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ABSTRACT: This paper seeks to measure the effects of instances of police 

brutality upon different political participation outcomes. The instances are 

identified by the use of keyword searching in a newspaper database sorted by 

states and across time. This treatment variable is then used in a fixed effects 

model to isolate the effects of these occurrences upon outcomes taken from the 

American National Election Studies time-series dataset ranging from 1947-2012. 

The main findings of the paper is that instances of police brutality have a 

significant positive effect on certain outcomes which are sensitive towards time 

fixed effects. Furthermore, through a sub-group analysis it is concluded that the 

estimated effects are driven by the white portion of the sample.  
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1.  Introduction 

“You’re not to be so blind with patriotism that you can’t face reality. Wrong 

is wrong, no matter who does it or says it.” 

   - Malcolm X, By Any Means Necessary 

The words printed above are taken from a speech given by Malcom X, one of the 

key players in the 20th century civil rights movement for African-Americans, in 

1964 on the subject of equal rights. At the time, Malcolm and other people of color 

were exposed to several cases of police misconduct and it came to define their 

movement, perhaps cementing police brutality as the ultimate expression of 

racial discrimination within the American judicial system for years to come.  

 In USA during the 20th century there have been several notable cases 

of perceived police brutality against racial minorities which have received 

widespread attention in both media and politics. E.g. and perhaps most 

prominently, in 1992 following the surfacing of a recorded video depicting several 

police officers beating Rodney King in the city of Los Angeles, the officers 

depicted in the video were put on trial for the use of excessive force. All were 

acquitted despite substantial video evidence. This sparked a riot which would 

last for 5 days and result in 11,000 arrests, 2,000 people with sustained injuries 

and a total of 53 people killed. Apart from this there were several accounts of 

looting, assault and arson which, coupled with widespread unrest, lead to an 

estimated $800-$1000 millions in material losses.1 

 The so-called “L.A riots” described above is not an isolated incident, 

neither in time nor in geographic location. Even as recently as 2014 in the town 

of Ferguson one Michael Brown was fatally shot by an officer of the law which 

triggered widespread unrest.2 Also, these types of events have been reported to 

unfold in other countries, e.g. riots broke out in the Swedish city of Stockholm in 

2013 following a case of perceived police misconduct against an individual of an 

ethnic minority.3 Hence, it should be of no doubt that it becomes of immense 

importance to understand the effects of these types of events on a scientific level, 

given that they persist to have an influence on the behavior of the general 

population.    

 With regards to this stated endeavor it immediately becomes of 

concern what types of outcomes to evaluate and it is my intention to seek to 

estimate the effects upon political participation. Political participation as a term 

can be defined as actions conducted by civilians who seek to influence or support 

                                            
1 CNN, Riot Anniversary tour surveys progress and economic challenges in Los Angeles 
2 BBC News, Furguson Riots: Ruling Sparks Night of Violence 
3 The Local, Youths burn 100 cars in north Stockholm riots 
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government and politics. At first glance it is obvious that many of these incidents 

have led to changes in short term sparks in participation. However, the question 

still remains whether or not these changes are reflected in the data and if they 

are persistent, that is to say that the events shifts the fundamental core of 

individuals perceptions and opinions, as has been suggested in the literature “… 

the primary effects of a dramatic event are ordinarily deep but narrow; such 

events can modify images and perceptions, but seldom transform fundamental 

opinions and attitudes.”4  

 Given that the events cannot be perfectly predicted with regards to 

timing and locale, the ideal setup might be quasi-experimental, which is also 

echoed in the literature.5 However, given that the effects of the events are rarely 

limited to a single unit of observation it becomes hard to distinguish between 

treated and untreated units. To tackle this dilemma I utilize a database for 

newspapers from which I receive a ratio on the amount of hits for certain 

keyword phrases which proxies for the relative impact of police brutalities across 

states and time to create an artificial panel for treatment. In conjunction with 

this method I utilize the American National Elections Studies time-series dataset 

as it features many questions which can easily be classified as outcomes for 

political participation and also because it features surveys from as early as the 

late 1940’s which are sorted on the state level and hence is ideal for a panel data 

approach. 

 As a result of this approach the models seem properly identified for 

certain outcomes which are more fluctuating and sensitive to changes in public 

opinion where predictors which have been previously identified are reproduced. 

The main findings for these outcomes are that events of police brutality have an 

estimated positive effect when controlling for state fixed effects, however, this 

effect disappears when controlling for time fixed effects which indicates that the 

treatment variable is less important than the year dummies. Through a sub-

group analysis it is further concluded that the effect is largely driven by the 

white portion of the sample. Also, by reducing the amount of years examined I 

find a positive effect on election turnout which unfortunately, just as other 

political participation outcomes, seems to be sensitive towards the inclusion of 

time fixed effects. 

 The remainder of the essay is organized as follows: in section 2 the 

theoretical background is fleshed out in detail upon which the research question 

and hypotheses rest. These are then explicitly stated and discussed in section 3. 

                                            
4 Sigelman et al. (1997) p. 779 
5 ”Occasionally, though, as with the King and Green beatings, the timing of an event makes it 

possible to undertake a quasi-experimental analysis of its impact on public perceptions and 

attitudes” Ibid. p. 779 
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Section 4 and 5 follows up with a discussion on the fixed effects model and the 

datasets used. Sections 6 through 8 presents the results from the identified 

instances of police brutality with extensions into both a sub-group and reduced 

sample analysis. Finally, section 9 wraps up the paper with a summary of results 

and methods and in extension broadens the scope with suggestions for future 

research. 

2. Theory 
As noted in a paper by Fagan and Davies from 2000, there was then strong 

empirical evidence that individuals of color, and in particular African-Americans, 

were more likely than white Americans to be stopped or otherwise exposed to the 

interrogational actions of police officers.6 Racial profiling has long been defended 

as a useful means to detect criminal behavior, and the legal system at large have 

also used race as a signal for increased risk of criminality.7  Some examples 

include: immigration exclusion and other discrimination against Chinese 

immigrants in the 19th century; the racialization of the debate on the passage of 

the Harrison Narcotics Act; the internment of the Japanese during World War II; 

border interdictions to halt illegal immigration; racial components of drug courier 

profiling; and the so-called Carol Stuart stops in Boston.8 Furthermore, courts 

have, as of 2000, refused to forbid the use of race as an indicator for criminality 

and it is customary for courts to allow this practice so long as race alone is not 

the rationale for interdiction, and it is not done for purposes of racial 

harassment.9 

 Given these explicitly racially motivated tactics the targeted 

communities have become sensitive to reports of excessive force and general 

police misconduct. Also, historically there has been a tendency to describe 

circumstances surrounding incidents of police brutality as “…anecdotal, 

fragmented, and isolated rather than as part of systemic, institutional pattern”10 

where the official stance from the concerned police departments have generally 

been that it was the work of a few rotten apples; a criminal act rather than 

routine police conduct.11 Seeing as an institution historically have neglected to 

acknowledge structural explanations behind these events I theorize that the 

repeated instances of brutality conducted against ethnic minorities might have 

had long-standing effects upon the political participation of affected communities 

and cities. 

                                            
6 Fagan and Davies (2000) p. 458 
7 Walker et al. (2000) 
8 Fagan and Davies (2000) p. 459-460 
9 Ibid p. 460 
10 Bandes (1999) 
11 Human Rights Watch (1998) p. 65-71 
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At this point it becomes of significant importance to define and 

discuss what is implied when the term political participation is used. This 

necessity arises not only from the fact that there is potentially an ambiguity 

regarding what type of participation is referred to – e.g. voter turnout; writing 

opinion columns; and attending a local rally – but also because it will otherwise 

seem as if there is only an arbitrary connection between police brutality and 

participation outcomes. 

 While there is no universally accepted definition for political 

participation,12 it seems as if most definitions share the limitation to activities 

which are conducted by agents in order to influence the political authority.13 

Thus the variation lies in what type of authority is being referred to and what 

channels of influence that are available to the agent. A general dichotomy which 

is often referred to in the literature is one between system-directed and direct 

political activity. 14  System-directed actions are those which are aimed at 

influencing elected officials or other individuals who are part of the governmental 

structure, this category would include all means of influencing an election 

through regular channels and in extension those actions which involve some kind 

of contact with a government official. In comparison, actions of direct political 

activity are those which involve working directly with others and where the 

action itself is not necessarily aimed at elected or appointed officials, this would 

not only include actions such as serving on a local board or council but also more 

straightforward actions such participating in a protest. 

  In the aftermath of incidents of police brutality there have 

historically been observations of local (and sometimes even national) increases in 

political participation – as mentioned earlier and perhaps most famously there 

have been large scale demonstrations. Perhaps, the most interesting component 

of these occurrences is that these riots broke out as a response to the believed 

failure of one or more political institution, i.e. the very structures meant to 

protect the citizens were in these cases believed to be stacked against them, and 

thus brought about a sort of political activism which at its core consists of 

discontent and mistrust. The idea that this could lead to a more intense form of 

aggression is echoed in the literature concerned with the causation of riots: where 

the police is usually a force of de-escalation it is now, instead, the agent which is 

the target of aggression.15 Hence, in comparison with other events relating to the 

expression of frustration and anger among a certain population, the ones that are 

related to the actions of the police seem to be different in nature to the extent 

                                            
12 Uhlaner (2001) 
13 Caramani: Comparative Politics 3e, Definitions of Political Participation  
14 Junn (1999) p. 1423 
15 Berkowitz (1989) p. 61 
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that they trigger an outburst in certain aspects of direct political activity which 

seemingly stems from apathy.  

3. Research Question & Hypotheses 
 

Stemming from discussion in the section above this I present the following 

research question: 

“What was the effect of incidents of police brutality conducted in 

USA during the latter half of the 20th century upon political 

participation?” 

 

The question above states a few key elements relevant for narrowing the scope, 

objective and problem at hand. First, it simply states that it seeks to evaluate the 

effect of police brutality; this is a rather ambiguous term as it is many times 

subjective whether an incident was simply a use of necessary force by the police 

or if it was in fact a case brutality. Thus, it would seem as if it would be hard to 

operationalize this question in a meaningful way, however, I propose a method 

utilizing newspaper article which takes this definition out of the researcher’s 

hands and instead leaves it to the general public. Secondly, it targets political 

participation during the latter half of the 20th century in general for the relevant 

outcome variable, a discussion on how to effectively measure this effect will be 

presented in the coming section detailing the method. Thirdly, it explicitly states 

that it is only concerned with incidents located in the united states. Finally, it 

limits itself only towards the effects upon political participation. As for 

hypotheses, there are number of interesting ones which stem from the literature 

stated earlier, I will now present them each in turn and discuss their origin and 

relevance. 

H1: Instances of police brutality have a positive effect on political participation 

Historically, there has been a lot of civil unrest occurring in conjunction with the 

events following a case of brutality. My hypothesis is that these events serve as a 

trigger, unleashing action in the wake of frustration, for causing long-term 

changes to political participation for the concerned public. Hence, I expect that 

these, quite blatant, increases in political activity are also observable in the data 

through an increase in political participation.  

H2: Instances of police brutality have heterogeneous effects across outcomes 

Given the nature of the activity most commonly observed in relation to the 

incidents of brutality I expect the treatment group to pose a higher increase in 
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outcomes directly related to political participation in contrast to those which are 

more concerned with the political trust of the respondent. I.e. I hypothesize that 

treated individuals will see a larger increase in activities which are actions 

directly related to political participation - e.g. voting, attending rallies, campaign 

work – whilst outcomes which have more to do with the values and opinions of 

the individual to be relatively more stable or even negatively affected. This is 

because the anger expressed towards the police force during events might spill-

over into affecting the trust for institutions in general as it is theorized to 

nurture political apathy.   

H3: Instances of police brutality have heterogeneous effects across ethnic sub-

groups  
 

The fact that political participation outcomes have different rates across ethnic 

sub-groups is since long established in the literature.16 Thus, I expect the same 

result to be showcased in response to incidents of brutality. Sigelman et al. offers 

an explanation for why this phenomenon occurs by contrasting between African-

Americans and Whites:  

“Many African Americans are well aware of incidents of police brutality in 

the history of U.S. race relations and perhaps even in their own lives or 

those of family members, friends, or acquaintances. Thus new instances of 

police brutality, no matter how shocking, may largely reconfirm a 

phenomenon with which many blacks are already familiar. By contrast, for 

many whites, dramatic news of police brutality could provide an occasion 

for rethinking prior perceptions and opinions.”17 

 

Hence, we should, perhaps contrary to fundamental intuition, expect a larger 

effect among whites relative to people of color since one group sees the event as 

an expression of known structural discrimination whilst the other sees it as an 

illuminating experience.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
16 Junn (1999) p. 1423 
17 Sigelman et al. (1997) p. 780 
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4. Data 
The ANES time series studies is the main dataset to be used in this examination, 

this dataset is a face-to-face conducted survey which has been conducted bi-

annually since 1948 up until 2012 covering topics such as: voting behavior; 

elections; public opinion; and attitudes of the electorate. Every study part of the 

set have been conducted post-election, and in the years where there have been a 

presidential election there have also been a pre-election interview, thus all of the 

surveys have been collected in the period September-December of every featured 

year. The sample rate for every study has varied between the years, with a grand 

total of 46,226 for all years included in the dataset, in the appendix table 2 I have 

included the sample rate for each individual year. There are a few things one 

must keep in mind when utilizing this dataset: the wording of questions has 

varied over time; the placement of similar and identical questions may have 

varied over the years; a variable in the dataset “almost always represents a 

question which has been asked in three or more studies”.  

 The ANES dataset features several questions and statements 

relating to the political participation of the respondent, first and foremost each 

individual question was sorted as to be related to political participation or not. 

All variables were then fitted within the range of [0-1] to make the presentation 

more intuitive: closer to one means higher levels of participation. The individual 

manipulations and exact wordings across years can be viewed in a separate 

section of the appendix. Unfortunately, prior to 1970 there is a lack in available 

amount of variables in couple with a high variance in availability, this also holds 

true after 2000. Thus, I will limit my study to examine years in-between and 

including these two time-points in order to avoid unwanted noise in the data. 

Hence, I only include variables which have values for all the chosen periods – 

leaving a total of 5 questions: “Did the respondent try to influence the vote of 

others?”; “How much does the respondent trust the government to do what is 

right?”; “Do government officials care what people like the respondent think?”; 

“Did the respondent attend political meetings/rallies during the campaign?”; and 

“Does anyone in the respondent’s household belong to a union?”. It should 

however be added that due to its relative importance in the ever growing body of 

work on political participation I will make an exception to this method in order to 

examine the effect upon turnout – the ANES time series dataset are missing 

observations for both 1970 and 1974 – this will be conducted in a separate section 

so as not to confuse its result with variables which are observed for a longer 

amount of time.   

As for the treatment variable is has been noted in the literature that 

highly publicized events, such as police brutality, with the potential to shape 

public opinion and behavior are generally difficult to assess since they are hard to 
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anticipate: pre-event opinions are often unavailable and before-and-after 

assessments infeasible.18 This has resulted in a few researchers to undertake 

quasi-experimental setups to predict the impact of a few chosen events limiting 

the amount empirical strategies to the few that can handle a small amount of 

cases. My strategy on the contrary is to use changes in media publications in 

itself as a proxy for instances of police brutality, thereby potentially identifying a 

large amount cases which also are likely to be the relatively most significant. The 

data was collected from newspaperarchive.org which is a database containing 

scanned newspapers ranging back to the beginning of the 17th century. Every 

scanned newspaper can be searched for keywords and phrases, I went through 

every year and every state for the period of interest and recorded the amount of 

hits received for the phrase “police brutality”. In conjunction with this I also 

collected the potential amount of hits I could have gotten for a specific state and 

year so that I will be able to control for changes in the amount of coverage 

between years and states. In addition, this database makes it possible to check if 

the high values in the constructed treatment variable actually reflects real 

instances of police brutality as well as control for their impact.  

In figure 5 of the appendix I have plotted the individual recordings by 

year and, as can observed, there are a few outliers. To check whether or not these 

outliers actually relate to actual instances of police brutality I searched every 

individual hit, for a given state and year, which were either in the top or bottom 

ten for observed amount of hits. Having found these I evaluated them seperatly 

to conclude whether or not it explicitly referred to a recent event related to 

instances of police brutality. The assumption here is that an observation with a 

higher percentage rate should present hits which to a higher degree corresponds 

to recent instances of police brutality relative to those with a lower percentage 

rate. As can be observed in tables 3 & 4 of the appendix this can generally be said 

to hold true; in years with higher percentage rates there are several mentions of 

specific recent events whilst those with lower percentage rates make more 

general references to police brutality. The one exception to this rule seems to be 

the observations for Louisiana of 1974, however, the three recorded hits reference 

an out of state event which seems to have had no further impact upon the media 

coverage in Louisiana and is hence only further proof that the variable seems to 

be performing well in proxying for instances of police brutality.  

 Assuming that public opinion both shapes and is shaped by the 

media,19 and that these opinions are particularly influenced when coverage is 

heavy,20 cases of reported brutality may very well cause a significant impact on 

the political participation rate. Ordinarily, a huge concern for these kinds of 

                                            
18 Sigelman et al (1998) p. 779 
19 Brody (1991) 
20 Mutz (1992) 
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setups is that one might have huge spill-over effects for the treatment. If we use 

a quasi-experimental setup then we also assume that the treatment is restricted 

to a specific geographic region, however, cases of brutality have had a history of 

being reported on larger scales and hence it is unlikely that the treatment would 

be restricted to only one region. This issue is effectively solved by the proposed 

strategy as it gives a measurement for the “dosage” of the treatment, i.e. since we 

know how much media exposure a specific event gets in a multitude of regions we 

measure not only the treatment in a specific region, but also its spill-over effects. 

The database does however miss observations for certain years in certain states 

and has some missing values for two of the dependent variables. Furthermore, 

after some checking of the treatment variable against results in the database it 

seems as if it is ineffective for identifying events when the total potential hits for 

a given year and state are low (Potential hits < 1,000), correcting for all these 

attributes of the dataset leaves us with a total of 21,578 units of observation. In 

table 5 of the appendix I have included a panel data description which states 

what years are included for each individual state. As can be observed there is a 

substantial lack in coverage for certain states – in fact, some are not featured at 

all – which one will have to keep in mind when interpreting the eventual results. 

Luckily, both New York,  Texas and California are featured for all time periods 

which is important since many important instances of police brutality have taken 

place in those particular states. 

From the ANES dataset I also include a number of control variables 

which are mentioned in the literature to be possible predictors for political 

participation to check for balance and possible confounding factors. 21  The 

included control variables are: respondent age; respondent gender; respondent 

ethnicity; respondent unemployment; percentile group for respondent family 

income; respondent level of education; inflation adjusted personal income per 

capita and by state; population density by state; employment rate (total 

employment/population) by state; and whether or not there was a presidential 

election. Descriptive statistics for all outcome, treatment and control variables 

are presented in table 1 of the appendix and time trends for outcomes in figure 3. 

In addition I have included time trends for the total amount of potential hits, the 

numbers of hits for police brutality and hits for police brutality corrected by 

potential hits which are included in the appendix figures 4 through 6. Overall the 

control variables seem to reflect the general characteristics of US demography 

                                            
21  Ethnicity and socioeconomic indicators, in particular family income and formal education 

attainment, are since long established as good predictors for political participation, see Junn 

(1999) p. 1420 for reference. Furthermore, individuals are generally more active in years that 

have a presidential election as can be observed in figure 3 of the appendix. Also, in more dense 

areas there is more interaction between individuals and thus they are more exposed to and 

targeted by political campaigns 
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with a slight overrepresentation of female and white people which might warrant 

some precaution when interpreting the implications of the eventual result.  

As for the outcome variables it seems as if they are relatively stable 

over time with the exception of two things: during presidential elections and in 

1986. This phenomenon is most prevalent in the variables connected to political 

trust and has been concluded in associated studies to be the effect of an emerging 

perception that the current president, Ronald Reagan, lacked compassion as well 

as a growing dissatisfaction with foreign and domestic policies.22  As for the 

treatment variable one can clearly observe that correcting the potential amount 

of hits sorts out some of the spikes in the data which are a result of increased 

media coverage, while emphasizing those which seem to be the result of actual 

incidents: the two major spikes in figure 4 are in 1980 and 1992. In 1980 the 

events surrounding the infamous “Algiers Seven” transpired which culminated in 

the indictment of seven police officers whom were later convicted due in no small 

part to the testimony of a fellow police officer.23 In 1992, the events surrounding 

the death of Rodney King took place which I have previously mentioned sparked 

the so-called L.A. Riots. Hence, it is no surprise that there seems to be a spike in 

the data during those two time points. Overall, it seems as if there are 

considerable effects which are dependent both on timing and localization which I 

why I propose using a fixed effects model to estimate the treatment effect.  

5. Identification Strategy 
The fixed effects model is useful when one wants to analyze the impact of 

variables that vary over time. The fixed effects model explores the relationship 

between treatment and outcome variables within an entity – i.e. a country, 

person, company or in this case a state. Each entity has its own individual 

characteristics, such as GDP, unemployment, gender composition e.t.c., that may 

influence the predictor variables. Hence, when we apply the fixed effects model in 

this case we assume that something within a state could impact or bias our 

estimation that we need to control for. Each state is different and therefore each 

individual state’s error term and constant should not be perfectly correlated with 

others. Should this be the case then the fixed-effects model is not suitable since 

inferences may be incorrect. The equation for the fixed effects model in this 

particular case becomes: 

 

                                            
22 Miller & Borrelli (1991) 
23 New York Times, 7 Officers Indicted in New Orleans (1981) 
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Where     is the outcome variable of interest where          and       , 

                    represents our treatment variable,    is the coefficient for the 

treatment,              is the collection of control variables stated earlier and    

their individual coefficients,     is the error term (which consists of both time-

variant and state-variant components),        which represents the constant 

effect of being in state  , and       which represents the constant effect of being 

in year  . The key insight to this model is that if unobserved variables do not 

change over time then any changes in the dependent variable must be due to 

influences other than these state characteristics. 24  Also, the identifying 

assumptions for a fixed effects regression are for a single independent variable: 

Assumption 3 and 4 are the same as in regular OLS but the others are different. 

The first one states that     has mean zero given the state fixed effects, the year 

fixed effects and the entire history of the independent variables for that state. 

This basically means that there are no omitted lagged effects in the model and 

hence any lagged effects of an independent variable must enter explicitly. I have 

no reason to believe that neither treatment nor control variables would have 

substantial lagged effects – if one had constructed a dummy variable for the 

treatment then this would most likely have lagged effects upon the outcome, but 

since we proxy via media bias a lagged effect from treatment is assumed to be 

discovered in the data through increases in article hits and hence it does not 

break the assumption. Assumption two is satisfied if entities are randomly 

sampled from their population by simple random sampling and hence can be said 

to be representative across time, this is satisfied in our model due to the 

collection methods behind the ANES dataset. Finally, assumption five says that 

the error terms are uncorrelated over time within a state. If this assumption is 

broken then one does not have as much random variation as were it satisfied and 

hence the effects of the treatment and controls might be understated.  

 

                                            
24 Stock & Watson (2007) p. 289-290 
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6. Main Result 
In turn I will in the following section present the results from running 

regressions for the effect of changes in the amount of hits upon the five different 

outcome variables. For every table I have run the same six regressions which 

each serve a different purpose in examining the general flexibility and robustness 

of the proposed model. First, I examine the naïve model which is a regular OLS 

to see if our treatment can explain some of the variance in outcome, yet as it 

lacks other checks it is mainly there to check if the effect is robust to the 

inclusion of control variables which are introduced in the second column. Should 

predictors which have been previously established as significant in the literature 

prove significant here as well, then it serves as a testament for the efficiency of 

the model. In columns three, four, five and six I alternate between state and year 

fixed effects as well as testing year fixed effects with and without clustered 

standard errrors to observe how they affect both the controls and treatment. As a 

general rule clustered standard errors on the state level have been utilized when 

appropriate; it serves little purpose when including state fixed effects. The 

expectation here is that state specific variables which are constant over time gets 

a reduced influence and that variation across states which are the  effect of time 

disappears. In the last column the complete model is presented where we control 

for variation across both time and states along with the individual influences of 

control variables. In the upcoming table I present regressions for each separate 

outcome variable, for full tables see the appendix tables 6-10 which reports 

coefficients for all control variables. 

As for the interpretation of estimated coefficients a majority of them 

are dummy variables and hence the effect on outcome is that the dependent 

variable changes with the estimated coefficient when its attribute holds true. As 

for the state level control variables for income per capita and population density 

they are on the continuous level and hence will see smaller coefficients as their 

general range is much larger relative to the other controls. Furthermore, across 

the estimations the control variable for “Other Ethnicity” was reported as 

significant, however, as can be observed in the table featuring the descriptive 

statistics the number of observations with this attribute is not only exceptionally 

low – it also is a “catch all” attribute and thus we have no clue to what ethnicity 

it represents. Concerning the treatment variable of interest one should keep in 

mind when interpretating its coefficients that there are very few observations 

which attain a value greater than 0.01. Thus, a model predicts a coefficient of 10, 

then is more accurate to multiply it by 0.005 to conduct a proper analysis of its 

true effect – in this hypothetical example an increase in outcome by 5 percentage 

points.  
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Effect of hits for ”Police Brutality” on different outcomes, 1970-2000. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

DEPENDENT VARIABLE Naive Controls State FE Year FE Year FE Complete 

       

Influence Vote of Others 8.933*** 5.793** 11.61*** -2.827 -2.827* 1.711 

 (3.281) (2.843) (2.332) (2.428) (1.615) (2.906) 

Trust in Federal Government -0.348 2.573 3.113** 1.205 1.205 2.219 

 (2.866) (3.143) (1.228) (1.245) (1.407) (1.490) 

Government Officials Care -0.894 4.434 4.497* 1.137 1.137 1.455 

 (3.570) (3.938) (2.517) (2.599) (3.291) (3.107) 

Attend Rallies 0.631 2.173* 3.231** 0.727 0.727 1.534 

 (1.252) (1.267) (1.349) (1.406) (1.596) (1.684) 

Union Member 0.465 5.042 1.247 3.348 3.348 0.509 

 (8.803) (5.106) (2.152) (2.274) (5.917) (2.683) 

       

       

Observations 21,576 21,576 21,576 21,576 21,576 21,576 

Controls NO YES YES YES YES YES 

State Cluster Std YES YES NO NO YES NO 

State Fixed-Effects NO NO YES NO NO YES 

Year Fixed-Effects NO NO NO YES YES YES 

       

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

Regarding the first outcome variable labeled ”Influence vote of others”, it is 

derived from a survey question in the ANES dataset which asks the respondent 

the question: ”Did you try to influence the vote of others during the campaign?”. 

The intuition behind the effect of our treatment being that as incidents of police 

brutality happen individuals will be more inclined to talk about politics and be 

more concerned with the opinions of their peers. As can be seen in the table it 

seems as if the treatment has a substantial effect for models which does not 

include time-fixed effects. As can be observed in column 3 the estimated effect of 

the treatment even seems to increase when one includes state-fixed effects with a 

coefficient of 11.61. However, it seems as if this effect is largely due to time-

variant components since the effect disappears when including year-fixed effects.  

As for the outcome variable labeled as “Trust in Federal 

Government”, it corresponds to respondents having been asked the question: “Do 

you trust the federal government to do the right thing?”. To assess the effect of 

police brutality upon this outcome is a bit trickier as one can imagine people 
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affected by the events to either isolate the effects to the entity level or blame the 

general structure of the political system. As has been suggested in the literature 

police brutality events have had a history of viewing the events as the work of “a 

few rotten eggs” which suggests that it might not necessarily influence the 

respondents trust in the federal government itself. Overall, if one inspects the 

table above, which presents an estimated coefficient of 3.113 significant at the 5% 

level in column 3, it suggests that the trust in the federal government seems to be 

more structural in nature. However, when controlling for time effects the same 

pattern which appeared in estimations for the previous outcome variable are 

reproduced. Concerning the outcome variable labeled “Do you think that officials 

in the government care about people like you?” it, just like the previous outcome 

variable, is more an indication of trust or apathy towards the political system in 

general and might thus behave similarly. This is echoed in the estimations in the 

table where we observe the same pattern again for our treatment variable: the 

effect disappears when accounting for time-variant effects – albeit with less 

significance. The fact that both of these outcomes get estimated positive effects 

seems counter-intuitive and goes against my hypothesis which stated that one 

was to expect zero or even negative effects; an incident of police brutality should 

intuitively direct its effects towards the police and not the government as a 

whole. This positive effect suggests that affected individuals actually trusts the 

government and related officials to mount an appropriate response towards 

brutality cases, yet seeing as the estimated coefficients are relatively low and 

also insignificant in columns 1 and 2 this might as well just be a type I error.  

 Turning our eyes towards the question “Did you attend any political 

meetings, rallies, dinners or things like that [during the campaign]?” which is 

represented by the row labeled “Attend Rallies”, the hypothesized effect of 

treatment is that if there is an increase in hits for police brutality then those 

affected will engage more in political activities. One of those possible outlets for 

increases in activity is attending rallies and meetings connected to campaign 

work. One could imagine that if a police brutality was to occur, then concerned 

individuals and communities might utlize such an event to voice their concerns 

directly to the individuals running for office. According to the estimations this 

might be the case as we get an estimated coefficient of 3.231 significant on the 

5% level. However, once again the same pattern appears where the introduction 

of time fixed effects seems to eliminate the significance established in previous 

columns. Also, for the same reasons mentioned in relation to the previous two 

outcomes I would interpret the estimated coefficient carefully as it might be a 

false-positive.  

As for the variable labeled as “Union member” which corresponds to 

the respondent having been asked the question “Do you or anyone else in your 

household belong to a labor union?” I hypothesize that it is different in nature in 
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comparison to the other variables – whether or not someone joins a labor union is 

likely influenced by more stable predictores relative to the other outcomes. I.e. I 

imagine that membership is more dependent on whether or not a respondent has 

a certain type of employment and political leaning rather than consider it as an 

outlet for political participation. Although this reasoning might seem intuitive I 

have chosen to include the estimation as it might serve as a valuable case for 

comparison to the other outcome variables. The hypothesis being that should it 

prove non-significant then it builds a case for the fact that the effect of our 

treatment variable should be considered, which is mentioned in the literature, as 

“deep but narrow; such events can modify images and perceptions, but seldom 

transform fundamental opinions and attitudes”. 25  As can be observed in the 

regression table, we effectively witness a non-significance across the board which 

suggests that there might be some truth to our hypothesis. 

Having run the regressions for these five outcome variables there is 

one property and pattern which stands out among the rest: all estimated effects 

seem to disappear with the introduction of time fixed effects. This indictates that 

the individual time dummies which are used in the implementation of time fixed 

effects are actually more important than the variation in the amount of articles 

containing the keyword phrase are for predicting the variation in political 

participation outcomes. This might indicate that there is in fact something other 

than incidents of police brutality that varies over time which accounts for the 

variation, which in my opinion is only natural given the nature of the variable. 

Observing figures 4 and 5 of the appendix indicates that the variable explodes in 

very specific time points – namely 1980, 1992 and 2000 – which in turn indicates 

that the events need to be significantly large in order to have a real effect upon 

our outcomes. Thus, in the same manner that time fixed effects removes the 

importance and interpretation of time variant variables, such as a dummy for 

presidential election, it also removes the influence of police brutality. I.e. small 

variations in police brutality articles does not have an effect: large and well-

publicized events do.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
25 Kinder and Sears (1985) 
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7. Sub-Group Analysis 
 

Effect of hits for ”Police Brutality” on different outcomes and across 

ethnicities, 1970-2000. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

 Naive Controls State FE Year FE Year FE Complete 

       

Influence Vote of Others       

White 9.737*** 5.998* 12.17*** -3.725 -3.725* 0.637 

 (3.500) (3.117) (2.607) (2.700) (1.900) (3.220) 

Black 3.126 3.259 10.72* 2.523 2.523 16.46** 

 (4.726) (5.085) (6.376) (6.758) (4.058) (8.281) 

Trust in Federal Government       

White -0.244 2.051 2.450* 0.914 0.914 1.827 

 (2.903) (3.178) (1.348) (1.359) (1.310) (1.622) 

Black 2.787 6.460** 5.497 4.013 4.013 2.428 

 (3.246) (3.116) (3.434) (3.530) (4.056) (4.312) 

Government Officials Care       

White -1.981 3.230 3.205 1.081 1.081 1.835 

 (3.871) (4.859) (2.818) (2.895) (3.992) (3.450) 

Black 6.062 10.76* 8.308 2.327 2.327 -2.712 

 (6.130) (6.055) (6.873) (7.231) (5.044) (8.841) 

Attend Rallies       

White 0.511 1.992 3.392** -0.0755 -0.0755 0.807 

 (1.691) (1.685) (1.510) (1.567) (1.811) (1.869) 

Black 0.271 2.964 2.589 3.107 3.107 3.831 

 (2.938) (2.631) (3.918) (4.137) (4.085) (5.083) 

Union Member       

White 1.850 7.225 2.622 5.885** 5.885 2.273 

 (8.862) (5.169) (2.393) (2.514) (5.972) (2.958) 

Black -9.079 -5.560 -4.469 -9.186 -9.186 -6.955 

 (9.136) (5.836) (6.122) (6.587) (6.499) (7.952) 

       

Controls NO YES YES YES YES YES 

State Cluster Std YES YES NO NO YES NO 

State Fixed-Effects NO NO YES NO NO YES 

Year Fixed-Effects NO NO NO YES YES YES 

       

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

In the regression table presented above the sample has reduced to only include 

either whites or blacks. According to theory one should expect the two to react 

differently to incidents of police brutality and our hypothesis is that whites will 

react more strongly to the events than blacks. Full tables for all of the above 
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regressions are avaialbe in the appendix tables 11 through 20. All regressions for 

whites have a total of 17,580 observations, while blacks have a total of 2,185 

observations. The interpretation for each coefficient is similar to those presented 

in the main result table.  

 Overall it would seem that the effects that were present in the main 

regressions are also reflected in the sub-group analysis. More specifically, it 

seems as if white people are the ones driving the results as their estimated 

coeffiecients are generally very similar to or more prevalent than the coeffcients 

for the full sample. In the case of the outcome variable “Influence vote of others”, 

the estimated coefficients reach significance as long as no time fixed effects are 

included where the largest coefficient is observed when including state fixed 

effects at 12.17 as compared to the full sample where it achieved a level of 11.61. 

As for the other variables it would seem that they fail to reach any significance 

wheras their full sample counterparts in some cases did. This would further 

indicate what I conjectured earlier: the significance achieved in those variables 

might be false-positives. The one exception to this seems to be the “Attend 

Rallies” outcome which actually retain its effect with the same significance level 

when including state fixed effects which would indicate that this might possibly 

be the true effect. However, given that the regressions for that particular 

outcome only attains significance in the model with state fixed effects I would 

remain cautious.  

 As for the interpretation regarding the sub-sample only containing 

black individuals there are a few noteworthy things in the regression table. First 

and foremost, when setting “Influence vote of others” as the outcome of interest a  

rather interesting property reveals itself: blacks get a significant and large 

positive effect when controlling for both state and time fixed effects. With an 

estimated coefficient of 16.46 this would indicate that blacks actually increase 

their political activity substantially when the amount of articles regarding police 

brutality increase – even more so than do whites – regardless of timing. 

Although, given that this effect does not present itself in the other models I 

would still exercise caution as it could, just as in previous cases, be a result of an 

incorrect rejection of a true null hypothesis. Furthermore, although insignificant, 

the effects for blacks upon the outcome “Government Officials Care” is actually 

higher than that of whites. This hints that blacks get an increase in political 

trust in response to incidents of police brutality, although insignificant a sample 

featuring more blacks could provide enough variation to predict the true effect in 

future research. Finally, regarding union membership, the regressions estimate 

negative effects across the board which would suggest that blacks decreases their 

membership rates in response to police brutality. However, the effect is 

insignificant and thus we can not conclude anything in this instance yet it could 

prove an interesting area for future research. 
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8. Reduced Sample, Effect on Turnout 
 

Effect of hits for ”Police Brutality” on turnout and across ethnicities, 

1976-2000. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Naive Controls State FE Year FE Year FE Complete 

       

All Groups 13.55** 2.796 5.366** 1.464 1.464 3.291 

 (5.449) (4.116) (2.691) (2.652) (3.807) (3.364) 

White 12.19*** 3.472 5.286* 1.768 1.768 1.839 

 (4.364) (3.872) (2.943) (2.879) (4.229) (3.648) 

Black -0.0265 -7.334 -2.586 -14.81* -14.81* -6.385 

 (7.351) (8.378) (8.219) (8.142) (7.656) (10.56) 

       

Controls NO YES YES YES YES YES 

State Cluster Std YES YES NO NO YES NO 

State Fixed-Effects NO NO YES NO NO YES 

Year Fixed-Effects NO NO NO YES YES YES 

       

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

In the above regression table, which can viewed in full in the appendix tables 21 

through 23, the sample has been reduced to only include the years 1976-2000. 

Thus, the amount of observations is slightly lower for the estimations where the 

full sample holds a total of 15,175 observations and hence it is not comparable to 

the other regressions which previously have been conducted in the paper. Since 

turnout is the outcome variable which arguably have received the most attention 

in political participation research due to its immense importance in evaluating 

the quality of a country’s democracy an exception from previous limitations was 

made. The hypothesis stands as  before where we expect a positive effect since an 

incident of police brutality should increase the general political activity and thus 

make people engage more in politics through whatever means available.  

 As for the results presented in the table above it would seem that a 

familiar property appears: we get positive effects which are sensitive to the 

inclusion of time fixed effects. Also, the effect seems to stem from the white 

portion of the sample which is in line with theory. However, contrary to theory is 

the fact that we get negatively estimated coefficients for the black portion of the 

sample which would indicate that blacks would actually reduce their political 

participation in response to events. Even though we see this direction of the 

coefficient which might be worrying it is in the instance insignificant and thus we 

cannot conclude whether or not this is a true relationship. 
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9. Conclusions 
This paper set out to examine the effects of instances of police brutality due to its 

both recent and historic attention received in both media and the general 

political climate in conjunction with the fact that these events have many times 

been followed by widespread civil unrest. Previous research pointed to the fact 

that a history of racial profiling in the police force might transform the events of 

police brutality to serve as a trigger for frustration among certain groups of the 

population and thereby shift the political participation rates not only for the 

group itself but the American society as a whole. Should this be the case then 

these occurrences have, and will continue to, serve as a real influence upon the 

nature of both the American and international political landscape.  

 In previous research it has been noted that it is complicated to 

measure the effect of impacts such as these as they often warrant a quasi-

experimental approach yet lack a proper setup for before-and-after assessment. 

This paper utilized variation in newspaper keyword searching across time and 

states as it was theorized that this would serve as a suitable proxy for the impact 

of police brutality events in the affected state and also its hypothetical spill-over 

effect upon other states. In describing the treatment variable it was found that it 

seemed spiky across time. This was also reflected in the estimations upon 

different political participation outcome variables where the effect of treatment 

was robust towards including state fixed effects but disappeared entirely after 

the introduction of year fixed effects.  

The most prevalent effect was received in the outcome for whether or 

not a respondent had tried to influence the vote of others leading up to an 

election. The regression estimated that should the amount of articles containing 

the phrase “police brutality” constitute 1% of all possible hits then the outcome 

shifted by a value of 12.17%. Furthermore, a sub-group analysis proved that the 

discovered effects seems to be largely driven by whites in the sample which is the 

effect we hypothesized stemming from previous research. Also, in a reduced 

sample we found positive effects upon election turnout which, as in previous 

regressions, were sensitive towards the inclusion of time fixed effects. 

 Hence, it does seem as if the participation rates of individuals can be 

affected by incidents of police brutality given that the events themselves are 

large and impactful enough. Thus it is safe to say that the civil unrests and other 

side effects of the events surrounding police brutalities translate into a real effect 

on other outcomes. As to why these effects are sensitive towards the inclusion of 

time fixed effects we cannot be certain: it is my belief that the treatment variable 

behaves in a similar way as other time variant variables. Consequently, future 

research should focus on using methods which could account for the fact that 

meaningful police brutality events are  rare and have large spill-over effects. 
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Perhaps one could use a cross-country difference in difference approach assuming 

that one can make a valid case as to why one can regard treated and untreated 

units as more or less similar. 
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11. Appendix 

Properties & Manipulations of Outcome Variables 

In this appendix I will go through every question included in the examination as 

dependent variables, individual manipulation of variables is recorded in the 

“ANSWER”. Note, in the codebook for the dataset every question is referred to by 

a code (e.g. the question indicating what year the study was conducted in is 

referred to as VCF0004) I have included these should the reader prefer to check 

details on their own. The codebook is available at:  

http://electionstudies.org/studypages/cdf/cdf.htm  

Question 1: Did R Try to Influence the Vote Others During the Campaign 

(VCF0717) 

1952,1956,1960-1964: I have a list of some of the things that people do that help a 

party or a candidate win an election. I wonder if you could tell me whether you 

did any of these things. 1968,1972 AND LATER: Now I'd like to find out (1990 

AND LATER: We'd/we would like to find out) about some of the things that 

people do to help a party or candidate win an election. ALL YEARS: During the 

campaign, did you talk to any people and try to show them why they should vote 

for (1984 AND LATER: or against) one of the parties or candidates? 

ANSWER: (1. No 2. Yes), recoding 1 = 0 and 2 = 1. 

Question 2: How much does R trust the Federal Govt to do what is right? 

(VCF0604) 

People have (1958,1964: I'd like to talk about some of the) different ideas about the 

government in Washington. These ideas don't refer to Democrats or Republicans 

in particular, but just to government in general. We want to see how you feel about 

these ideas. (1996 and later: For example:) How much of the time do you think you 

can trust the government in Washington to do what is right -- just about always, 

most of the time (not 1966: or) only some of the time (1996: or almost never)? 

ANSWER: (1. None of the time/never (VOLUNTEERED); almost never (1966 

only) 2. Some of the time 3. Most of the time 4. Just about always 9. DK; depends), 

9=. (missing), 1=0, 2=1/3, 3=2/3, 4=1. 

Question 3: Do Government Officials Care What People Like R Think 

(VCF0609) 

1952-1980,1982,1992: Now I'd like to read some of the kinds of things people tell 

us when we interview them. Please tell me whether (1992: and ask you whether) 

(1966,1988,1990,1994-LATER: how much) you agree or disagree with these 
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statements (1992: with them) (2002: about the government.) (1988,1990: You can 

just give me the number of your choice.) (1992: I'll read them one at a time and 

you just tell me whether you agree or disagree) (1996 and later: The first is:) 1952-

1988,1992: 'I don't think public officials care much what people like me think." 

1990,1994-LATER: 'Public officials don't care much what people like me think.' 

2000 TELEPHONE,2002: Do you agree, neither agree nor disagree, or disagree 

with this statement? 

ANSWER: (1. Agree 2. Disagree 3. Neither agree nor disagree (1988 and later 

only) 9. DK; not sure; it depends; can't say; refused to say), recoding 1=0, 2=1 

3=0.5, 9=.(missing). 

Question 4: Did R Attend Political Meetings/Rallies During the Campaign 

(VCF0718) 

Did you go to any political meetings, rallies, (1984 AND LATER: speeches,) 

(1978,1980,1982: fund raising) dinners, or things like that (1984 AND LATER: in 

support of a particular candidate)?  

ANSWER: (1. No 2. Yes), recode 1=0, 2=1. 

Question 5:  Household Union Membership (VCF0127) 

1948: Does [head] belong to a labor union? 1952,1954: Do either you or the head of 

your household belong to a labor union?  1956 AND LATER: (1956-1984,2002: 

Does anyone) (1986-LATER EXC.2002: Do you or [1988: does] anyone else) in this 

household belong to a labor union?  

ANSWER: (1 for yes, 2 for no), recoding 2 = 0  

Question 6: Summary: Did R Register and Vote 

Derived from: vote variable VCF0702 and registration variable 

VCF0701/VCF0737 (VCF0701 pre-election data for 1952-1976,1980; VCF0737 

post-election data for 1978, 1982-later; for 1952 cases without pre election 

interviews, post-election data from VCF0737). All respondents who reported voting 

have been coded 3, regardless of whether they actually reported being registered. 

No registration variable at all was present in 1958,1962,1966,1970 or 1974. In 

some years a few respondents have declared that registration was not required in 

their state; these cases have been included with 'registered'. 2004 NOTE: This is a 

summary variable of vote and registration status. 

ANSWER: (1 for ‘not registered’, 2 for ‘ Registered, but did not vote’, 3 for ‘Voted’), 

recoding 3=1, 2=0, 1=0.  

 



25 

 

Figures 

Figure 1, Time-Trend Outcome Variables 1970-2004 

 

Figure 2, Time-Trend Total Potential Hits Newspaperarchive.org USA 1970-2000 
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Figure 3, Time-Trend Hits for Police Brutality Newspaperarchive.org USA 1970-

2000. 

 

Figure 4, Time-Trend Corrected Hits for Police Brutality Newspaperarchieve.org 

USA 1970-2000. 
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Figure 5, Time-Trend and scatterplot Corrected Hits for Police Brutality 

Newspaperarchieve.org USA 1970-2000. 
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Tables 

Table 1, Descriptive Statistics 1970-2004 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES N Mean Std Min Max 

      

Controls      

Unemployed 21,576 0.0737 0.261 0 1 

Age 21,576 45.09 17.48 17 99 

Female 21,576 0.554 0.497 0 1 

White 21,576 0.815 0.388 0 1 

Black 21,576 0.101 0.302 0 1 

Asian 21,576 0.0118 0.108 0 1 

Native American 21,576 0.0201 0.140 0 1 

Hispanic 21,576 0.0458 0.209 0 1 

Other Ethnicity 21,576 0.000881 0.0297 0 1 

Family Income 0-16 Percentile 21,576 0.138 0.345 0 1 

Family Income 17-33 Percentile 21,576 0.146 0.353 0 1 

Family Income 34-67 Percentile 21,576 0.314 0.464 0 1 

Family Income 68-95 Percentile 21,576 0.270 0.444 0 1 

Family Income 96-100 Percentile 21,576 0.0517 0.221 0 1 

Education Less Than 12 Years 21,576 0.235 0.424 0 1 

Education Exactly 12 Years 21,576 0.338 0.473 0 1 

Education More Than 12 Years 21,576 0.204 0.403 0 1 

Presidential Election 21,576 0.552 0.497 0 1 

State Income Per Capita (CPI) 21,576 23,899 4,345 12,799 34,707 

State Population Density 21,576 84.41 80.23 5.007 641.8 

State Employment Rate 21,576 0.507 0.0542 0.380 0.676 

Treatment      

Hits for Police Brutality 21,576 53.18 69.33 0 519 

Potential Amount of Hits 21,576 33,960 40,856 1,067 282,189 

Corrected Hits for Police Brutality 21,576 0.00176 0.00146 0 0.0122 

Outcome      

Influence Vote of Others 21,576 0.259 0.438 0 1 

Trust Federal Government 21,576 0.419 0.227 0 1 

Government Officials Care 21,576 0.410 0.480 0 1 

Attend Rallies 21,576 0.0671 0.250 0 1 

Union Member 21,576 0.225 0.418 0 1 
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Table 2, Sample rate for ANES Time-Series cumulative data set, taken from 

codebook introduction available at:         

http://electionstudies.org/studypages/cdf/cdf.htm



Table 3, Top 10 Treatment Variable Article Check 

Year State Corr.Hits Hits # Close Event % Mentions 

1980 New York .0122312 98 78 79,59 Dennis Collins, Arthur 

McDuffie - Miami Riots, 

Vernon Jordan, Susan 

Waldron, Judge Sardino, Mae 

Frances Kitchen, Raul Mora 

1978 Mississippi .0100983 38 31 81,58 Tupelo United League, Danny 

Dalton 

1978 Connecticut .0084349 9 6 66,67 Randall Merideth 

2000 Alabama .0078936 38 27 71,05 Amadou Diallo, Thomas  

Jones, Police Chief John 

Wilson, LA Democratic 

National Convention Center 

1980 Kentucky .006295 7 4 57,14 Grand Jury Investigation, 

James Graham 

1990 Missouri .0059775 17 15 88,24 Labour Day Virginia Beach, 

Vince McCarty, Terry D. 

Barnes, Bob Hataway 

2000 Indiana .0054871 61 44 72,13 Trevor Nunn, Kokomo Civilian 

Review Board, Amadou Diallo, 

Chattanooga cross burning, 

Denver Scandals, Elian 

Gonzalez, Al Sharpton rally, 

Thomas Jones, Kenneth Kail, 

Mumia Abu-Jamal, Kenneth 

Nix, Redeem the dream rally, 

"Driving while black" 

1992 New York .0053025 256 197 76,95 Protest against mohawk 

children brutality, Adrian L. 

Thomas, Rodney King, Ernest 

Foxx, Louis & James Bersani, 

Syracuse Civilian Review 

Board, Akins, Todd R. Post 

2000 Virginia .0052882 10 6 60 Amadou Diallo, Abner 

Louima, Montreal Riots, Elian 

Gonzalez, Thomas Jones, 

Redeem the dream rally 

1978 Kansas .0052433 147 124 84,35 Wichita State Uni party, 

Sidney Whitecrane, Texas 

farmer protest, Danny R. 

Gutierrez, Leoti complaints, 

Kansas city march, Harvey J. 

Baylor, Tupelo United League, 

Danny Dalton 



Table 4, Bottom 10 Treatment Variable Article Check 

Year State Corr.Hits Hits # Close Event % Mentions 

1972 Maine .0001348 1 0 0 

 1986 Michigan .0002201 1 0 0 

 

1970 New York .000241 68 20 29,41 

ACLU files suit against 

Buffalo PD, May 13 Hospital 

Incident, Santa barbara student 

riots, Puerto rican riot syracuse, 

Susan Gaspar 

1974 Louisiana .0002497 3 3 100 Newark puerto rican riots 

1976 Georgia .0002694 1 0 0 

 

1986 Iowa .0003732 9 3 33,33 

Iowa City national guard 

protest 

1986 Missouri .0003873 1 0 0 

 

1988 Kansas .0003887 9 2 22,22 

Loyal Garner Jr., Thomas 

Darcy steps down as police 

chief 

1976 

North 

Carolina .0004167 9 3 33,33 

Paul Wilson, Cleveland woman 

filing lawsuit 

1984 Texas .0004278 14 2 14,29 

Richmond CBS 60 min starts 

violence, Nelson Velez 



Table 5, Panel Data Description 

State Obs Years 

California 16 1970-2000 

Illinois 16 1970-2000 

Indiana 16 1970-2000 

Iowa 16 1970-2000 

Maryland 16 1970-2000 

Michigan 16 1970-2000 

New York 16 1970-2000 

Ohio 16 1970-2000 

Pennsylvania 16 1970-2000 

Texas 16 1970-2000 

Virginia 16 1970-2000 

Washington 16 1970-2000 

Wisconsin 16 1970-2000 

Missouri 14 1970-94, 2000 

West Virginia 14 1972-96, 2000 

Kansas 10 1978,1980, 1984-96, 2000 

Mississippi 9 1970-82, 1996, 2000 

South Carolina 9 1970-82, 1996, 2000 

Colorado 8 1970-76, 1994-2000 

Kentucky 8 1970-82, 2000 

Alabama 7 1970-78, 1998, 2000 

Florida 7 1970-76, 1996-2000 

North Carolina 7 1970-76, 1994-96, 2000 

Maine 6 1970-1976, 1980-82 

Minnesota 6 1970-78, 1988 

Nebraska 6 1970-76, 1992-94 

Arizona 5 1970-78 

Connecticut 5 1970-78 

Louisiana 5 1970-78 

Arkansas 4 1970-76 

Georgia 4 1970-76 

Massachusetts 4 1970-76 

Oklahoma 4 1970-76 

South Dakota 4 1970-76 

Tennessee 4 1970-76 

Utah 4 1970-76 

New Mexico 3 1996-2000 



Table 6, Main Result Regression Table, Dependent Variable is ”Influence Vote of Others” 

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Naive Controls State FE Year FE Year FE Complete 

       

Hits Police Brutality Corrected 8.933*** 5.793** 11.61*** -2.827 -2.827* 1.711 

 (3.281) (2.843) (2.332) (2.428) (1.615) (2.906) 

Unemployed  0.0205 0.0186 0.0189* 0.0189 0.0172 

  (0.0125) (0.0115) (0.0114) (0.0125) (0.0114) 

Age  -0.000163 -0.000161 -0.000172 -0.000172 -0.000166 

  (0.000192) (0.000180) (0.000180) (0.000195) (0.000181) 

Female  -0.0507*** -0.0512*** -0.0500*** -0.0500*** -0.0505*** 

  (0.00756) (0.00592) (0.00592) (0.00753) (0.00591) 

White  -0.00560 -0.000378 0.000580 0.000580 0.00365 

  (0.0473) (0.0397) (0.0397) (0.0476) (0.0397) 

Black  -0.0188 -0.00748 -0.0119 -0.0119 -0.00436 

  (0.0461) (0.0406) (0.0406) (0.0467) (0.0407) 

Asian  -0.130** -0.130*** -0.125*** -0.125** -0.126*** 

  (0.0514) (0.0477) (0.0477) (0.0513) (0.0477) 

Native American  0.0264 0.0283 0.0332 0.0332 0.0332 

  (0.0482) (0.0445) (0.0445) (0.0484) (0.0445) 

Hispanic  -0.0341 -0.0411 -0.0296 -0.0296 -0.0365 

  (0.0416) (0.0419) (0.0419) (0.0419) (0.0420) 

Other Ethnicity  0.164 0.158 0.110 0.110 0.112 

  (0.125) (0.106) (0.106) (0.122) (0.106) 

Family Income 0-16 Percentile  0.00577 0.00626 0.00787 0.00787 0.00817 

  (0.0149) (0.0131) (0.0132) (0.0145) (0.0132) 

Family Income 17-33 Percentile  0.0225 0.0227* 0.0209 0.0209 0.0214* 

  (0.0140) (0.0128) (0.0128) (0.0136) (0.0128) 

Family Income 34-67 Percentile  0.0358** 0.0343*** 0.0369*** 0.0369** 0.0358*** 

  (0.0153) (0.0117) (0.0117) (0.0147) (0.0117) 

Family Income 68-95 Percentile  0.0791*** 0.0764*** 0.0768*** 0.0768*** 0.0750*** 

  (0.0122) (0.0120) (0.0120) (0.0120) (0.0120) 

Family Income 96-100 Percentile  0.120*** 0.117*** 0.118*** 0.118*** 0.116*** 

  (0.0147) (0.0168) (0.0168) (0.0147) (0.0168) 

Education Less Than 12 Years  -0.151*** -0.144*** -0.151*** -0.151*** -0.144*** 



  (0.00666) (0.00957) (0.00953) (0.00627) (0.00959) 

Education Exactly 12 Years  -0.0967*** -0.0926*** -0.0973*** -0.0973*** -0.0936*** 

  (0.00755) (0.00807) (0.00802) (0.00728) (0.00806) 

Education More Than 12 Years  0.0441*** 0.0474*** 0.0437*** 0.0437*** 0.0466*** 

  (0.00794) (0.00908) (0.00906) (0.00812) (0.00907) 

Presidential Election  0.0820*** 0.0760***   0.0190 

  (0.00775) (0.00607)   (0.0560) 

State Income Per Capita (CPI)  -2.71e-06 1.42e-06 -2.21e-06* -2.21e-06 2.04e-06 

  (1.91e-06) (2.69e-06) (1.28e-06) (1.92e-06) (4.81e-06) 

State Employment Rate  -0.121 -0.516*** -0.0745 -0.0745 -0.439* 

  (0.146) (0.188) (0.100) (0.144) (0.228) 

State Population Density  -7.33e-05 -3.83e-05 -5.96e-05 -5.96e-05 -0.000114 

  (5.30e-05) (0.000287) (3.74e-05) (4.84e-05) (0.000294) 

Constant 0.243*** 0.395*** 0.480*** 0.414*** 0.414*** 0.477*** 

 (0.00890) (0.0600) (0.0643) (0.0662) (0.0900) (0.109) 

Observations 21,576 21,576 21,576 21,576 21,576 21,576 

Controls NO YES YES YES YES YES 

State Cluster Std YES YES NO NO YES NO 

State Fixed-Effects NO NO YES NO NO YES 

Year Fixed-Effects NO NO NO YES YES YES 

Prob > F 0.0099 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

F-Test 7.413 104.2 56.86 51.06 115.9 21.43 

Adj-R2 0.000835 0.0561 0.0600 0.0606 0.0606 0.0638 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 



Table 7, Main Result Regression Table, Dependent Variable is ”Trust in Federal Government” 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Naive Controls State FE Year FE Year FE Complete 

       

Hits Police Brutality Corrected -0.348 2.573 3.113** 1.205 1.205 2.219 

 (2.866) (3.143) (1.228) (1.245) (1.407) (1.490) 

Unemployed  -0.00924 -0.00679 -0.00624 -0.00624 -0.00539 

  (0.00718) (0.00603) (0.00587) (0.00661) (0.00587) 

Age  0.000125 0.000142 6.39e-05 6.39e-05 7.72e-05 

  (0.000107) (9.49e-05) (9.21e-05) (9.37e-05) (9.26e-05) 

Female  0.00159 0.000920 1.18e-06 1.18e-06 -0.000265 

  (0.00323) (0.00312) (0.00303) (0.00306) (0.00303) 

White  0.0247 0.0245 0.0243 0.0243 0.0245 

  (0.0255) (0.0209) (0.0204) (0.0266) (0.0204) 

Black  -0.0273 -0.0309 -0.0254 -0.0254 -0.0271 

  (0.0232) (0.0214) (0.0208) (0.0240) (0.0209) 

Asian  0.0320 0.0318 0.0265 0.0265 0.0281 

  (0.0307) (0.0251) (0.0245) (0.0310) (0.0245) 

Native American  0.0307 0.0314 0.0351 0.0351 0.0355 

  (0.0299) (0.0234) (0.0228) (0.0329) (0.0228) 

Hispanic  0.0259 0.0269 0.0273 0.0273 0.0275 

  (0.0198) (0.0221) (0.0215) (0.0183) (0.0215) 

Other Ethnicity  0.127*** 0.116** 0.0364 0.0364 0.0380 

  (0.0396) (0.0556) (0.0543) (0.0402) (0.0543) 

Family Income 0-16 Percentile  0.0431*** 0.0412*** 0.0405*** 0.0405*** 0.0393*** 

  (0.00795) (0.00692) (0.00675) (0.00745) (0.00676) 

Family Income 17-33 Percentile  0.0361*** 0.0348*** 0.0295*** 0.0295*** 0.0297*** 

  (0.00762) (0.00675) (0.00658) (0.00711) (0.00658) 

Family Income 34-67 Percentile  0.0392*** 0.0379*** 0.0351*** 0.0351*** 0.0352*** 

  (0.00852) (0.00614) (0.00600) (0.00829) (0.00601) 

Family Income 68-95 Percentile  0.0528*** 0.0503*** 0.0447*** 0.0447*** 0.0443*** 

  (0.00731) (0.00630) (0.00615) (0.00700) (0.00616) 

Family Income 96-100 Percentile  0.0389*** 0.0346*** 0.0288*** 0.0288*** 0.0275*** 

  (0.0108) (0.00884) (0.00860) (0.00981) (0.00862) 

Education Less Than 12 Years  -0.0163*** -0.0170*** -0.0190*** -0.0190*** -0.0188*** 

  (0.00462) (0.00504) (0.00489) (0.00453) (0.00492) 



Education Exactly 12 Years  -0.0123*** -0.0116*** -0.0105** -0.0105*** -0.0107*** 

  (0.00329) (0.00425) (0.00411) (0.00302) (0.00414) 

Education More Than 12 Years  -0.000290 -0.00152 0.00117 0.00117 -2.02e-05 

  (0.00369) (0.00478) (0.00464) (0.00365) (0.00465) 

Presidential Election  0.00431 0.00243   -0.123*** 

  (0.00468) (0.00319)   (0.0287) 

State Income Per Capita (CPI)  -5.54e-06*** -3.06e-06** -1.95e-06*** -1.95e-06* 2.33e-06 

  (9.81e-07) (1.41e-06) (6.57e-07) (1.04e-06) (2.47e-06) 

State Employment Rate  -0.0176 -0.257*** 0.101** 0.101** -0.142 

  (0.0854) (0.0992) (0.0514) (0.0475) (0.117) 

State Population Density  1.26e-06 1.79e-05 -3.88e-05** -3.88e-05* -4.56e-05 

  (3.09e-05) (0.000151) (1.91e-05) (1.94e-05) (0.000151) 

Constant 0.420*** 0.496*** 0.559*** 0.367*** 0.367*** 0.509*** 

 (0.00626) (0.0406) (0.0339) (0.0339) (0.0393) (0.0559) 

       

Observations 21,576 21,576 21,576 21,576 21,576 21,576 

Controls NO YES YES YES YES YES 

State Cluster Std YES YES NO NO YES NO 

State Fixed-Effects NO NO YES NO NO YES 

Year Fixed-Effects NO NO NO YES YES YES 

Prob > F 0.9041 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

F-Test 0.0147 36.04 17.67 10.97 20.63 27.14 

Adj-R2 -4.14e-05 0.0202 0.0265 0.0779 0.0779 0.0802 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 



Table 8, Main Result Regression Table, Dependent Variable is ”Government Officials Care” 

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Naive Controls State FE Year FE Year FE Complete 

       

Hits Police Brutality Corrected -0.894 4.434 4.497* 1.137 1.137 1.455 

 (3.570) (3.938) (2.517) (2.599) (3.291) (3.107) 

Unemployed  -0.0359** -0.0307** -0.0318*** -0.0318* -0.0314** 

  (0.0170) (0.0124) (0.0123) (0.0173) (0.0122) 

Age  -0.000902*** -0.000776*** -0.000720*** -0.000720*** -0.000712*** 

  (0.000170) (0.000195) (0.000192) (0.000179) (0.000193) 

Female  0.0256*** 0.0228*** 0.0233*** 0.0233*** 0.0221*** 

  (0.00647) (0.00639) (0.00633) (0.00624) (0.00632) 

White  0.0562 0.0488 0.0424 0.0424 0.0442 

  (0.0469) (0.0428) (0.0425) (0.0422) (0.0424) 

Black  -0.0186 -0.0148 -0.0242 -0.0242 -0.0162 

  (0.0492) (0.0438) (0.0435) (0.0438) (0.0435) 

Asian  -0.0312 -0.0363 -0.0444 -0.0444 -0.0349 

  (0.0655) (0.0515) (0.0511) (0.0572) (0.0510) 

Native American  -0.0124 -0.00285 -0.00600 -0.00600 0.000161 

  (0.0515) (0.0480) (0.0477) (0.0461) (0.0476) 

Hispanic  0.0346 0.0322 0.0292 0.0292 0.0297 

  (0.0407) (0.0453) (0.0448) (0.0374) (0.0449) 

Other Ethnicity  0.130 0.0650 0.0189 0.0189 0.0311 

  (0.137) (0.114) (0.113) (0.139) (0.113) 

Family Income 0-16 Percentile  -0.0139 -0.00936 -0.00125 -0.00125 -0.00173 

  (0.0110) (0.0142) (0.0141) (0.0112) (0.0141) 

Family Income 17-33 Percentile  0.00158 0.00256 0.00567 0.00567 0.00581 

  (0.0119) (0.0138) (0.0137) (0.0123) (0.0137) 

Family Income 34-67 Percentile  0.0383*** 0.0345*** 0.0410*** 0.0410*** 0.0399*** 

  (0.0108) (0.0126) (0.0125) (0.0116) (0.0125) 

Family Income 68-95 Percentile  0.0861*** 0.0746*** 0.0820*** 0.0820*** 0.0800*** 

  (0.0120) (0.0129) (0.0128) (0.0120) (0.0128) 

Family Income 96-100 Percentile  0.165*** 0.150*** 0.149*** 0.149*** 0.148*** 

  (0.0164) (0.0181) (0.0180) (0.0160) (0.0180) 

Education Less Than 12 Years  -0.181*** -0.184*** -0.186*** -0.186*** -0.184*** 



  (0.0110) (0.0103) (0.0102) (0.0113) (0.0103) 

Education Exactly 12 Years  -0.0641*** -0.0658*** -0.0601*** -0.0601*** -0.0627*** 

  (0.00854) (0.00871) (0.00859) (0.00867) (0.00862) 

Education More Than 12 Years  0.0816*** 0.0817*** 0.0883*** 0.0883*** 0.0862*** 

  (0.00965) (0.00980) (0.00969) (0.00791) (0.00970) 

Presidential Election  0.0264** 0.0285***   -0.323*** 

  (0.0100) (0.00655)   (0.0599) 

State Income Per Capita (CPI)  -8.97e-06*** -1.63e-05*** 2.32e-06* 2.32e-06 9.02e-06* 

  (2.36e-06) (2.90e-06) (1.37e-06) (2.54e-06) (5.14e-06) 

State Employment Rate  -0.660*** -0.857*** 0.247** 0.247* -0.320 

  (0.185) (0.203) (0.107) (0.146) (0.244) 

State Population Density  -4.61e-05 0.000277 -0.000141*** -0.000141** 0.000526* 

  (9.71e-05) (0.000310) (4.00e-05) (6.20e-05) (0.000314) 

Constant 0.411*** 0.930*** 1.182*** 0.230*** 0.230** 0.486*** 

 (0.00924) (0.0880) (0.0694) (0.0708) (0.0862) (0.116) 

       

Observations 21,576 21,576 21,576 21,576 21,576 21,576 

Controls NO YES YES YES YES YES 

State Cluster Std YES YES NO NO YES NO 

State Fixed-Effects NO NO YES NO NO YES 

Year Fixed-Effects NO NO NO YES YES YES 

Prob > F 0.8037 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

F-Test 0.0627 179.8 85.41 76.51 177.9 37.78 

Adj-R2 -3.90e-05 0.0756 0.0890 0.105 0.105 0.109 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 



Table 9, Main Result Regression Table, Dependent Variable is ”Attend Rallies” 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Naive Controls State FE Year FE Year FE Complete 

       

Hits Police Brutality Corrected 0.631 2.173* 3.231** 0.727 0.727 1.534 

 (1.252) (1.267) (1.349) (1.406) (1.596) (1.684) 

Unemployed  0.00240 0.00231 0.00391 0.00391 0.00317 

  (0.00608) (0.00663) (0.00663) (0.00600) (0.00663) 

Age  0.000498*** 0.000491*** 0.000545*** 0.000545*** 0.000514*** 

  (0.000130) (0.000104) (0.000104) (0.000130) (0.000105) 

Female  -0.00589 -0.00640* -0.00613* -0.00613 -0.00636* 

  (0.00455) (0.00342) (0.00343) (0.00451) (0.00342) 

White  0.0195 0.0190 0.0154 0.0154 0.0162 

  (0.0229) (0.0229) (0.0230) (0.0233) (0.0230) 

Black  0.0422** 0.0484** 0.0391* 0.0391* 0.0453* 

  (0.0195) (0.0235) (0.0235) (0.0199) (0.0236) 

Asian  -0.0272 -0.0268 -0.0308 -0.0308 -0.0289 

  (0.0251) (0.0276) (0.0277) (0.0252) (0.0276) 

Native American  0.0118 0.0147 0.0119 0.0119 0.0140 

  (0.0295) (0.0257) (0.0258) (0.0293) (0.0258) 

Hispanic  0.0351 0.0339 0.0327 0.0327 0.0313 

  (0.0225) (0.0243) (0.0243) (0.0236) (0.0243) 

Other Ethnicity  0.122 0.104* 0.0976 0.0976 0.0943 

  (0.0766) (0.0610) (0.0614) (0.0790) (0.0613) 

Family Income 0-16 Percentile  -0.0110 -0.00953 -0.00973 -0.00973 -0.00946 

  (0.00725) (0.00761) (0.00763) (0.00723) (0.00764) 

Family Income 17-33 Percentile  0.000748 0.000557 0.00184 0.00184 0.00138 

  (0.00701) (0.00742) (0.00743) (0.00649) (0.00744) 

Family Income 34-67 Percentile  0.00953 0.00761 0.00962 0.00962 0.00819 

  (0.00763) (0.00675) (0.00678) (0.00740) (0.00678) 

Family Income 68-95 Percentile  0.0242*** 0.0216*** 0.0230*** 0.0230*** 0.0222*** 

  (0.00746) (0.00692) (0.00695) (0.00711) (0.00696) 

Family Income 96-100 Percentile  0.0805*** 0.0768*** 0.0780*** 0.0780*** 0.0770*** 

  (0.0118) (0.00971) (0.00972) (0.0118) (0.00974) 

Education Less Than 12 Years  -0.0669*** -0.0666*** -0.0684*** -0.0684*** -0.0669*** 

  (0.00558) (0.00554) (0.00552) (0.00552) (0.00556) 



Education Exactly 12 Years  -0.0406*** -0.0407*** -0.0407*** -0.0407*** -0.0408*** 

  (0.00418) (0.00467) (0.00465) (0.00415) (0.00467) 

Education More Than 12 Years  0.0341*** 0.0353*** 0.0347*** 0.0347*** 0.0353*** 

  (0.00615) (0.00525) (0.00525) (0.00613) (0.00525) 

Presidential Election  -0.00636 -0.00652*   -0.0158 

  (0.00500) (0.00351)   (0.0325) 

State Income Per Capita (CPI)  -3.81e-06*** -5.53e-06*** -2.07e-06*** -2.07e-06* -5.31e-06* 

  (9.89e-07) (1.55e-06) (7.42e-07) (1.03e-06) (2.79e-06) 

State Employment Rate  0.00982 0.00425 0.154*** 0.154 -0.000133 

  (0.0794) (0.109) (0.0581) (0.0951) (0.132) 

State Population Density  -3.03e-05 6.55e-05 -4.01e-05* -4.01e-05* 8.06e-05 

  (2.64e-05) (0.000166) (2.16e-05) (2.33e-05) (0.000170) 

Constant 0.0660*** 0.125*** 0.160*** 0.0120 0.0120 0.138** 

 (0.00374) (0.0371) (0.0372) (0.0383) (0.0454) (0.0631) 

       

Observations 21,576 21,576 21,576 21,576 21,576 21,576 

Controls NO YES YES YES YES YES 

State Cluster Std YES YES NO NO YES NO 

State Fixed-Effects NO NO YES NO NO YES 

Year Fixed-Effects NO NO NO YES YES YES 

Prob > F 0.6173 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

F-Test 0.254 82.20 32.50 33.90 90.36 12.24 

Adj-R2 -3.28e-05 0.0314 0.0353 0.0333 0.0333 0.0362 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 



Table 10, Main Result Regression Table, Dependent Variable is ”Union Member” 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Naive Controls State FE Year FE Year FE Complete 

       

Hits Police Brutality Corrected 0.465 5.042 1.247 3.348 3.348 0.509 

 (8.803) (5.106) (2.152) (2.274) (5.917) (2.683) 

Unemployed  -0.0214 -0.0225** -0.0222** -0.0222* -0.0219** 

  (0.0137) (0.0106) (0.0107) (0.0126) (0.0106) 

Age  -0.00108*** -0.000972*** -0.000997*** -0.000997*** -0.000904*** 

  (0.000233) (0.000166) (0.000168) (0.000222) (0.000167) 

Female  -0.0452*** -0.0471*** -0.0450*** -0.0450*** -0.0470*** 

  (0.00685) (0.00546) (0.00554) (0.00671) (0.00546) 

White  -0.0345 -0.0493 -0.0400 -0.0400 -0.0498 

  (0.0311) (0.0366) (0.0372) (0.0302) (0.0366) 

Black  0.0202 0.0307 0.0145 0.0145 0.0303 

  (0.0363) (0.0375) (0.0381) (0.0351) (0.0375) 

Asian  -0.0936** -0.0875** -0.0968** -0.0968*** -0.0856* 

  (0.0353) (0.0440) (0.0447) (0.0350) (0.0441) 

Native American  -0.00423 -0.00272 -0.00780 -0.00780 -0.00383 

  (0.0389) (0.0411) (0.0417) (0.0369) (0.0411) 

Hispanic  -0.0521 -0.0198 -0.0585 -0.0585 -0.0174 

  (0.0433) (0.0387) (0.0392) (0.0417) (0.0388) 

Other Ethnicity  -0.0148 -0.0233 0.0243 0.0243 0.0167 

  (0.137) (0.0974) (0.0992) (0.140) (0.0977) 

Family Income 0-16 Percentile  -0.138*** -0.122*** -0.131*** -0.131*** -0.119*** 

  (0.0184) (0.0121) (0.0123) (0.0185) (0.0122) 

Family Income 17-33 Percentile  -0.0539*** -0.0394*** -0.0458*** -0.0458*** -0.0362*** 

  (0.0149) (0.0118) (0.0120) (0.0142) (0.0119) 

Family Income 34-67 Percentile  0.0719*** 0.0802*** 0.0783*** 0.0783*** 0.0830*** 

  (0.0132) (0.0108) (0.0110) (0.0123) (0.0108) 

Family Income 68-95 Percentile  0.150*** 0.154*** 0.158*** 0.158*** 0.159*** 

  (0.0149) (0.0110) (0.0112) (0.0145) (0.0111) 

Family Income 96-100 Percentile  0.0294 0.0420*** 0.0344** 0.0344 0.0439*** 

  (0.0217) (0.0155) (0.0157) (0.0209) (0.0155) 

Education Less Than 12 Years  0.0922*** 0.0886*** 0.0945*** 0.0945*** 0.0889*** 

  (0.0156) (0.00883) (0.00893) (0.0163) (0.00885) 



Education Exactly 12 Years  0.0865*** 0.0750*** 0.0864*** 0.0864*** 0.0750*** 

  (0.0114) (0.00744) (0.00752) (0.0115) (0.00744) 

Education More Than 12 Years  -0.0733*** -0.0689*** -0.0717*** -0.0717*** -0.0680*** 

  (0.00937) (0.00838) (0.00848) (0.00984) (0.00837) 

Presidential Election  -0.00939 0.000769   -0.0453 

  (0.00660) (0.00560)   (0.0517) 

State Income Per Capita (CPI)  1.38e-05*** -7.17e-06*** 1.49e-05*** 1.49e-05*** 2.08e-06 

  (4.49e-06) (2.48e-06) (1.20e-06) (5.08e-06) (4.44e-06) 

State Employment Rate  -1.457*** -0.0198 -1.509*** -1.509*** -0.142 

  (0.397) (0.174) (0.0940) (0.412) (0.211) 

State Population Density  5.77e-05 0.000661** 7.42e-05** 7.42e-05 0.000619** 

  (0.000185) (0.000265) (3.50e-05) (0.000174) (0.000271) 

Constant 0.224*** 0.657*** 0.380*** 0.647*** 0.647*** 0.126 

 (0.0245) (0.107) (0.0593) (0.0620) (0.168) (0.101) 

       

Observations 21,576 21,576 21,576 21,576 21,576 21,576 

Controls NO YES YES YES YES YES 

State Cluster Std YES YES NO NO YES NO 

State Fixed-Effects NO NO YES NO NO YES 

Year Fixed-Effects NO NO NO YES YES YES 

Prob > F 0.9582 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

F-Test 0.00279 160.5 75.67 94.36 136.9 42.27 

Adj-R2 -4.37e-05 0.0875 0.119 0.0924 0.0924 0.121 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 



Table 11, Sub-Group Analysis Regression, Ethnicity = White, Dependent Variable is “Influence Vote of Others”. 

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Naive Controls State FE Year FE Year FE Complete 

       

Hits Police Brutality Corrected 9.737*** 5.998* 12.17*** -3.725 -3.725* 0.637 

 (3.500) (3.117) (2.607) (2.700) (1.900) (3.220) 

Unemployed  0.0240* 0.0215 0.0218 0.0218 0.0194 

  (0.0136) (0.0140) (0.0140) (0.0139) (0.0140) 

Age  -0.000270 -0.000308 -0.000296 -0.000296 -0.000324 

  (0.000212) (0.000199) (0.000198) (0.000211) (0.000199) 

Female  -0.0491*** -0.0498*** -0.0484*** -0.0484*** -0.0490*** 

  (0.00902) (0.00660) (0.00659) (0.00903) (0.00659) 

Family Income 0-16 Percentile  0.0142 0.0144 0.0174 0.0174 0.0171 

  (0.0116) (0.0152) (0.0152) (0.0113) (0.0153) 

Family Income 17-33 Percentile  0.0278* 0.0274* 0.0257* 0.0257* 0.0256* 

  (0.0156) (0.0146) (0.0146) (0.0151) (0.0146) 

Family Income 34-67 Percentile  0.0416*** 0.0396*** 0.0430*** 0.0430*** 0.0416*** 

  (0.0141) (0.0132) (0.0132) (0.0134) (0.0132) 

Family Income 68-95 Percentile  0.0861*** 0.0835*** 0.0840*** 0.0840*** 0.0826*** 

  (0.0114) (0.0134) (0.0134) (0.0111) (0.0135) 

Family Income 96-100 Percentile  0.129*** 0.126*** 0.126*** 0.126*** 0.125*** 

  (0.0132) (0.0183) (0.0182) (0.0131) (0.0183) 

Education Less Than 12 Years  -0.163*** -0.154*** -0.162*** -0.162*** -0.153*** 

  (0.00824) (0.0109) (0.0108) (0.00792) (0.0109) 

Education Exactly 12 Years  -0.102*** -0.0966*** -0.102*** -0.102*** -0.0973*** 

  (0.00920) (0.00902) (0.00896) (0.00875) (0.00901) 

Education More Than 12 Years  0.0440*** 0.0476*** 0.0439*** 0.0439*** 0.0470*** 

  (0.00821) (0.00997) (0.00994) (0.00842) (0.00995) 

Presidential Election  0.0872*** 0.0811***   0.00834 

  (0.00796) (0.00677)   (0.0645) 

State Income Per Capita (CPI)  -2.53e-06 9.24e-07 -1.63e-06 -1.63e-06 3.67e-06 

  (1.99e-06) (3.05e-06) (1.44e-06) (2.09e-06) (5.45e-06) 

State Employment Rate  -0.130 -0.479** -0.0800 -0.0800 -0.458* 

  (0.148) (0.210) (0.110) (0.146) (0.254) 

State Population Density  -3.50e-05 6.71e-05 -2.12e-05 -2.12e-05 -0.000114 

  (6.08e-05) (0.000366) (4.18e-05) (5.75e-05) (0.000375) 



Constant 0.251*** 0.385*** 0.463*** 0.404*** 0.404*** 0.479*** 

 (0.0109) (0.0449) (0.0562) (0.0581) (0.0735) (0.117) 

       

Observations 17,580 17,580 17,580 17,580 17,580 17,580 

Controls NO YES YES YES YES YES 

State Cluster Std YES YES NO NO YES NO 

State Fixed-Effects NO NO YES NO NO YES 

Year Fixed-Effects NO NO NO YES YES YES 

Prob > F 0.0085 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

F-Test 7.739 148.7 66.34 60.81 73.09 20.37 

Adj-R2 0.000967 0.0592 0.0634 0.0643 0.0643 0.0678 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 



Table 12, Sub-Group Analysis Regression, Ethnicity = White, Dependent Variable is ”Trust in Federal Government”. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Naive Controls State FE Year FE Year FE Complete 

       

Hits Police Brutality Corrected -0.244 2.051 2.450* 0.914 0.914 1.827 

 (2.903) (3.178) (1.348) (1.359) (1.310) (1.622) 

Unemployed  -0.0125 -0.00901 -0.00891 -0.00891 -0.00765 

  (0.00765) (0.00725) (0.00705) (0.00811) (0.00705) 

Age  4.14e-06 3.55e-05 -5.41e-05 -5.41e-05 -3.27e-05 

  (0.000117) (0.000103) (9.95e-05) (0.000100) (0.000100) 

Female  0.000265 -0.000683 -0.000579 -0.000579 -0.00101 

  (0.00364) (0.00341) (0.00332) (0.00345) (0.00332) 

Family Income 0-16 Percentile  0.0358*** 0.0341*** 0.0363*** 0.0363*** 0.0350*** 

  (0.00892) (0.00787) (0.00767) (0.00842) (0.00768) 

Family Income 17-33 Percentile  0.0301*** 0.0290*** 0.0267*** 0.0267*** 0.0270*** 

  (0.00764) (0.00757) (0.00736) (0.00775) (0.00737) 

Family Income 34-67 Percentile  0.0357*** 0.0341*** 0.0334*** 0.0334*** 0.0338*** 

  (0.00813) (0.00682) (0.00665) (0.00800) (0.00666) 

Family Income 68-95 Percentile  0.0484*** 0.0456*** 0.0422*** 0.0422*** 0.0423*** 

  (0.00750) (0.00694) (0.00677) (0.00711) (0.00678) 

Family Income 96-100 Percentile  0.0369*** 0.0332*** 0.0279*** 0.0279*** 0.0280*** 

  (0.0103) (0.00944) (0.00918) (0.00918) (0.00920) 

Education Less Than 12 Years  -0.0206*** -0.0220*** -0.0253*** -0.0253*** -0.0252*** 

  (0.00584) (0.00563) (0.00545) (0.00540) (0.00549) 

Education Exactly 12 Years  -0.0124*** -0.0121*** -0.0111** -0.0111*** -0.0119*** 

  (0.00449) (0.00467) (0.00451) (0.00391) (0.00454) 

Education More Than 12 Years  -0.000998 -0.00176 0.000208 0.000208 -0.000555 

  (0.00408) (0.00516) (0.00500) (0.00376) (0.00501) 

Presidential Election  0.00827 0.00692**   -0.117*** 

  (0.00501) (0.00350)   (0.0325) 

State Income Per Capita (CPI)  -5.15e-06*** -3.26e-06** -1.06e-06 -1.06e-06 3.74e-06 

  (1.05e-06) (1.58e-06) (7.26e-07) (1.23e-06) (2.74e-06) 

State Employment Rate  -0.0742 -0.254** 0.0496 0.0496 -0.192 

  (0.0878) (0.109) (0.0552) (0.0606) (0.128) 

State Population Density  1.07e-05 -0.000205 -3.88e-05* -3.88e-05* -0.000295 

  (3.43e-05) (0.000189) (2.10e-05) (2.03e-05) (0.000189) 



Constant 0.427*** 0.550*** 0.616*** 0.408*** 0.408*** 0.517*** 

 (0.00669) (0.0373) (0.0291) (0.0293) (0.0332) (0.0589) 

       

Observations 17,580 17,580 17,580 17,580 17,580 17,580 

Controls NO YES YES YES YES YES 

State Cluster Std YES YES NO NO YES NO 

State Fixed-Effects NO NO YES NO NO YES 

Year Fixed-Effects NO NO NO YES YES YES 

Prob > F 0.9334 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

F-Test 0.00708 17.10 14.11 6.512 12.19 23.39 

Adj-R2 -5.44e-05 0.0149 0.0223 0.0747 0.0747 0.0776 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 



Table 13, Sub-Group Analysis Regression, Ethnicity = White, Dependent Variable is ”Government Officials Care”. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Naive Controls State FE Year FE Year FE Complete 

       

Hits Police Brutality Corrected -1.981 3.230 3.205 1.081 1.081 1.835 

 (3.871) (4.859) (2.818) (2.895) (3.992) (3.450) 

Unemployed  -0.0502*** -0.0452*** -0.0439*** -0.0439** -0.0447*** 

  (0.0149) (0.0152) (0.0150) (0.0164) (0.0150) 

Age  -0.000930*** -0.000858*** -0.000768*** -0.000768*** -0.000800*** 

  (0.000197) (0.000215) (0.000212) (0.000205) (0.000213) 

Female  0.0266*** 0.0237*** 0.0250*** 0.0250*** 0.0240*** 

  (0.00780) (0.00713) (0.00707) (0.00752) (0.00706) 

Family Income 0-16 Percentile  -0.0199 -0.0184 -0.00859 -0.00859 -0.0108 

  (0.0127) (0.0165) (0.0163) (0.0123) (0.0163) 

Family Income 17-33 Percentile  -0.00740 -0.00709 -0.00137 -0.00137 -0.00165 

  (0.0155) (0.0158) (0.0157) (0.0162) (0.0157) 

Family Income 34-67 Percentile  0.0323** 0.0277* 0.0350** 0.0350** 0.0347** 

  (0.0138) (0.0143) (0.0142) (0.0139) (0.0142) 

Family Income 68-95 Percentile  0.0794*** 0.0667*** 0.0756*** 0.0756*** 0.0745*** 

  (0.0153) (0.0145) (0.0144) (0.0152) (0.0144) 

Family Income 96-100 Percentile  0.158*** 0.142*** 0.142*** 0.142*** 0.142*** 

  (0.0200) (0.0197) (0.0196) (0.0197) (0.0196) 

Education Less Than 12 Years  -0.197*** -0.199*** -0.203*** -0.203*** -0.199*** 

  (0.0128) (0.0118) (0.0116) (0.0133) (0.0117) 

Education Exactly 12 Years  -0.0669*** -0.0677*** -0.0633*** -0.0633*** -0.0656*** 

  (0.0106) (0.00975) (0.00960) (0.0101) (0.00965) 

Education More Than 12 Years  0.0812*** 0.0812*** 0.0877*** 0.0877*** 0.0855*** 

  (0.0117) (0.0108) (0.0107) (0.00972) (0.0107) 

Presidential Election  0.0250** 0.0268***   -0.340*** 

  (0.0106) (0.00731)   (0.0691) 

State Income Per Capita (CPI)  -8.95e-06*** -1.56e-05*** 3.79e-06** 3.79e-06 1.01e-05* 

  (2.62e-06) (3.30e-06) (1.55e-06) (2.62e-06) (5.84e-06) 

State Employment Rate  -0.729*** -0.982*** 0.235** 0.235 -0.361 

  (0.208) (0.227) (0.118) (0.154) (0.272) 



State Population Density  -3.61e-05 9.30e-05 -0.000152*** -0.000152* 0.000443 

  (0.000114) (0.000395) (4.48e-05) (7.87e-05) (0.000402) 

Constant 0.434*** 1.034*** 1.312*** 0.264*** 0.264*** 0.503*** 

 (0.0100) (0.0894) (0.0608) (0.0624) (0.0851) (0.125) 

       

Observations 17,580 17,580 17,580 17,580 17,580 17,580 

Controls NO YES YES YES YES YES 

State Cluster Std YES YES NO NO YES NO 

State Fixed-Effects NO NO YES NO NO YES 

Year Fixed-Effects NO NO NO YES YES YES 

Prob > F 0.6120 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

F-Test 0.262 121.7 94.68 86.76 109 33.38 

Adj-R2 -2.16e-05 0.0726 0.0884 0.103 0.103 0.108 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 



Table 14, Sub-Group Analysis Regression, Ethnicity = White, Dependent Variable is ”Attend Rallies”. 

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Naive Controls State FE Year FE Year FE Complete 

       

Hits Police Brutality Corrected 0.511 1.992 3.392** -0.0755 -0.0755 0.807 

 (1.691) (1.685) (1.510) (1.567) (1.811) (1.869) 

Unemployed  0.00154 0.00138 0.00336 0.00336 0.00252 

  (0.00769) (0.00812) (0.00813) (0.00787) (0.00813) 

Age  0.000534*** 0.000517*** 0.000574*** 0.000574*** 0.000539*** 

  (0.000128) (0.000115) (0.000115) (0.000130) (0.000115) 

Female  -0.00338 -0.00428 -0.00344 -0.00344 -0.00400 

  (0.00489) (0.00382) (0.00383) (0.00487) (0.00382) 

Family Income 0-16 Percentile  -0.0126* -0.0124 -0.0120 -0.0120* -0.0127 

  (0.00659) (0.00882) (0.00884) (0.00688) (0.00885) 

Family Income 17-33 Percentile  0.00105 5.95e-05 0.00179 0.00179 0.000704 

  (0.00703) (0.00848) (0.00849) (0.00653) (0.00850) 

Family Income 34-67 Percentile  0.00817 0.00509 0.00759 0.00759 0.00533 

  (0.00848) (0.00764) (0.00767) (0.00827) (0.00768) 

Family Income 68-95 Percentile  0.0266*** 0.0229*** 0.0248*** 0.0248*** 0.0232*** 

  (0.00809) (0.00777) (0.00780) (0.00758) (0.00781) 

Family Income 96-100 Percentile  0.0842*** 0.0795*** 0.0808*** 0.0808*** 0.0794*** 

  (0.0126) (0.0106) (0.0106) (0.0126) (0.0106) 

Education Less Than 12 Years  -0.0661*** -0.0657*** -0.0677*** -0.0677*** -0.0660*** 

  (0.00575) (0.00630) (0.00628) (0.00535) (0.00633) 

Education Exactly 12 Years  -0.0411*** -0.0409*** -0.0411*** -0.0411*** -0.0412*** 

  (0.00432) (0.00523) (0.00520) (0.00396) (0.00523) 

Education More Than 12 Years  0.0329*** 0.0339*** 0.0334*** 0.0334*** 0.0339*** 

  (0.00697) (0.00578) (0.00577) (0.00708) (0.00578) 

Presidential Election  -0.00454 -0.00524   -0.0281 

  (0.00550) (0.00392)   (0.0374) 

State Income Per Capita (CPI)  -3.66e-06*** -4.94e-06*** -1.54e-06* -1.54e-06 -4.00e-06 

  (1.12e-06) (1.77e-06) (8.37e-07) (1.04e-06) (3.16e-06) 

State Employment Rate  -0.00285 -0.0496 0.162** 0.162 -0.00611 

  (0.0942) (0.122) (0.0636) (0.108) (0.147) 

State Population Density  -2.39e-05 0.000135 -3.67e-05 -3.67e-05 0.000135 



  (2.60e-05) (0.000212) (2.42e-05) (2.36e-05) (0.000218) 

Constant 0.0677*** 0.142*** 0.184*** 0.0106 0.0106 0.144** 

 (0.00450) (0.0341) (0.0326) (0.0337) (0.0513) (0.0679) 

       

Observations 17,580 17,580 17,580 17,580 17,580 17,580 

Controls NO YES YES YES YES YES 

State Cluster Std YES YES NO NO YES NO 

State Fixed-Effects NO NO YES NO NO YES 

Year Fixed-Effects NO NO NO YES YES YES 

Prob > F 0.7643 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

F-Test 0.0913 48.33 36.25 39.35 61.89 11.10 

Adj-R2 -4.82e-05 0.0315 0.0358 0.0335 0.0335 0.0365 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 



Table 15, Sub-Group Analysis Regression, Ethnicity = White, Dependent Variable is ”Union Member”. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Naive Controls State FE Year FE Year FE Complete 

       

Hits Police Brutality Corrected 1.850 7.225 2.622 5.885** 5.885 2.273 

 (8.862) (5.169) (2.393) (2.514) (5.972) (2.958) 

Unemployed  -0.00490 -0.00382 -0.00585 -0.00585 -0.00279 

  (0.0145) (0.0129) (0.0130) (0.0138) (0.0129) 

Age  -0.00144*** -0.00134*** -0.00136*** -0.00136*** -0.00127*** 

  (0.000305) (0.000182) (0.000184) (0.000290) (0.000183) 

Female  -0.0452*** -0.0470*** -0.0448*** -0.0448*** -0.0466*** 

  (0.00773) (0.00606) (0.00614) (0.00755) (0.00605) 

Family Income 0-16 Percentile  -0.138*** -0.127*** -0.132*** -0.132*** -0.125*** 

  (0.0185) (0.0140) (0.0142) (0.0187) (0.0140) 

Family Income 17-33 Percentile  -0.0613*** -0.0487*** -0.0537*** -0.0537*** -0.0458*** 

  (0.0172) (0.0134) (0.0136) (0.0164) (0.0135) 

Family Income 34-67 Percentile  0.0561*** 0.0621*** 0.0624*** 0.0624*** 0.0645*** 

  (0.0153) (0.0121) (0.0123) (0.0138) (0.0122) 

Family Income 68-95 Percentile  0.130*** 0.131*** 0.138*** 0.138*** 0.137*** 

  (0.0151) (0.0123) (0.0125) (0.0141) (0.0124) 

Family Income 96-100 Percentile  0.00708 0.0191 0.0127 0.0127 0.0211 

  (0.0201) (0.0168) (0.0170) (0.0190) (0.0168) 

Education Less Than 12 Years  0.114*** 0.108*** 0.117*** 0.117*** 0.109*** 

  (0.0174) (0.00999) (0.0101) (0.0177) (0.0100) 

Education Exactly 12 Years  0.100*** 0.0861*** 0.100*** 0.100*** 0.0864*** 

  (0.0124) (0.00828) (0.00834) (0.0125) (0.00828) 

Education More Than 12 Years  -0.0666*** -0.0633*** -0.0650*** -0.0650*** -0.0624*** 

  (0.0104) (0.00915) (0.00926) (0.0107) (0.00914) 

Presidential Election  -0.0128* -0.00243   -0.00523 

  (0.00695) (0.00621)   (0.0593) 

State Income Per Capita (CPI)  1.31e-05*** -7.54e-06*** 1.33e-05*** 1.33e-05** -1.15e-06 

  (4.52e-06) (2.80e-06) (1.34e-06) (5.19e-06) (5.00e-06) 

State Employment Rate  -1.355*** 0.0473 -1.464*** -1.464*** -0.130 

  (0.376) (0.193) (0.102) (0.380) (0.233) 

State Population Density  3.81e-05 0.000731** 6.63e-05* 6.63e-05 0.000635* 

  (0.000197) (0.000336) (3.89e-05) (0.000188) (0.000345) 



Constant 0.222*** 0.605*** 0.325*** 0.638*** 0.638*** 0.128 

 (0.0228) (0.0969) (0.0516) (0.0541) (0.157) (0.107) 

       

Observations 17,580 17,580 17,580 17,580 17,580 17,580 

Controls NO YES YES YES YES YES 

State Cluster Std YES YES NO NO YES NO 

State Fixed-Effects NO NO YES NO NO YES 

Year Fixed-Effects NO NO NO YES YES YES 

Prob > F 0.8358 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

F-Test 0.0436 90.06 79.06 101 94.86 35.87 

Adj-R2 -1.53e-05 0.0825 0.113 0.0876 0.0876 0.116 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 



Table 16, Sub-Group Analysis Regression, Ethnicity = Black, Dependent Variable is “Influence Vote of Others”. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Naive Controls State FE Year FE Year FE Complete 

       

Hits Police Brutality Corrected 3.126 3.259 10.72* 2.523 2.523 16.46** 

 (4.726) (5.085) (6.376) (6.758) (4.058) (8.281) 

Unemployed  0.0145 0.0128 0.0167 0.0167 0.0137 

  (0.0193) (0.0250) (0.0250) (0.0183) (0.0252) 

Age  0.00108* 0.00122** 0.00120** 0.00120* 0.00125** 

  (0.000609) (0.000575) (0.000572) (0.000620) (0.000578) 

Female  -0.0670*** -0.0665*** -0.0659*** -0.0659*** -0.0646*** 

  (0.0220) (0.0184) (0.0184) (0.0218) (0.0185) 

Family Income 0-16 Percentile  -0.0490 -0.0473 -0.0459 -0.0459 -0.0487 

  (0.0352) (0.0339) (0.0339) (0.0333) (0.0342) 

Family Income 17-33 Percentile  -0.00376 -0.00240 -0.00272 -0.00272 -0.00236 

  (0.0256) (0.0346) (0.0348) (0.0230) (0.0350) 

Family Income 34-67 Percentile  0.0279 0.0267 0.0260 0.0260 0.0227 

  (0.0372) (0.0334) (0.0336) (0.0369) (0.0339) 

Family Income 68-95 Percentile  0.0344 0.0208 0.0293 0.0293 0.0161 

  (0.0341) (0.0373) (0.0374) (0.0349) (0.0378) 

Family Income 96-100 Percentile  -0.00283 -0.0265 -0.0124 -0.0124 -0.0326 

  (0.0927) (0.0810) (0.0813) (0.0888) (0.0814) 

Education Less Than 12 Years  -0.111*** -0.104*** -0.118*** -0.118*** -0.109*** 

  (0.0231) (0.0277) (0.0275) (0.0246) (0.0278) 

Education Exactly 12 Years  -0.0718*** -0.0693*** -0.0753*** -0.0753*** -0.0728*** 

  (0.0226) (0.0248) (0.0245) (0.0238) (0.0248) 

Education More Than 12 Years  0.00447 0.00340 0.00348 0.00348 -0.000222 

  (0.0337) (0.0324) (0.0322) (0.0340) (0.0325) 

Presidential Election  0.0661*** 0.0605***   -0.222 

  (0.0166) (0.0184)   (0.178) 

State Income Per Capita (CPI)  -1.57e-06 7.86e-06 -3.32e-07 -3.32e-07 2.53e-05* 

  (3.13e-06) (7.94e-06) (3.83e-06) (3.75e-06) (1.49e-05) 

State Employment Rate  -0.254 -1.364** -1.76e-05 -1.76e-05 -1.090 

  (0.345) (0.620) (0.348) (0.388) (0.782) 

State Population Density  -0.000220*** 0.000305 -0.000241** -0.000241** 0.000561 

  (8.03e-05) (0.000736) (0.000117) (9.01e-05) (0.000750) 



Constant 0.211*** 0.415*** 0.686*** 0.293 0.293 0.268 

 (0.0170) (0.138) (0.171) (0.180) (0.178) (0.335) 

       

Observations 2,185 2,185 2,185 2,185 2,185 2,185 

Controls NO YES YES YES YES YES 

State Cluster Std YES YES NO NO YES NO 

State Fixed-Effects NO NO YES NO NO YES 

Year Fixed-Effects NO NO NO YES YES YES 

Prob > F 0.5130 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

F-Test 0.438 27.23 5.022 4.568 9.360 2.392 

Adj-R2 -0.000307 0.0315 0.0380 0.0310 0.0310 0.0380 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 



Table 17, Sub-Group Analysis Regression, Ethnicity = Black, Dependent Variable is “Trust  Federal Government”. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Naive Controls State FE Year FE Year FE Complete 

       

Hits Police Brutality Corrected 2.787 6.460** 5.497 4.013 4.013 2.428 

 (3.246) (3.116) (3.434) (3.530) (4.056) (4.312) 

Unemployed  0.00439 0.00661 0.000153 0.000153 0.00153 

  (0.0154) (0.0134) (0.0131) (0.0143) (0.0131) 

Age  0.000998*** 0.000951*** 0.000935*** 0.000935*** 0.000877*** 

  (0.000329) (0.000310) (0.000299) (0.000292) (0.000301) 

Female  0.0122 0.0104 0.00501 0.00501 0.00306 

  (0.0114) (0.00991) (0.00962) (0.0114) (0.00963) 

Family Income 0-16 Percentile  0.0444** 0.0335* 0.0290 0.0290* 0.0238 

  (0.0176) (0.0182) (0.0177) (0.0165) (0.0178) 

Family Income 17-33 Percentile  0.0419* 0.0379** 0.0221 0.0221 0.0224 

  (0.0232) (0.0186) (0.0182) (0.0183) (0.0182) 

Family Income 34-67 Percentile  0.0467** 0.0432** 0.0325* 0.0325* 0.0312* 

  (0.0196) (0.0180) (0.0176) (0.0183) (0.0177) 

Family Income 68-95 Percentile  0.0590*** 0.0537*** 0.0419** 0.0419** 0.0375* 

  (0.0167) (0.0201) (0.0195) (0.0161) (0.0197) 

Family Income 96-100 Percentile  -0.0219 -0.0227 -0.0269 -0.0269 -0.0272 

  (0.0426) (0.0436) (0.0424) (0.0394) (0.0424) 

Education Less Than 12 Years  -0.00588 -0.00771 -0.000468 -0.000468 -0.00315 

  (0.0111) (0.0149) (0.0143) (0.0111) (0.0145) 

Education Exactly 12 Years  -0.0114 -0.0136 -0.00691 -0.00691 -0.00898 

  (0.00915) (0.0133) (0.0128) (0.00898) (0.0129) 

Education More Than 12 Years  0.0123 0.00855 0.0136 0.0136 0.0119 

  (0.0194) (0.0175) (0.0168) (0.0171) (0.0169) 

Presidential Election  -0.0126 -0.0138   -0.275*** 

  (0.0149) (0.00992)   (0.0925) 

State Income Per Capita (CPI)  -6.81e-06** -6.89e-06 -4.40e-06** -4.40e-06 7.43e-07 

  (2.93e-06) (4.28e-06) (2.00e-06) (2.93e-06) (7.78e-06) 

State Employment Rate  0.108 -0.183 0.527*** 0.527** 0.773* 

  (0.267) (0.334) (0.182) (0.203) (0.407) 

State Population Density  -5.56e-05 0.000652* -7.72e-05 -7.72e-05 0.000485 

  (0.000104) (0.000396) (6.12e-05) (7.20e-05) (0.000390) 



Constant 0.362*** 0.388*** 0.488*** 0.136 0.136 0.134 

 (0.0119) (0.0878) (0.0920) (0.0940) (0.111) (0.174) 

       

Observations 2,185 2,185 2,185 2,185 2,185 2,185 

Controls NO YES YES YES YES YES 

State Cluster Std YES YES NO NO YES NO 

State Fixed-Effects NO NO YES NO NO YES 

Year Fixed-Effects NO NO NO YES YES YES 

Prob > F 0.3970 0.0000 0.0000 0.0036 0.0000 0.0000 

F-Test 0.737 10.32 3.021 2.267 5.559 5.142 

Adj-R2 -4.77e-05 0.0238 0.0429 0.0931 0.0931 0.105 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 



Table 18, Sub-Group Analysis Regression, Ethnicity = Black, Dependent Variable is “Government Officials Care”. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Naive Controls State FE Year FE Year FE Complete 

       

Hits Police Brutality Corrected 6.062 10.76* 8.308 2.327 2.327 -2.712 

 (6.130) (6.055) (6.873) (7.231) (5.044) (8.841) 

Unemployed  0.0163 0.0152 0.00805 0.00805 0.00438 

  (0.0374) (0.0269) (0.0267) (0.0367) (0.0269) 

Age  -0.000771 -0.000494 -0.000540 -0.000540 -0.000465 

  (0.000638) (0.000620) (0.000612) (0.000571) (0.000617) 

Female  0.0139 0.00557 0.00561 0.00561 -0.000455 

  (0.0168) (0.0198) (0.0197) (0.0168) (0.0197) 

Family Income 0-16 Percentile  0.0173 0.0225 0.0251 0.0251 0.0230 

  (0.0316) (0.0365) (0.0363) (0.0342) (0.0366) 

Family Income 17-33 Percentile  0.0536* 0.0457 0.0506 0.0506* 0.0393 

  (0.0284) (0.0373) (0.0373) (0.0261) (0.0374) 

Family Income 34-67 Percentile  0.0720** 0.0555 0.0650* 0.0650* 0.0477 

  (0.0295) (0.0360) (0.0360) (0.0326) (0.0362) 

Family Income 68-95 Percentile  0.143*** 0.120*** 0.125*** 0.125*** 0.108*** 

  (0.0435) (0.0402) (0.0400) (0.0442) (0.0404) 

Family Income 96-100 Percentile  0.135 0.107 0.117 0.117 0.0957 

  (0.119) (0.0873) (0.0869) (0.118) (0.0869) 

Education Less Than 12 Years  -0.125*** -0.142*** -0.121*** -0.121*** -0.133*** 

  (0.0232) (0.0298) (0.0294) (0.0231) (0.0297) 

Education Exactly 12 Years  -0.0624** -0.0825*** -0.0564** -0.0564* -0.0737*** 

  (0.0265) (0.0267) (0.0262) (0.0280) (0.0265) 

Education More Than 12 Years  0.0525 0.0553 0.0612* 0.0612 0.0584* 

  (0.0497) (0.0350) (0.0345) (0.0459) (0.0347) 

Presidential Election  0.0122 0.0252   -0.316* 

  (0.0217) (0.0199)   (0.190) 

State Income Per Capita (CPI)  -6.93e-06 -2.75e-05*** -1.04e-06 -1.04e-06 -4.50e-06 

  (4.92e-06) (8.56e-06) (4.09e-06) (4.25e-06) (1.59e-05) 

State Employment Rate  -0.0684 0.890 0.550 0.550 1.796** 

  (0.437) (0.669) (0.372) (0.473) (0.835) 

State Population Density  -0.000144 0.000883 -0.000174 -0.000174* 0.000734 

  (0.000112) (0.000793) (0.000125) (9.76e-05) (0.000800) 



Constant 0.288*** 0.507*** 0.439** 0.0723 0.0723 -0.276 

 (0.0216) (0.174) (0.184) (0.193) (0.235) (0.357) 

       

Observations 2,185 2,185 2,185 2,185 2,185 2,185 

Controls NO YES YES YES YES YES 

State Cluster Std YES YES NO NO YES NO 

State Fixed-Effects NO NO YES NO NO YES 

Year Fixed-Effects NO NO NO YES YES YES 

Prob > F 0.3302 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

F-Test 0.978 32.39 5.825 5.376 26.12 3.492 

Adj-R2 2.39e-05 0.0331 0.0481 0.0554 0.0554 0.0661 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 



Table 19, Sub-Group Analysis Regression, Ethnicity = Black, Dependent Variable is “Attend Rallies”. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Naive Controls State FE Year FE Year FE Complete 

       

Hits Police Brutality Corrected 0.271 2.964 2.589 3.107 3.107 3.831 

 (2.938) (2.631) (3.918) (4.137) (4.085) (5.083) 

Unemployed  0.00327 0.00281 0.00126 0.00126 0.00110 

  (0.0128) (0.0153) (0.0153) (0.0120) (0.0155) 

Age  0.000652 0.000640* 0.000709** 0.000709* 0.000664* 

  (0.000403) (0.000354) (0.000350) (0.000384) (0.000355) 

Female  -0.0249** -0.0254** -0.0271** -0.0271** -0.0271** 

  (0.0107) (0.0113) (0.0113) (0.0102) (0.0113) 

Family Income 0-16 Percentile  -0.00420 -0.00371 -0.000761 -0.000761 -0.00408 

  (0.0196) (0.0208) (0.0208) (0.0201) (0.0210) 

Family Income 17-33 Percentile  0.00618 0.00488 0.0123 0.0123 0.00830 

  (0.0144) (0.0213) (0.0213) (0.0149) (0.0215) 

Family Income 34-67 Percentile  0.0240 0.0210 0.0265 0.0265 0.0230 

  (0.0188) (0.0205) (0.0206) (0.0204) (0.0208) 

Family Income 68-95 Percentile  0.0161 0.0150 0.0158 0.0158 0.0151 

  (0.0219) (0.0229) (0.0229) (0.0233) (0.0232) 

Family Income 96-100 Percentile  0.0481 0.0425 0.0517 0.0517 0.0470 

  (0.0566) (0.0498) (0.0497) (0.0567) (0.0499) 

Education Less Than 12 Years  -0.0722*** -0.0755*** -0.0701*** -0.0701*** -0.0728*** 

  (0.0145) (0.0170) (0.0168) (0.0152) (0.0171) 

Education Exactly 12 Years  -0.0383*** -0.0386** -0.0373** -0.0373** -0.0375** 

  (0.0135) (0.0152) (0.0150) (0.0144) (0.0153) 

Education More Than 12 Years  0.0719** 0.0752*** 0.0748*** 0.0748** 0.0758*** 

  (0.0284) (0.0199) (0.0197) (0.0286) (0.0200) 

Presidential Election  -0.0208 -0.0140   0.0652 

  (0.0133) (0.0113)   (0.109) 

State Income Per Capita (CPI)  -2.70e-06 -9.84e-06** -2.93e-06 -2.93e-06 -1.05e-05 

  (2.01e-06) (4.88e-06) (2.34e-06) (2.61e-06) (9.17e-06) 

State Employment Rate  -0.0994 0.405 -0.218 -0.218 -0.0523 

  (0.153) (0.381) (0.213) (0.203) (0.480) 

State Population Density  -8.01e-05** -0.000164 -6.77e-05 -6.77e-05* -0.000153 

  (3.66e-05) (0.000452) (7.18e-05) (3.83e-05) (0.000460) 



Constant 0.0681*** 0.203*** 0.127 0.251** 0.251** 0.243 

 (0.00707) (0.0667) (0.105) (0.110) (0.119) (0.205) 

       

Observations 2,185 2,185 2,185 2,185 2,185 2,185 

Controls NO YES YES YES YES YES 

State Cluster Std YES YES NO NO YES NO 

State Fixed-Effects NO NO YES NO NO YES 

Year Fixed-Effects NO NO NO YES YES YES 

Prob > F 0.9272 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

F-Test 0.00849 20.73 5.357 5.711 17.47 2.406 

Adj-R2 -0.000455 0.0317 0.0360 0.0366 0.0366 0.0384 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 



Table 20, Sub-Group Analysis Regression, Ethnicity = Black, Dependent Variable is “Union Member”. 

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Naive Controls State FE Year FE Year FE Complete 

       

Hits Police Brutality Corrected -9.079 -5.560 -4.469 -9.186 -9.186 -6.955 

 (9.136) (5.836) (6.122) (6.587) (6.499) (7.952) 

Unemployed  -0.0593* -0.0794*** -0.0614** -0.0614** -0.0782*** 

  (0.0308) (0.0240) (0.0244) (0.0289) (0.0242) 

Age  9.77e-05 0.000330 0.000153 0.000153 0.000342 

  (0.000559) (0.000552) (0.000557) (0.000555) (0.000555) 

Female  -0.0361 -0.0403** -0.0358** -0.0358 -0.0403** 

  (0.0215) (0.0177) (0.0179) (0.0219) (0.0178) 

Family Income 0-16 Percentile  -0.156*** -0.122*** -0.141*** -0.141*** -0.115*** 

  (0.0356) (0.0325) (0.0330) (0.0346) (0.0329) 

Family Income 17-33 Percentile  -0.0540 -0.0295 -0.0382 -0.0382 -0.0212 

  (0.0361) (0.0332) (0.0340) (0.0363) (0.0336) 

Family Income 34-67 Percentile  0.115*** 0.143*** 0.128*** 0.128*** 0.151*** 

  (0.0404) (0.0321) (0.0328) (0.0424) (0.0326) 

Family Income 68-95 Percentile  0.272*** 0.296*** 0.279*** 0.279*** 0.302*** 

  (0.0280) (0.0358) (0.0365) (0.0321) (0.0363) 

Family Income 96-100 Percentile  0.341*** 0.308*** 0.349*** 0.349** 0.314*** 

  (0.122) (0.0778) (0.0792) (0.128) (0.0781) 

Education Less Than 12 Years  -0.00118 0.00972 0.00271 0.00271 0.0111 

  (0.0360) (0.0266) (0.0268) (0.0374) (0.0267) 

Education Exactly 12 Years  0.0407 0.0431* 0.0428* 0.0428 0.0453* 

  (0.0286) (0.0238) (0.0239) (0.0296) (0.0239) 

Education More Than 12 Years  -0.0953** -0.0835*** -0.0888*** -0.0888** -0.0831*** 

  (0.0357) (0.0312) (0.0314) (0.0348) (0.0312) 

Presidential Election  0.0178 0.0249   -0.188 

  (0.0136) (0.0177)   (0.171) 

State Income Per Capita (CPI)  1.42e-05** -2.78e-06 1.47e-05*** 1.47e-05** 1.87e-05 

  (5.52e-06) (7.62e-06) (3.73e-06) (5.35e-06) (1.43e-05) 

State Employment Rate  -1.815*** -0.548 -2.057*** -2.057** -0.707 

  (0.650) (0.596) (0.339) (0.778) (0.751) 



State Population Density  0.000117 0.000590 0.000137 0.000137 0.000457 

  (0.000125) (0.000706) (0.000114) (0.000128) (0.000720) 

Constant 0.264*** 0.819*** 0.504*** 0.928*** 0.928*** 0.190 

 (0.0315) (0.206) (0.164) (0.175) (0.314) (0.321) 

       

Observations 2,185 2,185 2,185 2,185 2,185 2,185 

Controls NO YES YES YES YES YES 

State Cluster Std YES YES NO NO YES NO 

State Fixed-Effects NO NO YES NO NO YES 

Year Fixed-Effects NO NO NO YES YES YES 

Prob > F 0.3278 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

F-Test 0.988 92.10 21.22 27.56 113.8 9.279 

Adj-R2 0.000701 0.157 0.190 0.160 0.160 0.190 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 



Table 21, Reduced Sample Regression, Dependent Variable is “Election Turnout”. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Naive Controls State FE Year FE Year FE Complete 

       

Hits Police Brutality Corrected 13.55** 2.796 5.366** 1.464 1.464 3.291 

 (5.449) (4.116) (2.691) (2.652) (3.807) (3.364) 

Unemployed  -0.0442*** -0.0476*** -0.0451*** -0.0451*** -0.0488*** 

  (0.0158) (0.0133) (0.0134) (0.0157) (0.0133) 

Age  0.00727*** 0.00728*** 0.00730*** 0.00730*** 0.00726*** 

  (0.000279) (0.000214) (0.000214) (0.000266) (0.000215) 

Female  0.00132 -0.000327 0.00119 0.00119 7.33e-05 

  (0.00755) (0.00705) (0.00707) (0.00747) (0.00705) 

White  -0.00109 -0.00680 0.0127 0.0127 0.00844 

  (0.0599) (0.0445) (0.0447) (0.0570) (0.0446) 

Black  0.0468 0.0534 0.0617 0.0617 0.0692 

  (0.0551) (0.0457) (0.0459) (0.0532) (0.0458) 

Asian  -0.154** -0.163*** -0.140*** -0.140* -0.146*** 

  (0.0721) (0.0530) (0.0531) (0.0700) (0.0530) 

Native American  -0.0760 -0.0759 -0.0614 -0.0614 -0.0611 

  (0.0714) (0.0498) (0.0500) (0.0675) (0.0499) 

Hispanic  -0.0167 -0.000255 0.000905 0.000905 0.0160 

  (0.0748) (0.0469) (0.0470) (0.0710) (0.0470) 

Family Income 0-16 Percentile  -0.123*** -0.117*** -0.120*** -0.120*** -0.117*** 

  (0.0176) (0.0154) (0.0154) (0.0174) (0.0154) 

Family Income 17-33 Percentile  -0.0353* -0.0306** -0.0350** -0.0350* -0.0315** 

  (0.0197) (0.0147) (0.0147) (0.0184) (0.0147) 

Family Income 34-67 Percentile  0.0183 0.0204 0.0198 0.0198 0.0210 

  (0.0164) (0.0134) (0.0134) (0.0159) (0.0134) 

Family Income 68-95 Percentile  0.0749*** 0.0723*** 0.0752*** 0.0752*** 0.0734*** 

  (0.0154) (0.0137) (0.0137) (0.0152) (0.0137) 

Family Income 96-100 Percentile  0.104*** 0.0994*** 0.102*** 0.102*** 0.1000*** 

  (0.0211) (0.0192) (0.0192) (0.0203) (0.0192) 

Education Less Than 12 Years  -0.280*** -0.278*** -0.278*** -0.278*** -0.274*** 

  (0.0123) (0.0117) (0.0117) (0.0122) (0.0118) 

Education Exactly 12 Years  -0.112*** -0.111*** -0.110*** -0.110*** -0.109*** 

  (0.0131) (0.00934) (0.00932) (0.0128) (0.00934) 



Education More Than 12 Years  0.0696*** 0.0767*** 0.0702*** 0.0702*** 0.0771*** 

  (0.00891) (0.0103) (0.0103) (0.00857) (0.0103) 

Presidential Election  0.189*** 0.186***   0.175*** 

  (0.0125) (0.00738)   (0.0463) 

State Income Per Capita (CPI)  -4.29e-06 -3.01e-06 -1.92e-06 -1.92e-06 -8.97e-06 

  (2.80e-06) (3.23e-06) (1.61e-06) (3.14e-06) (5.62e-06) 

State Employment Rate  -0.109 -0.407* 0.0921 0.0921 0.000496 

  (0.242) (0.237) (0.112) (0.269) (0.285) 

State Population Density  -0.000107 0.000587 -0.000129** -0.000129 0.000348 

  (9.93e-05) (0.000423) (5.16e-05) (9.26e-05) (0.000440) 

Constant 0.638*** 0.469*** 0.534*** 0.393*** 0.393** 0.460*** 

 (0.0198) (0.109) (0.0818) (0.0765) (0.154) (0.170) 

       

Observations 15,175 15,175 15,175 15,175 15,175 15,175 

Controls NO YES YES YES YES YES 

State Cluster Std YES YES NO NO YES NO 

State Fixed-Effects NO NO YES NO NO YES 

Year Fixed-Effects NO NO NO YES YES YES 

Prob > F 0.0177 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

F-Test 6.181 1755 162.7 131.7 1248 55.59 

Adj-R2 0.00201 0.187 0.195 0.190 0.190 0.197 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 



Table 22, Reduced Sample Regression, Ethnicity = White, Dependent Variable is “Election Turnout”. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Naive Controls State FE Year FE Year FE Complete 

       

Hits Police Brutality Corrected 12.19*** 3.472 5.286* 1.768 1.768 1.839 

 (4.364) (3.872) (2.943) (2.879) (4.229) (3.648) 

Unemployed  -0.0587*** -0.0597*** -0.0603*** -0.0603*** -0.0618*** 

  (0.0194) (0.0161) (0.0161) (0.0187) (0.0161) 

Age  0.00705*** 0.00705*** 0.00709*** 0.00709*** 0.00703*** 

  (0.000320) (0.000232) (0.000232) (0.000308) (0.000232) 

Female  -0.00502 -0.00728 -0.00461 -0.00461 -0.00629 

  (0.00834) (0.00776) (0.00778) (0.00850) (0.00775) 

Family Income 0-16 Percentile  -0.143*** -0.138*** -0.139*** -0.139*** -0.138*** 

  (0.0186) (0.0176) (0.0176) (0.0177) (0.0176) 

Family Income 17-33 Percentile  -0.0561*** -0.0523*** -0.0561*** -0.0561*** -0.0543*** 

  (0.0179) (0.0165) (0.0165) (0.0162) (0.0165) 

Family Income 34-67 Percentile  0.0203 0.0204 0.0211 0.0211 0.0203 

  (0.0159) (0.0148) (0.0149) (0.0149) (0.0149) 

Family Income 68-95 Percentile  0.0654*** 0.0612*** 0.0649*** 0.0649*** 0.0616*** 

  (0.0136) (0.0150) (0.0151) (0.0133) (0.0151) 

Family Income 96-100 Percentile  0.0973*** 0.0912*** 0.0931*** 0.0931*** 0.0905*** 

  (0.0177) (0.0204) (0.0205) (0.0169) (0.0205) 

Education Less Than 12 Years  -0.290*** -0.288*** -0.288*** -0.288*** -0.285*** 

  (0.0183) (0.0133) (0.0133) (0.0188) (0.0133) 

Education Exactly 12 Years  -0.105*** -0.105*** -0.103*** -0.103*** -0.103*** 

  (0.0139) (0.0103) (0.0103) (0.0135) (0.0103) 

Education More Than 12 Years  0.0657*** 0.0730*** 0.0665*** 0.0665*** 0.0732*** 

  (0.00890) (0.0111) (0.0111) (0.00878) (0.0111) 

Presidential Election  0.186*** 0.183***   0.182*** 

  (0.0113) (0.00812)   (0.0523) 

State Income Per Capita (CPI)  -4.31e-06 -5.62e-06 -9.81e-07 -9.81e-07 -1.13e-05* 

  (2.75e-06) (3.63e-06) (1.80e-06) (2.98e-06) (6.22e-06) 

State Employment Rate  -0.0906 -0.220 0.124 0.124 0.197 

  (0.245) (0.260) (0.121) (0.278) (0.314) 

State Population Density  -0.000108 0.000535 -0.000130** -0.000130 0.000296 

  (0.000110) (0.000512) (5.95e-05) (9.94e-05) (0.000533) 



Constant 0.661*** 0.481*** 0.528*** 0.389*** 0.389*** 0.467** 

 (0.0177) (0.0951) (0.0746) (0.0670) (0.143) (0.186) 

       

Observations 12,150 12,150 12,150 12,150 12,150 12,150 

Controls NO YES YES YES YES YES 

State Cluster Std YES YES NO NO YES NO 

State Fixed-Effects NO NO YES NO NO YES 

Year Fixed-Effects NO NO NO YES YES YES 

Prob > F 0.0083 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

F-Test 7.799 240.1 166.5 136.3 239.3 47.27 

Adj-R2 0.00169 0.182 0.191 0.185 0.185 0.194 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 



Table 23, Reduced Sample Regression, Ethnicity = Black, Dependent Variable is “Election Turnout”. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Naive Controls State FE Year FE Year FE Complete 

       

Hits Police Brutality Corrected -0.0265 -7.334 -2.586 -14.81* -14.81* -6.385 

 (7.351) (8.378) (8.219) (8.142) (7.656) (10.56) 

Unemployed  -0.0679* -0.0786** -0.0695** -0.0695* -0.0792** 

  (0.0379) (0.0324) (0.0322) (0.0379) (0.0325) 

Age  0.00807*** 0.00808*** 0.00803*** 0.00803*** 0.00798*** 

  (0.000956) (0.000765) (0.000760) (0.000914) (0.000767) 

Female  0.0517* 0.0547** 0.0528** 0.0528* 0.0539** 

  (0.0281) (0.0241) (0.0241) (0.0292) (0.0242) 

Family Income 0-16 Percentile  -0.0986** -0.0852** -0.0961** -0.0961** -0.0835* 

  (0.0383) (0.0430) (0.0428) (0.0405) (0.0433) 

Family Income 17-33 Percentile  0.0386 0.0434 0.0403 0.0403 0.0431 

  (0.0434) (0.0435) (0.0434) (0.0470) (0.0438) 

Family Income 34-67 Percentile  -0.0126 0.00222 -0.0128 -0.0128 0.000451 

  (0.0347) (0.0417) (0.0417) (0.0381) (0.0421) 

Family Income 68-95 Percentile  0.0802* 0.0896* 0.0850* 0.0850* 0.0909* 

  (0.0433) (0.0466) (0.0465) (0.0455) (0.0471) 

Family Income 96-100 Percentile  0.0781 0.0537 0.0855 0.0855 0.0642 

  (0.0925) (0.101) (0.101) (0.0927) (0.102) 

Education Less Than 12 Years  -0.219*** -0.208*** -0.214*** -0.214*** -0.207*** 

  (0.0298) (0.0359) (0.0354) (0.0269) (0.0360) 

Education Exactly 12 Years  -0.0831*** -0.0739** -0.0784** -0.0784*** -0.0702** 

  (0.0249) (0.0308) (0.0305) (0.0257) (0.0309) 

Education More Than 12 Years  0.0958** 0.104*** 0.0932** 0.0932** 0.102** 

  (0.0354) (0.0397) (0.0393) (0.0349) (0.0397) 

Presidential Election  0.206*** 0.209***   0.334** 

  (0.0223) (0.0250)   (0.163) 

State Income Per Capita (CPI)  -3.16e-06 1.89e-05* -4.29e-06 -4.29e-06 2.88e-05 

  (3.26e-06) (1.03e-05) (5.11e-06) (4.28e-06) (1.90e-05) 

State Employment Rate  -0.174 -2.040** -0.0514 -0.0514 -1.502 

  (0.356) (0.830) (0.430) (0.341) (1.016) 

State Population Density  -0.000196** 0.000632 -0.000189 -0.000189** 0.000393 

  (8.81e-05) (0.00148) (0.000155) (8.36e-05) (0.00154) 



Constant 0.622*** 0.437*** 0.746*** 0.520** 0.520** 0.254 

 (0.0144) (0.144) (0.258) (0.234) (0.213) (0.576) 

       

Observations 1,537 1,537 1,537 1,537 1,537 1,537 

Controls NO YES YES YES YES YES 

State Cluster Std YES YES NO NO YES NO 

State Fixed-Effects NO NO YES NO NO YES 

Year Fixed-Effects NO NO NO YES YES YES 

Prob > F 0.9971 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

F-Test 1.30e-05 51.93 19.29 14.28 43.55 6.468 

Adj-R2 -0.000651 0.158 0.164 0.163 0.163 0.169 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

 

 


