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 One of the debates surrounding social network analysis has been whether it consists of a 

method or a theory.  Is network analysis merely a cluster of techniques for analyzing the 

structure of social relationships, or does it constitute a broader conceptual framework, theoretical 

orientation, or even philosophy of life?  In an article two decades ago synthesizing emerging 

work on social networks, Barry Wellman argued that network analysis goes beyond 

methodology to inform a new theoretical paradigm: “structural analysis does not derive its power 

from the partial application of this concept or that measure. It is a comprehensive paradigmatic 

way of taking social structure seriously by studying directly how patterns of ties allocate 

resources in a social system” (Wellman 1988, p. 20).  This paradigm, he goes on to argue, takes 

relations – rather than individuals, groups, attributes, or categories – as the fundamental unit of 

social analysis.   This argument was taken up a few years later by Mustafa Emirbayer and Jeff 

Goodwin, who described the new “anti-categorical imperative” introduced by network analysis 

and explored its relationship to research on cultural and historical change (Emirbayer and 

Goodwin 1994). 

 

 While disagreement remains among network analysts regarding this issue, a broader 

“relational perspective” within sociology has been simmering for the past three decades, often 

involving scholars who themselves do not use formal network methodology, or who use it only 

marginally in their research.  Inspired by such eminent figures as Harrison White and Charles 

Tilly, this perspective has taken some of the broader theoretical insights of network analysis and 

extended them to the realms of culture, history, politics, economics, and social psychology.  

Fundamental to this theoretical orientation (if it can be called that) is not merely the insistence 

that what sociologists call “structure” is intrinsically relational, but also, perhaps more deeply, 

that relational thinking is a way to overcome stale antinomies between structure and agency 

through a focus on the dynamics of social interactions in different kinds of social settings.  

  

 In this chapter, I will explore the historical origins of this perspective and its positioning 

in broader intellectual networks.   While a relational orientation has germinated in a number of 
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different intellectual hubs (and is certainly not limited to sociology
2
), I will focus in particular on 

the emergence of what might be called “the New York School” of relational sociology during the 

1990s and the constitution of a cluster of scholars working in diverse subfields who elaborated 

this perspective in partially intersecting ways.   I go on to explore four distinct ways in which 

scholars have conceptualized the relationship between networks and culture, with implications 

for different kinds of substantive research.  I argue that these conversations propose a new 

theoretical agenda that highlights the way in which communicative interaction and the 

performance of social relations mediate between structure and agency across a wide range of 

social phenomena. 

 

The New York School 
 

 To explain the emergence of what I am calling the “New York School” of relational 

analysis, we can use the conceptual framework that was elaborated in its own conversations and 

debates.  New York in the 1990s was home to a set of interstitial spaces of conversation and 

debate, composing what some within this perspective might call “publics,” using a particular 

networked meaning of that term that I will discuss in more detail below.  These publics brought 

together senior scholars – notably, White and Tilly – who were undergoing intensive 

reformulation of their own theoretical frameworks, in (sometimes contentious) dialogue with 

emerging younger scholars who were advancing new theoretical syntheses and critiques, as well 

as graduate students composing original frameworks for empirical research.    

 

To borrow from two strongly relational (although somewhat discordant) theories of 

intellectual innovation, these publics were sources of intellectual opposition, energy and 

excitement (Collins 1998), and also of experimental probing of fractal divides in theoretical 

perspectives, particularly those related to realism and constructivism as well as positivism and 

interpretivism (Abbott 2001a).  Participants in these discussions were linked by multiple ties that 

were forged and enacted in a series of partially overlapping discursive settings (workshops, mini-

conferences, study groups, dissertation committees), facilitated by a set of prominent scholars 

who were extraordinarily attuned to the democratic exchange of ideas.  As participants wrestled 

with the tensions generated in these conversations, they developed not a unified theory 

(important differences remain among them), but rather a shared focus on the communicative 

grounding of network relations and the implications of these relations for understanding dynamic 

social processes. 

 

To trace the emergence of this perspective, we need to examine the structural holes that it 

was bridging, as well as the intersecting intellectual streams that gave it a distinctive voice.  

During the mid 1990s, social network analysis was maturing as a field, with the publication of 

several handbooks and edited volumes (Wellman and Berkowitz 1988; Scott 1991; Wasserman 
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and Faust 1994), the development of software packages such as UCINET, and the expansion of 

its professional association, INSNA (founded in 1978, but growing beyond its initial tight knit 

base in the 1990s). However, much of the work in the field was highly formal and technical, thus 

making it relatively inaccessible to non-mathematical researchers who otherwise might have 

gravitated toward its core ideas.  Most cultural theorists saw network analysis as located squarely 

in the positivist camp, reducing cultural richness to 1s and 0s and lacking attention to processes 

of interpretation and meaning-construction. 

 

At the same time, the subfield of cultural sociology in the United States was undergoing a 

rapid expansion and shift in orientation, moving beyond the study of artistic production to 

encompass practice and discourse more generally.  The Culture Section of the ASA grew from a 

relatively marginal section in the early 1990s to one of the largest sections by the mid 2000s. 

Moreover, cultural sociology often overlapped with other sub-areas, especially political 

sociology, comparative-historical sociology, and the study of collective behavior and social 

movements, thus creating significant subfield cross-fertilization.   While a handful of researchers 

in the late 1980s and early 1990s pioneered the use of network analytic techniques to study 

cultural and historical processes (notably Erickson 1988, 1996; Carley 1992; Bearman 1993; 

Mohr 1994; Gould 1995), a sizeable gap remained between formal network analysis and more 

interpretively oriented cultural research. 

 

 These streams converged in the mid-1990s in New York City, as a cluster of scholars 

across several area universities engaged in a series of intensive exchanges related to networks, 

culture, and historical analysis.  One center for these debates was Columbia University, where 

Harrison White arrived from Harvard (via Arizona) in 1988, taking on the directorship of the 

Paul F. Lazarsfeld Center for the Social Sciences.
3
  Under White’s leadership, the Lazarsfeld 

Center sponsored a series of ongoing interdisciplinary workshops on topics including social 

networks, sociolingustics. complex systems, and political economy.  These workshops brought in 

outside speakers while sponsoring graduate students and nurturing local research and debate 

across intersecting intellectual domains. During this period, White began thinking deeply about 

the origins and transformations of language, involving many young scholars in these 

discussions.
4
 

 

Likewise, the Graduate Faculty of the New School for Social Research was a sometimes 

tempestuous hub of interdisciplinary debate.  In the mid 1980s, then Dean Ira Katznelson 

recruited a cluster of top scholars – including Charles and Louise Tilly, Janet Abu-Lughod, Talal 

Asad, Richard Bensel, Eric Hobsbawm, Ari Zolberg and others – that added new voices to the 
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Graduate Faculty’s already strong grounding in normative theories of civil society.  Debates 

between critical theorists, post-structuralists and structurally-oriented historical scholars were 

frequent and intense, and as I argue below, helped to push Tilly toward a re-examination of the 

role of identities, narratives, and discourse in theories of contentious politics, as he developed the 

synthesis he labeled “relational realism.”  In 1991, Mustafa Emirbayer arrived at the New School 

as an assistant professor.  While he himself came from a strongly interpretive tradition, he 

became interested in network analysis from watching his White-inspired peers at Harvard, and 

with his fellow Harvard alum Jeff Goodwin at NYU began writing an article to explore what all 

this fuss about network analysis was about (Emirbayer and Goodwin 1994).  The conversations 

sparked by this network of New York area scholars – in dialogue with a broader circle of 

researchers elsewhere – set the stage for the consolidation of a perspective that crossed a series 

of fractal divides, linking network relations with discourse, identities, and social interaction. 

 

 Harrison White began what might be called his “linguistic turn” in the early 1990s with 

the publication of his major theoretical statement, Identity and Control (1992).  Harrison had 

been preoccupied since the 1970s with the lack of theoretical understanding of what he called 

“types of ties,” the basic measurement unit of the mathematical approach to network analysis 

that he and his students pioneered at Harvard in the 1970s.  In Identity and Control, he wrestles 

with this question by proposing the narrative constitution of social networks.  Social ties, he 

argues, are generated by reporting attempts in relation to contending efforts at control: “a tie 

becomes constituted by story, which defines a social time by its narrative of ties” (White 1992 p. 

67).  Since ties are multiple, fluid, and narratively constructed (and reconstructed) in relation to 

evolving timeframes, the new challenge for network analysis, White argued, was to understand 

this link between temporality, language and social relations. 

 

Fascinated by these connections, he began to probe more deeply into work on language 

usage, function and evolution.  In conjunction with a group of graduate students, he carried out 

an intensive reading of sociolinguistics, discourse analysis, and theories of linguistic change.  He 

was especially attuned to work on the link between semantics, grammar, and interaction context 

(Halliday 1976, 1978; Duranti and Goodwin 1992; Schriffen 1987), as well as studies of tense 

(Comrie 1985) and the indexical (or “deictic”) nature of language use (Hanks 1992; Silverstein 

2003).  He saw in contextualized grammatical references to time, space, and relations the link 

between language, networks, and what he called “social times.”  His attention to linguistic work 

on code switching (Gumperz 1992) inspired some of his ideas on switching dynamics between 

network-domain (see below).  Moreover, he saw work on “grammaticalization” (Hopper and 

Traugott 1993) as important for understanding how language emerges and shifts in relation to 

usage patterns in particular relational contexts.  He also engaged with Bakhtin’s (1981, 1986) 

dialogic theory, seeing the notion of “speech genre” as grounded in a relational semiotics attuned 

to multiple and shifting ties. 

 

Many of these ideas were elaborated in his ongoing graduate seminar on “Identity and 

Control” at Columbia, as well as in the student-organized workshops on sociolinguistics and 

social networks at the Lazarsfeld Center.  These workshops contributed to a series of articles and 

working papers that focused on the relationship between language, time, and social relations 

(White 1993, 1994, 1995) as well as an article with Ann Mische highlighting the disruptive 

potential of conversational “situations” (Mische and White 1998). These papers propose the 
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notion of “network-domains” as specialized sets of ties and associated story-sets that keep those 

ties moving forward in time through a continuous process of reflection, reporting and updating.  

With the complexity of modern life, White argues, we are continuously forced to switch between 

multiple network-domains (or “netdoms”), thus creating the need for the buffering in the 

transitional zones of “publics.”   

 

White’s notion of publics is an innovative twist on Goffman’s work on interaction in 

public spaces; within the bubble of publics, participants experience a momentary sense of 

connectedness due to the suspension of surrounding ties.  Such publics can range from silent 

encounters in an elevator to cocktail parties, carnivals, or protest rallies, all of which involve a 

provisional equalization of relationships and decoupling from stories and relation around them, 

which nevertheless may threaten to impinge on and disrupt the situation at hand (White 1995; 

Mische and White 1998).  “The social network of the public is perceived as fully connected, 

because other network-domains and their particular histories are suppressed.  Essential to its 

mechanism is a decoupling of times, whereby time in public is always a continuing present time, 

an historic present” (White 1995, p. 1054).  Empirical work building on Goffman’s notion of 

publics has since been developed by several participants in those discussions, including Mische 

on communicative styles in Brazilian activist publics, Gibson on turn-taking dynamics in 

managerial groups, Ikegami on Japanese aesthetic publics and Sheller on black anti-slavery 

publics in Haiti and Jamaica (described in more detail below). 

 

Between 1993 and 1996, White organized a series of mini-conferences at the Lazarsfeld 

Center around the themes of time, language, identities, and networks.  A broad range of outside 

scholars took part in these mini-conferences, thus helping cross-fertilize the emerging 

“relational” perspective (see footnote below for a full list gleaned from conference records).
5
   At 

one of these mini-conferences, Mustafa Emirbayer was inspired to write a programmatic 

statement that systematized some of the ideas that were being discussed in the group.  The 

resulting “Manifesto for a Relational Sociology” (Emirbayer 1997) draws on pragmatist, 

linguistic, and interactionist philosophies as well as historical and network analysis to develop a 

critique of “substantialist” approaches to social analysis.  He calls instead for a “transactional” 

approach focusing on the dynamics of “supra-personal” relations that transcend individual actors, 

and discusses the implications of this approach for historical, cultural, and social psychological 

analysis.  This widely cited article has become one of the rallying cries of the “new relational” 

approach in sociology, articulating its underlying philosophy in an expansive manner that goes 

beyond the use of mathematical techniques. 

 

 While he was working on this article, Emirbayer was also organizing a study group on 

Theory and Culture at the New School that brought in graduate students and some faculty from 

the broader New York area (including the New School, Columbia, NYU, Princeton, CUNY and 

other schools).  Most of the authors discussed by the group were strongly relational in 

orientation, including Andrew Abbott, Pierre Bourdieu, Hans Joas, Alessandro Pizzorno, 
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William Sewell, Margaret Somers and Norbert Wiley, among others.  This group also discussed 

drafts of Emirbayer’s “Manifesto,” as well as a series of related articles exploring the interface 

between relations and culture.  His now classic article 1994 article with Jeff Goodwin was 

followed by an article with Ann Mische that develops a strongly relational theory of human 

agency, focusing on the embedding of actors in multiple socio-temporal contexts, with varied 

orientations toward past, present, and future (Emirbayer and Mische 1998).  Emirbayer also 

published a paper with Mimi Sheller exploring the network composition of publics as interstitial 

locations for the exchange of ideas (Emirbayer and Sheller 1999).  Sheller (2000) extends these 

ideas in her comparison of the linguistic markers and network embedding of black anti-slavery 

counter-publics in Haiti and Jamaica, showing how these influenced the differing trajectories of 

post-abolition civil societies.   

 

Several study group participants (including Mische and Sheller) were also students of 

Charles Tilly at the New School, where they participated in another essential public for 

discussion of relational sociology: Tilly’s Workshop on Contentious Politics.  This workshop 

was started by Chuck and Louise Tilly at Michigan in the 1970s, transplanted to the New School 

in the late 1980s, and then relocated again when Tilly moved to Columbia in 1996 (with several 

name changes along the way).  This famously democratic workshop drew in faculty and students 

from the greater New York region, in addition to many notable international scholars. Students 

and younger researchers presented work-in-progress alongside senior scholars and were 

encouraged to offer commentary and critique.  During the1990s, Tilly was undergoing an 

important transition in his thinking, spurred by debates in the workshop as well as challenges he 

was receiving from normative and post-structuralist scholars at the New School.  He was moving 

from a resolute structuralism (developed in opposition to the normative orientation of Parsonian 

functionalism) to a deep engagement with cultural processes of identity-formation, narratives, 

and boundary construction, rethought in dynamic, relational terms.   

 

While a focus on relations and interaction was integral to Tilly’s thinking from the 

beginning (Diani 2007; Tarrow 2008), at the New School he began to pay closer attention to the 

ways in which such relations are constructed through processes of meaning-making.  Tilly 

responded to what he saw as the solipsistic dangers of post-structuralism by, as he described it, 

“tunneling under the post-modern challenge.”  As Viviana Zelizer writes, this meant not only 

recognizing “that a great deal of social construction goes into the formation of entities – groups, 

institutions markets, selves,” but also calling on social scientists “to explain how that 

construction actually works and produces its effects” (Zelizer 2006a, p. 531).   This is the 

perspective he called “relational realism,” which he contrasted to “methodological 

individualism,” “phenomenological individualism,” and “holism” in a series of broad theoretical 

statements in the highly productive final decade of his life.  He defines relational realism as “the 

doctrine that transactions, interactions, social ties and conversations constitute the central stuff of 

social life” (Tilly 2004 p. 72; see also Tilly 1995; Somers 1998).  

 

The evolution of this shift can be seen in a series of essays, books and working papers 

that addressed the relational dimensions of identities, narratives, and boundaries (many of which 

are collected in Tilly 2004, 2006a).  In these papers, he continually stressed that political process 

is best understood as a “conversation,” a trope that captures the dynamic association between 

discourse, relations, and interaction (Tilly 1998a).   In Durable Inequality (Tilly 1998b), he turns 
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his attention away from contentious politics to look at the relational origins of inequality, 

focusing on how durable, exclusionary categories emerge as solutions to relational and 

institutional problems.  Early chapter drafts of this book were workshopped by White and others 

at the Lazarsfeld Center at Columbia – showing again the multiple intersections in the New York 

milieu.  The emphasis on the dynamic dimension of relationships – including discursive 

mechanisms of attribution, identity activation, and boundary shift – is forcefully expressed in 

Tilly’s collaborative work with Doug McAdam and Sidney Tarrow, Dynamics of Contention 

(McAdam et al 2001), as well as in a series of other articles describing “relational mechanisms” 

as key elements in explaining political processes.  This attention to the social dynamics of stories 

can also be seen in his later popular work, Why? (Tilly 2006b), which describes the relational 

underpinnings of different kinds of reason-giving. 

 

Several other prominent New York area scholars engaged in this local dialogue on 

culture, relations, and contentious politics, often participating in several of the workshops 

described above.  Karen Barkey (at Columbia) and Eiko Ikegami (at Yale) both completed major 

historical works on relational dimensions of the transformation of state bureaucratic control in 

the Ottoman Empire and Japan, respectively (Barkey 1994; Barkey and van Rossem 1997; 

Ikegami 1995, 2000).  Ikegami’s second book (2005) builds directly on White’s language work 

by examining the emergence of new forms of civility across aesthetic networks in Tokugawa 

Japan.  Francesca Polletta finished several important books and articles while at Columbia 

focusing on communicative processes of deliberation and storytelling in political protest; her 

work has a strongly relational focus, albeit with a more interpretive grounding than either White 

or Tilly (Polletta 2002, 2006).   Polletta collaborated with Jeff Goodwin and James Jasper (at 

NYU) in a volume on the role of emotions in social movements (Goodwin et al 2001); this theme 

was taken further by Goodwin and Jasper in a series of critical articles challenging the structural 

bias of social movement theory and arguing for a revived focus on culture, creativity, strategy 

and emotions (Goodwin and Jasper 1999, 2004; see also Jasper 1997, 2006).   

 

In addition, other Tilly students from the New School and Columbia during that period 

blend a focus on relations, culture and interaction without using mathematical network analytic 

techniques.  Javier Auyero (2001, 2003) examines interpretation, performance, and networks in 

his study of poor people’s protest and politics in Latin America, drawing heavily on Tilly’s 

notion of “relational mechanisms.”  John Krinsky (2007) studies the co-constitution of discourse, 

relations, and contentious events in struggles over welfare to work programs in New York City.  

Chad Goldberg (2007) examines the reconstruction of the discourse of citizenship through 

struggles over class, race, and welfare rights.  And Victoria Johnson (2008) explores the 

relationship between organizations, culture, and social relations in her study of the historical 

transformations of the Paris Opera.  In addition to their work with Tilly, these scholars are all 

strongly influenced by Bourdieu’s work on the relational sources of cultural distinction; 

Goldberg and Johnson co-authored articles with Emirbayer exploring the links between Bourdieu 

and other branches of research (Emirbayer and Goldberg 2005; Emirbayer and Johnson 2008).  

Goldberg, Johnson and Krinsky were also participants in the New School Theory and Culture 

group, along with Mische, Gibson, and Sheller. 

 

Additional scholars arriving at Columbia in the late 1990s helped to cement its position 

as a hub for relational sociology.  David Stark came to Columbia from Cornell in 1997, bringing 
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a focus on the complex network combinatorics involved in political and economic transitions.  

Duncan Watts was a post-doctoral fellow in 1997-98 and joined the faculty in 2000, contributing 

additional mathematical expertise in relation to his work on small world networks (Watts 1999).  

And in 1999 Peter Bearman arrived at Columbia from Chapel Hill, adding an important voice to 

the local contingent working at the border of networks and culture (see below).  Many other 

Columbia PhDs since 2000 have studied with some combination of White, Tilly and these 

relationally oriented scholars.
6
  Most of these students have combined attention to networks and 

discourse in some way, building on the work from the previous decade described above.     

 

 In short, the New York area in the 1990s and 2000s was a rich hub of conversation that 

contributed to a reformulation of the link between networks, culture and social interaction.  I 

would suggest that we can explain these conceptual innovations by drawing on the core concepts 

developed in these discussions, described in more detail below. The “publics” convened across 

these New York universities were characterized by a complex web of overlapping ties 

(colleagueship, co-authorship, dissertation advising, workshop participation, study group 

membership) as well as frequent cross-fertilization by visiting scholars from allied perspectives.  

The equalizing dynamic that was famously characteristic of White and Tilly is analogous to the 

“open regimes” – combined with geographic proximity – that institutional scholars have seen as 

critical to innovation (e.g., Owen-Smith and Powell 2004).   While Columbia and the New 

School served as key incubators, researchers from other area universities (NYU, Princeton, Yale, 

SUNY, CUNY, Rutgers, Penn and others) joined in these partially overlapping conversations.  

What emerged was a perspective that straddled positivist and intepretivist positions, stressing the 

mutual constitution of networks and discourse, the communicative nature of social ties, and the 

interplay between multiple relations in social action.  As I argue below, these researchers also 

show how a focus on interaction, performance and social dynamics helps to mediate (if not 

resolve) the tension between structure and agency.  

  

Four approaches to the link between networks and culture 
 

 While I have been focusing so far on the emergence in the 1990s of a cluster of scholars 

in the New York area, this group is embedded in a much broader intellectual network of 

researchers who have been contributing to discussions about networks, culture, and agency for 

the past three decades.  Although this work is international in scope and has developed in 

dialogue with the highly relational work of European scholars such as Bourdieu, Luhmann and 

Elias (see Fuchs 2001; Fuhse 2009), the link between networks and culture has been most clearly 

elaborated in a set of closely linked American universities.  Harvard has repeatedly served as a 

hub for the development of network analysis since the 1970s; many early scholars linking 

networks and culture (such as Bearman, Carley, Emirbayer, Goodwin, Gould, Ikegami, Morrill 

and Somers) have come out of the second wave of White-inspired conversation in the 1980s.  

Chicago has been a second hub, housing important debates over contingency, creativity, and 

multiple networks, while Princeton has been central in linking social ties to culture, institutions, 
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inequality, and economic relations.  Toronto, Stony Brook, Arizona, UC Irvine, Michigan, 

Berkeley, UNC-Chapel Hill, Stanford and Rutgers have also been important centers for relational 

sociology at different periods in time.   

 

I will incorporate this expanded group in discussing four distinct ways in which the link 

between networks and culture has been conceptualized over this period.  Since much work in this 

area is detailed in other chapters in this volume (especially Valente, DiMaggio), my analysis will 

be schematic rather than exhaustive, sketching some of the main analytic tendencies linking 

culture, networks, and agency.  Many of my examples come from the field of social movements 

and contentious politics, since this is the work I know best; however, work in this area extends to 

other substantive subfields as well.  I will demonstrate how each of these perspectives builds on 

the shortcomings of the others in constructing a more dynamic, processual account of the 

culture-network link.    

 

1. Networks as conduits for culture:  One of the earliest and most straightforward ways 

of linking culture with networks has been to see networks as carriers or “pipelines” of social 

influence, in the form of attitudes, ideas, and innovations.   As other chapters discuss in more 

depth (e.g., Valente, this volume), a variety of mechanisms for the transmission and diffusion of 

cultural ideas have been proposed by network researchers since the 1950s.  These range from 

simple contact, information flow, and opinion leadership (Katz and Lazarsfeld 1955) to 

normative pressure in relationships (Coleman, Katz and Mendel 1966) to competitive mimicry 

based on structural equivalence (Burt 1987). The idea of networks as conduits for cultural 

transmission has been extended to the diffusion of social movement participation and repertoires 

of contention, often drawing upon rational choice theories of the critical mass (Granovetter 1978; 

Marwell, Oliver and Prahl 1988; Oliver and Myers 2004; Kim and Bearman 1997).  The concept 

of “tipping points,” taken from critical mass theory, has been popularized by Malcolm Gladwell 

(2000) and been heavily influential in studies of marketing and consumption, although some 

tenets of this theory have been recently challenged by Duncan Watts and colleagues using 

models of influence in small world networks (Watts and Dodds 2007; Watts 1999; see also 

Gibson 2005b). 

 

What characterizes these approaches is the assumption that the cultural elements 

(information, ideas, attitudes, practices) are something external to the networks.  Network 

relations serve as conduits of transmission or influence from one node to the next, but the nodes 

and ties have an existence that is independent of the cultural object, attitude, or practice that 

travels across them.   Social ties contribute to the adoption and diffusion of cultural elements, but 

are not themselves composed by cultural practices.  While this approach has provided valuable 

insights into the dynamics of cultural flows, it is grounded in a limited and substantialist account 

of the relationship between networks and culture.  Network nodes and ties are seen as pre-given 

and unproblematic, as are the cultural goods that move between nodes; as a result both networks 

and cultural processes take on a reified quality that eclipses their mutual constitution. 

 
2. Networks as shaping culture (or vice versa):  A second major theoretical perspective 

focuses on the causal relationship between networks and culture, that is, how networks shape 

culture, or vice versa. While this perspective shares some characteristics with the “cultural 

conduit” approach – particularly the role of social influence – it places a stronger emphasis on 



10 

 

the culturally generative dimension of network structures.   There are three main variants on this 

approach: a focus on network clusters as incubators of culture; on network positions as 

generating categorical identities (or catnets); and on network bridges as a source of cultural 

resources and creativity.  Finally, there has recently been a move in the other direction, showing 

how cultural factors (such as tastes and moral frameworks) create relational affinities that shape 

network structure. 

 

 The first of these variations, which I’ll call the incubator approach, focuses on the 

intense commitments and solidarities generated by location within particular network clusters or 

enclaves.  Alberto Melucci (1989) for example, describes how social movement identities 

develop in submerged countercultural networks (see also Taylor and Whittier 1992); Donatella 

della Porta (1988) notes that tight knit, strong tie networks may be especially important for 

supporting engagement in high risk activism.  Overlapping involvements can intensify the 

incubator effect (Fernandez and McAdam 1988; Gould 1991, 1995; Meyer and Whitter 1994; 

Diani 1995, 2003; Osa 2003; Mische 2003, 2007; Baldassari and Diani 2007) since densely 

overlapping relations bring identities, loyalties, and solidarities generated in one network domain 

(home, neighborhood, religion, school) to bear on another (e.g., social movement mobilization).  

Friedman and McAdam (1992) argue that strong pre-existing ties in social movement networks 

provide “identity incentives” for social movement participation; McAdam and Paulson (1993) 

look at the flip side of this, exploring how salient countervailing identities developed in 

competing strong tie networks can impede mobilization.    

  

However, enclaves of strong or overlapping ties are not the only source of identities and 

discourse; other researchers take what I call the catnet approach, building upon the early idea 

proposed by Harrison White (2008 [1965]) and developed by Tilly (1978) that identities are born 

from emerging awareness of structural equivalence in network position.   For example, Roger 

Gould (1995) shows how “participatory identities” in 19
th

 century Paris insurrections shifted 

from class to urban community, based on the changing network positions of participants in 

relation to  work, neighborhood, and the state.  Likewise, Peter Bearman (1993) uses 

blockmodeling techniques to show how the shifting rhetorical orientations of pre-civil war 

English elites were rooted in changing network positions. In both cases, position in relation to 

other blocks of actors is an important generator of shared identities and discourse, rather than 

simply solidarities and pressures within an enclave.     

 

 A third approach stresses network intersections or bridges as a source of cultural 

resources, contributing to status, mobility, coalition building and cultural innovation.  This can 

be seen as the opposite of the enclave approach, since it focuses on weak ties, network diversity 

and structural holes rather than dense network clusters (Grannovetter 1973; Burt 1992).   For 

example, Paul Dimaggio (1987) argues that wide ranging networks contribute both to diversity in 

taste and genre differentiation.  Bonnie Erickson (1996) builds on this insight by demonstrating 

that higher status actors tend to have more diverse cultural repertoires, due to a greater variety in 

network ties.  Recent work on social movements has shown that inter-organizational bridging 

and network de-segmentation can contribute to the multivalent symbolism and brokerage activity 

useful for coalitions (Ansell 1997; Mische and Pattison 2000; Diani 2003; Hillmann 2008).  

What we consider “good ideas” are often borrowed from other networks, thus making network 

bridging (or interstitial locations in institutional fields) the key to innovation (Burt 2004, 2005; 
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Clemens and Cook 1999; Uzzi and Spiro 2005; Mische 2007; Morrill forthcoming).  And 

internet communication has made network diversity and weak ties the key to the emergence of a 

new “networked individualism” (Wellman et al 2003; Boase and Wellman 2006).  In these cases, 

theorists focus on the generation of culture through relational intersections, rather than through 

intra-cluster solidarities or categorical positioning.   

 

 Finally, recent work turns the causal arrow in the other direction by arguing that cultural 

tastes, values and moral frameworks can shape network structure.  Building on deeply relational 

work by Bourdieu (1986) and DiMaggio (1987), Omar Lizardo (2006) takes a “constructionist” 

approach to the relationship between culture and networks.  He argues that “high brow” cultural 

tastes are more easily “converted” into exclusionary and solidaristic strong tie networks than 

tastes for popular culture, which facilitate weak ties that bridge locations in social space.  

Lizardo and Vaisey (2009) extend these insights to the realm of moral values, arguing that deep-

seated (and largely unconscious) moral worldviews provide the basis for  the emotional “click” 

that leads to the selection of friendship relations, as well as the effort (or lack of effort) that 

contributes to the cultivation or decay of those ties over time.  In both cases, cultural tastes or 

values shape network structure, rather than the other way around.   

 

 What links these approaches is a nuanced examination of the mutual influence between 

network structures (enclaves, positions, bridges) and cultural elements (identities, tastes, moral 

values).  Networks and culture are seen as autonomous variables that impact each other, but that 

are ontologically distinguishable components of social life.  This assumption of causal autonomy 

simplifies analysis and allows for the use of network measures in models containing cultural 

indicators.  However it does not go as far as other recent work as seeing networks themselves as 

composed of cultural processes, as I discuss below. 

 

3. Networks of cultural forms: A third major analytical perspective conceives of culture 

itself as organized into networks of cultural forms, including concepts, categories, practices, and 

narrative events.  Margaret Somers, for examples, describes a “conceptual network” as “a 

structured relational matrix of theoretical principles and conceptual assumptions.”  She argues 

that these networks deeply constrain historical processes of interpretation and concept formation: 

“concepts cannot be defined on their own as single ontological entities; rather, the meaning of 

one concept can be deciphered only in terms of its "place" in relation to the other concepts in its 

web” (Somers 1995, 135-36).  Working from this premise, a wide array of scholars has applied 

formal relational techniques to the study of cultural networks.  Some approaches examine the 

structure of direct connections among cultural elements, while others analyze the “dual” or 

interpenetrating relations of cultural forms with other kinds of elements (e.g., people, groups, 

events).  Among the varied approaches to this analysis, I’ll focus here on two: techniques for 

cognitive and discursive mapping and analysis of narrative or sequential relations. 

 

Kathleen Carley has been a pioneer in the area of cognitive mapping, beginning with her 

early work in extracting mental models from cultural texts (Carley and Palmquist 1992; Carley 

1993, 1994; Carley and Kaufer 1993).  Carley goes beyond conventional content analysis by 

examining relations between concepts, writing that “the meaning of a concept for an individual is 

embedded in its relationship to other concepts in the individual’s mental model” (Carley and 

Palmquist 1992, p. 602).  These mental models, she argues, serve as a sample of the 
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representation of the individual’s cognitive structure, and can be analyzed using network analytic 

measures such as density, consensus, and conductivity (Carley 1993; Hill and Carley 1999), 

More recently, she has examined complex intersections between different kinds and levels of 

relations, focusing on communication and learning in an “ecology of networks” (Carley 1999). 

 

 John Mohr has been another pioneer in modeling cultural forms, using blockmodeling 

and Galois lattices to examine relations between discourse and practice in changing institutional 

fields. Using a cultural adaptation of the Simmelian notion of “duality” elaborated by Breiger 

(1987, 2000), Mohr studies the dual association between historical representations of identity 

categories and poverty relief services (Mohr 1994; Mohr and Duquenne 1997), as well as the 

changing relational logic of affirmative action categories and practices (Mohr and Lee 2000; 

Breiger and Mohr 2004; Mohr, Bourgeois and Duquenne 2004).  Recently, he has carried his 

analysis deeper into cultural and institutional theory by applying blockmodeling techniques to 

Foucault’s notion of institutional power (Mohr and Neely 2009) and co-authoring with Harrison 

White on the modeling of institutional change (Mohr and White 2008). 

 

A number of other researchers have applied the notion of duality in mapping cultural 

elements.  Breiger (2000) uses correspondence analysis and Galois lattices to show deep 

mathematical similarities between the theories of Bourdieu and Coleman. John Levi Martin 

(2000) examines the dual association between the symbolic representation of animals and job 

occupations in a Richard Scarry children’s book, using an entropy-based dispersion measure to 

reconstruct “the logic of the dispersion of species across the occupational map” (Martin 2000 p. 

206; see also Martin 2002).  Ann Mische and Philippa Pattison (2000) use tripartite lattice 

analysis to examine intersections among political organizations, their projects and coalition-

building events during the Brazilian impeachment movement.  King-to Yeung (2005) uses 

Galois lattices to map relations between meanings attributed to persons and to relationships, 

showing how a group’s “meaning structure” is associated with variation in leadership structure 

and group stability.  John Sonnett (2004) uses correspondence analysis to show the association 

between genre configurations and boundary drawing in musical tastes.  And Craig Rawlings and 

Michael Bourgeois (2004) demonstrate how the dual association between organizations and 

credentialing categories differentiate an institutional field into distinct niche positions. 

 

A more temporal approach to cultural mapping uses formal relational methods to analyze 

the narrative or sequential structure of discourse and interaction.  For example, Roberto Franzosi 

(1997, 2004) has developed a formal methodology for analyzing “semantic grammars,” focusing 

on relations between subjects, actions, and objects.  As he argues, such a methodology is 

intrinsically relational, first for “expressing mathematically the complex relations between 

words” (Franzosi 1997 p. 293), but also more substantively in mapping relations among sets of 

actors, linked by different kinds of historical actions.  Charles Tilly (1997, 2008) combines 

semantic grammars with network-analytic tools, using blockmodeling techniques to compose 

partitions on sets of actors linked by different kind of actions (e.g., claim, attack, control, cheer), 

thus mapping the changing relationships involved in the parliamentarization process in Great 

Britain (see also Tilly and Wood 2003; Wada 2004). 

 

Other mapping strategies focus on the sequential character of narrative and interaction.  

For example, Peter Bearman and Kate Stovel (2000) treat autobiographical stories as networks of 
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elements linked by connective narrative arcs, and apply network analytic techniques (such as 

path distance, reach, and centrality) to compare their narrative structure.  Bearman, Faris and 

Moody (1999) extend this technique to historical “casing,” showing how dense clusters of 

narrative elements (composed of multiple overlapping autobiographical stories) create robust 

historical cases that are resistant to future interpretation.  Andrew Abbott’s “optimal matching” 

techniques for comparing sequences of events provide insight into the narrative structure of 

“cultural models” underlying institutional trajectories (Abbott and Hrycak 1990; Abbott 1995; 

see also Stovel et al 1996; Blair-Loy 1999).  Several scholars have combined sequences methods 

with network analysis to show how both networks and careers shift together over time (Giuffre 

1999; Stark and Vedres 2006).   

 

These techniques are one expression of a broader theoretical perspective linking temporal 

and relational structures with historical contingency and theories of social change.  Such 

techniques allow us to conceive of historical process, as Abbott describes it, as occurring in “a 

world of socially structured and generated trajectories linked by occasional turning points: a 

network in time” (Abbott 2001b, p. 253).  This perspective focuses on the multiplicity and 

intersection of social and cultural structures, as well as the resourceful agency of individuals and 

collectivities in sustaining and transforming those (Sewell 1992; Emirbayer and Mische 1998).  

Network techniques help to show the robust and interlocking nature of cultural structures, as well 

as the social locations and historical periods in which these can be challenged and reformulated. 

 

4. Networks as culture via interaction.   A final major approach to the network-culture 

link moves beyond the conception of cultural forms as autonomous from networks (and thus 

capable of being “transmitted” or “incubated” or “transformed” by means of network ties), 

focusing rather on networks themselves as composed of cultural processes of communicative 

interaction.  While early work in the symbolic interactionist tradition (Fine and Kleinman 1983) 

examined the link between networks, meaning and group interaction, this connection has 

recently been revitalized by younger researchers, often in response to the limitations of the 

methodologies described above.  For example, the study of network effects on identities and 

coalitions begs the question of how actors actively construct relations of solidarity or alliance 

through the communicative activation (or deactivation) of network ties.   

  

Here I examine how four younger scholars have developed this perspective in recent 

work.  The commonalities in this work are no accident; two of these researchers came out of the 

New York school described above, and the other two came out of the closely aligned Chicago 

milieu, both of which have genealogical links to the Harvard hub of relational sociology in the 

70s and 80s.  A recent generation of incubatory workshops (organized by McLean and Mische at 

Rutgers and Gibson at Penn) has helped to nourish an innovative perspective focusing on the 

dynamic construction and deconstruction of network relations through temporally unfolding 

processes of talk and interaction. Strongly influenced by the work of Erving Goffman, this work 

involves deepening attention to communication, setting, performance and interaction, showing 

how these are simultaneously constitutive of and permeated by network relations.   

 

One of the most detailed network appropriation of Goffman can be seen in Paul 

McLean’s (1998, 2007) study of the rhetorical construction of patronage ties and self-

presentations in Renaissance Florence.  McLean argues that both selves and relations are 
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discursively constructed by patronage seekers when they appeal to notions such as “friendship,” 

“honor,” “respect” and “deference.”  By “keying” (to use Goffman’s term) particular dimensions 

of relationships, they signal the “type of tie” that they strategically hope to activate as they build 

networks capable of providing them with various kinds of material and social rewards.  Note 

here that in this perspective, networks themselves are the dynamic and changing results of 

discursive “framing processes,” although at the same time position in these networks shapes the 

kinds of discursive moves one is able and likely to make.  

 

Likewise, Ann Mische (2003, 2007) studies the discursive and performative dynamics of 

network construction in a multi-organizational field that is itself undergoing change.  In her 

ethnographic and historical study of Brazilian youth activist networks, she maps the trajectories 

of overlapping institutional affiliations among young activists in student, religious, partisan, 

professional, NGO and business groups during a period of democratic reconstruction. She builds 

on Goffman’s notion of “publics” by showing how activists highlight, suppress, segment and 

combine dimensions of their multiple identities as they create new settings for civic and political 

intervention.  Extending the concept of “group style” developed by Eliasoph and Lichterman 

(2003), she analyses how actors switch between different modes of political communication as 

they grapple with the relational tensions posed by particular institutional intersections. 

 

A somewhat different appropriation of Goffman can be seen in David Gibson’s work on 

the sequential dynamics of conversation and the ways that these are permeated by different kinds 

of relationships.  Gibson (2003, 2005a) offers a formalization of Goffman’s “participation 

framework,” focusing on the moving window of the changing relations between speaker, target, 

and unaddressed recipients within small group interaction settings.  He shows how 

conversational dynamics (i.e., who takes the floor, when, and after whom) are affected both by 

formal institutional hierarchies and by network ties such as friendship and co-work.  In this way, 

he demonstrates how fleeting ties forged through co-involvement in interaction sequences enact 

pre-existing ties of a more durable kind.  Like McLean and Mische, he has focused on the 

strategic and opportunistic dimension of conversation, as speakers pursue goals and build 

relations by means of particular discursive moves (Gibson 2000, 2005c) 

 

Finally, Daniel McFarland (2002, 2004) analyzes the relation between networks, 

discourse, and performance in his study of classroom resistance in high school settings.  Drawing 

on the work of Goffman and Victor Turner, he describes how students switch between “social 

frames” and “person frames” in disruptive dramas that challenge institutional relations in the 

classroom (McFarland 2004).  In a recent series of articles, he has used network visualization 

techniques (Moody, McFarland and Bender-deMoll 2005) to show how different “discursive 

moves” contribute to the stabilization and destabilization of classroom relations, arguing that it is 

“through talk that interactional networks shift, stabilize and are potentially undermined” 

(McFarland and Diehl 2009, p 4).   

 

While the work of these four scholars provide especially vivid examples of the dynamic 

construction of ties via communicative interaction, others researchers have explored similar 

patterns.  For example, Peter Bearman and Paolo Parigi (2004) demonstrate that people segment 

topic domains in relation to different conversational partners.  David Smilde (2005, 2007) 

describes the role network-based conversations play in the construction of conversion narratives.  
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Robin Wagner-Pacifici (2000, 2005) examines the performative and discursive composition of 

moments of relational disruption and transformation, such as standoffs and surrenders. Recent 

collaborations with Harrison White address the generation of meaning, strategy and power 

through switching across “netdoms” (White, Godart and Corona 2007; Fontdevila and White 

2010), extending the theoretical agenda developed during the 1990s in the New York school.
7
   

 

The shared focus in this work on the conversational and performative enactment of ties 

allows these scholars to elide traditional dichotomies between structure and agency.  The study 

of relational settings, patterns and constraints can be linked to a focus on strategic (and 

sometimes transformative) maneuvering by motivated, culturally embedded actors. Relations in 

this conception have durability, in that they have histories, meanings, obligations, and projected 

futures; yet this durability requires communicative work and is subject to negotiation, 

contestation, and opportunistic challenge. Both opportunities and constraints result from the fact 

that multiple relations can potentially enter into play, charging relational settings with tension, 

drama, and potential for change. 

 

Further links and directions 
 

 The sketch that I have given here of recent developments in relational sociology is 

certainly not exhaustive or bounded; rather it represents my own situated perspective on a 

sprawling network of overlapping conversations across several sociological sub-disciplines.  

While network imagery – if not network-analytic techniques – is central in most of the work that 

I have described, it has close kinship with other kinds of relational metaphors that have gained 

currency among allied scholars, including those of fields, ecologies, and circuits.  In closing, I 

would like to mention several distinct but intersecting streams of research that are also deeply 

relational and have taken some interesting turns in recent years.   

 

John Levi Martin (2003, 2009), for example, traces the geneology of the “field” metaphor 

in social analysis from Lewin and Bourdieu through new institutionalism (Powell and DiMaggio 

1991; see also Fligstein 2001; Owen-Smith and Powell 2008; Mohr 2010).  The field 

perspective, he argues, offer an alternative to conventional social science models of causality in 

its focus on the subjective alignments and propulsive forces involved in social positioning.  

Work drawing on field imagery includes studies of artistic elites (DiMaggio1991); social 

movement organizations and repertoires (Ennis 1987; Klandermans 1992; Clemens 1997; Evans 

1997; Armstrong 2002; Davis et al 2005; Schneiberg and Lounsbury 2008); organizational 

conflict (Morrill 1995; Morrill, Zald and Rao 2003) and culinary professionals (Leschziner 

2009).  Moreover, the concept of social fields has also been central to relationally oriented 

historical research that focuses on culture as discourse and positioning (e.g., Spillman 1995; 

Steinberg 1999; Gorski 2003; Steinmetz 2008).   

  

Others have studied links across multiple fields, networks, or institutional “ecologies,” 

often focusing on the ways that intersecting relational logics reinforce, constrain, or transform 

each other.  This idea is central to the pathbreaking work of John Padgett and his collaborators 

                                                 
7
 See the forthcoming special issue of Poetics (2010), edited by Corinne Kirschner and John Mohr, with 

articles by Frederic Godart and Harrison White, Jorge Fontdevila, John Mohr, Ronald Breiger and Jennifer Schultz.  

See also the forthcoming review essay on culture and networks by Mark Pachucki and Ronald Breiger (2010).  
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on the coupling and decoupling of relational logics in Renaissance Florence (Padgett and Ansell 

1993; Padgett 2001; Padgett and McLean 2006).  Many historical sociologists have similarly 

sought to combine a focus on relational contingency and social structure by analyzing 

interactions within “relational settings” (Somers 1993) or between multiple social orders (see 

reviews of this extensive literature by Clemens 2007; Adams, Orloff and Clemens 2005).  Such 

multiplicity is also addressed in Abbott’s (2005) concept of “linked ecologies,” in which 

different institutional arenas are connected through “hinge” strategies that work in both ecologies 

at once. The ecological metaphor itself is intrinsically relational, with a long history going back 

to the Chicago School (Abbott 1999) and recently revived in work on organizational niche 

formation and population dynamics (Hannan and Freeman 1989; McPherson et al 1991).  

 

 In addition, recent work in economic sociology stresses the relational dimension of 

economic exchange, while paying attention to meaning and process.  Viviana Zelizer (2004, 

2005a,b) describes how differentiated ties ramify into “circuits of commerce” involving 

“different understandings, practices, information, obligations, rights, symbols, and media of 

exchange.”  She argues that these differ from networks, traditionally conceived, in that “they 

consist of dynamic, meaningful, incessantly negotiated interactions among the sites” (Zelizer 

2005a, p.293).   Other scholars have focused on the moral weighting of exchange relations and 

their embeddedness in organizations and networks (Fourcade and Healy 2007; Healy 2006), as 

well as the importance of networks and meanings in economic restructuring (Bandelj 2008).  

Harrison White’s early work on markets (revamped in his 2004 book) also pays attention to 

processes of communication, signaling, and meaning production among networks of producers, 

focusing on local processes of market differentiation and niche-production (see also Bothner 

2003, Bothner, Stuart and White 2004; Hsu and Podolny 2005). 

 

 Finally, one of the most promising future directions to this work is a recent revival of 

pragmatist thinking, as informed by this emerging relational perspective (Joas 1997; Whitford 

2002; Lichterman 2005; Emirbayer and Goldberg 2005; Gross 2009; Mische 2007, 2009).  Early 

statements by Emirbayer (1997) and Somers (1998) make explicit the connection between 

network thinking and the pragmatist theories of Dewey, Mead, James, Peirce and others.  

Likewise, Abbott (1999) reminds us that the roots of American sociology in the Chicago School 

were pragmatist as well as relational in orientation.  In this perspective, the (necessary) tension 

between ontology and epistemology (as with that between realism and constructivism, or 

between structure and agency) becomes productive rather than troubling; something is “real” 

because it produces actions, which are necessarily grounded in the interpretation of relations.  

One exciting vein to be tapped is that of pragmatist semiotics, as proposed by Peirce, which 

focuses on the triadic relation between sign, object, and “interpretant.”  The interpretant is the 

product of the action involved in the “addressing” relation, which brings forth new 

interpretations – and thus, by extension, new relations among actors mediated by interpretations 

of objects in the world (Emirbayer 1997).  This move helps us transcend the realist-constructivist 

divide we have inherited from Saussurean semiotics, a move implicit (but not fully elaborated) in 

Tilly’s term “relational realism.” 

 

Since most social science research – including much work on culture and networks – is 

still rooted in Saussurean (and Kantian) antinomies, this poses a number of challenges for the 

future.  I would argue that we need to craft an approach to theory and research that views 
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relations, interpretations and actions as mutually generative, yet also subject to what Peirce calls 

the “resistance” of objects in the world.  As I have demonstrated in my own work, the formal 

representations we gain from network analytic techniques provide useful insight into the 

complex patterning of relationships – and thus the structural opportunities, constraints, and 

dilemmas actors confront.  But these representations need to be complemented by historical, 

ethnographic and interview research that examines the communicative interplay, strategic 

maneuvering, and reflective problem solving carried out by actors in response to these relational 

tensions and dilemmas.    

 

As Jan Fuhse (2009) argues, this requires attention both to the observable communicative 

processes that compose networks – which he, like Emirbayer, calls “transactions” – and to the 

“meaning structure” of networks, grounded in intersubjective expectations as well as systems of 

categories and the ongoing interpretive work of situated individuals.  This approach also builds 

on recent theories of “situated actions” in multi-layered social and institutional contexts 

(Vaughan 2002; see also Broadbent 2004).  An important future challenge lies in understanding 

how the communicative construction of relations is channeled and constrained by institutions, 

which influence the durability, robustness, and constraining power of social ties (Swidler 2001; 

Owen-Smith and Powell 2008; see also Stinchcombe 1997).
 8

  In this light, the practical and 

communicative construction of such durability – along with the multiple temporalities in which 

relations are embedded – become in themselves the focus of sociological attention.    

 

The work discussed in this chapter brings us to this threshold and suggests a compelling 

framework for future research.  More than just a set of analytical techniques, the new relational 

sociology becomes a way of challenging the core theoretical and methodological divides in the 

discipline.  The effervescent “New York moment” described above was one formative 

conversational hub in a recent movement that returns sociology to its relational and pragmatist 

roots, while suggesting a new agenda for studying the dynamic interplay of networks and culture.    

 

  

                                                 
8
 Arthur Stinchombe notes that both the focus on action and the constraining power of institutions are 

important for Tilly’s view of networks:  “Tilly regards neither the links in networks nor the needs of institutions as 

naturally existing causes, but instead as things brought into existence by human action on the links and nodes that 

are important for institutions” (Stinchcombe 1997, p. 387).  While Stinchcombe himself has not theorized the link 

between networks and culture, he is certainly a fellow traveler in this relational perspective; his work on causality, 

mechanisms, and institutional flows has been influential for both White and Tilly (see Stinchcombe 1991, 2005). 



18 

 

References 

 

Abbott, Andrew. 1995. “Sequence Analysis: New Methods for Old Ideas.” Annual Review of 

Sociology 21:93-113. 

-----. 1999. Department and Discipline: Chicago Sociology at 100. Chicago: University of Chicago 

Press. 

-----. 2001a. Chaos of Disciplines.  Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

-----. 2001b. Time Matters: On Theory and Method. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Abbott, Andrew, and Alexandra Hrycak. 1990.  "Measuring Resemblance in Sequence Data: An 

Optimal Matching Analysis of Musicians' Careers." American Journal of Sociology 

96:144-85. 

Adams, Julia, Elisabeth S. Clemens, and Ann Shola Orloff, eds. 2005. Remaking Modernity: 

Politics and Processes in Historical Sociology. Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press. 

Ansell, Christopher K. 1997. “Symbolic Networks: The Realignment of the French Working 

Class, 1887-1894.” American Journal of Sociology 103:359-90. 

Armstrong, Elizabeth A. 2002. Forging Gay Identities: Organizing Sexuality in San Francisco, 

1950-1994.  Chicago: University of Chicago Press.  

Auyero, Javier. 2001.  Poor People's Politics: Peronist Networks and the Legacy of Evita. 

Durham, NC: Duke University Press. 

-----. 2003. Contentious Lives. Two Argentine Women, Two Protests, and the Quest for 

Recognition. Durham, NC: Duke University Press. 

Bakhtin, Mikhail M. 1981 The Dialogic Imagination: Four Essays. Ed. Michael Holquist. Trans. 

Caryl Emerson and Michael Holquist. Austin and London: University of Texas Press.  

-----. 1986 Speech Genres and Other Late Essays. Trans. by Vern W. McGee. Austin, Tx: 

University of Texas Press. 

Baldassari, Delia and Mario Diani. 2007. “The Integrative Power of Civic Networks.” American 

Journal of Sociology 113: 735–80. 

Bandelj, Nina. 2008. From Communists to Foreign Capitalists: The Social Foundations of 

Foreign Direct Investment in Postsocialist Europe. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 

Press. 

Barkey, Karen. 1994. Bandits and Bureaucrats: The Ottoman Route to State Centralization. 

Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press. 

Barkey, Karen and Ronan van Rossem. 1997. “Networks of Contention: Villages and Regional 

Structure in the Seventeenth Century Ottoman Empire.” American Journal of Sociology 

102: 5. 

Bearman, Peter. 1993. Relations into Rhetorics: Local Elite Social Structure in Norfolk, 

England:1540-1640. Rutgers University Press. American Sociological Association, Rose 

Monograph Series. New Brunswick NJ. 

Bearman, Peter, Robert Faris and James Moody. 1999. “Blocking the Future: New Solutions for 

Old Problems in Historical Social Science.” Social Science History. 23:4:501-533 

Bearman, Peter S. and Paolo Parigi. 2004. “Cloning Headless Frogs and Other Important 

Matters: Conversation Topics and Network Structure.” Social Forces. 83 (2): 535-557. 

Bearman, Peter S and Katherine Stovel. 2000. “Becoming a Nazi: Models for Narrative 

Networks.” Poetics 27:69-90 

Blair-Loy, Mary. 1999. “Career Patterns of Executive Women in Finance: An Optimal Matching 

Analysis.” American Journal of Sociology 104: 1346-1397. 



19 

 

Boase, Jeffrey and Barry Wellman. 2006. “Personal Relationships: On and Off the Internet.” Pp. 

709-723 inn D. Perlman & A. L. Vangelisti (Eds.), The Cambridge Handbook of 

Personal Relationships. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Bothner, Matthew. 2003. "Competition and Social Influence: The Diffusion of the Sixth 

Generation Processor in the Global Computer Industry," American Journal of Sociology 

6:1175-1210. 

Bothner, Matthew, Toby Stuart and Harrison C. White. 2004. "Status Differentiation and the 

Cohesion of Social Networks," Journal of Mathematical Sociology 28: 261-295. 

Breiger, Ronald L. 1974. “The duality of persons and groups.” Social Forces 53: 181-90. 

-----. 2000. “A Tool Kit for Practice Theory.” Poetics 27. 

Breiger, Ronald L. and John W. Mohr. 2004. “Institutional Logics from the Aggregation of 

Organizational Networks: Operational Procedures for the Analysis of Counted Data.” 

Computational and Mathematical Organization Theory, 10: 17-43. 

Broadbent, Jeffrey. 2003. “Movement in Context: Thick Networks and Japanese Environmental 

Networks.” Pp. 204-229 in Social Movements and Networks: Relational Approaches to 

Collective Action, edited by Mario Diani and Doug McAdam. Oxford and New York: 

Oxford University Press. 

Burt, Ronald S. 1987. "Social Contagion and Innovation: Cohesion versus Structural 

Equivalence." American Journal of Sociology 92:1287-1335. 

-----. 1992. Structural holes: the social structure of competition. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 

University Press. 

-----. 2004. “Structural Holes and Good Ideas.” American Journal of Sociology 110: 349-99. 

-----. 2005. Brokerage and Closure: An Introduction to Social Capital. Oxford: Oxford Universit 

Press. 

Carley, Kathleen. 1993. “Coding Choices for Textual Analysis: A Comparison of Content 

Analysis and Map Analysis,” in Peter Marsden, ed., Sociological Methodology, Vol. 4.  

Oxford: Blackwell. 

-----. 1994. Extracting Culture through Textual Analysis. Poetics, 22, 291-312. 

-----. 1999. “On the Evolution of Social and Organizational Networks.”  In David Knoke and 

Steve Andrews (eds), Special issue of Research in the Sociology of Organizations on 

Networks In and Around Organizations 16: 3-30, Stanford, CT: JAI Press. 

Carley, Kathleen and Kaufer, David. 1993. Semantic Connectivity: An Approach for Analyzing 

Symbols in Semantic Networks. Communication Theory, 3, 183-213.  

Carley, Kathleen and Michael Palmquist.  1992. “Extracting, Representing and Analyzing 

Mental Models.” Social Forces 70, 601-636. 

Clemens, Elisabeth S. 1997. The People's Lobby: Organizational Innovation and the Rise of 

Interest Group Politics in the United States, 1890-1925. Chicago: University of Chicago 

Press. 

-----. 2007. “Toward a Historicized Sociology: Theorizing Events, Processes, and Emergence.” 

Annual Review of Sociology 33:527–49.  

Clemens, Elisabeth, and James Cook. 1999. “Politics and Institutionalism: Explaining Durability 

and Change.” Annual Review of Sociology 25:441-66. 

Collins, Randall. 1998. The Sociology of Philosophies: A Global Theory of Intellectual Change.  

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Comrie, Bernard. 1985. Tense. Cambridge, UK: Cambirdge University Press. 



20 

 

David, Gerald F., Doug McAdam, W. Richard Scott and Mayer N. Zald, eds. 2005. Social 

Movements and Organization Theory. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

della Porta, Donatella. 1988. “Recruitment Processes in Clandestine Political Organizations: 

Italian Left-Wing Terrorism,” in Bert Klandermans, Hans Kriesi, and Sidney Tarrow 

(eds), From Structure to Action. Greenwich: JAI Press.  

Diani, Mario. 1995. Green Networks: A Structural Analysis of the Italian Environmental 

Movement. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.  

-----. 2003. “Leaders or Brokers? Positions and Influence in Social Movement Networks.”  Pp. 

105-22 in Social Movements and Networks: Relational Approaches to Collective Action, 

edited by Mario Diani and Doug McAdam. Oxford and New York: Oxford University 

Press. 

 -----. 2007. “Review Essay: The Relational Element in Charles Tilly’s Recent (and not so 

Recent) Work.” Social Networks 29:316–323. 

DiMaggio, Paul. 1987. “Classification in Art.” American Sociological Review 52:440-455. 

-----. 1991. "Constructing an Organizational Field as a Professional Project: U.S. Art Museums, 

1920-1940." Pp.267-92 in The New Institutionalism in Organizational Analysis, edited by 

Walter W. Powell and Paul J. DiMaggio. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.  

-----. 1992. “”Nadel’s Paradox Revisited: Relational and Cultural Aspects of Organizational 

Structure. “  Pp. 118-42 in Networks and Organizations, edited by Nitin Nohria and Robert 

G. Eccles.  Boston: Harvard Business School Press. 

Eliasoph, Nina, and Paul Lichterman. 2003. “Culture in Interaction.” American Journal of 

Sociology 108:735-94.    

Emirbayer, Mustafa. 1997. “Manifesto for a Relational Sociology.” American Journal of 

Sociology 103:281-317. 

Emirbayer, Mustafa and Chad Goldberg. 2005. "Pragmatism, Bourdieu, and Collective Emotions 

in Contentious Politics." Theory and Society 34: 469-518. 

Emirbayer, Mustafa, and Jeff Goodwin. 1994. "Network Analysis, Culture, and the Problem of 

Agency."  American Journal of Sociology 99:1411-54. 

Emirbayer, Mustafa and Victoria Johnson. 2008. “Bourdieu and Organizational Analysis.” Theory 

and Society 37: 1-44. 

Emirbayer, Mustafa, and Ann Mische. 1998. "What is Agency?" American Journal of Sociology, 

103:962-1023. 

Emirbayer, Mustafa, and Mimi Sheller. 1999. “Publics in History.” Theory and Society 28:145-97. 

Ennis, James G. 1987. “Fields of action: The structure of movements’ tactical repertoires.” 

Sociological Forum 2:520-533 

Erickson, Bonnie H. 1988. “The Relational Basis of Attitudes.”  Pp. 99-121in Social Structures a 

Network Approach, edited by Barry Wellman and S.D. Berkowitz. Cambridge UK: 

Cambridge University Press. 

-----. 1996. "Culture, class, and connections." American Journal of Sociology 102:217-251. 

Evans, John. 1997 "Multi-organizational Fields and Social Movement Organization Frame Content: 

The Religious Pro-Choice Movement." Sociological Inquiry 67 (4): 451-469. 

Fernandez, Roberto M., and Doug McAdam. 1988. “Social Networks and Social Movements: 

Multiorganizational Fields and Recruitment to Freedom Summer.” Sociological Forum 

3:257-382. 

Fine, Gary A. and Sherryl Kleinman. 1983. “Network and Meaning: An Interactionist Approach to 

Structure.” Symbolic Interaction 6:97–110. 



21 

 

Fligstein, Neil. 2001. “Social Skill and the Theory of Fields.” Sociological Theory 19: 105-25.  

Fontdevila, Jorge and Harrison C. White 2010. “Power from Switching across Netdoms through 

Reflexive and Indexical Language” REDES , Vol. 18, #13. 

Fourcade, Marion and Kieran Healy. 2007. Moral Views of Market Society.” AnnualReview of 

Sociology 33:285-311. 

Franzosi, Roberto. 1997. “Mobilization and Counter-Mobilization Processes: From the Red 

Years‟ (1919–20) to the Black Years‟ (1921–22) in Italy. A New Methodological 

Approach to the Study of Narrative Data.” Theory and Society 26: 275–304. 

-----. 2004  From Words to Numbers: Narrative, Data, and Social Science. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press.  

Friedman, Debra, and Doug McAdam. 1992. "Collective Identities and Activism: Networks, 

Choices, and the Life of a Social Movement."  Pp. 156-173 in Frontiers of Social 

Movement Theory, edited by Aldon D. Morris and Carol Mueller. New Haven, CT: Yale 

University Press. 

Fuchs, Stefan. 2001. Against Essentialistm. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.  

Fuhse, Jan A. 2009. “The Meaning Structure of Networks.” Sociological Theory 27: 51-73.  

Gibson, David. 2000. “Seizing the Moment: The Problem of Conversational Agency.” Sociological 

Theory, 18:3 (2000): 368-382. 
-----. 2003. “Participation Shifts: Order and Differentiation in Group Conversation.” Social 

Forces, 81:4 (2003): 1135-81. 

-----. 2005a. "Taking Turns and Talking Ties: Network Structure and Conversational 

Sequences." American Journal of Sociology, 110:6 (2005): 1561-97.  

-----. 2005b. “Concurrency and Commitment: Network Scheduling and its Consequences for 

Diffusion.” Journal of Mathematical Sociology, 29:295-323. 

-----. 2005c. “Opportunistic Interruptions: Interactional Vulnerabilities Deriving from 

Linearization.” Social Psychology Quarterly, 68:4 (2005) 316-37. 

Giuffre, Katherine. 1999. “Sandpiles of Opportunity: Success in the Art World.” Social Forces 

77:815-832, 

Gladwell, Malcom. 2000. The Tipping Point: How Little Things Can Make a Big Difference. 

New York?: Little Brown. 

Godart, Frederic C. and Harrison C. White. Forthcoming. “Switchings under Uncertainty: The 

Coming and Becoming of Meanings.”  Poetics.  

Goldberg, Chad Allan. 2007. Citizens and Paupers: Relief, Rights, and Race, from the 

Freedmen's Bureau to Workfare. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Goodwin, Charles and Alessandro Duranti (eds). 1992. Rethinking Context: Language as 

Interactive Phenomenon.  Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Goodwin, Jeff, and Jim Jasper. 1999. “Caught in a Winding, Snarling Vine: The Structural Bias 

of Political Process Theory.” Sociological Forum 14:27-54. 

Goodwin, Jeff, James M. Jasper and Francesca Polletta (eds). 2001. Passionate Politics: 

Emotions and Social Movements. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2001. 

Goodwin, Jeff and James M. Jasper. 2004. Rethinking Social Movements: Structure, Culture, and 

Emotion. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield. 

Gorski, Philip S. 2003. The Disciplinary Revolution: Calvinism and the Rise of the State in Early 

Modern Europe. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Gould, Roger. Gould, Roger. 1991. “Multiple Networks and Mobilization in the Paris Commune, 

1871.” American Sociological Review 56:716-29. 



22 

 

-----. 1995.  Insurgent Identities: Class, Community, and Insurrection in Paris from 1848 to the 

Commune. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Grannovetter, Mark S. 1973. “The Strength of Weak Ties.” American Journal of Sociology 78: 

1360-80. 

-----. 1978. "Threshold Models of Collective Behavior."  American Journal of Sociology:  1420-

1443. 

Gross, Neil. 2009. “A Pragmatist Theory of Social Mechanisms.”  American Sociological Review 

74:358-79.  

Gumperz, John J. 1982. Discourse Strategies. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Halliday, M.A.K. 1976. System and function in language: selected papers, (ed by G. Kress). 

London: Oxford University Press.  

-----. 1978. Language as Social Semiotic: The Social Interpretation of Language and Meaning, 

Baltimore: University Park Press, 1978; London: Edward Arnold, 1978.  

Hanks, William F. 1992. “The indexical grounds of deictic reference.”  Pp. 43-76 in Charles 

Goodwin and Alessandro Duranti (eds), Rethinking Context: Language as Interactive 

Phenomenon.  Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Hannon, Michael T. and John Freeman. 1989. Organizational Ecology. Cambridge, MA: 

Harvard University Press.  

Hillmann, Henning. 2008. “Mediation in Multiple Networks: Elite Mobilization before the 

English Civil War.” American Sociological Review 73: 426-54. 

Hsu, Greta and Joel M. Podolny.2005. “Critiquing the critics: an approach for the comparative 

evaluation of critical schemas.” Social Science Research 34”189–214. 

Kieran Healy. 2006.  Last Best Gifts: Altruism and the Market for Human Blood and Organs. 

Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Hill, Vanessa & Carley, Kathleen. 1999. “An approach to Identifying consensus in a subfield: 

The case of organizational culture.” Poetics 27: 1-30.  

Hopper, Paul J. and Elizabeth Closs Traugott. 1993. Grammaticalization. Cambridge, UK: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Ikegami, Eiko. 1995. The Taming of the Samurai: Honorific Individualism and the Making of 

Modern Japan. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

-----. 2000. “A Sociological Theory of Publics: Identity and Culture as Emergent Properties in 

Networks.” Social Research 67:989-1029. 

-----. 2005. Bonds of Civility: Aesthetic Publics and the Political Origins of Japanese Publics.  

Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Patrick T. Jackson. 2002. “Rethinking Weber: Towards a Non-Individualist Sociology of World 

Politics,” International Review of Sociology 12: pp. 439-468. 

Jasper, James. 1997. The Art of Moral Protest: Culture, Biography, and Creativity in Social 

Movements. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

-----. 2006. Getting Your Way: Strategic Dilemmas in the Real World. Chicago: University of 

Chicago Press. 

Joas, Hans. 1997. The Creativity of Action. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Johnson, Victoria. 2008. Backstage at the Revolution: How the Royal Paris Opera Survived the 

End of the Old Regime. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Katz, Elihu, and Paul F Lazarsfeld. 1955. Personal Influence. Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press. 

Kim, Hyojoung and Peter S. Bearman. 1997.  “Who Counts in Collective Action? The Structure 

and Dynamics of Movement Participation.” American Sociological Review 62:70-93. 



23 

 

Klandermans, Bert. 1992. "The Social Construction of Protest and Multi-Organizational Fields." 

Pp. 77-103 in Frontiers of Social Movement Theory, edited by Aldon D. Morris and 

Carol Mueller. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 

Knorr Cetina, Karen. 2003. “From Pipes to Scopes: The Flow Architecture of Financial 

Markets.” Distinktion. 7: 7-23. 

Krinsky, John. 2007. Free Labor: Workfare and the Contested Language of Neoliberalism. 

Chicago: University of Chicago Press.  

Law, John and John Hassard. 1999. Actor Network Theory and After. Oxford, UK: Blackwell 

Publishers. 

Leschziner, Vanina, 2009. "Cooking Logics: Cognition and Reflexivity in the Culinary Field.”  

Forthcoming in James Farrer (ed.). Globalization, Food and Social Identities in the 

Pacific Region. Tokyo: Sophia University Institute of Comparative Culture. 

Lichterman, Paul. 2005. Elusive Togetherness: How Religious Americans Create Civic Ties.  

Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Marwell, Gerald, Pamela E. Oliver and Ralph Prahl. 1988. "Social Networks and Collective 

Action: A Theory of the Critical Mass. III." American Journal of Sociology 94: 502-534.  

Martin, John Levi. 2000 “What Do Animals Do All Day?: On the Totemic Logic of Class 

Bodies.” Poetics 27:195-231. 

-----. 2002. “Power, Authority, and the Constraint of Belief Systems.” American Journal of 

Sociology 107: 861–904  

-----. 2003. “What is Field Theory?” American Journal of Sociology 109:1-49. 

-----. 2009. Social Structures. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

McAdam, Doug, and Ronnelle Paulsen. 1993. “Specifying the Relationship between Social Ties 

and Activism.” American Journal of Sociology 99:640-67. 

McAdam, Doug, Sidney Tarrow, and Charles Tilly. 2001.  Dynamics of Contention. Cambridge 

Studies in Contentious Politics. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

McFarland, Daniel A. 2001. “Student Resistance: How the Formal and Informal Organization of 

Classrooms Facilitate Everyday Forms of Student Defiance.” American Journal of 

Sociology 107 (3): 612-78. 

-----. 2004. “Resistance as a Social Drama – A Study of Change-Oriented Encounters.” American 

Journal of Sociology 109 (6): 1249-1318. 

McFarland, Daniel A. and David Diehl. 2009. “Cueing Orders: Discursive Moves and the 

Accomplishment of Network Forms in Classrooms.” Unpublished paper. 

McLean, Paul. 1998. “A Frame Analysis of Favor Seeking in the Renaissance: Agency, 

Networks, and Political Culture.” American Journal of Sociology 104:51-91. 

-----. 2007. The Art of the Network: Strategic Interaction and Patronage in Renaissance 

Florence.  Durham NC: Duke University Press. 

McPherson, J. Miller, and James R. Ranger-Moore. 1991. “Evolution on a Dancing Landscape: 

Organizations and Networks in Dynamic Blau Space.” Social Forces 70:19-42. 

Melucci, Alberto. 1989. Nomads of the Present: Social Movements and Individual Needs in 

Contemporary Society. Philadelphia: Temple University Press. 

Meyer, David S., and Nancy Whittier. 1994.  “Social Movement Spillover.” Social Problems 

41:277-98.  

Mische, Ann. 1996. "Projecting Democracy: The Construction of Citizenship Across Youth 

Networks in Brazil."  In Citizenship, Identity, and Social History, edited by Charles Tilly. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.   



24 

 

-----. 2003. “Cross-talk in Movements: Rethinking the Culture-Network Link.”  Pp.258-80 in 

Social Movements and Networks: Relational Approaches to Collective Action, edited by 

Mario Diani and Doug McAdam. Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press. 

-----. 2007. Partisan Publics: Communication and Contention across Brazilian Youth Activist 

Networks. Princeton NJ: Princeton University Press. 

-----. 2009. “Projects and Possibilities: Researching Futures in Action.” Sociological Forum 24: 

694-704. 

Mische, Ann and Philippa Pattison. 2000. “Composing a Civic Arena: Publics, Projects, and 

Social Settings.” Poetics 27:163-94. 

Mische, Ann and Harrison C. White. 1998. “Between Conversation and Situation: Public 

Switching Dynamics across Network Domains.” Social Research. 65:695-724. 

Mohr, John. 1994.  “Soldiers, Mothers, Tramps, and Others: Discourse Roles in the 1907 New 

York City Charity Directory.” Poetics 22: 327-357. 

-----. 2010. "Implicit Terrains: Meaning, Measurement, and Spatial Metaphors in Organizational 

Theory."  Forthcoming in Marc Ventresca, Kamal A. Munir and Michael Lounsbury 

(eds), The Economic Sociology of Markets and Industries, Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Mohr, John, Michael Bourgeois, and Vincent Duquenne. 2004."The Logic of Opportunity: A 

Formal Analysis of the University of California's Outreach and Diversity Discourse." 

Center for Studies in Higher Education, UC Berkeley, Research and Occasional Papers 

Series. 

Mohr, John, and Vincent Duqenne. 1997. “The Duality of Culture and Practice: Poverty Relief in 

New York City, 1888-1917.”  Theory and Society 26:305-356. 

Mohr, John W. and Helene K. Lee. 2000. “From Affirmative Action to Outreach: Discourse 

Shifts at the University of California.” Poetics 28/1:47-71. 

Mohr, John W. and Brooke Neely. 2009. “Modeling Foucault: Dualities of Power in Institutional 

Fields.” Pp.203-256 in Renate Meyer, Kerstin Sahlin-Andersson, Marc Ventresca, Peter 

Walgenbach (eds), Ideology and Organizational Institutionalism (Research in the Sociology 

of Organizations, Vol. 27). 

Mohr, John W. and Harrison C. White.  2008. “How to Model an Institution.”   Theory and 

Society 37:485-512. 

Moody, James, Daniel A. McFarland, and Skye Bender-deMoll. 2005. “Dynamic Network 

Visualization.” American Journal of Sociology 110 (4):1206-1241.  

Morrill, Calvin. Morrill C. 1995. The Executive Way: Conflict Management in Corporations 

Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

-----. Forthcoming. “Institutional Change Through Interstitial Emergence: The Growth of 

Alternative Dispute Resolution in American Law, 1965-1995.” In How Institutions Change, 

edited by Walter W. Powell and Daniel L. Jones.  Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Morrill, Calvin, Mayer N. Zald, and Hayagreeva Rao. 2003. “Covert Political Conflict in 

Organizations: Challenges from Below.” Annual Review of Sociology 30: 391-415. 

Muetzel, Sophie. 2009. "Networks as culturally constituted processes: a comparison of relational 

sociology and actor-network theory." Current Sociology 57 (6): 871-887. 

Nexon. Daniel and Thomas Wright. 2007. "What’s at Stake in the American Empire Debate." 

American Political Science Review 101: 253-271. 



25 

 

Oliver, Pamela E. and Daniel J. Myers. 2003. "Networks, Diffusion, and Cycles of Collective 

Action." Pp. 173-203 in Mario Diani and Doug McAdam, (eds.), Social Movements and 

Networks: Relational Approaches to Collective Action. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Osa, Maryjane. 2001. “Mobilizing Structures and Cycles of Protest: Post Stalinist Contention in 

Poland, 1954-1959.”  Mobilization 6:211-31. 

-----. 2003. “Networks in Opposition: Linking Organizations Through Activists in the Polish 

People’s Republic.”  Pp. 77-104 in Social Movements and Networks: Relational 

Approaches to Collective Action, edited by Mario Diani and Doug McAdam. Oxford and 

New York: Oxford University Press. 

Owen-Smith, Jason and Walter W. Powell. 2004. "Knowledge Networks as Channels and 

Conduits: The Effects of Spillovers in the Boston Biotechnology Community."  

Organization Science. 15(1):5-21  

-----. 2008. "Networks and Institutions." Pp. 596-623 in Royston Greenwood, Christine Oliver, 

Roy Suddaby and Kerstin Sahlin-Andersson. (eds.) The Handbook of Organizational 

Institutionalism. New York: Sage. 

Pachucki, Mark A. and R.L. Breiger. Forthcoming. “Cultural Holes: Beyond Relationality in Social 

Networks and Culture.” Annual Review of Sociology 36 (2010). 

Padgett, John.F. 2001. “Organizational Genesis, Identity and Control: The Transformation of 

Banking in Renaissance Florence.” Pp. 211-257 in Networks and Markets, edited by 

James E. Rauch and Alessandra Casella. New York: Russell Sage.  

Padgett, John F., and Christopher K. Ansell. 1993. "Robust Action and the Rise of the Medici, 

1400-1434." American Journal of Sociology 98:1259-319. 

Padgett, John F. and Paul D. McLean. 2006. “Organizational Invention and Elite 

Transformation: The Birth of Partnership Systems in Renaissance Florence.” American 

Journal of Sociology 111: 1463-1568. 

Polletta, Francesca. 2002. Freedom is an Endless Meeting: Democracy in American Social 

Movements. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

-----. 2006.  It Was Like a Fever: Storytelling in Protest and Politics. Chicago: University of 

Chicago Press. 

Powell, Walter W., and Paul J. DiMaggio, eds. 1991. The New Institutionalism in Organizational 

Analysis. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Rawlings, Craig M. and Michael D. Bourgeios. 2004. The complexity of institutional niches: 

Credentials and organizational differentiation in a field of U.S. higher education.” Poetics 

32: 411–437. 

Sewell, William H., Jr. 1992. "A Theory of Structure: Duality, Agency, and Transformation." 

American Journal of Sociology 98:1-29. 

Schneiberg, Marc and Michael Lounsbury. 2008. “Social Movements and Institutional Analysis.” 

Pp 648-670 in in Royston Greenwood, Christine Oliver, Roy Suddaby and Kerstin Sahlin-

Andersson (eds.) The Handbook of Organizational Institutionalism. New York: Sage. 

Schriffen, Deborah. 1987. Discourse Markers.  Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Scott, John. 1991. Social Network Analysis: A Handbook. London: Sage. 

Sheller, Mimi. 2000. Democracy After Slavery Black Publics and Peasant Radicalism in Haiti 

and Jamaica.  Oxford,UK: Macmillan. 

Sheller, Mimi and John Urry. 2006. "The New Mobilities Paradigm", Environment and Planning 

A, 38: 207-226.  



26 

 

Silverstein, Michael. 2003. “Indexical Order and the Dialectics of Sociolinguistic Life.” 

Language and Communication. 23(3-4): 193-229 

Smilde, David. 2005. “A Qualitative Comparative Analysis of Conversion to Venezuelan  

            Evangelicalism: How Networks Matter.” American Journal of Sociology 111: 757-796. 

-----. 2007. Reason to Believe: Cultural Agency in Latin American Evangelicalism. Berkeley: 

University of California Press. 

Somers, Margaret R. 1993 "Citizenship and the Place of the Public Sphere: Law, Community, 

and Political Culture in the Transition to Democracy." American Sociological Review 58 

(5): 587-620. 

-----. 1995. "What's Political or Cultural about the Political Culture Concept? Toward an 

Historical Sociology of Concept Formation." Sociological Theory 13 (2) July: 113-144. 

-----. 1998. "We're No Angels: Realism, Rational Choice, and Relationality in Social Science." 

American Journal of Sociology 104 (3): 722-84. 

Sonnett, John. 2004. “Musical Boundaries: Intersections of Form and Content.” Poetics, vol. 32: 

pp. 247-264. 

Spillman, Lyn. 1995. "Culture, Social Structure, and Discursive Fields." Current Perspectives in 

Social Theory 15: 129-54. 

Stark, David and Balázs Vedres. 2006. “Social Times of Network Spaces: Network Sequences 

and Foreign Investment in Hungary.” American Journal of Sociology 111(5):1367-1412. 

Steinberg, Marc W. 1999. “The Talk and Back Talk of Collective Action: A Dialogic Analysis of 

Repertoires of Discourse among Nineteenth-Century English Cotton Spinners.”  

American Journal of Sociology 105:736-80. 

Steinmetz, George. 2008.  “The Colonial State as a Social Field.” American Sociological Review 

73: 589–612. 

Stinchcombe, Arthur L. 1991. “The Conditions of Fruitfulness of Theorizing about Mechanisms 

in Social Science.” Philosophy of the Social Sciences 21:367–88. 

-----. 1997.  “Tilly on the Past as a Sequence of Futures.”  Pp. 387-410 in Roads from Past to 

Future (by Charles Tilly).  Lanham MD: Rowman and Littlefield. 

-----. 2005. The Logic of Social Research. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Stovel, Katherine W, Michael Savage and Peter S. Bearman. 1996. “Ascription into 

Achievement:Models of Career Systems at Lloyds Bank, 1890-1970.” American Journal 

of Sociology102:358-399. 

Swidler, Ann. 2001. Talk of Love: How Culture Matters. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Tarrow, Sidney. 2008. “Charles Tilly and the Practice of Contentious Politics.”  Social 

Movement Studies 7 (3): 225 – 246. 

Taylor, Verta and Nancy Whittier. 1992. “Collective Identity in Social Movement 

Communities.”  Pp. 104-129 in Aldon D. Morris and Carol Mueller (eds.), Frontiers of 

Social Movement Theory.  New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 

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

-----. 1995. "Macrosociology, Past and Future." Pp. 1-3 in "The Relational Turn in 

Macrosociology: A Symposium." Working Paper No. 215. New York: Center for Studies 

of Social Change.  

-----. 1997. “Parliamentarization of Popular Contention in Great Britain 1758-1834.” Theory and 

Society 26:245-73. 

-----. 1998a. "Contentious Conversation." Social Research 65: 491-510. 

-----. 1998b. Durable Inequality. Berkeley: University of California Press. 



27 

 

-----. 2004. Stories, Identities, and Political Change. Lanham, Maryland: Rowman & Littlefield 

-----. 2006a. Identities, Boundaries, and Social Ties. Boulder: Paradigm Publishers. 

-----. 2006b. Why? Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

-----. 2008a. Explaining Social Processes. Boulder: Paradigm Publishers. 

-----. 2008b. Contentious Performances. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Tilly, Charles and Leslie Wood. 2003. “Contentious Connections in Great Britain 1828-34.”  Pp. 

147-172 in Social Movements and Networks: Relational Approaches to Collective Action, 

edited by Mario Diani and Doug McAdam. Oxford and New York: Oxford University 

Press. 

Uzzi, Brian and Jarret Spiro. 2005. “Collaboration and Creativity: The Small World Problem.” 

American Journal of Sociology 111: 447–504. 

Vaughan, Dianne. 2002. “Signals and Interpretive Work: The Role of Culture in a Theory of 

Practical Action.” Pp. 28-54 in Karen Cerulo (ed.) Culture in Mind: Toward a Sociology 

of Culture and Cognition. New York: Routledge.  

Wada, Takeshi. 2004. "Event Analysis of Claim Making in Mexico: How Are Social Protests 

Transformed into Political Protests?" Mobilization 9(3): 241-257. 

Wagner-Pacifici, Robin Erica. 2000. Theorizing the Standoff: Contingency in Action. Cambridge, 

UK: Cambridge University Press. 

----. 2005. The Art of Surrender: Decomposing Sovereignty at Conflict’s End.  Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press. 

Wasserman, Stanley and Katherine Faust.  Social Network Analysis: Methods and Applications. 

Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Watts, Duncan J. 1999. "Networks, Dynamics, and the Small-World Phenomenon". American 

Journal of Sociology 105: 493–527. 

Watts, Duncan J. and Peter Sheridan Dodds. 2007. “Networks, influence, and public opinion 

formation.” Journal of Consumer Research 34: 441-458.  

Wellman, Barry. 1988. "Structural Analysis: From Method and Metaphor to Theory and 

Substance.” Pp. 19-61 in Social Structures a Network Approach, edited by Barry 

Wellman and S.D. Berkowitz. Cambridge UK; Cambridge University Press. 

Wellman, Barry and S.D. Berkowitz (eds). 1988. Social Structures a Network Approach.  

Cambridge UK; Cambridge University Press. 

Wellman, Barry, Anabel Quan-Haase, Jeffrey Boase, Wenhong Chen, Keith Hampton, Isabel 

Diaz de Isla and Kakuko Miyata. 2003. "The Social Affordances of the Internet for 

Networked Individualism." Journal of Computer Mediated Communication 8, 3  

Whitford, Josh. 2002. “Pragmatism and the untenable dualism of means and ends: Why rational 

choice theory does not deserve paradigmatic privilege.” Theory and Society, 31: 325-363. 

White, Harrison C. 1992. Identity and Control: A Structural Theory of Social Action. Princeton: 

Princeton University Press. 

-----. 1993. “Network Moves.”  Revised version of paper prepared for the “Workshop: Time as a 

Social Tapestry,” Center for the Social Sciences, March 12-13 1993. 

-----. 1994. “Talk and Ties: Change through Publics.” Unpublished paper.  

-----.1995.  “Network Switchings and Bayesian Forks: Reconstructing the Social and Behavioral 

Sciences.” Social Research. 62: 1035-1063.  

-----. 2004. Markets from Networks: Socioeconomic Models of Production. Princeton NJ: 

Princeton University Press. 



28 

 

-----. 2008. “Notes on the Constituents of Social Structure: Soc. Rel. 10 – Spring ’65.” 

Sociologica 1/2008: 1-14. 

White, Harrison C., Frederic C. Godart and Victor P. Corona. 2007. “Mobilizing Identities: 

Uncertainty and Control in Strategy.” Theory, Culture & Society. 24(7-8): 181-202. 

Yeung, King-to. 2005. “What Does Love Mean? Exploring Network Culture in Two Network 

Settings.” Social Forces 84(1):391-420 

Zelizer, Viviana. 2004. “Circuits of Commerce.” Pp. 122-44 in Jeffrey C. Alexander, Gary T. Marx, 

and Christine Williams, editors, Self, Social Structure, and Beliefs. Explorations in 

Sociology. Berkeley: University of California Press. 
-----. 2005a. “Circuits within Capitalism.”  Pp. 289-322 in Victor Nee and Richard Swedberg,  

(eds), The Economic Sociology of Capitalism.  Princeton: Princeton  

University Press, 2005. 

-----. 2005b. The Purchase of Intimacy, Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press. 

-----. 2006a. “Why and How to read Why?”  Qualitative Sociology 29:531–534. 

 


