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 By yourself, take 5 minutes to draw a 

network that you think would be most 

efficient at problem solving.  

 



Wasserman and Faust 

Chapter 7 

 What are cohesive subgroups? 

 What are the 4 characteristics of 

cohesive subgroups? 

 How can we define subgroups? 

 Reachability 

 Nodal Degree 

 Number of ties 



John Sabin 

 What factors impact cohesiveness? 

 

 What are the results of cohesiveness? 

 

 When do groups perform better than 

individuals? 



Borgatti and Everett 

 What are the intuitive concepts in 
defining cores vs peripheries? 

 

 The Discreet Model of core/periphery 
structure 

 

 The Continuous Model 

 

 Coreness and Centrality 



Everett and Borgatti 

 How do you define what is on the 

periphery? 

 

 How can those on the periphery use their 

position to their advantage? 



Legal precedent: Structures of 

communication between state 
supreme courts  

 Caldeira, G.A. (1988). Social Networks  

 

 Identifies, describes and explains the basis 

of discrete networks among state 

supreme courts for communication of 

legal precedent. 

 Count of references made in all 50 state 

supreme courts plus the court of appeal 

for DC in 1975.  



 Social cohesion measures direct ties.  

 Structural equivalence measures similar 
connections instead of direct ties.   

 

 RESULTS: 
 Social cohesion: As expected, proximal and 

regional states share more direct ties with each 
other than states further apart from each other.  

 Structural equivalence: Prestigious, affluent and 
large states tend to share similar status.  

 

 Significance: Social, political and economic 
forces explain social cohesion, direct ties, 
between state supreme courts. However, 
prestige and legal forces explain similar 
patters of citations more accurately.  



The structure of a national 

elite network  
 Moore, G. (1979). American Sociological 

Review  

 

 Investigates the degree of integration 
among the political elites in the United 
States. 

 American Leadership study 1971-71; base 
survey of 545 leaders of key institutions 
plus snowball sample: 876 networked 
individuals and 65 isolated individuals.  



 Cohesion was identified as the integration of each 
member into tightly knit groups with other members.  

 

 RESULTS: 
 32 cliques. 29 contained less than 10 members, small 

dense and issue-based. 
 Largest circle 227 members, no unifying theme. Half of 

the members  of this central group belong to federal 
political sectors. This central circle contains more 
influential members than the rest, as measured by their 
participation in certain activities of policy influence. 

 Social origins and social clubs: No statistical difference 
between members of this center circle and non-
members.  
 Exceptions: Labor members lower SES origins; Business 

members participate more frequently in social clubs.  

 

 Significance: The political elite in the United States 
appear to be highly integrated, although this 
integration does not appear to be linked to 
members’ social origins or affiliations.  



Policymaking in the age of 

Internet 
 Rethemeyer, R.K. (2007). Journal of Public 

Administration Research and Theory 

 

 Investigates the influence of the Internet 

on policy processes. 

 1998 data. Unidentified small state. Five 

types of data were collected on 2 policy 

networks: adult basic education (ABE) 

and mental health (MH). 



 Findings support hypothesis (3) the impact of the Internet 
has generated greater exclusivity. 

  
 RESULTS: 

1. The Internet has not broadened participation.  

2. The Internet is not being used to create new relationships 
within the network.  

3. The primary users of the Internet are those network members 
who are highly influential and well positioned structurally.  

4. The members of the cores, consciously and unconsciously, 
construct barriers to entry.  

5. Use of the Internet to mobilize mass constituencies seems to 
be unrelated to structural position and only affects influence 
rankings in certain circumstances  

 

 Significance: These results indicate that the Internet has not 
broadened democratic participation  in the policy process. 
Several limitations to generalizability are observed: in 1998, 
the internet was not as widely used as it is now; the state 
studied represented a small geographic area; both of 
these networks are heavily reliant on the state for funding; 
state funding was high rather than limited.  


