3 Cultural Sociology
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Introduction
The concept of culture has been the principal source of theoretical innovation in sociology since the discipline began to fully take its own “cultural turn”
starting in the 1980s (Alexander, 1988; Crane, 1994; Friedland and Mohr, 2004;
Hall, Grindstaff, and Lo, 2010; Jacobs and Hanrahan, 2005; Jacobs and Spillman,
2005). The core problem of meaning making has inspired several path-breaking and
paradigmatic theoretical discoveries and prompted the construction of concepts and
categories that have traveled widely throughout the ﬁeld. It has opened new avenues
of empirical research in the discipline, making a signiﬁcant imprint on nearly every
subﬁeld in sociology in a relatively brief space of time. Although theoretical inquiry
and empirical investigations of culture in sociology tend to range broadly, it is
possible to map theoretical approaches in the ﬁeld by distinguishing three broad
areas of topical concern and application – action, discourse, and production of
culture – and their use at different levels of analysis.
Cultural sociology is arguably the subﬁeld in sociology which has been most
informed by diverse and interdisciplinary theoretical strands issuing from across the
humanities and sciences. Signiﬁcant theoretical inﬂuences include structuralism,
hermeneutics, post-structuralism, cognitive neuroscience, phenomenology, and
pragmatism, which have focused understandings of the culture concept around
issues of internal complexity, active production, and practical use. Most of these
themes remained unnoticed or undertheorized in older assumptions about culture in
sociology, which tended to theorize culture as a qualitatively homogeneous property
of speciﬁc groups. The reaction to this overgeneralization was theoretically productive, but the proliferation of conceptual reﬁnements reinforced what Clifford Geertz
(1973: 89) once called the “studied vagueness” of the concept, featuring a wealth of
valuable references but a potentially bafﬂing analytical eclecticism.
Cultural sociology at present tries to retain the productive comprehensiveness of
the culture concept, but combine this with an emphasis on greater theoretical
precision and analytical clarity. This often involves efforts to relate and render
compatible or contextually speciﬁc what had been hitherto disconnected or opposed
theoretical approaches to culture (Alexander, 2004; Lizardo, 2017; Patterson, 2014;
Spillman, 1995). The conceptual emphasis in the ﬁeld now tends to revolve around
*
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a synthetic theoretical capital focused on establishing “both/and” frameworks rather
than “either/or.” This has proven theoretically fruitful in many crucial respects. Yet,
in the process, cultural sociologists have tended to lose sight of important multilevel
relationships by attending to micro-level processes in their meso-level settings while
leaving macro-level cultural processes relatively neglected. To further strengthen
cultural theory, sociologists need to strengthen their understanding of longer-term
historical persistence, the relation of culture to issues of temporality and ontology,
a ﬁner-grained concern with emergent forms of discursive and performative power,
and a renewal of macro-level empirical questions.

Elements of Cultural Theory
While the universe of cultural theory in sociology is ﬂuid and expansive, it
is possible to deﬁne speciﬁc dimensions that emerge from the organizing concern
with meaning making in the ﬁeld. These dimensions are action, discourse, and
production, which remain irreducible and isolable from each other, but which are,
arguably, implicit in any process of meaning making and are often fruitfully synthesized to more broadly specify its mechanisms (Spillman, 2016). Each of these
dimensions also serves as the principal “trading zone” (Galison, 1997; Spillman,
2008) between cultural sociology and different theoretical and philosophical perspectives, as well as transdisciplinary arguments incorporated into (and exported
from) the discipline. Cultural sociology is a ﬁeld in which the full variety of
theoretical vocabularies, methods, and data sources are brought together, “intercalated,” and intermixed. This produces “full-ﬂedged creoles or pidgin” thought styles
more characteristic of an “interscience” than a ﬁeld that trades only within a single
disciplinary identity (Galison, 1997: 138).

Action
The action dimension encompasses those approaches to meaning making that foreground issues like interactional styles, cognition, embodiment, and motivation.
Some cultural theorizing in this vein emphasizes the signiﬁcance of group interaction
processes in meaning making. Other inﬂuential approaches developed over the last
few decades have incorporated inﬂuences from pragmatism and cognitive science
into cultural sociology to deepen theories of individual action in processes of meaning making.
Some cultural theorists emphasize meaning making in group settings, prioritizing
interactional process over individual action. For example, Matthew Norton (2014a)
theorizes the importance of interactional settings, and for Nina Eliasoph and Paul
Lichterman (2003; Lichterman and Eliasoph, 2014), group settings are ﬁnely differentiated according to informally generated group bonds, boundaries, and speech
norms, and the particularities of these cultural forms shape speciﬁc cultural outcomes. This focus on analyzing group-level action has generated new understandings of public culture (Eliasoph, 1998; 2011; Lichterman, 1996; 2005). Conceived

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Brandeis Library, on 17 Mar 2021 at 00:03:15, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316677452.004

Cultural Sociology

45

more broadly, attention to theorizing meaning-making processes in group interaction
(see Hallett, 2010; Harrington and Fine, 2000) has also emerged in studies of a wide
range of other groups, such as congregations (Becker, 1998), restaurants (Fine,
2008), and administrative subdivisions (Binder, 2007).
The classic Parsonian understanding of action as the means-ends “pursuit of
ultimate values” has also been challenged through the pragmatist concepts of
problem-solving, situational logic, and the creative construal of means and ends
(Parsons, 1935; Parsons and Shils, 1951). This approach develops Ann Swidler’s
(1986; 2001a) inﬂuential argument against values as ends of action and in favor of
the more ﬂexible concept of cultural repertoires. For instance, in Richard Biernacki’s
(2002: 81) formulation, action consists of a “creative construal” that transposes
schemas and tools between situations to solve meaningful problems. The “felicitous
interplay between a puzzle and its solution” replaces “means-ends goal direction” as
the primary model system of action, redeﬁning how action serves as a locus of
meaning making (see also Gross, 2009; Strand and Lizardo, 2015).
A similar reformulation has resulted from the inclusion of cognitive science into
theories of action in cultural sociology. Unconscious mechanisms and processes
(like schemas), new typologies and distinctions (public and private culture, “dualprocess” models), and embodiment have all been new and ongoing points of focus
for cultural sociologists (Cerulo, 2001; DiMaggio, 1997; Lizardo, 2014). Over the
last several decades, the emergence of cognitive science has redeﬁned the nature of
cognition away from a classical focus on “internal symbol manipulation” toward
a new emphasis on perception, embodiment, emotion, and the relation between
motor capacities and higher-level cognitive processing (Ignatow, 2007; Lizardo
and Strand, 2010; Shepherd, 2011; Vaisey, 2009). For cultural sociologists, action
as the principal trading zone drawing these insights into the ﬁeld has contributed to
the development and resonance of concepts like habitus, practice, and cognition.
Building from the work of Pierre Bourdieu (1984; 1990), the concept of habitus
has had a paradigmatic inﬂuence on research on topics like cultural taste, social class,
education, and embodiment (Lamont and Lareau, 1988; Lareau, 2003; Lizardo,
2006; Wacquant, 2015). Bourdieu emphasizes the connection between habitus and
“cognitive structures” that contribute most of all to an understanding of culture in
action that is nonsymbolic and not consciously accessible or reportable. This offers
a basis to critically revise traditional understandings of action that emphasize symbolic systems and consciously accessible meanings. The revisionist perspective has
sparked debates in the ﬁeld not only concerning the conceptual efforts to analytically
respecify the nature of action, but also concerning issues of measurement and
methodology, particularly the contrast between the more deliberate format of interview methods and the less deliberate measures of culture involving ﬁxed-choice
questions or large-N longitudinal patterns (Pugh, 2013; Vaisey, 2014).

Production of Culture
The production dimension of cultural sociology focuses on culture as a product in
which the “mundane” inﬂuences of organizational context, legal infrastructure, and
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economic circumstances impact meaning making. As a trading zone, the production
of culture has been a principal conduit for drawing insights, concepts, problematics,
and frameworks from a variety of allied sociology subﬁelds into cultural sociology,
including organizations, networks, and the sociology of work, each drawing attention to factors that, alone or in combination, constrain or facilitate the nature and
content of symbolic products.
Richard Peterson (1976) and Diana Crane (1976; 1992) pioneered the productionof-culture approach by drawing principles from organizational theory to emphasize
how industry and organization structure, law and regulation, technology, and occupational careers impact the context in which culture is produced. This context
directly affects innovation and diversity in popular culture (DiMaggio, 1982;
Lopes, 1992; Peterson, 1997), and potentially affects the symbolic content of culture,
as in Wendy Griswold’s (1981) argument about the impact of copyright law on
American literature. Paul Hirsch’s (1972) paradigmatic early framework emphasized
the “organization-set” and a multistage “ﬂow” process that dictated the way in which
organizations produced cultural products like books, ﬁlms, and music. As Hirsch
emphasized early on, a generalized uncertainty about reception plagues the production of culture and this generates a variety of organizational responses in terms of
how (and how much) culture is produced by organizations. Scholars have further
reiterated this claim, specifying more precisely the mechanisms that compensate for
uncertainty (Bielby and Bielby, 1994).
Theorizing about social networks in cultural sociology has taken a variety of
different forms. Important among them is the inﬂuence of social capital and “small
worlds” on the production of culture. Eiko Ikegami (1998) broke new ground in this
area with her study of “aesthetic networking” in the Tokugawa period of Japanese
history around the za arts. This not only produced a ﬂourishing aesthetic culture, but
cultivated a civic sociability that was an important contributing factor to the dynamic
political changes of the Tokugawa period. Social networks as a context for the
production of culture have also been demonstrated in relation to world philosophy
(Collins, 1998), Broadway musicals (Uzzi and Spiro, 2005), jazz music
(Kirschbaum, 2015), and civic political communication (Mische and Pattison,
2000) to name just a few.
Fields have also emerged as a key structuring context for the production of culture,
based largely on the groundbreaking work of Bourdieu (1993). The structure of ﬁeld
consists of relationally deﬁned, competitive positions and “capital” as a dimension of
power that dictates the symbolic content of cultural products and a hierarchical and
quasi-hegemonic production context. The relative autonomy of ﬁelds is linked to the
distinctiveness and transferability of their capital in relation to the larger social space
and ﬁeld of power. Fields as a context for the production of culture have been
demonstrated in fashion (Mears, 2011), journalism (Benson, 2013), and poetry
(Buyukokutan, 2011).
Institutions, meanwhile, have consistently been at the forefront of cultural theorizing within the sociology of organizations, and theorizing about institutions in
cultural sociology has been innovative by helping integrate theories of networks and
ﬁelds (Thornton, Ocasio, and Lounsbury, 2012). Indeed, the core concept of
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“institution” as consisting of both “patterns of activity” and “symbolic systems”
often serves as a bridging concept in the ﬁeld (Friedland and Alford, 1991: 232).
Empirical investigation in both world-polity institutionalism (Meyer et al., 1997) and
institutional ﬁeld theory (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Fligstein and McAdam,
2012) has revealed strong tendencies for isomorphism to be transmitted through
processes of meaning making, though isomorphism should not be understood to
exclude local variation, change, and emergence (Clemens, 1997; Dobbin, 1994;
Schneiberg and Clemens, 2006).

Discourse
The third irreducible dimension of cultural analysis involves the nature of cultural
forms, and their expression of and inﬂuence on social life. Theories of cultural form
have been a “trading zone” incorporating semiotic and structuralist theory, theories
of performance, and material inﬂuences on meaning making. Arguably cultural
sociology’s most distinctive theoretical contribution, compared to other sociological
perspectives, is its attention to the independent inﬂuence of cultural form on social
action.
This became evident in the early application of “structuralist hermeneutics” to
redeﬁne the culture concept (Alexander and Smith, 2006; 1993), along with associated arguments by Jeffrey Alexander and his collaborators that emphasized the
irreducibility of meaning making to social, political, or economic inﬂuences. This
perspective maintains that both action and the production of culture presuppose
cultural forms as a “landscape of meaning” (Reed, 2011). For example, the inﬂuence
of semiotic presuppositions in the course of social relations has been investigated
extensively in cases of scandal (Alexander, 1984; Reed, 2007), electoral outcomes
(Alexander, 2004), social movements (Kane, 1997), state policy (Norton, 2014b;
Smith, 2005), health-related sexual behavior (Tavory and Swidler, 2009), and innovation in industries (Weber, Heinze, and DeSoucey, 2008). From a different perspective but in a similar vein, Luc Boltanski and Laurent Thevenot (2006) analyze
historically widespread situational logics and conventions of agreement constructing
social relations.
Theories of performativity linking semiotic forms directly with action have
offered further innovations for the analysis of cultural forms in social processes.
Drawing from a broad synthesis of theories of performance and performativity,
including those of Erving Goffman (1956), Judith Butler (1999), and Victor Turner
(1974), but also theatrical studies by Richard Schechner (1977), Jeffrey Alexander
(2004) offers a historically grounded theory of cultural performance in modernity.
Meanwhile, Isaac Reed (2013) develops a theory comparing discursive and performative power as sui generis dimensions of power not reducible to material sources of
power. These perspectives have enriched the study of social power in a variety of
forms and manifestations, including its democratic expressions. For example,
Alexander (2010) and Jason Mast (2013) offer rich analyses of conventional political
power in the Obama and Clinton presidencies (respectively) in terms of cultural
performance.
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Contemporary cultural theorists are also exploring the inﬂuence of the material
properties of cultural objects on meaning-making processes. Chandra Mukerji’s
(1997) study of the Garden of Versailles as a piece of material culture, with its
elaborate earthworks, intricate architectural and engineering design, and immense
wildlife preserve, is exemplary here. As Mukerji argues, the Garden’s design reveals
material practices that reﬁgure the natural world for political effect, in this case
generating a “naturalized” political territoriality assumed by the French state under
King Louis XIV. Meanwhile, Terence McDonnell (2016, 2010) has developed
a novel perspective on cultural materiality that draws on the notion of “cultural
entropy” to emphasize the integral relation between materiality and variant interpretations of cultural objects. Dominik Bartmanski and Jeffrey Alexander (2012)
also offer a theoretical approach for understanding the interplay of meaning and
materiality in speciﬁcally iconic symbols. In each of these treatments, the materiality
of cultural objects acts as a store for symbolism, energy, and forms of value that
affect distinct sensory experiences of meaning making and communication (see
Griswold, Mangione, and McDonnell, 2013). Perhaps ironically, as the material
basis of symbol production becomes more remote from daily knowledge and experience, cultural theory is now reconsidering materiality.
All of these approaches emphasize the internally structured nature of cultural
forms as sociologically signiﬁcant over and above practical action and organized
production in meaning making. They generate empirical analyses of the relative
autonomy of culture, featuring speciﬁc informal logics, creative applications, and
meaningful entailments. A discursive focus on cultural form in particular allows
sociologists to offer speciﬁc analysis of “just how culture interferes with and directs
what really happens” (Alexander and Smith, 2006: 14).

Lines of Synthesis
Clearly, there are many points of divergence between cultural theorists emphasizing action, production, or cultural forms, but these should not cloud the many points
of synthesis between them, which have proven fruitful in recent years for using culture
to solve empirical puzzles in a variety of topical areas and for developing new empirical
questions. Much of this work integrates multiple levels of analysis, using concepts like
ﬁelds, backgrounds, landscapes, and networks to situate micro-level phenomena within
meso- and macro- contexts. Less common are efforts to synthesize levels in the
opposite direction, from macro-levels to micro- and meso-levels.

Action and Cultural Production
The points of synthesis between action and production have revolved around concepts like ﬁelds, organizations, and networks and how these have shaped, and been
shaped by, conventional “action”-related phenomena, like cognition, taste, decisionmaking, and interaction. Those studies that focus on these action phenomena in
spaces of cultural production yield unique insights about how culture is produced by
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extending beyond the organization as the unit of analysis. Fields and social networks
deploy an analogous theoretical logic in this respect, as they both emphasize the
situatedness of action within larger social spaces.
A prominent example of this style of argument draws from ﬁeld theory.
Bourdieu’s pioneering work on ﬁelds of cultural production emphasizes how cultural
production takes place through action as “position-taking” by culture producers in
a ﬁeld structured by social relations. Bourdieu’s (1996) own most prominent example involves a detailed “socio-analysis” of the writer Gustave Flaubert and how his
aesthetic modernist ethic, “write the mediocre well,” was a position-taking that tied
together the contraries of “social art” and “bourgeois art.” As Bourdieu argues,
aesthetic modernism as a “generative formula” for the production of culture was
not invented out of whole cloth by culture producers in literature, painting, and
music. Rather, it was a “position to be made” in a ﬁeld that historically situated
culture producers. Its invention did not cause the autonomy of artistic ﬁelds but was
symptomatic of changing social conditions for cultural production that allowed for
greater ﬁeld autonomy.
Subsequent examinations of ﬁelds as the structuring context for cultural production have drawn these arguments together with organizations as the context for
cultural production (Boschetti, 1988; Spiro, 2013). Locating a “ﬁeld effect” on
cultural production remains the point of focus in research on ﬁelds that ranges far
beyond Bourdieu’s initial empirical focus on literature and painting. Monika
Krause’s (2014) study of NGOs and humanitarian relief is exemplary here. Krause
reveals a transnational social ﬁeld that shapes the “production of projects” by NGOs
competing for a ﬁeld-speciﬁc capital deﬁned by the attention and resources given by
institutional donors to humanitarian causes. Humanitarian intervention is not a direct
logical extension of humanitarian principles but is subject to the (fragmented)
representation of aid-worthiness by NGOs, a process which formally resembles the
logic of cultural production because it exercises a ﬁeld effect on the distribution of
outcomes.
The synthesis of social networks with cultural production provides for a similar
analytic focus in serving as a meso-level context for action phenomena (Emirbayer
and Goodwin, 1994; McLean, 2016). Indeed, the further synthesis of networks
with cultural production has led to a host of creative insights. Following the
pioneering work by Diana Crane (1975) and Charles Kadushin (1974) on the
role of creative networks in science, art, and intellectual life, network approaches
have extended further into the production of culture by identifying multiply nested
interpersonal-inﬂuence networks that affect both production and reception
(Childress, 2017; Childress and Friedkin, 2012). Action phenomena like interaction, cognition, and judgment exercise a mutual inﬂuence over social networks and
the composition of social groups as sites for aesthetic judgment and status
evaluation (Erickson, 1996; Fuhse, 2009; Lizardo, 2006; Srivastava and Banaji,
2011; Wohl, 2015).
More broadly, the generative force of interaction in producing durable inequalities
is uniquely revealed in cultural sociology that draws together all three dimensions of
culture. Lauren Rivera’s (2015) study of hiring decisions at elite professional
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services ﬁrms is an example. Hiring decisions are shaped by signals of cultural
capital (class-based skills and presentation styles) that are an extension of economic
privilege. Here Rivera extends the literature on the cultural reproduction of economic advantage into an organizational sociology of hiring practices. What is
particularly novel about the study is how hiring decisions at elite ﬁrms are not
only action phenomena but also serve as sites of cultural production, in this case
about the discourse of what is “meritorious” and the contours of the symbolic
boundaries that it generates.

Cultural Production and Discourse
The intersection of cultural production and discourse is also a signiﬁcant point of
focus for cultural sociology, as organizations, ﬁelds, and networks all serve as
production venues for trans-individual discourses, knowledge, and policies. As
anchoring points for discourse, cultural production venues of multiple sorts allow
sociologists to specify in detail the processes of discursive change and patterns of
broader circulation and resonance. Synthetic work here is more attuned to phenomena at the macro-level and large-scale patterns of meaning making than other types
of synthesis.
Christina Simko’s (2015) examination of public consolation in the aftermath of
collective traumas like September 11 demonstrates these lines of synthesis. In this
scenario, politicians become sources of cultural production as they fulﬁll cultural
expectations to apply existing narratives and other cultural tropes to provide existential guidance during times of crisis, often by invoking collective memories. This
sort of “consolation discourse” operates at a trans-individual level and is capable of
reafﬁrming collective identities through the deployment of cultural forms. Here,
politicians are the “carrier groups” reproducing larger and longer-term cultural
narratives about collective trauma (Alexander et al., 2004).
The relation between discourse, cultural production, and policy has been
a signiﬁcant focus for cultural sociologists at least since Frank Dobbin’s (1994)
groundbreaking comparative study of industrial policy in Great Britain, the United
States, and France. The dialectic between policy implementation and what is preestablished as “culturally conceivable” in a political context speciﬁes in detail the
role that cultural discourse plays in policy making. This research site includes the
stages of conception of social policy concerned with anti-poverty protocol and the
behavioral discourses that inform historical variation in the resonance of ideas about
the causes of poverty, including culture itself (Guetzkow, 2010; Lamont and Small,
2010; Small, Harding, and Lamont, 2010). A production-of-culture perspective
applied to “poverty knowledge” reveals how trans-individual discourses are marshaled by professional knowledge producers to shape and direct social policy in
ways consistent with certain moral assumptions (O’Connor, 2010; RodriguezMuniz, 2015).
Cultural elites as inﬂuencers of tastes, dispositions, and cultural development have
long been a point of reference for sociologists (Khan, 2012). More recently, elite
social spaces have been recognized as sites of production for cultural discourse. In
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Shamus Khan’s (2011) study of an exclusive New England prep school, the problem
of how to embody privilege despite anti-inequality and meritocratic discourse makes
for a production-of-culture problem concerned with the redeﬁnition of elite social
status. In this circumstance, “privilege” is symbolically transformed from being a set
of birth advantages leveraged for elite social reproduction to being a quasinaturalized capacity to be successful in competitive environments that subsequently
elides durable inequality. The school serves as an organizational context for the
production of strategies and discourses that preserve privilege and advantage,
despite growing resistance to the relentless extension of social inequality.

Discourse and Action
Lines of synthesis between discourse and action have proven to be among the most
theoretically fruitful in sociology in recent years, as sociologists explore the role that
cultural forms of various sorts (semiotic, cognitive, material) play in action and
interaction. Dual-process models, performativity, motivation, cognition, and institutions have proven to be important venues for theoretical reformulations that synthesize action and discursive processes. In recent years, pragmatism, cognitive science,
and science studies have all offered conceptual resources that break new ground at
the intersection of meaning making and action, dealing with cross-domain mechanisms and processes that translate across different subﬁelds.
A kind of Weberian revitalization is one direction of synthesis between discourse
and action, as theorists have examined the way discourses shape internal mental
states and motivations, thus linking the macro with the micro in novel formulations
(Reed, 2011). The subjective moment of action from this perspective takes the form
of beliefs and desires, but these are amorphous, “like melted bronze before it is
poured into a case and allowed to harden into a real statue” (Reed, 2011: 158).
Beliefs and desires may be conscious or subconscious, accessible to inquiry or not,
but what is consequential for understanding action is the wider landscape of meanings that shape their expression (Pugh, 2013). Challenges to this view emphasize the
importance of practical consciousness and preconscious dispositions in action
(Lizardo and Strand, 2010; Vaisey, 2009). They have inspired ﬁner-grained distinctions between personal and public, declarative and non-declarative types of culture
(Lizardo, 2017; Patterson, 2014), and have reintroduced the distinction articulated
here between culture as discourse and culture as action.
The strong revival of pragmatism, combined with the inﬂuence of science studies
and sociological traditions of practice theory (Bourdieu, 1990; Reckwitz, 2002) have
drawn increased attention to social practices as points of convergence between action
and discourse (Camic, Gross, and Lamont, 2011; Lizardo and Strand, 2010; Swidler,
2001b). As public “ensembles of patterned activities,” social practices provide an
access point for understanding the meanings that motivate and render action “surprisingly regular” or patterned (Martin, 2011). Semiotic codes also articulate (or
“suture together”) preestablished practical understandings in ways that construct
resonant cultural categories and “the social” as a built environment (Sewell, 2005).
A more interactionist approach focuses on the semiotic spaces that locate action

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Brandeis Library, on 17 Mar 2021 at 00:03:15, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316677452.004

52

michael strand and lyn spillman

along discursively coded axes that signify and “give off” public meanings (Tavory
and Swidler, 2009). Discourse and action are mutually speciﬁed here in ways that
reveal their interconnection with the expression of both desired identities and
“summoned” identities that surpass intended meanings (Tavory, 2016).
Ellen Berrey’s (2015) study of the post–Civil Rights translation of racial progress
as “diversity” brings many of these points together in a novel synthesis. Over the last
thirty years, social policy focused on racial inequality has arrived at “selective
inclusion” as a set of practices, social relationships, and symbolic constructs that
signify diversity but pose little risk to established power structures. As a discourse,
diversity articulates with moral identity as the desire not to discriminate against
cultural difference, but this gives only certain ideas inﬂuence and “leaves advocates
without a language for talking about inequality” (2015: 9). The institutional resonance of diversity discourse in universities and corporations and among local housing authorities in Berrey’s study effectively precludes the advancement of a “radical
race-class transformation” that could challenge the prevailing institutional logics and
practices that reproduce racial domination.
Materiality has also become a point of focus for investigating relations between
cultural forms and action in ways analogous to practice. McDonnell’s (2016) study
of anti-AIDS media campaigns in Ghana is exemplary of this trend. The materiality
of the cultural objects at the center of these campaigns (posters, condoms, billboards)
is basic to their communication of meaning and the larger effectiveness of campaign
messages. Using a novel adaption of the thermodynamic concept of entropy,
McDonnell emphasizes the materiality of meaning as revealing the “entropic unravelling” of cultural objects through unexpected usage and application (e.g. condom
rings as bracelets). Cultural objects as (material) objects synthesize action and
discourse as co-equal moments in meaning making (McDonnell, 2010). Combined
with pragmatism, materiality makes the semiotic and practical “resonance” of
cultural objects a critical mechanism (McDonnell, Bail, and Tavory, 2017; see also
Boltanski and Thevenot, 2006).

Cultural Theory: From Meso/Micro to Macro/Meso
Cultural sociology has been uniquely concerned with drawing together
phenomena at different units of analysis from the micro, meso, and macro. Issues
generated by these efforts include how to “measure culture” (Theory and Society,
Ghaziani and Mohr, 2014) questions of realism and ontology (Archer, 1995) and the
problem of historical emergence. In recent years, micro/meso connections have been
the most active area of synthesis, as ﬁelds and networks increasingly become mesolevel research sites for explaining micro-level phenomena like action and cognition.
However, this leaves unanswered questions about meso/macro connections, particularly ones that involve historical emergence and the historical persistence of ﬁelds.
Since cultural forms may be involved in many different settings over time,
analysis of discourse is uniquely attuned to drawing meso/macro connections that
counter the tendency to presuppose the existence of meso-level orders (like ﬁelds). It
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provides a way to account for the appearance of meso-level phenomena as parts of
historical “formation stories” that capture a variable ontology (Hirschman and Reed,
2014). Philip Gorski (2013) provides a model of ﬁeld emergence that emphasizes the
discursive construction of “ultimate value” as a necessary accompaniment to the
genesis of social ﬁelds. Shai Dromi’s (2016) analysis of the nineteenth-century
appearance of the humanitarian ﬁeld demonstrates the appeal of discourse as
a macro-level inﬂuence on meso-level orders like ﬁelds. He reveals how a very
speciﬁc strand of Calvinist doctrine shaped the genesis of the humanitarian ﬁeld
through the efforts of activists associated with the International Red Cross. Michael
Strand (2015, 2017) offers a similar analysis of the genesis of a ﬁeld. Here, civil
discourse and its early nineteenth-century moral coding of capitalist practices provides a co-determinant mechanism alongside multiply intersecting sets of social
relations for the appearance of a ﬁeld of social justice in late-nineteenth-century
England.
The analysis of discourse also serves as a research focus that links lower-level
meso or micro effects to macro-level explanations. Here the connection of discourse to social context and the structuring effects of organizations is a main
point of focus. Christopher Bail (2014) explains the emergence of anti-Muslim
discourse in the wake of September 11 as part of the evolution of a discursive
ﬁeld. Anti-Muslim “fringe organizations,” and their fringe tendency to rhetorically deploy fear and anger, exercise a “gravitational pull” on the ﬁeld that
restructures the doxic contours of Muslim discourse in civil society (see also
Berezin, 2009 on the inﬂuence of the far right in Europe). In the process,
discourse reorganizes meso-level interorganizational networks. Gabriel Abend
(2014), in his argument about the history of business ethics, shares similar
concerns with discursive emergence. Here business ethics appears in America
through the convergence of several discursive streams in the eighty years between
the middle of the nineteenth century and the Great Depression. In Abend’s
argument, business ethics emerges as a “para-moral” element found in a secondorder (macro) background that is presupposed by the ﬁrst-order (meso/micro)
morality of beliefs, behaviors, and norms that apply to evaluations and judgments
of “good businesspeople.”
These examples are consistent with Isaac Reed’s (2011) broader theoretical concern with “landscapes of meaning” as the discursive spaces “upon which . . . human
beings emerge [with] subjective motives that force action forward” (2011: 152).
Landscapes of meaning provide a macro-level of discourse that is foundational in its
extended effects on meaning making across time and space. It also provides
a cultural model for causal explanation by identifying the effects of landscapes at
the meso-level, through formation stories of social and cultural orders, and at the
micro-level, by providing “forming causes” of action as explicit reasons and unconscious drives and desires. Arrangements of meaning and representation shape (or
“form”) the forceful causation exercised by mechanisms.
Social practices can play a similar role to that of macro foundation. Richard
Biernacki’s (1995; see also Alexander, 2002; Swidler 2001b) comparative study of
labor in Britain and Germany from the seventeenth to the nineteenth centuries
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demonstrates how. Here, different practices of commodifying labor between the two
countries (commodiﬁcation of labor power in Germany; commodiﬁcation of labor
products in Britain) served as pragmatic “anchor” points for a variety of cultural
forms (see also Swidler, 2001b). The practical “category of labor” systematically
conveyed meanings at the meso- and micro-levels, affecting phenomena ranging
from capital investments and workers’ arguments about exploitation, to economic
analyses (including Marx), perceptions of time, labor movement repertoires, and
even the architectural design of factories.
Whether a discursive landscape or an anchoring practice serves in the role, macro
foundations like these that extend across space and time and help explain both
historical emergence and historical persistence – not to mention specifying cultural
difference – are relatively neglected points of focus for cultural sociologists. The
major difference between discourse and practice as ways of revealing the effects of
macro-level cultural forms in this case is that discursive approaches tend to examine
in detail the systematic components of these long-lasting cultural forms, while
practice approaches tend to highlight the “experiential contexts and concrete histories of acquisition” that dictate the degree and type of systematicity that apply to
them (Lizardo, 2017: 100; Sewell, 2005). More speciﬁcally, a focus on practice
reveals historical conﬁgurations of practical activity in which culture is found in
a “practical relation to the world” not mediated by explicit meanings or representations (Bourdieu, 1990: 27; Martin, 2011).
Drawing these arguments about macro-level foundations together with questions
of temporality leads us to ask whether there might be multiple temporalities at work
in social action, loosely in line with what Paul Ricoeur (1974) suggested as the
“background” temporality of structure, combined with what we might refer to
(following Sewell, 2005) as the “eventful” temporality of hermeneutics. In this
case, a macro landscape or anchoring practice provides temporally persistent conditions of possibility for meso and micro phenomena. These are more proximately
shaped by contingent events to produce speciﬁc formulations (“interpretations” in
Ricoeur’s terms) of what is available in the macro-level background. Meanwhile, the
potential for “restless events” (Wagner-Paciﬁci, 2010) suggests a unit of analysis that
allows cultural sociologists to understand how foundational discourses and practices
can themselves be reorganized.
Because micro/meso syntheses have been the most active research site, cultural
sociology still affords only a limited understanding of how meaning making occurs
trans-situationally. Yet, meso-level situations and contexts remain critical units of
analysis for cultural sociologists, not least because they serve as key empirical
reference points for demonstrating macro-level inﬂuences on culture (Norton,
2014a; Strand and Lizardo, 2015). Two examples from economic and cultural
sociology demonstrate how to draw non-reductive connections between macro-,
meso-, and micro-levels by taking situations, contexts, and organizations as mesolevel empirical research sites.
Luc Boltanski and Laurent Thevenot (2006) treat “critical situations” as integral
points of synthesis between macro, meso, and micro phenomena. Here, macro-level
and trans-situational “grammars” of social bonds or different “orders of worth”
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convey justiﬁcations that can start and end disputes and construct and reconstruct
social bonds, through moral meaning making. In critical situations these grammars
become evident in claims-making by actors seeking to construct justiﬁable denunciations and proofs. Political philosophy serves as a formal articulation of different
grammars as sets of logically related propositions that mimic the form of everyday
(“pragmatic”) denunciations. Meanwhile, the micro-level exercise of “critical capacities” is brought into relief by critical situations, which Boltanski and Thevenot
(2006) use to reﬂexively situate sociology and economics as themselves positive
referents for moral grammars that construct social bonds.
Also linking macro- and micro- through meso-level contexts, Lyn Spillman’s
(2012) study examines trade associations as sites for the production and transmission
of “business culture.” The associations serve as points of articulation for reproducing
a macro-level culture structure or discursive “grammar” that allows for the construction of vocabularies of motive and strategies of action whose solidaristic focus
deviates from economistic assumptions about innate economic self-interest. The
associations also serve as venues for meaning making in action as members acquire
the business culture necessary for economic agency.
Increased attention to macro-level discourses and practices underpinning mesolevel contexts and micro-level action seems particularly important if we are to
further develop theories of cultural power. The synthesis between cultural theory
and theories of power has arguably been a major focus ever since Steven Lukes
(1974) identiﬁed a “third dimension” of power as the power to shape cognitions,
preferences, and actions. Bourdieu’s (1993) notion of “symbolic power” as naturalizing inequality is similar in its synthesis of misrecognition and perceptions of
legitimacy. Recently, Reed (2013) has argued that this third dimension of power, or
cultural power, operates through three distinct mechanisms: relational, discursive,
and performative. He suggests that these cultural mechanisms serve as “forming”
causes, setting the grounds and conditions for particular power relations that exercise
“forceful” causes. More generally, this makes culture an integral part of an understanding of social ontology that focuses on the historical emergence of distinct social
kinds with “causal powers” (Hirschman and Reed, 2014).

Conclusion
Cultural sociology remains at the forefront of theoretical discussions in
sociology at large, not least because of the encompassing nature of culture as an
object of research and the ambiguities that persist about it. Under the guise of
cultural theory, sociology has been inﬂuenced by a range of broader theoretical
and empirical trends, and it continues to be a trading zone between sociology and
theoretical discourses from a wide range of different sources. Cultural sociology
remains a subﬁeld that often attracts the theoretically adventurous, and it is not
surprising that most general theoretical debates are at least indirectly relevant to
culture. Indeed, in many cases, they are directly inspired by the issues that
circulate within it.
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As we’ve argued, cultural sociology can be distinguished into three dimensions of
meaning making: action, production of culture and discourse. Research in the
subﬁeld can be speciﬁed on these terms, and the new research in the subﬁeld can
be understood as different and novel integrations of these different types of cultural
sociology. This helps overcome the prior “studied ambiguity” of the concept that
Geertz (1973) noticed early on, and it remains a fruitful theoretical endeavor to draw
more distinctions, to decipher more analytically speciﬁc frameworks, to draw further
boundaries within culture, that clarify the concept even more. The argument here is
that blanket generalizations about culture or dismissals of it for its lack of ﬁxed
precision are theoretically retrograde.
Issues on the horizon of cultural sociology include further advancements in
those that have remained consistent points of focus, including discourse, production of culture and action, and those that have driven innovation in the subﬁeld over
the last couple of decades, including cognition, performativity, and meso-level
production contexts like ﬁelds and networks. Newer issues that should gain
a greater foothold in the ﬁeld in the future include materiality, power, ontology,
temporality, and (we claim) levels of analysis. The latter might not seem as
theoretically novel as the former set of issues, but we argue that paying speciﬁc
attention to distinctions between macro-, meso-, and micro-level phenomena, and
placing cultural forms at each of these levels, remains a theoretically productive
endeavor.
What becomes especially clear is the highly active area of drawing meso/micro
relationships with concepts like ﬁelds and networks and their impact on action and
cognition. What also becomes clear is the relative dearth of research that explores the
effects of macro phenomenon on meso and micro phenomenon. This level of
analysis presses the culture concept into the terrain of temporality and questions
about emergence and persistence, and the arguably slower-moving timescale of
macro cultural forms in comparison with the more eventful temporal horizons
found at meso- and micro-levels.

References
Abend, Gabriel. 2014. The Moral Background: An Inquiry into the History of Business Ethics.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Alexander, Jeffrey. 1984. “Three Models of Culture and Society Relations: Toward an
Analysis of Watergate.” Sociological Theory 2: 290–314.
1988. “The New Theoretical Movement.” In Neil J. Smelser (ed.), Handbook of Sociology
(pp. 77–101). Newbury Park, CA: Sage
2002. “On the Social Construction of Moral Universals.” European Journal of Social
Theory 5: 5–85.
2004. “Cultural Pragmatics: Social Performance between Ritual and Strategy.”
Sociological Theory 22: 527–573.
2010. The Performance of Politics. New York: Oxford University Press.
Alexander, Jeffrey C. and Philip Smith. 1993. “The Discourse of American Civil Society:
A New Proposal for Cultural Studies.” Theory and Society 22: 151–207.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Brandeis Library, on 17 Mar 2021 at 00:03:15, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316677452.004

Cultural Sociology

57

2006. “The Strong Program in Cultural Sociology.” In The Meanings of Social Life (pp.
11–27). New York: Oxford University Press.
Alexander, Jeffrey, Ron Eyerman, Bernhard Giesen, Neal Smelser, and Piotr Sztompka. 2004.
Cultural Trauma and Collective Identity. Berkeley, CA: University of California
Press.
Archer, Margaret. 1995. Realist Social Theory: The Morphogenetic Approach. New York:
Cambridge University Press.
Bail, Christopher. 2014. Terriﬁed: How Anti-Muslim Fringe Organizations Became
Mainstream. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Bartmanksi, Dominik, and Jeffrey C. Alexander. 2012. “Materiality and Meaning in Social
Life: Toward an Iconic Turn in Cultural Sociology.” In Jeffrey C. Alexander,
Dominik Bartmanski and Bernhard Giesen (eds.), Iconic Power: Materiality and
Meaning in Social Life (pp. 1–12). New York: Palgrave.
Becker, Penny Edgell. 1998. Congregations in Conﬂict: Cultural Models of Local Religious
Life. London: Cambridge University Press.
Benson, Rodney. 2013. Shaping Immigration News: A French-American Comparison.
London: Cambridge University Press.
Berezin, Mabel. 2009. Illiberal Politics in Neoliberal Times: Culture, Security and Populism
in the New Europe. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Berrey, Ellen. 2015. The Enigma of Diversity: The Language of Race and the Limits of Racial
Justice. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
Bielby, William, and Denise Bielby. 1994. “‘All Hits Are Flukes’: Institutionalized Decision
Making and the Rhetoric of Network Prime-Time Program Development.”
American Journal of Sociology 99: 1287–1313.
Biernacki, Richard. 1995. The Fabrication of Labor: Germany and Britain, 1640–1914.
Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.
2002. “The Action Turn? Comparative-Historical Inquiry Beyond the Classical Model of
Conduct.” In Julia Adams, Elisabeth Clemens, and Ann Shola Orloff (eds.),
Remaking Modernity (pp. 75–104). Durham, NC: Duke University Press.
Binder, Amy. 2007. “For Love and Money: Organizations’ Creative Responses to Multiple
Environmental Logics.” Theory and Society 36: 547–571.
Boltanski, Luc, and Laurent Thevenot. 2006. On Justiﬁcation: Economies of Worth.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Boschetti, Anna. 1988. The Intellectual Enterprise: Sartre and Les Temps Modernes.
Chicago, IL: Northwestern University Press.
Bourdieu, Pierre. 1984. Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgment of Taste. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press.
1990. The Logic of Practice. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.
1993. Field of Cultural Production. New York: Columbia University Press.
1996. The Rules of Art. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.
Butler, Judith. 1999. Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity. New York:
Routledge.
Buyukokutan, Boris. 2011. “Toward a Theory of Cultural Appropriation: Buddhism, the
Vietnam War and the Field of US Poetry.” American Sociological Review 76:
620–639.
Camic, Charles, Neil Gross, and Michele Lamont (eds.). 2011. Social Knowledge in the
Making. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
Cerulo, Karen (ed.). 2001. Culture in Mind. New York: Routledge.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Brandeis Library, on 17 Mar 2021 at 00:03:15, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316677452.004

58

michael strand and lyn spillman

Childress, Clayton. 2017. Under the Cover: The Creation, Production and Reception of
a Novel. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Childress, Clayton, and Noah Friedkin. 2012. “Cultural Reception and Production: The Social
Construction of Meaning in Book Clubs.” American Sociological Review 77: 45–68.
Clemens, Elisabeth. 1997. The People’s Lobby: Organizational Innovation and the Rise of
Interest Group Politics in the United States, 1890–1925. Chicago, IL: University of
Chicago Press.
Collins, Randall. 1998. Sociology of Philosophies. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press.
Crane, Diana. 1975. Invisible Colleges. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
1976. “Reward Systems in Art, Science and Religion.” American Behavioral Scientist 19:
719–734.
1992. The Production of Culture: Media and Urban Arts. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.
Crane, Diana (ed.). 1994. Sociology of Culture: Emerging Theoretical Perspectives. London:
Blackwell.
DiMaggio, Paul. 1982. “Cultural Entrepreneurship in Nineteenth Century Boston: The
Creation of an Organizational Base for High Culture in America.” Media, Culture
and Society 4: 33–50.
1997. “Culture and Cognition.” Annual Review of Sociology 23: 263–287.
DiMaggio, Paul, and Walter Powell. 1983. “The Iron Cage Revisited: Institutional
Isomorphism and Collective Rationality in Organizational Fields.” American
Sociological Review 48: 147–160.
Dobbin, Frank. 1994. Forging Industrial Policy: The United States, Britain and France in the
Railway Age. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Dromi, Shai. 2016. “Soldiers of the Cross: Calvinism, Humanitarianism and the Genesis of
Social Fields.” Sociological Theory 34: 196–216.
Eliasoph, Nina. 1998. Avoiding Politics: How Americans Produce Apathy in Everyday Life.
New York: Cambridge University Press.
2011. Making Volunteers: Civic Life After Welfare’s End. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.
Eliasoph, Nina, and Paul Lichterman. 2003. “Culture in Interaction.” American Journal of
Sociology 108: 735–794.
Emirbayer, Mustafa, and Jeff Goodwin. 1994. “Network Analysis, Culture and the Problem of
Agency.” American Journal of Sociology 99: 1411–1454.
Erickson, Bonnie. 1996. “Culture, Class and Connections.” American Journal of Sociology
102: 217–251.
Fine, Gary Alan. 2008. Kitchens: The Culture of Restaurant Work. Berkeley, CA: University
of California Press.
Fligstein, Neil, and Doug McAdam. 2012. A Theory of Fields. New York: Oxford University
Press.
Friedland, Roger, and Robert Alford. 1991. “Bringing Society Back In.” In Walter Power and
Paul DiMaggio (ed.), New Institutionalism in Organizational Analysis (pp.
232–267). Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Friedland, Roger, and John Mohr. 2004. “The Cultural Turn in American Sociology.” In
Roger Friedland and John Mohr (eds.), Matters of Culture (pp. 1–71). Chicago, IL:
University of Chicago Press.
Fuhse, Jan. 2009. “The Meaning Structure of Social Networks.” Sociological Theory 27:
51–73.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Brandeis Library, on 17 Mar 2021 at 00:03:15, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316677452.004

Cultural Sociology

59

Galison, Peter. 1997. Image and Logic: A Material Culture of Microphysics. Chicago, IL:
University of Chicago Press.
Geertz, Clifford. 1973. Interpretation of Cultures. New York: Basic Books.
Ghaziani, Amin, and John W. Mohr (eds.). 2014. Measuring Culture (Special Issue). Theory
and Society 43(3–4).
Goffman, Erving. 1956. Presentation of Self in Everyday Life. New York: Scribner’s.
Gorski, Philip. 2013. “Bourdieusean Theory and Historical Analysis.” In Philip Gorski (ed.),
Bourdieu and Historical Analysis (pp. 327–367). Durham, NC: Duke University
Press.
Griswold, Wendy. 1981. “American Character and the American Novel: An Expansion of
Reﬂection Theory in the Sociology of Literature.” American Journal of Sociology
86: 740–765.
Griswold, Wendy, Gemma Mangione, and Terence McDonnell. 2013. “Objects, Words and
Bodies in Space: Bringing Materiality into Cultural Analysis.” Qualitative
Sociology 46: 343–364.
Gross, Neil. 2009. “A Pragmatist Theory of Social Mechanisms.” American Sociological
Review 74: 358–379.
Guetzkow, Joshua. 2010. “Beyond Deservingness: Congressional Discourse on Poverty
1964–1996.” Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science
629: 173–196.
Hall, John, Laura Grindstaff, and Ming-Cheng Lo (eds.). 2010. Handbook of the Sociology of
Culture. London: Routledge.
Hallett, Tim. 2010. “The Myth Incarnate: Recoupling Processes, Turmoil and Inhabited
Institutions in an Urban Elementary School.” American Sociological Review 73: 52–74.
Harrington, Brooke, and Gary Alan Fine. 2000. “Opening the Black Box: Small Groups and
Twenty-First Century Sociology.” Social Psychology Quarterly 63: 312–323.
Hirsch, Paul. 1972. “Processing Fads and Fashions: An Organization-Set Analysis of Culture
Industry Systems.” American Journal of Sociology 77: 639–659.
Hirschman, Daniel, and Isaac Reed. 2014. “Formation Stories and Causality in Sociology.”
Sociological Theory 32: 259–282.
Ignatow, Gabriel. 2007. “Theories of Embodied Knowledge: New Directions for Cultural and
Cognitive Sociology?” Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour 37: 115–135.
Ikegami, Eiko. 1998. Bonds of Civility: Aesthetic Networks and the Political Origins of
Japanese Culture. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Jacobs, Mark, and Nancy Hanrahan (eds.). 2005. The Blackwell Companion to the Sociology
of Culture. New York: Wiley-Blackwell.
Jacobs, Mark D., and Lyn Spillman. 2005. “Cultural Sociology at the Crossroads of the
Discipline.” Poetics 33(1): 1–14.
Kadushin, Charles. 1974. The American Intellectual Elite. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction
Publishers.
Kane, Anne. 1997. “Theorizing Meaning Construction in Social Movements: Symbolic
Structures and Interpretation during the Irish Land War, 1879–1882.” Sociological
Theory 15: 249–276.
Khan, Shamus. 2011. Privilege: The Making of an Adolescent Elite at St Paul’s School.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
2012. “Sociology of Elites.” Annual Review of Sociology 38: 61–77.
Kirschbaum, Charles. 2015. “Categories and Networks in Jazz Evolution: The Overlap
between Bandleaders’ Jazz Sidemen from 1930 to 1969.” Poetics 52: 154–178.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Brandeis Library, on 17 Mar 2021 at 00:03:15, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316677452.004

60

michael strand and lyn spillman

Krause, Monika. 2014. The Good Project: Humanitarian Relief NGOs and the Fragmentation
of Reason. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
Lamont, Michele, and Annette Lareau. 1988. “Cultural Capital: Allusions, Gaps and
Glissandos in Recent Theoretical Developments.” Sociological Theory 6: 153–168.
Lamont, Michele, and Mario Small. 2010. “Cultural Diversity and Anti-Poverty Policy.”
International Social Science Journal 61: 169–180.
Lareau, Annette. 2003. Unequal Childhoods: Class, Race, and Family Life. Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press.
Lichterman, Paul. 1996. The Search for Political Community: American Activists Reinventing
Commitment. New York: Cambridge University Press.
2005. Elusive Togetherness: Church Groups Trying to Bridge America’s Divisions.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Lichterman, Paul, and Nina Eliasoph. 2014. “Civic Action.” American Journal of Sociology
120: 798–863.
Lizardo, Omar. 2006. “How Cultural Tastes Shape Personal Networks.” American
Sociological Review 71: 778–807.
2014. “Beyond the Comtean Schema: The Sociology of Culture and Cognition versus
Cognitive Social Science.” Sociological Forum 29: 983–989.
2017. “Improving Cultural Analysis: Considering Personal Culture in Its Declarative and
Nondeclarative Modes.” American Sociological Review 82: 88–115
Lizardo, Omar, and Michael Strand. 2010. “Skills, Toolkits, Contexts and Institutions:
Clarifying the Relationship between Different Approaches to Cognition in
Cultural Sociology.” Poetics 38: 205–238.
Lopes, Paul. 1992. “Innovation and Diversity in the Popular Music Industry, 1969 to 1990.”
American Sociological Review 57: 56–71.
Lukes, Steven. 1974. Power: A Radical View. New York: Oxford University Press.
Martin, John Levi. 2011. The Explanation of Social Action. New York: Oxford University
Press.
Mast, Jason. 2013. The Performative Presidency: Crisis and Resurrection during the Clinton
Years. New York: Cambridge University Press.
McDonnell, Terence. 2010. “Cultural Objects as Objects: Materiality, Urban Space and the
Interpretation of AIDS Campaigns in Accra, Ghana.” American Journal of
Sociology 115: 1800–1852.
2016. Best Laid Plans: Cultural Entropy and the Unraveling of AIDS Media Campaigns.
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
McDonnell, Terence, Christopher Bail, and Iddo Tavory. 2017. “A Theory of Resonance.”
Sociological Theory 35: 1–14.
McLean, Paul. 2016. Culture in Networks. Cambridge, UK: Polity.
Mears, Ashley. 2011. Pricing Beauty: The Making of a Fashion Model. Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press.
Meyer, John, John Boli, George Thomas, and Francisco Ramirez. 1997. “World Society and
the Nation State.” American Journal of Sociology 103: 144–181.
Mische, Ann, and Philippa Pattison. 2000. “Composing a Civil Arena: Publics, Projects and
Social Settings.” Poetics 27: 163–194.
Mukerji, Chandra. 1997. Territorial Ambitions and the Garden of Versailles. New York:
Cambridge University Press.
Norton, Matthew. 2014a. “Mechanisms and Meaning Structures.” Sociological Theory 32:
162–187.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Brandeis Library, on 17 Mar 2021 at 00:03:15, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316677452.004

Cultural Sociology

61

2014b. “Classiﬁcation and Coercion: The Destruction of Piracy in the English Maritime
System.” American Journal of Sociology 119: 1537–1575.
O’Connor, Alice. 2010. Poverty Knowledge. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Parsons, Talcott. 1935. “The Place of Ultimate Values in Sociological Theory.” International
Journal of Ethics 45: 282–316.
Parsons, Talcott, and Edward Shils. 1951. Toward a General Theory of Action. New
Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers.
Patterson, Orlando. 2014. “Making Sense of Culture.” Annual Review of Sociology 40: 1–30.
Peterson, Richard. 1976. Production of Culture. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
1997. Creating Country Music: Fabricating Authenticity. Chicago, IL: University of
Chicago Press.
Pugh, Allison. 2013. “What Good Are Interviews for Thinking about Culture?” American
Journal of Cultural Sociology 1: 42–68.
Reckwitz, Andreas. 2002. “Toward a Theory of Social Practices.” European Journal of Social
Theory 5: 243–263.
Reed, Isaac. 2007. “Why Salem Made Sense.” Cultural Sociology 1: 209–234.
2011. Interpretation and Social Knowledge. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
2013. “Power: Relational, Discursive and Performative Dimensions.” Sociological Theory
31: 193–218.
Ricoeur, Paul. 1974. “Structure and Hermeneutics.” In Conﬂict of Interpretations (pp. 27–62).
Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press.
Rivera, Lauren. 2015. Pedigree: How Elite Students Get Elite Jobs. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.
Rodriguez-Muniz, Michael. 2015. “Intellectual Inheritances: Cultural Diagnostics and the
State of Poverty Knowledge.” American Journal of Cultural Sociology 3: 89–122.
Schechner, Richard. 1977. Ritual, Play, and Social Drama. New York: Seabury Press.
Schneiberg, Mark, and Elisabeth Clemens. 2006. “The Typical Tools for the Job: Research
Strategies in Institutional Analysis.” Sociological Theory 24: 195–227.
Sewell, William. 2005. Logics of History. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
Shepherd, Hana. 2011. “The Cultural Context of Cognition: What the Implicit Association
Test Tells Us About How Culture Works.” Sociological Forum 26: 121–143.
Simko, Christina. 2015. The Politics of Consolation: Memory and the Meaning of
September 11. New York: Oxford University Press.
Small, Mario, David Harding, and Michele Lamont. 2010. “Rethinking Culture and Poverty.”
Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 629: 6–27.
Smith, Philip. 2005. Why War? The Cultural Logic of Iraq, the Gulf War and Suez. Chicago,
IL: University of Chicago Press.
Spillman, Lyn. 1995. “Culture, Social Structure and Discursive Fields.” Current Perspectives
in Social Theory 15: 129–154.
2008. “Message from the Chair: Cultural Sociology and Its Others.” Culture 22: 1–4.
2012. Solidarity in Strategy: Making Business Meaningful in American Trade Associations.
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
2016. “Culture.” In George Ritzer (ed.), The Blackwell Encyclopedia of Sociology, 2nd
edition. Oxford, UK: Blackwell Publishing.
Spiro, Gisele. 2013. “Structural History and Crisis Analysis.” In Philip Gorski (ed.), Bourdieu
and Historical Analysis (pp. 266–286). Durham, NC: Duke University Press.
Srivastava, Sameer, and Mahzarin Banaji. 2011. “Culture, Cognition and Collaborative
Networks in Organizations.” American Sociological Review 76: 207–233.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Brandeis Library, on 17 Mar 2021 at 00:03:15, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316677452.004

62

michael strand and lyn spillman

Swidler, Ann. 1986. “Culture in Action: Symbols and Strategies.” American Sociological
Review 51: 273–286.
2001a. Talk of Love: How Culture Matters. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
2001b. “What Anchors Cultural Practices.” In Theodore Schatzki, Karen Knorr-Cetina, and
Eike von Savigny (eds.), The Practice Turn in Contemporary Theory (pp. 74–92).
New York: Routledge.
Strand, Michael. 2015. “The Genesis and Structure of Moral Universalism: Social Justice in
Victorian Britain, 1834–1901.” Theory and Society 44: 537–573.
2017. “Historicizing Social Inequality: A Victorian Archive for Contemporary Moral
Discourse.” American Journal of Cultural Sociology 5: 225–260.
Strand, Michael, and Omar Lizardo. 2015. “Beyond World Images: Belief as Embodied
Action in the World.” Sociological Theory 33: 44–70.
Tavory, Iddo. 2016. Summoned: Identiﬁcation and Religious Life in a Jewish Neighborhood.
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
Tavory, Iddo, and Ann Swidler. 2009. “Condom Semiotics.” American Sociological Review
74: 171–189.
Thornton, Patricia, William Ocasio, and Michael Lounsbury. 2012. The Institutional Logics
Perspective. New York: Oxford University Press.
Turner, Victor. 1974. Dramas, Fields, and Metaphors: Symbolic Action in Human Society.
Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.
Uzzi, Brian, and Jarret Spiro. 2005. “Collaboration and Creativity: The Small World
Problem.” American Journal of Sociology 58: 447–504.
Vaisey, Stephen. 2009. “Motivation and Justiﬁcation: A Dual-Process Model of Culture in
Action.” American Journal of Sociology 114: 1675–1715.
2014. “Is Interviewing Compatible with the Dual-Process Model?” American Journal of
Cultural Sociology 2: 150–58.
Wacquant, Loic. 2015. “For a Sociology of Flesh and Blood.” Qualitative Sociology 38: 1–11.
Wagner-Paciﬁci, Robin. 2010. “Theorizing the Restlessness of Events.” American Journal of
Sociology 115: 1351–1386.
Weber, Klaus, Kathryn Heinze, and Michaela DeSoucey. 2008. “Forage for Thought:
Mobilizing Codes in the Movement for Grass-fed Meat and Dairy Products.”
Administrative Science Quarterly 53: 529–567.
Wohl, Hanna. 2015. “Community Sense: The Cohesive Power of Aesthetic Judgment.”
Sociological Theory 33: 299–326.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Brandeis Library, on 17 Mar 2021 at 00:03:15, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316677452.004

