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1 Introduction

In 1996, Prakash Singh, a retired Director General of Police (DGP), filed Public Interest Litiga-

tion (PIL) with the Supreme Court of India to address police “violations of the rights of citizens

in the form of unauthorized detentions, torture, harassment, fabrication of evidence, malicious

prosecutions, etc.” Ten years later, the Supreme Court’s ruling in Prakash Singh and Others vs.

Union of India and Others 2006 called for widespread police reform in part through the creation

of local Police Complaints Authorities (PCAs), institutions intended to hear citizen complaints

of misconduct by the police. Pointing out that the central government had failed to imple-

ment police reform despite the recommendations of a number of high-powered committees,

the Supreme Court decided not to remain silent: “The question, however, is whether this Court

should further wait for Governments to take suitable steps for police reforms. The answer has to

be in the Negative.” Under what conditions do court rulings decrease government repression?

Can the creation of court-mandated accountability institutions improve human rights?

Although scholars frequently argue that domestic courts limit government repression writ

large (e.g., Hill and Jones 2014, Keith 2002, Powell and Staton 2009), the majority of research on

the relationship between domestic courts and human rights is silent on the mechanisms link-

ing domestic judiciaries and rights protections. Similarly, while much of the literature on the

effect of international human rights law on repression argues that treaty effects are dependent

on domestic courts, few scholars specify why this is the case other than to broadly suggest that

citizens use domestic litigation to enforce treaty protections (e.g., Conrad and Ritter 2013, Sim-

mons 2009). The literature on courts as transitional justice mechanisms is also relatively quiet

in providing a clear mechanism linking human rights trials to improved outcomes (e.g., Kim

and Sikkink 2010, Sikkink 2011, Sikkink and Walling 2007, Sikkink and Kim 2013). In sum, the

extant literature—on domestic courts and human rights, on international law, and on transi-

tional justice—fails to theorize why courts matter so much to human rights.

Human rights scholars are increasingly interested in studying the police as repressive agents

of the state because the protections from violence commonly offered by democratic institutions
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do not seem to extend to criminals and members of marginalized groups in their interactions

with police officers (Jackson, Hall and Daniel W. Hill 2018). In this paper, we suggest a poten-

tial mechanism by which courts can limit police violence: by issuing rulings requiring the cre-

ation of accountability institutions to which victims can report rights violations. We argue that

court-ordered institutions to which citizens can report allegations of abuse provide “fire-alarm”

oversight (McCubbins and Schwartz 1984) by which police behavior can be monitored, thereby

decreasing violations of human rights.1 To test the implications of our argument, we take ad-

vantage of variance in the creation of Indian Police Complaints Authorities (PCAs) following the

ruling in Prakash Singh and Ors. v. Union of India and Ors. Using a difference-in-difference de-

sign that exploits cross-sectional and temporal variation in the implementation of state PCAs,

we show that PCA implementation is statistically and substantively associated with decreases in

human rights violations by Indian police officers. In a placebo test, we show that State Human

Rights Commissions (SHRCs)—institutions created by the Indian legislature, an actor who we

assume does not prefer the protection of citizen rights—do not decrease police violence.

The argument and results in this paper suggest that courts can potentially limit police vio-

lence by calling for the creation of fire-alarm institutions to which victims can report allegations

of police abuse. The ability to require the creation of accountability institutions means that do-

mestic courts can act as powerful actors in limiting government abuses of human rights—even

without the ability to sanction or punish perpetrators directly. Because courts often lack the

monitoring capacity to identify and punish the majority of violations of human rights on their

own, the creation of independent, fire-alarm institutions can serve as a method by which judi-

ciaries can expand their oversight. In addition, although we test the implications of our theory

using data on PCA creation and allegations of police violence in India, this paper contributes

to a growing discussion in the United States and abroad—both in academia and in the public

sphere—about how to best limit police violence. In India, for example, there is little evidence

that police officers reduce abuses following normative human rights training (Wahl 2017), sug-

1We borrow the term “fire-alarm” oversight from McCubbins and Schwartz (1984).
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gesting that the creation of institutions to constrain police behavior may be more effective in

limiting rights violations. Our research shows that courts potentially have the power not only

to influence the decision-making of police directly, but also to mandate the creation of inde-

pendent institutions that monitor police officer behavior and improve human rights outcomes

indirectly. More broadly, our argument suggests that other political actors and institutions who

want to protect citizen rights—be they courts, legislatures, or executives—may be able to im-

prove human rights outcomes through the creation of fire-alarm accountability institutions.

2 Indian PCAs as Judicial Fire-Alarm Oversight

To develop our theory about the effect of court-ordered accountability institutions on police

violence, we make explicit the preferences of four actors: (1) citizens, (2) police, (3) politicians,

and (4) the domestic court. First, we assume that citizens prefer to have their own rights re-

spected by the government, but on average, are less concerned about the rights of criminals

and marginalized individuals. In many cases, citizens who prefer their own rights be respected

do not prefer that the government protect the rights of accused criminals. Consider, for exam-

ple, widespread public support for Mano dura policies in Latin America (e.g., Holland 2013, Wolf

2017) and vigilante criminal justice in post-Apartheid South Africa (e.g., Smith 2015, 2019). Even

in democracies like the United States, citizens are willing to punish criminals (e.g., Camerer and

Thaler 1995, Carpenter 2007) and often demand the government do so for the sake of retribu-

tion (e.g., Enns 2014, Roberts et al. 2002).2 Consistent with the literature on “penal populism”

(e.g., Roberts et al. 2002), we assume that citizens prefer punitive criminal justice policies, which

often entails government violence against criminals and marginalized individuals.3

Next, we assume that police officers want to remain employed. To do so, they must fol-

2The extent to which citizens demand retribution for crime is conditioned by a variety of factors, including
emotion (Garcia-Ponce and Zeitzoff 2019).

3We do not assume police violence to be corrupt. In India, specifically, “corruption” is often seen by the police
and the broader public as a virtuous, justice-based practice (e.g., Gupta 1995, 2012, Jauregui 2014, 2016, Sharma
2018, Wahl 2014).
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low (with some expected agency loss) the directives of their principals—politicians.4 Politicians

wish to remain in power, and consequently, must be concerned with the protection and safety

of the members of their winning coalitions. Politicians have at their disposal a coercive appa-

ratus to enforce the state monopoly on the legitimate exercise of coercion. They are willing to

use coercive agents—specifically, police—to maximize the probability of staying in power, re-

pressing individuals outside the winning coalition. As a response to citizen demands for harsh

criminal justice, politicians are willing to order/allow police to violate the rights of criminals and

marginalized individuals (e.g., Jackson, Hall and Daniel W. Hill 2018)—people that are unlikely

to form the core of any politician’s winning coalition, regardless of political party affiliation.5

Finally, we assume that the domestic court prefers to protect individual human rights—even

the rights of those outside the politicians’ winning coalitions—and attempts to do so through

the provision of legal accountability.6 We think this to be a reasonable assumption both gen-

erally and specifically in the case of India. Generally, effective domestic courts are well-known

to limit government repression writ large (e.g., Keith 2002, Powell and Staton 2009), curbing

human rights violations more effectively than many other institutions commonly thought to

decrease state repression (Hill and Jones 2014). Because independent and effective courts are

so strongly correlated with improved protections for human rights, our assumption here is akin

to assuming that the Indian Supreme Court is independent and effective. In the case of India,

the Supreme Court has a history of issuing decisions with the stated goal of depoliticizing the

police forces and curbing police violence. For example, in a 1997 decision, Arrest in D.K. Basu

vs. State of West Bengal, the Court implemented requirements for police detention and interro-

4For a discussion of principal-agent relationships with regard to human rights, generally, see Cohen and Nordås
(2015), Conrad and Moore (2010), DeMeritt (2015), Mitchell (2012).

5We recognize that the winning coalitions of politicians differ, in part due to political party affiliation. In In-
dia, police response to violence often depends on the needs of the incumbent political party (Subramanian 2007),
and ruling political parties award and punish police officers through promotion and removal from service (Ragha-
van 2003, Subramanian 2007). Police officers are often encouraged to turn a blind eye to crime committed by
politically-connected members of the incumbent party and to file trivial charges against enemies of the political
elite (Bayley 1983). In order to create a parsimonious theory, however, we abstract away from such detail, instead
assuming that criminals and marginalized individuals are unlikely to form the core of any politician’s winning
coalition regardless of their party affiliation.

6Legal accountability is the requirement that “agents abide by formal rules and be prepared to justify their action
in those terms in courts or quasi-judicial arenas” (Grant and Keohane 2005, 36).

5



gation, indicating violators could be held in contempt of court (Human Rights Watch 2016).

An implication of our assumptions regarding the preferences of the aforementioned actors

is that citizens whose feel their individual rights have been abused by Indian police are unlikely

to seek recourse via complaints to incumbent politicians. Ruling political parties often award

and punish police officers through promotion and removal from service (Raghavan 2003, Sub-

ramanian 2007), and as a result, Indian police responses to violence are often biased in favor of

politicians, generally, and the incumbent political party, specifically (Subramanian 2007). In ad-

dition, false criminal cases can be lodged to deter citizens from alleging complaints against the

police, and political leaders use police agencies to intimidate their opponents (Verma 2005).

Because citizens whose rights have been abused are generally outside the incumbent party’s

winning coalition, federal/state governments have little incentive to reform police forces in the

face of violations. Instead, citizens do better to seek recourse by the domestic institution most

likely to prefer the protection of human rights: the court.

2.1 Courts & Fire-Alarm Oversight

Unfortunately, even the most effective courts are limited in their ability to monitor government

violations of human rights—even if they issue rulings in favor of citizen complaints—for two

reasons. First, monitoring is costly (Miller and Whitford 2002), and courts rarely have the re-

sources to oversee the implementation of all of their rulings. Instead, courts often rely on the

executive branch and its agents to implement court orders. In instances where the executive’s

preferences differ from those of the court—as we argue is the case in India—courts orders are

more likely to go unimplemented and unmonitored. Consequently, court orders intended to di-

rectly constrain police officers are less effective than they are in instances where the executive

is willing to enforce court decisions (e.g., the United States).

Second, the ability of citizens to access courts is not likely to be equally distributed across

the citizenry. The Indian Supreme Court has attempted to democratize access to the Court by

permitting individuals to file Public Interest Litigation (PIL)—writs of petition or letters regard-

6



ing issues related to the public interest—directly with the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court.

PIL is different from traditional litigation in that is allows citizens standing as representatives

of the general public interest and provides potential remedy not only for past injustices, but

also laws, etc. that are anticipated to be applied illegally (Cunningham 1987). Nevertheless, the

Court cannot hear/rule upon all PIL petitions. The Supreme Court accepts up to 40% of sub-

mitted cases for further hearing, and although the Court has issued 40,000 judgements since

1950, tens of thousands of cases are pending (Dhume 2017).

Although courts are limited in their ability to engage in traditional monitoring, incentives

and sanctions can motivate behavior when traditional monitoring is problematic (Huber and

Shipan 2002, McCubbins, Noll and Weingast 1987), and ex post rules can encourage compliance

and incentivize preferred behavior (Alchian and Demsetz 1972). In the context of the United

States Congress, for example, McCubbins and Schwartz (1984) distinguish between two forms

of oversight: (1) police-patrol oversight, in which “Congress examines a sample of executive-

agency activities, with the aim of detecting and remedying any violations of legislative goals

and, by its surveillance, discouraging such violations,” and (2) fire-alarm oversight, in which

“Congress establishes a system of rules, procedures, and informal practices that enable individ-

ual citizens and organizes interest groups to examine administrative decisions (sometimes in

prospect), to charge executive agencies with violating congressional goals, and to seek remedies

from agencies, courts, and Congress itself.” Like McCubbins and Schwartz (1984), who suggest

that Congress has a “rational preference” for fire-alarm oversight, we argue that the Supreme

Court of India created institutions of fire-alarm oversight to monitor police.

In addition to police-patrol oversight being difficult for the Indian Supreme Court for the

reasons we suggest above, the Court additionally prefers fire-alarm oversight for the same three

reasons that McCubbins and Schwartz (1984) argue Congress prefers fire-alarm oversight. First,

methods of police-patrol oversight are more costly; they inevitably involve the examination of

a great many actions that are not contrary to the Court’s preferences. In the case of the In-

dian Supreme Court, it would mean wading through a great many actions in which the incum-
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bent political party actually complied with the Court’s ruling. Second, police-patrol oversight is

necessarily more limited in scope and consequently may miss more violations than fire-alarm

oversight mechanisms, as the Court has limited resources that prevent it from examining all

executive action. In the case of the Court, it would be difficult for an oversight committee to

recognize all of the ways in which the incumbent party has deviated from its decisions. Third,

although fire-alarm controls in which private parties bring violations to the Court’s attention

are just as costly as police-patrol monitoring, the costs are borne by the citizenry rather than

Court (McCubbins and Schwartz 1984). This is particularly important for the Indian Supreme

Court; allowing citizens to sound the fire-alarm about human rights violations is less costly for

the Court because citizens incur the costs of determining if a violation has occurred.7

In what follows, we describe the Supreme Court of India’s decision in Prakash Singh and Ors

vs. Union of India and Ors 2006, which mandated the creation of Police Complaints Authorities

(PCAs) to serve as a form of human rights oversight. We suggest that the Court created these

institutions as fire-alarm oversight of Indian police officers—and that the creation of these in-

stitutions has served to decrease police misconduct and violence.

2.2 Indian PCAs as Human Rights Monitors

In 2006, ten years after Prakash Singh filed public interest litigation (PIL) on behalf of police

reform, the Supreme Court of India issued a ruling in Prakash Singh and Ors vs. Union of In-

dia and Ors 2006. The ruling included seven directives, the most important of which required

each state and district government to create an institution called a Police Complaints Author-

7Although McCubbins and Schwartz (1984) assume that “even disadvantaged groups have public spokesmen,”
readers may be concerned about the extent to which members of marginalized groups in India are able to pull
such fire-alarms. There are several features of the Indian setting that allows marginalized individuals to take ad-
vantage of fire-alarm accountability. First, India has a high level of robust political competition, which provides
incentives for non-incumbent parties to support claims against the police and highlight abuses. Many Indian
states also support political parties that are explicitly focused on representation for lower-caste groups. Second,
India boasts a relatively well-developed civil society, with a number of non-governmental organizations (NGOs)
engaged in advocacy in many parts of the country. As a result, we make the simplifying assumption that all citi-
zens are able to take advantage of fire-alarm accountability. Nevertheless, consideration of hetereogeneity in the
extent to which Indian citizens can pull the fire-alarm is an interesting theoretical extension of our argument and
may imply heterogeneous treatment effects of our main independent variable.
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ity (PCA) to hear complaints of violence against police officers brought by citizens.8 The Court

intended the creation of state and district PCAs to provide citizens with easier access to an in-

stitution to hear complaints about police violence without requiring them to travel to the state

capital (Commonwealth Human Rights Initiative 2007). The Court ruled that PCAs should be

structured similarly in every state, although the “volume of complaints” should be used to de-

termine the size of the PCA.

PCA complaints can be made by the victim or a complainant on the victim’s behalf, any per-

son who witnessed police misconduct, the police themselves, or the National or State Human

Rights Commission (Human Rights Watch 2017). Importantly for our purposes, neither state

nor district PCAs are permitted to independently begin their own investigations into any form of

police misconduct; PCAs only investigate police violence when complaints have been lodged by

citizens or citizen groups against the police.9 Because the Court mandated the creation of PCAs

and did not provide them with independent investigatory power, PCAs serve as quintessential

fire-alarm oversight institutions; they have no police-patrol powers and can monitor the police

and promote protections for human rights only to the extent that citizens come to them with

allegations of police misconduct and violence.

The Court initially mandated the creation of state and district Police Complaints Authori-

ties by late 2006. When few states complied, the Supreme Court issued a statement that states

had three months from January 2007 to comply in full. Most Indian states loosely followed the

directive, issuing Police Acts or government orders to create de jure PCAs “dominated by bu-

reaucrats and the police, serving and retired, with little representation from the community

and civil society” before the deadline (Commonwealth Human Rights Initiative 2007). In May

2008, the Supreme Court created a temporary three-member monitoring committee to oversee

8In our Supplemental Appendix, we conduct myriad robustness tests to show that the creation of PCAs—rather
than the implementation of these other directives—is responsible for decreases in police violence.

9State PCAs are intended primarily to investigate allegations of serious misconduct, “which would include in-
cidents involving death, grievous hurt or rape in police custody,” against officers of the rank of Superintendent of
Police (head the police force of a district) and above. District PCAs are permitted to investigate both serious and
less serious misconduct, which includes “allegations of extortion, land/house grabbing or any incident involving
serious abuse of authority” against police officers of and up to the rank of Deputy Superintendent of Police.

9



state compliance with the Court’s order (Commonwealth Human Rights Initiative 2007). The

monitoring committee’s final report in 2010 was not optimistic about the implementation of

PCAs nationwide: “Practically no State has fully complied with those Directives so far, in letter

and spirit, despite the lapse of almost four years since the date of the original judgment. In

the States, where new police legislations have not been enacted, the directions are purported

to have been complied with by issuing executive orders but the contents of such executive or-

ders clearly reflect dilution, in varying degrees, of the spirit, if not the letter, of the Court di-

rectives” (Commonwealth Human Rights Initiative 2007). As a result of the committee’s report,

the Supreme Court responded by admonishing four states—Maharashtra, West Bengal, Uttar

Pradesh, and Karnataka—for non-compliance with the Court’s order and the committee’s over-

sight. Nevertheless, compliance with the directive to create independent PCAs continued to

be limited. In 2012, the Commonwealth Human Rights Initiative (CHRI) reported that only six

states had operational police complaints authorities; in 2016, the CHRI reported that “no state...

complied fully with the (Court’s) directives” (Commonwealth Human Rights Initiative 2007).

Despite the fact that Indian states were hesitant to create PCAs,10 we expect court-ordered

fire-alarm oversight institutions to improve police respect for citizen rights. How can the cre-

ation of institutions with no enforcement power decrease police violence? Following literature

on how courts influence human rights outcomes (e.g., Conrad and Ritter 2013), we argue expe-

riencing litigation creates costs for the accused that they would prefer to avoid—even when the

probability of enforcement is low. The accused must spend time and resources responding to

accusations. These costs exist even if the government is not found to be in violation of the law

(Powell and Staton 2009).11

Indian police officers face similar costs when they are accused of violence and investigated

by a Police Complaints Authority—even one that lacks enforcement power. For example, al-

10We consider the effect of delays in implementation in our empirical analyses below.
11We assume that PCAs can curb police violence even absent enforcement power because PCAs impose costs on

the accused. It could be the case that the incumbent party—knowing that police officers face potential costs for
violating rights—impose even larger costs (e.g., loss of promotion, removal from service) on officers if they fail to
violate rights. Empirically, such behavior would cut against our finding support for our main hypothesis.
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though PCAs have little ability to enforce their rulings, they enjoy many of the powers of a civil

court including the right to summon and enforce the attendance of witnesses and examine

them under oath; the right to discovery and the production of evidence; the right to requisition

public records; and the right to issue authorities for the examination of witnesses or documents

(e.g., Nag and Kotwal 2011, 22). Following investigation of a complaint, PCAs “can either compel

the registration of a First Information Report (FIR) against the errant officer, or initiate a depart-

mental inquiry” (Nag and Kotwal 2011, 52).12 To be sure, sometimes police ignore PCA decisions

(e.g., Kotwal and Srinivas 2010, Nag and Kotwal 2011). But the head of Maharashtra State PCA,

former Bombay High Court Justice A.V. Potdar, indicates that police officers sometimes respond

to even the most basic PCA activity—the receipt of complaints: “We have observed that when

the police find out that a complainant has approached the authority, they immediately register

(FIRs that they previously failed to register)” (emphasis mine) (Express News Service 2018).

PCA investigations also create costs for police officers that are similar to those that officers

would experience if they were tried in a court of law. We assume these costs occur in part as a

function of the time and resources police officers use to defend themselves prior to and during

hearings and other meetings (e.g., Nag and Kotwal 2011).13 Even in cases where police officers

fail to show up for PCA hearings, they pay costs in terms of the potential for heightened media

scrutiny regarding their individual lack of appearance before the Authority (e.g., Shukla 2018).

As a result of these costs (and the uncertainty surrounding the creation of a new institution that

might hold them accountable for violence), we expect the creation of PCAs to have a deterrent

effect on police violence: officers will be less likely to engage in violence when there exists a

PCA where victims can lodge complaints.

Hypothesis 1. PCA creation decreases police violence.

The hypothesis presented above is specific to the India case, but our theory could easily

be applied more generally. We purposefully present our theoretical assumptions broadly be-

12See, also, Kotwal and Srinivas (2010).
13In the event that this assumption is not reflected in reality (i.e., if police officers face no costs associated with

PCA complaints) we should be less likely to find support for our hypothesis.

11



fore specifically relating them to the Indian case. Recall that we theoretically assume domestic

courts to be the only institutional actor who prefers the protection of human rights. In the case

of India—and in many other countries—this is a reasonable assumption; courts are more likely

than other national political actors (e.g., the legislature) to prefer the protection of citizen rights.

In the event that a court did not prefer the protection of human rights, however, we would not

expect court-created fire-alarm institutions to decrease government violence. We also assume

that incumbent political parties do not prefer the protection of human rights; again, this is

reasonable in the case of India. But if a non-judicial national political actor did prefer the pro-

tection of citizen rights in another context, we would similarly expect fire-alarm institutions

created by that actor to improve the protection of human rights. As such, while we present the

theory here in such a way as to make it applicable to the Indian case, our theoretical frame-

work is quite broad and could be applied in hetereogeneous contexts. Accordingly, Hypothesis

1 could be stated more broadly—and tested empirically in future work—as follows: The creation

of fire-alarm institutions by a rights-preferring actor decreases government violence.14

3 Operationalization & Research Design

To estimate the effect of state Police Complaints Authority (PCA) creation on police violence,

we use a difference-in-difference design that takes advantage of variance in the implementa-

tion of Prakash Singh and Ors. v. Union of India and Ors, a 2006 judgment by the Supreme

Court of India requiring states and districts to establish PCAs. Our sample covers 29 Indian

states and seven union territories from 2001 to 2016; the unit of observation is the state-year. In

what follows, we first describe the operationalization of our main dependent and independent

variables. We then discuss in detail the identification strategy that we use to test our hypothesis.

14Note that this expectation implies the possibility of other actors that could similarly serve as fire alarm mon-
itors in India; in the U.S. context, interest groups are often suggested to monitor the performance of American
bureaucracy (e.g., Banks and Weingast 1992). In our Supplemental Appendix, we show that our empirical results
are robust to the inclusion of controls for state-level variation in both independent media coverage and the pres-
ence/activity of civil society organizations.
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3.1 Dependent Variable: Police Violence

We operationalize our main dependent variable, Police Violence, using an annual count of the

number individuals who died while in police custody in each state or union territory.15 These

data come from the annual Crime in India Report published by the National Crime Record Bu-

reau (NCRB) and are available for 29 Indian states and seven union territories from 2001 to

2016. As part of the incumbent government, the NCRB argues that most reported deaths are

due to accident, suicide, and illness. Importantly for our purposes, however, myriad human

rights organizations argue that death in Indian police custody occurs primarily as a result of

police torture. In a paper published by the Indian Bureau of Police Research and Development

(BPRD), Dahiya (2016) argues that the majority of custodial deaths occur as a result of violence:

“The police in India is often blamed for committing unlawful killings in police custody. Such

deaths are many a times the result of third degree treatment during custodial torture and police

deny all responsibilities stating that there were other reasons behind the deaths.”

Regional and international non-governmental organizations (NGOs) agree with the BPRD’s

assessment. In a 2011 report, the Asian Center for Human Rights (ACHR) alleged that a large

number of police custodial death cases were caused by police torture with headlines includ-

ing, “Individual cases of custodial deaths through torture,” “Custodial death through torture:

alleged suicide,” and “Custodial death through torture: alleged medical complications” (ACHR

2011). Human Rights Watch echoed ACHR’s concerns in 2016, claiming that in many of the

cases described in the NCRB report, “family members allege that the deaths were the result of

torture” (Human Rights Watch 2016). In addition, because death counts are reported annu-

ally to NCRB by state governments and police agencies, NCRB reports likely undercount actual

deaths.16 These agencies face incentives not only to produce biased reports about custodial

15Another potential operationalization would be data on cases against the police brought to a PCA, also available
via reports by the National Crime Record Bureau (NCRB). We do not use this measure because while we expect
PCAs to have a deterrent effect on police violence, the effect of PCA creation on legal suits is not clear. PCAs
might be negatively correlated with cases simply because they actually do reduce police violence; PCAs might be
positively correlated with cases because they encourage and provide a forum for citizens to report abuse.

16All Indian states and union territories reported except for Daman & Diu in 2001.
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death, as noted above, but also to underreport such violence.

In order to use a biased undercount as our measure of police violence, we must assume

that police custodial deaths—even as reported by the NCRB—are correlated with the “true”

level of police violence. If we fail to find support for our hypothesis, it may be because this is

an untenable assumption. We are comfortable making this assumption for two reasons. First,

truncation in the dependent variable leads scholars to underestimate substantive effects; as a

result, using these data should result in a conservative estimate of our main effects. Second,

although the NCRB may face biases in reporting, we do not expect the creation of a PCA to

decrease the number of deaths in police custody due to natural causes or the extent to which

the organization reports violent deaths as non-violent.17

The NCRB reports two types of police custodial deaths: (1) deaths remanded to police cus-

tody, and (2) deaths not remanded to police custody. The former refers to the death of individ-

uals sent back to police custody by an Indian court for the purpose of furthering an investiga-

tion; the latter refers to the death of individuals taken into custody by officers prior to a court

appearance (NCRB 2015). This is an important distinction. Death from torture is more likely

for unremanded cases (e.g., Human Rights Watch 2016), and courts pay heightened attention

to the physical security of individuals who are remanded to police custody. Police are likely to

be more constrained in their use of violence against individuals remanded to police custody by

a court. Human Rights Watch (2016) suggests that courts pay more attention to the physical

security of remanded individuals because they receive “regular mandatory medical check-ups”

every 48 hours. Conversely, when individuals are not remanded to police custody by a court,

police are likely to feel less constrained in their abuse of those persons.18 As such, we use a

17Some scholars actively investigate the effect of institutional change on reporting. For example, Iyer et al. (2012)
argue that the randomized reservation of village council seats for women in India causes an increase in reported
crimes against women—not actual crime. The corollary in our case would be that PCA creation might lead police
to underreport custodial deaths. Because the NCRB rarely reports custodial deaths as occurring due to violence, we
think it reasonable to assume that such reporting is unlikely to change following PCA creation. We would actually
be more concerned about reports of violent custodial death in this case!

18Figure A1 in our Supplemental Appendix shows changes remanded and unremanded death in police custody
over time. As expected, the count of custodial deaths not remanded to police by the court is larger than the count
of custodial deaths remanded to police custody following legal action.
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count of UNREMANDED POLICE CUSTODIAL DEATHS as our measure of Police Violence.19

3.2 Main Independent Variable: PCA Creation

We operationalize our main independent variable, PCA Creation, as the de jure existence of

a state-level Police Complaints Authority.20 Using Commonwealth Human Rights Initiative

(CHRI) reports, we collected information on de jure PCA creation across Indian states and union

territories from 2006 to 2016. The final variable used in our analyses, STATE PCA CREATION, is a

binary variable coded “1” in the first year in which a state or union government issues a govern-

ment order or passes a police act that explicitly mentions the establishment of state-level PCA

and every year thereafter.21 We lag the variable one period in our empirical models.22

We measure STATE PCA CREATION as the lagged de jure creation of a state Police Complaints

Authority.23 Alternatively, we could choose to measure PCA creation using some other opera-

tionalization: the de facto implementation of such an institution, whether the institution is

independent from the police, or whether the institution issues binding recommendations. We

19The variable ranges from 0 deaths to 34 deaths (Maharashtra in 2013). As expected, our empirical results are
statistically insignificant using measures of remanded and total (unremanded plus remanded) death. These results
are available in our Supplemental Appendix.

20In its ruling, the Indian Supreme Court also required states to establish district-level PCAs, calling for district-
level PCAs to “. . . inquire into allegations of extortion, land/house grabbing or any incident involving serious abuse
of authority.” Theoretically, we also expect the creation of district-level PCAs to decrease police violence. We limit
our empirical analysis of the effect of PCAs on police violence for several reasons. First (and most practically), we
only have data for PCA implementation and police violence at the level of the Indian state. Second, state PCAs are
more powerful than district PCAs since state PCAs. State-level PCAs are permitted to investigate complaints against
officers of the rank of Superintendent of Police and above; district-level PCAs are only permitted to investigate
complaints against police officers of and up to the rank of Deputy Superintendent of Police. As a result, we expect
individuals claiming serious abuse by high-level police officials to bring allegations to state-level PCAs rather than
district-level PCAs.

21Orissa (Odisha) and Delhi had PCA-like state institutions prior to 2006. We code the creation of a PCA in Orissa
(Odisha) and Delhi as “1” following a formal announcement that that institution will serve as the state PCA.

22In our Supplemental Appendix, Figure A2 and Table A2 provides information about the notable temporal and
cross-sectional variance in the de jure creation of state-level Police Complaints Authorities.

23Bellemare, Masaki and Pepinsky (2017) caution against the use of a lagged independent variable as a “fix”
for endogeneity concerns. We have an unrelated theoretical reason to lag our main independent variable: we
do not expect PCAs to affect police violence instantly. Lagging our independent variable is especially important
because we measure PCA creation at the state-year; PCAs created late in a given year need time to affect violence.
In addition, the choice of t+1 is not arbitrary; PCAs additionally affect violence at t+2 and t+3, as shown in our
placebo test below. Nevertheless, we show in our Supplemental Appendix that our results are robust (p-value =
0.068) to a Poisson model in which we do not lag our main independent variable.
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choose to measure STATE PCA CREATION as the de jure creation of such an institution for two

reasons. First, the de jure creation of a PCA represents the first time that a state government ac-

knowledges the creation of such a fire-alarm institution, and it is easier to code valid and reliable

data on such a concept. Second, and more importantly for our purposes, the de jure creation

of a Police Complaints Authority is the minimum level of PCA implementation in which a state

can engage. The creation of a de facto institution or an institution with more “teeth” would

likely better constrain human rights violations than an institution that exists in name only. As

such, the decision to operationalize our main independent variable as a de jure institution is

likely to result in a conservative estimate of the effect of PCA Creation on Police Violence.

3.3 Identification Strategy: A Generalized Difference-in-Difference Approach

To test the implications of our argument, we take advantage of variance in the creation of In-

dian state PCAs following the Supreme Court of India’s ruling in Prakash Singh and Ors. v.

Union of India and Ors. We use a generalized difference-in-difference design that exploits cross-

sectional and temporal variation in our treatment variable, STATE PCA CREATION. Because our

dependent variable is a count of deaths not remanded in police custody, we use a Poisson max-

imum likelihood regression model to estimate our difference-in-difference model:24

E(Pol i ce V i ol encei t ) = exp(β1St ate PC Ai ,t−1 +δX ′+γi +ηt )

The DID allows us to compare changes in deaths in police custody in states that created

PCAs before and after PCA creation to changes in deaths in police custody in states that did

not create PCAs. δX ′ is a vector of covariates measured at the state level. The model includes,

γi , state/union territory fixed effects that capture the influence of unobserved time-invariant

24Unlike a fixed effects maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) logit model, the use of fixed effects in MLE Pois-
son does not suffer from the problem of incidental parameters; as a result, its estimates are unbiased (Allison
and Waterman 2002). As shown in our Supplemental Appendix, our results are robust to using 1) a negative bi-
nomial model, or 2) a quasi-Poisson model to address overdispersion (Zeileis, Kleiber and Jackman 2008); the
quasi-Poisson results (including standard errors) are the same as in this model as in the Poisson model with clus-
ter standard errors.
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omitted variables. ηt represents year fixed effects that absorb the effect of common time shocks

and trends to all states and union territories. Standard errors are clustered at the level of the

state/union territory.25

4 Empirical Results

Table 1 provides our main empirical results, which provide significant support for our hypoth-

esis that PCA creation decreases police violence.26 The table shows coefficient estimates of the

effect of PCA CREATION on UNREMANDED POLICE CUSTODIAL DEATHS. Because we use a Pois-

son maximum likelihood regression model, the coefficient on PCA CREATION shown in Table

1 provides the log of the ratio of the expected count, comparing custodial death counts when

PCA CREATION takes the value of 1 to death counts when PCA CREATION takes the value of 0.

Thus, the creation of a Police Complaints Authority leads to -0.597 log of the ratio of expected

counts—a 45% reduction in unremanded deaths in police custody.27

To interpret our substantive results differently, we use our data and empirical model to pre-

dict point estimates of the number of unremanded custodial police deaths in two hypothetical

scenarios: (1) a scenario in which all Indian states created Police Complaints Authorities in

2007, and (2) a scenario in which no Indian states implemented PCAs at all. Comparing the

number of unremanded custodial police deaths in these two scenarios to number of deaths

that occurred in our data provides us with some information on the (hypothetical) effect of full

PCA implementation. In the first scenario, we calculate 815 total unremanded deaths in po-

lice custody. Compared to the actual number of deaths in police custody in our data (985), this

simple calculation suggests that India would have experienced 170 fewer reported deaths in

25Our Supplemental Appendix provides descriptive statistics for all of the measures used in our analyses.
26As shown in our Supplemental Appendix, our empirical results are robust to the use of balanced panels, the use

of a negative binomial model, and the deletion of two new states created in 2014 (Telangana and Andhra Pradesh).
27There is variance in the extent to which PCAs have the de jure power to make “binding” recommendations.

Based on our theory, we might expect PCAs with the power of binding recommendations to have a stronger nega-
tive effect on police violence than PCAs without such power. In our Supplemental Appendix, we report results that
support this expectation.
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police custody had all Indian states implemented PCAs in 2007 at the behest of the Court. Un-

der our second hypothetical scenario, total deaths in police custody would total 1162 deaths.

Compared to the 985 deaths in our data, we expect that there would be 177 additional deaths in

police custody if no Indian states had ever implemented a PCA.

Table 1: The Effect of PCA Creation on Police Violence

PCA Creation, t-1 −0.597∗∗∗

(0.164)

State/UT FE Y
Year FE Y

State/UT = 36
N = 562

Note: p-values are two-
tailed. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01.
Robust standard errors are clustered
by state/union territory.

4.1 Placebo Tests

In order to strictly satisfy the parallel trends assumption required for causal inference via a

difference-in-difference design, the treatment—here, PCA CREATION—must be randomly as-

signed. Put differently, the parallel trends assumption requires that treatment group—which

includes Indian states that created PCAs—and the control group—which includes Indian states

that did not—exhibit similar trends in police violence prior to the implementation of the treat-

ment. Although the Indian Supreme Court initially ordered that PCA creation be completed by

December 2006, all Indian states chose to delay PCA creation to differing degrees. As a result,

we cannot argue that our PCA treatment was subject to true random assignment.28

Because Indian PCA creation was not subject to true random assignment, it is important to

28In addition to delays in the initial creation of PCAs, agency problems could arise between the court and the
PCA post-implementation. Such problems should cut against finding in support of our main hypothesis.
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further investigate the extent to which our data meet the parallel trends assumption on which

difference-in-difference estimation depends. In order to investigate the extent to which our

data meet the parallel trends assumption, we added to our previous models in Table 1 four

hypothetical leads of PCA CREATION—hypothetical implementation of PCA CREATION in each

of the four years prior to year in which the actual creation of a PCA occurred for a given state or

union territory. Plotting the coefficient on PCA CREATION for each of these leads allows us to

see whether the treatment group and control group have similar trends before the creation of

a PCA; if they do, the hypothetical creation of a state PCA prior to actual implementation will

have no effect on violence. In addition, we also included four lags of STATE PCA in our models

to test whether the creation of a PCA has a lasting depressive effect on violence.

Figure A6 shows a plot of the coefficients on PCA CREATION (at time, t = 0) and the associ-

ated leads and lags.29 Black dots represent point estimates; bars show 95% confidence intervals,

and bold lines depict 90% confidence intervals. Importantly, the effect of PCA CREATION fails

to reach traditional levels of statistical significance in years that prior to or in the actual year in

which an Indian state created a given PCA. The magnitude of the hypothetical effects prior to

actual implementation is also substantively very close to zero. This suggests that the police vi-

olence trends in the treatment group and the control group were not statistically different from

one another prior to the creation of a state PCA.

One to two years after the creation of a Police Complaints Authority (at time, t = 0), state

PCAs start to reduce police violence. The point estimate falls dramatically after the creation of

a PCA, and the predicted effects (at time, t = 1, t = 2) are statistically significant at 0.05. Three

years after the implementation of Police Complaints Authority, the effect of institutional cre-

ation at time, t , remains negative, although it is not quite significant at 0.05. We believe that

we lost traditional level of statistical significance because of a loss of observations. Because the

temporal domain of our police data ends in 2016, we are not able to observe police violence

for three years after PCA CREATION for Maharashtra, which created its PCAs on or after 2014.30

29A full table of results is provided in our Supplementary Appendix.
30As shown in our Supplemental Appendix, our results are robust to dropping Maharashtra from the sample.
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We take Figure A6 to be supportive of our meeting the parallel trends assumption and in pro-

viding substantive support for our main hypothesis that the creation of PCAs decreases police

violence.

Figure 1: Changes in Police Custodial Death Before and After PCA Creation
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4.2 Additional Tests with Time-Variant Covariates

The parallel trends assumption requires that there exist no time-variant covariates that have

different effects on police violence across the treatment and control groups. If the parallel

trends assumption holds, we will have accounted for (1) systematic, unobservable bias between

treatment and control units, and (2) systematic, unobservable bias correlated with treatment

assignment and temporally common across treatment and control states. Because we know

This is an additionally important robustness check because Maharashtra has the highest count of unremanded
death prior to 2006. Our results are also robust to the deletion of Andhra Pradesh, which is ranked number two in
unremanded death prior to 2006.
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that Indian states chose to delay PCA creation to differing degrees, however, a remaining con-

cern is that the timing of PCA implementation may be correlated with the police violence in

treated states. Although our placebo tests suggest few unobservable temporally variant covari-

ates affecting both treatment assignment and police violence—thus, making us confident in our

demonstration of seemingly random assignment—we address potential concerns about time-

variant covariates by considering why states would delay PCA implementation in the face of the

Court’s directive. More specifically, we argue that the delay of implementation of PCA is driven

by two factors that might influence police violence—STATE CAPACITY and STATE DESIRE—and

include measures to control for those covariates in our empirical analyses.31

With regard to STATE CAPACITY, it is possible that some states wish to follow the Court’s di-

rective, but lack the political and/or logistical capacity to create a PCA within the time-frame

specified by the Court.32 Because the creation of a new institutions requires state resources,

state governments are less likely to comply with the Court’s order when they lack the logistical

and administrative capacity to do so. In order to measure STATE CAPACITY, we include in our

empirical models a measure of state gross production (GDP) at 2004-2005 prices. We rescale

the measure by dividing by 1,000,000. These data come from reports published by the Plan-

ning Commission Government of India and Ministry of Statistics & Programme Implementa-

tion (MOSPI 2015, PCG 2014) and are reported for each state-year in our sample with the ex-

ception of three union territories: D & N Haveli, Daman & Diu, and Lakshadweep.33

Second, some state governments that have the capacity to create PCAs might lack the desire

to do so at the Court’s behest because they expect PCAs to constrain their ability to use police

violence. As discussed above, the police force is highly politicized in India. Political leaders mis-

use police agencies to settle personal issues and intimidate or harass their political opponents

(Bayley 1983, Verma 2005). Ruling political parties are able to award or punish police officers

31Like all relevant covariates, we are only interested in including measures of these concepts in our models to
the extent that they influence both the treatment and the outcome variables in systematic ways.

32Studying the effect of poverty reduction programs on violence in India, Dasgupta, Gawande and Kapur (2017)
argue that state capacity is crucial to the implementation of new institutions.

33Data for 2014 are not available for some states, although that missingness appears to be at random and is
handled via multiple imputation as described below.
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by promoting them or removing them from their position (Raghavan 2003, Subramanian 2007).

States with more politicized police are more likely to delay the implementation of PCAs. Be-

cause political parties can punish police officers by transferring them to new departments, we

measure STATE DESIRE using the proportion of police superintendents and deputy inspector

generals of police who had less than two year tenure and transferred out per state-year from

2001 to 2016,34 as reported by the Bureau of Police Research and Development (BPRD).35

Table 2: The Effect of PCA Creation on Police Violence with Controls

PCA Creation, t-1 −0.575∗∗∗

(0.157)

State Capacity 0.196
(0.272)

State Desire −0.028
(0.035)

State/UT FE Y
Year FE Y

State/UT = 36
N = 562

Note: p-values are two-
tailed. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05;
∗∗∗p<0.01. Robust standard er-
rors are clustered by state/union
territory.

Table 2 shows that the effect of PCA creation on police violence is largely unchanged when

we include time-variant control variables in our specification.36 Because our measures of STATE

CAPACITY and STATE DESIRE have some missingness, we use multiple imputation to “fill in”

34We calculate the proportion as the number of transfers divided by the number of total police in a given district.
We measure the denominator—the number of police in a given district—using data from 2004 because of the time
invariant nature of the denominator.

35In our Supplementary Appendix, we show that our results are robust to two additional measures of STATE

DESIRE: religion and insurgency/terrorist, as well as a host of other control variables.
36As shown in our Supplementary Appendix, our results are substantively similar when we conduct placebo tests

using the results presented in Table 2.
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missing values.37 The effect of PCA creation on police violence is substantively unchanged after

controlling for STATE CAPACITY and STATE DESIRE, leading to a 44% reduction in deaths.

4.3 An Additional “Placebo” Test

In the previous subsections, we provide robust empirical support in favor of our hypothesis that

PCAs—fire-alarm institutions created by the Indian Supreme Constitutional Court—decrease

police violence. The fact that PCAs were created by the Supreme Constitutional Court and not

by another political actor in India is theoretically important; as discussed above, the Court is

the only institutional actor whose preferences we assume to align with those of marginalized

individuals when it comes to the protection of human rights. Based on our theoretical assump-

tions regarding the preferences of the other actors in our theory, we do not expect human rights

institutions created by other branches of government (e.g., the legislature) to have normatively

positive effects on police violence.

But perhaps we are wrong: perhaps all fire-alarm institutions decrease violence—regardless

of the assumed preferences of the institutional actors that created them.38 To address this po-

tential concern, we conduct an additional “placebo” by taking advantage of the fact that the

Indian Parliament passed its own legislation—the 1993 Protection of Human Rights Act—to

create its own fire-alarm institutions intended to protect human rights. Indian State Human

Rights Commissions (SHRCs) are similar to PCAs in that they are “domestic institutions created

by the government of the state in which they act charged with promoting and protecting hu-

man rights” (Welch 2018). Like PCAs, National Human Rights Institutions (NHRIs) are argued

to “act as information clearing houses that may increase legal redress” (Welch 2017). In India,

however, SHRCs were created via legislation in the Indian Parliament—an actor we theoretically

assume does not prefer to protect the rights of marginalized individuals. Because SHRCs were

37Imputation is limited to our control variables.
38Although citizens are often involved in the oversight of police in mature democracies to thwart the police “cap-

ture” of oversight (Prenzler 2000), institutions like citizen review boards are less prevalent in new and emerging
democracies (Nalla and Mamayek 2013). Even where they do exist, they are not uniformly successful: for example,
(e.g., Livingston 2003) argues that citizen review been only moderately successful in the United States.
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not created by the Supreme Constitutional Court, we do not expect them to be associated with

decreased police violence.39 As such, although we hypothesized and found empirical support

for the expectation that PCAs would be associated with decreased police violence,40 we expect

to find no such relationship between SHRCs and police violence. Empirically, the correlation

between Indian state PCAs and SHRCs is quite low at 0.063,41 providing us with a unique op-

portunity to test an additional implication of our theoretical argument—and show support for

the notion that courts may be uniquely situated to create fire-alarm institutions to protect the

rights of marginalized individuals.

Table 3: The Effect of SHRC on Police Violence with Controls

(1) (2)

SHRC, t-1 0.046 0.091
(0.348) (0.335)

State Capacity 0.330
(0.292)

State Desire −0.028
(0.029)

State/UT FE Y Y
Year FE Y Y

State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36
N = 562 N = 562

Note: p-values are two-tailed. ∗p<0.1;
∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01. Robust standard er-
rors are clustered by state/union territory.

Our empirical results investigating the effect of SHRCs on police violence, presented in Table

3, are dramatically different from the results presented in Table 1. The implementation of State

Human Rights Commissions has no effect on police violence in models with (Column 1) and

39In Bihar state, the PCA redirects complaints to the SHRC; this relationship between institutions is unique.
40As shown in our Supplemental Appendix, our empirical results investigating the effect of PCAs on police vio-

lence are also robust to the inclusion of controls for SHRCs.
41Thirteen SHRCs were established on or before 2001; four states do not have an SHRC at all.
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without controls (Column 2). We take these empirical results as further support for our theory

that only fire-alarm institutions created by actors who prefer to protect citizen rights—here, the

Indian Supreme Constitutional Court—improve human rights outcomes.

5 Conclusion

In this article, we argue that courts can improve human rights outcomes through the creation

of fire-alarm institutions to which victims can government violence. The ability to mandate the

creation of accountability institutions means that domestic courts can be very powerful actors

in human rights abuses. We show that court-created fire-alarm institutions can improve human

rights independently of their ability to sanction or punish perpetrators—a point that needs to

be emphasized in a literature that often suggests institutions cannot deter rights abuses absent

the power to punish. In the case of India, a country that has faced both international and do-

mestic pressure to reform its police forces,42 we show empirically that independent, fire-alarm

institutions have helped the Indian Supreme Court expand its oversight of police violence and

improve human rights outcomes. We do not argue that all police violence will end as a result of

the creation of Police Complaints Authorities (PCAs)—only that PCAs decrease violence relative

to the counterfactual of not having a PCA at all.

Although courts are often held up as key institutions for improving human rights outcomes,

there remain substantial (and undertheorized) constraints on the ability of independent courts

to provide oversight of political violence. On their own, courts often lack the monitoring capac-

ity to identify and punish the majority of violations of human rights. The theory and results pre-

sented in this article suggest that the judicial creation of fire-alarm institutions can help courts

42In September 2017, the Indian government refused to accept a number of recommendations—several of which
are related to greater accountability of Indian police forces—made by the United Nations as part of the Universal
Periodic Review (UPR) process (Human Rights Watch 2017). Similarly, although it is a signatory to the United
Nations Convention Against Torture (CAT), India has been hesitant to ratify the Convention, even in the face of
international condemnation of allegations of torture in police custody (Human Rights Watch 2016). Attempts to
decrease abuse through the provision of normative human rights training have been relatively unsuccessful, with
officers adapting human rights norms to further justify the abuse of criminals (Wahl 2014, 2017).
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extend the reach of their oversight—thereby improving human rights outcomes even without

direct judicial remedy. It may be the case that the Indian Supreme Constitutional Court is par-

ticularly powerful—and has been particularly creative—in its creation of PCAs to thwart police

violence. Perhaps the creation of fire-alarm institutions is not be feasible for all courts wishing

to improve human rights outcomes. We encourage other scholars to probe the external validity

of the results presented here and the extent to which these sorts of institutions might be help-

ful in limiting government violations of human rights outside the Indian context. If the results

presented here are generalizeable, they provide a unique blueprint for improving human rights

via the creation of judicial oversight institutions.43

Our empirical results are particularly interesting in the face of limited cross-national evi-

dence that another (non-judicial) fire-alarm institution—National Human Rights Institutions

(NHRIs)—improve human rights outcomes (Cole and Ramirez 2013). Although they generally

exist at the national level, NHRIs are similar to Indian state PCAs in that they are “domestic

institutions created by the government of the state in which they act charged with promoting

and protecting human rights” (Welch 2018). In addition to fielding complaints from victims,

NHRIs are often more powerful then Indian state PCAs; some of them have the power to visit-

ing sites such as prisons, advise and draft legislation, and directly punish violations of human

rights (Reif 2012, Welch 2018). Interestingly, the substantive effects we report for Indian PCAs

are far more substantial than the effects reported for NHRIs—even though NHRIs are thought

to be, by many counts, more powerful institutions. We also show additional empirical evidence

that state level NHRIs—State Human Rights Commissions (SHRCs)—have no effect on police

violence. Our theory provides a novel explanation for why PCAs may be more effective in limit-

ing police violence than SHRCs: because they were created as accountability institutions by the

Supreme Constitutional Court—which we assume has preferences relatively more aligned with

members of marginalized groups—rather than other government actors. As such, we expect

PCAs to be less politicized than Parliamentary-created SHRCs, and consequently, to provide

43We discuss the extent to which our theory may be generalizeable even in contexts without independent courts
below.
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better protections for human rights.

While the empirical results we present in this paper on the effect of Indian PCAs on police

violence should be of interest to scholars of institutions and political violence on their own,

we believe that our theoretical contribution can be generalized beyond the Indian case—and

even beyond the effect of courts on police violence. Recall that our theory assumes domestic

courts to be the only institutional actor with a preference for the protection of human rights.

In the case of India—and in many other countries—this is a reasonable assumption; courts are

more likely than other national political actors (e.g., the legislature) to prefer the protection of

citizen rights. But if a non-judicial national political actor in another country preferred the pro-

tection of citizen rights, we might similarly expect fire-alarm institutions created by that actor

to improve the protection of human rights. This is good news for countries without indepen-

dent courts, as our theory suggests that perhaps other actors could normatively improve human

rights through the creation of fire-alarm institutions should they wish to do so. As such, while

we present the theory and empirical tests here in such a way as to make it applicable to the

Indian case, our theoretical framework is quite broad. We encourage future research to inves-

tigate the extent to which the creation of fire-alarm institutions by actors who prefer to protect

citizen rights (not just courts!) decreases government violence in other contexts.
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Supplemental Appendix

A Descriptive Statistics

In this section, we provide additional information on the variables employed in the empirical
analyses reported in the main manuscript and in this Supplemental Appendix. Table A1 reports
descriptive statistics for each of the variables.

Table A1: Descriptive Statistics

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Pctl(25) Median Pctl(75) Max

Death Not Remanded 562 1.753 3.842 0 0 0 1.8 34
Death Remanded 562 1.018 2.873 0 0 0 1 42
Total Death 562 2.770 5.587 0 0 1 3 53
Year 562 2,008.548 4.619 2,001 2,005 2,009 2,013 2,016
State PCA 562 0.420 0.494 0 0 0 1 1
District PCA 562 0.208 0.406 0 0 0 0 1
SSC 562 0.454 0.498 0 0 0 1 1
DGP Tenure 562 0.372 0.484 0 0 0 1 1
Officer Tenure 562 0.527 0.500 0 0 1 1 1
SILO 562 0.411 0.492 0 0 0 1 1
PEB 562 0.562 0.497 0 0 1 1 1
SHRC 562 0.548 0.498 0 0 1 1 1
State PCA Year 562 0.053 0.225 0 0 0 0 1
Terrorist Events, t-1 562 12.336 27.921 0 0 1 6 180
Religion 562 0.904 0.295 0 1 1 1 1
Party 562 0.509 0.500 0 0 1 1 1
Party 2006 562 0.463 0.499 0 0 0 1 1
Binding State PCA 562 0.130 0.336 0 0 0 0 1
Women’s Media Exposure 467 70.854 15.945 27.000 61.000 74.000 84.000 97.000
Literacy 559 71.926 10.596 47.000 64.700 70.500 81.200 94.000

As noted in our manuscript, the Indian Supreme Constitutional Court’s ruling in Prakash
Singh and Others v. Union of India and Others called for implementation of other directives
aside from the creation of Police Complaints Authorities (PCAs). Several of the variables in
Table A1 are associated with those directives, as follows:

• SSC: State Security Commissions

• DGP Tenure: Two-year tenure for the Director General of Police

• Officer Tenure: Two-year tenure for police officers

• SILO: Separation of the investigative and law and order functions of the police

• PEB: Police Establishment Board

Other variables listed in Table A1 are described our main manuscript or as part of the robust-
ness checks below.

Figure A1 shows changes in police custodial death as reported by NCRB over time.
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Figure A1: Count of Deaths in Police Custody by Year
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Table A2 and Figure A2 provide information about the timing of PCA implementation across
Indian states and union territories (UTs).

Table A2: Timing of PCA Creation

Year States and UTs

2007
Arunachal Pradesh, Assam, Chhattisgarh, Goa,
Jharkhand, Manipur, Nagaland, Rajasthan

2008 Gujarat, Haryana, Punjab, Sikkim, Uttarakhand
2009 Tripura

2010
West Bengal, A & N Islands, Chandigarh, D & N Haveli,
Daman & Diu, Lakshadweep, Puducherry

2011 Meghalaya, Mizoram
2012 Karnataka, Kerala
2013 Andhra Pradesh, Tamil Nadu
2014 Maharashtra

Not yet
Bihar, Himachal Pradesh, Jammu and Kashmir,
Madhya Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh

Existed Orissa (Odisha), Dehli

Table A3 provides information on the sum of total deaths in police custody from 2001 to
2006 by Indian state and UT. Table A4 shows the sum of deaths in police custody in 2006, the
year of the Court’s directive, by Indian state and UT.

B Multiple Imputation

In this section, we provide additional information on the variables employed in the imputation
model that we used to impute missing values on GDP and Head Transfer, our measures of State
Capacity and State Desire, respectively. Table A5 reports descriptive statistics. Year, State and
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Figure A2: Timing of PCA Creation
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UT, and State PCA Creation Type (i.e., whether a State PCA is created by government order or
state act) are also included in our imputation model. We created five imputed datasets for the
imputed models reported in the main manuscript.

C Placebo Tests

Table A6 shows the robustness of our placebo test to the inclusion of our main control variables
using OLS (Columns 1-4) and Poisson (Columns 5-8). Although the OLS model results are not
significant at traditional levels of statistical significance, the sign of the effects is correct. Our
results achieve traditional levels of statistical significance in Columns 3 and 4. Figure A3 plots
the effect of State PCA using the results presented in Column 4 of Table A6.
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Table A3: Total Deaths in Police Custody Prior to 2006
State/UT Remanded Death Unremanded Death
Andhra Pradesh 76 45
Arunachal Pradesh 3 1
Assam 10 2
Bihar 2 1
Chhattisgarh 10 4
Goa 1 1
Gujarat 28 35
Haryana 1 5
Himachal Pradesh 5 0
Jammu & Kashmir 1 1
Jharkhand 0 0
Karnataka 2 6
Kerala 0 7
Madhya Pradesh 6 6
Maharashtra 46 68
Manipur 0 1
Meghalaya 2 0
Mizoram 5 6
Nagaland 0 0
Orissa 0 4
Punjab 6 5
Rajasthan 7 18
Sikkim 0 0
Tamil Nadu 2 29
Tripura 0 4
Uttar Pradesh 11 24
Uttarakhand 1 0
West Bengal 18 52
A & N Islands 0 0
Chandigarh 0 0
D & N Haveli 0 0
Daman & Diu 0 0
Delhi 0 3
Lakshadweep 0 0
Puducherry 0 0

D Additional Time-Variant Covariates

In Tables A7 and A8 we show that our results are also robust to two additional measures of
STATE DESIRE. These robustness checks, along with the design of our empirical tests, provides
evidence that PCAs decrease police violence in spite of the fact that there may be selection by
which PCAs are more likely to be established in states where compliance is the least difficult.

First, states that experience insurgency and terrorism may experience the most police vio-
lence and also be subject to the politicization of the PCA; some governments (e.g., in Jammu
and Kashmir and Assam) that face insurgency have gone so far as to seek exemption from the
directive to create a PCA entirely. Table A7 shows the robustness of our results to the inclusion
of a control for terrorist events using OLS (Columns 1 and 2) and Poisson (Columns 3 and 4).
We used terrorist event data from Global Terrorism Database (GTD). Terrorist event is a count
variable that counts the number of terrorist incidents at state/UT-year level from the Global
Terrorism Database (LaFree and Dugan 2007).

Second, we employ a measure of religion. In states that have diversity of religion, political
competition is more intensive compared to states that are predominately Hindu. More inten-
sive political competition leads to lack of desire to implement PCAs. Religion is coded 1 if Hindu
is the most populous religion and as 0 otherwise using data from the 2001 and 2011 census. Be-
cause we only have data for 2001 and 2011, years between 2001 and 2011 are coded the same as
2001; any year after 2011 is coded the same as 2011. Table A8 shows the robustness of our results
to the inclusion of a control for religion using OLS (Columns 1 and 2) and Poisson (Columns 3
and 4).
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Table A4: Total Deaths in Police Custody in 2006
State/UT Remanded Death Unremanded Death
Andhra Pradesh 17 11
Arunachal Pradesh 0 0
Assam 0 0
Bihar 0 0
Chhattisgarh 0 1
Goa 0 0
Gujarat 1 7
Haryana 0 1
Himachal Pradesh 0 0
Jammu & Kashmir 1 0
Jharkhand 0 0
Karnataka 0 2
Kerala 0 1
Madhya Pradesh 1 1
Maharashtra 9 9
Manipur 0 0
Meghalaya 0 0
Mizoram 0 0
Nagaland 0 0
Orissa 0 0
Punjab 0 0
Rajasthan 2 2
Skiim 0 0
Tamil Nadu 2 4
Yripura 0 1
Uttar Pradesh 0 6
Uttarakhand 1 0
West Bengal 4 4
A & N Islands 0 0
Chandigarh 0 0
D & N Haveli 0 0
Daman & Diu 0 0
Delhi 0 1
Lakshadweep 0 0
Puducherry 0 0

Table A5: Descriptive Statistics for Imputation

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Pctl(25) Median Pctl(75) Max

Year 563 2,008.535 4.626 2,001 2,005 2,009 2,013 2,016
death Remanded 562 1.018 2.873 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 42.000
Death Not Remanded 562 1.753 3.842 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.750 34.000
State PCA 563 0.419 0.494 0 0 0 1 1
District PCA 563 0.208 0.406 0 0 0 0 1
SC Order 563 0.686 0.465 0 0 1 1 1
Committee 563 0.561 0.497 0 0 1 1 1
GDP 515 202,532.000 291,377.500 1,082.000 16,971.500 88,550.000 262,539.000 2,188,532.000
Religion 563 0.904 0.295 0 1 1 1 1
Head Transferred 544 0.760 1.854 0.000 0.000 0.389 0.750 25.500

E Additional Robustness Checks

In this section, we describe the results of the robustness checks referenced in the main manuscript.
Our results are robust to almost all specifications, as described below.

E.1 OLS Results With and Without Logged DV

Table A9 shows the robustness of our results to Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) Regression (Columns
1 and 2) and the use of a logged dependent variable (Columns 3 and 4). Log Death (Not re-
manded) is calculated as Ln(Death not r emanded +1).

E.2 Alternative IV: Unlagged PCA Creation

Table A10 shows the robustness of our results to not lagging PCA Creation using OLS (Columns
1 and 2) and Poisson (Columns 3 and 4).
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Table A6: Placebo Test Results

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

t-3 0.826 0.589 0.246 0.146
(0.910) (0.750) (0.177) (0.149)

t-2 0.174 −0.082 −0.055 −0.150
(0.561) (0.448) (0.194) (0.217)

t-1 0.704 0.494 0.064 −0.068
(0.942) (0.777) (0.182) (0.184)

t 0.348 0.057 0.034 −0.098
(0.691) (0.646) (0.238) (0.280)

t+1 −0.661 −0.961 −0.456∗∗ −0.625∗∗
(0.487) (0.604) (0.210) (0.263)

t+2 −0.754∗∗ −1.057∗∗ −0.495∗∗∗ −0.671∗∗∗
(0.368) (0.536) (0.127) (0.177)

t+3 −0.588 −0.784∗ −0.501∗ −0.538∗∗
(0.403) (0.466) (0.272) (0.252)

GDP 2.606∗∗ 0.586∗
(1.260) (0.349)

Head Transferred −0.064 −0.034
(0.060) (0.030)

* Note: State FE and Year FE are included in all models. P-values are two-tailed. Robust
standard errors are clustered by state/UT. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01.

Table A7: Results Controlling for Terrorist Events

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

PCA Creation, t-1 −1.562∗ −1.431∗ −0.591∗∗∗ −0.566∗∗∗
(0.876) (0.763) (0.162) (0.157)

Terrorist Events, t-1 −0.0004 −0.0002 −0.002 −0.002
(0.007) (0.007) (0.005) (0.005)

GDP 2.080∗∗ 0.210
(1.060) (0.299)

Head Transferred −0.055 −0.028
(0.057) (0.036)

State/UT FE Y Y Y Y
Year FE Y Y Y Y

State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36
N = 562 N = 562 N = 562 N = 562

* Note: P-values are two-tailed. Robust standard errors are clustered by state/UT. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05;∗∗∗p<0.01.

E.3 Balanced Panel, Quasi-Poisson, Negative Binomial, the Deletion of Two
New States, the Deletion of Maharashtra, and the Deletion of Andhra
Pradesh and Maharashtra

Table A11 shows the robustness of our results to the use of a balanced panel (Column 1), the
use of a Quasi-Poisson model (Column 2),the use of a negative binomial model (Column 3),
the deletion of two new Indian states (Column 4), the deletion of Maharashtra (Column 5),
and the deletion of Andhra Pradesh and Maharashtra (Column 6). To create a balanced panel,
Telangana and UT Daman & Diu were deleted from the data; Telangana is a new state created
in 2014, and Daman & Diu does not have death data in 2001. For results incorporating the
deletion of two new states shown in Column 3, Telangana and Andhra Pradesh were deleted
from the data because Telangana was separated from Andhra Pradesh in 2014.
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Figure A3: Changes in Police Custodial Death Controlling for GDP and Head Transferred
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E.4 Controlling for SHRC

Table A12 shows the robustness of our results to the inclusion of a control for State Human
Rights Commissions (SHRCs) using OLS (Columns 1 and 2) and Poisson (Columns 3 and 4).

E.5 Controlling for Party

The relationship between state incumbent party and union government incumbent party might
have effects on both the creation of State PCA and police violence. Here we use two variables
to for control the relationship between state incumbent party and union government incum-
bent party. Party is coded as 1 if the state incumbent party matches the union government
incumbent party in a given year. Party 2006 is coded as 1 if the state incumbent party in a given
year matches the union government incumbent party in 2006. Table A13 shows the robustness
of our results to the inclusion of a control for Party using OLS (Columns 1 and 2) and Poisson
(Columns 3 and 4). Table A14 shows the robustness of our results to the inclusion of a control
for Party 2006 using OLS (Columns 1 and 2) and Poisson (Columns 3 and 4).

E.6 Controlling for Other Court Directives

The Indian Supreme Constitutional Court’s ruling in Prakash Singh and Others v. Union of India
and Others called for implementation of other directives aside from the creation of Police Com-
plaints Authorities (PCAs). Table A15 shows the correlation between each of these directives.

Table A16 shows the robustness of our results to the inclusion of controls for other direc-
tives using OLS (Columns 1-4) and Poisson (Columns 5-8). Table A17 shows the same results
and adds controls for GDP and Head Transferred. As shown in Column (1) in each table, the
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Table A8: Results Controlling for Religion

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

PCA Creation, t-1 −1.563∗ −1.432∗ −0.598∗∗∗ −0.575∗∗∗

(0.856) (0.747) (0.164) (0.157)
Religion 0.335 −0.110 −0.430∗∗∗ −0.562∗∗

(0.319) (0.167) (0.161) (0.286)
GDP 2.088∗∗ 0.202

(1.052) (0.275)
Head Transferred −0.055 −0.028

(0.057) (0.036)

State/UT FE Y Y Y Y
Year FE Y Y Y Y

State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36
N = 562 N = 562 N = 562 N = 562

* Note: P-values are two-tailed. Robust standard errors are clustered by state/UT. ∗p<0.1;
∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01.

Table A9: OLS Results With and Without Logged DV

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

PCA Creation, t-1 −1.564∗ −1.432∗ −0.212∗∗ −0.202∗∗
(0.856) (0.746) (0.087) (0.082)

GDP 2.080∗∗ 0.166
(1.053) (0.134)

Head Transferred −0.055 −0.010
(0.057) (0.010)

State/UT FE Y Y Y Y
Year FE Y Y Y Y

State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36
N = 562 N = 562 N = 562 N = 562

* Note: P-values are two-tailed. Robust standard errors are clustered by state/UT. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05;∗∗∗p<0.01.

effect of State PCA is robust after controlling District PCA. In Column (2) and (6) in each table,
the effect of State PCA is not significant. Because SILO and PEB are implemented at the same
place and time as State PCA, we interacted State PCA with SILO and PEB in Column (3) and (4),
also Column (7) and (8). Column (3) and (7) in each table show that the effect of State PCA is
significant when there is no SILO. Column (8) in Table A16 and Column (4) and (8) in Table A17
show that the effect of State PCA is significant when there is no PEB, although Column (4) in
Table A16 does not show significant results.

E.7 Binding PCA Recommendations

Our main hypothesis is that the creation of a Police Complaints Authority decreases police vi-
olence. Prior to this point, we have assumed that all PCAs are the same, and as such, we op-
erationalized the creation of a PCA as a binary variable indicating whether a state created an
institution in a given year or not. In this section, we conduct an empirical test of an additional
implication of our theory and investigate the effect of the creation of a PCA with enforcement
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Table A10: Results Not Lagging PCA Creation

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

PCA Creation, t −1.322 −1.270 −0.505∗∗ −0.500∗∗

(0.881) (0.819) (0.217) (0.205)
GDP 2.165∗ 0.291

(1.142) (0.258)
Head Transferred −0.064 −0.032

(0.058) (0.033)

State/UT FE Y Y Y Y
Year FE Y Y Y Y

State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36
N = 5632 N = 562 N = 562 N = 562

* Note: P-values are two-tailed. Robust standard errors are clustered by state/UT. ∗p<0.1;
∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01.

Table A11: Results for Balanced Panel, Quasi-Poisson, Negative Binomial, New States Deleted,
Maharashtra Deleted, and Andhra Pradesh and Maharashtra Deleted

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

PCA Creation, t-1 −0.557∗∗∗ −0.560∗∗∗ −0.542∗∗∗ −0.631∗∗∗ −0.477∗∗∗ −0.546∗∗∗
(0.186) (0.187) (0.192) (0.156) (0.185) (0.155)

State/UT FE Y Y Y Y Y Y
Year FE Y Y Y Y Y Y

State/UT = 34 State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36 State/UT = 34 State/UT = 35 State/UT = 34
N = 544 N = 562 N = 562 N = 543 N = 546 N = 530

* Note: P-values are two-tailed. Robust standard errors are clustered by state/UT. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01.

power on reducing police violence. There is a variance in the enforcement power of state PCAs:
some PCAs have the power of binding recommendation, and some do not. We expect state PCAs
that can make binding recommendations to have a greater effect on reducing police violence
as compared to state PCAs with no such qualities.

To test this expectation, we recode our main independent operationalization of our inde-
pendent variable into three nominal categories: BINDING PCA CREATION, REGULAR PCA CRE-
ATION, and NO PCA CREATION. PCAs are coded as binding if the state act or government order
that creates the PCA gives the institution the power to make binding recommendations. PCAs
are coded as regular if the state act or government order that creates the PCA does not explicitly
mention the power to issue binding recommendations. We include each of these variables in
our empirical mode. We set the reference group as REGULAR PCA CREATION to directly compare
BINDING PCA CREATION and REGULAR PCA CREATION.44 As above, we use reports published
by CHRI to recode our main independent variable as above.

Table A18 shows the results of this additional test. As expected, the results show that the
creation of a binding PCA leads to greater reduction in unremanded police custodial deaths as
compared to the creation of a PCA without such powers. In Column (1) (no controls), the cre-
ation of a binding PCA leads to -0.587 log of the ratio of expected counts—a 44% more reduction
in deaths as compared to states with regular PCA. The implementation of a non-binding PCA

44 Note that these measures still represent de jure—not de facto—powers delegated to PCAs.
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Table A12: Results Controlling for SHRC

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

PCA Creation, t-1 −1.567∗ −1.435∗ −0.611∗∗∗ −0.588∗∗∗
(0.860) (0.750) (0.174) (0.167)

SHRC, t-1 0.229 0.164 0.143 0.167
(0.523) (0.507) (0.401) (0.386)

GDP 2.067∗∗ 0.222
(1.053) (0.271)

Head Transferred −0.054 −0.028
(0.057) (0.036)

State/UT FE Y Y Y Y
Year FE Y Y Y Y

State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36
N = 562 N = 562 N = 562 N = 562

* Note: P-values are two-tailed. Robust standard errors are clustered by state/UT. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05;∗∗∗p<0.01.

Table A13: Results Controlling for Party

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

PCA Creation, t-1 −1.594∗ −1.460∗ −0.648∗∗∗ −0.617∗∗∗
(0.859) (0.748) (0.140) (0.135)

Party −0.453 −0.494 −0.240∗∗ −0.245∗∗
(0.364) (0.343) (0.119) (0.112)

GDP 2.142∗∗ 0.248
(1.087) (0.285)

Head Transferred −0.055 −0.021
(0.054) (0.029)

State/UT FE Y Y Y Y
Year FE Y Y Y Y

State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36
N = 562 N = 562 N = 562 N = 562

* Note: P-values are two-tailed. Robust standard errors are clustered by state/UT. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05;∗∗∗p<0.01.

leads to -0.522 log of the ratio of expected counts—a 41% reduction in deaths compared to
states with no PCA. Note, however, that even when we include BINDING PCA CREATION, REGU-
LAR PCA CREATION still has a statistically and substantively significant effect on the reduction
of unremanded deaths in police custody in India. It is not the case that only binding PCA con-
strain police violence. In sum, when we consider variance in the ability of PCAs to make binding
recommendations, we find that although PCAs with more enforcement power are more effec-
tive in reducing police violence, even “toothless” PCAs help to limit the number of deaths that
occur in Indian police custody.

E.8 Media Exposure

Table A19 shows the robustness of our results to the inclusion of controls for media exposure
using OLS (Columns 1 and 2) and Poisson (Columns 3 and 4). Our data on media exposure come
from India’s National Family Health Survey (NFHS).45 In the nationally representative survey,46

media exposure is measured by asking whether respondents read a newspaper or magazine,

45For additional information, please refer to http://rchiips.org/nfhs/.
46During our temporal domain, NFHS surveys were conducted in 1998, 2005, and 2015. Only ever-married

women were surveyed in 1998, while a representative sample of women from age 15 to 49 were surveyed in 2005
and 2015. We use these data on women’s media exposure across all three rounds of the survey, assuming that both
ever-married women’s media exposure—and women’s media exposure generally—is a reasonable proxy for media
exposure more broadly. We code years between 2001 and 2004 using data from the 1998 survey, years between
2005 and 2014 using data from the 2005 survey; and years between 2015 and 2016 using data from the 2015 survey.
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Table A14: Results Controlling for Party 2006

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

PCA Creation, t-1 −1.594∗ −1.463∗ −0.610∗∗∗ −0.603∗∗∗
(0.858) (0.747) (0.156) (0.153)

Party 2006 −0.459∗ −0.386 −0.270∗ −0.272
(0.266) (0.282) (0.152) (0.179)

GDP 1.983∗ 0.037
(1.055) (0.306)

Head Transferred −0.056 −0.033
(0.059) (0.036)

State/UT FE Y Y Y Y
Year FE Y Y Y Y

State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36
N = 562 N = 562 N = 562 N = 562

* Note: P-values are two-tailed. Robust standard errors are clustered by state/UT. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05;∗∗∗p<0.01.

Table A15: Correlations of Directives

SSC, t-1 DGP Tenure, t-1 Officer Tenure, t-1 SILO, t-1 PEB, t-1 State PCA, t-1 District PCA, t-1

SSC, t-1 1 0.724 0.781 0.711 0.793 0.736 0.573
DGP Tenure, t-1 0.724 1 0.744 0.732 0.698 0.551 0.577

Officer Tenure, t-1 0.781 0.744 1 0.660 0.938 0.705 0.502
SILO, t-1 0.711 0.732 0.660 1 0.743 0.591 0.506
PEB, t-1 0.793 0.698 0.938 0.743 1 0.714 0.471

State PCA, t-1 0.736 0.551 0.705 0.591 0.714 1 0.329
District PCA, t-1 0.573 0.577 0.502 0.506 0.471 0.329 1

watch television, listen to the radio at least once a week, or visit a cinema/theatre at least once
a month. We include in our supplementary models the state-level percentage of participants
who report not being regularly exposed to any of the above media sources.

E.9 Literacy

It is possible that citizens in states with a more literate population are more likely to seek remedy
via a PCA and that civil society organizations are likely to mobilize around such institutions. In
Table A20, we control for literacy using OLS (Columns 1 and 2) and Poisson (Columns 3 and 4).
To measure literacy, we use data from the 2001 and 2011 Indian census.47 Because we only have
data for 2001 and 2011, years between 2001 and 2011 are coded the same as 2001; years after
2011 are coded the same as 2011.

E.10 Alternative DV: Total (Remanded and Unremanded) Death in Custody

Table A21 shows the robustness of our results to the use of total (i.e., remanded and unre-
manded) death as the dependent variable using OLS (Columns 1 and 2) and Poisson (Columns
3 and 4).

E.11 Alternative DV: Remanded Death in Custody

Table A22 shows the robustness of our our results to the use of remanded death as the depen-
dent variable using OLS (Columns 1 and 2) and Poisson (Columns 3 and 4).

47For additional information, please refer to http://censusindia.gov.in/2011-prov-results/data_files/india/
Final_PPT_2011_chapter6.pdf.
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Table A16: Results Controlling for Other Directives

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

State PCA, t-1 −1.508∗ −0.989∗ −2.004∗∗ −0.329 −0.716∗∗ −0.423∗ −0.901∗∗∗ −0.005
(0.793) (0.600) (0.919) (0.592) (0.282) (0.218) (0.315) (0.349)

District PCA, t-1 −0.306 −0.074 −0.027 −0.069 0.185 0.314 0.386 0.317
(0.500) (0.674) (0.647) (0.673) (0.355) (0.395) (0.396) (0.395)

SSC, t-1 0.163 0.455 0.129 −0.042 −0.073 −0.048
(0.612) (0.614) (0.619) (0.379) (0.315) (0.383)

DGP Tenure, t-1 0.888 0.525 0.891 0.197 0.030 0.202
(0.839) (0.762) (0.843) (0.514) (0.525) (0.518)

Officer Tenure, t-1 −0.767 −0.693∗ −0.401 −0.761∗∗∗ −0.714∗∗∗ −0.615∗∗∗
(0.540) (0.397) (0.646) (0.232) (0.205) (0.195)

SILO, t-1 −0.996∗ −1.799∗∗ −0.975∗ −0.350∗ −0.616∗∗ −0.346∗
(0.549) (0.696) (0.552) (0.202) (0.259) (0.203)

PEB, t-1 −1.080 −0.792 −1.425 0.311 0.514∗∗ 0.164
(1.687) (1.557) (1.844) (0.276) (0.233) (0.252)

State PCA , t-1 * SILO, t-1 1.494∗∗ 0.654∗
(0.728) (0.352)

State PCA , t-1 * Officer Tenure, t-1 −0.691 −0.424∗∗
(0.523) (0.199)

* Note: State FE and Year FE are included in all models. P-values are two-tailed. Robust standard errors are clustered by state/UT. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01. Number
of observations dropped from 526 to 391. Column (1) - (4) are OLS models and column (5) - (8) are Poisson models.

E.12 Independent PCA

In order to account for heterogeneity in PCA independence, we recode our main independent
operationalization of our independent variable into three nominal categories: INDEPENDENT

PCA CREATION, REGULAR PCA CREATION, and NO PCA CREATION. We set the reference group
as REGULAR PCA CREATION to directly compare the effects of INDEPENDENT PCA CREATION

and REGULAR PCA CREATION.48 Following CHRI’s report, PCAs are coded as independent when
independent members are added to a panel prepared by the State Human Rights Commis-
sion/Lok Ayukta/State Public Service Commission. Table A23 shows the results of this addi-
tional test.

E.13 NGO Activity/Presence

Table A24 shows the robustness of our results to the inclusion of controls for civil society or-
ganization or non-governmental organization (NGO) presence/activity. In order to proxy civil
society organization, we use data from the 2004 and 2011 India Human Development Survey
(IHDS),49 which includes a question regarding whether anyone in the household belongs to a
development group of NGO. Using this information, we calculated the percentage of house-
holds in which a respondent answered yes to this question for each state or union territory. We
code all years between 2001 and 2011 using data from 2004; years after 2011 are coded using
data from 2011.

48Note that these measures still represent de jure—not de facto—powers delegated to PCAs.
49IHDS is a large-scale and multi-topic survey of 42,152 households in 1,503 villages and 971 urban neighbor-

hoods across India. For additional information, please refer to https://www.ihds.umd.edu/.
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Table A17: Results Controlling for Other Directives with Controls

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

State PCA , t-1 −1.286∗∗ −0.849∗ −1.583∗∗ −0.591 −0.684∗∗∗ −0.383 −0.824∗∗ −0.046
(0.626) (0.435) (0.727) (0.426) (0.262) (0.234) (0.354) (0.324)

District PCA , t-1 −0.670 −0.360 −0.302 −0.358 0.166 0.343 0.394 0.345
(0.717) (0.806) (0.796) (0.805) (0.337) (0.400) (0.398) (0.399)

SSC , t-1 0.277 0.474 0.265 −0.090 −0.104 −0.095
(0.520) (0.546) (0.523) (0.377) (0.327) (0.380)

DGP Tenure , t-1 0.610 0.374 0.612 0.198 0.046 0.203
(0.735) (0.748) (0.738) (0.496) (0.513) (0.500)

Officer Tenure, t-1 −0.735 −0.679 −0.594 −0.685∗∗ −0.667∗∗ −0.568∗∗
(0.551) (0.477) (0.627) (0.282) (0.267) (0.258)

SILO, t-1 −0.985∗∗ −1.558∗∗∗ −0.977∗∗ −0.374∗ −0.591∗∗ −0.371∗
(0.457) (0.523) (0.460) (0.217) (0.282) (0.219)

PEB, t-1 −0.871 −0.691 −1.004 0.198 0.410 0.080
(1.588) (1.492) (1.654) (0.319) (0.311) (0.301)

GDP 2.411∗ 2.195∗∗ 2.015∗∗ 2.190∗∗ 0.179 −0.129 −0.057 −0.129
(1.314) (0.999) (1.019) (0.996) (0.270) (0.300) (0.300) (0.300)

Head Transferred −0.051 −0.063 −0.062 −0.062 −0.027 −0.040 −0.036 −0.039
(0.059) (0.072) (0.071) (0.072) (0.035) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036)

State PCA , t-1 * SILO, t-1 1.066 0.591∗
(0.655) (0.329)

State PCA , t-1 * Officer Tenure, t-1 −0.271 −0.342∗
(0.363) (0.189)

* Note: State FE and Year FE are included in all models. P-values are two-tailed. Robust stan-
dard errors are clustered by state/UT. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01. Number of observations
dropped from 526 to 391. Column (1) - (4) are OLS models and column (5) - (8) are Poisson
models.

Table A18: The Effect of Binding PCA Creation on Police Violence

Binding PCA Creation, t-1 −0.587∗∗∗
(0.218)

No PCA Creation, t-1 0.522∗∗∗
(0.196)

State/UT FE Y
Year FE Y

State/UT = 36
N = 562

Note: p-values are two-tailed. ∗p<0.1;∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01. Robust standard
errors are clustered by state/union territory.

Table A19: Results Controlling for Women’s Media Exposure

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

PCA Creation, t-1 −1.679∗ −1.570∗ −0.597∗∗∗ −0.576∗∗∗
(0.952) (0.844) (0.167) (0.160)

Women’s Media Exposure 0.024 0.007 0.012 0.013
(0.030) (0.031) (0.027) (0.028)

GDP 2.431∗∗ 0.187
(1.089) (0.280)

Head Transferred −0.055 −0.028
(0.057) (0.035)

State/UT FE Y Y Y Y
Year FE Y Y Y Y

State/UT = 30 State/UT = 30 State/UT = 30 State/UT = 30
N = 467 N = 467 N = 467 N = 467

* Note: P-values are two-tailed. Robust standard errors are clustered by state/UT. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05;∗∗∗p<0.01.
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Table A20: Results Controlling for Literacy

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

PCA Creation, t-1 −1.580∗ −1.435∗ −0.594∗∗∗ −0.567∗∗∗
(0.873) (0.764) (0.170) (0.164)

Literacy −0.040 −0.005 0.014 0.019
(0.073) (0.055) (0.031) (0.033)

GDP 2.076∗∗ 0.227
(1.005) (0.305)

Head Transferred −0.056 −0.025
(0.058) (0.038)

State/UT FE Y Y Y Y
Year FE Y Y Y Y

State/UT = 35 State/UT = 35 State/UT = 35 State/UT = 35
N = 559 N = 559 N = 559 N = 559

* Note: P-values are two-tailed. Robust standard errors are clustered by state/UT. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05;∗∗∗p<0.01.

Table A21: Results using Total Death in Custody as DV

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

PCA Creation, t-1 −1.013 −1.031 −0.289 −0.295
(0.775) (0.747) (0.182) (0.189)

GDP −0.171 −0.062
(1.025) (0.189)

Head Transferred −0.050 −0.026
(0.045) (0.017)

State/UT FE Y Y Y Y
Year FE Y Y Y Y

State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36
N = 562 N = 562 N = 562 N = 562

* Note: P-values are two-tailed. Robust standard errors are clustered by state/UT. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05;∗∗∗p<0.01.

Table A22: Results using Remanded Death in Custody as DV

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

PCA Creation, t-1 0.551 0.401 0.346 0.271
(0.498) (0.452) (0.375) (0.351)

GDP −2.252∗∗∗ −0.935∗∗
(0.697) (0.431)

Head Transferred 0.005 −0.009
(0.035) (0.051)

State/UT FE Y Y Y Y
Year FE Y Y Y Y

State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36 State/UT = 36
N = 562 N = 562 N = 562 N = 562

* Note: P-values are two-tailed. Robust standard errors are clustered by state/UT. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05;∗∗∗p<0.01.

Table A23: The Effect of Independent PCA Creation on Police Violence

Independent PCA Creation, t-1 −0.320
(0.343)

No PCA Creation, t-1 0.560∗∗∗
(0.193)

State/UT FE Y
Year FE Y

State/UT = 36
N = 562

Note: p-values are two-tailed. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05;∗∗∗p<0.01. Robust standard errors are clustered
by state/union territory.

46



Table A24: Results Controlling for NGO Presence/Activity

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

PCA Creation, t-1 −1.585∗ −1.465∗ −0.611∗∗∗ −0.585∗∗∗
(0.885) (0.777) (0.171) (0.164)

NGO 0.599∗∗ 0.424 1.644∗∗∗ 1.799∗∗∗
(0.289) (0.623) (0.386) (0.449)

GDP 2.180∗∗ 0.244
(1.077) (0.263)

Head Transferred −0.056 −0.028
(0.058) (0.036)

State/UT FE Y Y Y Y
Year FE Y Y Y Y

State/UT = 33 State/UT = 33 State/UT = 33 State/UT = 33
N = 527 N = 527 N = 527 N = 527

* Note: P-values are two-tailed. Robust standard errors are clustered by state/UT. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05;∗∗∗p<0.01.
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