
Analysis of Minnesota Through  
the Violence Cascade Lens 

Affirming Intervention Points for Officials, Newsrooms  
& Civil Society 

1. Editor’s note 

This document applies the Violence Cascade framework to recent events in Minnesota 
to help officials, newsrooms, and civil society identify where the situation stands and 
what interventions are still available. It is based on reporting from major outlets, not 
original field investigation, and should be treated as provisional and subject to revision 
as more facts emerge. Its purpose is not to assign legal guilt or endorse any single 
narrative, but to map how fear, mistrust, and institutional strain are evolving—and how 
specific actions in law, policy, journalism, and civic life might slow or reverse that 
trajectory. 

2. Stage 1: Personal Fragmentation 
Internal fear, threat perception, identity stress 

Signals: 
• Acute fear in affected neighborhoods, particularly immigrant communities, 

following the killing of Renee Good. 
• Federal agents operating under visible stress—being filmed, followed, and 

directly confronted. 
• Residents voicing “nothing left to lose” sentiments, a marker of overwhelmed 

internal safety systems. 

These are consistent with Stage 1 of the Violence Cascade: elevated threat perception, 
emotional overload, and a shrinking sense of future options 

Intervention Points: 
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• Operational clarity: Plain‑language explanations of the scope and purpose of 
federal operations, translated and distributed through local outlets trusted by 
different communities. 

• Public acknowledgment: Local and state leaders explicitly naming community 
fear and federal‑agent stress, without amplifying unverified claims. 

• Journalistic contribution: 
• Pair incident reporting with short, contextual sidebars on why fear is spiking 

(recent incidents, legal ambiguity, past patterns).  
• Avoid accusatory language, report what is known, what is not yet verified, and 

what is under active dispute.   
• Report and quote across communities—agents, residents, local officials—so 

audiences see multiple threat perceptions, not just their own. 

Federal officials have stated that the expanded presence of agents in Minnesota is 
aimed at “violent illegal immigrants.” On the ground, however, many residents report 
that enforcement actions appear to target anyone who may be an immigrant or 
perceived as foreign, especially in public gatherings and protest spaces. At this stage, 
available reporting does not provide clear evidence to fully prove or disprove either 
description of the operation. That ambiguity itself—between the government’s stated 
purpose and community experience—intensifies fear and erodes the sense of personal 
safety. 

3. Stage 2: Interpersonal Violation 
Direct confrontations, boundary breaches, reactive behaviors 

Signals Reported: 
• Agents chasing community patrollers in parking lots.   
• Patrollers surrounding federal vehicles.   
• Tear gas used on residents.   
• Vehicles and patrollers reportedly sprayed with chemical agents.   
• Citizens using whistles, car alarms, and digital alerts when ICE agents are spotted  

These are clear examples of interpersonal boundary breakdown: escalation from 
private fear to direct confrontation in public space. The volume and frequency of these 
incidents still require systematic verification. 

Intervention Points: 
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• Non‑tactical de‑escalation: Rapid deployment of clearly identified, 
non‑enforcement mediators (mental‑health, community‑relations, or civil‑rights 
staff) in flashpoint areas.   

• Interpreters of events: Mayors, council members, faith leaders, and legal experts 
acting as real‑time explainers of what is known, unknown, and under review—
reducing rumor‑driven reactions.   

• Journalistic contribution:   
•   Avoid language that glorifies confrontation; describe tactics and risks in clear, 

matter-of-fact terms.   
•   Be precise; separate actions (e.g., surrounding vehicles, chases) from 

identities (“agents,” “immigrants”), to prevent group demonization. 
•   Document and timestamp sequences of events as precisely as possible; 

ambiguity fuels rumor and escalation. 

4. Stage 3 — Collective Fragmentation 
Group identity fragmentation; “us vs. them” narratives 

Minnesota appears firmly in Stage 3. 

Signals: 
• Formation of organized resident patrols whose role is to track and publicize ICE 

movements.   
• Digital coordination via Signal, Facebook, and other channels.   
• Entire neighborhoods mobilizing regardless of party affiliation (“When they 

release tear gas in a neighborhood…”).   
• Large‑scale demonstrations nationwide following Ms. Good’s death on Jan. 7, 

2026.   
• Rapid identity hardening: “defending our community” vs. “enforcing federal law/

crackdown.” 

The official justification—that agents are present to pursue “violent illegal immigrants”
—is increasingly questioned by Minnesotans as operations occur around protests and 
public gatherings. When communities experience broad, visible federal deployments 
without clear, verifiable criteria for who is being targeted and why, they are more likely 
to interpret the operation as directed against “people like us” rather than a narrow 
category of violent offenders. That perceived mismatch between stated purpose and 
lived reality accelerates identity hardening and group‑based mobilization. 
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The unit of identity is shifting from individuals to blocs—“our community” vs. “feds”—
which accelerates polarization and reduces space for nuance. 

Intervention Points that Still Exist: 
• Joint messaging: Coordinated federal–state–local statements emphasizing 

shared safety responsibilities (e.g., “No one benefits from more people hurt 
here”).   

• Structured listening fora: Town halls or listening sessions co‑hosted by local 
officials and neutral intermediaries, where agents, residents, and advocates can 
speak and be recorded, not just shouted at.   

• Journalistic contribution:   
• Frame stories around interdependence: “These residents and these agents are 

both operating under intense threat perceptions that can be de‑escalated,” 
not as inherently opposing camps.   

• Center systemic drivers—policy design, resourcing, prior case law—rather than 
moralizing entire communities or agencies.   

• Track language shifts (“invasion,” “war,” “occupation”) and flag when rhetoric 
crosses into dehumanization. 

5. Stage 4 — Institutional Fragmentation 
Institutions in overt conflict; legitimacy crises 

Minnesota is now showing early‑to‑mid Stage 4 indicators. 

Signals: 
• The federal government reportedly declining to pursue its customary internal 

investigation into the killing by an ICE agent.   
• Resignation of six career federal prosecutors in Minnesota, citing concerns related 

to the case.   
• Increasing perceived misalignment between federal agencies and local/state 

authorities.   
• Communities reporting a sense that normal channels for accountability have been 

suspended.   
• Escalation in tactical rather than procedural responses. 

In this context, the gap between federal messaging (“we are here to apprehend violent 
offenders”) and what residents observe on the ground (federal presence around 
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protests and broad immigrant‑community sweeps) becomes an institutional‑legitimacy 
problem, not just a communications gap. When neither federal agencies nor 
independent investigators provide transparent criteria and verifiable data about targets 
and outcomes, communities have little basis for trusting official explanations. That 
perceived opacity, combined with the refusal to investigate the killing of Renee Good 
and the resignation of six federal prosecutors, deepens the sense that key federal 
institutions are no longer operating under shared democratic norms. 

At this stage, the public’s belief that institutions can self‑correct and enforce their own 
norms is eroding. Once legitimacy collapses, violence can become self‑justifying on all 
sides. 

Intervention Points (Last Wide Gate Before Violence Normalizes): 
• Independent investigation: Swift establishment of an investigation seen as 

credible by multiple constituencies (family, affected communities, line agents, 
local officials). This may require external federal oversight (Inspector General, 
congressional inquiry, or court‑appointed mechanisms).   

• Reassurance of process: Clear timelines and public updates on investigative and 
disciplinary steps—what will be examined, by whom, and when findings will be 
released.   

• Journalistic contribution:   
• Treat process breakdowns as systemic issues (norms, oversight architecture, 

incentives), not just partisan contests.   
• Scrutinize and explain what “normal procedure” would look like, and precisely 

where it has been altered or suspended.   
• Elevate coverage of whistleblowers and resignations as institutional stress 

signals, not just personnel drama. 

6. Stage 5 — Actualized Violence 
Physical harm normalized; patterned retaliation 

Minnesota appears to be approaching Stage 5, but violence is not yet fully routinized.  

Indicators include: 
• Tear gas and other crowd‑control agents used in neighborhoods.   
• Chemical agents reportedly sprayed at resident patrollers and their vehicles.   
• Chases between agents and residents.   
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• The killing of Renee Good by an ICE agent.   
• Large‑scale confrontations in multiple cities.   
• Rising fear among both agents and residents about “what happens next.”   

Stage 5 is defined not just by discrete incidents, but by reciprocal and normalized 
physical harm, and a widespread sense that serious injury or death is now part of the 
expected landscape. Available reporting suggests we are at an early edge of that 
stage, not fully locked into it. 

Whether current incidents represent isolated escalations or emerging patterns cannot 
be determined without broader, longitudinal data. 

Intervention Points Still Open but Narrowing: 
• Operational pause and review: Temporary suspension or recalibration of 

high‑risk enforcement operations in affected zones, coupled with a transparent 
review of rules of engagement. 

• Joint safety task force (non‑enforcement): Federal–state–local body focused 
solely on preventing additional harm (safe protest parameters, clear 
communication channels, rapid response to misinformation). 

• Radical transparency: Rapid publication of timelines, use‑of‑force policies, and 
complaint data to reduce speculation. 

• Journalistic contribution: 
• Explicitly identify “choice points” remaining to all actors—what could still be 

changed today, this week, this month. 
• Resist fatalistic framing (“inevitable clash,” “spiral into chaos”) that suggests 

no alternatives. 
• Track and highlight any successful de‑escalation efforts, not just the worst 

incidents, to show that different trajectories are possible. 

7. Summary: Minnesota’s Position in the Cascade 

• Dominant stage: Stage 3 — Collective Fragmentation is clearly active. 
• Concurrent dynamics: Stage 4 — Institutional Fragmentation is advancing 

quickly; Stage 5 — Actualized Violence is beginning to surface, but is not yet 
normalized. 

The strongest remaining intervention levers lie between Stages 3 and 4: 
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• Re‑establish credible institutional processes (investigations, oversight). 
• Create structured, non‑tactical channels for communication and grievance. 
• Use public messaging—and news coverage—that lowers perceived inevitability 

and widens the visible range of options. 

For journalists and analysts, the core contribution now is recognition and framing of 
the remaining choices: 

• Recognize and surface all threat perceptions (agents, residents, officials) without 
endorsing any one narrative as total. 

• Frame events within systems and processes, not as clashes between inherently 
“good” and “bad” groups. 

• Show audiences where choices still exist—and how different choices have 
changed trajectories in comparable crises elsewhere. 

8. Journalism as Intervention in the Violence 
Cascade 

In crises like Minnesota’s, information is not neutral. How events are reported can 
speed up or slow down the move from fear to open violence. Journalists and editors 
are not just observers in the Violence Cascade—they are one of the few actors present 
at every stage. 

This framework, the Violence Cascade, describes how situations move from personal 
fear to group polarization, institutional breakdown, and eventually normalized physical 
violence. At each step, media coverage shapes how people understand what is 
happening, who is to blame, and what options still exist. 

What journalism can do at each stage: 

Stage 1 – Personal Fragmentation (fear and shock) 
Coverage can help people see why fear is spiking, not just what happened. 

• Give context (recent incidents, legal uncertainty, past patterns). 
• Include the emotions and threat perceptions of multiple groups—residents, 

agents, officials. 
• This turns “they’re irrational” into “they’re scared,” which lowers the urge to 

retaliate. 
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Stage 2 – Interpersonal Violation (confrontations in streets and neighborhoods) 
How confrontations are described can either glamorize them or cool them down. 

• Describe tactics and sequences precisely and soberly, without heroic or 
sensational language. 

• Separate what people did from who they are (“a group of residents surrounded 
the vehicle” vs. “the community attacked”). 

• Accurate timelines and clear sourcing help undercut rumor and panic. 
Stage 3 – Collective Fragmentation (“us vs. them” hardening) 
Narratives now shift from individuals to camps. Journalism can still widen the story. 

• Frame interdependence: how residents, agents, and local institutions all face risks 
if things escalate. 

• Focus on systems—policy design, history, oversight—not moral judgments about 
whole communities or agencies. 

• Track and flag dehumanizing language (“animals,” “invaders,” “traitors”) as a 
warning sign, not just political rhetoric. 

Stage 4 – Institutional Fragmentation (loss of trust in institutions) 
Here, people start to believe “the system won’t fix this.” Coverage of process is crucial. 

• Explain what normal procedure would be (investigations, oversight, 
accountability) and where it’s broken or suspended. 

• Treat breakdowns as systemic—about norms and structures—not only as partisan 
fights. 

• Highlight resignations, whistleblowing, and internal dissent as indicators of 
institutional stress and potential reform, not just drama. 

Stage 5 – Actualized Violence (harm becomes routine and expected) 
At this edge, how stories are framed can either normalize violence or keep alternatives 
visible. 

• Avoid fatalistic language (“inevitable clash,” “spiral into chaos”) that suggests no 
one has choices left. 

• Explicitly point out remaining “choice points” for officials, communities, and 
agencies. 

• Cover de‑escalation attempts and harm‑reduction measures, not only the worst 
incidents, to show that other paths still exist. 

Why this matters for Minnesota now 

In the Minnesota context, much of the public’s understanding comes through news and 
social media. That means: 

• Reporting doesn’t just record the Violence Cascade; it actively shapes how fast it 
moves. 
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• Careful framing can turn enemies back into humans, rumors back into questions, 
and “inevitable” outcomes back into choices. 

• At a time when institutions are under strain and communities feel cornered, 
responsible journalism is one of the last tools that can still expand the space for 
non‑violent solutions. 

9. Civic Interventions: Protest and More 
National demonstrations are already one visible form of civic resistance, and Minnesota 
still has several other levers that can influence the trajectory of this crisis: 

• Organized local support and mutual aid: 
Neighborhood, faith, and community groups can share rights information, 
coordinate accompaniment to hearings or check‑ins, and keep communication 
open across different communities. This reduces isolation and fear—key drivers in 
the Violence Cascade. 

• Legal defense and strategic litigation:  
Local legal clinics, bar associations, and national partners can challenge unlawful 
practices, demand transparent investigations, and provide know‑your‑rights 
education. This uses the courts to slow authoritarian drift and reaffirm that rules 
still apply. 

• Institutional whistleblowing and professional dissent: 
Career prosecutors, civil servants, law‑enforcement officers, and other 
professionals can refuse unlawful directives, document norm‑breaking, and speak 
publicly or through protected channels. Their actions signal where institutional red 
lines are being crossed. 

• Local and state “guardrail” actions: 
City councils, county boards, and state officials can push for independent 
inquiries, set limits on local cooperation, and demand procedural transparency 
from federal agencies. These moves create friction against unilateral executive 
action. 

• Cross‑group coalitions: 
Unions, immigrant advocates, faith communities, veterans’ groups, and business 
leaders can form joint platforms around basic democratic norms and due‑process 
protections. Broad coalitions make it harder to dismiss resistance as narrow or 
partisan and increase the political cost of continuing on the current path. 

Together with sustained, largely non‑violent protest, these civic actions can still alter 
the incentives facing federal and state actors—and help keep Minnesota from moving 
deeper into normalized, reciprocal violence even under conditions of federal hostility.
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