Places’ form part of our cultural shorthand. Expectations of
particular patterns of behaviour are contextualised by location, each
location may have certain historical associations, trigger a Proustian
process of recall. Significantly, in such ‘readings’' of the social

world the tension between individual apprehension of and socially given

- meaning is as problematic in Vadalian studies of 'a sense of place' as
in other studies of human behaviour (cf Buttimer,1974,1978; Gregory,
1978,1981). The memories bouad up in a particular place may be the
property of one, two or a handful of people. The significations of the
Somme battlefield may be vicariously accessible to Western European
bulture geﬁerally, tied by the experiences of real and imagined
;elatives, whilst the symbolic power of Hiroshima is self-evidently
ﬁniversal. Places may act as signs but the messages they communicate

?111 not be the same for everybody who reads them.

Returning to the linguistic paradigm (see supra chapter two) the

three ‘symbolic locations' can be seen as metaphorically linked. They

afe not precise replications of each other, but in terms of the sign
systems involved they are almost mutually interchangeable (see Diagram
6.4). But it is the property of metonymy that most clearly renders

Comprehensible the set of actions that recur when police authority is

chalienged. For many black people who live in Notting Hill, Brixton and

ackney any police action at all will trigger off a set of mental

'.pciatons about the relationship between black people and the police,

20 any police action at all is set in the context of front line; the

tgnification is that much more powerful, the sense of injustice at the
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CLOTHING:

Metaghoric
Blazer

Suit Jacket

Dinner Jacket

a)

f
L,

PATIAL SEMIOLOGY:

Metaphoric

Front Lines®, united
“similarities,

istinguished by

ifferences, but

All Saints Road
Railton Road

Sandringham Road

| |

Metonymic/Syntagmatic

A 'piece' in the garment code,
a part that is symbolically
tied to the whole,

ie, bow tie, dress shirt, etc.

Symbolically tied to a social
protocol, ie the appropriate
behaviour of somebody in a
dinner jacket

Metonymic/Syntagmatic

~a) JJ's symbolising an appro-
private repertoir for a set
stage: the appropriate
behaviour at a particular
‘place’.

~b) JJ's as a ‘part’ symbolising
a whole history of police/
black relations in a
particular place.

Diagram 6.4

Two dimensions of linguistic and symbolic representation

(For theoretical background see Chapter Two)




"different reality' of Black Britain (see Bhavnani Et.al

,1986) 155
overwhelming.  For black people in particular parts of London that

reality is bound up in particular locations, history is deeply imbedded

in the places in which that history was enacted.

For the police, a completely different set of codes and nessages are
based on exactly the same set of locations. All Saints Road and Railton
Road have a renown that stretches throughout the Metropolitan Police,
the 'canteen mythology' of Notting Hill that a senior officer there
_described to me. For junior officers these places are the sites of
regular ‘attacks' on the police by black people. Such associations may
or may not be rationalised in terms of racist 'folk psychology’

depending on the individual, significantly these rationalisations (both

;the rcist and non-racist ones) may well not alter police behaviour on
;such 'stages'. Moreover, even for those individuals keen to learn, the
}apid three year turnover rate of senior officers will frequently
constrict any understanding of local history among senior management.

For all ranks the sedimentation of history in particular places remains

df little interest.

Thus in terms of social theory a distinction could be made between
the metonymic® (historical) and the syntagmatic? (operating principally

the present) modes of linguistic symbolism. Black perceptions are

Metonymy "Substitution of the name of an attribute or adjunct for
. that of the thing meant (eg crown for king, turf for racing).’
:Concise Oxford Dictionary.

:Syntagm "Word or phrase form in syntactic upit;

. orderly collection of statements"
ﬂconc1se Oxford Dictionary.
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fundamentally metonymic in the reading of the social world; th?-PﬁiiCéf
action seen as part of a historical whole, invoking a twenty to tgift;;
year history of black experience in a particular 'place’. For the

police, operational goals have priority and 'place' as a sign is reaqd

syntagmatically; the action as part of an expected sequence, ap
anticipated repertoire of behaviour that occurs wholly in the present
and characterises a particular location. It is this very structure of

police practice in such areas that guarantees that the policing

institution acts as a ‘machine for the suppression of time’, history is

Tlost.

It is of paramount importance to acknowledge that such symbolism,
such evocative properties of places, are not 'summoned up' by the
individual. As Goffman and many others (eg Marsh et al,1978; Harré,
1979), have demonstrated, the reading of such spatial signs is not
éflexively monitored but is either part of subconscious or 'practical
gquscious' apprehension of the world in which we live (see chapter two
sﬁgra]. Such powerful affective connections between places and our
#ﬁ:erstandings of those places are inseparable, precisely because we

ernally define these places by this set of mental cross—references,

DProcesses : Trigger events and the escalation of violence

"The most serious disturbances of 1980 and 1981 shared nany
milarities, particularly in the escalation of violence. Most
SCriptions of the major 'riots’ consider the events that immediately
de trouble, the triggers to violence, as either irrelevant or
Usequential. They are normally characterised in terms of metaphoric

mbustibility, merely the spark that causes the inevitable fire (eg

t11'9—‘1‘91981,33.6) "the spark that led to the conflagration”, (Scarman,
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1981,8.9, "the spark" that led to the rioting). Whilst it would be
facile to overestimate the importance of the single instance, any
explanation of rioting is incomplete unless it can account for the
manner in which seemingiy trivial incideats develop into major forms of
collective destruction. Central to such a thesis is a rejectiQn of the
behaviourist conception of violence as some form of pressure release and
an assumption that in crowd situations violence is both rational and
meaningful. Tt is the suggestion here that an understanding of the
- relationship between action and location, based on a form of spatial

:semiology, can render such  behaviour rational and meaningful whilst

 simultaneous1y not losing sight of the wider social context in which

such behaviour is set.

With the notable exception of Moss Side, Manchester, the basic early
‘chronology of most of the major disorders of 1980 and 1981 has been
'elatively clearly established even where there is controversy over the

equence of events that followed on from the initial trigger.

In April 1980 a protracted police raid on the Black and White café,
ﬂaf the centre of black settlement in Bristol, led to the St Paul's riot.
n April and July 1981 three separate incidents, widely interpreted as
xgmples of wrongful arrest in Railton Road in Brixton, resulted in
ﬁ?ee instances of massive 'mobilisation’ against the police. 1In July
9?1 a well-known local young black man, suspected of stealing a
df.rcycle, was stopped late at night in Princes Avenue, close to the
"Berley Street/Upper Parliament Street heart of Liverpool 8, an area
haf was later erroneously described as Toxteth, He was subsequently
féfged with two counts of Grievous Bodily Harm and one of Assault
828inst the three police officers involved in his arrest. The

torcycle was his own, the scenes that surrounded his apprehension

Bed into full scale rioting. In London, on the same day, the arrival
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of large numbers of National Front SUpporters at a centre. .6£ A81aﬁ }ﬁ
settlement in Southall for a pop concert, and their subsequent
behaviour, induced a violent reaction against both the arrivals anpd the
police force who tried to intervene in this confiict., In Backney the
attempt to disperse a crowd that had gathered outside Johnson's (JJ's)
cafe in Sandringham Road resulted in a major conflict with the police
and widespread looting. Only in one of the most ‘serious incidents of
disorder in London, that of Wood Green, where the smashing of a shop
window prompted extensive looting, did the trigger not involve the
violent confrontation of two parties. Any understanding of the
escalation of violence obviously rests on an ability to Idivine the

feelings and perceptions of those who reacted to these "trigger events',

There is a fundamental problem relating to all historical
3=reconstruct10n that tends to be lost in the vagaries of methodological
dlscu351on. Both in understandlng somebody's actions and in evaluating

symbolic event ome is effectively 'reading' the social world.
Problematicallyy the social equivalent of the basic "speech act' or
fparole‘ is surrounded by exactly the same complexities as those faced

in the philosophy of language (Austin,1962; Searle,1969,1983,1984; Eco,

977). Actions have preferred descriptions. Even if a major element of

énging a specific insult, by another as a hlow against thirty years of
cial harassment and by yet another as a blow against white society in
Eéeral, More pertinently, it would be unusuyal if any one individual in
BQh a situation did not consider that he was doing more than one such
ing at the same time. Motives may be rationalised into neat 1lists
0§£ hoc, but tend to be much more complicated in realisation. This is
:éi power of ‘'mental direction', in essence the problem that

ntéﬂtionality sets to any study of the social world, prohibiting glib
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behaviour (see supra chapters two and three).

The arrests that precipitated riotimg in Bristol, Liverpool ang

London may have been ostensibly commonplace events but, more
importantly, they took place in a specific context, which endowed the
straightforward action of arrest with a far greater symbolic power than
normal, a context defined by time and place. The police force.represent
in part the state's claim to a monopoly of legitimate violence, the
: rioting is in part a rare, if resounding, rejection of this claim, yet
:.it is not a rejection that is made equally by all sections of society,
- rather it is dependent on such factors as age, gender and the scene
which provides a backdrop to the trigger. It was significant that the

~rioting in 1980 and 1981 was confined to very small areas of cities and

‘was not obviously linked to any consciously articulated social movement ;

Arguably, the trigger is interpreted metonymically by those who
_ither see it or hear about it. It is an act which is representative
imultaneously of both a general situation and particular grievances, it
8 an act to which violence is a response sanctioned by a large enough
féwd of people to constitute collective disorder. This does not mean
ﬁét violence is sanctioned by all present, as has already bdeen
Qggested the propriety of violence does not vary arbitrarily between
ifferent age groups, genders or even times of day. Nor does it mean
hét this action of violence is considered the same act by all involved,
Preferred descriptions of the same actions may be traced to
ffering intentional states. However, the reading of the signification
ihe trigger event must be sufficiently clear to induce collective

ion, Within the 'social language’ of a particular area at a
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particular time the trigger is read similarly by a large nﬁﬁﬁé&l'of:'

people.

It is because the trigger incident is taken as a single item, which
in part symbolises a much larger whole, that the question, Do people

riot because of police or unemployment or greed?', or any other peat
reason, is quite literally meaningless. Such precise categorisations
and partitions find no equivalents in the structure of action, So,
although it is vital to understand the perception of those iavolved in
rioting, it is very difficult merely to cite a collective that is called
- 'the rioters' and try and discern some straightforward average or
;communal ‘perception' for this group. Perception studies (eg Downs and
:S5tea,1977) have tended to be based on an assumption that perception may
be generalised for "homogeneous’ groups. This assumption is a dangerous
half-truth, both because any one actor belongs to many such groups (eg
‘profession, gender, family, age group, etc) and so such classification
is at best partial, at worst stereotypical, but alse more importantly
‘because it misrepresents the fundamental problem of any language, be it
iteral social or perceptual. For it is in the very nature of language

_hat it facilitates communicaton, but equally guarantees communication

?eakdown between any two individuals. The medium itself only exists by

?s system of differences and similarities that is contingent upon both

Bntext and subjectivity. The negotiation and evaluation of space that

informs the social language constitutes part of this context.

Upper Parliament Street, All Saints Road, Railton Road, Sandrlugham
ROad and Grosvenor Road (site of the Black and White cafe) were all
mmunity foeci. The superficially different rioting in Southall
Dé'urred as a direct result of an influx of National Front supporters

1Nto the centre of an Asian community, an influx so widely read as ome

.f? Tacist violation that it prompted a violent response which rapidly
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turned on the police, not as vicarious target,

but because it waé

considered by a large enough number of those present that pollce had

singularly failed to protect the Asian community from attacks, not only

in London in general but in their own homes in particular. Similarly
1

as an eyewitness to serious rioting in Brixton in 1982, 1983 and 1985,

and Tottenham in 1985, a common theme that ran through the chilling
events on each occasion was the repetition of the claims that in

avenging grievances, attacking the police in those Particular

circumstances was fully justified; the forceful and fearful realisation

that the gruesome events of those nights were not the result of some

criminal force majeure (not discounting the presence of large numbers of

E1ooters and others joining in 'for fun') but the violence was being

accounted for by fully rational individuals as the

‘proper’ way to

behave. It is not necessary to make a value judgement about such
'accounts, other than to establish their sincerity. Nor is there a

Suggestion that all rioters felt in this particular way, rather a

full scale confrontations with the pelice. In this way such

confrontations were, in the first instance, very often parochial and

efensive in nature,

- There is also clear evidence that when this confrontation occurs the
zlapse of public order will very often be seized upon to facilitate
.ting and other criminal activities. In this way most riots tend to
toward some approximate equifinal product. Allowed to escalate,
€ looks very much like another, regardless of its roots. It has
eady been suggested (chapter three) that given the fact that riots

&1 produce the perfect 'safe' criminal enviromment, such pragmatic,

PPortunistic behaviour is almost to be expected, which coincides well

231




with late twentieth century criminologists’ notions of opporfﬁﬁiff;BQSé&r'

crime rates. In Chapters Three and Four this analysis wasg Supported by

both chronological evidence that in almost every instance of serious

rioting, looting followed at some time after the initial disorder ang

the fact that the sort of people involved with looting offences was

significantly different from those involved in the clashes with the

police.

Trigger events are not epiphenomenal or incidental to the
development of violence. They provide a key to the signification of

caction, the meaning of the riot set against its spatial and social

- context.

- RIOTING AS A SOCIAL MOVEMENT

ntension/Extension and the Status of "The Crowd' as an Analytical Unit

Understanding the processes that underwrite the escalation of

iclence helps to clarify the status of 'the crowd' in analysis (see

-pﬁapters one and two supra). In the study of social action the
élevance and ontological powers of such units will depend on the
'félationship between intension and extension in defining the unit itself
éee Harré,1979). A human behavioural set of minimum extemsion would
sist of 'the individual' whose characteristics are, pace subconscious
1ﬂfluences, broadly unitary; hence the gset is alse representative of
BaXimum intension. The number of characteristics that is shared by a
group of humans must inevitably decrease as the size of the set
creases and the parameters that define that set are relaxed. Hence

ension increases as intension decreases,
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Just as extensien and intension are in iaverse prODOrt
(v}

another, the probability of a shared 'social language*

: Wlth Slmllar
intentional states (shared perceptions) decreases rapidly as exte
nSlOl’l

increases. Put simply, the preferred descriptions of actions apg events
(including the action of throwing a petrol bomb) are likely 1o pe
gimilar only when behavioural sets show maximum feasible intensigp and

minimum feasible extension.

~In the case of rioting as a generic activity, the smallegt
analytical division, 'the rioter', can be defined by a series of
averages calcuiated from those known to be on "the streets’ at the time,
thus creating a set of extreme extension. Individuals in this set will
j1nterpret any one action in terms of widely differing intentional
states. Poor explanations may select a couple of normatively derived
éalient_éh&racteristics from such meaningless éverages and then
_..'-subject' these straw men to explanation. Such analysis 1is flawed,
partly because the term fioting covers so many different activities that
are ot randomly distributed among members of 'the crowd' (see supra
éhépters three and four), but also because by explaining the creation of
tﬁe actors constituting ‘the crowd' rather than the actions with which
they are involved, 'the croﬁd' is endowed with a unity of purpcse, is
itself given the status of a social actor (eg Castells,1983, on the US

niots-of the 1960s).

- The reality of London in 1981 was much different. The rioters, at
;st those involved in confronting the police, shared a similar
erpretation or 'reading’ of the nature of incipient disorder; so much
~that they considered violence an appropriate response. The reasons
6_ they shared such perceptions were not wholly because of the shared
i:rience of being 'Blaqk and British', shared experience that is part

he'7different reality’ already mentioned. In particular locations
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the violent challenges to the police prerogative had becéme Fodty é-
n

—*—-\—-—._,,.

rather than exceptional. Because black resistance was IOCatlonally

specific, the escalation of this conflict in the context Of such

elaborately prepared stage sets was no more than a novel, pysr not

surprising,

part of the reproduction and transformation of Power
relations in particular places. The location of the disorder wag ap
least as important 1in binding the crowd together as the shareg

experiences of ethnicity, age and gender.

The rioting of 1981 was a behavioural form of the moment rather than
a consciously organised social movement. 'The crowd' was united in
.space for a brief time but its status as an analytical urit can not be

taken far out of this context. 'The crowd’ was rever really a supra-~

individual but was always more than a mere aggrepation of people. The
idea that rioting can be assessed in terms of whether it succeeded in
;creating social change (eg Friedland 1981) or in terms of whether it can
serve as a viable political strategy (eg Castells 1983; Sivanandan,
:1983) is misconceived,

not because the rioters were a momentary

ﬁollection of people, but because the genesis of collective disorder

specific., This does not mean that the relation between place and action

is replicated in all incidents of rioting. Nor does it mean that

-1lties in 1985 as a repetition of the events of 1981, Place did in the
st, and always will, mediate in the transformation of conflict into
'Onffontation. There are no 'natural' laws of such transformation; 1t

‘Tather that disorder must be realised in space as well as time.
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Spontaneity and Rationality - Contradictory Properties of Riﬁ

In defining the form of mobilisation evident during 1981 :i£;.i
=

possible to avoid both the notion of the riot as the

¥
Outcome' of a
_‘_-_‘—\——4___.

recipe of preconditions {which devalues the rationality of the Crowd)

and the notion that because people in the crowd were not

"deindividuated’ they necessarily either acted as cohesive groups

(Howe,1981) or plotted the riot in advance (Anderton,1981). In chapter
one it was shown how both in America and in Britain those accounts of

rioting that had stressed the Spontaneity of disorder tended to see

By linking the historical power struggle to particular places it can
€ seen that 'challenges' to police authority in such locations could be
raced back long before 1981, the riot was the logical, if horrific,
;fension of such challenges, neither reflexively monitored
Yeplanned), nor unequivocally responsive to environmental stimuli.
nflict between police and black communities tock many years to develop

to full scale confrontation, conflict became imbedded in places and

However, this quasi~autonomous status does not accord well with the

ology of 'social movements'. For Castells (1983) rioting in America

conceptually equivalent to the gay movement in San Fransisco or the

ilisation of Mission District Latinos. The problem is precisely the

t stressed in chapter two reiterated above. Ontology is simply not
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considered in Castells' cultural model (see also Holmes 1985 a d:th |
n e
ontological status of the collectlvltles involved in Such_ moveme ¢,
B.

which varies so dramatlcally, defles the 31mp1e attributiop of the 1abel

social actor' to any mobilisation of repressed minorities, Nor does
the status of 'the crowd' fit easily into either the alternatiye

typology of Pickvance (1985), or the more traditional interpretationg of
the sociology of conflict (eg Rex,1981) or the 'empirical collective!

formations of Parkin (1979) and supra chapter two).

The principal reason for such non—-conformity again appears to Stem

from the confusion of actors and actions, There is a major analytical

flaw in attributing to a whole section of society the control or mastery

“of disorder based on the sustained use of the digcredited and over-

". There are those who

-have claimed that the 1981 riots are symptomatic of the rejection of

-British society by the second generation British bilack community

Cashmore and Troyna, 1982; Lawrence,1982). Quite obviously the majority

fof young black people were not involved in rioting in 1981. More
'_ubtly, such analysis, whilst intending to draw attention to the plight
f cne particular disadvantaged section of society may boost a 'moral

panic', go hand in hand with the sort of racist stereotyping that

-S igmatises all young black males in Britain as poetential rioters. In
shifting the focus of attention from action to actors a cultural
Pathology of rioters is created that is as iniquitous in all its

: Sequences as the cultural vision of young black pecple as potential

Muggers (Hall et al, 1978; Solomos,1984).

Qéégziption and explanation : 'Causes' of Riots'

It is not enough to reveal the path of conflict through time and the

ﬂexstanding of those involved in this conflict. Such descriptions
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only perform part of the analytical task (Runciman,1983; Keith,lggéy
There is a danger that in an attempt to understand behaviour the notign

of causes of action isg replaced by an emphasis on the meaning of actig,

In this sense understanding the 'reading’ of trigger events is at best a

semantic exercise, uncovering the meaning of behaviour at the level of

the individual social language(s), whether it is the feelings of g
policeman or somebody 'on the streets' that are thus revealed. This cap
only be the basis for partial explanation, for whilst it is only by
tracing the link between intentional states and the real world that
explanations will be plausible, it is only by linking the naturc of

intentionality with social form that explanations will be usefual

(Sayer,1984),

This can only be done within the framework of a mechanistic theory
of causality (see chapters two and three). This chapter has stressed
the way in which conflict between black people and the police becomes

. spatially imbedded in such a way that the intentional power struggles

(£inal causes) focus on the power relations emacted at particular
~ "places’ through a set of conventional ‘challenges' to police authority

(formal causes) which are realised through patterns of behaviour

(efficient causeg) that escalate the violence of these confrontations

from physical demonstrations of the withdrawal of consent to the full
.bloodied (sic) riot. Yet behind these causal processes it is also vital

to recognise the significance of unacknowledged conditions of action

_underwriting such interaction.

Through the incorporation of a mechanistic theory of causality it is

Dossible to understand the relationship between general economic forces
and particular examples of social behaviour. Just as the stone and the

inal statue are causally linked, lifestyle and position in relation to

the means of production are similarly inseparable. In neither case is
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the tie one of simple determinism. In both cases the relation is one of

material causality. Just as the statue is fashioned ocut of the stone,

the 'umwelt' is fashioned out of the material relations of productien,
work, worklessness and the exigencies of a racialised labour force. 1In
both cases this relation of material causality both constrains and
enables final pattern. The 'life pathsf and 'personal projects’ of the
black population in Britain.are embosséd with the multiple deprivations
of 'racism, unemployment and the innexr city', the stigmata of the

marginalised population.

However, economic life chances are not the sole determinant of any
single item of behaviour. Mobilisation in riots is not a

straightforward case of the an sich/fur sich transformation, an economic

class in itself becoming a social movement for itself. In particular,
the locational ‘challenges' based on respect, contempt, criminalisation,
power relations and a history of racism implicate the social-
psychological criteria of Harré&'s expressive realm (1979 and chapter two
supra). Crime, powerlessness and the historical struggle between black
people and the police are seen 1in the context of the blighted cities of
20th century Britain, the incidence of the latter does not necessitate

the occurrence of the former.

All four aspects of causality (material, formal, efficient and final
causes) are indispensable in understanding any particular secial action,
no class of cause is superior to any other. TYet it must be recognised
that in imposing a typological causal mechanism on the flux of social
1life the analyst introduces the theoretical to the empirical domain. It
already has been suggested that all 'knowledge' involves such a
reconciliation, it has only to be re—emphasised that in such practice

lies the vefy roots of epistemological contingency (Sayer,1984; Foucault

1982; McCarthy,1978; Habermas,1971).
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STRATEGIES OF CONTROL : POLICING 'SYMBOLIC LOCATIONS

The notion that the struggle over power relations inp Pafﬁlcular
places formed a central theme in rioting is reinforced by the POllclng
strategies adopted in such areas since 1981. Tt is not the Suggestion
here that all such policies have been the successful product of
centralised control, indeed a principal element of the Metropolitan
Police reorganisation of the early and mid 1980s has been to focus
managerial power on the division, decentralise policy making, waking it
responsive to local needs. Rather it is the contention that such changes
have been the almost inevitable product of the localised collapse of
policing by consent that has already been described. Senior officers
who have co—operated with this work have openly disagreed with certain
specific policies employed in other ‘symbolic locatioms', yet whilst
.often differing in form from one place to another these Strategies share
the common goal (content) of re~imposing the power prerogative implied
in the intermal relation bétween police and the policed. Such

strategies are of major significance for two reasons. One is because

fhey recognise the de facto inversion of power relations within the

to law enforcement on those occasions when the two are mutually
irreconcilable. Secondly, they embody the imposition of social order on
‘particular place. The exigencies of policing without consent make

;th an imposition part of all police action in such areas.

Awediate Response Units/District Support Units

Immediate Response Units, normally eleven PCs and a sergeant in a
s Were introduced in the immediate aftermath of the 1981 ricts in

der to provide quick support on occasions of spontaneous outbreaks of

Blic disorder, Their name was later changed to District Support
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Units. Two of the earliest occasions on which they were deployed, in
Brixton and in Notting Hill, have already been described.

One of the problems that arose out of the creation of such 8Toupg
was that the sort of police work which they invelve ig quite obviously
closer to a military model than to the traditional independence of the
police constable. Superintendent Murray at Brixton talked at lengih
about what he saw as the growth of a "DSU mentality™, the habits gapg
norms that grow out of the close team work, amplifying the sub—cultu;a1
evaluations of ‘'good policing’ that may centre on action, speed ang
ostentatious operations invelving the gathering of large numbers gsf
‘prisoners’'. As has repeatedly been pointed out, seeking such
expressive rewards in the practical realm of any job is a normal not a
pathological trait, but with the DSU's the rewards of 'action' may be

particularly welcomed because,

"The problem with these units is that most of the time there is
no public disorder for them to deal with and there is therefore

a difficulty in finding them something to do." (Smith and
Gray,p37)

Such difficulties have a ﬁarticular impact on the symbolic locatioas
:such as Railton Road and Sandringham Road (and since Chief Superin-
tendent Whitfield left Nottimg Hill, All Saints Road as well). For the
ﬁoveahle squad represent the custom-made response to challenges to
poliée authority, a presence that is often seen by junior officers as
énforcing the sort of symbolic control already ﬁiscussed, which may or
iay not operate outside the management goals of senior officers. Brian
ﬁilliard, the editor of Police Review, has remarked,

"There are areas in London which are recognised as potential
trouble spots where serious disorders might break out at any
time, the areas are almost fully manned, all the stations are up
to strength, not only that but the District Support Units, which
are supposed to patrol a wider area, tend to congregate there =o
you have a more visible presence of policemen, you also (sic),
because there's more police about, they feel they have to do
more and so more people get stopped in thﬁ street, more
motorists get checked, more roadblocks are held.

(London Weekend Television,11/7/86)
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Not only are the sort of 'cowboy policing' incidents that were described
on the Moorlands and Holly Street estates an almost inevitable part of
policing without consent, but also they are most likely to occur where
they can do most damage, entrenching mutual antagonism, making the

transformation from conflict to confrontation that much more common.

Dog, Patrols

Watching dog patrols on Sandringham Road in both 1982 and 1983 there
is no doubt in my own mind-that it is almost impossible forlany gocial
contact to occur between police using dogs and local residents. Most
people, black andlwhite, steer well clear of the dog patrols, several
complaints arose from those people who had been mistakenly bitten (see
Policing, London, passim 1983). One such complaint arrived in Stoke
Newington police station when I was present in July 1986, 1 spoke at
length to two PCs who had been involved in these patrols on Sandringham
Road, one a dog handler. Again it was remarkable how close were the
views of both the junior police officers and the resentful young black
people I had spoken to in Roots Pool. The dogs were seen as explicitly
establishing police control of the front line. As 1 was told several
times, when an Alsatian dog gets angry people get hurt (iﬁcluding other
police officers). Everybody knows this on the front line and behaves

accordingly.

In his inquiry into the Brixton disorders, Lord Scarman said,

"0n two occasions ... dogs were deployed in an undesirable way
in the handling of a crowd. All officers who gave evidencew to
the Inquiry recognised that dogs are not appropriate instruments
for dispersing crowds in sensitive situations. Chief

Superintendent Marsh clearly recognised as much ... Arrange—
ments must be introduced to prevent the deployment of dogs in

handling major crowd disorders im the future." (1981,4.84)

Although dogs have rarely been used on Railton Road in ‘normal’

situations, in spite of this stipulation I witnessed such deployment in
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disorders in Brixton in 1982 and 1985, when I saw one PC badly bitten by

a police Alsatian.

In the wmicro—sociology of police patrols, the implicit or latent
resource of the legitimate use of force is normally hidden; with the
dog patrol it is manifest. Thag it should be manifest on front line is
quite clearly a 'pre—emptive response’ to possible challenges to police

authority.

Special Patrols, Special QOrders’

The existence of special patrols in Notting Hill, Brixton and
Dalstone has already been outlined in some detail. Although the common
resistance to police actions in such places provides a severe handicap

to police work, the level of crime alone, which may often be higher than

in other parts of the division, seldom, if ever, justifies the level of
policing that such patrols involve. Quite clearly, the secondary
function of police work, the latent content of interaction, is of
singular importance in the deployment of such groups, they again
establish ‘the police right to police alt of London, an ostentatious

refutation of no—go areas.

However, the contrasting opinions of Commaﬁder Marnoch, Chief
Superintendent Whitfield and Chief Superintendent Barr are revealing
{all three are in fact friends, all are similar intelligent, personable
characters with a more pragmatic approach to policing than many of the
notorious new 'Bramshill club'). For Marnoch and whitfield one of the
principal functions of such patrols is that they demonstrate police
control of symbolic locations whilst obviating the need for the "mob—
handed" tactics that become necessary when failed arrests and lost

prisoners lead to sudden fights and when using demonstrative raids in
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particular premises. The latter task is to be handled not by police
action but by co;operation with local goverament in the removal or
closure of premises which provide a locale for criminal activity and
regulation of those premises involved with ‘'anti-social' activity.
Certainly, in all three front line areas the failure to distinguish, or
even to try and distinguish, between the 'anti-social’ (late night,
often illegal drinkers, street gatherings) and the"genuinely criminal
(hard drugs, arms dealing) in such front line areas has cost dear in
terms of police/community relations. Significantly, Richard Allen, head
of Lambeth Police Support Unit, suggested that Lambeth Council should in
the past have taken an initiative to provide an arena for the social
functions of front line in order that the Council could be involved in

preventing the attraction of criminal activity to such places.

In contrast, Barr's scepticism about the Sandringham Road patrol and
his keen pursuit of a policy of raids suggested a very different sort of
policing in Hackney. Yet several points can be made in his defence.
Firstly, and perhaps most importantly for Barr, Stoke Newington had for
obvious reasons never achieved the same privileged status as Brixton and
Notting Hill in the allocation of manpower. The heavy personnel
commitment required by such special patrols clearly hit an undermanned
police station like Stoke Newingtqn (and its sub-division of Dalstone)
much harder than it would do in Brixton or Notting Hill. Secondly,
unlike the compliant Conservative council of Kemsington and Chelsea, and
the 'special relationship' that Marmoch built up ;ith Ted Knight in
Lambeth, the Hackaney Council were not prepared to involve themselves
with 'multi-agency' approaches of any sort until changes in the
accountability of the Metropolitan Police had been made, particularly
after relations had been soured by the Colin Roach affair. Thirdly, and

perhaps most significantly, was Barr's concern that his officers might

become Mobsessed” with Sandringham Road as front line. This was a
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revealing attitude because it not only reflects the hostility of many
PCs towards such patrols but also because, given the many constrictions
applied to PCs on special patrols (eg no stops for minor offences,
limits on car patrols, no inflammatory arrests), it is hard to avoid the
impression that even im the ostensibly enlightened policies of Marmoch
and Whitfield the peolice on the streets are never more explicitly acting

as agents of social control rather than a service of law enforcement.

The conflict between the black community on the front line and the
police becomes accidentally built into police practice. In such
circumstances the positions of committed senior officers such as
Marnoch, Whitfield and Barr are not enviable. Prisoners of history,
- they run the risk that whatever action they take will emerge on the
streets as an intensification of conflict. Personality matters, but is
always trapped within the justitutional structure in which the

individual operates.

Symbolic Raids

Though officially discouraged by many at the highest level of
management, the raid on froant line is often seen by some senior officers
as establishing the police right to operate there. If all such raids
were conducted precisely according to the rule book such a pelicy might

be defensible.

At their worst, such exercises in ostentatious control turn into
"fishing raids', cases of police raiding premises on speculation of
picking up prisoners. Although all senior officers I spoke to quite
clearly disapproved of 'fishing raids', not one denied that such raids
had occurred on sensitive premises in the past, nor that such "outings"
could be used to settle old scores; one senior officer suggested that

such raids epitomised the sort of behaviour covered by the concept of
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front line deviancy. In spite of such, doubtless sincere,
protestations, the distinction between a 'fishing raid' and the raid
designed to "remind the frequenters of a particular cafe of police
presence is" a fine one; notably both operate on the level of explicit
symbolic communication rather than the 1level of straightfoward

functional policing.

Targeting and Surveillance

The connection between térgeting and surveillance operations and the
criminalisation of black communities in Britain (Christian,1983) is
discussed in more detail bélow. Tt must be acknowledged that the
principal reason for the introduction of such techniques has been to
replace the sort of disastrous operations like SWAMP 81 with its
arbitrary stop and search tactics that brought such massivé numbers into
hostile contact with the police and reaped such little long term reward
in fighting crimé, However, for the communities who live in.such areas,
who often spot the observation vehicles used by the police, who know the
houses (and sometimes the owners of the houses) which are used for
observation and who occasionally see the cameras and binoculars that are
used (Gifford,1986), there is often a bitter resentment that their lives
are monitored, scrutinised and spied on in this way. It is hard to gauge
how strong these feelings are, but several representatives of black
organisations in 5oth Brixton and Notting Hill were very bitter about

such 'Big Brother' tactics.

It is importamt to stress that the introduction of special policing
strategies in symbolic locations has occurred thus far (in 1986) in a
singularly inchoate fashion. Many of the police officers in the three
locations studied expressed open and honest disagregment about the

effectiveness and value of policies advocated by eenior staff af\
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¢cotland Yard or divisional staff in the other symbolic locations. Yet
one central thrust of these policies is consistent. The routine and the
organisaton of police action become structured by the conflict between
the police and black people. Policy relating.to symbolic locations
takes no account of the history which produced that symbolism,
organisation becomes organisation to control specific areas and 'win' in

any confrontation. In short, conflict becomes institutionalised.

THE INSTITUTTIONALISATION OF CONFLICT

The policing experiences of the three symbolic locations highlights
the nature of changes in police practice. At each stage in the
escalation of conflict, dating back to the 1960s, police policy cam be
seen normally reacting to events rather than analysing them. In large
part this is no more than the precedence of 'reactive' over 'pro-active'
policing that has been debated within the police service itself (eg
Alderson 1979,1984; Newman 1983,1980). One significant feature of this
phenomenon 1is that the historical cbntext of changes in the form of
policing is not considered (cf Reiner,1980,1985). Quite possibly this
derives from the singular comcentration of management on present day
objectives, taking the worst incidents of yesterday as the worst

possible case that might be handled today.

Routine and the Escalation of Violence

After the experiences of Notting Hill and lewisham in the mid-
seventies, police ‘trouble' with 'black youth'! became considered as
normal and the police were equipped with shields to deal with future

incidents. With increased clashes at the scenes of arrest and the
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rioting of 1981, ‘rioting' by 'black youth' was considered permanently
on the agenda and the Immediate Response Units, protective clothing and
militaristic training were introduced to cope with this phenomenon. By
1986, following the armed insurrection on Broadwater Farm Estate and
serious rioting in Brixton and Handsworth in 1985, the response was the
use of 'riot cities' for more training, new truncheons for public order
situations and the mooted use of plastic bullets and water canon. The
police are seen to go hand in hand with the escalation of violence. At
each level police take the new public order phenomenon as given, one of
many natural phenomena of cbntemporary society, unaware or uawilling to
be aware of their own causal role in this process. The anticipation of
public order problems is obviously one egsential part of police
management. Yet it appears that the primary managerial goal is to
ensure that in situations of public order conflict the police 'do not
lose'. Incidental to this anticipation, in preparing this capacity to
control disorder, police management build into the very structure of
police practice the conflict between police and black people. The
distinction between cause and effect is again vital. If is this
managerial task itself that, like the modern myth, "transforms history
into nature" (Barthes,1963,pl29), treating riots as "natural’ phenomena,
divorced from history, not cultural products of  particular times and

-

places.

Tn exactly the same sense it is important to understand the
locational interplay of power relatiomns {'stage £uildingi) that preceded
the rioting of 1981 as part of this process of institutionalising
conflict. There is plenty of evidence of overtly racialist behaviour
and overtly racialist beliefs in the MEtropolitaﬁ Police (see PSI,1983),
although it is not possible to quantify how common either actually is I
saw evidence of the latter but not the former (if it is possible to

separate the two). Nevertheless, such behaviour, however common, wag
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only of secondary importance in the immediate genesis of violent
conflict, precisely because long before 1981, in those places which
witnessed serious confrontations, the conflict between black people and
the pblice had become part of the durée {(daily routine) of police
practice and black ‘resistance’, even before a majority of PCs had
arrived at the respective police stations. The relative significance of
personal racism in the inception of this conflict in the late fifties
and early sixties is a different issue. The effect of the rioting was
to hammer this conflict yet further into this institutional structure.
Rioting in 1981 was abdut the whole history and social context of
policing Black Britain, not about & cultural pathology of racialist
police officers (however many such officers there are), nor about a

violent clash of 'personalities’.

Routine and Stigma : The Labelling Process

The process of stigmatising outside groups (Becker,1963; Goffman,
1972,1981; Young,1974) both precedes and is reinforced bf'the incidence
of rioting. On a-very simple interactive level, the mutual.suspicion
between police and young black pgqple can reproduce and even amplify
such hostility. In all the time 1 was involved in participant
observation at both Brixton and Stcke Newington stations (see Appendix
2) I saw no deliberately racialist behaviour by policé officers. Given
the limited time spent in both locations this was quite possibly related
to the obtrusive nature of the "fly on the wall'. What was extremely
common and was admitted quite openly by many of the PCs with whom 1
spent time was that in dealing with young blaék men 'on the street’ a
degree of caution and expectation of trouble characterised the approach

of officers in the ‘focussed interaction' of encountelXs (Goffman, 1963).

Almost invariably correct and polite in every techmical respect, this
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level of suspicion remained obvious to both the observer and the black
individuals concerned. Virtually all such encounters passed off
peacefully, yet the tension and hostility remained built into the
'micro—sociology' of the meeting, the antagonism between black
.individuals and the police hardened. It is.only one very small step
from this level of suspicion to the ‘knock-on offences’ already
described. Such behaviour, not deliberately racist by cause, is

manifestly racist in effect.

Similérly, the role of the police has become clearly defined in the
minds of very many black people in London, especially in Brixton, where
most police actions I witnessed were met with open hostility and
vociferous abuse whatever their nature. Two cases in particular
illustrate this process of definition. On a visit to Stoke Newington
police staiton a group of a dozen, mostly black, schoolgirls (aged
fifteen to sixteen) were very taciturn in the presence of the polcie
escorting them and in open discussion. When the ‘official tour' was
completed, they began to talk about their understanding of ‘the British
policeman'. Openly claiming that they represented the members of their
class who wefe most friendlg towards the police (others had apparently
refused to come), their vision of the PC was clearly that of the
racialist bully. Orly one d%_the girls had been involved with any
contact with the police personally, a black girl who was more readily
disposed to police than the others, yet the police role was clearly
defined in their own minds. More horrific was the scene on Broadwater
Farm Estate of a group of black ;hildren hetween the ages of eleven to
fifteen whom I had watched petrol bombing police lines. In a 1ull in
the violence they described to me in 1urid detail how the police had

deliberately murdered Mrs Cynthia Jarrett and lots of other black people

before that and how they saw it as only right that people on the estate
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' #
should "take a life for a life™ , most chilling was the certainty, the

sincerity and the well-known outcome of similar such beliefs.

Exactiy the same processes operate at a spatial level, Areas of
conflict between the police and the local community become stigmatised
by both the police and many other groups as 'criminal' or 'undesirable’
areas, the violent realisation of this conflict (not necessarily full-
scale riots) rapidly'drives those residents who can to escape. Rioting
in_Sandringham Road in_1981 prompted an exodus of about half the people
.who lived.théré; according to the local residents' association; the
resultént substantial increase im the number of vacant properties
proﬁpted a concomitant increase in the level of squatting, and social/
petty crime problems that accompanied an itinerant population and
réinforﬁe& the creation of a 'problem road'. Labelling and criminalisa-
tion by aréa assume the nature of a self-fulfilling prophecy, a
cumulatiﬁe_spiral of decline that callously victimises the poorer and

powerless groups in society.

Personality traits v Institutional Practice

All police must operate within the context of this 1abelling
process. The degree to which both police and public are able to
.distinguiSh bétweén the cultural classifiéation of °*places and peoples’
and their actual experiénce of those same people and places will
obviously vary greatly between individuals. The perception of the

Railton Road home beat officer of 'front line' compared to other police

#* These children did not know fhat at the time of this conversation a
policeman had already been killed in the rioting
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in the same division is a classic example of this. Most significantly,
the behaviour that was conditioned by classification of time and space
confirms the fact that this classification had by 1981 been shaped by
the long history of police/black confiict in London, a conflict built
into the institutional practice of police work, operating at a different

level to the personality traits of individual police officers.

7 IDEOLOGIES OF RESISTANCE : RATIONALISING RIOTS

The final aspect of the relationship between rioting and ‘police/
community relations®’ that must be considered is the way in which
interpretations of the nature of riots influence future behaviour. It
vas suggested in chapter three that individual decisions are based on a
cultural conception of rioting, a cultural conception that does not
necessarily bear a very close relationship to the actual events of the
time. This 'public 1ife' of a riot involves more than just the media

reconstruction of the past. (Burgess,1985; Murdock,1984; Sumner,1981)

a) Police Rationalisations, Rationalisations of Police Work

In this process of reconstruction, Sir Kenneth Newman has provided
an explicit 'police rationalisation' (an official account) of the
existence of "symbolic locations' in sensitive parts of London:

"fhis brand of destruction and hostility is at its height in
certain parts of ethnic areas which have become a focal point
for congregation and association by black youths. In these
locations confrontations with the police. are deliberately
engineered either to make a political point or to create a
diversion in order to facilitate organised crime in relation io
drugs or stolen property. 1f allowed to continue, locations
with these characteristics assume a symbolic importance, a
negative symbolism of the inability of police tc maintain
order."” -
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"The youths take a proprietorial posture in this location; they
regard it as their territory. In general they will regard the
police as intruders ... " (1983,p9 and pl3).

Two connected themes provide the backbone for this conception of
clashes on the front lines of London. The first is the notion of
disorder as purely criminal activity. Rather than the suppression of
time, Newman's statement goes further anﬁ turns time on its head,
inverts chroneclogy. Notwithstanding the long record of officially
'illegal' social activity in such places, history shows that serious
crime tends to exploit Qisorder; moving in on the collapse of policing
by consent into the front line areas. Black 'challenges' to police
action predate the very real major crime problems that grow up in the
symbolic locations, they are not caused by that crime. The
chronological inversion is an example of criminalisation by area which
simultaneously discredits the 'validity' of vioclent protest in symbolic
locations by categorising it as a form of criminal behaviour in the same
class as street crime and drug dealing. The notion that ‘all rioters
are criminals' is a powerful ideclogical classification that has obvious
policing implications. It is only fair to Newman to acknowledge that as
an individual he might not concur with such a simplistic equivalence,
certainly DAC Wells, one of his closest advisors, publicly contradicted
trhis sort of classification {(London Weekend Television,11/10/85).
However, the refusal to acknowledge ggl.element of protest in the

rioters' actions is common within the Metropolitaa Police Force.

The second theme in the quetation is one of territoriality. There
is a very real difference between the ethological conception of the
human ‘'territorial imperative’ (Ardrey,1961) and the dramaturgical
concept that individuals® behaviour will be conditioned by scene, a
conditioning that will include the social sanctioning of violemce in
particular contexts (Marsh,1983). Both might be described as

conceptions of “territoriality’, yet the former comnotes a vision of
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human behaviour which is essentially pathological, or at best bestial, a
powerful political transformation (Miller,1982). The failure to make
this distinction is not rare (eg Sack,1983). It is the contention here
that the employment of the ethological concept of territoriality is
often mistakenly used in the 'theoretical’ analysis of police behaviour
(eg Holdaway(1983) explicitly uses Ardrey's model), suggesting a
pathological view of police culture. Tt is also the contention that the
connoted view of black culture implied by Newman employs the sanme
approach, an approach which incidentally devalues the form of location-
specific black resistance by:transforming the social into the patural

(Barthes,1971), the rational act into a manifestation of animal nature.

Tt is because this form of accounting and rationalisation is so
value loaded that it remains important to be aware of the status of
social science as one type of ‘'discourse' (Sayer,1984), Terms like
'riot', 'crime' and 'territoriality' may connote whole value systems and
social orders, they do not exist gimply as fixed objects open to study.
This is not to subscribe to the essentially nihilistic school of
relativism, merely to recognise that "objectivity is a directionm, not a
terminus" (Harre,1979). In this sense the phenomenon of academic
appropriation of ‘rioting’ outlined in chapter one is repeated by
Newman:the 'explicandum' ’riotj_ is determined by the preferred

explanation of the phenomenon rather than vice versa.

Ideology, im the loosest sense of the term, that runs like a sewer
through, but always underneath, the forum of academic explanation,
similarly underwrites the ‘reconstruction’ of rioting made by

individuals. Such elementary preconditions to explanation can only be

revealed, not empirically demonstrated. This is the essential task that

ig implied by both Habermas' concept of emancipatory knowledge

(1971,1981), related to but distinct from traditional hermeneutics, and
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also by Barthes' comment that such connotative forms know "only one
. ¥ y

operation:reading or decipering" (1973,pll4).

There can be no dialogue with teriminals'. The claims of the
rioting to political substance are compromised by classification., The
secondary benefit of this same jdeclogical vision of rioting is that in
the allocation of 'blame' the police service is vindicated. There is a
traditional and unhealthy confusion between the concepts of cause and
blame (the Greek 'aitia' from which we derive the term aetiology covered
both cause and blame, there was no distinction). It is a confusion
which runs deep in the 'Wéstefn' consciousness and is displayed in all
crudity in exercises of self-justification in the wake of any rioting,
when not only the police but also local government, national government,
press, white society generally and specific black interest groups all
try and excuse themselves of '"the blame® for the incidence of violence;
history is forgotten (the tradition of rioting as social protest), and

the cake of guilt is shared out, each slice a proportionate 'cause',

:b) Disorder and Resistance

"

Tn the statement of 'What we believe' which appears regularly in the
"CROSSROADS Black Community Newspaper' the Black Liberation Front make
their approbatory classification of the events of 1981 explicit:

"We strive to keep our community aware of the need to be

vigilant and to promote activities whereby the ability to defend

ourselves can be obtained. Within this context we consider the

uprisings of the summer of 1981 as well as those since the
1970's as legitimate self-defence actions.”

Historical events are subject to multiple readings of significance,

questions of judgement rather than measures of truth, and in this

particular context the Black Liberation Front's reading is more likely
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to be more valid than most. But this notion of what an event means is

not the same as what an event was. Again, the 'private’ and 'public'

1ives of a riot.

This is important not so much in analysis which seeks to use the
wisdom of hindsight, the past perceived from the present, as in the
description of past events im their own historical context. This is the
definitive distinction between political and academic discourse, both
are authentic modes of analysis but they are different modes of
analysis. All academic discourse is ideologically rooted but may still
aspire to the status of realism, political discourse does not attempt to

do so.

The Institute of Race Relations and the Race Today Collective are
active political institutioms. A problem arises when writers such as
Sivanandan and Howe purport to advance a historical account of events
which is also a contemporary perspective on those same events.

Realistic account and putative significance are woven together.

Ir should theoretically be possible to distinguish critical social
theory based on the revelation of unacknowledged conditions of action
(emancipatory knowledge) from rhetoric, albeit possibly laudable
rhetoric, based on political campaigning. In pr;ﬁtice it is often
extremely difficult te do so; perhaps much of the 'committed' writing
on the 1981 riots (see Chapter One) should be evaluated not solely on
the grounds of accuracy alone, but also from an assessment of the
function of the work, its intended effects. Yet even this is
problematic, particularly if, as already suggestea, the desire to place
a proprietorial claim on the 1981 disorders as the wuprisings of an
oppreésed black community inadvertently amplifies the social processes

which stigmatise all black communities as potential sources of public
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There are significant theoretical insights revealed in the
‘realisation of social conflict in space. The context in which
:policeXblack'antagonism briefly flowered in violent disorder was
istruetured as much by local history as by gocial theory. This coanflict
itself was a historical product, accessible to most of the black
community as a form of "local knowledge'. Most people did not seek out
. the violent clashes of 1981, thef were just appropriate at a particular
time and at certain specific places. In this sense, conflict is not
- synonymous with confromtation. The historical product has been
reproduced and reconstructed in the duree of social practice, changing
its nature but remaining as an imbossed social division. The roots of

violence remain.

Yet perhaps more important than any theoretical advance, the
justification of 'realistic’ analysis of rioting lies in provision of a
clearer perspective of this social schism. The Front Lines of Loundon in
the wake of the summer of 1981 witnessed a continually renegotiated
stand-off rather than a reluctant reconc}liation of two parties. The
stand-off itself perpetuates stances of c6nfiict, there is no simple
equivalence between bad police/black relations and violent uprising. Om

the Front Lines of London the Metropolitan Police bought time with

space.
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SUMMARY

The contention of chapter six was that the conflict between black
people and the police had become part of the institutional practice of
the Metropolitan Police Force and the practical comsciousness of large
sections of the Black community in London. Reproduced and amplified
through time and space, the roots of this antagonism are cemplex and
were not always consistent. Violent confrontation was a historical
product, part of the 'alternative reality’ of 1980s London; particular
realisations of this conflict were not, it was suggested, determined
solely by personal racism, revolutionary mobilisation, criminal
behaviour or 'cultural habits'; though most of these proclivities might
exacerbate antogonism at particular places at particular times. In this
sense 'rioting' was seen as one outcome, if possibly the most dramatic
of several potential outcomes, of longstanding conflict. In this sense
an absence of 'rioting' does not imply the resolutioﬁ of conflict, and
the incidence of 'rioting’® in 1985 does not imply a recurrence of the
same phenomenon. The nature of the conflict between police and black
people changed continuously from the early fifties up to the summer of
the riots:; in the period after 1981 as the underlying social, economic,
local and political environments changed, this evolution continued and

the nature of the conflict along with it.

In order to analyse the_dis;inct Qéys in which corflict was
conceptualised by the different interest groups, to assess one of the
principal attempts to resolve conflict and to examine whether it is
possible to 'imstitutionalise' conflict by taking it 'off the streets’
and into the committee room, participant observation in the process of
police/community consultation was carried out over a vear—and-a-half in

all the three case study locations as well as in several other boroughs
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of Londom.

The first two intentions of this project were in time seen to be
either impractical or misconceived. It was immediately obvious, for
reasons that will become apparent, that only a selectively biased
" gpectrum of opinion was represented in the consultation process, a
spectrum that can be broadly aligned with a 'social problems ideology'
(Joshua and Wallace,1983; Fisher,1984; Keith,1986). Secondly, this
conflict was not a "problem’ synomymous with "misunderstanding', was not
susceptible to resolution through consultation, for the reasons outlined
in chapter six and above. Only the possibility of removing violent
conflict from the streets, one of the purposes eanvisioned for
consultation by Lord Scarman (1981), was amenable to straightforward

evaluation.

Tt is the contention of this chapter that the consultative process
in London can not serve as a mechanism by which those people who are
1ikely to 'riot' are given access to the power strdctures enacted in the
policing of the inner city. In this sense and in this sense alone
consultation cannot possibly ‘take conflict off the streets’. The
exjgencies of a bureaucratic structure are quite simply irreconcilable
with the depth and nature of the police/black conflict in Loadon, One
of the few occasions when this contradiction was possibly resolved, in
Brixton in 1985, will be examined in detail and seen, paradoxically, to
highlight this intrinsic flaw. However, this alone doge not mean that
the new consultative process has 'failed', only that it must necessarily
fail in the one particular goal with which this chapter is concerned,
Whether the process can succeed in other areas will be seen to depend
ons

i) Personalities involved in consultation (on both police and community

sides);
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ii) Broader issues that relate to the definition of such 'success',
which are contingent on the assessments of social change derived
from the perceived nature of the state, preferred notions of ideal
policing, the contrast between Fahian and Marxist strategies of
democratisation, and the attitudes of approval or opprobrium at the
incidence of violent disorder. These broader issues do not depend
on the consultative process per_ _se but have shaped opinions of
consultative groups and the reactions of different social actors to

their inception.

BACEKGROUND

Under section 106 of the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984
(PACE}:

YArrangements shall be made in each police area for obtaining

the views of people in that area about matters concerning the

policing of the area and for obtaining their co-operation with

the police in preventing crime in the area."
The Commissioner of the Metropolitan Police was cbliged to establish
statutory consultative groups in each London borough, which were to
conform with both PACE and Home Office guidelines, issued firstly in
1982 when their establishment was first mooted and later im restyled
form, in 1985, subsequent to the p;ssage of PACE through Parliament. Tt
is not intended here to outline the history or debates comcerning this
passage in any detail (for full account see Jefferson and Grimshaw, 1984;
Morgan and Maggs,1984,l985); Ask with so many legislative changes,
consultation was not so much introduced as a planned satisfaction of an
articulated demand as conceived as part of a legislative package that

was deemed appropriate at a particular time. Notwithstanding this, the

primary political force behind its inception lay im the report of Lord
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Scarman (1981), who had recommended that,

", gtatutory framework be developed to require local

consultation between the Metropolitan Police and the community
at Borough or Police District level." (1981,p96,5.69)
Crucially, Scarman placed consultation on the political agenda in a

context which linked it to the prevention of public disorder and the

resolution of the clashes between police and black people in London.

Progress in the implementation of section 106 has varied greatly:
in some places (eg Wandsworth) Conservative councils resisted the need
for such a structure, maintaining that existing liaison with senior
police officers was adequate; in other places (eg Southwark) the new
model was seen as a bulwark against any genuine reforms in the policing
of lLondon and received no co—operation from, generally Labour, councils.,
Across lLondon the speed and form of adoption was gimilarly varied,
dispafate groups which all vaguely fitted in with Home Office Guidelines
gradually appearing (see London Association of Community Relations
Councils (LACRC) 1984 for greater detail of a constantly changing

situation).

Tn the three case study locations the situations and research were,

in brief form, as follows:
Lambeth

In his report Scarman was critical of the failure of a voluntary
liaison scheme that had existed in Lambeth before the rioting of April
1681, and it was in order to prevent a repetition of the collapse of
this sort of group that he suggested that the consultative structure in
London should take a statutory rather than a voluntary format.
Consequently, on the 14th April 1982 the Community/Police Consultative

Group for Lambeth (CPCGL) adopted a new constitution that established
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the right of the consultative body to discuss pelice policy and tactics
with the local Commander, the right to congider policing matters that
affected London as a whole and the right to make representation direct
to the Home Secretary and the Commissioner (CPCGL,1982). An 'open door
policy', whereby any bona fide organisation in the Borough which
represented a significant section of the community and supported the
Group's objectives might affiliate with full membership, was introduced.
Members of the public were also encouraged to attend and contribute at

meetings.

Initially, Lambeth Council were both fully co-operative and
participating members of the Group, but between 1982 and 1986 this
enthusiasm waned, diminishing at first to passive non—involvement which
by 1986 had developed into outright hostility. Not surprisingly,
Council relations with police and with the CPCGL from 1981-86 were a

major political issue in Lambeth.

In spite of this breakdown the group has received regularly
favourable press coverage and in 1984 the LACRC suggested that,

"There is widespread agreement that during the past two years

the Lambeth Police/Community Consultative Group has played a

useful and effective role in improving community police relation

in that borough.” (LACRC,1984)
Similarly, Lord Whitelaw commented at the time the PACE Bill was first
announced that CPCGL were "a model of what the Bill would require”
(Hansard,5/11/82,column 225). Significantly, at meetings of other
consultative groups in Merton, Kensington and Chelsea, Wandsworth and
Islington at which the author was present ‘the Lambeth model’ was

referred to by senior police officers as the "ideal type' to which other

groups should aspire.

The CPCGL meet on the first Tuesday of each month, keeping the third
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Tuesday of each month open for "special meetings', a provision that was
more often than not adopted during the period of observation which
lasted from July 1985 to September 1986 and also involved interviews
with leading members of the group, the secretary of the group and the
Lambeth Council Police Support Unit (council empioyees monitoring police
activity in Lambeth). Most of the examples in the text are taken from
this experience in Lambeth, although replication of the observation in

other parts of London provided invaluable comparative material.

Hackney/Islington

No formal consultative group has yet (in mid-1986) been introduced
in Hackney, principally because of the Council's opposition to the new
proposals. In early 1985 Sir Kenneth Newman issued an instruction to
senior officers to take

"immediate action ... to establish Consultative Groups where

they do not presently exist.”

(quoted in Morgan and Maggs,1985,p30)
DAC G W Jones, the senior officer im Number Two Area (which covers
Hackney) is an enthusiastic supporter of the new arrangements and keen
to use the new legislation as a chamnel for improving the historically
poor relatioms with Hackney Borough Council (see chapter five).
Although Newman's instructions emphasised that Councils had

"no right to veto or determine the format of consultation. Any

failure by the Local Authority to respond to the approach by

Police or refusal to particilpate in the process will not

invalidate the Group" (quoted in Morgan and Maggs,1985,p50).

Jones was much less sanguine about. the feasibility of consultation
without Council participation. He readily conceded (private interview)

that in all.probability étatutory consultation would be futile without

council co-operation.

Yet following on from Newman's original dinstructions (and before
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Jones took up his post) Stoke Newington and Hackney police had arranged
preliminary meetings with 'community representatives’ in early 1985 to
prepare the ground for the introduction of a new consultative group. A
Community Liaison Officer (PC Steve Longhorn) was appointed at Stoke
Newington to co-ordinate this process, on the understanding that
Newman's comments on council participation were sincere. Already, in
March 1983, a form of consultation had been set up in Stoke Newington
with the division divided into five 'neighbourhoods', each covered by an
Area Liaison Panel at which community groups and elected representatives
were invited twice a year to voice their opinions about local policing.
Hackney Council also did not recognise the Area Liaison Panels, although

gseveral Labour councillors regularly attended in an unofficial capacity.

It was against this background that in early 1985 all the groups
attending the Area Liaison Panels were called together to discuss the
formation of a borough consultative group under PACE. This meeting was
boycotted by the council and those who attended were assured that this
boycott would not affect the introduction of the group. Shortly after
this, Jones was appointed and, in trying to re-open negotiations with
Hackney Council, halted this formation process. .Throughout 1986, these
negotiations remained at the level of semior councillors and the DAC, a
ma jor bone of conteation for police at Stoke Newington who had to
explain to community representatives their failure to set up
consultation whilst they themselves knew little to nothing about the

gtate of talks with the council.

As a result of this confused situaticn research consisted of
attendance at Area Liaison Panel meetings in Stoke Newington, along with
interviews with many of those involved, as well as regular attendance at
the statutory consultative group meetings in the adjacent borough of

Islington, whose Labour Council, whilst taking a similar political
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profile to that in Hackney, had negotiated co-operation in the
consultative process on the basis of council representation on the group

that was greater than in other London boroughs {ten councillors).

Kensington and Chelsea (Nottimg Hill)

An informal police/community liaison scheme had been set up in
Kensington and Chelsea in 1982 by Chief Superintendent Whitfield {(see
chapter five) and in 1985 this was transformed into a comsultative group
under the PACE specifications. The new body was opposed by the minority
Labour group on the Council, although Frank Critchlow, owner of the
Mangrove, agreed to sit on the new conmittee. Meetings were held
quarterly although because their dates tended to clash with the meetings

of other groups only three were observed as part of this research.

Because this thesis was concerned with manifestations of a
phenomenon in the consultative process rather than with the consultative
process per se, there is no attempt here to provide a categoric,
exhaustive or chronological description of this exercise in participant
observation. Instead, central themes have been chosen and illustrated
by reference to personal experience in an attempt to answer the
question, 'How relevant are the statutory consultative groups in London
to the conflict between police and black people that led to the major

riots of 19817'

WHY CONSULTATION?

1€ the context of the introduction of consultation was firmly tied

to the rioting of 1981 and the politicisation of policing issues in the
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early 1980s (Downes,1983; Lea and Young,1984; Reiner,1985; Mathews and
Young,1986), interpretations of its potential value are much more

diffuse.

Police expectations

Three slightly different schools of thought appear to condition
police evaluation of consultation. One stresses the service role of the
police in co-operation with the community. On leaving his post in
Lambeth, Commander A Marmoch commented at his last consultative group
meeting,

"We have to identify not only priorities but also high

priorities. We are not competent te do this on our own".

(19/11/85)
Similarly in a paper prepared for internal assessment of the prospects
of reform at Stoke Newington, PC Steve Lomghorn noted,

"The Divisional Police should view the process as a method of

obtaining from its community the direction and priorities it

should consider when planning its tactics for policing the area"

and that
"ihe Consultative Committee will have absolutely no value if due

consideration is not taken of the views propounded by the

community side of the Consultative Committee.”
(1986,1.1b and 1.2b)

A second strand of opinion prefers to stress the need to measure,
implicitly to increase, police efficiency iﬁ combating crime (Clarke and
Hough,1984; Morgan and Maggs,1985) and thezfole consultation might play
in 'mobilising the community against crime'. A senior officer at Stoke
Newington reporting on the Area Liaison Panels in an internal memo

mentioned that,

"police have used them to promote several ideas and schemes,
including Neighbourhood Watch, the feedback from which has been

gratifying."”

Similarly, it was not unusual for police representatives at the Lambeth
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group to stress +hat one of the four main aims in their constitution
was,

YTo work for the better prevention of crime.™?
Typically, at a meeting on ist July 1986, Chief Superintendent
Fairbrother, senior officer at Kensington division, after outlining the
details of several knifings, appealed for the CPCGL to 'speak out' about
this series of murders. When Greta Brooks, newly elected as chair of

the group, asked him to be more specific he suggested that,

"I pelieve that this in one area where the police and the.
consultative group must speak with one voice."

The value of such publicity was questioned by the secretary, Sean
Creighton, who feared reinforcement of commonly existing negative
stereotype images of Lambeth. As happened on several occasions, what
might have seemed straightforward was in reality more controversial,
'"Mobilising the community against crime' appears self-evidently laudable

until the implications of the platitude are considered in detail.

A third, connected theme revolved around the concept of 'multi-
agency' policing. One recommendation of the PST report oan the
Metropolitan Police (1983) was that the police should attempt to work
more in conjunction with other socigl services in co-ordinating crime
prevention. A subsequent stress on multi-agency politing was seen both
in policy initiatives across London and in the Commissioner's reports
for 1984 and 1985. It was the belief that the cotsultative machinery
would provide the most suitable arema for advances in this field that
lay behind DAC Jones' extended efforts.to involve Hackney Council in the

process.-

b) The New Critics

Roughly contemporaneous with the dinception of the consultative
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groups and thematically linked to mobilisation of the community against
crime, the Metropolitan Police in the early 1980s encouraged the
establishment of Neighbourhood Watch schemes in London, aimed at
increasing the level of awareness of civic responsibility in lookiang out
for suspicious behaviour, reporting offences and crime prevention.
Although several reservations were voiced about the possible
criminalisation of specific social areas and social classes and the uses
of information gathered in neighbourhood watch (GLC,1983), there was a
significant involvement of representatives of these schemes in the
consultative groups of Lambeth, Kemsington and Chelsea and, to a lesser
extent, in Hackney as well,? The central concern of these
representatives is often with the minutiae of statistics and levels of
reported crime. At one meeting of the Wandsworth group (21/11/83) a
move to set the police targets to improve their clear up rates, a
dubious measure of police efficiency (Clarke and Hough,1984), was only
quashed by the outright rejection of such a principle by police officers

present.

Similarly, residents' associatien and tenaﬁts’ association
representatives, who are encouraged under the Home Office Guidelines to
participate in consultative groups, frequently have interests strictly
circumscribed by their organisation’s concerns. Thus, over the whole of
1986 a running row in the Lambeth meetings stemmed from the Stockwell
Park Resident's Association worry that levels of visible police presence
on their estate might be reduced. Théwestate, one of the top category
*riot potential’ sites in London, as classified by Scotland Yard (see
chapters five and six), was from 1982 onwards the site of a manpover
intensive trial scheme of neighbourhood policing. The apparent relative
success of this scheme in the light of iacreasing demands elsewhere on
Brixton division prompted Chief Superintendent Webber to reduce the

manpower commitment to the estate in 1986, to the fury of Maurice
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Styles, the Association representative, who threatened to resign from

the Lambeth group over the issue.

As several senior police officers pointed out to me, in asking for a
community response, the consultative groups are instrumental in
developing a new set of police critics from those predisposed towards
the police force as an institution but keen to improve -the service
provided to their own residential area, as defined by their own set of

criteria.

Consultation and Accountability

That London has no democratically elected police authority has been
one source of political controversy for the past decade.® Given that
PACE introduced statutory consultation to London alone, this was seen by
some as a sop to those who argued the need for some form of democratic
accountability in the capital. It is this perception that underwrites
the policy of non-co-operation seen in Lambeth and Hackney, the refusal
of the Councils to legitimate what is seen as a synthetic and worthless
alternative to genuine accountability. Such a position, often referred
to as 'left idealist’ contrasts with the stances of Islington Council
('left realist'), which is similarly in favour of a democratically
elected police authority, but chooses to maximise the opportunities
offered by the new legislation, whilst reserving the right to campaign
for its reform. Islington Council saw the function of the consultative
group as one step in bringing the police to account for their strategies
and actions in a public forum, notwithstanding the fact that this

accounting could not trespass on police authority.

These viewpoints are only three examples from a spectrum of

interests caught up im the consultative process. Voluntary service
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groups, charitable institutions, the Inner London Education Authority,
MPs and political pressure groups have all become involved 1in
consultation, as well as the borough Community Relations Councils (CRCs)
and ethnic minority organisatioms. This very multiplicity of interests
is itself controversial. The Government at first encouraged limited
numbers of participants in consultation for the sake of 'efficiency',
but later sought to minimise the influence of councils, particularly
'left-wing' councils, by encouraging the replication of the Lambeth
‘open door' ﬁolicy on membership. Whether or not ethnic minorities
could maintain a fair voice in the light of this open umbrella structure
has become a moot point, with Islington Council in particular
campaigning to limit the number of voluntary organisations enfranchised
on the consultative group. However, the incorporation of so many
interests has inevitably led to a more compléx set of consultative

constitutions than is implied in the Scarman Report.

There is not space enough to analyse the success of comsultative
groups in fulfilling this varied list of informal goals. Nor is there
any intention to denigrate the diversity of different objectives seen by
the participating members in consultation. But it is of major
significance that whilst concern with rioting and the police/black
conflict in London was the dominant dfiving force behind the
introduction of statutory consultation, it was not the prime concern of
many, or very often most, of those participéting in the consultative
process itself. HNot only did this affect the structure of agéndas and
the focus of concentration at each meeting, it also weighted voting
patterns so that those whose interest and specialist knowledge did
relate to this conflict were frequently either outvoiced or outvoted in

the cause of democracy.
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4

THE CASE AGAINST

pa———

"The state must be a transparent robe, clear as water, that
clings close to the body of the people. Every ripple of the
sinews, every tensing of the muscles, every swelling of the
veins must be imprinted on its form."

(Buchner,1835)

The notion that the state acts as an independent arbitrator,
society's honest broker in the resolution of conflict, has long been
discredited (Poulantzas,1973; Lukes,1974; McClennan et al,1984), but
there remains little or no agreement on the actual form of this elusive
entity. Hence the position of all minority groups in a multi-racial
society will im theoretical terms be as dependent on the preferred
conceptualisation of the state as on the position amd circumstances of
the minority groups themselves. Such conceptualisations rationalise the
experience of migrant communities in Britain and are frequently the

source of opposition to imstitutions like the police/community

consultative groups.

The critique is in many ways a powerful one and is best understood
from an account of the other government aid institutions that stand at
the interface of popular mobilisation aﬁd the state (see Diagram 7.1).
These include both the area based groups such és the Inner City
Partnerships and the specifically race related organisations such as the
Commission for Racial Equality and the local Community Relations
Councils (CRCs). The relationship between the state and these groups is
one of patronage/sponsorship and so they can never venture outside the
strictly circumscribed limits set down by government policy. In short

their working practices are dominated by the social problems ideology

that is their very raison d'€tre. The relationship between the

institutions and popular (ethmic or racial) mobilisation (eg wmigrant
associations, residents’ or tenants’ associations) is primarily

financial.
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. Diagram 7.1 Systemic problems of ‘'Popular movements! and 'Ethnic' mobilisation

Success Criteria

a)Need to be neighbourhood based to b)Nead concrete achievements to

enlist popular support sustain support

DIVIDE AND RULE EFFECT I
1Neighbourhood 'interests may conflict
with 'issues' that divide movement
(eg construction jobs v opposition to

redevelopment).

s
Must suﬁscribe to 'social problems’
jdeology to be accepted in dialogue
with

(1)RACE RELATIONS INSTITUTIONS

DIVIDE AND RULE EFFECT I <
'Bthnicity' as a divisive (i1)GOVERNMENT AID INSTITUTIONS

influence

DIVIDE AND RULE EFFECT III «g—_*—Fiscal and de facto conmtrol

i ahnd ii act as institutional T
: d
puffer,shifting debate into Patronage and sponsorship

competition for government funds
THE STATE

The descriptién in the flow diagrém contains no causal mechanism, Every effect

does not have a premeditated cause(i and ii may effectively act as an

institutional buffer but are not necessarily designed to do so). Each element

of the diagram canmot necessarily be treated as a historical actor because

of the relationship between intentionality and action.




In order to sustain their own support, neighbourhood and community
groups need to show material successes in either combating racial
injustice (involving the expenses of law suits) or in compensating for
racial inequality (eg the provision of amenity facilities such as youth
clubs and community centres). To gain this success the popular groups
must conform with the social problems ideology of the aid institutions
and place their case for financial support in the arena of comparative
need in a competition for scarce resources. This serves to 'divide and
rule' popular groups because antagonism is inevitably built up within
the aid institutions in this competition. In racial mobilisation the
distinct backgrounds of different migrant groups exaggerate this effect,
an influence that is behind Sivanandan's vilification of the divisive

facet of 'ethnicity® (see chapter two).

.As well as defusing popular mobilisation via the tool of ethnicity
(Sivanandan,1983; Ben-Tovim and Gabriel,1982), the CRE and the CRCs are
alleged to co-opt members of racial minorities as symbolic tokens of
progress in organisations which have little or no reforming pover and
also act as an institutional buffer between race based groups and
"genuine' reform (Castells,1983; Ben-Tovim et al,1986). As Friedland
(1982) remarked in the North American context,

"Tn short, they [the.local state] could not solve the blacks’
problems but they could manage them,"

The very institutions that were ostensibly created for the benefit of

racial minorities may be the instruments of their continued suppression.

Though it is not possible here to assess the validity of this
account of the relationship between state and 'race', the dangers of co—
optation, the potentially divisive role of ethnicity and the ambivalent
patronage (and implicit control) of aid institutions by the government

are all plausible, 1f not proven, criticisms of state funded
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organisations. For the purposes of this analysis it is important tTo
make two points in particular. The first is the renewed significance of
the distinction between description and explanation {see chapter two).
The radical critique of the race relations industry may provide a useful

description of reality but can not serve as the sole basis for

explanation. The problem with the analysis of writers like Sivanandan
is, as has already been suggested, that the ontology of the component
parts of the description is not considered, failing to recognise that
the model in Diagram 7.1 is synchronic, in that it describes a
conjunction of structures at a particular peint in time, described from
one particular angle. - The strength of this vision is that in such
essentially structuralist work a viewpoint transcending that of the
actors that are the living realisation of the description can reveal the
unacknowledged conditions of action of those same actors. The result
is, in Haherﬁas' sense of the term, emancipatory, validating the social

need and theoretical power of critical theory.

Yet this strength is also potentially the model's greatest weakness,
because just as an object may be photographed from many different angles
this description is only one of many valid descriptions. In.particular,
problems arise when analysis ascends to causal explanation, tacitly
assuming that this description defines a monistic whole, is sufficient
for understanding behavioﬁr. Consequently, the tendency is to transform
the descriptive structure into a cast of social actors with implausible
powers (see reference to Sivanandan and Castells in chapter two)}. The
inevitable result of such methodology is that analysis moves inexorably
towards some form of comspiratorial functionalism because of the failure
to recognise that explanatory accounts must be potentially reducible to
individual actiﬁns and must therefore take into consideration the major
problems of philosophical intentionality. Cause and effect are in this

way transposed. That the effect of reforming institutions may be
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detrimental is not disputed, possibly it is a valid criticism of both
the race relations industry and the new consultative groups. But the
functionalist argument assumes that the prescient state was aware of

these effects, a level of planning that would be remarkable.

This raises the second important consideration for analysis of the
police/community consultative process. This is that regardless of the
social reality the perception of the relation between community
organisation and the state will implicitly or explicitly determine the
reactions of individual actors to the consultative process as a whole,
Hence it would be perfectly possible to support the descriptive power of
Diagram 7.1 without impugning the integrity or devaluing the efforts of
those who invest much time and work in consultation. For these
individuals are only involved because tacitly or openly they espouse a
liberal/democratic vision of society which stresses that any problems
betweea police and community stem in the £inal analysis from

misunderstanding, from a failure to communicate. This is exemplified by

the number of times at both Islington and Lambeth reference was made to
the 'rotten apples' in the police force, without whom everything, it was
implied, would be fine. That there might be 5 deterministic foundation
to the confrontation between the police force as representatives of
white bourgeois social order and the black community (Mingione, 1981, on
social conflict) as many on ‘the Left' might suggest, or that conflict
was a historical product deeply rooted in the places and experiences of
the British black community (as this thésis has tried to suggest) simply
does not and can not enter into this comcept of rotten apple racism.
Such considerations are simply not open to discussion im the context of
the committee room liaison committee. This is why the police
consultative groups themselves selectively include omly those who are
prepared, in the committee room at least, to subscribe to a social

problems ideology. Moreover, for those who genuinely believe in the
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analysis of Diagram 7.1 ome possible strategy is to not only refuse to
co—operate with the consultative process (the policy of Hackney
Council), but also to atempt to destroy any group that is established.
T would suggest that it is this latter course of action that was
adopted, initially by accident but increasingly as strategy, by Lambeth

Council over the period of participant observatiom.

As already mentioned, the gradual withdrawal of Labour Party
representatives from the CPCGL occurred principally through apathy,
partly through coanstituency party pressure and partly through the
exigencies of local politics from 1982-85 (see Cansdale,1983). In June
1982 the GLC Police Committee published a report which stated that,

"porough level accountability will also be important. It will

be necessary to oversee the operation of the Metropolitan Police

local districts/divisions and accountability at this level

should be based on borough councils.”
Setting the tune for some Labour groups across Londen, the report went

on to . suggest,

"The proposed new consultation groups (liaison comnittees) would
be a step in the wrong direction.”

These views were echoed by Richard Allen, a member of the Lambeth
Council Police Support Unit from February 1984 and the head of the unit
since 1985. He quite clearly saw the CPCGL as having no impact on the
police and believed there was a danger of the Metropolitan Police
extending their power in London by manipulation of the Consultative
Groups. He stated (personal interview) that for him one of the main
aims of the Lambeth Police Support Unit was to "push béck the frontiers
of multi-—agency policing”, suggesting that the Council should play the
dominant role in organising crime prevention, only involving the police
force at a much later stage in the process. He also rejected the idea
.éhat the consultative group could act as an arena in which fhe police
were called (verbally) to account, claiming that "they [the police] just

obfuscate". Hence not only did he see "no point in co-operating with a
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group that has failed" but also in answer to the question,
"Because you say the consultative group causes damage do you see a
need to destroy it?" he replied,

"We do not need to destroy it, only to marginalise it.”

Tt is in the light of these views that the relations between the
CPCGL and Lambeth Council in 19853/86 are most readily comprehensible.
In mid 1985 the council circulated those voluntary bodies receiving
council funds or using council facilities, stressing the need to avoid
legitimation of the CPCGL by taking part in consultation. The hostility
that was by this time growing rapidly was brought to a climax on 20th
May 1986 when the recommendation of a CPCGL sub-committee inquiry intoe
the disorders of the previous October that "plastic bullets should only
be used as a last resort" in public disorder was passed by the full
committee, amid much concern from two of the senior black
representatives, Astel Parkinson (the chairman of the group at the time)
and George Greaves (head of Lambeth CRC).. There was also uproar among
several black members of the public present, who claimed the CPCGL were

supporting police militarisation.

The reaction of the council was swift, issuing a press release that
in condemning the possible use of plastic bullets in Lambeth stated
that,

"+he Consultative Group 1is now suppofting the use of these-

lethal weapons against the residents of Lambeth. The Council

has long ceased to take part in the Consultative Group because

the CGroup has failed to represent the interests of those who

experience most in the way of bad policing.”

The press release also called for people to leave the consultative group
and announced that the council would henceforth withdraw all facilities
(photocopying, use of town hall for meetings) from the group. From this

point onwards hostility from the council toward the CPCGL intensified,

with the new leader of Lambeth Council, Linda Bellos, regularly making
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statements in press and media interviews attacking the CPCGL.

In this situation the considerable mutual antégonism which built.up
was such that even though both Astel Parkinson's successor (Greta
Brooks) and senior police in Brixton were keen to emphasise the
importance of council involvement, they readily admitted that any change
of position on the part of the council was extremely unlikely. The
critique of Diagram 7.1 had been taken to its logical conclusion and the
council were now engaged in a policy which quite deliberately tried to

discredit the CPCGL.

THE CONSULTATIVE PROCESS AND THE TRIUMPH OF BUREAUCRACY

This section suggests that community consultative groups are
neither panacea for police/black antagonism noT calculating and

fraudulent exercises in co—optation and public relations. Instead they

are a flawed reform, institutions that cannot satisfy one of the main
functions for which they were created bec;ﬁse of the salient
characteristics of their design. This is so because their role of
"talking away conflict'! is contradictory, because their structure
incorporates a fallacious notion of 'community'; because the power of
committees is often largely illusory, and because of the nature of

bureaucratic procedure itself,

Contradictions in the concept of "Takine conflict off the streets’

The reasoning behind Scarman's recommendation of statutory
consultation was that at the heart of the riots in Brixton were real

grievances felt by an oppressed black community, grievances which had né\
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other outlet than violent street protest; essentially an echo of Martin
Luther King's comment that riots are the language of the unheard. In
providing an arena for such expression the implication was that in the
consultative group the black community could be heard, and could explain
their plight in person to genior officers. In this sense it was hoped
+o institutionalise ceonflict, taking it off the streets and into the

committee roon.

On three occasions in London in the period after 1981 it could be
said that this goal was achieved, if not always in formal consultation,
then in informal organisations which were close approximations to the
official consultative structure. Tn 1984 in Notting Hill and in 1983 in
Brixton, rising temsions which had escalated to the point of nascent
public disorder were partially defused after public meetings on All
Saints Road and Railton Road, respectively, when senior police officers
(Whitfield in Notting Hill; Marnoch in Brixton) held public meetings
where they explained the police position amidst general hostility and

abuse.

A third occasion occurred in Brixton on Tuesday lst October 1985,
when in the wake of the widespread rioting that had followed the police
shdoting of Mrs Cherry Groce (a middle aged black lady), a public
meeting of the CPCGL was seen by members of the group itself, by senior
police officers and by press present at the time as acting as a peaceful
outlet for the anger of local people. Yet it is possible, without
contesting this general description, to suggest that this meeting,

rather than being the exemplary success of the CPCGL, highlighted the

flaws that handicap its very existence.

Astel Parkinson was at the time chairman of the group. He has lived

in Brixton since 1959, been a youth worker since the mid—sixties (full-
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time since the mid-seventies) and his son Horace was one of the
Srockwell Park 3. This was one of the several causes celébres in the
Brixton history of clashes between the police and the black community
referrd to in chapter five and Parkinson had been active in the campaign
protesting about police behaviour. Friendly and generous, he can talk
with authority on the history of the area because this sort of 'local
knowledge' is for him no more than autobiogréphy. He is certainly no
"mouthpiece' or 'puppet’ of the police and was one of the few members of
the group who was well-known and respected on Railton Road, where he was
chairman of the Afro—Caribbean Community Association (ACCA), He was
also a friendlof the Groces and at the start of that night's meeting
introduced one of the members of the family to those present, whilst
making a moving speech for serious but controlled discussion of the

emotive issues that had occurred in the preceding few days.

The public gallery in the committee room of Lambeth town hall that
was being used for the meeting had rapidly filled up and before business
opened there had already been heckling of the police present. Within
seconds of the start, three black people (two men, one woman, all in
their late twenties / early thirties) in paramilitary gear, shoved inte
the room, snatched the microphones from the committee table and began to
harangue both Parkinson and the police. Every time either he or
Commander Marnoch, the senior police officer present, tried to speak
they were shouted down by the slogan chanting of the intruders.
Whenever Astel Parkinson tried to retaliate he was drowned in a chorus
of 'Uncle Tom, Uncle Tom, Uncle Tom® from the three paramilitaries, who
had now placed themselves strategically around the room and controlled
all the microphones. Their amplified vilification was often echoed from
~the floor and they frequently demanded that the meeting should be
stopped because of the futility of even talking to 'filth' like the

police. About fifty people filled the room and a great many more had
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been locked out of the town hall and were noisily demanding to be let

in.

The meeting continued fitfully in this vein for about half-an-hour
until a group of about fifteen to twenty from outside the town hall
overpowered the security guards and demanded that all those outside be
allowed into the meeting. The leader of this group made a scathing
attack on Astel Parkinson, labelled him a parasite on other people's
misfortune and a toady to the police. Visibly upset, Parkinson lost his
cool and a further row followed. The back door to the committee room
was now open. With the numbers of this second vociferous protest
faction growing rapidly, the collapse of the gathering was aveided only
when a council official allowed the meeting to move from the committee
room intc the main Lambeth.function room, where between two and three
hundred people filled the hall, many covering their faces to prevent

identification.

There then followed a meeting more reminiscent of the tribunals of
revolutionary France than the protocols of the twentieth century
committee, a gathering so intense that by the end of the evening as an
observer, 1 felt emoticnally drained, after the most sustained display
of mass anger [ have seen inside a single room. It was not the self-
righteous anger of politics. There was rhetoric, but not much. Only a
small minority indulged themselves. It was the anger of the indignant,
the wounded, the shocked. There was a feeling of iﬁcredulity, "How
could they have done this?', and over everything a fury at the police

that regularly surfaced in overt and palpably sincere hatred.

In the larger hall the paramilitary group stepped back and
Parkinson's authority as chairman was again usurped, this time by Tony

Morgaﬁ, a local young member of the black community better known for
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self-publicity than for 'street credibility’, who openly abused the
members of the committee on which he had once served. Assuming command
with a shout of "We're taking this meeting over Astel,” it was under his
aegis that the rest of the evening took the approximate form of a public
interrogation of Marnoch, with sndividuals taking turns to come to the
microphone to say their piece. Sometimes Marnoch was given a chance to

reply.

Throughout this time a series of minor scenes were enacted just off
the main stage. A television cameraman was bundled out of the room, not
without force, after an impromptu vote ruled against his presence,
whilst John Clare, the BBC correspondent, hid his tape recorder under
his jacket and looked nervous. A group stood on one side of the room
chanting, 'Fire, Fire, Fire'. Occasionally the flow of the meeting
would be interrupted. Once somebody ran inte the room, advanced.on
Marnoch and accused  him of having the building surrounded by police.
Hostility and tension increased dramatically and the numbers of those
present who had kept on their amorak hoods and wore scarves over their
faces, notably increased. At another time somebody interrupted the
meeting with the cry, "Toxteth's on fire" to the prolonged cheers of the

gathering.

Throughout all, one person after another came up to the front of the
hall and explained their experiences and feelings of the last three days
or the last thirty years. Their hurt and their bitterness turned the
night into an abridged, but moving, account of a racist socliety.
Occasionally this would become personalised. TQﬁ individuals threatened
to kill Marnoch and another announced to the audience that the Lambeth
Police Commander was responsible for jailing him eight times and that,

"T will get you before I die, Marnoch,”
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In replying, Marnoch made some outspoken comments that .iﬁcluded
declarations of support for amy public inquiry into the shooting of Mrs
Groce and a democratically elected police authority in London, as well
as the statement that,

"I have stated several times in the past, and I still believe,

that it will not be possible to have peace on these streets with

the current high levels of deprivation.”

But eventually it was all too much. Briefly, Marmoch broke down and was
visibly in tears. Tough, gregarious, very large and very tall, the
senior policeman in Brixton stood in front of a couple of hundred people

in Lambeth Town Hall and cried. 'Crocodile tears", somebody standing a

foot away from him shouted in his face.

Neither Marnoch nor Parkinson nor the rest of the committee, who for
the most part had remained silent throughout, could assuage the anger at
the horrific shooting of Mrs Groce of those present; in fact most of
their statements seemed instead further to rouse most people. At about
9.45pm a lady from the "Black Parents' support group strode to the
microphone and demanded that everyome walk out of "this fiasce", at

which point the meeting broke up in disarray.

In private interviews several months later both Marnoch and
Parkinson suggestéd that this meeting was successful., The number of
registered informants on Railton Road doubled within two days, which
Marnoch took as a sign of some public support. The police had been
called to account, in Parkinson's mind. Yet in reality both men had
been trapped by the contradictions that undermine the whole value of
consultation as a mechanism for the resolution of coﬁflict between the
police and black communities in London. The roots and nature of this
conflict were simply not susceptible to being talked aﬁaye Their
remarkable actions might have served to buy time but not to resolve

conflict. Astel Parkinson's exemplary and principled position may well
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have persuaded many to be more reluctant to take to the streets.
Marnoch's courage may have won friends and informers on Railton Road.
But the level of sustained abuse and the public humiliation of both men
revealed that such successes were tokens buying time at enormous

personal cost.

Parkinson did not stand again as chairman of the CPCGL and told me
that he saw his prominence in police/community affairs in Lambeth
diminishing in the near future. Marnoch had a breakdown. When
interviewed six months later after prolonged medical leave he still
looked physically and mentally exhausted. Fine words can not gloss over
the fact that these two individuals had achieved so little yet paid so
much., Certainly, antagonism between police and community had not
"diminished', almost certainly their equals in calibre could not be
found in Brixton. As individuals they could not have invested more in
the consultative process but they worked within an institutional
structure that could offer only occasional palliatives to a social

schism.

Who are 'The Community' that will be Consulted? Invoking images of a

%

Community'

One of several elements that was poorly thought through in PACE was
the way in which 'the community' was to be defined and found. This in
part reflected the Home Office switch from their initial emphasis on
manageability and the restriction of membership to the later
determination to ensure that all 'valid' community associations had
rights of membership. This quite obviously railses the problems of
minority groups' status in consultation. Richard Allen in Lambeth
openly doubted the chances of black organisations receiving a fair

hearing under the 'open door' conmstitution of the CPCGL. In practice,
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the point he made is not without substance but is really dependent on
the personnel of management and chairmanship, rather than being an
intrinsic flaw of the consultative arrangements Dper Se. In fact the

issues raised are much more profound than this.

The assumption that underwrites both PACE and Home Office guidelines
on consultation is that there is, out there im the real world, a natural
series of geographic, ethnic and religious groupings, hierarchicalily
structured and answerable to the individuals who assume a position at
the apex of each social pyramid. The expectatiom is guite clearly that
given ready access to consultation the people who occupy these strategic
positions will magically come forward. Two factors, one contingent, one

necessary mar this vision of society.

Necessarily, where "representatives’ willingly come forward to serve
in consultation they will not collectively have any prerogative to act
as the delegated representatives of the particular London Borough in
which they operate. Many groups (younger people, the unwaged, the
tunmembers') will not belong to any organisation that might possibly be
involved, many of the members of the committee (eg clergy) cannot be
said to ‘'represent' any constituency, even if they have a valuable
contributioon to make to consultation. Tn such circumstances the
consultative group can never claim any local mandate of democratic

representation in a particular community, for to do so would be to

parody democracy. This does not denigrate the groups' status, it only
demands a more subtle analysis of consultation than the Home Office
hierarchical model implies. Each individual may occupy a distinct role
within the consultative structure;. the black minister as an advisor,
the TA representative a delegate, the black youth club leader a possible
middle-man or honest broker between the police and the people using his

club, three of many different contributions. Nonez control 2
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constituency, all may have something useful to say. In short, this sort
of complexity validates the need: for consultation but curtails the
legitimate ambit of consultative group interests. In practice, this

need for caution is readily flouted.

The contingent factor often occurs where police are least popular
and there is relatively little popular mobilisation in community groups.
In these circumstances there is a very real danger that the police (as
government agents) are forced virtually to Snvent' a community by
defining 'community leaders’. Consequently, the consultative process is
restricted to those who are:

i) already predisposed towards the police (‘our friends' as several
officers classified for me groups like shopkeepers and old people);
ii) the committee men and women, born bureaucrats, who would happily
spend their lives moving motions and reading minutes.
At times reluctantly, the police are placed in the powerful position of

creating a group that is supposed to monitor their own behaviour.

Both sets of problems were clearly illustrated in the struggle to
construct some form of consultative structure in Hackney. Those groups
taking part in the Area Liaison Panels are dominated by a very strong
'1aw and order lobby'. At one meeting Reverend J Tuitt, a black
minister with both persomal experience of the sharp end of police/black
relations in London and a genuine desire to invest time and effort in
reforming the situatiom, was shouted down for raising the most muted of
criticisms of police behaviour. At the Liaison Panel that covers
Sandringham Road, Mr Lusardi, the white residents’® association chairman,
dominates discussion. Although the Community Liaison Officer is aware
of the obvious problems that stem from such selective 'representation’,
some of his senior officers at Dalstone station were quite clearly not.

On one occasion in particular, twe Inspectors appeared content to let
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committee discussion degenerate into saloon bar rows. As an exhibition
of bigoted Britain the open recurrence of racist remarks from both
senior police and members of the public (particularly fusardi) was
singularly obnoxious. In such circumstances there is clear potential
for consultation to exacerbate police/blaCk antagonism, legitimising

police practice under the spurious mandate of "the community’

consultative group.

Lost between social principle and the reality of the committee room
there is a danger that the 'community' becomes less of a Durkheimian
social fact or entity than a rhetorical syntagm which subsumes a
constellation of ideological notions® about the nature of socielty. In
this sense the consultative group itself may become more of a polemical

tool than a debating forum.

It is.quite possible that a not dissimilar phenomenon will develop
in Kensington and Chelsea, which covers Notting Hill but is dominated by
affluent white groups and a safe Conservative Council. Typically, at a
meeting of the borough Police Consultative Committee (20/3/86) a new
'street crime' operation which caused great controversy at the local
level among the black éommunity received eight minutes attention

compared with a twenty—seven minute discussion on the value of wheel

clamps.

The Power of Committees

Though l1limited in formal powers the actual power of the police

consultative groups is moot. The GLC commented in 1982 that,

"i, essence large voluntary committees with no clear lines of

accountability to the community, no clear relationship with the
police, and whose function is no more than an exchange of

information or views, on terms solely dependent on the police,
are not likely to meet current demands."
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In contrast, the view of Islington Council was that it was possible to
subvert the apparently powerless status of the new consultative groups
by forcing senior officers to account for themselves in a public forum.
Tt is certainly the case that senior police officers in both Brixton and
Hackney confessed in private interviews that they feared "interrogation’
in the process of comsultation. It is also certainly the case that in
Conservative dominated Merton, Kensington and Chelsea and Wandsowrth the
predispositions of the majority of representatives on the committee
often made the claims of the 'Left realists' look slightly thin, as
criticisms of the polcie were drowned in a chorus of indignation

(although see 'new critics®, section 3b).

Yet both of these arguments overlook the fact that the police force
is an institution that is characterised by the paradoxical structure of
ostensible regimentation in a formal hierarchy in which the real powers
of senior ranks over junior ranks is strictly circumscribed by the
nature of 'the Job' (see chapter six). Quite possibly these two
elements of police organisation make the relationship between police

practice and any committee, however powerful in statute, a tenuous one.

In the most obviogus éense, the discretion of the junior ranks allows
ample room for redefinition of managerial objectives, license for the
expressive realm of perscnal criteria to dominate the practical realm of
professional policing laid down by senior ranks. That the police who
appear at the consultative groups have authentic control over police

practices is not as straightforward as the clear chains of command would

imply.

More subtly, the rank structure can cut across those matters that

are of greatest interest to the comsultative group. In removing the

District tier of organisation from the Metropolitan Police the
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Commissioner removed the come level of management that most often covered
the same geographical area as the London Boroughs on which consultation
is based. This angered the consultative groups of Lambeth and
Tslington, who in 1985 and 1986 both registered official notes of
protest with the Home Office about the failure to consult before this
reform was announced. Significantly, only divisional staff were to be
represented at the consultative meetings, with the result that each
group would be faced nmot by a single sét of officers in a clear cut
hierarchy but with two or more parallel sets of management, one coming
from each division in the horough. In Hackney there were two divisions
(Hackney and Stoke Newington), in Lambeth four (Clapham, Xennington,
Streatham, Brixton) and in both cases the contact at inter—divisional
level within the police service was necessarily limited. FExceptionally,
in Lambeth, the flagship of the new groups, a police Commander continued
to attend meétings, though by 1986 Commander Lloyd'é attendance at CPCGL
was not as consistent as his predecessor, Commander Marnoch. In all
other caées the most senior officers regularly present would be the
Chief Superintendents in charge of each division. The effect of this
was to dnwngradé the level of authority which dealt with the police

copsultative group.

Again, it is impossible to know if this was a calculating move by
the Commissioner. Yet its benefits for the police rapidly became
visible in hindsight and Newman's senior officers were not slow to take
advantage of this change. DAC Jones, talking about police
representation on consultative groups, cited one example where the
police Commander in charge of the District (borough) of Tower Hamlets
had, "said something which is now providing bullets for the council to

attack us with" (private interview.)

For Jones, the removal of the Commander from the comsultation
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process guaranteed that major policing issues which arose at
consultative meetings could be congidered carefully within Aresa
management, with the official responses passed back to the borough level
groups, rather than having policing comnitments extemporised or pledges
on the record’ forced out of senior management in the heat of public
debate. Again there is ambiguity, the corollary of this sort of
'considered management' being the potential to emasculate consultative

groups, to defuse the calling to account of police in a public forum.

The most clear cut example of this phenomenca occurred in Islington
in the wake of what became known as 'the Holloway incident'. In 1983
five boys were assaulted by officers from a police van on the Holloway
Road in Islington. An offical inquiry by the Police Complaints
Authority recognised the validity of the complaints of the five, but
failed to establish the identity of the officers responsible. Only the
actions of the local MP, Chris Smith (an active member of the Islingteon
group) ensured that this result met with a  blaze of publicity. On
14/2/86 the London Standard 1ed with a banner headlime, 'POLICE THUGS'
and an editorial condemning the Home Secretary for claiming that nothing
more could be done about the incident. The Islington consultative group
met on 18/2/86 for the first time with no officer of higher rank than
Chief Superintendent. At this stage the Commissioner was alleged to
have reported to Tory back benchers that there.was no point in taking
the matter further and the Home Secretary had told Chris Smith that the

incident was closed, two positions that infuriated the committee.

To the surprise and dishelief of almost all present, the police who
came to the meeting that evening said that they had nothing to say about
the incident and at one time Detective Chief Superintendent Meek

commented,
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"Those reports in the press, you read the same as I do, I know
nothing more about this matter than you do."

The group were furious. Councillior Calnan, who was regularly the most
astute exponent of Islington's policy of bringing the police to account
in consultation, but who was to lose his seat in the 1986 local
elections, claimed the police were putting up,

"a wall of silence that does more justice to the Mafia than to

the Metropolitan Police," going on to state, "The fact that

there is nobody here to answer to us tonight makes a mockery of

the whole function of this consultative group ... this crisis is

the worst yet for the group.”
Similarly, the leader of the council, Margéret Hodge, scathingly

remarked,

"Why do you come here saying you know nothing when the issue is
quite clearly on the minutes?”

The dismay was such that there was talk of withdrawing the couacil from

the consultative process altogether.

Yet the Mafia allusion was perhaps misleading. At one point in the
evening a senior police officer said in an aside to one of his
colleagues that he had not even known that the Home Secretary was
holding a press conference that evening on the Hblloﬁay incident. It
was not less alarming to realise that the police present were not
deceiving the consultative group, only being used as canon fodder for

their superiors.

Deputy Assistant Commissioner (DAC) Richards, responsible for the
Area, pointedly refused to come to this and subsequent meetings of the
Islington consultative group. Though the group protested, the Home
Office rteply (read at the meeting on 15/4/86) stated that the
Commissioner's policy was for Chief Superintendent only to attend
consultative meetings, unless mattrers of policy were at issue, In the
‘event, the official inquiry into the Holloway incident was reopened amid

further fromt page publicity on the 19/2/86 and by the 24/2/86 four PCs
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had been charged with the offences. But by September 1986 DAC Richards

had still not appeared before the Committee.

The Micro—sociology of the Committee

A ubiquitous social-psychological facet of committee practice is
that the procedural niceties of meetings may at times become more
important than the issues which are being discussed. Occasionally,
Harre's liturgical metaphor for analysis of social behaviour (1979)
seemed appropriate in all consultative groups. The protocols of
recording minutes, moving motions, setting up sub-committees and voting
on the most insignificant procedural matters often gave consultative
meetings a rigid, almost ceremonial, structure thar was familiar to all
committee members but arcane to members of the public who would
occasionally come to air grievances. This was particularly resented in
lambeth on the limited unumber of occasions when representatives of the
young black community came expecting & less formal and more visceral
discussion of the teality of police/black relations in Brixton. In
these circumstances certain officers of consultative groups, caught up

in the ceremony, clearly overestimate their own significance.

There is also a more insidious, connected problem that stems from
the relationship between 'committee officials’ and the police. This was
most clearly seen when on 24/7/86 the police staged a massive raid on
the Railton Road Afro-Caribbean Community Association (ACCA), in what
was known as 'Operation Condor’. Commander Lloyd stated several times
in television and radio interviews that he had consulted with 'community
leaders' before the raid. Astel Parkinson was shattered. As Chairman
of ACCA and a vigorous anti-drugs campaigner he had himself arranged for

the club to be shut down over the bank holiday weekend a few weeks

earlier, recognising the rising tension on Railton Road. 1In spite of
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this, Lambeth Councii, heavily involved in financing the centre,
insisted that it was reopened and Parkinson was actively involved in
trying to clean up the very real problems of criminal activity that were
developing there., However, he knew nothing of the police raid in
advance yet he told me that after Lloyd's public statements not a single
person on the Front Line would believe this. He felt that his
credibility had possibly been shattered by the police. For him, his own
alleged co—optation, once risible, had become a more plausible

accusation.

The construction of co—optation is haphazard. It is difficult to
locate the elusive 'they', the personification of the power—ﬁloc, the
anonymous managerial 'controllers' of fictional dystopia. At the level
of the consultative process itself such Machiavellian types rarely, if
ever, exist, If some of the police T observed and interviewed
pragmatically recognised that 'community relations' was 'in vogue' and a
promising promotion channel®, the majority were working within a vision
of society that incorporates +he common sense notion that if only
everybody 'understood each other' then the bitterness of police/black
conflict would dissolve. As it happens, this is a vision which is
profoundly alien to both the personal views of the pafticipant observer
and all the findings of this research project. The institutionalisation
of the police/black conflict, the sedimentation of antagonisa in time
and place, and the social context of racial injustice all undermine such
ingenuous notions; the thetorical assasinations of Alec Marnoch and
Astel Parkinson were the product of this contradiction of common sense.
This in no way negates the sincerity of mamny police involved in
consultation. If co—optation was designed into the consultative
process, it was designed in such a way to deceive police as well as
public. More plausibly, the flaws of functiomalist sociology are once

more exposed, cause and effect confused. In these circumstances coO—
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optation may be an incidental facet of the comsultative process, an
equally alarming phenomenon. The case of Parkinson and the raid on ACCA
is a clear cut example of this contingent property, yet this was
produced by the insensitivity of the local Police Commander rather than
by the institutional imperatives of the comsultative process, though the
result is no less unfortunate. In pairing the living tragedy of
conflict with the protocols of the committee room only the body

bureaucratic can triumph.

CONCLUSION

Tt is not possible here to produce a comprehensive analysis of the
value of statutory consultative arrangements in London. In general, the
case for consultation must rest om the grounds of modesty. - As the
showpiece counterweight to the increases in police powers embodied in
PACE 1984, the consultative group is a paper tiger. As an arena for
communication, complaint and explanation it is a potentially valuable
supplement to local democracy. It has not and can not have a major
impact on any of the crucial issues of policing in post—industrial
Britain. Yet the groups have hecome political issues in their own
right. Functional significance is overwhelmed by political symbolism.
Both participating members and non—participating opponents tend to play
up the importance of the consultative groups to the detriment of all,
The groups are cited as major reforms (by the police) or as the locus of
co~optation (Hackney and Lambeth councils), when in fact they are
neither. In the midst of this crossfire the potential contributions of

people like Parkinson and Tuitt can be cruelly overshadowed.
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But most of all, this study of one aspect of consultation confirms
the nature of police/black conflict highlighted in chapters five and
six, conflict that is beyond polite discussion, contradicting images of

1iberal-democratic Britain, institutionalised in the social divisions of

the racist nation.
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POSTSCRIPT

This thesis has looked in detail only at the London experience of
disorder in 1981. Because of the focus on local processes, the distinctive
elements of rioting in Liverpool, Manchester and other parts of the country
could not be studied, although superficial evidence suggests again that in
the locations of most serious conflict the forces at work were not

dissimilar.

Similarly, the whole fange of behaviour that is subsumed in the term 'to
riot’ was also not covered in depth. White involvement and the looting of
retail areas were classified as secondary phenomena on almost all occasions
but this does not make them in any way inferior phenomena. Again, the work

is not inteanded to be exhaustive.

Finally, there has been little effort made to predict future states from
past and present events. Principally this is because of serious doubts
relating to what form such 'prediction’ could take, partly this is related

to the sort of pessimistic stance that any prediction would have to take.

Throughout this analysis the central argument has been that the conflict
between police and black communities is a historical product, not merély the
necessary result of social form. As Diagram 6.3 highlighted, there is an
inevitable problem built into all policing work that stems from the tension
between law and order. Yet the conflict between black people and the police
was established at a time when 'consensus' was an ideological possibility,
if not a materialist reality. It was the pervasive nature of racism and
racial injustice that restricted this possibility to the majority white
society. Today, in an economic situation where Black British people have

become socially stigmatised and economically marginalised there is a danger
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that the reconciliation of law and order becomes impossible, regardless of
changes in the police practices that were responsible for making the

contradiction so evident for so long.

In short, the sort of liberal reforms which occasionally surface in
police behaviour, such as neighbourhood policing, community involvement and
public consultation might have exerted powerful influences in the past but
can now do 1little to resolve conflict. Indeed, the reforming purpose of
such initiatives is itself susceptible to distortion. Neighbourhood
policing ﬁay incidentally amplify the stigmatisation of space, community
involvement may evolve into community surveillance and public consultation
may embrace co-optation. Moreover, because these measures tend to be tried
in those areas where police/community relations are at their worst (ia
London, Notting Hill, Brixton and Hackney are favoured "testing grounds')
they are tested in those areas where they have least chance of success, most

chance of being discredited.

This is particularly important in the wider context of British society
in the 1980s. The very incidence of rioting im 1981 conditiomed
expectations for the forthcoming decade, to an extent normalised perceptions
of social conflict, altered perspectives on group violence. In this sense
it is important to understand the processes of displacement by which street
clashes in the inner city leak into the coalfields of Nottingham. There is
no need to resort to images of the conspiratorial, acthoritarian state to
recognise the shadow of 1981, not only on changes in police practices but

also in popular discourse.

Only in this way is it possible to tie the specific determination of
social action on the streets in a formal explamation to the broad canvas of
degscription involved in social theory. In the rarefied levels of

generalisation that are the stuff of political discourse, football




hooliganism, the miners’ strike and the localised rioting of oppressed black
communities were at times in the early 1980s knitted together in a single
constellation of ‘common sense' values that could serve as the raw material
of popular ideologies of 'law and order'. It is the analytical task of
critical theory to expose the polemical hubris behind such association, it
is the explanatory task of realistic amalysis to provide an accurate and
plausible account of events in their own time rather than in hindsight. It

is hoped that this thesis has made some contribution to both of these tasks.
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FOOTNOTES :
CHAPTER 1

What happened?

Although estimates vary, something like three hundred or more cities
in the USA experienced riots in the period 1963-68, some cities
suffering several disturbances in this period (Kerner,1968; Feagin and
Hahn, 1973) Downes,1970. The Kerner Commission defined the principal
incidents between 1963-67 as follows:

1663:

There were serious disorders in Birmingham, Savannah, Cambridge
(Maryland), Chicage and Philadelphia. Although these conflicts
sometimes involved attacks by white people on black groups, normally
Civil Rights marches, they usually took the form of clashes between
black people and the police. The most violent rioting in 1963 was seen
in Birmingham (Alabama), where whites attacked black marchers and
several shootings were reported.

1964:

In the spring of 1964 the arrest and convictions of members of a Civil
Rights demonstration led to clashes with the police in Jacksonville that
involved allegedly the first use of Molotov cocktails (petrol bombs) in
American rioting. However, the major clash of the year followed the
shooting of a black adolescent in New York. A march protesting about
this incident escalated into a violent conflict over several days in the
Harlem and Bedford Stuyvesant areas of New York. One person was killed.
Rioting also broke out in New Jersey in Jersey City, FElizabeth and
Paterson, '

1965

Further violence surrounded Civil Rights protests in Alabama and

Louisiana but the worst rioting followed the arrest of a drunk driver im
Los Angeles on August 1l. Two miles away from this incident, in the
Watts area, in the midst of a heatwave, a large crowd began looting
several stores and the ensuing confrontation with the police lasted for
thirty-six hours. Thirty—four people were killed and there was
approximately thirty-five million dollars worth of damage to property
incurred. The National Guard were used to subdue the riot.

1966:

Forth-three disorders and riots were reported im 1966, including major
violence in the Hough section of Cleveland and in Chicago as well as a
further flare up in Watts which required 4,200 National Guardsmen to
control.

1967:
Again estimates vary but somewhere between fifty—one and two hundred and

seventeen disorders occurred in 1967 (see Feagin and Hahnm, 1973), the
worst summer of the 1960s for ghetto riots. Kerner lists a hundred and
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sixty four incidents in a hundred and twenty eight cities over the
period January to September 1967, ranked in three categories of riot
severity. BEight disorders (5 per cent of the total) were classified as
‘major' in Buffalo (New York), Cincinatti (Ohio), Milwankee (Wisconsin),
Minneapolis (Minnesota), Plainfield (New Jersey), Tampa (Florida), and
the two most serious in Newark (New Jersey) and Detroit (Michigan).
Altogether there were 83 deaths and 1,897 serious injuries in these
riots, although more than 80 per cent of all deaths and 50 per cent of
all injurities occurred in Newark and Detroit. Property damage was
estimated at 40-45 million dollars in Detroit and 10-12 million dollars
in Newark. Twenty—five cities had two or more disturbances; HNew York
had five separate disturbances, Chicago four, and Cincinatti, Hartfield,
Houston, Philadelphia, San Fransisco and Wichita three.

1968:

In April 1968, less than two months after the Kerner Report was
actually published, Martia Luther King was agssasinated and over the
following month "more cities saw ghetto violence than during the whole
of the year 1967" (Feagin and Hahn 1973,pl05). At least one hundred and
seventy two cities experienced two hundred and two racially motivated
civil disorders in which more than twenty seven thousand arrests were
made for riot related offences, three thousand five hundred people were
injured and forty-three people killed. The Lemby Centre for the Study
of Violence estimated that from January to April there were some Two
hundred and ninety-five disorders in the USA.

Although the number of incidents in 1969 and 1970 was considerably
greater than is often believed (Graham and Gurr,1979), the intensity of
incidents of disorder in the very late sixties and early seventies was
nothing like as severe as those of the mid-sixties.

It is also worth noting the extensive nature of property damage

suffered during these disturbances. Hence, in the 1964 riot
in Harlem 112 sites were plundered

in 1965 in Watts 600 stores were looted or burned
in 1967 in Newark 1029 stores were looted or damaged
and in 1968 in Washington DC, 900 businesses were looted or damaged.

For obvious reasons it was very difficult to assess the proportions
of the ghetto residents that were involved in rioting and those attempts
to do so cannot be regarded as particularly accurate {Fogelsen,1971;
Sears and McConahay,1970; Caplan and Paige,1968) yet the numbers of
people either actively involved in disorder or passively supporting the
rioters was regularly estimated in thousands (Kerner,1968; Feagin and
Hahn,1973). In short, it is clear, even from, this brief and potted
history, that the clashes in American cities constituted major
breakdowns in public order and, although they tended to be confined to
specific parts of major parts of cities, quite often the riot area
remained an effectively autonomous zone for a period of several days and

nights.,
CHAPTER TWO
1 Typical of this confusion Jackson and Smith comanent that under humanism

"reality does not exist independently of the observer or the
observed” (1984,p9),
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a generalisation that fails to recognise that the humanist project is
founded on problems surrounding apprehension of the world (questions of
epistemology) not on problems surrounding its -existence (questions of
ontology).

Tn the search to expiain everything within the single conceptual
structure, Parkin too falls into the trap of functionalist ‘only
connect' sociology; hence symbolic hierarchies give

"normative support to the system of inequalities set up by the
unfair distribution of material advantage” (1979,p370).

See Sayer (1984) on the need to advance ‘practical adequacy’' ahead of
'radical relativism’.

Although Harre does mot acknowledge the similarity between his use of
the linguistic model and the tradition of continental structuralism, it
is a central contention of this thesis that only by combining the
ethogenic social psychology outlined by Harre (heavily influenced by

Goffman) with the semiology of this tradition can a powerful analysis of
the role of space in the realisation of conflict be achieved,

CHAPTER Fowz

1

See NCCL (1980 and 1982), in particular the Dummett Inquiry into the
1979 election clashes in Southall which led to the death of Blair Peach.

The suggestion that this incident started the summer disturbances was to
be questioned at the Scarman Tnquiry.

CHAPTER THREE

No footnotes.

CHAPTER FiVE

1 Commander Marnoch described the behaviour of police officers involved in
this raid as "blatantly malicious” (private interview).

9  FEyen if these institutions were outside or peripheral to the strict
boundaries of 'the Front Line’ as defined by many (or perhaps most) of
the local black community they remained part of a 'social whole'
perceived by both insiders and outsiders.

3 The Caribbean House group, based in Hackney, when presenting evidence to

Lord Scarman, claimed both that

"The situation in Hackney is just as bad as in Brixton and it is
certainly worse than in St Pauls, Bristol. The miracle is that
in Hackney there has been so few incidents up to now."

and that,

"Many parents cannot understand why the police refuse to do
anything to stop these black clubs preying on children and
destroying them in this way. The same police that refuse to
withdraw their presence at times of disorder, are the same
police that treat these clubs as ‘no-go areas’”
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The latter comment referred to the clubs on Sandringham Road.

4  TFor the Hackney Legal Defence Committee.

"In Hackney on 10-11 July 1981 the uprising of black youth led to
over a hundred arrests. We witnessed a military type operation
by the police who were drafted in in hundreds. The SPG led the
baton charges and snatch operations which caused numerous bloody
injuries,”

CHAPTER STX

Footnotes in itext.

CHATER SEVEN

1

Built into the constitution of the Police Community Consultative Group
for Lambeth when it was set up in 1982 were the following "Aims, Terms
of Reference and Scope" :

a) To work towards a substantial improvement in relations between the
community and the police, in particular the black ethnic
communities;

b) To work for the better prevention of crime;

¢) To work for the maintenance of a peaceful community in the Borough
of Lambeth;

d) To work for a statutory provision to govern the consultative
arrangements.

Senior police officers in Lambeth, Wandsworth, Hackney and Isliagton
have all conceded that there are major problems in initiating
Neighbourhood Watch schemes on the large council estates, whilst in
marked contrast there is often an overwhelming response from more middle
class, property owning areas.

At the time of writing, the Home Secretary serves as the Police
Authority for London. '

This is a common phenomenon. Cf terms like 'the family®’ in political
discourse and ‘the young' in Chapter Four.

In fact, not only did Newman tell his officers that,

"Police officers must be willing to change their views and
actions, and must be seen to do so, under the influence of
digcussion,”

but also pointedly remarked that performance in the consultative
process would affect career prospects:

Wsuccess in this aspect of their duties will be an importance
element in any assessment of the professional abilities of

divisional officers.”
(Quoted by Morgan and Maggs,1985,p51)
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APPENDIX T

A variable catalogue : lists of 'riots' in London im 1981

The following very different catalogues were all offered as lists of the

1981 summer disturbances:

GLC Policing London Report, March 1982
"the situation in Lambeth'was far from unique™ (p53):
Acton, Balham, Battersea, Barnet, Brixton, Camberwell, Chelsesa,
Chiswick, Dalston, Ealing, Hackney, Paddington, Peckham, Putney,
Shepherd's Bush, Southall, Stoke Newington, Streatham, Sydenham,

Walthamstow.

Commissioner of the Metropolitan Police (Annual Report for the year 1981):
Wood Green, Lewisham, Woolwich, Hounslow, Tooting, Brixton, Paddington,
Fulham, Stoke Newington, Chingford, Peckham, Wembley, Hampstead,

Southall, Croydon.

Kettle and Hodges (1982)
"there was an orgy of looting, and for a while it seemed that a sort of
civil war had broken out" (p155):
Brixton, Southall, Woolwich, Balham, Lewisham, Stoke Hewington, Fulham,

Palston and Battersea.
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Joshua and Wallace (1983)
"rhe incidence of violence in London was too widespread to recount"” but
cite in particular as places where there was "particular” trouble:
"footing, Dalston, Fulham and Woolwich." 1In fact in the latter two

locations there was only very minor disorder (see Chapter Four).

Home Dffice
"Notting Hill, Paddington, Fulham, Hackney, Limehouse, Chingford,
Walthamstow, Dagenham, Chigwell, Newham, Brixton, Southwark, Penge,
Lewisham, Brent, Bexleyheath, Woolwich, Golders Green, Chiswick,
Hounslow, Tooting, Battersea, Acton, Souﬁhall, Wood Green, Croydon,

Sutton".

AI-2




APPENDIX 11

Methodological Note

Chapter Five

Participant observation was carried out with police during a period of
th;ee months in Hackney and one month in Brixton. Interviews with officers
in the three case study locations took place throughout the research from
1982 to 1986, using the "snowball® technique to build up list of serving
police in each division. All formal interviews lasted not less than two
hours, normally a lot longer, and concentrated on both personal accounts of

present practices and oral histories of past events.

The local ﬁistories in Chapter Five were gathered by a combination of
archival research, interviews with those whose comments and experiences
féaturé in the text, extensive formal and informal interviews with
representatives of community groups, residents’ associations, political
parties, local govermment pressure groups, and participant observation at

'youth clubs.
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APPENDIX 11T

Notes on the ecological fallacy

Initially, one facet of this research project investigated the
ecological background of the riots in British cities. Eventually, after a
great deal of time had been spent on this aspect of the research, it was
decided not to follow this work to its conclusion on both conceptual and

explanatory grounds.

Conceptually, three problems of definition which at first appeared

empirically intractable were later seen as logically insuperable:

i) Riots as singular events: The most obvious problem (see Chapter
Four and Appendix I) arose from defining events. If Croydon did not
see a 'riot' but Hackney did, what about the confused events in
Tooting and the even more confusing events of Battersea? Similarly,
was 'West Ham' one riot, no riots or several different riots in
different places? Moreover, the analysis of the three case study
locations highlighted a recurring history of violent conflict, mest
of it either under—reported or mot reported at all. Were these

events riots?

ii) A veal definition: Not only would any definition of ecological
conditions be in the final analysis arbitrary, it would often
destroy the very fine contours of social space which the studies of

the MPD 11 showed are separated by only tens of metres.

iii) Rioters: Rioting was shown guite explicitly to be not a generic
form of behaviour (Chapters Three and Four). There are different
characters involved in disorder and it is not easy to decide whose

ecology should be assessed.

The explanatory problem stems essentially from the point that such
ecological work can stand either as description and nothing but description
(ie comparisons ecological areas not used) or else as part of a Humean
cahsal explanation which for reasons analysed extensively in Chapter Two

would be both theoretically and epistemologically inadequate.
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CONFIDENTIAL

APPENDIX IV

Part of Submission to the Gifford Inquiry

An eyewitness account
of the events of 5th/6th October 1985 in Tottenham

The account of events that follows here was not easy to set down in

writing. Leaving aside questions of memory error, the position of any

observer at scenes of rioting is not without an element of moral ambiguity.

There is certainly a danger that any attempt to find out ‘what is going oa’

will border on macabre voyeurism.

a)

Sunday lunchtime:

I arrived in Haringey around lunchtime on Sunday, 5 October. In the
wake of the events in Brixton the week before and Handsworth a few weeks
earlier, the tragic death of Mrs Jarrett and the circumstances that
surrounded the incident seemed highly likely to precipitate some form of
disorder in Tottenham. Many black people of all ages were standing
along Tottenham High Road in small groups of four or five people in the
area around the police station. I think there had been a march to the
police station which had now mostly dispersed. The BBC were notable by
their presence and the general atmosphere was typified by one incident
in which a young black man walked down the High Road towards a
cafeteria/restauraht openly carrying a baseball hat. He was stopped by
a police constable and in an abusive verbal exchange both the officer
and the individual made references to 'trouble tonight’. This is not to
say that either was meking any predictions, only to illustrate the
tension prevaleﬁt at the time. After walking around the area for a

while I left in the late afterncon.
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Sunday evening — Broadwater Farm:

I returned at about 7.30pm-8pm only to hear that there was already major
trouble on Broadwater Farm FEstate. Over the next two to three hours I
spent most of the time wandering around Tottenham and made several
attempts to get on to the estate., After being barred from entry to the
estate several times by police, I eventually managed to find a way past
the blockades. Although I am not certain of the precise time I think
that this was at about 10pm or slightly later. In total, I spent about
thirty minutes to one hour on the estate itself, Most of this time T
was standing some distance behind the crowd that confronted the police
on Adams Road. A house on Adams Road was on fire by the time I arrived.
Compared with news footage I saw later it secmed that the worst fighting
had already occurred before this time. Effectively, lines had been
drawn up between the police and the crowd which would stay calm for a
short period only to surge like waves on a beach as either the crowd
would run forward throwing whatever came to hand or the police would
counter, attempting to make arrests (although I cannot remember geeing
many, if any, arrests at this time), I then got into conversation with
a group of much older West Indian men, several of whom had been visiting
the estate at the time the rioting started and had become trapped.
Fearing that at some point in the near future the police would make a
full scale assault on the rioting group I joined up with these men and
managed with some difficulty to leave the estate from a different exit

away from the epicentre of the riot.
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Sunday night - off the estate:

Having managed to move off Broadwater Farm, I spent some time walking
around the police blockade of the estate. it oné time T was caught up
in a further attack on the police which started on Winborne Road, The
police had cleared a large area around their 'end® of Adams Road which
stretched about twenty to twenty-five yards up and down Mt Pleasant
Road. This included a line of police stationed across the junction
between Mt Pleasant Road and Winborne Road. I was walking from
Lordsmead Road down Winborne Road and into Drayton Road when this line
of police was attacked. Winborne Road slopes quite steeply at this
point towards Mt Pleasant which meant that the police stood at the
road's lowest point, quite exposed. As I was turning into Drayton Road
a small group of no more than four or five young black men ran into
Winborne Road and threw something at the police. I moved back into
Lordsmead Road which, like all the surrounding roads, was crowded with
large numbers of disaggregated spectators milling around trying to see
what was going on on the estate. However, this initial attack was
rapidly supported both by people in the crowd standing around and by
others arriving in the area. At one point two people began to rock a
garden wall half way up Winborne Road until it collapsed, providing
ammunition for further attacks on the police. One or possibly two cars
were also turned over and (unsuccessful) attempts made to set them
alight. Throughout this period 'the crowd' grew rapidly and there were
soon well over two hundred people, on my own count, involved in physical
and verbal abuse of the police, although a minority of this group

accounted for the greater part of the physical attacks on police limes.
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CONFIDENTIAL

For the next hour to an hour—and-a-half the police moved forward and
back against this group in a series of clashes which were not dissimilar
in kind, though nowhere near as severe, as the confrontation I had
earlier witnmessed in Adams Road. The crowd were fofced awvay from the
estate through the residential area of terraced housing. At each stage
Ehe police would move forward against a bombardment of assorted
missiles, taking up new positions as the crowd regrouped. At each stage
a mini rush hour would ensue as most of the people owning cars in the
area would attempt to prevent their vehicle being used to block police
advances. Although the number in "the crowd' fluctuated, I estimated
that there were approximately two hundred and fifty plus at one time.
Eventually they were drivén back to Bruce Grove where there was some,
fairly small scale, looting before the remainder of the crowd were

dispersed onto the High Road by pursuing DSUs.
Sunday night/Monday morning - Tottenham High Road:

As the crowd were chased onto the High Road by the railway bridge,
-pandemonium_broke loose. A traffic jam heading north blocked the road
yet at the sight of people running down Bruce Grove many of the cars
began to execute impromptu U-turns. Several cars drove along the

pavement, hooting at those standing around.

By the time ‘+he crowd' had actually been driven onto the High Road the
numbers had dwindled as people ran off down side streets. Although by

this time it was well past midnight, many were gathered along the High
Road passing om rumours and gossip about the exact passage of events

over the past twenty—four hours. Tt was very difficult to distinguish

exactly what happened next. Several minutes after most of 'the rioters’
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had merged into the crowd of spectators along the High Road and after
the chaos of the rogue traffic had begun to die down, several groups of
police in full riot gear began running down Tottenham High Road from the
direction of the police station. Although there was one fight outside
the Hunger Cure burger bar the reaction of most of those on the High
Road was to move in great haste away from the approaching police. There
was a great deal of verbal and racial abuse from both civilians and
police officers. One police officer started shouting at everybody to
clear the street although it was not possible to distinguish his rank or
whether his actions were strategic or pragmatic as the language of his
commands and his own demeanour suggested anger and fear rather than
self-control and organisation. It seemed that this movement was
directed at those people who had previously beeﬁ driven onto the High
Road, yet because this group was now a very small minority of a much
larger, passive crowd I know for certain that at least two bystanders,
who had not been involved in earlier clashes, were injured in this
manoeuvre. It is not my intention to make criticism of police
operations out of context, but it is important to note that in the
confusion of this difficult situation several ianoccent people were hurt
and many individuals who had previously not been in any way involved in
attacks on the police were drawn into vociferous abuse of passing
officers to the point of further clashes as the behaviour of a few
individual police officers got out of hand. This whole scene could have
taken no longer than tweniy to thirty minutes, at which point the High

Road seemed to calm down.

During the rest of the evening 1 returned to the area around Broadwater
Farm and mixed with the press who had congregated along Mt Pleasant.

Several of the police came over Lo talk to the jourmalists and
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cameramen, Again it struck me very strongly that their reactions were
" first of shock and fear and only secondly of anger. Although the
appearance of police in riot gear was undoubtedly ferocious the
impression at close guarters was certainly not one of ruthless or
.paramilitary efficiency. I stayed in the area until about three or four
o'clock in the morning by which time I was soaking wet (it rained
spasmodically throughout the evening). Everything had been quiet for
some time, with the exception of one arrest made when a young black man
tried to léave the estafe via Adams Road,.when the police invited a
group of journalists to go with them onto the estate. I did not

accompany this group and at this point left Tottenham.
Organisation:

After the Tottemham riot, as after every riot, there were many
allegations of conspiratorial planning, outside agitation and military
organisation., From what I saw I would supggest that such noticns are
.brofoﬁndly misleading. Most of the people on the streets were united by a
sense of anger which regularly escalated to fury. In this situation a
dramatic cast representative of any cross section of society was clearly
evident. There were the people who were “all mouth', loudest in the cries
of abuse; standing furthest away from'thé pdliﬁe lines, throwing the
ogcésional brick from the safe distance of a hundred yards or more. Others
were more committed, outdoing one another in their attacks on police, going
as close as thirty, twenty or ten yards away from police lines before
throwing brick, bomb or baked bean can. Many more spent most of the time
giving moral support, joking with each other, but no less committed in

occasional forays agaimst the rows of riot shields.
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Amidst all these characters there inevitably emerge those who Try and
impose some order upon confused actions. In this sense, organisation was
extemporised. Typically, at one time late in the evening when the crowd was
being driven away from Broadwater Form towards Tottenham High Road, two
poeple, both black, started shouting orders at the others. '"We need more
ammunition™. Immediately five or six responded by running round the houses
gathering up empty milk bottles while four others turned over a car for
petrol. In less than five minutes I counted more than fifty petrol bombs
completed. It is in the light of such rapid production that the true
absurdity of claims of pre-planning based on a crate of empty bottles is
revealed. It takes virtually no time at all to produce a petrol bomb. Of
course, there were individuals running around telling everyboedy else what to

do; there always are.

Throughout all this, particularly off the estate, it_appeared that many
of the people present did not know each other, certainly nobody ever
questioned my presence. Without a doubt, the hostility towards the police
was the principal binding force. As the policé advanced they beat their
shields and shouted the 'gorilla chant' of the football terraces. The crowd
would often respond in.kind with repeated chants of "Murderers, Murderers,
Murderers", and several times I heard people cry, "y life for a Llife".
Every single person I spoke to quite clearly felt justified in what they

were doing.

'Race', "Age' and Sex.

I have tried to suggest that at any one point in time it was very
difficult to make any easy distinction between rioters and non-rioters. The

norm throughout the night tended to comsist of large crowds of people who
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were differentially involved in the riot itself. Hence there were always
black and white people together 'on the streets' although it was my distinct
impression that the involvement of white people tended to be less committed,
more voyeuristic. Nevertheless, this was not always the case. This is best
summed up by the actions of one white man, about twenty-five years old. He
was among the crowd in Winborne Road when I was talking to him late in the
evening. Initially he said to me, half joking, "I'm only here because I
want a new suit for Christmas" and he and his (white) friend repeatedly
urged the others to move on to the High Road shops. Nevertheless, he was
also keen to go nearer to the police and throw more petrol bombs than anyone
else. Yet in one lull in the conflict there was a major row between him and
several black members of the crowd who thought thaf looting would devalue
the riot. In spite of this, when the crowd was finally broken up and
running down Bruce Grove, it was this man who smashed the first shop window
and many of the other (black) members of the crowd did not hesitate in

joining him.

Undoubtedly most of the people attacking the police were under twenty-
five, many under twenty—one; quite a few under sixteen. Yet there were most
certainly significant numbers of black people who were older than twenty-—
five among the rioters. Moreover, many others called out messages of
support. At omne time somebody ih the crowd recognised a friend who must
have been about thirty and called for him to lend a hand turning over a car.
He laughed and replied, "['m too old, go on mash up the car and the police.”
In the argument already mentioned two of.the black people most involved in

rebuking the putative looter were both in their late twenties at least.
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Finally, although it may be an obvious point to make, the female members
of the crowd were normally spectators rather than principal actors in the

violence.

Summary :

It is not easy to present an account of one night in Tottenham without
‘sounding alternately blasé and melodramatic about the events of the 5th/6th
October. In no way is this account intended to devalue the horror of the
riot itself or the tragic deaths. At the time, particularly on Broadwater
Farm itself, T was convinced that more than one life would be lost. 1In this

context there seemed to be a dreadful inevitability about the murder of the
police constable. Yet at no time was 1 personally either questioned or

threatened by any of the rioters; all hostility was directed at the police.
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