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SOCIAL MOVEMENTS AND COLLECTIVE BEHAVIOR:
SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL DIMENSIONS AND CONSIDERATIONS


	This paper concerns the social psychological aspects of social movements and the collective behaviors 
that occur in relation to them.  Social movements have historically been treated as variants of the concept of 
collective behavior.  Broadly conceived, collective behavior refers to extrainstitutional, group problem-solving 
behavior that encompasses an array of collective actions, ranging from protest demonstrations, to behavior in 
disasters, to mass or diffuse phenomena, such as fads and crazes, to social movements and even revolution.11..  At first glance, some readers might object to the conceptualization of collective behavior as group or 
collective problem-solving activity.  Yet a close examination of virtually all varieties of collective behavior 
reveals some number of people engaging in joint action to deal with a particular problem, whether it be the 
need for more precise information, as with rumor, or thousands of homeless individuals and their advocates 
marching in Washington, D.C. to demand "housing now."  Even in the case of so-called panic, where 
individuals are dealing with the perception of imminent danger, Johnson's research (1987a, 1987b) finds little 
evidence of unregulated, competitive, individualistic behavior.  Instead, cooperative, coordinated behavior is 
more typical -- that is, people working together to deal with an immediate, pressing problem.    
Within the last twenty years, most scholars have concluded that the terrain of "collective behavior" 
traditionally conceived is too broad to permit meaningful empirical or theoretical generalizations, and the field 
has largely split into those who focus on social movements, and those who focus on more transitory or 
ephemeral events such as disasters, emergency evacuations, crowd actions, and fads and crazes.  Because 
attempting to review both these traditions within the page limits of this article would require too superficial a 
treatment, we have opted for depth rather than breadth, and have focused this review on the social movements 
tradition.22.  Readers wishing to review this material should consult one of 
the recent texts in the field, for example Turner and Killian 
(1987).  A review of disaster research may be found in Dynes 
(1970).  To those readers irritated by the omission of collective 
behavior from this review, we can only say that we unsuccessfully 
lobbied the editors of this volume either to commission a second 
article on collective behavior, or to permit us to write a longer 
review so that we could cover this material.  Even within the 
boundaries we have defined, we have had to omit of provide only 
cursory mention of some important contributions.  In choosing 
depth over breadth, we have been able to develop some important 
theoretical syntheses which, we believe, will prove to justify 
the decision.    Endnote probably needs a couple more citations to CB lit, 
especially recent texts and/or reviews of disaster research.   However, some parts of the collective behavior tradition are significant for social movements, 
because movements include transitory or ephemeral crowd events such as demonstrations, sit-ins, boycotts, 
and riots.  We include some findings form the collective behavior tradition in our review.  
	As with most concepts in social science, there is no consensus about the concepts "crowd" and "social 
movements," and different theoretical traditions define the terms differently.  However, the following 
discussions would generally be considered acceptable (although not entirely correct) by most scholars from 
diverse theoretical orientations.33.  Space does not permit us to acknowledge the points where 
particular traditions would dissent, but we assure readers that 
we are aware of these debates.  We have omitted extended 
discussions of definitions in favor of more substantive issues.  
	Most theoretical definitions of social movement include the following elements: (1) change-oriented 
goals; (2) some degree of organization; (3) some degree of temporal continuity; and (4) some extrainstitutional 
collective action, or at least a mixture of extrainstitutional (e.g., protesting in the streets) and institutional 
(political lobbying) activity.  All traditions conceptually distinguish a social movement organization (SMO) 
from a whole social movement -- which transcends any particular organization -- but there is less agreement 
about what kind of "thing" the social movement is.  Most usage of the term implies that a social movement is a 
set of people who share goals, even though the most commonly cited definition is "a set of opinions and 
beliefs [emphasis added] in a population which represents preferences for changing some elements of the 
social structure or reward distribution of a society" (McCarthy and Zald 1977, pp. 1217-1218).  Others argue 
that social movements are best thought of as sets of behaviors oriented toward goals or issues (Marwell and 
Oliver 1984; Oliver 1989).  We can ignore these conceptual distinctions and keep in mind, instead, that social 
movements are marked by collective actions that occur with some degree of organization and continuity 
outside of institutional channels with the purpose of promoting or resisting change in the group, society, or 
world order of which they are a part (see Benford 1992, p. 1880; Turner and Killian 1987, p. 223; Wilson 
1973, p. 8; Zurcher and Snow 1981, p. 447).  
	For crowds, the following dimensions have been emphasized: (1) joint action in the sense that some 
number of individuals are "engaged in one or more behaviors (e.g., orientation, locomotion, gesticulation, 
tactile manipulation, and/or vocalization) that can be judged common or convergent on one or more 
dimensions (e.g., direction, velocity, tempo, and/or substantive content)" (McPhail and Wohlstein 1983, p. 
580-581; McPhail 1991); (2) close physical proximity, such that the participants can monitor each other by 
being visible to or within earshot of one another (Lofland 1981, p. 416; Snow and Paulsen 1992); (3) 
unconventional or extrainstitutional occurrences in the sense that they are neither temporally nor spatially 
routinized but involve, instead, the appropriation and use of spatial areas (street, part, mall) or physical 
structures (office buildings, lunch counters, theaters) for purposes other than those for which they were 
designed and intended (Snow, Zurcher, and Peters 1981, p. 38; Snow and Paulsen 1992); (4) normative 
regulation in the sense that the various behaviors are coordinated rather than random and disconnected (Turner 
and Killian 1972, 1987); and (5) ephemerality in the sense that they are relatively fleeting or "temporary 
gatherings" (McPhail 1991, p. 153).  These defining characteristics distinguish the crowds associated with 
social movements from more diffuse or mass behavior, such as fads, deviant epidemics, and mass hysteria, and 
from more conventional crowds that are routinely on the community calendar and that are sponsored and 
orchestrated by the state or community, such as sporting events, holiday parades and electoral political rallies 
(see Aguirre 1984).  Thus, when we refer to crowds in this chapter, we have in mind those gatherings that 
share the above defining characteristics, such as protest marches and rallies, victory celebrations, and riots.  
	The study of crowds and social movements has deep roots in both political sociology and social psychology, and a major trend in current scholarship is to integrate these traditions by focusing on the linkages 
between macro and micro processes (see McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald 1988).  In this chapter, we will focus 
on the social psychological dimensions of crowds and social movements, and give only passing attention to the 
ways these micro processes are linked to macro processes.  More specifically, then, our aim is to identify the 
key social psychological dimensions of crowds and social movements, and to elaborate how research and 
theorizing pertinent to these dimensions have informed understanding them.  We begin with a brief overview 
of the historical association between social psychology and the study of crowds and social movements, and 
then turn to a discussion of their key social psychological dimensions and the pertinent literature.
The Historical Linkage
	The association between social psychology and the study of crowd and social movement phenomena 
is particularly long and intimate, dating at least from the 1895 publication of Le Bon's The Crowd, what 
Gordon W. Allport called "perhaps the most influential book ever written in social psychology" (1954).  While 
the merit of this claim is certainly a matter of dispute, there is no question but that this "little book," as Merton 
referred to it in his introduction to the 1960 edition, has exercised considerable influence on the study of 
crowds and even collective behavior more generally, particularly through the 1950s (see McPhail 1991;  
Moscovici 1985).  Other early influential works by psychologists treating collective behavior and social 
movements as a subfield of social psychology include Freud's Group Psychology and the Analysis of the Ego 
(1921), Floyd Allport's Social Psychology (1924),  Dollard et al's Frustration and Aggression (1939), Miller 
and Dollard's Social Learning and Imitation (1941), and Adorno, Frenkl-Brunswik, Levinson, and Sanford's 
The Authoritarian Personality (1950).  Through the 1960s, sociologists also viewed collective behavior as an 
important subfield of social psychology.  Work rooted theoretically in  symbolic interactionism was 
particularly important (see, for example, Blumer 1939; Lang and Lang 1961; Turner and Killian 1959, 1972, 
1987).44..  There has been a misguided tendency in much of the literature since the early 1970s to aggregate all work 
on crowds and social movements prior to about 1965 under the umbrella of the "collective behavior tradition." 
This not only lumps together apples and oranges (e.g. the work of Lebon, Freud, Blumer, Hoffer, Parsons, 
Kornhauser, Smelser, Lang and Lang, Turner and Killian, and Gusfield), but it glosses and blurs striking 
distinctions among these scholars.  The result is often the creation of strawpersons, shoddy scholarship, and 
the failure to draw on useful insights and connective threads.  Snow and Davis (1993) have attempted to 
correct this tendency in part by distinguishing between strain, symbolic interactionst, and resource 
mobilization conceptions of collective behavior, with emphasis on the symbolic interactionist or "Chicago" 
approach to collective behavior.     
	Social psychological perspectives on the study of crowds and social movements have not always been 
dominant.  As the protest-ridden 1960s faded into the 1970s, the reigning social psychological perspectives on 
collective behavior were largely jettisoned in favor of the "resource mobilization paradigm" grounded in 
political sociology and the study of organizations (see, for example, Gamson 1968, 1975; McCarthy and Zald 
1973, 1977; Oberschall 1973; Tilly 1978).  One early advocate of resource mobilization (who has since 
recanted) even went so far as suggest that the social psychological collective behavior perspective was 
"stultifying" and constituted a "straightjacket" on the study of protest-oriented collective action (Gamson 
1975).  
	This does not mean that social psychology had ceased to matter, but rather that resource mobilization 
theory was grounded in a different psychology, i.e. rational decision making (e.g. McCarthy and Zald 1973, 
1977; Oberschall 1973; Tilly 1978; Gamson 1975).  Early resource mobilization theorists also stressed the 
importance of social networks and preexisting organization as preconditions for mobilization.  Contrary to 
earlier theories which used hidden motives or exceptional group processes to explain protest, resource 
mobilization theorists assumed that blacks participated in the civil rights movement because they wanted to 
end discrimination, and that students participated in anti-war protests because they wanted to end the war.  
They argued that people were motivated by social change goals and constrained by resources, costs, network 
ties, and organizational capacities.  The macro forces of politics and organization created the structures that led 
people to have goals and resources, and the the link between objective conditions and subjective perceptions 
was seen as unproblematic.  Resource mobilization and its rationalist assumptions were largely hegemonic in 
the 1970s.  Several scholars from the previous generation argued that they had been misunderstood, and tried 
to call attention to other perspectives, but they were largely unheard, except by those who already agreed with 
them, until after 1980.
	The tide turned around 1980.  Several articles were widely read and cited which acknowledged the 
gains of the resource mobilization paradigm, but called for a reconsideration of symbolic interactionism, 
attribution theory and other perspectives which had been tossed out indiscriminately along with the 
"authoritarian personality" and the "conflict of generations" (Killian 1980; Turner 1981; Zurcher and Snow 
1981; Ferree and Miller 198555.  Ferree and Miller's paper was widely read and cited as an 
unpublished manuscript for years before it was published.  ).  Social psychological processes were once again an object of widely-cited 
studies.  Gamson and his colleagues (1982) watched how small groups decided whether to resist an unjust 
situation.  Klandermans (1984) stressed the subjective nature of the terms in expected utility models, and 
called for attention to the social construction processes that lead to these subjective perceptions.  Snow, 
Rochford, Worden and Benford (1986) used Goffman's (1974) framing concepts to theorize the ways 
movements and their constituencies define and interpret their issues and concerns.
	By the second half of the 1980s, then, students of social movements were rediscovering the relevance of social psychological perspectives for understanding aspects of the dynamics of social movements, and 
thereby reestablishing the longstanding association between social psychology and the study of collective 
behavior.  The social psychological perspectives that were now being invoked were clearly not identical with 
those that had currency in earlier times, but social psychology was once again part of the mainstream.66.  In this same period, other scholars with more macro 
orientations were examing the variations and complexities of 
organizational forms, and showing how movements' organizational 
forms vary cross-nationally and across time.  By the late 1980s, 
however, scholars had abandoned the false dichotomy of micro 
versus macro, social psychology versus politics and organization, 
and had come to see both as important.  Most scholars see forging 
links between these two areas of inquiry as one of the important 
agendas for the 1990s.
SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL DIMENSIONS OF CROWDS AND SOCIAL MOVEMENTS       	The reasons for the linkage between social psychology and collective behavior phenomena are not 
difficult to fathom, at least not from our vantage point.  Stated boldly, there are aspects of the empirical 
phenomena of crowds and social movements that are impossible to grasp or understand in the absence of 
social psychological and microlevel theorizing and research.  This is because there are essentially five basic 
social psychological dimensions or aspects of crowds and social movements.  They include: (1) 
microstructural and social relational dimensions, (2) personality dimensions and related psychological 
processes, (3) socialization dimensions, (4) cognitive dimensions, and (5) affective dimensions.   In the 
remainder of the chapter, we elaborate these dimensions and the research relevant to them.     
MICROSTRUCTURAL AND SOCIAL RELATIONAL DIMENSIONS
	The collective decisions and actions constitutive of social movement actions, including crowd events, 
have long been seen as the product of dynamic interaction.  There are at least two different social psychologies 
that provide contrasting points of departure for thinking about these interactions.
	One approach hinges on the perception of participants as solitary disconnected individuals who are 
particularly receptive to the influence of others.  Most of this work has been oriented to emergent crowds in 
which, these scholars assume, indivdiuals are anonymous and thus freed from their usual social constraints.  
Variants of this view were advanced by such early writers as Tarde (1890), Le Bon (1895), and Freud (1921), 
and later proponents of the "deindividuation" thesis (Zimbardo 1969; Diener 1977, 1980).  The concept of 
"circular reaction," initially coined by Park and Burgess (1921) and developed more fully by Blumer (1939), 
also emphasizes the uncritical acceptance and mechanical reproduction of whatever influences or suggestions 
are encountered.  Coleman's (1990) recent emphasis on the "unilateral transfer of control" among crowd 
participants is a continuation of this tradition.  Mass society theorists of the 1950s (Adorno et al. 1950; 
Kornhauser 1959) advance a similar argument for social movements, arguing that they draw from isolated 
individuals who lack memberships in groups and associations which would constrain their behavior.  This 
general perspective has been dubbed "contagion theory" by Turner and Killian (1972), the "transformation 
hypothesis" by McPhail (1991), and is a major part of what Tilly, Tilly, and Tilly (1975) call "breakdown 
theory." 
	Standing in sharp contrast is an alternative perspective that emphasizes the group-based nature of 
behavior in both emergent crowds and social movements.  For emergent crowds, research indicates that 
participants attend or join in intact social groups, either small units of family and friends or, in the case of large 
social movement crowd events, in organizational units (see McPhail 1991 for a comprehensive review).  For 
social movements more generally, research indicates that participants in social movement organizations and 
events have extensive organizational ties and are often recruited through those ties (see Oberschall 1973 for an 
early reviewof this evidence).   It is this latter view which dominates current work and which is the focus of 
our discussion.
	Preexisting Groupings and Affiliations
	By preexisting groupings and affiliations, we refer to structures of social relation that exist apart from 
and prior to the crowd and social movement activities in question.  These include cliques, friendships and 
acquaintanceships, small groups, and secondary associations.  Their relationship to is twofold:  they can 
function as conduits for communication, and they can provide the facilitative contexts for the emergence of 
new ideas and actions.
	Social Networks as Information Conduits and Bridges.  Research demonstrating the importance 
social networks for communication is abundant.  Whether the research site or object is religious cults and 
movements (Snow, Zurcher, and Ekland-Olson, 1980; Rochford 1982; Stark and Bainbridge 1980), more 
politically oriented movements, such as the civil rights movement (McAdam 1986; Morris 1984), the women's 
movement (Freeman 1973; Rosenthal, Fingrutd, Ethier, Karant, and McDonald  1985), and the Dutch peace 
movement (Klandermans and Oegema 1987), underground terrorist organizations (Della Porta, 1988), crowd 
assembling processes ( McPhail and Miller 1973; Shelly, Anderson, Mattley 1992), victory celebrations 
(Aveni 1977; Snow et al. 1981), or looting and rioting (Quarantelli and Dynes 1968; Singer 1970; Berk and 
Aldrich 1972), the research findings almost invariably point to the same conclusion:  that preexisting social 
ties or network linkages not only facilitate participation in most crowd and social movement activity, but also 
channel the diffusion of that activity.  Even in the most elementary forms of collective behavior, social networks are found to perform these facilitative and channelling functions.  In their now classic study of an 
incident of so-called hysterical contagion in a southern clothing manufacturing plant, for example, Kerckhoff, 
Back, and Miller found that the contagion spread through sociometric channels (1965, p. 394).  In a similar 
vein, Knopf's (1975) extensive examination of the relation among rumors and race riots revealed that "these 
rumors were essentially social phenomenon" and that the participants in the process "neither related nor 
responded as isolated or independent units" (1975, pp. 65-66). 
	In most of the research examining the relationship between social networks and crowd and movement 
dynamics, there has been a narrow focus on the presense or absence and number of preexisting ties.  More 
recently, however, as the study of this relationship has become more sharply focused and technically 
sophisticated, attention has shifted from simply counting network ties to assessing there structure and 
multiplexity.  Thus, in their research on recruitment to the Freedom Summer campaign at the University of 
Wisconsin, Fernandez and McAdam (1989) found that an individual's network prominence or centrality within 
the campus's multiorganizational field figured significantly in predicting participation in the campaign.   In a 
similar vein, Marwell, Oliver and Prahl (1988), in a computer simulation of the contributions of network 
density, centralization, and organizing costs to the prospects of collective action, found that centralized 
network structures are more facilitative of mobilization than less centralized network structures and that it is 
not so much the relative strength of ties that matter as it is their centralization.  Regarding this latter finding, 
they write:
Residents who are all bridged by the same weak tie -- to a parish priest, for example -- are more likely 
to be mobilized than those linked by the same number of weak ties distributed more widely through 
cross-cutting associational memberships (1988, p. 531).
	Moving even further beyond the earlier tendency to assess network effects by simply counting 
participants' preexisting social ties, Gould has focused attention on the role of network multiplexity in the 
mobilization process.  In his study of insurgency in the Paris Commune of 1871, he found "that successful 
mobilization depended not on the sheer number of ties, but on the interplay between social ties created by 
insurgent organizations and pre-existing social networks rooted in Parisian neighborhoods" (Gould 1991, p. 
716).   
	Such findings clearly underscore the importance of network ties, strength, density, centralization and 
multiplexity in relation to collective action mobilization processes.  Indeed, given the pervasiveness of one or 
more of these network dimensions across nearly all forms collective behavior, coupled with the parallel 
findings of research on participation in voluntary associations (see, for example, McPherson, Popielarz, and 
Drobnic 1992), it is tempting to conclude that little else matters in the determination of patterns of recruitment 
to crowd and social movement activities.  Yet, such a conclusion is not fully warranted.  It glosses the role of 
personality, socialization, cognitive, and affective processes in relation to mobilization, the occasional finding 
that so-called structural isolates sometimes figure significantly in the development of various forms of 
collective behavior (see Fernandez and McAdam 1989; and Kerckhoff et al. 1965), and the fact that the 
relative influence of pre-existing ties tends to vary with differences in the risks and costs associated with 
different crowd and movement activities (McAdam 1986; Wiltfang and McAdam 1991).  Additionally, to 
weight network factors too heavily runs the risk of overlooking the extent to which the salience of those 
factors can vary with differences in sociocultural and historical context.  
	Facilitative Social Contexts.  That some social contexts are especially facilitative of collective 
action has been suggested by the coinage of such concepts as "the youth ghetto" (Lofland 1968), indigenous or 
"internal organization" (Morris 1981, 1984), "free spaces" (Evans and Boyte 1986) and "micromobilization 
contexts" (McAdam et al. 1988).  Undergirding these concepts is the historical fact that movement activity not 
only clusters temporally (Tarrow 1989a, 1989b), but in those periods when it does occur, it is often 
contextually pocketed or is more robust in some localities than others.  Haimson's (1964) examination of the 
nature and sources of social instability in urban Russia several years before the revolution is particularly 
illustrative.  Focusing on the growth of the strike movement, Haimson notes that it was most heavily 
concentrated in the Petersburg area, particularly among the workers in the metalworking industry.  Why?  The 
answer, he suggests, resided in the "peculiar combination of skilled and unskilled, experienced and 
inexperienced, workers" in the Petersburg metalworking industry, with "the older and more skilled workers 
contributing in their contacts with the young and unskilled a long-standing exposure to revolutionary, and 
specifically Bolshevik indoctrination"  (Haimson 1974, p. 637).  In short, the metalworking industry in 
Petersburg constituted a more militant and explosive political context than that found in other industries at the 
time.
	Petras and Zeitlin's (1967) examination of the diffusion of radical political consciousness among the peasantry in Chile in the early 1960s yielded a strikingly similar set of observations regarding the mobilizing 
role of unusually nurturant contexts, in this case mining municipalities located in the countryside.  The main 
determinant of peasant radicalism, they found, was proximity to these highly organized and politically radical 
mining centers.   Similarly, Portes (1971) found that lower class urban Chileans' radicalism was predicted by 
their tenure in radical neighborhoods.
	In a similar vein, Kriesi's (1988a) research on the Dutch peace movement revealed that support for the 
movement and its campaigns has tended to vary with proximity to and integration into more leftist, locality-based communities or neighborhoods he terms "countercultural networks."  "In such localities," he notes, it is 
difficult, if not well-nigh impossible, to escape contact with the movement because it tends to be "integrated 
into everyday activities" (1988a, p. 69).  Because of this and other such considerations, Kriesi concluded that:
When people are not embedded in larger countercultural networks, they are less likely to live in an 
environment supportive of NSMs (new social movements) and are therefore less likely to develop 
corresponding attitudes and sympathies" (1988a, p. 73). 
	Although using somewhat different language, Broadbent's (1986) study of the mobilization efforts of 
twelve environmental movements in Japan produced a similar conclusion: that "the local social fabric forms an 
important mediating variable between social forces coming from the external dominant institution, and the way 
local people mobilize into movements in response" (p. 231).  In particular, Broadbent found that the character 
of mobilization varied with whether the "local social fabric" was communal or associational, with the former 
contexts mobilizing more quickly and pervasively because of greater solidarity.    
	Finally, it is worth noting that the extension of McAdam's research on recruitment to Freedom 
Summer from the University of Wisconsin to Berkeley yielded findings consistent with the foregoing.  At 
Berkeley, not only were there a greater number of both applicants and participants, but network centrality or 
prominence was not found to be a significant predictor of either.  The reason, Fernandez and McAdam 
surmised (1988; see also McAdam and Fernandez 1989), was that Berkeley constituted much more of an 
"activist context," a context that not only affected rates of participation but also affected all variables, 
including network position, that typically impinge on decisions to participate.     
	Taken together, the above studies clearly underscore the relevance of facilitative contexts to 
mobilization.  Indeed, each of the above cases provide compelling examples of social contexts that appear to 
be so nurturant of movement activity that information diffusion and recruitment are overdetermined, thus 
rendering network ties and structure largely superfluous as determinants of these mobilization processes.  This 
is not to say that network ties were not operative, but they appeared to be so dense and overlapping in each 
context that nearly everyone was interconnected.  And for those who were not, it appeared as though it was 
difficult to escape contact with movement activity because of its intensity and pervasiveness within the 
context.   
	Such contexts thus appear to provide particularly fertile soil for movement mobilization activities.  
The reason is not only because of extensive network density, but also because of the confluence of residential 
proximity, demographic and/or socioeconomic homopholy, and a tendency toward ideological congruence, 
coupled with sufficient shared grievances and the opportunity to act collectively.  These contexts, as we have 
conceptualized them, are not a necessary condition for social movement activity, but their existence clearly 
increases the probability of successful mobilization.   More importantly from the vantage point of this chapter, 
the existence of such nurturant contexts reminds us again of the extent to which crowd and movement 
activities, and the social psychological processes associated with them, are embedded in preexisting groupings 
and webs of association.   
	Emergent Structures of Relation
	While all types of crowd and social movement activities entail some level of joint action, these 
coordinated interactions are not all rooted in preexisting structures of relation.  Some are emergent or peculiar 
to the particular collective behavior episode or event itself.  In other words, they grow out of rather than 
precede some crowd episode or social movement activity.  It is this fact that undergirds Weller and 
Quarantelli's (1973) contention that the social organizational basis of collective behavior is both normative and 
social relational, and that collective behavior can therefore be predicated on either enduring or emergent norms 
and enduring or emerging social relations.  
	Evidence of the link between collective behavior and emergent social relationships is particularly 
abundant in research on organizational and community responses to disasters (Dynes 1970; Ross 1978; 
Zurcher 1968), but that linkage is not confined to disasters.  It has also been found in instances of rioting and 
looting associated with civil disturbances, however short-lived (Kerner 1969; Quarantelli and  Dynes 1970), as 
well as in various kinds of social movements.  In his previously mentioned research on mobilization in the Paris Commune of 1871, for instance, Gould (1991) found two bases of social relation: preexisting 
neighborhood ties and emergent insurgent organizational ties.  Moreover, both sets of ties functioned to build 
and maintain solidarity, thus prompting Gould to argue that "mobilization does not just depend on social ties; it 
also creates them" (1992, p. 719).   Snow also found this to be the case in his research on the Nichiren Shoshu 
Buddhist movement: commitment and solidarity were not only based on the preexisting ties that facilitated 
recruitment, but also on a horizontal structure of emergent peer group associations within the movement.  
Together, these two sets of overlapping and interlocking relationships functioned to generate "a more cohesive 
and highly integrated movement, and a more highly committed and mobilizable constituency" (Snow 1987, p. 
159).  
	Such findings, coming from research on a variety of crowd phenomena and social movements, suffice 
to highlight the existence of emergent structures of relation and their relevance to mobilization processes.  
Although preestablished associations are more fundamental to the assemblage process for crowd phenomena 
and to the recruitment process for social movements, it seems equally clear that emergent relations are often 
critical for the accomplishment of specific tasks in crowd contexts and can contribute significantly to the 
development and maintenance of commitment and solidarity in the case of social movements.  Whatever the 
exact functions and relative influence of these two structures of relation, the foregoing observations indicate 
that they are complementary, fundamental to understanding processes of mobilization, and that they are an 
appropriate point of departure for understanding much about the social psychology of crowds and social 
movements.
	Group Interaction
	Whether the structure of relations among collective actors is based on preexisting or emergent 
relations, the interacting units are typically groups rather than individuals.  The groups may vary in terms of 
size, membership requirements, boundary permeability, life span, and the like, but it is almost always some set 
of individuals working together to accomplish a particular task vis-a-vis some other group or target of 
influence that constitutes the primary unit of action within the collective behavior arena.  Thus, insofar as one 
is interested in the dynamics of crowds and social movements, analytic attention should be focused in part on 
groups and the interaction among them rather than just on the individuals that comprise them.
	To suggest such a focus must seem like an axiomatic assertion from a sociological standpoint; yet the 
research and writing on crowds and social movements varies considerably in terms of level of analysis.  
Group-level processes and dynamics have always figured more prominently in the analysis of social 
movements than crowds, largely because of the realization that much social movement activity is highly 
organized.  But the group focus has moved even more center stage in the study of social movements over the 
past twenty years with the ascendance of the resource mobilization perspective and its cornerstone concept of 
"social movement organizations" (SMOs) (Zald and Ash 1966; McCarthy and Zald 1977; Zald and McCarthy 
1987) and the use of such cognate terms as "challenging groups," "target" groups, and "affinity groups" 
(Barkan 1979; Gamson 1990).  Correctly noting that many movements grow out of small groups, that such 
groups are critical to the operation of most social movements, and that they often develop their own small 
group cultures or "idiocultures," Fine and Stoecker have argued that the study of social movements could 
benefit even further by examining how the course and character of movements involve "the working out of 
small group processes" (1985, p. 2).       
	The same argument can be made with respect to the study of crowds, perhaps even more so.  Group 
processes and dynamics have been matters of concern to some students of crowd behavior, to be sure.  The 
empirical inspiration for Turner and Killian's emergent norm perspective, for example, comes largely from a 
series of well-known small group experiments (Asch 1952; French 1944; Sherif and Harvey 1952).  Still, the 
bulk of research and theorizing on crowd phenomena has been at the individual level of analysis, as evidenced 
by the broad range of research that can be subsumed under either the "convergence" and "gaming" or rational 
decision perspectives.  
	This individualistic focus notwithstanding, there are a number of empirical investigations of behavior 
in crowd contexts that suggest the analytic utility of a group level focus.  Based on a comparative study of 146 
protest demonstrations, MacCannell argued that "the natural sub-parts of demonstrations...are not...the 
individual participants but...groups, groups of demonstrators, bystanders, press, police, and others" (1973 pp. 
1-2, emphasis original).  He acknowledged that "some demonstrations dissolve into individualistic behavior," 
but, emphasized,
no demonstration starts this way.... Under "normal" conditions a demonstration runs its course as a 
delicate interplay between the subgroups relating to each other as totalities: "the police" did X then the 
"demonstrators" did Y (1973, p.2).
	McPhail's (1991; McPhail and Wohlstein 1983) systematic empirical examination of behaviors in 
crowd contexts for more than a decade also sheds light on the group nature and embeddedness of much of 
what transpires in those contexts.  His data indicate that people in crowds usually spend most of their time 
interacting with the people closest to them, and that all coordinated crowd actions require attention to a 
common focus of attention.  Buttressed by his (1989)   not in refs reading of Mead that a common focus of attention 
cannot be treated as unimportant or unproblematic, McPhail has shown that coordinating instructions 
determine the form of collective locomation (McPhail and Wohlstein 1986) and has developed cybernetic 
control theory models of the ways collective action is coordinated by individuals adjusting their behavior to 
bring their perceptual signals in line with a reference signal ( e.g. McPhail McPhail, Power and Tucker 1992).    

	For those behaviors that fall into one of these two categories, it seems clear that the preponderance of 
them would be coordinated and group-based, whether the group be preestablished or emergent.  That is clearly 
what MacCannell's research suggests, and it is what  Snow and his colleagues argue based on a team, field 
study of  a variety of crowd episodes in Austin, Texas in the first half of the 1980s (Snow, et al., 1981; Snow 
and Anderson 1985; Snow and Paulsen 1992).  Drawing on Wright's (1978) distinction between crowd 
activities (redundant behaviors seemingly common to all crowd episodes, such as assemblage, milling, and 
divergence) and task activities (joint activities and behaviors that are context specific and necessary for the 
attainment of a specific goal or the resolution of a specific problem, such as parading, picketing, and looting), 
they found that all of the individuals in the crowd episodes they examined fell into one of three generic 
groupings: task performers, spectators or bystanders, and social control agents. The task performers included 
the individuals performing both the main tasks and subordinate tasks.  In the case of a Ku Klux Klan rally, for 
example, the main task performers were the marching Klansman, with counterdemonstraters and the media 
constituting subordinate task performers.  The spectators varied in terms of their proximity to the episodes and 
their aggressiveness and relative influence on the activity of the main task performers, as did the behaviors of 
the social control agents, consisting primarily of police and military personnel.  Without going into further 
detail, the central finding of this research thus far has been that the course and character of each crowd episode 
was largely a function of the interaction among the various groups of actors -- the task performers, spectators 
and police.  In some cases the nature of that interaction was negotiated prior to the episode; in other cases it 
was more emergent.  But in all cases, the moving dynamic was group interaction.
	There is mounting evidence, then, that insofar as one is interested in understanding the dynamics of 
crowd behavior, the focus of analysis ought to be at the group level.  This makes good sense sociologically, 
but what about social psychologically?   We think it makes good sense social psychologically, too -- not only 
because it is consistent with the previous observations regarding the microstructural and social relational basis 
of recruitment and participation patterns, but also because a social psychology that fails to anchor itself in 
social context, whether it be small groups or society writ large, is a social psychology that misapprehends the 
locus of most social psychological states and processes. 

PERSONALITY DIMENSIONS AND RELATED PSYCHOLOGICAL PROCESSES 
	As has been repeatedly noted (Marx and Wood 1975, p. 388; Zurcher and Snow 1981, p. 449), few 
issues have generated as much research as that of differential recruitment: why do some people rather than 
others devote varying degrees of time and energy to participation in crowd and social movement activities?  
Until researchers began to track and mine the microstructural and social relational bases of recruitment and 
participation, the dominant perspective on this issue was essentially psychological.  Explicitly or implicitly 
located in the strand of thought that Turner (1969, also Turner and Killian 1972, 1987) dubbed "convergence 
theory," the underlying assumption was that participation was primarily a function of one of three 
psychological factors or processes: personal deficit or pathology, personal efficacy, and/or a sense of relative 
deprivation.
	Personality Problems and Psychological Deficit
	Running throughout much of the older literature attempting to account for differential recruitment is a 
presumed link between various psychological deficits or pathologies and participation in crowds and 
movements.  The basic proposition is that certain psychological propensities and needs render some 
individuals particularly susceptible to movement appeals.  Societal or social structural conditions are not 
ignored, but the influence of these conditions are seen as mediated by personality characteristics and 
psychological needs.  Toch (1965), for example, argued that the appeal of movements resided in their ability to 
improve life conditions and ease resultant psychological strains.  In a similar vein, other scholars, such as 
Parsons (1942) and Smelser (1963), emphasized structural strain and dislocation as motivating nonrational or expressive movement behavior, without specifying the underlying psychological mechanisms, other than some 
kind of "cognitive short-circuiting."  Other researchers supplied the psychological mechanisms, however, 
including a search for meaning (Cantril 1941), a need to submit to authority (Adorno et al. 1950; Lipset and 
Raab 1973), social isolation or a quest for community (Aberle 1966; Cohn 1957; Kornhauser 1959; Nisbet 
1954), a response to subjective powerlessness (Bell 1964; Bolton 1972; Kornhauser 1959), a search for 
identity (Keniston, 1968; Klapp 1969), a response to the frustrations of status dissonance or inconsistency 
(Geschwender 1967; Rush 1967; Lenski 1954; Gusfield 1963; Zurcher and Kirkpatrick 1976), or a means of 
resolving Oedipal conflicts (Feuer 1969).  
	Space does not permit doing justice to these accounts on their own terms; each is more complex than 
our treatment would imply.  However, they all sought to explain differential recruitment as a result of an 
individual-level response to a general social condition, and centered their explanations in the vulnerability of 
some individuals to participation because of various psychological and/or personality deficits and inclinations.  
The implication was that intact personalities or well-adjusted individuals would not be lured by the 
questionable appeals of most social movements.  Some proponents of this perspective argued that movements 
were interchangeable or functional equivalents of one another inasmuch as they provided prospective 
participants with similar outlets or opportunities for addressing their psychological needs.  In other words, 
susceptibility to movement appeals was seen as generalized (Hoffer 1951; Klapp 1969).  Not everyone agreed 
with this general proposition, however, as some contended that participation was contingent on 
correspondence between type of personal problem or need and type of movement appeal and program 
(Lofland and Stark, 1965; Feuer 1969).  
	This line of argument has fallen out of favor with students of crowds and movements over the past 
twenty years, largely because most proponents of psychological explanations also tended describe movements 
and their participants in disparaging terms.  Additionally, subsequent research has failed to find compelling 
empirical support for the presumed link between personal problems or deficits and participation in collective 
action events, nor is there any evidence that movements are interchangeable for people.
	Personal Efficacy  
	There has been relatively little research on the effects of stable personality characteristics on 
movement participation.  Both proponents and opponents of movements have tended to view them as 
disjunctures from the past and thus to look for disjunctive explanations for them.  Current scholars are also 
wary of the pejorative view of movement participants created by the old psychological explanations.  
However, if we accept the importance of movement issues, and assume that people will participate only in 
movements which make sense to them or which express their interests, there is clearly room for personality 
characteristics to affect the level and form of participation.  One such personality factor that has been found to 
function in this fashion is "personal efficacy" -- the belief that one has the ability to make a difference, 
especially when coupled with low trust in the existing power structure (Almond and Verba 1965, Gamson 
1968, Forward and Williams 1970, Paige 1971, Seeman 1975).  More broadly, Werner (1978) found, upon 
controlling for gender and abortion attitudes, that "activists" on both sides of the abortion issue were more 
dominant, self-confident, energetic, and effective in using their capabilities than subjects who engaged in less 
activism than their attitudes would otherwise predict.  
	It thus appears as if there is something to gain from reconsidering "personality," or at least personality 
variables, as a factor in movement participation, but only if it is properly placed in context.  If movement 
participation is viewed as problem-solving or instrumental behavior, it is plausible to speculate that, when 
attitudes and network ties are controlled, activists will generally be found to have higher energy levels, greater 
sense of personal efficacy, and greater skills for the actions they are performing than nonactivists.  There is 
scattered evidence that bears on these hypotheses (Gamson et al. 1982, pp. 82-93; Oliver 1984) and which 
suggests that they merit more careful research.
	Relative Deprivation
	Rooted in models of both psychological process and cognition, the general concept of relative 
deprivation organized a great deal of research in the 1960s and 1970s, including related approaches that go by 
different names (Aberle 1966; Davies 1969; Gurr 1970; Worsley 1968).  These approaches are motivated by 
the seeming paradox that it is not the most emiserated populations that rebel, but those which seem to be 
improving their position, or those who are the relatively privileged sectors of an aggrieved group.  All seek to 
subsume the causes of protest into an individual social psychological process in which what ought to be is 
compared with what is.  They differ in the details of how the comparisons are expected to arise, and in whether 
the postulated mechanism is a frustration-aggression process (Davies 1969; Feieraband, Feieraband, and 
Nesvold 1969; Gurr 1970) or a cognitive balance process (Geschwender 1968; Morrison 1973; Morrison and Steeves 1967).  
	Although deprivation theory in general is among the most theoretically sophisticated social 
psychological perspectives on collective action, it has not fared particularly well when subjected to empirical 
examination, even though it has been assessed repeatedly in a variety of contexts.  Indeed, one might easily 
conclude -- in light of some of these studies (McPhail 1971; Mueller 1980; Portes 1971; Rule 1988; Snyder 
and Tilly 1972; Spilerman 1970) and a number of critical overviews of the concept and literature (Finkel and 
Rule 1986; Gurney and Tierney 1982) -- that the jury is in and that hypotheses linking relative deprivation to 
collective action are simply wrong.  Such a conclusion is premature, however, for several reasons.  First, few 
studies have directly measured a sense of relative deprivation or felt psychological tension.  Instead, subjective 
deprivation is typically inferred from aggregate statistics objective indicators such as unemployment rates.  
The assumption of an unproblematic relation between objective conditions and subjective deprivation is 
contrary to the theory: "the relationship between subjective evaluations of well-being and external objective 
conditions is itself so filtered through individual circumstances that there is little evidence of a systematic 
effect of macro-environmental conditions upon overall sense of well-being" (Seeman 1981, p. 396).
	Secondly, there is little reason to expect deprivation to be a sufficient explanation for action.  In a 
typical case, Klandermans and Oegema (1987) found 76 percent of the Dutch population endorsed a campaign 
against nuclear armaments, but only 4 percent actually attended a large demonstration in support of the 
campaign.  However, some sort of relative deprivation may well be a necessary condition for action.  Finally, 
some research using direct measures of subjective deprivation have found the predicted relation to 
participation in the anti-busing movement in Boston and prison riots (Useem 1980, 1985; Useem and Kimball 
1989).  Even here, however, it is not clear whether the rather complex concept of relative deprivation can be 
empirically distinguished from simpler concepts of "grievance" or the instrumentalists' "subjective interest."
	In sum, there is little reason to jettison personality factors and related social psychological processes 
in the study of crowds and social movements.  Although it is clear that much of the earlier theorizing was 
excessively psychological and wrongheaded, it is also likely that there are "activist types" or "personalities," 
that a sense of personal efficacy often figures in the participation equation, and that the something like relative 
deprivation, appropriately measured and contextualized, is a factor in participation.  

SOCIALIZATION DIMENSIONS AND PROCESSES
	Broadly defined, socialization refers to two interconnected processes: one is the process through 
which individuals learn the values, norms, motives, beliefs, and roles of the groups or society with which they 
are associated; the other is the parallel process through which individuals develop and change in terms of 
personality and self-concept or identity (Gecas 1992).  Both of these processes are clearly operative in the 
context of social movements, yet there appears to be a longstanding tradition of treating them as qualitatively 
different within movements than in the larger society.  The result is that the word "socialization" is seldom 
used by movement scholars, and students of socialization rarely mention the occurrence of these processes 
within movements (see, for example, Bush and Simmons 1981, Gecas 1981).  We believe that this tendency is 
misguided since the twin processes noted above manifest themselves in at least three ways with respect to 
social movements: intergenerationally in terms of childhood socialization and the transmission of activist 
orientations and inclinations; intragenerationally in terms of changes in world view and identity; and 
intragenerationally in terms of persistent changes over the life course.  
	Intergenerational Transmission of Activist Values
	Past emphasis on the disjunctive aspects of collective behavior and social movements, coupled with 
the concomitant tendency to view much social movement activity as a function of distinctive generational 
experiences (Braungart 1974; Laufer 1972) or youthful idealism that diminishes with progress through the life 
course (Lipset and Ladd 1972; Parsons and Platt 1972), has generally led scholars to neglect the ways in which 
movement participation and activism are often continuous rather than discontinuous with the past.  There are a 
handful of exceptions to this gloss, however.  Most of these exceptions are based on research on student 
activists of the 1960s, and virtually all of them provide evidence of continuity across generations (Bengston 
1970; Block, Haan, and Smith 1969; DeMartini 1988; Flacks 1967; Westby and Braungart 1966; Wood and 
Ng 1980).  That is, both student activists and non-activists generally have been found to hold and promote 
values consistent with their parents and their childhood socialization.  Many of the activists may have been 
"rebels" in one sense or another, but they were not rebelling against their parents and their upbringing.  
Instead, they were acting out the values they had learned at home, often with more zest and conviction.  
Another well-documented case is Johnston's (1991) detailed study of Catlonian nationalists, whose insurgent 
ethnic identities were formed in family conversations and church youth groups.
	Although systematic research bearing directly on this process is difficult to find with respect to other 
movements, indirect and impressionistic evidence is abundant.  Earlier we suggested that some contexts are 
especially nurturant of movement activity.  Some ethnic, racial, and religious communities or groupings are 
facilitative contexts for the transmission of values and beliefs conducive to activism.  In the United States, the 
transmission of a culture of race consciousness and activism has been a central feature of African-American 
history.  Prominent black leaders often had activist parents such as Martin Luther King, Sr., or Earl Little, the 
Garveyite father of Malcolm X.  High community political participation rates for educated African-Americans 
are well established, as are the cultural norms for "race work."  Many African-American churches have a long 
tradition of integrating religion, culture, politics, and resistance into a seamless whole (Morris 1984).  General 
population surveys indicate that African-Americans receive more explicit political education about race and 
power than European Americans and are generally more supportive than European Americans of government 
action to produce social equality, and more supportive generally of social movements and protest (Isaac et al. 
1980).  This difference seems to extend quite broadly: Kane (1992) reports that African-Americans of both 
sexes support the women's movement and women's collective action much more than European-Americans of 
either gender.
	Cultural traditions of activism are also found among some Americans of European ancestry.  Both 
secular and religious Jews have very strong traditions of social activism on behalf of others.  Quakers and 
Mennonites have taught pacifism, equality and service for generations.  Even among the largely nonactivist 
Catholics and mainline Protestants, "social justice" and "peace" are significant themes, and there are Catholic 
groups and Protestant denominations and congregations which encourage activism among their members and 
teach it to their children.  Wood and Hughes (1984) have clearly documented the relationship between "moral 
reform" and moral upbringing, showing that conservative moralists are reared in families, religions, and 
communities that socialize them into their moral world view and thereby dispose them toward moral reform.  
In short, many American children are reared with distinct moral and political ideologies that have implications 
for subsequent identification with and involvement in various kinds of movement activity.  More broadly, 
every continent in the world provides cases of ongoing ethnic, religious, and tribal tensions that are clearly 
sustained across generations, with the longstanding conflicts in Northern Ireland and the Middle East being 
among the most vivid examples.
	It is clear that our understanding of the dynamics of social movements and related actions would 
benefit by exploring more thoroughly than heretofore the various paths of continuity between many 
movements and their communities of origin.  Not only do these preestablished communities often constitute 
the moral and ideological seedbeds out which ethnic, race, religious, and political movements sometimes 
grow, but these communities and their movements often give rise to ongoing cultures of resistance or struggle 
that are transmitted across generations.  In these contexts, children grow up with almost continuous exposure 
to the structure of grievances and beliefs that justify activism; there is little, if any disjuncture between 
movement and community; and, as a consequence, it is difficult, if not impossible, to differentiate movement 
socialization from socialization more generally. 
	Intragenerational Changes in Value Orientation and Identity
	While students of social movements may have neglected the contribution of parental values and 
childhood socialization to subsequent activism, no such neglect is evident with respect to changes in value 
orientation and identity or self-concept among movement participants, especially when those changes have 
been discussed under the rubric of "conversion."  Indeed, there has been such a proliferation of research on the 
topic of conversion (for a summary, see Machalek and Snow 1992; Robbins 1988, Snow and Machalek 1984), 
particularly in relation to the religious movements and cults of the 1970s, that is has been described as "a 
minor growth industry" (Machalek and Snow 1992, p. 1).  
	Conversion and Other Personal Changes.  Conceptualized in its most extreme form, conversion 
involves a radical transformation of consciousness in which a new or formerly peripheral universe of discourse 
comes to function as a person's primary authority (Machalek and Snow 1992; Snow and Machalek 1983; 
1984).  It is akin to a paradigm shift (Jones 1978) or a change in one's "sense of ultimate grounding" or "root 
reality" (Heirich 1977), and includes a corresponding change in identity or self-concept.  While a semblance of 
consensus exists with respect to this conceptualization, successful operationalization has proved elusive.  The 
general tendency has been to treat changes in organizational affiliation and demonstration events (e.g., 
baptisms, public testimonies) as empirical indicators of conversion.  The problem is that there is no automatic 
relation between these presumed markers and wholesale change in world view and identity (Snow and 
Machalek 1983, pp. 261-264; 1984, pp. 171-173).  If there were, then we could all be said to have experienced 
conversion on numerous occasions.  In place of these troublesome indicators, Snow and Machalek (1983; 1984, pp. 173-174) have proposed four rhetorical indicators of conversion: biographical reconstruction, 
adoption of a master attribution scheme, suspension of analogical reasoning, and embracement of the covert 
role as a master status.  Subscribing to Marx's contention that language is practical consciousness, they assume 
that the transformation of consciousness conceptualized as conversion should be empirically discernible in the 
talk and reasoning of those who have experienced this change.  Although this attempt to develop an alternative 
operationalization of conversion is grounded primarily in research on a single movement (the Nichiren Shoshu 
Buddhist movement), there is some evidence of its generalizability.  In a study of a group of evangelical 
Christians, for example, Staples and Mauss (1987) found evidence of each of the rhetorical indicators, but 
argue that only one of them (biographical reconstruction) signifies conversion, with the remaining three 
indicating commitment.  Obviously, further research and conceptual clarification is required.     
	Not all personal changes in orientation and identity that occur in the context of social movements are 
as drastic or extreme  as those captured by the concept of conversion.  In recognition of these milder personal 
changes, scholars have proposed a number of corresponding concepts.  They include "adhesion," which entails 
the acceptance of new perspectives and rituals as supplements rather than as substitutes (Nock 1933; Shepherd 
1979); "alternation," which refers to less dramatic and disruptive changes that are more continuous with the 
flow of everyday life, such as reversible role changes (Travisano 1970); "consolidation," which involves the 
adoption of a belief system or identity that combines two prior but contradictory world views or identities 
(Gordon 1974); and "regeneration," which refers to the enthusiastic adoption of a prior belief system (Nock 
1933; Lang and Lang 1961).  Whether these conceptual distinctions are mutually exclusive and exhaustive is a 
matter for debate, but they are useful inasmuch as they signal that the change in orientation and identity 
frequently associated with movement participation is not unidimensional and that conversion, as 
conceptualized above, is but one variety of personal change that occurs within the social movement arena.   
	Given the fact that the personal changes sometimes associated with movement participation can be 
arrayed on a continuum, ranging from the more thoroughgoing changes associated with conversion at one 
extreme to little, if any, change at the other, two issues beg for clarification:  one concerns the relationship 
between movement type and the kinds of personal change required for participation; and the other pertains to 
the causal factors that account for the change.   Regarding the first issue, there are a number of works that 
suggest that more drastic personal changes, of the kind associated with conversion, are most likely to be 
required under the following conditions:  when movement ideology and practices are culturally idiosyncratic 
or discontinuous, or when a movement is stridently oppositional and is defined as threatening or revolutionary 
(McAdam 1989; Turner and Killian 1972, 1987); when a movement is more "exclusive" in terms of 
membership eligibility and requirements (McAdam 1989; Machalek and Snow 1992; Zald and Ash 1966); and 
when a movement is more "greedy" in terms of membership demands (Coser 1967; Gerlach and Hine 1970; 
Machalek and Snow 1992).
	Regarding the issue of causation, there is an extensive and continuously expanding literature.  Indeed, 
the bulk of the literature on conversion and related processes of personal change  is concerned primarily with 
identification of the causal precipitants and processes.  Since there are a number of recent detailed reviews of 
this literature (Machalek and Snow 1992; Robbins 1988, esp. pp. 63-99; Snow and Machalek 1984), we will 
note only a few of the more general findings.  First, while little compelling empirical support has been found 
for explanations of conversion that emphasize aberrant personality factors and "brainwashing" or "coercive 
persuasion," there is considerable support for such microstructural and social relational factors as  network 
linkages, affective and intensive interaction, and role learning in the process through which conversion and the 
more milder, personal changes are effected.  
	Second, monocausal explanations of these changes have fallen out of favor as researchers increasingly 
have come to realize that personal changes in orientation and identity, however dramatic, result from the 
combined and interactive influences of multiple factors -- individual, interpersonal, and contextual. 
	And last, the earlier presumption that conversion to off-beat groups, religious or otherwise, required 
the operation of unique social and psychological processes has been derailed by the growing realization that 
parallel processes are at work whatever the context or movement.  Indeed, it can be argued that the entire 
conversion process applies generally to most forms of intense, high-risk movement activity in the political 
arena and is probably applicable, as well, to the process by which individuals become members of most 
voluntary organizations.  The difference in such seemingly diverse cases resides not so much in the causal 
processes, but in the content of the process and, in the extreme case of conversion, in the extent to which the 
new roles, beliefs, and identities are all-encompassing and pervasive in terms of their relevance to the various 
domains of life.  
	Commitment Processes.  Insofar as socialization involves a process through which individuals develop and change in terms of personal orientation, allegiance, and identity, then the process through which 
individuals become bound to a group, creating group solidarity and mutual identification, is clearly an aspect 
of the more generic socialization process.  This derivative process, or at least the outcome, is generally defined 
as commitment and involves, more concretely, "the willingness of people to do what will help maintain the 
group because it provides what they need...the attachment of self to the requirements of social relations that are 
seen as self-expressive" (Kanter 1972, pp. 66-67).
	Commitment and conversion are clearly interconnected, but they are not identical processes.  
Machalek and Snow clarify the distinction as follows:
If conversion consists of a radical change in self and identity, commitment refers to the post-conversion durability of that change.  In this view, conversion, in-and-of-itself, does not 
assure commitment (Barker and Currie 1985; Staples and Mauss, 1987).  Thus, conversion 
and commitment are analytically and empirically distinct.  Since the personal transformation 
wrought by a conversion may be more or less stable, it is useful to reserve the term 
"commitment" to capture the dimension of durability of those changes comprising conversion 
(1992, forthcoming).  
The same can also be said with respect to the milder forms of personal change noted earlier. 
	Research on commitment within the collective behavior arena has addressed three sets of interrelated 
issues:  the processes and mechanisms contributing to the development and persistence of commitment 
(Gerlach and Hine 1970, pp. 99-158; Hall 1988; Hechter 1987; Hirsch 1990; Kanter 1968, 1972; Turner and 
Killian 1987, pp. 337-344); variation in commitment-building capacities, requirements, mechanisms, and 
success across groups or movements (Hall 1988; Hechter 1987; Kanter 1968, 1972; McAdam 1986; Turner 
and Killian 1987, pp. 337-344); and, most recently, the development of collective identity (Cohen 1985; Hunt 
1991; Melucci 1985, 1988, 1989; Taylor 1989).  Although we discuss the notion of collective identity in the 
following section on cognitive dimensions, we note its relevance here because commitment, as conceptualized 
above, implies the existence of some level of collective identity and vice versa.  Indeed, they might be 
regarded as flip sides of the same coin.
	The research findings regarding the first two issues point to four general, tentative conclusions.  The 
first is that commitment, and such related concepts as solidarity and group or collective identity, are not just 
by-products of preestablished bonds and shared grievances, but often evolve and/or are strengthened during 
the course of collective action itself.  In other words, engagement in crowd and movement activities can 
enhance existing commitments and engender new ones as well.  This is one of the lessons that come from 
"consciousness-raising" experiences within the women's movement (Bird 1969),  not in refs  and from other movement 
contexts as well (Gamson et al. 1982; Gould 1991; Hirsch 1990; Snow 1987). 
	The second general conclusion is that there are indeed identifiable commitment-building mechanisms 
that are relevant to different dimensions of commitment.  This was demonstrated most convincingly by 
Kanter's (1968, 1972) study showing that the differential durability of a sample of thirty 19th-century utopian 
communes was attributable, at least in part, to the presence or absence of various commitment-building 
mechanisms, and it has been substantiated by subsequent research (Hall 1988; Hirsch 1990). 
	The third general finding is that not only do "movements vary greatly in the commitments they 
require" (Turner and Killian 1987, p. 337; Coser 1967), but they also vary in their capacity to deal successfully 
with the problem of commitment.  Thus, in a reexamination of Kanter's data, Hall found that while the ability 
to affect various kinds of commitment clearly contributes to group success, that capacity is not distributed 
equally across groups but derives "from alternative cultural structures of social organization" (Hall 1988, p. 
690).
	And the fourth general finding is that the development of commitment to social movements generally 
occurs in a context of competing commitments and in a stepwise fashion, and is thus a highly contingent 
process.  Consider, for example, these findings from a variety of contexts: there is an extraordinary high 
incidence of defection from religious cults and movements (Barker 1984; Bird and Reimer 1982; Levine 
1984); only a few members of neighborhood collective action associations end up doing most of the work 
(Oliver 1984);  members of unions who are dissatisfied are more likely to "exit" than exercise "voice" (Van der 
Veen and Klandermans 1989); there is a tendency toward gender and racial or ethnic homopholy in movement 
organizations across time (Neal and Phillips 1990); and the most active members in most kinds of voluntary 
associations are rarely the members with the longest tenure of association (Cress and McPherson 1992).  
Taken together, these observations suggest that the development of strong, enduring commitment may well be 
the exception rather than the rule.  If so, then clearly too much emphasis has been placed on the relationship 
between movement durability and a large, fervently committed constituency, and perhaps McCarthy and Zald (1973, 1977) were right in suggesting that most modern movements consist of a small core of activists and 
"transitory teams" comprised of an unstructured collection of supporters who are available for only periodic 
mobilization.   Of course there are exceptions, as in the case of participation in most communal groups and in 
high-risk activism or causes. But clearly it would seem that the relationship between commitment and 
participation in crowd and movement activities merits closer empirical scrutiny in light of the foregoing tlineobservations. 
	Intragenerational Changes Over the Life Course 
	A third area in which socialization processes and the study of social movements converge concerns 
the long-term biographical consequences of movement participation, particularly in the case of so-called 
activism or participation suggestive of intense commitment.  Here there is accumulating evidence that such 
committed participation continues to have effects, even long after the intense activism has ceased.  This is best 
established for the "60s activists."  A large number of studies conducted in the 1970s found that they continued 
to have relatively liberal-to-left political beliefs, maintained involvement in political activity, and were likely 
to be employed in the "helping professions" (Demarath, Marwell, and Aiken 1971; Fendrich 1974, 1977; 
Fendrich and Krauss 1978; Fendrich and Tarleau 1973).  Research conducted even years later reveals that the 
earlier findings have been remarkably persistent.  For example, Fendrich and Lovoy (1988) found continuing 
political involvement of former student activists in a 25-year follow-up, and in independent follow-ups of 
different groups of Freedom Summer volunteers, McAdam (1988, 1989) and Marwell and his colleagues 
(1987, 1990) found that Freedom Summer participants continue to show major differences from their age peers 
in their political beliefs, level of political activity, and lifestyles.  As McAdam writes in summarizing this 
research:
... the summer volunteers have evidenced a remarkable continuity in their lives over the past 25 years.  
They have continued not only to voice the political values they espoused during the 1960s, but to act 
on those values as well.  They have remained active in movement politics.  Moreover, in a variety of 
ways they appear to have remained faithful to the New Left imperative to treat the personal as 
political.  Indeed, both their work and marital histories appear to have been shaped, to a remarkable 
degree, by their politics (1989, pp. 757-758; see, also, Whalen and Flacks 1989). 
	The persistence of such activist values and identities, it should be kept in mind, have implications not 
only at the personal or biographic level, but also at the organizational level.  For many of yesterdays' activists, 
for whom the "fire" continues to burn, often provide the organizational skills and ideological inspiration 
spearheading the movement activity of today.  And even when the larger structural conditions are not 
conducive to overt movement activity, the activists of yesterday may continue to play a critical role in fanning 
the flames of contention, as Rupp and Taylor demonstrate in the case of the women's movement (1987; also 
see Taylor 1989).  The point, then, is that the socialization consequences of earlier collective action 
experiences can have long-term effects at both the personal and organizational levels, such that past and 
present collective actions and experiences may often be tied together in a highly reflexive fashion across time.  

COGNITIVE DIMENSIONS AND PERSPECTIVES 
	Much of the discussion and debate among scholars of crowds and social movements over the past 
decade and a half has focused on issues that are essentially cognitive:  How do individuals decide to participate 
in a particular crowd or movement activity?  What is the nature of that decision-making process?  What 
determines the kinds of meanings that are attributed to particular activities and events?  How do these 
meanings get constructed?  Indeed, no social psychological dimensions or perspectives have figured more 
prominently in the collective behavior literature in recent years than those that address these and related 
questions.  There are many possible ways to organize a discussion of this literature.  Most recent discussions 
have been organized around the "debate" between rational choice and social constructionist perspectives.  
These two labels point to theory groups which are themselves internally diverse, and many scholars in each 
group take account of the insights from the other group.  Our own view is that recent discussions address 
important theoretical issues that are often obscured by the image that one must choose between these as 
antagonistic and mutually exclusive perspectives.  Nevertheless, we can clarify many issues by working with 
this dichotomy.


	We believe the crucial difference between the theory groups can be understood as the difference 
between treating cognitions as independent variables versus dependent variables.  The "independent variable" 
group takes cognitions more or less as givens, and predicts behavior from cognitions.  Variants of rational 
choice are currently dominant in this theory cluster, but it also includes control theory, learning theory, and 
relative deprivation theory.  The "dependent variable" group, by contrast, seeks to explain the processes whereby the cognitions themselves are created.  This group rejects the notion that cognitions can ever be 
treated as unproblematic givens, and stresses that behavior creates cognitions at least as much as cognitions 
create behavior.  However, a close reading of this group shows that they tend to take as givens the 
relationships specified by the other group, for example the argument that people who participate believe there 
are benefits to be gained from participation.
 	Independent Variable (Instrumentalist) Perspectives
	The perspectives falling into this theory group are concerned primarily with identifying the role of 
different kinds of cognitions in determining behavior.  Cognitions are viewed as mediating the relationship 
between some set of objective conditions and involvement in one or more collective actions.  Subjective 
cognitions are often assumed to bear a reasonably good fit with objective reality.  Thus, these perspectives 
speak more often of knowledge than of belief, and often explicitly treat variations or changes in cognitions as 
crucial determinants of collective behavior (e.g. Oliver and Marwell 1992).  They differ among themselves in 
describing the psychological processes whereby cognitions affect behavior.
	Included in this broad grouping are tension reductionist perspectives, such as relative deprivation 
theory (Davies, 1969; Gurr 1970), which we discussed earlier; behaviorist or social learning models (Macy 
1991); cybernetic control perspectives (McPhail 1991); and rational choice or decision theory (Berk 1974; 
Granovetter 1978; Olson 1968).  Since the preponderance of recent work treating cognitions as independent 
variables has done so by  explicitly or implicitly employing aspects of this latter perspective, we will 
concentrate on it in the remainder of this section.
	Decision Theories.  The central assumptions of all instrumentalist, rational choice, and subjective 
expected utility models are, first that people seek to obtain benefits and minimize costs, and, secondly, that 
they cognitively process information about the likely benefits and costs of various courses of action, and make 
a conscious choice about their behavior (see, e.g. Friedman and Hechter 1988).  Thus, the central 
metatheoretical assumptions of these theories are that cognitions precede behaviors and that choices are 
conscious and intentional.  As we shall see, it is these metatheoretical assumptions which are challenged by 
social constructionist theories.
	Although many works in this tradition assume an unproblematic relation between objective conditions 
and subjective cognitions, every theory in this tradition treats the subjective preferences (benefits and costs) as 
the operative terms.  That is, any variant of decision theory would predict that a person with incorrect 
information would make an incorrect decision, and that a person with altruistic or collective preferences would 
make altruistic or collectivist choices.  There are rational choice models for the decision to rely on imperfect 
information or to incur the cost of obtaining more information before making a decision.  
	Rational choice models often make various additional assumptions which permit formal models and 
determinate calculations, such as the assumptions that everything can be reduced to a common metric or that 
decisions are evaluated on an expected value criterion.  However, most rational choice theorists view these as 
simplifying assumptions that permit formal derivations, rather than empirical statements about how most 
people actually think.  
	A second crucial issue for rational choice theories of collective action and social movements is the 
link between individual and group interests.  Mancur Olson's The Logic of Collective Action (1968) is the 
crucial watershed in thinking about this issue.  Prior to this work it was widely assumed that there was a 
natural tendency for people with shared interests to act together in pursuit of those interests, that is, that there 
was an unproblematic congruence between individual interests and group interests.  Olson argued otherwise.  
Drawing on standard cost/benefit microeconomics and public goods theory, he argued that there are problems 
in the provision of public or collective goods, i.e. goods which are shared by everyone whether or not they 
help to pay for them.  There has been extensive work within the rational choice paradigm showing that Olson's 
claim that collective action is "irrational" is overgeneralized and misleading (Hardin 1982, Oliver and Marwell 
1988, 1993).77.  Most sociologists have misunderstood the logical implication 
of Olson's argument about the "irrationality" of collective 
action, which is not that collective action never occurs -- 
clearly a false empirical claim -- but that when collective 
action occurs, it must be either because the participants are not 
rational actors, or because they have additional individual 
motivations for action.  In particular, Olson confuses the "free rider" problem, in which individuals are motivated to let 
others provide the good, with what Oliver and Marwell (1988) call the "efficacy problem," in which each 
individual cannot make a large enough difference in the collective good to motivate her participation.  What 
remains, however, is a broad agreement that there is no unproblematic congruence between individual and 
group interests, and that mobilization around shared interests is always problematic.
	A third feature of rational choice theories also follows from Olson.  Olson argued that actors must be 
provided with selective incentives, that is with private goods which reward contributors or coercive measures 
that punish nonparticipation.  Although the claim that such private incentives are necessary has been rejected 
by subsequent theorists, Olson's work has led to a focus on individual incentives which reward participation or 
punish nonparticipation (see Oliver 1980 for a discussion of the difference between rewards and punishments as incentives).  Olson stressed private material gain, but subsequent scholars in the rational choice tradition 
have extended the notion of incentives.  Following Clark and Wilson (1966) and James Q. Wilson (1973),  add to references  
most scholars recognize three broad types of incentives: material, solidary, and purposive.  Material incentives 
are those Olson discussed and include salaries, insurance programs, and threats of physical or economic 
retaliation.  Solidary incentives arise from social relations with other participants, such as praise, respect, and 
friendship shared among coparticipants or shame, contempt, or ostracism given to nonparticipants.  Purposive 
incentives arise from internalized norms and values in which a person's self esteem depends on doing the right 
thing.  The concepts of solidary and purposive incentives have permitted rational choice theories to incorporate 
the influences of social networks and culture and socialization.  Thus, although the theory makes 
individualistic assumptions about decisions, as it is actually employed in the study of social movements, it 
directly recognizes the influence of social networks, socialization and culture on individuals.
	These features of rational choice theory -- conscious intentional decisions, the importance of benefits 
and costs, the problematic nature of mobilization, and the importance of individual incentives for action -- 
mesh directly with the central concerns of resource mobilization and political opportunity theory (Jenkins 
1983; Jenkins and Perrow 1977; McAdam 1982; Tarrow 1989a; Tilly 1978; Zald and McCarthy 1987).  They 
focus attention on resources and capacities, and on a series of variables which are likely to promote or hinder 
the prospects for mobilization.  Objective structural conditions are assumed to be a major determinant of 
subjective interests and perceived costs and capacities.  Rational choice theory puts the stated "goals" of a 
movement or action center stage as the central explanation for participation, and tends to describe participants 
in the terms that they use to describe themselves, that is, as people concerned about a problem trying to use 
their available resources to address that problem.
	Besides its enormous influence by way of political and organizational studies in the resource 
mobilization paradigm, this general perspective has been employed directly in a wide variety of cases, 
including rebellious political behavior and violence (Muller 1980; Muller and Opp 1986); anti-war protest 
crowds and riot participation (Berk 1974; Bryan 1979);  mobilization in the wake of nuclear accidents (Opp 
1988; Walsh and Warland 1983); organizational dynamics in the John Birch society (Oliver and Furman 1989) 
and labor movement mobilization (Klandermans 1984).  Specific theoretical issues addressed from within this 
paradigm include identity incentives and collective action (Friedman and McAdam 1992); ethnic mobilization 
(Hechter, Friedman, and Applebaum 1983); individual thresholds for participation in collective behavior 
events (Granovetter 1978); the difference between rewards and punishments as incentives (Oliver 1980); the 
difference between collective goods which can be provided by a few large contributors and those which must 
be provided by many small contributors (Oliver, Marwell, and Teixeira 1985); the difference between time and 
money as movement resources (Oliver and Furman 1989; Oliver and Marwell 1992); and the dynamics of paid 
versus volunteer activism (Oliver 1983) and professional versus volunteer mobilizing technologies (Oliver and 
Marwell 1992).
	An important trend within rational choice theory is a move away from models of individual decisions 
toward models of group mobilization processes.  Oliver and Marwells's "critical mass theory" (Oliver, Marwell 
and Teixeira 1985, Oliver and Marwell 1988, Marwell, Oliver and Prahl 1988, Marwell and Oliver 1993) 
provides a variety of models of organizer-centered mobilization, in which resource-constrained organizers try 
to maximize the total amount of resources mobilized from a heterogeneous pool of potential participants.  
Heckathorn (1990) discusses chains of influence, in which group members may sanction each other to enforce 
compliance with external demands.  He provides examples of community control of deviance (1990), worker 
enforcement of work rules (1988), and overcontrol to enforce excessive compliance.  Macy (1990) has 
modified these models to replace the rational decision maker with an adapative learner, showing that different 
assumptions about individuals lead to different predictions about group outcomes.  In all these cases, 
illuminating conclusions about the differences between groups in their possibilities for collective action are 
obtained by making simplifying assumptions about the individuals in those groups.
	Ignoring for a moment the metatheoretical presuppositions of the theory, we may consider its capacity 
as a predictive tool, which is in some ways substantial.  Attitude measures which can be construed as measures 
of a person's subjective interest in the goals of an action are very strong predictors of participation in many 
forms of collective action.  This is not to say that all adherents participate, but rather that those who do not 
support the goals do not participate, and that participants usually are found to have stronger feelings about the 
goals than nonparticipants (Oliver 1984; Opp 1988; Walsh and Warland 1983; Klandermans 1984; 
Klandermans and Oegema 1987).  Direct measures of solidary and purposive incentives also have the expected 
positive relations (Opp 1988; Klandermans 1984; Klandermans and Oegema 1987).  Carden (1978) argues that 
activists motivated by purposive incentives require control over their actions and decentralized organizations.  Material incentives have not been found to motivate activists, although they do permit paid activism (Oliver 
1983), but Knoke (1988) found that material incentives did pull in financial contributions from less interested 
members, contributions which permitted the more committed members to pursue their goals.  
	Rational choice theorists also point to the central importance of efficacy, the perception that one's 
actions will make a difference in accomplishing the goals, which is the sense of hope and urgency that marks 
the historic moments of peak collective action (e.g. McAdam 1982).  Consistent with these arguments, 
research generally finds that  participants in movement activities are more optimistic than nonparticipants 
about the prospect of change and about the efficacy of their participation.  In other words, they are more likely 
to believe that change is possible and that their contribution will make a difference.  This pattern was found in 
research on riot participants of the 1960s (Forward and Williams 1970; Paige 1971; Seeman 1975), as noted 
earlier, and it has also been a frequent finding in research on social movement activity during the past decade 
(Finkel, Muller, and Opp 1989; Klandermans 1984; McAdam 1982; Opp 1988). 
	However, there are accumulating Kuhnian anomalies concerning costs and efficacy.  Rational choice 
models clearly predict that costs are negatively related to action, but this prediction holds only in the extreme 
cases of objective material constraints or severe repression.  Wealthy people give more money to social causes 
than the poor, but they give much lower proportions of their incomes, even though money should have much 
lower opportunity costs for them.  In a similar vein, busy people have been found to contribute more time and 
energy to movement activity than those who are not busy (Oliver 1984).  And perhaps most puzzling of all, 
several studies that have measured costs subjectively found that it operated in a way opposite to what is 
generally predicted.  For example, Hirsch (1990) found that participants in a campus divestment protest 
believed that they were bearing heavy costs and making sacrifices, while nonparticipants downplayed the costs 
and assumed that the participants were gaining intrinsic benefits.  Opp (1988, 1989) found a similar pattern 
regarding the assessment of costs and risks associated with anti-nuclear protest activity.  Such findings can be 
interpreted in instrumentalist terms, but only when it is recognized that legitimacy is being gained through 
making sacrifices for a cause and that what is seen as a cost from the outside is reinterpreted as a benefit from 
the vantage point of the actors themselves.  This alternative interpretation clearly raises questions about the 
construction of such meanings and understandings, issues that rational decision models cannot really address.
	Regarding efficacy, the problem is that self-reported individual efficacy levels often seem implausible.  
The best data comes from Opp's research (1989), which finds that movement participants claim levels of 
individual efficacy that are so objectively impossible that it is difficult to accept their answers at face value.  
Participants seem to attribute to themselves as individuals the efficacy which they believe the whole movement 
has, much like voters vastly overstate the impact their one vote has on election outcomes.  Only if they are 
asked very carefully to distinguish their own individual contribution from that of others will they acknowledge 
that their contribution alone is not likely to make much difference.  Instead, they appear to answer efficacy 
questions as if their own answer refers to the joint effect of all people like themselves.  That is, they simply 
gloss the individual efficacy problem in favor of a collectivist perception.  Although less clearly documented 
for most other cases, this kind of answer or statement is often made by movement participants.  At one level, 
this finding is consistent with rational decision models, since this transformation of the efficacy term makes 
action sensible and possible.  But at another level, this transformation itself begs for explanation.  Although 
Opp offers an individual cost/benefit account of why people choose to modify their perceptions of efficacy, 
this tendency seems to cry out for a constructionist account.     

Dependent Variable (Social Constructionist) Perspectives
	In response to neglect of interpretive and ideational issues by resource mobilization theory and the 
rational choice perspective in which it was partly grounded, a number of scholars began to call in the first half 
of the 1980s for a reconsideration of the relationship among participant mobilization and cognitive/ideational 
factors, such as values, beliefs and meaning, and the processes of grievance interpretation and symbolization 
(Cohen 1985; Ferree and Miller 1985; Gamson et al. 1982; Klandermans 1984; Turner 1983; Snow et al. 1986; 
Zurcher and Snow 1881).  This call was not so much of a new initiative as it involved the rescue and 
resuscitation of some of the insights (those of Turner and Killian 1972, for example) and concepts (such as 
ideology and grievances) that had been thrown out with the bath water during the earlier resource mobilization 
purge, and blending them with more recent strands of cognitive social psychology, such as attribution theory, 
symbolic interactionism broadly conceived, and the rediscovery of culture in American sociology.  By the 
early 1990s, this initiative and the issues it began to raise had attracted the interests of a growing number of 
scholars, so much so, in fact, that the term "social constructionism" was now being bandied about as the cover 
term for this recent line of research and theorizing.  We thus use it here as an integrative cover term that is suggestive of an emerging perspective with respect to the study of crowds and social movements.  For recent 
critical discussions of rational choice perspectives on collective behavior and social movements that are more 
extensive than what follows, see Ferree (1992) and Turner (1991a).
	In contrast to rational decision or instrumentalist models, the social constructionist perspective treats 
cognitions not as givens, but as the product of social processes.  Preferences or values, costs and benefits, and 
meanings and identities are regarded as datum that require explanation rather than as data points that simply 
can be plugged into an equation as independent variables.
	It should be understood that this perspective and those who work within it are not necessarily 
antagonistic to the rational choice and resource mobilization perspectives.  Rather, social constructionists 
generally assume the rationality of collective actors and build on the insights of resource mobilization theory.  
They recognize the purposive core of behavior in a social movement and the self-conscious attempts to 
produce or halt social change.  But they also recognize that the grievances prompting collective action and the 
range of possibilities for action and of the consequences of that action are all socially constructed products.  In 
the case of grievances, for example, there is the realization that "what is at issue is not merely the presence or 
absence of grievances, but the manner in which grievances are interpreted and the generation and diffusion of 
those interpretations" (Snow et al., 1986, p. 466).  Thus, social constructionists are especially concerned with 
the processes whereby existing structures of meaning are challenged or modified and new ones are created, 
deployed, and diffused through processes of collective discourse and action.
	Just as there are a range of perspectives that treat cognitions as independent variables, as well as 
alternative rational decision models, so there is a range of conceptual contributions and corresponding 
empirical projects that cluster under the canopy of social constructionism.  They include Turner and Killian's 
(1972, 1987) continuously evolving emergent norm perspective; the framing perspective of Snow and Benford 
(Snow et al. 1986; Snow and Benford 1988, 1992); Klandermans' (1984, 1988) work on consensus 
mobilization; Gamson's (1988; Gamson and Modigliani 1989) theorizing and research on media discourse and 
packaging; Melluci's (1985, 1988, 1989) work on the construction and negotiation of collective identities; and 
a growing number of works focusing on the interface of culture, reality construction, consciousness, and 
contention (Benford and Hunt 1992; Fantasia 1988; Gusfield 1981, 1992  not in refs ; Hall and Jefferson 1976).  Since 
space does not permit an overview of each of these lines of theory and research, we consider the work 
associated with framing processes and collective identity, the two social constructionist themes that have 
generated the most attention in recent years.
	Framing Processes and Collective Action Frames.  From a framing perspective, movement 
activists and organizations are not viewed merely as carriers of extant ideas and meanings, but as "signifying 
agents" actively engaged in the production and maintenance of meaning for constituents, antagonists, and 
bystanders or observers.  Additionally, movement activists and organizations are seen as being embroiled, 
along with the media, local governments, and the state, in "the politics of signification" -- that is, in the 
struggle to have certain meanings and understandings gain ascendance over others, or, at the very least, move 
up to a position of greater salience in the community's hierarchy of credibility.   Building on these two 
assumptions and drawing on Goffman's Frame Analysis (1974), Snow and Benford (1992) conceptualize this 
signifying work with the verb "framing," which denotes an active processual phenomenon that implies agency 
and contention at the level of reality construction.  It is active and processual in the sense that it is an ongoing, 
almost continuously evolving process; it entails agency in the sense that what is evolving is the product of joint 
action by movement activists and other participants in encounters with antagonists and targets of change; and 
it is contentious in the sense that it entails the generation of interpretive schemes that are not only different 
from existing schemes but may also challenge them.   
	Snow and Benford refer to the products of this activity as "collective action frames."  They are defined 
as "emergent action-oriented sets of beliefs and meaning that inspire and legitimate social movement activities 
and campaigns" (Snow and Benford 1992).  They perform this mobilizing function by identifying a 
problematic condition and defining it as unjust, intolerable, and deserving of corrective action (see, also, 
Gamson et al. 1982, pp. 14-16; Moore 1978, p. 88; Piven and Cloward 1977, p. 12; Turner 1969; Turner and 
Killian 1987, pp. 242-245); by attributing blame or identifying the causal agent(s) (Ferree and Miller 1985; 
Snow and Benford 1992); and by articulating and aligning individual orientations, interests and life 
experiences with the orientation and objectives of movement organizations  Regarding this latter mechanism, 
Snow and his colleagues (1986) have identified four distinct alignment processes: "bridging" to frame 
congruent or ideologically isomorphic but immobilized sentiment pools; "amplifying" existing values or 
beliefs; "extending" the SMOs interpretive framework to encompass interests and perspectives that are not 
directly relevant to its primary objectives; and by "transforming" old meanings and/or generating new ones, usually through affecting conversion. 
	Since the initial work on frame alignment processes, the framing perspective has broadened and a 
number of questions have been raised that call for empirical investigation: First, what determines the 
effectiveness or mobilizing potency of movement framing efforts?  Why do some proffered framings affect 
mobilization, or at least contribute to it, while other do not?  What, in other words, accounts for "frame 
resonance" (Snow and Benford 1988; also see Gamson 1992)?  Second, to what extent and under what 
conditions does a collective action frame sometimes come to function as a "master frame" in relation to a cycle 
of protest or movement activity by coloring and constraining the orientations and activities of other 
movements in the cycle (Snow and Benford 1988; Tarrow 1989a)?  Third, what is the link between collective 
action frames and the generation of incentives for action, or what Klandermans calls "action mobilization" 
(1984, 1988)?   To what extent and how does the framing process generate "motivational frames" that function 
as prods to action (Benford 1988; Snow and Benford 1988).  And fourth, what are the internal and external 
dynamics that affect the framing process.  Discussion, debate, and contention exist within movements just as 
between movements and their antagonists, countermovements, and targets.  How do these tensions, debates, 
and disputes affect the framing process and/or the mobilizing capacity of existing frames?  And what is the 
role of the media in this process, especially since one of its primary functions is framing issues and agendas 
(Benford 1989; Gamson 1992; Gitlin 1980).          
	During the past several years, the link between collective action frames and mobilization, and the 
above sets of questions, have begun to generate considerable research and discussion -- ranging from critical 
assessments (Gamson 1992; Tarrow 1992a) to the examination of the peace movement in the United States 
(Benford 1987) to micromobilization among the IRA (White 1989) to collective action and cycles of protest in 
Italy (Tarrow 1989b) to protest demonstrations in West Germany (Gerhards and Rucht 1991) to the role of 
ideology and abeyance processes in farmers' movements in the U.S. (Mooney (1990) to participation in 
nationalist movements in Catalonia (Johnston 1991).  In each instance, questions are raised and refinements 
are suggested, to be sure, but the centrality of the framing process to the more general micromobilization 
process is affirmed.  More importantly for the purposes of this volume, this line of work clearly demonstrates, 
both theoretically and empirically, that the range of cognitions relevant to collective action -- be they 
preferences, values, interests, or utilities, costs or benefits, punishments or rewards, self-concepts or identities, 
or consciousness itself-- are social constructions that are dynamic and evolving entities, and therefore warrant 
examination and explanation in their own right.   
	Collective Identity and Collective Action.  Given the centrality of the concept of identity to much 
theorizing and research in sociological social psychology and the fact that participation in various crowd and 
movement activities can call into question and modify existing identities, as well as provide new ones, it is 
hardly surprising that the identity concept would find its way into the study of crowds and social movements.  
What is surprising, perhaps, is that interest in the concept has waxed and waned among scholars in the field.  It 
figured prominently in  a number of the well-known works in the 1950s and 1960s (Hoffer 1951; Keniston 
1968; Klapp 1969), and then lay fallow throughout the 1970s and the early 1980s.  The reason for its neglect 
was due largely to the tendency of earlier accounts to portray participants as suffering from spoiled identities 
(Hoffer 1951) or identity deficits (Klapp 1969; Kornhauser 1959), and the previously mentioned turn away 
from social psychological approaches to organizational and political perspectives in the 1970s.  But these 
tendencies did little to neutralize a very real connection between identity and movement participation.  As 
Gamson has noted recently:
Cleansed of its assumptions about a spoiled or ersatz identity, there is a central insight that remains.  
Participation in social movements frequently involves enlargement of personal identity for 
participants and offers fulfillment and realization of self (1992, forthcoming).  if forthcoming and 1992 are distinct references, the former is 
missing. 
	Realization of this connection surfaced again in the second half of the 1980s, but the focus of attention 
shifted from individual identity deficits and quests to "collective identities" and the process through which they 
are constructed and their relationship to collective action more generally.  At the forefront of this emerging 
line of inquiry are a number of European scholars associated with the "new social movements" perspective 
(Pizzorno 1978; Touraine 1981; Melucci 1985, 1988, 1989), with the work and voice of Melucci being the 
most persistent and prominent.88..  For a number of useful and overlapping discussions of this "new social movements" perspective, see 
Klandermans (1986), Kressi (1988b), Rucht (1988), and Tarrow (1989a).  
	For Melucci, collective identity is essentially inseparable from collective action or behavior and is 
therefore the key to understanding the dynamics of collective action.  He defines collective identity as:
... an interactive and shared definition produced by several interacting individuals who are concerned 
with the orientations of their action as well as the field of opportunities and constraints in which their 
action takes place" (Melucci 1989, p. 34).    
This means, according to Keane and Mier, who edited Melucci's most explicit treatment of the concept, that 
collective identity is "a moveable definition (that actors) have of themselves and their social world, a more or 
less shared and dynamic understanding of the goals of their action as well as the social field of possibilities and 
limits within which their action takes place" (in Melucci 1989, p. 4).  Deconstructed even further, Melucci's 
actors are in the "process of constructing an action system," and it is the product of this constructive process 
that is constitutive of collective identity (Melucci 1989, p. 34).  
	While this is clearly a provocative conceptualization that resonates with the Blumerian strand of 
symbolic interactionism and with social constructionism more generally, it is conceptually and empirically 
slippery.  How is it captured empirically?  How might it be operationalized?  How can we probe for the 
presence or absence of collective identity?  It is clearly something more than the aggregation of corresponding 
individual identities, but how is that difference grasped without rendering the concept tautological?  Because 
of its empirical elusiveness, it appears that scholars who find the idea of collective identity tantalizing have 
opted for a conception that highlights the kinds of shared commitments and bonds of solidarity that give rise to 
a sense of "one-ness" or "we-ness."  
	Thus, Taylor and her associates, in their research on the women's movement in abeyance (Rupp and 
Taylor 1987) and on collective identity in relation to lesbian feminist mobilization  (Taylor and Whittier 1992), 
define collective identity as "the shared definition of a group that derives from its members common interests 
and solidarity" (Taylor 1989, p. 771).  And in a study of the construction of collective identity in a peace 
movement organization, Hunt (1991 p. 1), who is among the first to try to link the discussion of collective 
identity with the identity literature in social psychology (e.g., Stryker 1980; Weigert et al. 1986), refers to it as 
"the qualities and characteristics attributed to a group by members of that group."  Clearly these 
conceptualizations make collective identity more empirically accessible, but they also make it almost 
indistinguishable from commitment as conceptualized earlier.  Perhaps that is not a problem, however, so long 
as Melucci's central idea and contribution is not lost sight of:  that collective identity is not located merely in 
shared opinions and attitudes but emerges out of joint action, and that it is subject to change as the field of 
action, in which it is not only grounded but also helps to constitute, changes.99..  For an insightful comparison of Melucci's conceptualization of collective identity with established uses of 
the identity concept in the social psychological literature, see Turner (1991b).  Among other things, Turner 
notes that "Melucci's constructivism is almost indistinguishable from American symbolic interactionism" (p. 
15).  We would agree, at least with respect to the more processual, Blumerian version of symbolic 
interactionism.  Insofar as this observation is based on an accurate reading of Melucci, then clearly his work 
represents a useful and important extension of the symbolic interactionist perspective on crowd dynamics and 
social movements.        
AFFECTIVE DIMENSIONS
	Affect, passion, sentiment and other such cognate terms and their empirical referents are not peculiar 
to any particular domain of social life.  Like other inner states and their external signs or manifestations, they 
are, however, subject to differential expression contingent on differences in social circumstances, regulations 
and cues.  Thus, some situations are more evocative of emotion and its display than other situations.  Clearly, 
one such set of situations are those associated with collective behavior.  If, at minimum, most people 
participate in crowd behavior and social movement activities to attend to a problem or dilemma about which 
they feel strongly, then such gatherings and activities are often, if not always, characterized in part by a display 
of emotion or at least a palpable sense of passion on behalf of many of the participants.  Certainly such 
emotion and passion were evident in such recent newsworthy events as the pro-democracy demonstrations in 
Beijing in the Spring of 1989, the throngs massing to celebrate the crumbling of the Berlin Wall in early 
November of 1989, and the outpouring of shock, dismay and anger in the wake of the Rodney King verdict in 
Los Angeles in May of 1992, not to mention the often heated exchanges between gatherings of anti-abortionists and pro-choice adherents, environmentalists and lumberjacks, and so on.  Indeed, one is hard 
pressed to think of instances of collective behavior gatherings that do not evoke strong sentiments on behalf of 
the major task performers or spectators or both.  The expression of emotion may be restrained, as in the case of 
memorial gatherings for AIDS' victims or the homeless, but strong sentiments are an important dimension of 
such gatherings, nonetheless. 
	Yet, this affective dimension of crowd behavior and social movement activity has been the least 
theorized and researched of all the associated social psychological dimensions.  There are two major 
exceptions over the past two decades: one is Turner and Killian's (1987, see pp. 104-105 in particular) 
reasoned linkage of emotion and expressive tendencies in collective behavior; the other is Lofland's (1981) 
original taxonomy of "elementary forms of collective behavior" based on the dominance of one of three 
primary emotions -- joy, anger, and fear.  Not coincidentally, that essay was written for the initial volume of 
this book.  Zurcher and Snow's (1981: 477-479) discussion of social movements in that same volume also 
called attention to the neglect of passion in relation to the ebb and flow of social movements, and hypothesized 
that perhaps movement viability is contingent in part on the management of the ongoing dialectic between 
organization and passion.  But it was Lofland's chapter (1981) that constituted a clarion call to redress the 
cognitive and behavioral imbalance in the study of collective behavior by giving greater attention to the 
affective or emotional dimension.  Yet, that imbalance remains.  This is clearly indicated in McPhail's (1991) detailed and systematic discussion of the literature on crowds, from LeBon to the present.  Inspection of the 
index to McPhail's book indicates that emotion and related topics (e.g., emotion displays) are mentioned only 
on two occasions: in conjunction with the discussion of the corpus of Lofland's work on collective behavior 
(much of which is contained in Lofland 1985); and when discussing Couch's (1968) seminal critique of the 
stereotypes of collective behavior, two of which were its presumed emotionality and irrationality.  
	So why the obvious neglect and apparent shunning of the study of emotion or affect in relation to 
crowds and social movements?  Probably the ultimate answer is the longstanding tradition in Western 
philosophy of treating reason and emotion as opposites.  Given this tradition, the short-term explanations 
would include the parallel tendencies of the ascendance of the resource mobilization and rational decision 
perspectives and the identification of most scholars of collective action with the 60s movements, both 
producing a tendency to impute heightened rationality to collective actors.  A longstanding as it is, more and 
more scholars today reject the dichotomy of reason and action and would agree with Turner and Killian: 
... the very distinctions themselves are difficult to make.  Emotion and reason are not today regarded 
as irreconcilables.  Emotion may accompany the execution of a well-reasoned plan, and the execution 
of an inadequately reasoned plan may be accompanied by no arousal of emotions (1987, p. 13).        
Moreover, emotion and cognition are often, and perhaps always, intimately linked.  Emotion and emotional 
displays can be socially constructed and managed, as Zurcher (1982), among others, has amply demonstrated, 
and there is no necessary contradictory relationship between the study of emotion and rational choice 
perspectives.  In fact, it is possible to have non-instrumentalist cost/benefit decision models for what Turner 
and Killian (1987, pp. 97-105) refer to as "expressive" crowd behavior and what Rule (1988, p. 191, 196, et 
passim) calls "consummatory" actions, that is, actions that are ends in themselves.  Rule uses the example of 
black rioters' expressions of anger at white businesses and white police in the 1960s.  In these cases, the 
benefit of the action is the consummatory pleasure in the act itself, and the cost of the action is its 
consequences.  There are also, obviously, mixed cases in which an action both is pleasurable as an end in itself 
and is a means to another end.  
	The point is that cognitive perspectives, whether rational choice or social constructionist, can inform 
understanding of the link between affect or emotion and crowd and social movement dynamics, and vice 
versa.  There are, then, only ideological reasons for not pursuing this linkage more vigorously.  Clearly the 
time has come to heed Lofland's call and move forward on this front, bearing in mind the caveat that what 
Turner and Killian (1972, 1987) have called the "illusion of homogeneity" applies just as readily to emotional 
displays as to the array of behaviors with which they are often associated.       

SUMMARY
	In this chapter we have provided a working conceptualization of collective behavior, crowds and 
social movements, discussed the historic linkage between the study of these social phenomena and social 
psychology, identified the five major social psychological dimensions of crowds and social movements, and 
synthesized and critically assessed the extensive literature relevant to these key social psychological 
dimensions.  They include the microstructural and social relational dimension, the personality dimension and 
related social psychological processes, the socialization dimension, the cognitive dimension, and the affective 
or emotional dimension.  These social psychological dimensions are relevant to all domains of social life, of 
course.  But it is the way they operate, interact, and combine with structural and cultural factors in each 
domain of social life the makes one domain somewhat distinctive from another.  
	We think our examination of the theorizing and research pertinent to these dimensions demonstrates 
not only how social psychology has informed understanding of issues and questions central to the study of 
crowds and social movements, but it also indicates that the social psychology of this domain of social life is 
alive and well.  We would not go as far as the former critic of social psychological perspectives on collective 
action who has done an about-face and has recently asserted that "the major questions animating contemporary 
work on social movements are intrinsically social psychological" (Gamson 1992), but we would argue that a 
full-bodied, thoroughgoing understanding of the emergence, operation, and course and character of crowds 
and social movements requires consideration of the social psychological dimensions elaborated throughout this 
chapter.  

REFERENCES

Aberle, David.  1966.  The Peyote Religion Among the Navajo.  Chicago: Aldine.

Adorno, T., E. Frenkel-Brunswik, D. J. Levinson, and R. N. Sanford. 1950. The Authoritarian Personality.  
New York: Harper.

Aguirre, Benigno. 1984. "Conventionalization of Collective Behavior in Cuba." American Journal of 
Sociology 90: 541-566.

Almond, G. A. and S. Verba. 1965. The Civic Culture. Boston: Little, Brown.

Allport, Floyd H. 1924. Social Psychology. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

Asch, Solomon. 1952. Social Psychology. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Aveni, Adrian. 1977. "The Not So-Lonely-Crowd: Friendship Groups in Collective Behavior." Sociometry 40: 
96-99.

Barkan, Steven E. 1979. "Strategic, Tactical, and Organizational Dilemmas of Protest Movements against 
Nuclear Power." Social Problems 27: 19-37.

Barker, Eileen. 1984. The Making of a Moonie: Choice or Brainwashing? Oxford: Blackwell.

Barker, I.R. and R.F. Currie. 1985. "Do Converts Always Make More Committed Christians? Journal for the 
Scientific Study of Religion 24: 305-313.

Bell, Daniel (ed.). 1964. The Radical Right. Garden City and New York: Doubleday/ Anchor.

Benford, Robert D. 1987. Framing Activity, Meaning, and Social Movement Participation: The Nuclear 
Disarmament Movement. Unpublished dissertation, Department of Sociology, University of Texas, 
Austin.

        . 1988 "Motivational Framing: The Social Construction of Motives Within the Nuclear Disarment 
Movement." Presented at the Annual Meeting of the Midwest Sociological Society, Minneapolis, 
Minnesota.

        . 1989. "Frame Disputes Within the Nuclear Disarmament Movement." Presented at the Annual Meeting 
of Midwest Sociological Society, St. Louis.  

        . 1992. "Social Movements." Pp. 1880-1887 in E. Borgatta and M. Borgatta (eds.), Encyclopedia of 
Sociology, Vol. 4. New York: Macmillan Publishing Company.

Benford, Robert D. and Scott A. Hunt. 1992. "Dramaturgy and Social Movements: The Social Construction 
and Communication of Power." Sociological Inquiry 62: 36-55.

Bengston, L. 1970. "The Generation Gap: A Review and Typology of Social Psychological Perspectives." 
Youth and Society 25: 7-32.

Berk, Richard.  1974.  "A Gaming Approach to Crowd Behavior."  American Sociological Review 39: 355-73.

Berk, Richard and Howard Aldrich. 1972. "Patterns of Vandalism During Civil Disorders as an Indicator of 
Selection of Targets." American Sociological Review 37: 533-47.

Bird, Frederick and William Reimer. 1982. "Participation Rates in New Religious Movements and Para-religious Movements." Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 21: 1-14.
 
Block, Jeanne H., N. Haan, and B. M. Smith. 1969. "Activism and Apathy in Contemporary Adolescents." In 
James F. Adams (ed.), Understanding Adolescence: Current Developments in Adolescent Psychology.  
Boston: Allyn and Bacom.

Blumer, Herbert. 1939. "Collective Behavior." Pp. 219-288 in R. E. Park (ed.), Principles of Sociology. New 
York: Barnes and Noble (second edition, 1951, edited by Alfred McLung Lee).

Bolton, Charles D. 1972. "Alienation and Action: A Study of Peace Group Members." American Journal of 
Sociology 78: 537-61. 

Braungart, Richard G. 1974. "The Sociology of Generations and Student Politics: A Comparison of 
Functionalist and Generational Unit Models." Journal of Social Issues. 30: 31-54.

Broadbent, Jeffrey. 1986. "The Ties that Bind: Social Fabric and the Mobilization of Environmental 
Movements in Japan."  International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters 4: 227-253.  

Bryan, Marguerite.  1979. "The Social Psychology of RiotParticipation." Research in Race and Ethnic 
Relations 1: 169-187.

Bush, Diane Mitsch and Roberta G. Simmons. 1981. "Socialization Processes Over the Life Course."  Pp. 133-164 in M. Rosenberg and R. H. Turner (eds.), Social Psychology: Sociological Perspectives. New 
York: Basic Books.

Cantril, Hadley. 1941. The Psychology of Social Movements. New York: John Wiley and Sons.

Carden, Maren. 1978. "The Proliferation of a Social Movement."  Pp. 179-196 in L. Kriesberg (eds.), Research 
in Social Movements, Conflict and Change V. 1. Greenwich, CY: JAI Press.

Cohen, Jean L. 1985. "Strategy or Identity: New Theoretical Paradigms and Contemporary Social 
Movements." Social Research 52: 663-716.

Cohn, Norman. 1957. The Pursuit of the Millennium. New York: Oxford University Press.

Coleman, James S. 1990. Foundations of Social Theory. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Coser, Lewis A. 1967. "Greedy Organizations." Archives Europeenes de Sociologie 8: 196-215.
Couch, Carl J. "Collective Behavior: An Examination of Some Stereotypes." Social Problems 15: 310-322. 

Cress, Daniel M. and J. Miller McPherson. 1992. "The Paradox of Persistence and Participation." Unpublished 
manuscript.

Davies, James C. 1969. "The J-Cruve of Rising and Declining Satisfaction as a Cause of Some Great 
Revolutions and a Contained Rebellion."  In Hugh David Graham and Ted Robert Gurr (eds.), 
Violence in America: Historical and Comparative Perspectives.  Washington, D. C.: Government 
Printing Office.

Diener, Edward. 1977. "Deindividuation: Causes and Consequences." Social Behavior and Personality 5: 143-155.

        . 1980. "Deindividuation: The Absence of Self-Awareness and Self-Regulation in Group Members." Pp. 
209-244. in P. Paulus (ed.), Psychology of Group Influence. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
  
Della Porta, Donatella. 1988. "Recruitment Processes in Clandestine Political Organizations."  International 
Social Movement Research 1: 155-169.

Demarath, N. J. III, Gerald Marwell, and Michael T. Aiken. 1971.  Idealism: White Activists in a Black 
Movement. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

DeMartini, Joseph R. 1983. "Social Movement Participation: Political Socialization, Generational 
Consciousness and Lasting Effects."  Youth and Society 15: 195-233.

        . 1988. "Generational Politics, Political Socialization and Social Movement Participation: Theoretical 
Impications." Presented at Workshop on Frontiers in Social Movement Theory, University of 
Michigan, Ann Arbor.

Dollard, John, Leonard Doob, Neal Miller, Herbert Mowrer, and Robert Sears. 1939. Frustration and 
Aggression. New Haven: Yale University Press.

Dynes, Russell R. 1970. Organized Behavior in Disaster. Lexington: Heath Publishing Co.

Evans, Sara M. and Harry C. Boyte. 1986. Free Spaces: The Sources of Democratic Change in America. New 
York: Harper & Row.

Fantasia, Rick. 1988. Cultures of Solidarity: Consciousness, Action, and Contemporary  American Workers.  
Berkeley: University of California Press.

Feieraband, Ivo, Rosalind Feieraband, and Betty Nesvold. 1969.  "Social Change and Political Violence: Cross 
National Patterns." Pp. 497-595 in H. D. Graham and T. R. Gurr (eds.), Violence in America: 
Historical and Comparative Perspectives. Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office.

Fendrich, James M. 1974. "Activists Ten Years Later: A Test of Generational Unit Continuity."  Journal of 
Social Issues 30: 95-118.

        . 1977. "Keeping the Faith or Pursuing the Good Life: A Study of the Consequences of Participation in 
the Civil Rights Movement."  American Sociological Review 42: 144-157.

Fendrich, James and Kenneth Lovoy. 1988. "Back to the Future: Adult Political Behavior of Former Student 
Activists."  American Sociological Review 53: 780-784.

Fendrich, James M. and Alison T. Tarleau. 1973. "Marching to a Different Drummer: Occupational and 
Political Correlates of Former Student Activists."  Social Forces 52: 245-253.

Fernandez, Roberto and Doug McAdam. 1989 "Multiorganizational Fields and Recruitment to Social 
Movements. " In B. Klandermans (ed.) Organizing for Change: Social Movement Organizations in 
Europe and the United States. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Fernandes, Roberto and Doug McAdam. 1988. "Multiorganizational Fields an Recruitment Contexts." 
Sociological Forum 3: 327-382.

Ferree, Myra Marx. 1992. "The Dismal Science of Social Movements: The Limitations of Rational Choice 
Theories." In C. Mueller and A. Morris (eds.), Frontiers in Social Movement Theory. New Haven: 
Yale University Press.
 
Ferree, Myra Marx and Frederick D. Miller. 1985. "Mobilization and Meaning: Toward an Integration of 
Social Psychological and Resource Perspectives on Social Movements."  Sociological Inquiry 55: 38-61.

Feuer, Lewis S. 1969. The Conflict of Generations. New York: Basic Books.

Fine, Gary Alan and Randy Stoecker. 1985. "Can The Circle Be Unbroken: Small Groups and Social 
Movements." Advances in Group Processes 2: 1-28.  
Finkel, Steven E. and James B. Ruke. 1986. "Relative Deprivation and Related Psychological Theories of Civil 
Violence."  In K. Lang and G. Lang (eds.) Social Movements, Social Conflicts, and Change, V. 9. 
Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.
 
Finkel, Steven, Edward Muller, Karl-Dieter Opp. 1989. "Personal Influence, Collective Rationality, and Mass 
Political Action."  American Political Science Review 83. 

Fireman, Bruce and William A. Gamson. 1979. "Utiliarian Logic in the Resource Mobilization Perspective." 
Pp. 8-45 in M. Zald and J. MCarthy (eds.), The Dynamics of Social Movements. Cambridge, MA: 
Winthrop Publishers.

Flacks, Richard. 1967. "The Liberated Generation: An Exploration of the Roots of Student Protest." Journal of 
Social Issues 23: 52-74.

Forward, J. R. and J. R. Williams. 1970. "Internal-External Control and Black Militancy."  Journal of Social 
Issues 26: 75-92.

Freeman, Jo. 1973. "The Origins of the Women's Liberation Movement." American Journal of Sociology 78: 
192-811.

French, Jr., John R.P. 1944. "Organized and Unorganized Groups Under Fear and Frustration." Pp. 229-308 in 
K. Lewin et al. (eds.), Authority and Frustration. Iowa City: University of Iowa Press.   

Friedman, Debra and Michael Hechter. 1988. "The Contribution of Rational Choice Theory to 
Macrosociological Research." Sociological Theory 6: 201-216.

Friedman, Debra and Doug McAdam. 1992. "Identity Incentives and Activism: Networks, Choices, and the 
Life of a Social Movement.  In C. Mueller and A. Mooris (eds.), Frontiers in Social Movement 
Theory. New Haven: Yale University Press.

Freud, Sigmund. 1921. Group Psychology and Analysis of the Ego.  London: International Psychoanalytical 
Press.

Gamson, William A. 1968. Power and Discontent. Homewood, IL: Dorsey Press.

        . 1988. "Political Discourse and Collective Action."  International Social Movement Research 1: 219-244.

        . 1990 (1975). The Strategy of Social Protest.  Homewood, Ill: Dorsey.

        . 1992. "The Social Psychology of Collective Action." In C. Mueller and A. Morris (eds.) Frontiers of 
Social Movement Theory. New Haven: Yale University Press.

Gamson, William A., Bruce Fireman, and Steven Rytina.  1982.   Encounters with Unjust Authority.  
Homewood, Ill.: Dorsey Press.
  
Gamson, William A. and Andre Modigliani. 1989. "Media Discourse and Public Opinion on Nuclear Power: A 
Constructionist Approach."  American Journal of Sociology 95: 1-37.

Gecas, Viktor. 1981. "Contexts of Socialization." Pp. 165-199 in M. Rosenberg and R. H. Turner (eds.), Social 
Psychology: Sociological Perspectives.  New York: Basic Books.

         1992. "Socialization". Pp. 1863-1872 in E. Borgatta and M. Borgatta (eds.), Encyclopedia of Sociology. 
New York: Macmillan.  

Gerhards, Jurgen and Dieter Rucht. 1991. "Mesomobilization Contexts: Organizing and Framing in Two 
Protest Campaigns in West Germany." Unpublished manuscript. Wissenschaftszentrum Berlin.
Gerlach, Luther and Virginia Hine. 1970. People, Power and Change:Movements of Social Transformation. 
Indianpolis: Bobbs-Merrill. 

Geschwender, James A. 1967. "Continuities in Theories of Status Consistency and Cognitive Dissonance." 
Social Forces 46: 160-171.

        . 1968. "Explorations in the Theory of Social Movements and Revolution."  Social Forces 47: 127-135.

Gitlin, Todd.  1980.  The Whole World is Watching.  Berkeley:  University of California Press.

Goffman, Erving. 1974. Frame Analysis. New York: Harper Colphon.

Gordon, David F. 1974. "The Jesus People: An Identity Synthesis." Urban Life and Culture 3: 159-178. 

Gould, Roger V. "Multiple Networks and Mobilization in the Paris Commune, 1871." American Sociological 
Review 56: 716-729.

Granovetter, Mark.  1978.  "Threshold Models of Collective Behavior."  American Journal of Sociology 83: 
1420-43.

Gurney, J. N. and K. T. Tierney. 1982. "Relative Deprivation and Social Movements: A Critical Look at 
Twenty Years of Theory and Research."  Sociological Quarterly 23: 33-47.

Gurr, Ted. 1970. Why Men Rebel. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Gusfield, Joseph R. 1963. Symbolic Crusade: Status Politics and the American Temperance Movement.  
Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press.

Haimson, Leopold. 1964. "The Problem of Social Stability in Urban Russia, 1905-1917" Part One. Slavic 
Review 23: 619-642.
 
Hall, John R. 1988. "Social Organization and Pathways of Commitment: Types of Communal Groups, 
Rational Choice Theory, and the Kanter Thesis." American Sociological Review 53: 679-692.

Hall, Stuart and Tony Jefferson (ed.). 1976. Resistance Through Rituals: Youth Subcultures in Post-War 
Britain. London: Hutchinson. 

Hechter, Michael. 1987. Principles of Group Solidarity. Berkeley: University of California, Press.

Hechter, Michael, Debra Friedman, and Malka Appelbaum. 1983. International Migration Review 16: 412-434.

Heckathorn, Douglas. 1988. "Collective Sanctions and the Creation of Prisoner's Dilemma Norms."  American 
Journal of Sociology 94: 535-62.

        . 1990. "Collective Sanctions and Compliance Norms: A Formal Theory of Group-Mediated Social 
Control"  American Sociological Review 55: 366-384.

Heirich, Max. 1977. "Change of Heart: A Test of Some Widely Held Theories About Religious Conversion."  
American Journal of Sociology 83: 653-80.

Hirsch, Eric L. 1990. "Sacrifice for the Cause: Group Processes, Recruitment, and Commitment in a Student 
Social Movement."  American Sociological Review 55: 243-254. 

Hoffer, Eric. 1951. The True Believer. New York: Harper and Row.

Hunt, Scott A. 1991.  "Constructing Collective Identity in a Peace Movement Organization." Unpublished 
dissertation.  Department of Sociology, University of Nebraska.
 
Isaac, Larry, Elizabethg Mutran, and Sheldo Stryker. 1980.  "Political Protest Orientations Among Black and 
White Adults."' American Sociological Review 45: 191-213.

Jenkins, J. Craig. 1983. "Resource Mobilization Theory and the Study of Social Movements." Annual Review 
of Sociology 9: 527-53.  

Jenkins, J. Craig and Charles Perrow. 1977. "Insurgency of the Powerless: Farm Wroker Movements (1964-1972)." American Sociological Review 42: 249-268.

Johnson, Norris R. 1987a. "Panic and the Breakdown of Social Order: Popular Myth, Social Theory, Empirical 
Evidence." Sociological Focus 20: 171-183.  

        . 1987b. "Panic at `The Who Concert Stampede': An Empirical Assessment." Social Problems 34: 362-373.

Johnson, Norris R. and William E. Feinberg. 1990. "Ambiguity and Crowds: Results from a Computer 
Simulation Model."  Pp. 35-66 in L. Kriesberg (ed.), Research in Social Movements, Conflict and 
Change. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.  

Johnston, Hank. 1991. Tales of Nationalism: Catalonia, 1939-1979. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University 
Press.

Jones, Kenneth R. 1978. "Paradigm Shifts and Identity Theory: Alternation as a Form of Identity Management. 
In H. Mol (ed.) Identity and Religion. Beverly Hills: Sage.

Kane, Emily. 1992. "Race, Gender, and Attitudes toward Gender Stratification."  Social Psychology Quarterly 
55: 311-320.

Kanter, Rosabeth M. 1968. "Commitment and Social Organization: A Study of Commitment Mechanisms in 
Utopian Communities." American Sociological Review 33: 499-517.

        . 1972. Commitment and Community: Communes and Utopias in Sociological Perspective. Cambridge, 
MA: Harvard University Press.

Keniston, Kenneth. 1968. Young Radicals. New York: Harcourt, Brace and World.

Kerckhoff, Alan C., Kurt W. Back, and Norman Miller. 1965. "Sociometric Patterns in Hysterical Contagion." 
Sociometry 28: 2-15.

Killian, Lewis M. 1980. "Theory of Collective Behavior: The Mainstream Revisited." Pp. 275-289 in H. 
Blalock (ed.), Sociological Theory and Research. New York: The Free Press.

        . 1984. "Organization, Rationality and Spontaneity in the Civil Rights Movement." American 
Sociological Review 49: 770-783. 

Klandermans, Bert. 1984. "Mobilization and Participation."  American Sociological Review 49: 583-600.

        . 1986. "New Social Movements and Resource Mobilization: The European and the American Approach." 
International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters 4: 13-37.

        . 1988. "The Formation and Mobilization of Consensus."  International Social Movement Research 1: 
173-196.  

Klandermans, Bert and Dirk Oegema. 1987. "Potentials, Networks, Motivations and Barriers: Steps Toward 
Participation in Social Movements."  American Sociological Review 52: 519-532.

Klapp, Orrin. 1969. Collective Search for Identity.  New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Knoke, David.  1988.  "Incentives in Collective Action Organizations."  American Sociological Review 53 
(June): 311-329.

Knopf, Terry Ann. 1975. Rumors, Race and Riots. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Books.

Kornhauser, William. 1959. The Politics of Mass Society. New York: The Free Press.

Kriesi, Hanspeter. 1988a. "Local Mobilization for the People's Social Petition of the Dutch Peace Movement." 
International Social Movement Research 1: 41-81.  

        . 1988b. "The Interdependence of Structure and Action: Some Reflections on the State of the Art." 
International Social Movement Research 1: 349-368.

Kunreuther, Howard. 1978. Disaster Insurance Protection: Public Policy Lessions. New York: Wiley.

Lang, Kurt and Gladys Engel Lang. 1961. Collective Dynamics. New York: Crowell.

Laufer, Roberts S. 1972. "Sources of Generational Conflict and Consciousness. Pp. 218-237 in P. Altbach and 
R. Laufer (eds.), The New Pilgrims: Youth Protest in Transition. New York: David McKay.

Lebon, Gustave, (1985) 1960. The Crowd: A Study of the Popular Mind. New York: Viking Press.

Lenski, Gerhard. 1954. "Status Crystallization: A Non-Vertical Dimension of Status." American Sociological 
Review 19: 405-13.

Levine, Saul V. 1984. "Radical Departures." Psychology Today 18: 20-29.

Lipset, Seymour, M. and E.C. Ladd. 1972.  "The Political Future of Activist Generations." Pp. 63-84 in P. 
Altbach and R. Laufer (eds.), The New Pilgrims: Youth Protest in Transition. New York: David 
McKay. 
 
Lipset, Seymour M. and Earl Rabb. 1973. The Politics of Unreason: Right-Wing Extremism in America, 1790-1970. New York: Harper and Row.

Lofland, John. 1968. "The Youth Ghetto." Journal of Higher Education. 39: 121-143.

        . 1981. "Collective Behavior: The Elementary Forms." Pp. 378-446 in M. Rosenberg and R. H. Turner 
(eds.), Social Psychology: Sociological Perspectives. New York: Basic Books.

        . 1985. Protest: Studies of Collective Behavior and Social Movements.  New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction 
Books.

Lofland, John and Rodney Stark. 1965. "Becoming a Wold Saver: A Theory of Religious Conversion." 
American Sociological Review 30: 862-874.

MacCannell, Dean. 1973. "Nonviolent Action as Theater." Nonviolent Action Research Project Monograph 
Series No. 10, Haverford College Center for Nonviolent Conflict Resolution. Haverford, PA.  

Machalek, Richard and David A. Snow. 1992. "Conversion to New Religious Movements."In D. Bromley and 
J. Hadden (eds.), Handbook of Cults and Sects in America. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Macy, Michael. 1990. "Learning Theory and the Logic of the Critical Mass.  American Sociological Review 
55: 809-826.  

Marwell, Gerald, M.T. Aiken and N.J. Demerath III. 1987. "The Persistence of Political Attitudes Among 
1960's Civil Rights Activists." Public Opinion Quarterly 51: 383-399. 

Marwell, Gerald, N. J. Demarath III, and Zena O'Leary. 1990.  "Trajectories of Activism: 1960's Civil Rights 
Workers from their 20s to their 40s." Presented at Annual Meetings of American Sociological 
Association.  

Marwell, Gerald and Pamela Oliver.  1984  "Collective Action Theory and Social Movements Research." Pp. 
1-27 in L. Kriesberg (ed.), Research in Social Movements, Conflicts and Change. Greenwich, CT: JAI 
Press.

Marwell, Gerald and Pamela Oliver. 1993. The Critical Mass in Collective Action: A Micro-Social Theory.  
New York: Cambridge University Press.  

Marwell, Gerald, Pamela Oliver, and Ralph Prahl. 1988. "Social Networks and Collective Action: A Theory of 
the Critical Mass. III."  American Journal of Sociology 94: 502-34.  (erratum in No. 4).

Marx, Gary T. and James L. Wood. 1975. "Strands of Theory and Research in Collective Behavior." Annual 
Review of Sociology 1: 363-428.

McAdam, Doug. 1982. Political Process and the Development of Black Insurgency: 1930-1970. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press.

        . 1986. "Recruitment to High-Risk Activism: The Case of Freedom Summer." American Journal of 
Sociology 92: 64-90.  

        . 1988. Freedom Summer. Oxford University Press.

        . 1989. "The Biographical Consequences of Activism."  American Sociological Review 54: 744-760. 

McAdam, Doug and Roberto Fernandez. 1989. "Microstructural Bases of Recruitment to Social Movements." 
In L. Kriesberg (ed.) Research in Social Movements, Conflict and Change. V. 11. Greenwich, CT: JAI 
Press.

McAdam, Doug, John McCarthy and Mayer Zald. 1988. "Social Movements." In Neil Smelser (ed.), The 
Handbook of Sociology. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

McCarthy John D. and Mayer Zald.  1973. The Trend of Social Movements in America.  Morristown, NJ: 
General Learning Press. 

        . 1977. "Resource Mobilization and Social Movements."  American Journal of Sociology 82: 1212-1242.

McPhail, Clark. 1971. "Civil Disorder Participation." American Sociological Review 36: 1058-72.

        . 1991.  The Myth of the Madding Crowd.  New York: Aldine De Gruyter.

McPhail, Clark and David L. Miller. 1973. "The Assembling Process: A Theoretical and Empirical 
Investigation."  American Sociological Review 38: 721-35.

McPhail, Clark and Ronald Wohlstein. 1983. "Individual and Collective Behavior Within Gatherings, 
Demonstrations, and Riots."  Annual Reveiw of Sociology 9: 579-600.

McPherson, J. Miller, Pamela A. Popielarz, and Sonja Drobnic. 1992. "Social Networks and Organizational Dynamics." American Sociological Review 57: 153-170.

Melucci, Alberto. 1985. "The Symbolic Challenge of Contemporary Movements." Social Research 52: 789-816.

        . 1988. "Getting Involved:  Identity and Mobilization in Social Movements." International Social 
Movement Research 1: 329-348.

        . 1989. Nomads of the Present: Social Movements and Individual Needs in Contemporary Society.  
Edited by John Keane and Paul Mier. Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

Miller, Neal and John Dollard. 1941, Social Learning and Imitation.  New Haven: Yale University Press.

Mooney, Patrick H. 1990. "The Ideological Constitution of Agrarian Social Movements in the United States." 
Presented at the Annual Meetings of the European Society for Rural Sociolgy. 

Moore, Barrington. 1978. Injustice: The Social Bases of Obedience and Revolt. White Plains, NY: Sharpe.

Morris, Aldon. 1981. "Black Southern Sit-In Movement: An Analysis of Internal Organization."  American 
Sociological Review 46: 744-767.  

        . 1984. The Origins of the Civil Rights Movement: Black Communities Organizing for Change. New 
York: Free Press.

Morrison, Denton. 1973. "Some Notes Toward Theory on Relative Deprivation, Social Movements, and Social 
Change." Pp. 103-116 in R. R. Evans, ed.,  Social Movements: A Reader and Source Book.  Chicago: 
Rand McNally.

Morrison, Denton and A. D. Steeves. 1967. "Deprivation, Discontent, and Social Movement Participation: 
Evidence on a Contemporary Farmers' Movement, the NFO." Rural Sociology 32: 414-34.

Moscovici, Serge. 1985. The Age of the Crowd. Translated by J. C. Whitehouse. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press.

Muller, Edward N. 1980. "The Psychology of Political Protest and Violence." In T. R. Gurr (ed.), Handbook of 
Political Conflict.  New York: Free Press.

Muller, Edward N. and  Karl-Dieter Opp. 1986. "Rational Choice and Rebellious Collective Action." 
American Political Science Review 80: 471-487. 

Neal, David and Brenda Phillips. 1990. "Female-Dominated Local Social Movement Organizations in 
Disaster-Threat Situations."  In Guida West and Rhoda Lois Blumberg (eds.), Women and Social 
Protest. New York: Oxford University Press.

Nisbet, Robert A. 1954. The Quest for Community. New York: Oxford University Press.

Nock, A. D. 1933. Conversion. London: Oxford University Press.
 
Oberschall, Anthony. 1973. Social Conflicts and Social Movements. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Oliver, Pamela E. 1980. "Rewards and Punishments as Selective Incentives for Collective Action: Theoretical 
Investigations." American Journal of Sociology 84: 1356-1375. 

        . 1983.  "Paid and Volunteer Activists in Neighborhood Organizations." Pp. 133-170 in L. Kriesberg 
(ed.), Research in Social Movements, Conflict and Change, Vol. 5. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

        . 1984. "If You Don't Do It, Nobody Else Will: Active and Token Contributors to Local Collective 
Action."  American Sociological Review 49: 601-610.

        . 1989. "Bringing the Crowd Back In: The Nonorganizational Elements of Social Movements." Pp. 1-30 
in L. Kriesberg (ed.,) Research in Social Movements, Conflict and Change Vol 11. Greenwich, CT: 
JAI Press.   

Oliver, Pamela and Mark Furman. 1989. "Contradictions Between National and Local Organizational 
Strength: The Case of the John Birch Society."  International Social Movement Research 2: 155-177.  

Oliver, Pamela and Gerald Marwell. 1988. "The Paradox of Group Size in Collective Action."  American 
Sociological Review 53: 1-8.  

        . 1992. "Mobilizing Technologies for Collective Action."  In C. Mueller and A. Morris (eds.), Frontiers in 
Social Movements Theory. New Haven: Yale University Press.  

Oliver, Pamela, Gerald Marwell and Ruy Teixeira. 1985. "A Theory of the Critical Mass, I. Interdependence, 
Group Heterogeneity, and the Production of Collective Action."  American Journal of Sociology 91: 
522-56.

Olson, Mancur.  1965.  The Logic of Collective Action:Public Goods and the Theory of Groups. Cambridge, 
MA: Harvard University Press.

Opp, Karl-Dieter. 1986. "Soft Incentives and Collective Action: Participation in the Anti-Nuclear Movement." 
British Journal of Political Science 16: 87-112.

        . 1988. "Grievances and Participation in Social Movements." American Sociological Review 53: 853-864. 

        . 1989. The Rationality of Political Protest: A Comparative Analysis of Rational Choice Theory. In 
collaboration with Peter and Petra Hartmann. Boulder: Westview Press.

Paige, Jeffrey M. 1971. "Political Orientation and Riot Participation." American Sociological Review 36: 810-20.

Park, Robert E. and Ernest W. Burgess. 1921. Introduction to the Science of Sociology. Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press.

Parsons, Talcott. 1942. "Democracy and Social Structure in Pre-Nazi Germany." Pp. 104-123 in Talcott 
Parsons, Essays in Sociological Theory, rev. ed. Glencoe: The Free Press.

Parsons, Talcott and Gerald Platt. 1972. "Higer Education and Changing Socialization." Pp. 237-291 in M. W. 
Wiley (eds.), Aging and Society: A Sociology of Age Stratification, V. 3. New York: Russell Sage 
Foundation  

Petras, James and Maurice Zeitlin. 1967. "Miners and Agrarian Radicalism." American Sociological Review 
32: 578-86.

Piven, Frances Fox and Richard Cloward. 1977. Poor People's Movements. New York: Vintage Books.

Pizzorno, Alesandro. 1978. "Political Exchange and Collective Identity in Industrial Conflict." Pp. 277-298 in 
C. Crouch and A. Pizzorno (eds.), The Resurgence of Class Conflict in Western Europe since 1968. 
London: Macmillan. 

Portes, Alejandro. 1971. "Political Primitivism, Differential Socialization and Lower-Class Radicalism" 
American Sociological Review 36: 820-835.  

Prahl, Ralph, Gerald Marwell, and Pamela Oliver. 1991. "The Theory of the Critical Mass V. [get rest of 
title]."  Journal of Mathematical Sociology [get citation]

Quarantelli, E. L. and Russell Dynes. 1969. "Looting in Civil Disorders: An Index of Social Change." Pp. 131-141 in L. Masotti and D. Bowen (eds.), Riots and Rebellion. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 

Robbins, Thomas. 1988. Cults, Converts & Charisma. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Rochford Jr., E. Burke. 1982. "Recruitment Strategies, Ideology, and Organization in the Hare Krishna 
Movement." Social Problems 29: 399-410.  
  
Rosenthal, Naomi, M. Fingrutd, M. Ethier, R. Karant, and D. McDonald. 1985. "Social Movements in 
Network Analysis: A Case of Nineteenth Century Women's Reform in New York State." American 
Journal of Sociology 90: 1022-1054.

Ross, G. Alexander. 1978. "Organizational Innovation in Disaster Settings." Pp. 215-232 in E.L Quarantelli 
(ed.), Disasters: Theory and Research. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Rucht, Dieter. 1988. "Themes, Logics, and Arenas of Social Movements: A Structural Approach." 
International Social Movement Research 1: 305-328.

Rule, James B. 1988. Theories of Civil Violence. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Rupp, Leila J and Verta Taylor. 1987. Survival in the Doldrums: The American Women's Rights Movement. 
1945 to the 1960s. New York: Oxford University Press.

Rush, G. B. 1967. "Status Consistency and Right Wing Extremism."  American Sociological Review 32: 86-92.

Seeman, Melvin. 1975. "Alientation Studies." Annual Review of Sociology 1: 91-123.

        . 1981. "Intergroup Relations." Pp.378-410 in M. Rosenberg and R. Turner (eds.), Social Psychology: 
Sociological Perspectives. New York: Basic Books.

Shelly, Robert K. Leon Anderson, and Christine Mattley. 1992. "Assembly Processes in a Periodic Gathering: 
Halloween in Athens, Ohio." Sociological Focus, forthcoming. 

Shepherd, William C. 1979. "Conversion and Adhesion." Pp. 251-264 in H. Johnson (ed.), Religious Change 
and Continuity. San Francisco: Jossey-Boss.
 
Sherif, Muzafer and O.J. Harvey. 1952. "A Study in Ego Functioning: The Elimination of Stable Anchorages 
in Individual and Group Situations." Sociometry 15: 272-305. 

Simon. Herbert A. 1966. "Theories of Decision-making in Economics and Behavioral Science." Pp. 1-28 in 
Surveys of Economic Theory, Vol. III: Resource Allocation. New York: St. Martin's Press.  

Singer, Benjamin D. 1970. "Mass Media and Communication Process in the Detroit Riot of 1967."  Public 
Opinion Quarterly 34: 236-245.

Smelser, Neil. 1963. Theory of Collective Behavior. New York: Free Press.

Snow, David A. 1987. "Organization, Ideology, and Mobilization: The Case of Nichiren Shoshu of America." 
Pp. 153-172 in D. Bromley and P. Hammond (eds.) The Future of New Religious Movements. 
Macon, GA: Mercer University Press.

Snow, David A. and Leon Anderson. 1985. "Field Methods and Conceptual Advances in Crowd Research." Presented at Conference on Research Methods in Collective Behavior and Social Movements 
Research. Bowling Green State University.

Snow, David A. and Robert Benford. 1988. "Ideology, Frame Resonance, and Participant Mobilization."  
International Social Movement Research 1: 197-217.  

        . 1992. "Master Frames and Cycles of Protest. In Carol Mueller and Aldon Morris (eds.), Frontiers of 
Social Movement Theory. New Haven, CN: Yale University Press

Snow, David A. and Phillip Davis. 1993. "The Chicago Approach to Collective Behavior." In Gary Fine (ed.), 
The Second Chicago School of Sociology. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Snow, David A. and Richard Machalek. 1983.  "The Convert as a Social Type." Pp. 259-289 in Randall 
Collins, ed., Sociological Theory 1983.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

        . 1984. "The Sociology of Conversion." Annual Review of Sociology 10: 167-190.

Snow, David A. and Ronelle Paulsen. 1992. "Crowds and Riots." Pp. 395-402 in Edgar and Maria Borgatta 
(eds.), The Encyclopedia of Sociology.  New York: Macmillan.

Snow, David A., E. Burke Rochford, Jr., Steven K. Worden, and Robert D. Benford. 1986. "Frame Alignment 
Processes, Micromobilization and Movement Participation." American Sociological Review 51: 464-481.

Snow, David, Louis A. Zurcher, Jr., and Sheldon Ekland-Olson.  1980. "Social Networks and Social 
Movements: A Microstructural Approach to Differential Recruitment." American Sociological 
Review 45: 787-801.  

Snow, David A., Louis A. Zurcher, Jr., and Robert Peters. 1981. Victory Celebrations as Theater: A 
Dramaturgical Approach to Crowd Behavior." Symbolic Interaction 4: 21-42.

Snyder, David and Charles Tilly. 1972. "Hardship and Collective Violence in France, 1830-1960.  American 
Sociological Review 37: 520-32.

Spilerman, Seymour. 1970. "The Causes of Racial Disturbances: A Comparison of Alternative Explanations." 
American Sociological Review 35: 627-649.

Staples, Clifford L. and Armand L. Mauss. 1987. "Conversion or Commitment? A Reassessment of the Snow 
and Machalek to the Study of Conversion." Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 26: 133-147. 

Stark, R. and W. S. Bainbridge. 1980. "Networks of Faith: Interpersonal Bonds and Recruitment to Cults and 
Sects."  American Journal of Sociology 85: 1376-95.

Stryker, Sheldon. 1980. Symbolic Interactionism: A Social Structural Version. Menlo Park, CA: Benjamin 
Cummings.

Tarde, Gabriel. 1890. The Laws of Imitation. New York: Henry Holt.

Tarrow, Sidney. 1989a. Struggle. Politics, and Reform" Collective Action, Social Movements, and Cycles of 
Protest. Ithica NY: Center for International Studies, Cornell University.

        . 1989b. Democracy and Disorder: Protest and Politics in Italy 1965-1975. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

        . 1992. "Mentalities, Political Cultures, and Collective Action Frames: Construction Meanings Through 
Action." In C. Mueller and A. Mooris (eds.), Frontiers in Social Movement Theory. New Haven: Yale 
University Press.
Taylor, Verta. 1989. "Social Movement Continuity: The Women's Movement in Abeyance." American 
Sociological Review 54: 761-775. 

Taylor, Verta and Nancy Whittier. 1992.  "Collective Identity in Social Movement Communities: Lesbian 
Feminist Mobilization." In C. Mueller and A. Morris ( eds.), Frontiers in Social Movements Theory. 
New Haven: Yale University Press.  

Tilly, Charles. 1978. From Mobilization to Revolution. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.  

Tilly, Charles, Louise Tilly, and Richard Tilly. 1975. The Rebellious Century, 1830-1930. Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press.

Toch, Hans. 1965. The Social Psychology of Social Movements.  Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill.

Touraine, Alain. 1981. The Voice and the Eye: An Analysis of Social Movements. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press.  

Travisano, Richard V. 1970. "Alternation and Coversion as Qualitatively Different Transformations." Pp. 594-606 in G. Stone and H. Farberman (eds.), Social Psychology Through Symbolic Interaction, Waltham, 
MA: Ginn-Blaisdell.

Turner, Ralph H. 1969. "The Theme of Contemporary Social Movements." British Journal of Sociology 20: 
390-405.

        . 1981. "Collective Behavior and Resource Mobilization as Approaches to Social Movements: Issues and 
Discontinuities." Pp. 1-24 in L. Kriesberg (ed.), Research in Social Movements, Conflict and Change. 
Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

        . 1983. "Figure and Ground in the Analysis of Contemporary Social Movements." Symbolic Interaction 6: 
175-181.

        . 1991a. "The Use and Misuse of Rational Models in Collective Behavior and Social Psychology." 
Archives of European Sociology 32: 84-108.

        . 1991b. "Reading Melucci: The Dynamics of Collective Identity." Presented at the Annual Meetings of 
the Pacific Sociological Association.

Turner, Ralph H. and Lewis Killian.  1987 (1972, 1957).  Collective Behavior.  Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 
Prentice-Hall.

Useem, Bert. 1980, "Solidarity Model, Breakdown Model, and the Boston Anti-Busing Movement." American 
Sociological Review 45: 357-369.  

        . 1985. "Disorganization and the New Mixico Prison Riot of 1980." American Sociological Review 50: 
677-688.

Useem, Bert and Peter Kimball. 1989. States of Siege: U.S. Prison Riots 1971-1986. New York: Oxford 
University Press. 

Van der Veen, Gerrita and Bert Klandermans. 1989. "`Exit' Behavior in Social Movement Organizations."  
International Social Movement Research 2: 179-198.  

Walsh, Edward and Rex Warland. 1983. "Social Movement Involvement in the Wake of a Nuclear Accident: 
Activists and Free Riders in the TMI Area." American Sociological Review 48: 764-780.  

Weigert, Andrew J., J. Smith Teitge and Dennis W. Teitge. 1986. Society and Identity: Toward a Sociological Psychology. London: Cambridge University Press.

Werner, Paul. 1978. "Personality and Attitude-Activism Correspondence." Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology 36: 1375-1390. 

Whalen, Jack and Richard Flacks. 1989. Beyond the Barricades: The Sixties Generation Grows Up. 
Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

Weller, Jack M. and E. L. Quarantelli. 1973.  "Neglected Characteristics of Collective Behavior." American 
Journal of Sociology 79: 665-685.

Westby, David L. and Richard G. Braungart 1966. "Class and Politics in the Family Backgrounds of Student 
Political Activists." American Sociological Review 31: 690-692. 

White, Robert W. 1989. "From Peaceful Protest to Guerilla War:  Micromobilization of the Provisional Irish 
Republican Army."  American Journal of Sociology 94: 1277-1302.  

Wilson, John. 1973. Introduction to Social Movements. New York:  Basic Books.

Wiltfang, Greg and Doug McAdam. 1991. "Distinguishing Cost and Risk in Sanctuary Activism." Social 
Forces 69: 987-1010.

Wood, Michael and Michael Hughes. 1984. "The Moral Basis of Moral Reform." American Sociological 
Review 49: 86-99. 

Wood, James L. and Wing-Cheung Ng. 1980. "Socialization and Student Activism: Examination of a 
Relationship." Pp. 21-44 in L. Kriesberg (ed.), Research in Social Mofvements, Conflicts and Change. 
Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Worsley, P. M. 1968. The Trumpet Shall Sound: A Study of Cargo Cults in Melanesia. New York: Schocken 
Books.

Wright, Sam. 1978. Crowds and Riots: A Study in Social Organization. Beverly, Hills, CA: Sage.

Zald, Mayer N. and Roberta Ash. 1966. "Social Movement Organizations: Growth, Decay and Change." 
Social Forces 44: 327-341.                              

Zald, Mayer N. and John D. McCarthy. 1987. Social Movements in an Organizational Society. New 
Brunswick: Transaction Books.

Zimbardo, Phillip. 1969. "Individuation, Reason and Order vs. Deindividuation, Impulse, and Chaos." In W. J. 
Arnold and D. Levine (eds.), Nebraska Symposium on Motivation, V. 17. Lincoln: University of 
Nebraska Press,

Zurcher, Louis A. 1968. "Sociological Functions of Ephemeral Roles: A Disaster Work Crew." Human 
Organization 27: 281-297.

        . 1982. "The Staging of Emotion: A Dramaturgical Analysis." Symbolic Interaction 5: 1-19.

Zurcher, Louis A. and Krikpatrick, R. G.  1976. Citizens for Decency: Anti-Pornography Crusade as Status 
Protest. Austin and London: University of Texas Press.

Zurcher, Louis A. and David A. Snow.  1981.  "Collective Behavior: Social Movements." Pp. 447-482 in M. 
Rosenberg and R. Turner (eds.), Social Psychology: Sociological Perspectives. New York: Basic 
Books.


NOTES


