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[n the year 1096, in the square before the cathe-
dral at Clermont, Pope Urban I issued his call for
a crusade 1o free the Holy Land. Within a short
time the whole of Ewope was in a state of un-
precedented excitement and feverish activity.

The Crusades

For several months after the Council of Clermont,
France and Germany presented & singular specta-
cle. The pious, the fanatic, the needy, the disso-
lute, the young and the old, even women and
children, and the halt and lame, enrolied them-
selves by hundreds. In every village the clergy
were busied in keeping up the excitement, prom-
ising eternal rewards to those who assumed the
red cross, and fulminating the most awful denun-
ciations against all the worldly-minded who re-
fused or even hesitated. . .. All those who had
property of any description rushed to the mart w
change it into hard cash. Lands and houses could
be had for a quarter of their value, while arms and
accoutremenis of war rose in the same proportion.
...During the spring and summer of this year
{1096) the roads teemed with crusaders, ali has-
tening 1o the towns and villages appointed as the
rendezvous of the district. Some were on horse-
back, some in carts, and some came down the
rivers in boats and rafts, bringing their wives and
children, all eager to go to Jerusalem. Very few
knew where Jerusalem was. Some thought it fifty
miles away, and others imagined that it was but a

month's journey; while at sight of every town or
castle the children exclaimed, “Is that Yerusalemn?
Is that the city?”

Nearly a thousand years later, in the United
States, hundreds of “crusaders” converged at the
call of a modem spirimal leader, Martin Luther
King, I1.. to march the fifty miles from Selma to
Monigomery, Alabama.

The Selma March

In a growing stream, the marchexs assembled in
Selma The men, women, and children who fol-
lowed King mto the strects and into jail all
through the carmmpaign were ready o walk again.
And outsiders flocked wo his call; clerics and
nuns, pert coeds and hot-eyed studen: tebeis;
VIP's like the U.N."s Ralph Bunche and anony-
mous farmhands from the southwest Alazbama
cattle, corn and cotton country. A blind man came
from Atlanta, a one-legged man from Saginaw,
Michigan. An Episcopal minister from Minneap-
olis got plane fare from a parishioner and took the
gift to be a sign from God that he should make the
pilgrimage. And a litite Selma Negro girl tagged
along “for freedom and justice and so the troopers
can't hit us no more.”

Both.of-these crusades, as far separated in

history as they were, raised the same sorts of
questions and doubts in the minds of observers.
Were the goals as simple and noble as the leaders
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represented them to be? Were the leaders really
devout men of God seeking to overcome the
forces of evil, or were they cynical schemers
seeking fame, treasure, or power? Were the rank
and file of the crusaders, ancient and modern,
motivated by sincere religious comviction, or
were they, wittingly or unwittingly, really seek-
ing adventure, loot, or publicity? What did these
events, which social scientists call social move-
ments, accomplish? After all the sacrifices made
by the participants in a social movement, is the
course of history significantly altered, and if it is,
to what extent is the change in the direction envi-
sioned by the leaders and followers?
RobertB:Park; the sociologist who fonnded
the field called collective behavior, believed such
actions played a central part in social change. He
used the term crowd in a broad sense that seeins
strange today, writing, “The great classic exam-
ples of crowds are the last vast migration of peo-
ples, the Crusades, and the French Revolution.”
Although he described the mechanisms of
collective behavior in language which carried
what today we consider misleading implica-
tions—"the social epidemic” and “the influence
of a collecive stimulus”—he did not regard the
crowd as mexrely a bizarre, destructive, pathological
collectivity. Rather, he said of the Crusades and the
French Revolution, “Crowd movements played a
double role here—they were the forces which dealt
the final blow to old existing institions, and they
inroduced the spifit of the new cnes.”

A few vears before Park coined the term
coliective behavior, some European scholars, in-
cluding GustavedyBon in France, Scipio Sighele
and Pasquale Rossi in Italy, and Sigmund Freud
in Vienna, had begun writing about what they
called ‘‘crowd psychology,” “collective psychol-
ogy,” or “group psychology.” All of them em-
phasized the irrationality and abnormality of the
crowd. Freud said of the mobs which he saw in
Paris as a young man, “I believe they are all
possessed of a thousand demons. . . . They are the
people of psychical epidemics, of historical mass
convulsions.” Nearly a hundred years later many
observers, both laypeople and “experts,” still in-

voke such notions to explain what they regard as
unusual and undesirable group behavior, After 11
people were killed in a crowd orying to get nto
an auditorium for a rock concert in Cincinnati,
the mayor of the city said that the crowd “lost all
sense of rationality.” Psychologists and psychia-
trists told a reporter that “mob psychology”™ was
operating—*the tendency of individuals 0 be
carried away by the excitement of the groups, a
contagious flow of energy, a situation in which
emotion outweighs rational thinking, . ..”

Although most sociologists now reject such
explanations, they still find that such behavior
stimulates novel questions about human group
action. Accustomed to studying the regularities
of group life made predictable by stable social
structures and iraditional norms, they ask ques-
tions about the social and psychological forces
that come into play in situations where estab-
lished institutional patterns cease to guide human
activities. The sociologist asks questions related
primarily to the interaction among the individuals
who make up a crowd or social movement. How
do they influence one another? Are the processes
of interpersonal influence and the operation of
social control similar to those found in ordinary
group behavior or are different ones brought mto
play? How are the actions of different members
coordinated? What is the relative importance of
common predispositions, imitation, role-taking,
and conformity to social norms in producing co-
ordinated action? Do norms exist in a collectiv-
ity? If so, how do they develop, what is their
relationship to the preexisting norms of the soci-
ety, and what leads people to conform to them?
A common view of collective behavior implies
that it consists simply of the violation of usual
norms by a large number of people at the same
time—that it is disorganized, deviant behavior.
The sociologist asks whether there may not be
some sort of social organization present and con-
formity o some norms, no matter how deviant
the behavior may seem as measured by usual
standards.

Since a collectivity is made up of individu-
als, the sociologist is also concermmed with the



relationship of the characteristics that these peo-
ple bring with them to the situation, How do such
individual properiies as age, education, and so-
cioeconomic status affect the propensity of per-
sons 1o become involved in collective behavior
and the types they will engage in? How much
does knowledpe of the preexisting attitudes and
the personality characteristics of participants
help to predict and explain both the emergence
and the nature of collective behavior?

It is the fact that people do, at times, collec-
tively engage in behavior that seems 10 contrast
with normal social and institutional behavior that
leads the sociologist to define a special field of
study. That this behavior appears to be not simply
a large number of deviant acts by individuals that
happen to occur at the same time, but rather
seems to reflect some common influence on the
participants or some interaction between them,
leads the sociologist to look for the sources of
coordination that make the behavior truly collec-
tive despite its contrast to conventional group
behavior. Three :general: types of theory have
emerged during:this quest, each emphasizing a
different possible source of coordination. Gop-
vergence theories focus on the characteristics and
predispositions which individuals bring to the sit-
uation, suggesting that the simultaneous presence
of people who are already similar in some way
explains the emergence and the course of action
of a collectivity. Cpntagion theories emphasize
special  psychological mechanisms whereby
moods, attiides, and behavior are communi-
cated rapidly and accepted uncritically. Emergent
aworm theories emphasize the definition of the
situation which arises under out-of-the-ordinary
circumstances. This definition of emergent norm
serves to guide and coordinate behavior by provid-
ing for the actors both meaning, an interpretation of
what 15 going on, and rufes abont what sorts of
behavior are consistent with this definition,

DEFINITION OF COLLECTIVE BEHAVIOR

While Park and later students of collective be-
havior had much to say about the excitement, the

or destructiveness. Not all social movements are
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emotion, and sometimes the destructiveness of
crowds and social movements, these were never
their central interests. They have not regarded the
varioys forms as sideshows to history, freakish
but inconsequential; rather, they have viewed
themn as central to the drama of social change.
Park never regarded the crowd as the only signif-
icant form of collectivity. His doctoral disscrta-
tion, written at Heidelberg in 1903, was entitled
Masse und Publikum—"The Crowd and the Pub-
lic.” While he believed that the public, in contrast
to the crowd, was controlled by the norms of
logic, he still argued that both “serve to bring
individuals out of old ties and into new ones.”
Similarly, current popular inierest in the some-
times exciting, sometimes horrifying behavior of
crowds is matched by interest in publics and pub-
lic opinion. Many people would readily agree
with Park that many soctal changes begin with
siow, cumulative shifts in public opinion. Of
equal interest to both laypeople and social scien-
uists are the activities of social movements. Much
of the daily news and of the content of history
books consists of accounts of the challenges of-
fered by social movements.

In line with both popular preoccupations and
the classic definitions advanced by Park and his
student, Herbert Blumer; we included as the
major forms of collectivities the crowd, the pub-
lic and the social movemeni, These are the types
of human groupings in which what we call col-
lective behavior usuaily takes place. As Blumer

_points out, all social behavior is “collective,” so

the use of the term to refer to a particular kind is

arbitrary and conventional. As he put it, however,

*“The student of collective behavior seeks to un-
derstand the way in which a new social order
arises, for the appearance of a new social order is
equivalent to the emergence of new forms of
collective behavior,”

Not all the collective behavior studied by
social scientists is s0 momentous as the phrase
“the appearance of a new social order” suggests.
Often episodes of crowd behavior constitute
mere interludes of revelry, flight, acquisitiveness
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of profocund political or religious significance.
Even the less significant instances of collective
behavior are worthy of study, however, because
in them we may be able 10 observe the dynamics
which operate in all types of collectivities and
perhaps in all human groups.
= SoMective-bebayiorpay be defined as those
forms of social behavior in which usual conven-
tions cease to guide social action and people
collectively manscend, bypass, or subvert es-
tablished institutional patterns and structures,
The field thus defined is clearly a division of
sociology, not of social psychology. Collective
behavior refers to the actons of collectivities, not
to a type of individual behavior.
As a group, a collecivity is more than sim-
ply a number of individvals. A group always
consists of people who are in interaction and
whose interaction is affected by some sense that
they constitute a unit. This latter sense is most
universally expressed in the members’ concem to
define the group’s opinions and what the group
expects of its members.
But collective behavior is not merely idend-
cal with the smmdy of groups. A contrast is gener-
ally drawn between collective behavior and
organizational behavior. Organizational behavior
is the behavior of groups that are governed by
established rules of procedure, which have the
force of tradition behind them, Even in the case
of a new organization, there is generally a con-
cern to find operating rules that have sanction in
the larger culture, such as Robert’s Rules of
Order, and any action once taken becomes an
incipient tradition through the principle of ob-
serving precedent. Collectivities, or the groups
within which collective behavior takes place, are
not guided in a straightforward fashion by the
culture of the socicty, however. Although a col-
lectivity has members, it lacks defined proce-
dures for selecting and identifying members.
Although it has leaders, it lacks defined proce-
dures for selecting and identifying them. The
members are those who happen 1o be participat-
ing, and the leaders are those who are being fol-
lowed by the members. The collectivity is

oriented toward an object of attention and arrives
at some shared objective, but these are not de-
fined in advance, and there are no formal proce-
dures for reaching decisions.

There is coordination of at least an elemen-
lary sort between the individual members’ ac-
tions. In some instances, such as panic flight, the
behavior.of each individual is similar and parallel
to that of the others, and the behavior of all is
directed toward the same objective. In other
cases, a division of labor may be discerned in the
collectivity, giving the impression of a more
complex coordination of the members. Yet the
coordination and direction do not seem amenable
to explanation in terms of established norms, pre-
existing secial organization, or primary-group in-
tegration. There exists, nevertheless, a sense of
constraint that forces individuals into certain
types of behavtor and leads to punishment of
nonconformity. The task of studying collective
behavior involves identification of the sources of
this coordination and exploration of the relation-
ship to ordinary social behavior.

Collective behavior contrasts even more
sharply with institutional behavior, which char-
acterizes groups that are envisaged in and guided
by the culture of the larger society. Yet the con-
tinuily between all these ideal types of human
interaction must be emphasized. Although in
some cases, as in short-lived crowds, collective
behavior may involve people who are essentially
strangers o each other, in most instances it devel-
ops between people who are already related to
each other in organizations or informal groups.
The emergence of both new norms and new so-
cial reladonships must thus be considered. Jack
Weller and E. L. Quarantelli nnderscored this
when they observed, “Phenomena need not in-
volve the emergence of both social norms and
relationships to be usefully regarded as collective
behavior.” They suggested a threefold typology.
In one type the normal social relationships en-
dure but norms emerge, as when a hospital staff
has to operate in an exwraordinary fashion during
a disaster. In a second type enduring norms are
followed but an emergent, ephemeral collectivity



carries out the action—this we have called “con-
ventionalized” collective behavior, It is of the
type that occurs week after week in football
crowds in the United States, or at rock concerts.
Collective behavior involving both emergent
norms and emergent structure or social 1elation-
ships constitutes only one of these three ideal
types. It is of particular importance in the analy-
sis of social movements, for an important ele-
ment of this sort of collectivity is the action of
one or more pre-existing “soctal movement orga-
nizations” around which is formed a new coali-
tion with a somewhat novel program of action.

THE HISTORY OF THE FIELD

Although we identify Robert E. Park as the
- founder of the field of study called collective
behavior, interest in the phenomenon goes back
much earlier and has never been confined to so-
ciologists. An example of such an early interest
was the book published in 1841 by an English
scholar, Charles Mackay, entitled Memoirs of Ex-
traordinary Delusions and the Madness of
Crowds. Gustave LeBon, writing a half-century
later, was representative of a number of writers
who held a predominantly negative view of the
behavior of what they called “the crowd.”
LeBon, for example, believed that when the
“mind of the crowd” took over—whether in a
mob, in the French Chamber of Deputies, or in an
entire nation—people acted destructively, under
the influence of instincts which are ordinarily
inhibited.

Such views have since been reflected in what
became a very popular explanation of collective
behavior, although not among sociologists—the
pathological approach. This often represented an
application of some version of psychoanalytic
theory to the analysis of social movements as
well as of crowds. One of the earliest examples
was The Behavior of Crowds, written in 1920 by
Everett Dean Martin. Martin regarded the crowd
not as a particular kind of collectivity but as a
mental condition resulting from simultaneous re-
lease of repressed, socially forbidden impulses.
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Thus, he coined the memorable saying that the
crowd consists of “people going crazy together.”
A more recent view of collective behavior as
irrational and socially undesirable is to be found
in the widely read paperback book by the long-
shoreman-philosopher, “Eric Hoffer—The True
Believer.

So widespread was the influence of what
Lang and Lang have called the “pathological
view” of the crowd and social movements that
critics have mistaken it for the dominant theme in
sociological theories of collective behavior. In
1970 Currie and Skolnick asserted:

Collective behavior theory has its roots in the
antidernocratic theorists of nineteenth-centiry
Europe, best represented by LeBon. In being
transferred fo American social science, the anti-
democratic biases in “crowd” theory were modi-
fied but not abolished.

Perhaps the most fundamental of these biases
is the implication that collective behavior is in
some sense “irrational” behavior.

But a conscientious reading of the work of
such sociologists as Robert E. Park, Herbert Blu-
‘ez, Ralph Tamer, Kurt and Gladys Lang, and
Joseph Gusfield shows that all have rejected the
assumption that collective behavior is necessarily
less rational than instimtional behavior. A possi-
ble exception is Neil Smelser, who developed a
social-structural  explanation derived from
Talcott Parsons’ general theory of social action.
In Smelser’s “value-added” approach, the major
determinant of collective behavior is some sort of
strain in the social structure, demandin g action to
relieve the strain and reorganize the structure.
The social-psychological mechanism involved,
however, is mobilization under a generalized be-
lief, and Smelser’s “generalized belief” does
sound very much like some of LeBon’s ideas. It
is held to be both generalized and “short-cir-
cuited,” leading to action that bypasses many of
the specifications and controls required for effec-
tive, realistic social action. So, Smelser says,
“Collective behavior is the action of the impa-
tient.”
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The widespread social movements and the
many instances of anti-establishment crowd ac-
tion which swept the cities and campuses of the
United States during the 1960s aroused an un-
precedented interest in the topic. If “classical”
collective behavior theory did indeed portray col-
lective behavior as irrational, irresponsible, and
destructive, then it could be charged with reflect-
ing a political bias in favor of law and order and
of sympathy with official perspectives on social
problems and how to solve them. Thus there de-
veloped what may be called a “politico-rational”
approach to coliective behavior rejecting the sie-
reotype of imationality and substituting one
which, in the words of Gary Marx, tended to “see
all violent outbursts as ‘rational,’ ‘intrinsically
political,’ and ‘instrumental and parposive.”’
Rather than rejecting the utility of the concepts
“rational” and “irrational” as applied to group
behavior, many sociologists merely reversed
what they perceived as the traditional emphasis.

While the impassioned defense of any kind
of anti-establishment social action as “rational”
subsided during the 1970s, the emphasis on ratio-
nality in collective behavior did not. Widespread
interest developed in theories emphasizing the
rationality of decision making in collective be-
havior. The “gaming approach” advocated by
Richard Berk secks to apply decision theory to
crowds, attempting to develop methods for dis-
covering how each individual tries to maximize
rewards and minimize costs as he or she consid-
ers various courses of action. Even more widely
applied has been the approach 1o social move-
ments called by its advocates “resource mobiliza-
tion theory.” It, too, emphasizes “the importance
of costs and rewards in explaining individual and
organizational involvement in social movement
activity.” Charles Perrow has described two vari-
ants of this theoretical approach. What he calls
“RM I” has been formulated mainly by Anthony
Oberschall, Charles Tilly, and William Gamson.
RM I, Perrow says, “is Clausewitzian in charac-
ter; protest is the continuation of orderly politics
by other (disorderly) means. Because protest
grows out of the ongoing political process and is

a part of it, it need not be irrational nor discontin-
uous. ..."” The RM II version has been formu-
lated by Mayer Zaid and John McCarthy. It is
even more rationalistic that RM 1 theory, and is
based on an economic-organizational, input-out-
put model.

None of these approaches is derived from the
(radition based on the attempt of Robert E. Park
1o delineate a field of study in sociology which he
termed collective behavior. Although many of
Park’s characterizations of crowd behavior seem
to reflect a pathological approach, it is clear that
he did not regard collective behavior as abnormal
or undesirable. Impressed by the powerful hold
of culture and social control on the members of a
society, he was intrigued by the question of how
they could ever break out of their established
routines and establish a new social order. The
alternation between the old and the new—in
other words, social change—was to him as nor-
mal a part of social life as was order, tradition,
and continuity. Although he placed undue em-
phasis on “impulse” as the dynamic element
collective behavior, he emphasized that the
“common and collective impulse was always the
result of social interaction.” That he did not be-
lieve the crowd to be driven by repressed, instine-
tive forces to act blindly and imrationally is
indicated by his assertion that, “the organized
crowd is controlled by a common purpose and
acts to achieve, no matter how vaguely it is de-
fined, a common end.” He added that in contrast
to the animal herd, “the crowd ... responds to
collective representations.”

In 1939, Park’s student, Herbert Blumer,
wrote what has become a classic statement on the
nature of collective behavior. He was asked to
contribute a section on the topic to a volume
called Principles of Sociology which Park was
editing. Blumer’s contribution consisted of five
chapters. In the first three, he outlined the mech-
anisms of elementary collective groupings—the
crowd, the mass, and the public, In a separate
chapter, he dealt with social movements which he
regarded as differing from elementary forms in
that “as a social movement develops, it takes on



the character of a society,” developing a culmire,
a social organization, and a new scheme of life,

Like Park, Blumer did not regard collective
behavior as pathological, destructive behavior, It
was to be, rather, that pant of sociology devoted
lo the study of social action which was not under
the influence of custom, tadition, conventions,
rules, or institutional regulations—behavior
which “arises spontaneously and is not due to
pre-established understandmgs or traditions.” Its
importance lay in the fact that

while the student of sociology in general is inter-
ested in studying the social order and its constit-
uents (customs, rules, institutions, etc.) as they
are, coliective behavior s concerned with study-
ing ways by which the social order comes into
existence, in the sense of the emergence and s0-
lidification of new forms of collective behavior.

- Blumer was also a student of the philosopher

and social psychelogist, George Herbert Mead, -

whose ideas became the basis of what is known
as the symbolic interactionist approach in sociol-
ogy. This includes important conceptions of the
nature of society and of individual action. One is
that “society,” the social order of which Park and
Blumer wrote, is not a static system or structure
but a process of ongoing activity in which human
beings construct and share their social worlds,
Hence the approach to collective behavior de-
rived from Park through Blumer has never been
compatible with concepts of structural determin-
ism. A second important feature is that the indi-
vidual is viewed primarily as an actor,
constructing his or her line of behavior by mak-
ing symbolic representations to the self as to
what the situation is and what other people ex-
pect—hence “symbolic interactionism.™ There-
fore the “collective behavior” approach has
historically incorporated the notion that people
act on conceptions rather than on objective real-
ity, even though these conceptions may have to
be revised as they are tested by encounters with
reality. This emphasis on consciousness as the
most salient characteristic of human social action
makes the approach incompatible with theories
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of biological or psychological determinism
which view human behavior as merely the re-
lease of impulses in overt action,

Many of the concepts used by Blumer in his
early, tentative treaiment of the “mechanisms of
¢lementary collective behavior,” such as “circu-
lar reaction,” *social contagion,” and “homoge-
neity” seem to later writers in the collective
behavior tradition to be inappropriate or mislead-
ing. In his own subsequent writings, he used them
less and less and used more concepts derived
from the symbolic interactionist approach which
he pioneered and named. What has endured to
characterize the “collective behavior” approach
has been the emphasis on the centrality of inter-
action, the emergent nature of social order, and
the normality of collective behavior as the vehi-
cle through which social change comes about.

QUESTIONS ABOUT
COLLECTIVE BEHAVIOR

This conception of collective behavior weats it as
normal, not pathological or irrational, but still
distinguishes it from the relatively stable and pre-
dictable forms of group behavior guided by tradi-
tional norms. If we are to understand collective
behavior we must begin by singling out its dis-
tnctive features for explanation. First, we must
explain how it is that people come to anscend,
bypass, or subvert established instimtional pat-
terns and structures. Dissatisfied with their spiri-
tual life, people may participate more actively in
an established church or they may form a cult or
sect that operates on the margins of established
society. Annoyed when the California Transpor-
tation Authority reserved one Los Angeles free-
way lane for car-pooling and buses only,
commuters might have called or written their
elected representatives. Instead, for several days,
hundreds of single-occupant vehicles took over
the reserved lane each morning by prearranged
schedule in defiance of the new regulations. Res-
tive when gates are not opened on time, concert-
goers may “gripe” but wait and enter in orderly
fashion when the gates finally open, or they may
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storm the gates and trample over fallen individu-
ais in their haste to reach seats.

Second, we must explain behavior or action
as contrasted with attitudes. Many more people
sympathize with the antinuclear movement or the
protest against federal income taxes than send in
contributions, demonsate at construction sites,
or withhold payment of their taxes. Disconient
was widespread in the black ghettos of the United
States for years before the mass eruptions of the
1960s occurred. An adequate approach to collec-
tive behavior must analyze how perceptions,
ideas, and feelings get translated into action,

Third, we must explain the fact that people
act collectively rather than singly. The rhythmic
stamping of feet by hundreds of concert-goers in
unison is different from isolated, individual cries
of “bravo.” Coordinated defiance of highway
regulations is different from the frequent individ-
ual violation of traffic laws. A mass panic in
which people engage in mutual shoving and even
trampling is different from individual “queve-
jumping.”

Some Assumptions. Informulating an approach
to deal with these three characterstics of collec-
tive behavior, we shall proceed on the basis of
several fundamental assumptions. First, there is
no single explanation for any of the features of
collective behavior. Second, the three features of
collective behavior singled out for special atten-
ton are interactive rather than independent in
their effects. Third, these features are all matters
of degree and not atributes that are merely pres-
ent or absent. Fourth, the development and inter-
action of these key features of collective behavior
are continuous and cumulative. Collective behav-
ior is distinctively changeable and unsiable, and
outcomes reflect the sequence in which events
occur as much as the simple combination of cir-
cumstances, Fifth, the conceptions that people act
on are constantly tested, leading 1o revisions of
conceptions and actions. Sixth, people ultimately
act on conceptions rather than on objective reality.

In saying that we must explain extra-institu-
tionalism, action, and collectvity, we have iden-

tified questions but not answers. The develop-
ment of a general theory for collective behavior
begins with the specification of answers to these
questions.

Extra-institutionelism. Ex(ra-institetionalism
has been explained in various ways. Early theo-
ries generally contrasted ordinary or institutionat
behavior in which people were governed by so-
cial norms, including folkways, mores, and laws,
to collecive behavior, in which these social
norms were cast aside while people acted on the
basis of emotion or suggestbility or unsocialized
impulse, Another group of more recent theorists
have downplayed the significance of social
norms as guiding behavior in both institwticnal
and collecave behavior, stressing rational calcu-
lation that takes into account the possibilities for
successful action and self-interest.

In contrast to both these approaches, we pro-
pose that collective behavior takes place under
the governance of emergent norms. Some shared
redefinition of right and wrong in a situation sup-
plies the justification and coordinates the action
in collective behavior. People do what they
would not otherwise have done when they panic
collectively, when they riot, when they engage in
civil disobedience, or when they launch ierroris-
tic campaigns, because they find social support
for the view that what they are doing is the nght
thing to do in the sitnaton.

The redefinition of right and wrong that we
identify by the term emergeni nomm can range
from permissive to obligatory. The simplest
forms of collective behavior are permissive.,
Mass panic requires the shared conviction that
participants are justified in disregarding ordinary
rules such as taking turns and treating each other
courteously. Mass looting is viewed by looters as
taking what nightfully belongs o them or punish-
ing those who have exploited them. Panic always
involves a sense of necessity and mass looting a
sense of opportunity, But according to emergent
nor theory these conditions are not enough. Op-
portunity for theft ofien exists without leading to
mass looting and the “honorable” behavior of




passengers aboard the sinking Titanic illustrates
the conclusion that necessity is insufficient to
provoke mass panic.

The more complex and sustained forms of
collective behavior that require commitment and
sacrifice depend on emergent noms that define
extra-institutional behavior as obligatory, as well
as permissible. Something must be done about
war, about environmenial desecration, about ma-
cial and ethnic discrimination, about Godiessness
in the public schools, about drunken drivers on
the highways, about the miserable quality of life
in the cities, about increased fees and mition for
students. The activist is driven by a sense of
mission, of social duty, _

Social norms are invariably linked with the
idea of social sanctions. Those who violaze norms
ought 10 be punished. Punishment is deserved if
it follows violation of norms, and unjustified if
no legitimate norms have been violated. Because
of the linkage, the failure of the larger commu-
nity or authorities to impose sanctions for nor-
mally proscribed behavior may contribute 1o the
emergence of a permissive norm. Furthermore,
all social norms depend ultimately on an impres-
sion of group consensus among those who under-
stand the situation and are morally gualified. But
the group normally delepates considerable moral

authority to people in positions of authority and
W organizations. Consequently, perceived atti-
tudes of authorities often help 10 trigger collec-
tive behavior. For example, eyewitmess accounts
of American race riots during the three decades
immediately following the First World War quite
consistently feature conspicuous participation by
police, military personnel, or other uniformed in-
dividuals. Their participation seems to have con-
tributed substantially to the conviction by rioters
that what they were doing was Justified.

Norms are never simply out-of-context rules
of behavior. Norms are always connected to con-
ceprions of the situation. Automobile drivers are
obligated (o exercise unusual caution near a pe-
destrian carrying a white cane because the pedes-
trian is assumed to be blind and unable 10
exercise normal caution. Similarly, the emergent
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norms in collective behavior are inseparable from
conceptions that define the situation as excep-
tional or define a long-standing situation in new
terms,

Because emergent norms do not have the
support of tradition and institutionalization, the
SUpporting conceptions of situations must also be
normative if the behavioral norms are to have
effect. The looters in civil disorders cannot toler-
ate public expression of the view that their vic.
tims are not exploiters, since the view would
undermine justification for looting. Hence
emergent norms are first and foremost revised
conceptions of reality that people feel righ-
teous about,

We have already mentioned that permisgive-
ness is increasingly supplemented with ob-
ligatoriness in behavioral emergent norms as we

“move from simpler and more transitory forms of

collective behavior to more complex and endur-
ing forms. Similarly, emergent normative con-
ceptions range from fleeting images of
depersonalized actors in a dog-eat-dog relation-
ship to highly elaborated deologies such as the
environmentalist’s view of the consequences of
ecological imbalance and the Marxist's view of
class struggie.

From Feelings to Actions. - The ‘transiation of
conceptons and feelings into actions has bean
explained in several ways. Perhaps the most com-
mon explanation is on the basis of intensified
feelings. As the intensity of fear mounts, for ex-
ample, it is postulated that a threshold is reached
after which people panic. As indignation mounts
over a media-reported crime wave, a threshold is
said to be passed after which a save-the-children
movement is formed.

While a movement can hardly develop when
concern about a problem is insufficient and panic
could hardly occur without sufficient fear, there
IS abundant evidence that escalating emotions do
not necessarily lead to action and are often con-
ducive to paralysis and inaction. We shall stress
instead that 4ranslation of feelings and concep-
tions into action depends principally uponyeasi- -




14 Pan One Introductory Overview

biliry and dmeliness, as well as upon justification
by an emergent norm,

Feasibility is usually a vague impression
about the possibilities inherent in a sifuation, the
tacilities or resources needed for carrying out the
action, and the ability of the potential actors o
carry out the acton successfully. Impressions of
feasibility derive from past experience, from cur-
rent perceptions, from interpretations by 85S0CH-
ates and the media, and from experience with
ongoing activity. While people act on impres-
sions, their impressions are constantly tested in
action, The failure or success of initial actions
may produce a sens¢ of hopelessness that dis-
courages further action or the increased assur-
ance that fosters more courageous action, Action
is facilitated by new ideas that identify new pos-
sibilities in a situation, by apparent weakness of
the opposition or evidence of social support for a
course of action, by the availability of new re-
sources such as money or weapons, and by expe-
fences that strengthen confidence in  the
consumency.

Timeliness can be a matter of fleeting oppor-
tanity and “last chance,” or it can be based on the
appropriateness of action to the cultural meaning
of some occasion. So-called triggering events
like an assassination, an oil spill, a nuclear near-
disaster, or an “outrageous” action by authorities
often provoke the shift from disconient 1o action.
Bul even without venewed provocation, St.
Bartholemew’s night was for many years the re-
ligious occasion for collective attacks on Protes-
tants in Europe, as May Day now produces labor
demonstrations, and significant anniversaries are
occasions for escalated violence in Northem
Ireland.

Feasibility and timeliness are different for
different kinds of collective behavior. The time
span for social movements is much longer than
the time span for demonstrations and riots, and
shoriest for mass panics. The feasibility require-
ments for symbolic actions are much less than for
more instrumental actions. Feasibility require-
ments for disruptive actions are much less than
for constructive actions. Hence not only the inci-

dence but also the type of action are affected by
levels of feasibility and dmeliness.

Both the conditions that make action feasible
and the threshold for nommative redefinition vary
according (0 complexity of the situation. In the
simplest situation an event occurs for which the
social organization offers insufficient directives
or means for action. The normatve implications
are slightly complicated when the necessity 0
replace a temporarily inoperative social organi-
zation is added to the absence of directives. Suc-
cessively greater complications occur when the
operative social order must be set aside and when
it must be actively opposed as a condition for
carrying out the indicated action.

Forming and Sustaining Collectivities. Why
do people act collectively? How do people come
together to form collectivities? How do people
in collectivities develop collecive understand-
ings in the form of emergent norms? And how do
people come to act together or collaboraie in
action?

In answering these questions, we shall stress
the combined effect of (1) a condition or event
that is sufficiently outside the range of “ordinary”
happenings that people tm to their fellow
human beings for help and support in interpreting
and responding to the situation, and (2) the avail-
ability of pre-existing social groupings through
which intercommunication can be initiated fairly
easily. An automobile accident, a conflagration
or a police arrest in a public place draws specta-
tors, and the extraordinary nature of the event
moves people to atiend w the reactions of others
at the scene and initiate a limited exchange of
comments. But many of the people at a typical
scene of this kind have assembled as pairs and in
small groups of friends or family members. Dis-
cussion typically begins within these groups,
then overflows into intergroup discussions.
‘When such groups are not present, and among
detached individuals when they are present, peo-
ple tend to form ad hoc groups on the basis of
membership in some recognizable “‘nominal”
grouping. For example, in the case of a residen-



tal fire, gardeners near the scene will talk to each
other, members of a distinctive racial or ethnic
group will talk together, age- and sex-similar
groupings will often form. An extamundane
event helps to overcome many normal barriers.
But the communication within pre-existing
groupings primes the pump for more widespread
communication, and is seldom totally displaced
as the critical channel through which communi-
cation is sustained and the translation into action
is monitored.

How the extramundane circumstances and
pre-existing groupings function depends upon
the kind and complexity of collective behavior.
The preceding illustration describes only the sim-
plest form of collective behavior, one we call the
casual crowd. We shall stress three distinctions
concerning the nature of the collectivity. First,
solidanistic behavior requires more complex de-
cision-making and communication systems than
individualistic collective behavior, 1o facilitate
cooperation and to develop and maintain the di-
vision of labor. Second, in diffuse, in contrast 1o
compact, collective behavior, some combination
of pre-existing communication networks in the
community and use of the mass media are essen-
tial, though even then communications are even-
tually sifted through discussion in small groups
of family members, neighbors, friends, and co-
workers. Finally, the problems of communica-
tion and collaborative action are much greater
for sustained than for transitory action.

A MODEL OF
COLLECTIVE BEHAVIOR

To complete our model, we must incorporate pro-
cess. Collective behavior is constantly being
formed and reformed. In the beginning it is about
events—extraordinary conditions or a precipitat-
ing incident—that a norm justifying extra-institu-
tional action emerges. At the same time it is the
cvent which stimulates interaction in pre-existing
groups or ad hoc formations. It is in this interac-
tion that a keynote is selected and a norm devel-
ops. The interaction does mot consist merely of
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detached, theoretical discussion, however. Dur-
ing the preliminary stages of collective behavior
tentative actions, “trials,” are undertaken, obsta-
cles are encountered, and both resources and re-
sistance are weighed. Hence an impression of the
feasibility of action itself and of different types of
action is formed. If action appears justified and
feasible in the definition of the situation devel-
oped by the collectivity, collective behavior
follows. The process continues, however—
changing events continuously affect all three
basic features of collective behavior. Emergent
noms develop and change through the keynoting
process. Trials and encounters affect perceptions
of feasibility and timeliness. Continuous group
and solidarity formation modifies the scope and
character of collectivities throughout their ca-
reers.

Figure 1.1 is a simplified schematic repre-
sentation of this model, incorporating both the
three components with their interaction and the
continuous process of forming and reforming
collective behavior.

RECURRING ISSUES
IN COLLECTIVE BEHAVIOR

Collective behavior is still not an area in which
generalization can be presented in precise form
with the backing of experimental or quantitative
evidence, There is no dearth of ideas derived
from historical analysis and from the im-
pressionistic examination of cases, but few steps
have been taken toward the verification of these
ideas through more rigorons procedures. Conse-
quently, collective behavior abounds with many
as yet nnresolved issues. Among the issues, how-
ever, there are some that rest on semantic confu-
sion, obvious oversimplification, or sheer
dogmatism. Often these pseudo-issues recur be-
canse they are used to assign scholars to “schools
of thought” or “waditions” which can be dealt
with by namecalling.

By eliminating certain major pseudo-issues
and by trying to state other issves in their essen-
tial terms, it may be possible to avoid some of the
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FIGURE 1.1 Model for Gollective Behavior

false leads found in the literature on collective
behavior, particularly that part dealing with so-
cial movements. With this objective in mind we
shall briefly examine two groups of issues. First,
we shall attempt (0 separate semantic from em-
pirical questions in the so-called “group mind”
problem, the issue of individualistic versus group
explanations of behavior. Second, we shall dis-
cuss the fruitiess but persistent argument as {0
whether collective behavior is “rational ™ or “ir-
rational,” along with the related question of the
importance of emotion in this and other types of
behavior.

The Group Mind Issue. A great deal of heat
has been generated as to whether there is a group
mind, whether the group is something other than
the sum of individual responses, and similar
questions. These issues have received unusual
auention in the area of collective behavior, where
the studies of individual and group behavior tend
to merge. Accusations of “group mind fallacy”™
and “individualistic fallacy” have been freely
hurled. Some of the confusion lies in the fact that
not one but several questions are actually in-

volved. By looking at some of these questions
separately, we may be able to eliminate spurious
issues and clarify the legitimate points of dis-
agreement.

The first guestion is how to describe group
activity. A group is both many individuals and a
totality. Groups tend to impress observers more
swrongly as wholes, with the result that descrip-
tions usnally are cast in terms of the group’s
acting and reacting, rather than the separate
member’s. We hear that “the mob attacked its

victim” or “the public favored a particular course .

of action.” There are dangers in this prevalent
way of describing group behavior. In the first
place, it is often a serious oversimplification. By
thinking in these terms we may be blinded 1o any
diversity of individual behavior or differing de-

gree of individual conviction backing up the ap- -

parent behavior of the group.

In the second place, the description of group -
behavior as the actions of a total unit often leads
us to think of the group through analogies de- ¢

rived from individual behavior. Here we find the -
tendency 10 atiribute to the group a mind, a con-

science, a sense of responsibility, a lack of self-
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