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Abstract
Research suggests that societies are becoming more materially secure, less intensely
religious and that social interactions are increasingly computer mediated. However,
sociological theorists have not yet developed robust mechanistic theories explaining
how social cohesion might be generated under these new conditions. This is a notable omission because scholars have demonstrated empirically that materially secure,
non-religious, people tend to be more individualistic, have more diverse networks,
and are less socially engaged than traditionally religious individuals (Zuckerman
et al., The nonreligious: Understanding secular people and societies, Oxford University Press, 2016). Does the secularization of societies necessarily imply societal
instability, anomie, or isolation? If not, why not? Here, we posit the existence of a
continuum of modes of social cohesion that are characterized by a suite of historically contingent variables which impact the volume, scope, and rate of human interactions. This novel theory of “distributive effervescence” specifies how emotional
energy might be generated via punctuated interactions with heterogeneous others
across diverse settings.
Keywords Emotional energy · Identity · Mattering · Social integration · Social
networks · Social psychology
This article builds on existing theories of social cohesion in order to address three
crucial, yet currently unanswered, questions:
1. How do mechanisms of social cohesion operate differently in secularizing societies characterized by relatively higher levels of material security, greater individualism, more demographically diverse networks, and elevated rates of computermediated communication?
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2. In what ways are these mechanisms related to changes in socio-emotional experience?
3. How might these mechanisms facilitate new expressions of self-identity?
Existing work (Bellah et al., 1985; Bainbridge, 2005; see Zuckerman et al.,
2016 for a review) indicates that religious non-affiliates, and particularly atheists, tend to be more individualistic, less social, and/or more independent in their
beliefs and behaviors relative to their traditional religious peers. Scholars all too
often take for granted that society will “hang together” in a secular age – or they
simply express worry that cohesion will dissolve and lead to pathologies in the
population. What is needed here is theorizing about the conditions under which
social cohesion can be created and sustained despite these changing proclivities
in secularizing societies. Here we build on the classical sociological approach of
Emile Durkheim and contemporary extensions developed by Randall Collins and
Jonathan H. Turner in order to propose a theory of “distributive effervescence”
that hypothesizes mechanisms by which cohesion in society might be maintained
(or increased) even as more individuals become secularized and exhibit these
traits identified in the literature.
Durkheim famously drew from ethnographies of Australian aborigines to theorize that the core foundation of religion, and by extension society, was an experience of “collective effervescence” (Durkheim[, 1912] 2001, Pp. 164). This collective effervescence, he argued, was generated as people engaged in rhythmic
synchronization (of bodily movements or of habituated vocalizations) directed
toward a common set of symbols or “totems.” He thought that this was a powerful
source of social cohesion because it effectively blurred people’s perceptions of
self-other boundaries. Specifically, Durkheim speculated that, “Once individuals
are assembled, their proximity generates a kind of electricity that quickly transports them to an extraordinary degree of exaltation… [just as] the heat or electricity… [of] any object…can be transmitted to the surrounding setting” (Durkheim
[1912] 2001 pg. 162, 240). Repeated experiences of this “electricity” enabled
individuals to store the emotional energy generated by these group interactions,
which could then be primed in other contexts with various group symbols/totems.
Today, similar dynamics occur when Protestants, for example, clutch their crucifix during a lively church service on Sunday or when people barbecue with their
neighbors on the Fourth of July under the banner of an American flag.
We suggest that unlike traditional societies founded on a relatively socially
homogenous and geographically centralized collective effervescence, societies
are– and have been becoming– increasingly characterized by a distributive effervescence. As people in society become more materially secure, gain access to
increasingly sophisticated communication technologies, and express more secular worldview orientations, their identities become increasingly unbound from
any single frame or set of behavioral expectations. In secularizing societies, we
suggest, effervescence increasingly becomes (1) distributed across relatively less
similar or familiar individuals across relatively less similar or familiar social settings, (2) grounded in an eclectic mix of experiences associated with various
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forms of music, movies, hobbies, sports, books, or work projects, (3) manifested
across a greater number of identities, and (4) characterized by a changing equilibria generated by social interactions punctuated by varying levels of emotional
intensity.
In our conceptualization, the generation of emotional energy amongst individuals in society can become relatively more “punctuated” (though, potentially, stable),
resulting from an increasing rate of interpersonal and inter-situational surprises relative to expectations. That is, the more emotional effervescence in a society becomes
distributed, the less emotional energy is generated from repeated, predictable interactions with homophilous others across similar or familiar contexts and the more
emotional energy is generated from the unexpected pleasures associated with relatively rarer positive interactions (rarer on account of the larger volume of possible
interactions, most of which are neutral) with diverse others (who may appear relatively less similar or less familiar to self) across shifting contexts (which may also
appear relatively less similar or less familiar compared to past situations).
Put another way, as the form of social cohesion becomes more distributive, people gain access to more total possible interactions, which means that proportionally
fewer end up as genuine friendships or perceived valuable connections or collaborations; friendships or positive acquaintanceships are formed more unexpectedly (that
is, more often as a result of “serendipitous social encounters,” see Olshannikova
et al., 2020). Additionally, the more people interact with diverse others, the greater
the opportunity for fear of excessive distinctiveness/uniqueness to give way to the
enjoyment of unexpected similarities. After all, research continually confirms that
cross-culturally people are more similar than they are different despite our common
intuition to the contrary (see Hanel et al., 2019). Finally, the same is true for settings
and situations: people begin to interact across relatively more various physical or
virtual contexts where concerns related to situational unfamiliarity or dissimilarity
(compared to past experiences) can more often give way to unexpected opportunities for self-actualization and social connection.
In this article, we theorize these processes and their consequences and argue for a
radically new conceptualization of social cohesion.

Theories of social cohesion in classical sociology
Tönnies ([1887] 1912), Weber ([1922] 1978), Durkheim ([1897] 1997) and Marx
([1932] 1964) all followed Comte’s ([1830–1842] 1975) lead in specifying community in emotional terms, but also emphasized the import of economic relationships
as societies grew in size and density. For both Tönnies and Weber, a community
(e.g., a small town) was marked by affective, familial ties whereas a society (e.g.,
an urban metropolis) was marked by a relative increasing prevalence of instrumental/economic ties. Relatedly, for Durkheim and Marx, social cohesion depended
on peoples’ ability to foster and maintain economic interdependence as well as on
their capacity to collectively organize or ritualize around shared economic interests.
For many classical social scientists then, albeit in different ways, social cohesion
emerged from a balanced combination of affective and instrumental/economic ties.
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These classical scholars nevertheless varied in their optimism about social
cohesion in contemporary societies. For example, Weber thought social cohesion could be bureaucratically routinized and regulated while Marx though it
could be ensured only as a result of revolution. Durkheim (1984 [1893]) was
more optimistic, noting that economic and technological complexity does not
necessarily lead to disaffection and anomie, but can lead to the opposite. Durkheim suggested that the sense of cohesion an individual feels with her nation
or her metropolis does not depend on mutual acquaintance with all its members,
but rather on her economic interdependence with individuals working sometimes quite different jobs and living quite different lives. Her ability to meet her
needs—for everything from a haircut to a college degree—rests on others specializing their skills or wares in ways quite different from her own specializations or immediate concerns. This “organic solidarity” depends on three conditions: (a) diversity in interests among members of a society, (b) a complex
division of labor, and (c) strong “coordinating institutions” such as government or education that can facilitate peoples’ entrance into increasingly complex economies (see Portes & Vickstrom, 2011). Where these conditions exist,
Durkheim felt that homogenous social networks predicated on shared totems or
interests would be less necessary for the emergence of social cohesion.

Approaches to social cohesion in the contemporary period
More recently, scholars have re-centered their theoretical focus on the supposedly shared moral culture under-girding peoples’ sense of social cohesion (e.g.,
Etzioni, 2001). Contemporary scholars are, in essence, challenging the Durkheimian model that traditional community cohesion depends on homogeneity
while cohesion in a modern metropolis does not. For example, in scrutinizing
the notion that economic/instrumental ties can replace more affective or moralistic ties, Vaisey (2007) finds that while shared moral beliefs are not sufficient
in themselves to generate a sense of communal “we-ness” among individuals, a
lack of shared moral beliefs may be sufficient to prevent it. Compatibly, Abend
(2016) has documented the historical importance of a shared moral culture in
providing a “background” set of assumptions about what counts as ethical or
appropriate in institutional settings. Others (e.g., Hitlin & Harkness, 2018) have
shown that income inequality at the national level influences how often individuals report feeling negative emotions such as shame and guilt, potentially
eroding social cohesion. And, of course, there is an influential tradition in contemporary theoretical sociology claiming that globalized, market-driven, hyperdifferentiated modern societies are, to a significant extent, intrinsically corrosive
to social cohesion (e.g., Giddens, 1991).
We now turn to two other areas of research bearing on the structure of social
cohesion in modern societies that are relevant as background for the explication
of our theory: intergroup contact and social tie-strength.
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The salience of intergroup contact amidst preferences for homophily
Research by Pettigrew and Tropp (2006) suggests that sustained cooperative contact with unfamiliar or dissimilar others (as, for example, in the pursuit of shared
occupational or recreational goals) will tend to reduce the prevalence and intensity of out-group discrimination and prejudicial attitudes. This “intergroup contact” fosters social cohesion by facilitating an increased understanding of others’
interests and motivations, by reducing uncertainty and anxiety, and by increasing individuals’ motivation to take the perspective of the other. However, we also
know that people tend to cluster into demographically homogenous networks, in
part because those sharing demographic characteristics tend to associate in similar structural locations (Blau & Schwartz, 1984). For example, people with higher
levels of education and income may shop at different grocery stores and live in
different neighborhoods compared to people with lower levels of socioeconomic
status. How might we reconcile this tension between the tendency for homophily
in social networks and the importance of intergroup contact for social cohesion?
According to one influential theory, society can be conceived of as a multidimensional space revealing variation in parameters that are either graduated (parameters one can have more or less of, such as income or educational
attainment) or nominal (parameters one either has or does not have, such as a
particular racial or gender identity). This multi-dimensional parameter space has
been referred to as “Blau Space” after its intellectual forbearer, Peter Blau (see
McPherson, Miller, and Ranger-Moore 1991; McPherson, 2004). According to
this perspective, social cohesion requires mitigating the problem of “consolidated
parameters,” i.e., particular nominal parameters associated with high levels of
desired graduated parameters, as when a particular demographic group in society
enjoys stable access to high levels of wealth or educational attainment relative to
other demographic groups. This can be accomplished through institutional norms
or public policies fostering “cross-cutting” social interactions, i.e., social interactions between people of different demographic groups in pursuit of valued graduated parameters (Blau & Schwartz, 1984; see also Brint, 2001).
However, this perspective has been complicated by a consistent body of
research (e.g., Dinesen & Sønderskov, 2018; Van der Meer & Tolsma, 2014) that
has found a small, negative relationship between (ethnic) diversity and social
cohesion. This work suggests that, while intergroup contact is important for mitigating intergroup prejudice, facilitating intergroup contact—especially where
there are geographic barriers or barriers related to institutional access—can be
difficult. However, there is a further, perhaps even more substantial complication: theorists have argued that shared identities, expectations, and worldviews
are either critical for fostering social cohesion or tend to result from it. Indeed,
some social scientists rest their hypotheses and interpretations almost entirely on
humans’ apparent homophily bias or in-group bias with the underlying assumption that interactions with physically and/or symbolically similar others will be
associated with lower interactional anxiety and a greater sense of shared behavioral expectations (Currarini & Mengel, 2016; McPherson et al., 2001).
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Randall Collins’ theory of interaction rituals (2004), for example, builds on Durkheim’s understanding of “collective effervescence” and holds that social cohesion
is built when a strong mutual focus of attention between individuals begins to generate positive emotions of increasing intensity, which lead to the rhythmic entrainment
of vocalizations and body language among individuals. Shared identities, shared
role commitments, shared worldviews, and shared behaviors are all theorized, in his
model, to be driving the mutual focus of attention that begins building emotional
energy. This emotional energy can accumulate in individuals over time, providing
them with the charismatic capacity to establish new, regular, interactions with others or to pursue social projects and compete for status in institutions. Collins argues
not only that homophily is important for reducing anxiety and increasing a sense of
shared expectations about how encounters should proceed, but also that face-to-face
interaction is crucial for the generation of emotional energy and the sustaining interactions of over time (see also Turner, 2002). On account of disrupting face-to-face
interactions and mitigating the exchange of gestures and vocalizations, computermediated interactions (as with social media) are considered obvious liabilities and
barriers to entrainment, the generation of emotional energy and, thus, social cohesion (see also Turner, 2020).
In sum, according to these influential approaches, some degree of network
diversity and intergroup contact is crucial for social cohesion in modern nations.
Though barriers to the creation of such diversity and contact exist, the assumption
of the importance of network diversity for cohesion is typically undoubted because
of the import of tolerance and openness for social coordination in cosmopolitan
modernity. Yet, at the same time and somewhat paradoxically, other theories (e.g.,
Collins, 2004; McPherson et al., 2001; Turner, 2020) insist on humans’ tendency
toward (and the interactional significance of) social homophily when choosing
interaction partners and building a sense of cohesion. Additionally, face-to-face
interactions are considered paramount for the generation of emotional energy and
solidarity, as the rhythmic entrainment of physiology and behavior are regarded as
key precursors to more cognitive or symbolic forms of cohesion.

Strong and weak ties
A second area of research that provides an important theoretical background to the
approach we are building in this article has to do with the distinction between strong
and weak ties. Weak ties are those that “bridge socially distant network cliques,”
and that therefore potentially expose individuals to novel information and other
resources they would otherwise not have access to if they interacted only with those
in their immediate, strong-tie, networks (Aral, 2016, Pp. 1931). Strong ties, by contrast, are those contacts a person has with familiar others with whom one interacts
(relatively) frequently; close friends and family members are classic examples of
strong ties. Weak ties are typically acquaintances, colleagues, and others we keep in
touch with but who may live in different places, work different jobs, and lead different sorts of lives.
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The important dimension here is “familiarity,” with weak ties being those we
have with people in our network we are less familiar with and who are therefore
more capable of offering novel insights and resources. After all, it is not just that
we are less familiar with our weak ties, it is also possible that we are relatively less
familiar with the particular network composition (in terms of demographics, worldviews, or recreational interests) our weak tie has. However, although weak ties are
capable of exposing people to new information (and other resources) strong ties are
thought to contain larger “information bandwidth” (via greater total communication time and a greater sense of shared understanding and identity). Therefore, as a
network becomes more characterized by weak ties, the total volume of information
shared between people is assumed to attenuate—this has been called the “diversitybandwidth tradeoff” (Aral & Van Alstyne, 2011). Strong ties, due to their greater
level of familiarity with ego (as well as a greater associated probability of shared
identities or experiences), are assumed to result in a greater total volume of communication and thus a larger amount of total transmitted information, even if any given
unit of information is less likely to be novel relative to information transmitted from
weak ties.
The social value of weak ties relative to strong ties, then, varies according to the
informational ecosystem within which an individual lives. Aral and Van Alstyne
(2011) suggest that in an environment with rapidly changing and broadly distributed
information, strong ties will be favored due to their higher informational bandwidth,
even if the uniqueness of information is typically lower. However, in an environment with more slowly changing or socially centralized information, weak ties will
be preferred because they can enable individuals to access idiosyncratic informational niches that would otherwise be inaccessible. However, because of the time
and energy-intensive nature of maintaining strong network ties, people are expected
to selectively maintain strong ties with those individuals who are best capable of
offering informational or networking value (Bruggeman, 2016; see Aral, 2016 for a
review). Therefore, information bandwidth is not peoples’ only consideration; time
and energy-management in a rapidly changing environment might mitigate the perceived usefulness of forging and maintaining strong ties.
In sum, though the particular proportion of strong or weak ties will vary from
individual to individual and from society to society, the consensus of this approach
is that some mixture of strong and weak ties will be important so that individuals
can access both substantive and reliable emotional, financial, or informational support (typical of stronger ties) as well as more novel information, experiences, and
opportunities (typical of weaker ties).

Outstanding paradoxes in theories of social cohesion
According to the existing theory reviewed above, social cohesion rests on some
degree of shared culture or values (Etzioni, 2001; Vaisey, 2007) and sustained social
interaction with some combination of homophilous and diverse others (Pettigrew
& Tropp, 2006), as well as a combination of strong and weak ties (Putnam, 2007;
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McPherson et al., 2001; Brashears, 2010; Aral & Van Alstyne, 2011), which are fostered situationally in face to face interactions (Collins, 2004; Turner, 2002).
However, we argue that four rarely acknowledged paradoxes or challenges emerge
from this research:
(1) Social cohesion ostensibly requires shared culture or values, but less-religious
individuals in rich democracies tend to exist in highly pluralistic social ecologies, to be highly individualistic, and to express relatively high levels of social
tolerance.
(2) Social cohesion in pluralistic societies requires sustained interaction with
diverse others, but people are assumed to have strong preferences for homophily (because it is supposed to produce lower interactional anxiety).
(3) Social cohesion requires a combination of strong ties and weak ties, but peoples’
strong ties are declining in number or in strength (McPherson et al., 2006; but
see Paik & Sanchagrin, 2013), families are getting smaller and being formed
later in life (Hagewen & Morgan, 2005), and strong ties are time intensive to
form and maintain (Aral & Van Alstyne, 2011).
(4) The generation of sufficient levels of emotional energy is assumed to require
face-to-face interaction and consequent physical entrainment, but people around
the world are increasingly communicating in virtual computer-mediated environments; some data indicates that at least 90% of young adults use social media
daily, and about 70% of adults generally report using social media (Perrin, 2015;
Scott et al., 2017; Shearer & Mitchell, 2021).

Modes of social cohesion lie along a dynamic continuum
We suggest that the three questions with which we opened this article can be
answered, and the motivating paradoxes listed above resolved, by re-conceptualizing social cohesion as a dynamic socio-historical process more complex than
Durkheim’s classical model. We suggest that modes of social cohesion lie along
a dynamic continuum from relatively more centralized modes to relatively more
distributive modes, where the latter are characterized by relative increases in the
volume, scope, and rate of social tie formation across diverse groups and settings.
People in tribal and traditional societies manifest a relatively more centralized form
of cohesion; familiar individuals interact with one another, face-to-face, for consistent, prolonged periods in relatively homogenous social networks. However, under
certain conditions, outlined below, we suggest that the mode of cohesion in a society can incrementally shift toward what we are calling distributive effervescence,
which is produced through interactions that increasingly occur between relatively
less familiar, less similar individuals across relatively more various situations and
locations and, increasingly, via electronically-mediated communication.
We are emphatically not suggesting that post-industrial societies anchor some
sort of final “end point” of social cohesion. Rather, we are proposing a continuum
model of societal change as a replacement for the idea of a categorical change
in societal “stages,” as well as a replacement for the idea that social cohesion is
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necessarily threatened or reduced in technocratic modernity (wherever we might
arbitrarily place the marker of “modernity”). Our argument is that, perhaps particularly since the formation of large agrarian states and the subsequent establishment of civil rights, large open markets, and computer-mediated communication,
the mode of social cohesion has been becoming more distributed, that is, characterized by a higher number, more types, and a greater scope of interactions across
space and time. The result, we argue, is a form of cohesion predicated on the
sheer volume of interaction partners, the sheer scope of interactions (as transportation and communication technology reduce the relevance of geographic or time
barriers to interaction, see Harvey, 1989), and the frequency and relative celerity of interactions across increasingly novel encounters. As the mode of cohesion
becomes more distributive, social familiarity or interaction regularity (with any
one partner sharing any given characteristic in any given setting) become less
important for maintaining a sense of social embeddedness. Less total information
may be shared between any two particular people, but more total information is
shared amongst numerous people.
To begin, we suggest that the distributive quality of the mode of social cohesion is determined by macro-societal variables, all of which are historically contingent and inter-correlated, and any one of which will influence to some extent
the scope, volume, and rate of interactions. These variables include (non-exhaustively) population size, territory size, population diversity, population density,
economic and political decentralization, and the efficiency and accessibility of
transportation and communication technologies.
Figure 1 below provides a visual depiction of these inter-correlated socio-historical variables, which we suggest influence the mechanisms driving the mode of
social cohesion in a society, along a continuum between more centralized/collective modes and more decentralized/ distributive modes.

Fig. 1  Stable States (Dotted) Along a Continuum of Social Cohesion Modes
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These socio-historical variables, in turn, modulate the structure of modal interactions so as to increase (or decrease) their volume, scope, and rate. We define each of
these as follows:
• Volume: the total number of (active or passive) interaction partners per unit of

time. Active partners are those interacted with bidirectionally in-person or by
technologically-mediated means, even if this bidirectional interaction is lagged
in time (as with responding to an email). Passive partners are those interacted
with unidirectionally, as when watching a documentary film or reading an article or blog written by someone else.
• Scope: the spatial distribution of (physical or virtual) interactions. Physical
space might include geographic distance; virtual space might include distinct
website URLs.
• Rate: frequency of interactions with new individuals per unit of time. The “newness” of individuals refers to peoples’ perceptions of physical or ideological
unfamiliarity or dissimilarity.
We take a broad information-theoretic perspective, according to which information can be construed as inputs to individuals which increase their understanding
of others’ emotional states, attitudes and intentions. In small bands of foragers, the
mode of social cohesion that has characterized most of human history, information
transfer was typically shaped by a relatively small population size, relative demographic homogeneity, and a relatively low rate of circulation of people across a relatively small and stable geographic range. In the forager mode of social cohesion,
information is generally transferred in focused, sustained interactions with specific,
knowledgeable, familiar people who communicate across high-bandwidth, strong-tie
connections (Kelly, 2013).
We contend that as societies have grown (non-linearly) in technological complexity (particularly with regard to communication and transportation technologies)
and, hence, size and diversity (Turner & Maryanski, 2015) over the millennia, their
mode of social cohesion has also been changing as information and social exchange
becomes increasingly transferred through potentially less focused and more varied interactions with inconsistently familiar or similar people, who communicate
across lower-bandwidth, weaker tie connections. This was initially a subtle shift that
increased in pace as population size, population diversity and density (i.e., urbanization), and territory sizes rose, and as transportation technology and communication
technology enabled an ever-increasing rate and scope of interaction across a larger
swath of territory (eventually the entire globe) for those who can afford it. Meanwhile, global poverty which might inhibit access to such technology, continues to
decline (see Roser & Ortiz-Ospina, 2020).
It is important to emphasize that more distributive modes of social cohesion
may fundamentally rely on conditions of relative material security, because under
conditions of scarcity and insecurity, people appear to adopt “tight,” parochial,
social norms (i.e., become more in-group oriented, more hierarchical, more fearful of out-groups) as a means of defense against uncertainty and group conflicts
over resources (Gelfand et al., 2011; Inglehart, 2018). As a consequence of this
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tightening tendency, more distributive modes of social cohesion may require that
successive thresholds of material security be established, for example, by expanding regional and international economies which raises GDP per capita, or more
recently, by strong social welfare policies. Throughout history, many material security thresholds have been crossed (see for example, Whitehouse et al., 2019) enabling, we argue, the conditions necessary for increasingly rapid, more distributed
states of social cohesion.

Socio‑historical variables modulating modes of social cohesion
Figure 2 depicts simple mathematical models of some of the mechanisms that we
suggest are important in influencing the pace/form of social cohesion in society.
Most relationships in the model are additive, as with economic and political interdependence, because the one can occur relatively independently from the other
(consider a highly differentiated economy that is relatively non-democratic). Other
relationships are multiplicative, as with transportation technology efficiency and
transportation technology accessibility, because the impact of transportation technology efficiency on the pace/form of social cohesion is hypothesized to be directly
impacted by the availability or accessibility of this technology to the public. Each
equation also specifies a denominator indicating the level of material insecurity in
that society. As we describe here, the potentially fleeting, serendipitous, novel and
irregular forms of social interaction characterized by shifts toward more distributive modes of social cohesion may indeed be perceived as aversive or substantively
unsupportive for people in material need.
Below we walk the reader through the hypothesized import of each of the variables in these equations.

Fig. 2  Mechanisms Influencing the Pace/Form of Social
Cohesion
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Polity size, density, and political/economic interdependence
We suggest that larger populations–particularly when centralized in space (e.g.,
urbanization), and to the extent that the availability of communication and transportation technologies reduces the time and cost of traversing space–will facilitate a
faster and more distributed mode of social cohesion. A key component of our theory
is that population density and territory size are not necessarily at odds—consider the
many highly dense urban areas scattered in numerous locations around the globe.
Indeed, individuals around the world continue to migrate to increasingly dense
urban centers (West, 2017).
Work in ethology shows that urban animals, on account of living in denser social
environments requiring greater coordination, on average move faster, are more cognitively flexible, more tolerant, less aggressive, and better at solving problems compared to animals living in less socially dense rural or forested areas (Audet et al.,
2016; Lapiedra et al., 2017; Griffin et al., 2017; Schilthuizen, 2019). Urban humans
(as well as other animals) reveal similar adaptive responses to urban environments
(Linnell et al., 2013). A recent review points out,
“Rather than the pace of life systematically decreasing with size, the superlinear dynamics of social networks leads to a systematic increase in the pace of
life: diseases spread faster, business are born and die more often, commerce is
transacted more rapidly, and people even walk faster…This effective speeding
up of time is an emergent phenomenon generated by the continuous positive
feedback mechanisms inherent in social networks in which social interactions
beget ever more interactions, ideas stimulate yet more ideas, and wealth creates more wealth as size increases,” (West, 2017, Pp. 327).
We argue that increases in population size and density drive the rate and scope of
information generation and transfer (shifting the mode of social cohesion to become
more distributed) on account of the availability of a larger number of interaction
partners drawn from increasingly novel or idiosyncratically distinct cultural niches.
There is also less of a need to spend time memorizing or learning skillsets from
any one person because others have skillsets that one can easily co-opt and benefit
from in the context of an interdependent economic labor market (Durkheim[, 1893]
1984; see Henrich, 2017 for a modern conceptualization). For example, the larger
and denser the population, the less necessary it becomes to learn how to fix our own
car, because there is an increasing chance that someone nearby knows how to fix
cars already.
Although relatively less emphasized by Durkheim, the possibility for political
interdependence also grows with population size and density. Speaking generally,
the more people that exist in a political territory, the more various in form and content will be the status and prestige hierarchies associated with local and national
political leadership (Turner, 2010). We certainly make no claim that such political leadership is necessarily effective or legitimate, only that the daily tasks associated with community regulation (disaster response, taxation, policing, schooling,
etc.) will tend to be “outsourced” to others as population size and density increase.
This is, nevertheless, a potentially interdependent circumstance, whereby local and
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national governments extract tribute or taxation from the public for purposes of
funding the maintenance of these services (or, often, for funding the political status
and prestige hierarchies themselves).
In “outsourcing” mundane tasks associated with instrumental community-preservation and self-maintenance (car/computer/home repairs, food production, garment manufacture, political administration etc.), individuals are left with more time
and attention available for the tasks of self-actualization and creative goal pursuits.
Put differently, individuals’ cognitive loads can be reduced as labor is distributed to
others across economy and polity, enabling people to learn skills and information
that they personally find intriguing, novel, or relevant to particular circumstances.
Finally, as populations grow in size, and if roaming territory expands, groups will
tend to fission into subgroups and subcultures (Turner, 2010) and, as a consequence
of this, the probabilistic exposure to novel information, resources, and worldviews
rises to the degree that people in different subgroups have distinct experiences and
interpretations of life.
This last component is especially reliant on territory size: we suggest that as territory becomes more restricted (historically this would have been driven to a large
extent by political circumscription, see Carneiro, 1970), members of subgroups
within any given territory will be less likely to harbor information, resources, or
worldviews distinct from members of other subgroups. Thus, we suggest that population size and density can speed up the transfer of social information, territory size
can increase the potential for exposure to novelty, and economic and political interdependence can to some extent reduce the cognitive load associated with material
subsistence and community regulation, respectively, such that people can acquire or
enjoy the experience (or pursuit) of novel information, recreational idiosyncrasies,
goal-oriented opportunities and serendipitous social exchanges.
Population diversity
Population diversity is a related variable that we argue contributes to an increasingly
distributive mode of social cohesion. The diversity of societal populations,
especially in cities, spiked initially with the establishment of large agrarian
empires in Mesopotamia, though the rate of urbanization increased rapidly after
1600 (Scott, 2017; Smith, 2020). The demographic and ideological diversity of
networks are important for several reasons. First, network diversity can facilitate
creativity, intellectual flexibility, and tolerance for ambiguity (McLeod et al., 1996;
Chen & Hooijberg, 2000; Paulus et al., 2016). We argue that network diversity
also potentially generates a higher volume, scope, and rate of interactions (across
settings) that are less expected and less predictable but nevertheless beneficial
and exciting (more on this below). Moreover, when one is not certain of the
background assumptions of those with whom one is interacting, efforts may be
made to communicate more carefully and more clearly, facilitating the transfer of
information despite a high volume of weak-tie interactions. Finally, as Berger (1967)
notes, exposure to different points of view can lead to greater tolerance, insofar as
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one does not construe the sources of these different points of view as competitors
for scarce resources (as they would under conditions of higher material insecurity).
Additionally, we suggest that interactions across diverse networks of people may,
in themselves, be a source of excitement or stimulation. Interactions in hominin
ancestral environments would have occurred mostly within bands of known others
who shared several important physical or symbolic traits (such as genetic relatedness/ancestry or religious identifications, see Kelly, 2013 for a broad review). To the
extent that the human brain evolved in the social context of such an environment,
humans and many other group-living animals may be genetically “prepared” to
expect interactions to occur in homophilous groups. Arguably, this evolved propensity underlies the findings on homophily mentioned above. However, recent work is
showing that people have equally important “other-oriented” tendencies that would
have been beneficial in small-scale tribal life and which can be leveraged to produce
new forms of social integration.
For example, people tend to be cooperative with others, even in one-off
exchanges, because this would have been advantageous in an ancestral environment
on account of the fact that, in small-scale societies, those you see once are likely
to be interacted with again in the future (Krasnow et al., 2013). In their review of
the literature, Van Lange and Columbus (2021) conclude that even minimal social
encounters can be potentially conducive to the expression of high-cost helpfulness
and cooperation. This is evidenced in different ways across different studies; some
show a tendency for people to donate money when asked, some show that people tend to be mindful of others’ preferences (e.g., leaving the last highly-desired
item in a buffet for the person behind them) and at least one demonstrated a tendency for people to return lost wallets. In this latter study (see Cohn et al, 2019),
17,303 wallets were anonymously turned in to various banks, theaters, museums,
post offices, hotels and police departments in 355 cities around the globe in order to
assess the frequency with which the wallets were returned (by staff) to the “owners”
(who were, of course, just the study personnel). Amazingly, the probability that any
given wallet was returned by staff at the theater, museum, hotel and so on, actually
increased with the numerical value of the cash tucked inside, suggesting a genuine
altruistic response.
Another important point regarding existing research is that people tend to
genuinely enjoy—and benefit personally from–contact with others, even strangers
(Kardas et al., 2021). Arguably, the more individuals become accustomed to
interacting with different individuals from different sub-cultural niches, the easier
it becomes to construe distinctiveness as less important relative to probabilistically
shared goals (occupational goals, family goals, recreational goals, etc.). Studies have
repeatedly shown that people underestimate how pleasurable casual exchanges with
others can be—casual conversations with others on the bus or while commuting
or while getting coffee have been found to give people a non-trivial (if short-term)
boost in happiness (Sandstrom & Dunn, 2014; Van Lange & Columbus, 2021).
Sometimes, such conversations might become what researchers call “serendipitous
encounters,” which, once experienced for the first time, might motivate continued
interaction with diverse others across various settings. For instance, one mixedmethods study of people who had experienced serendipitous encounters with
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strangers found that such encounters, “led to various positive feelings such as
excitement, thrills, curiosity, interest, and a sense of belonging and importance,” as
well as “…valuable professional outcomes [such as] collaboration and partnering,
gaining employment, changing jobs, and deciding on career directions.” Moreover,
“some assumed that fate or providence had enabled these encounters, while others
considered them to be the results of personal traits such as openness, willingness
to communicate, and the ability to step outside their comfort zone” (Olshannikova
et al., 2020, pg. 8, 12). Of course, from the vantage point of the present theory
being developed here, these serendipitous encounters were not merely a result of
the personality characteristics of individuals but of the changing structure of the
societies within which these people live. In addition, the relative evolutionary
novelty of these exchanges (novel in that most associations in humans’ ancestral
environment were with homophilous, familiar others) might be a source of pleasant
surprise when such interactions regularly turn out more positive than negative.
Some prominent researchers have expressed fear that linear increases in network
diversity will erode social cohesion because people have homophilous preferences
and are prone to feeling anxious or uncertain when faced with interactions that are
unpredictable (i.e., because the interaction partner might have different norms on
account of being ethnically or racially different from ego). Robert Putnam (2007),
for example, has shown that ethnic diversity at the neighborhood level can be associated with lower levels of trust, altruism, and sociality. He writes,
“Diversity seems to trigger not in‐group/out‐group division, but anomie or
social isolation. In colloquial language, people living in ethnically diverse settings appear to ‘hunker down’– that is, to pull in like a turtle… we have been
able to discover no significant interactive effects between economic inequality
and ethnic diversity – that is, our core finding that diversity produces hunkering is equally true both in communities with great economic disparities and in
those that are relatively egalitarian. Economic inequality is very important, but
it does not appear to cause, amplify or obscure the apparent effects of ethnic
diversity on social capital,” (Putnam, 2007, Pp. 149, 157).
In contrast to Putnam’s conclusion that diversity erodes social capital irrespective
of economic conditions, subsequent work has suggested that economics does indeed
play a substantial role. These latter research findings are convergent: diversity tends
to erode trust when people perceive outgroup members as competitors, especially
in a context of material scarcity, and as material security rises, intergroup contact is
capable of washing away the residual negative impact of diversity on trust (Hooghe
et al., 2009; Kesler & Bloemraad, 2010; Schmid et al., 2014; Abascal & Baldassarri,
2015; but see also Koopmans & Veit, 2014).
The argument we wish to make here is that network diversity is not necessarily
causally related to reduced trust. We do not deny, of course, that a mode of social
cohesion can rest on demographic and/or worldview homogeneity—this is precisely
the form of cohesion that will tend to be more prevalent when the volume, scope,
and rate of interactions is lower among individuals and across settings. For example, in a large sample of adults, Matthew Brashears (2010) found in his analysis of
General Social Survey data that the more time people spent discussing “important
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matters” with others in their network who shared their worldview, the happier and
less anomic they were. Other more recent research has shown that individuals with
a larger percentage of same-gender members in their network reported perceiving a
greater degree of social support compared to individuals whose networks contained
more opposite-gender members (Lee et al., 2016). This mode of social cohesion,
which is reliant on relative homophily of interaction partners or territory/settings of
interaction, is consistent with our conceptualization of a relatively slower, more centralized mode of social cohesion.
It is important to note that the studies cited in the above paragraph were conducted just in the last decade or so using samples from modern societies, which
our theory specifies have relatively more distributive modes of cohesion-enhancing
effervescence that past societies. How to reconcile this? A key point of our approach
is that modes of social cohesion do not change in a “phase-shifting” manner, where
each and every individual in a society suddenly becomes equally motivated to interact with a greater volume of individuals more rapidly across greater expanses of
space. Rather, our theory postulates incremental and incomplete changes in social
cohesion modes. Following Rogers’ (1962) foundational work on the diffusion of
innovations, we conceptualize relative changes in social cohesion mode to be akin to
a form of innovation in interaction likely to be adopted by more materially secure,
formally credentialled, individuals working and living in the most rapidly growing (typically urban) ecologies within societies of a given era. Though the mode of
social cohesion can (and will tend to) be adopted by larger swaths of the public than
just this small elite group, our theory contains no assumption that all individuals in a
given era will interact in an equally rapid or distributed manner.

Transportation and communication technology
Improvements in the efficiency and accessibility of transportation technologies
directly increase the rate and scope of circulation of people in space, facilitating the
generation and transfer of information by reducing the chronological time and financial cost of navigating a large territory. More subtly, mass transit in particular can
harbor the potential for generating incidental exposure or minimal social encounters
with otherwise socially distant individuals; e.g., a pleasant and potentially informative one-off conversation on the commuter train with someone of slightly different politics, or of a different religion or ethnicity (Van Lange & Columbus, 2021).
Throughout history, the reduction of travel time and costs – due to improvements
ranging from better roads, ships, or carriages to airplanes and cars – has increased
peoples’ exposure to individuals harboring new information, expertise, or experiences. The novelty and excitement of such interactions may also stimulate the production of new shared goals or projects (e.g., Coser, 1997). Insofar as such technology becomes relatively more affordable/accessible and efficient, limitations to the
volume, scope, and rate of interactions will be lifted and the distributive quality of
social cohesion can increase.
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Communication technology has analogous, but not identical, effects to that of
travel technology. Improvements to the efficiency and accessibility of communication technologies involve a socio-historical process of entrepreneurial innovation
and institutionalization beginning in its earliest form with pictographic and cuneiform writing and reaching new modern thresholds especially with the telegraph
and telephone in the 1800s and with computer-mediated communication since the
1980s. Unlike innovations in transportation technology, innovations in communication technology increased the volume, scope, and rate of information generation and
transfer across space and time. Communication technologies such as logograms and
alphabets and, later, printing presses and the internet have enabled increasingly large
swaths of people to “time travel” to past events, using their culturally-acquired literacy and imaginations to peer through the eyes of historical individuals via their
writings. In the case of historical film documentaries (or, for that matter, YouTube
videos), individuals can engage in passive, unidirectional, interactions with a filmmaker discussing events long past. Indeed, another important component of the
theory being developed here is that both active and passive interactions have the
potential to proliferate as the efficiency and accessibility of transportation and communication technology grows. For instance, a person today surfing the internet has
the capacity to passively interact with (and appreciate or benefit from) the musings
of an enormous number of unfamiliar dissimilar others past and present.
Our claim here is that developments in technology have steadily reduced the
relevance of both space and time in communicating either actively or passively
with a variety of others about a variety of topics. Crucially, to the extent that
human beings are prone to social anxiety in the context of new interactions with
unknown others (Turner, 2002; Turner & Maryanski, 2015), computer-mediated
communication may facilitate interactions in a way that is more socially distant,
more delayed and, thus, less emotionally intense (see Lieberman & Schroeder,
2020). For example, one can think for a while about how to reply to an email
or text message but must respond verbally in a more or less improvisational and
immediate manner when communicating in a face-to-face interaction. While others have noted this anxiety-reducing function of electronically mediated communication (e.g., Turkle, 2011), they often do so in the service of advancing
anti-cohesion theories; for example, by arguing that such technology causes or
contributes to extreme social isolation or narcissism. However, meta-analyses do
not support the notion that use of social media necessarily reduces the prevalence of in-person social interaction; in fact, use of social media has been associated with increased in-person participation in civic life (Boulianne, 2015, 2018;
Boulianne & Theocharis, 2020). Moreover, research indicates that the widespread
adoption of social media profiles has not significantly reduced or increased the
number of offline contacts with others (~ 5 intimately close friends, ~ 15 good
friends, ~ 50 generally consistent contacts and ~ 150 acquaintances, see Dunbar,
2016). Thus, it would seem that computer-mediated communication, by reducing barriers associated with territory size as well as the financial costs (to use
a recent example, monthly broadband internet is generally cheaper than plane
tickets and can be accessed via hotspots at cafes around the world) and social
costs associated with interaction (self-presentational or interactional anxiety and
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uncertainty), facilitates potential increases in the volume, scope, and rate of interaction over time.
It has indeed been argued that certain forms of computer-mediated communication (and, for that matter, less recent innovations in communication technology such as letter delivery or, later, telegraph machines) allow for “fewer nonverbal cues” between interactants and a “greater potential for anonymity,” as well
as “more opportunity to form new social ties and to bolster existing weak ties”
and a “wider dissemination of information,” (Lieberman & Schroeder, 2020, pg.
16). Yet, our theory is, in part, predicated on the claim that the latter two characteristics are undertheorized aspects of these technologies. To the degree that
people experience (relative) increases in material security and to the extent that
they are curious or concerned with self-improvement or with a general awareness of broader society, we suggest that even anonymous communications lacking
rich non-verbal cues may be enjoyed for their novelty, stimulation, or practical
usefulness. Indeed, such interactions may be generative of some degree of excitement or emotional energy (see Fig. 3 below) precisely on account of how relatively unusual they would have been in the ancestral environment of evolutionary
adaptedness.

Fig. 3  Variables Influencing Perception of Emotional Energy
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Material security thresholds as pre‑conditions for increasingly distributive modes
of social cohesion
The importance of material security thresholds was mentioned above, but this is a
point worth underscoring, as we suggest that such thresholds are a necessary but
not sufficient condition for the emergence and maintenance of modes of social
cohesion that produce increases in distributive effervescence. Though energy capture and per capita GDP spiked most notably during the dawn of the industrial
revolution (Smil, 2017), advances in infrastructure and technology have accumulated over time, leading to non-linear increases in material security over the past
10–12,000 years (Morris, 2017). This is supported by empirical work showing,
for example, the broad chronological range of prosperous “Axial Ages” throughout the historical record (Mullins et al., 2018; Shults et al., 2018).
Material security thresholds are an important consideration for shifts in modes
of social cohesion because empirical research worldwide shows that people
appear to form tighter (i.e., more homogenous, hierarchical, rule-following and
conformist) social groups to the extent that they live in conditions of relative perceived material uncertainty and/or when they perceive threats in their environment (Gelfand, 2019; Inglehart, 2018). The reason for this is that people often
prioritize personal safety and conformity (along with cues that society is orderly
and that deviants will be punished) over self-expression, freedom of association,
and geographic mobility when they feel their group/society/nation may be needed
to provide them or their family substantive aid or support.
As societies become more stable and materially comfortable, they also become
“looser.” On this matter, Michele Gelfand, who has shown this general dynamic
to operate cross-culturally, writes,
Behavior, it turns out, largely depends on whether we live in a tight or loose
culture…Social norms are the glue that holds groups together…Yet, cultures vary in the strength of their social glue…Tight cultures have strong
social norms and little tolerance for deviance, while loose cultures have
weak social norms and are highly permissive…Tightness and looseness can
evolve in different ways, but the outcome isn’t random. Ecological and historical threats—real or perceived—push groups to be tighter, while diversity, mobility, and multi-cultural contact with outsiders foster looseness,”
(Gelfand, 2019, Pp. 3, 74-75).
The theory we propose here suggests that the increased sophistication and
availability of both communication and transportation technologies, the spread
of urban environments, political and economic interdependence, and so on, create the conditions under which more fast-paced, distributive modes of socioemotional connection can emerge. However, any such precarious and incremental shift will ultimately rest upon certain thresholds of material security because
if people are fearful about their immediate survival, whether due to warfare or
disease, they may be less likely to travel widely and less likely to tolerate interactions with unfamiliar or dissimilar others across novel/changing settings (van
Leeuwen & Petersen, 2018).
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Moreover, while an unexpectedly positive encounter with a new person in our
neighborhood, at school, at work or online might yield advice or even substantive
help with a task, it is probably less likely to yield sustained, long-term financial
or emotional support compared to close friends and family (Thoits, 2011). This is
important because it suggests that the more materially insecure or otherwise vulnerable an individual is, the more probable it is that they will be reliant on strong ties
for social or financial aid and, by possible implication, the less exciting, energizing,
or stimulating they may find rapid, distributed, social interactions to be. For these
reasons, we theorize that threshold increases in material security are a necessary but
not sufficient condition for people to be motivated to pursue a greater rate of interactions with more diverse people across increasingly distinct contexts.

Emotional energy in more distributive modes of social cohesion
Up to this point, we’ve discussed some of the central socio-historical variables (see
Figs. 1 and 2) that ex hypothesi modulate the mechanisms influencing the pace of
social cohesion modes. This addresses the substance of the first, perhaps largest, orienting concern of this article (i.e., the first question enumerated at the beginning of
the Introduction). However, the second and third orienting questions are critically
important as well since no mode of social cohesion will be viable without correlated,
in some sense compatible, shifts in identity formation and emotional experience. As
the classical theorists understood, changes in the form of social cohesion are inextricably linked to changes in the form of emotional experience and self-understanding.
In foraging societies, groups form and disperse fluidly within a band (Kelly,
2013). Individuals shift between subgroups throughout the day, roaming a delimited territory, with casual interactions occurring between different individuals who
typically share the same group membership, religious cosmology, and ethnicity.
These individuals then aggregate more permanently, for example, before and after
a hunt, during occasional rituals and at night when everybody sleeps together at a
“home base” (Moffett, 2019). The early form that human social cohesion took, then,
was a fluid (if homophilous) fission–fusion system within a stable geographic range
(Turner & Maryanski, 2015).
We suggest that as the mode of social cohesion becomes more distributed, the
fission–fusion pattern changes as well. Instead of interacting with (relatively) familiar, homogenous individuals intermittently within a delimited territory, individuals
increasingly interact with (relatively) less familiar, heterogenous individuals (and/
or their posted writings/thoughts) intermittently across changing settings. Perhaps
a crude comparison can help make the general point: while a tribal festival or town
holiday might bring together clans of foragers or groups of villagers, most all of
whom share a tribal identity, ethnicity, and cosmology, a modern music festival in
a high-income society will bring relatively more diverse, less familiar individuals
together at ever-changing venues. As another example, while people in high-income
modern societies don’t all sleep together in a “home base” or meet together for every
major meal, the efficiency and availability of travel and communication technology
means that, more or less on a whim, individuals can get a motel, hotel, hostel, or
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Airbnb with almost anyone at any time, virtually anywhere in the world (if they can
afford it—recall the import of material security thresholds discussed above).
But what micro-level mechanisms sustain individuals’ emotional commitment to
society as the macro-level mode of social cohesion increases in rapidity and scope?
Recall that, in the Durkheimian/Collins/Turner formulation, a strong mutual focus
of attention amongst those sharing demographic characteristics or cultural capital
leads to the rhythmic entrainment of voice and behavior, which generates the accumulation of emotional energy and subsequent sense of cohesion which, in turn, aids
in sustaining such interactions over time and in motivating individuals to pursue status within institutions.
We are hypothesizing a different way of accumulating emotional energy, one that
becomes more prevalent with increases in the distributive quality of social cohesion: in addition to (and perhaps increasingly instead of) a steadily built reservoir
of emotional energy sustained over time with similar others engaged in stereotyped
behaviors, social cohesion may be sustained by relative increases in punctuated
experiences of emotional energy. That is, to the degree that network heterogeneity
rises, familiarity declines, and the rate of interaction grows, positive interactions,
when they do occur, may be both less expected and more emotionally potent compared to positive interactions that occur in homogenous networks of highly familiar
people in stable settings. Novelty and curiosity, amidst a pinch of euphoric anxiety
(again, presuming material security thresholds), become increasingly salient motivating dynamics as societies move from relatively slower, less distributed modes of
cohesion to relatively faster, more distributive, modes of cohesions. The relatively
unexpected pleasure or usefulness of any one interaction (given the overall increase
in the rate of interactions, apparent dissimilarities or unfamiliarities and changing
settings) may allow for a jolt of hormones and neurotransmitters that feels relatively
more potent compared to any given interaction amongst relatively more similar,
familiar others occurring in relatively similar or familiar settings. There is interesting emerging empirical evidence to support this notion. One study, for instance,
found that people enjoyed a short conversation with an opposite-sex stranger just as
much as they did a conversation with their existing romantic partner, even though,
of course, few people in the sample anticipated that they would enjoy both conversations equally (Dunn et al., 2007).
When potential interaction partners are (relatively) less similar and/or familiar,
interaction is more transient, and settings are less consistent, emotional energy may
tend to be relatively less incrementally accumulated and more often accumulated in
a period-punctuated manner, but in such a way that nevertheless sustains individuals’ desires to associate, collaborate, or continue interacting with others. And, again,
recall that in our theoretical conceptualization, the potential uncertainty and dysphoric anxiety associated with interactions among unfamiliar or distinct individuals
may actually be attenuated by particular communication innovations which allow for
greater anonymity, delayed responding, avatar creation/self-representational fluidity,
and psychological distancing (Colasante et al., 2020; Fokides, 2020; Hooi & Cho,
2014; Joinson, 2001; LeFebvre, 2017; Pickard et al., 2016).
We agree with Collins, Turner, and Durkheim that “emotional energy” fundamentally undergirds social cohesion, but this concept requires further elaboration.
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Although we do not have space here to spell it out in detail, it will be helpful to
outline what we mean by the concept of emotional energy relative to changes in
the evolutionary environment.
We begin with a somewhat distal consideration: to what extent is the social
environment in which emotional energy is sought “evolutionarily novel”? The
term “evolutionary novelty” refers to the degree of atypicality of a social environment relative to what archaeologists, historians, anthropologists and/or evolutionary biologists postulate as the sort of ancestral social environment within which
the human species evolved (for an example of how animal behaviorists use this
phrase, see Lowry et al., 2013). Environments are not bimodally evolutionarily
novel or evolutionarily typical—this distinction is a matter of degree. We suggest that interactions with relatively less familiar, less similar people across relatively larger geographic terrains than would have been common in ancestral environments constitute relatively more “evolutionarily novel” social environments.
Under certain conditions, this novelty might lead to greater levels of fear or anxiety (mediated by spikes in various neurotransmitters and associated physiological
arousal) about social interactions and, thus, to reduced social cohesion.
But we ought also to consider important conditioning factors, such as the
potential impact of positive-sum exchanges (productive, reciprocal, generalized,
negotiated, see Molm, 2003; Lawler et al, 2009) on the tendency for people to
evaluate interactions with less familiar, less similar others in less familiar geographic locales as motivating and congenial (vs. de-motivating and anti-social).
What is theoretically relevant about this latter distinction for the approach being
developed here is that most forms of exchange—even in minimal or serendipitous social encounters—harbor the potential for positive-sum gain. For example,
productive forms of exchange involve one or more people deciding to collaborate on some mutual, super-ordinately shared goal (common, e.g., in workplace
environments). Reciprocal forms of exchange involve one party providing some
assistance or benefit with a general expectation for some reciprocation in the
future (common, e.g., in acquaintanceship relationships). Generalized forms of
exchange involve the provisioning of some often minor form of assistance with
no general expectation for reciprocation (common, e.g., when a waitress is tipped
well, or a door is held open for a person entering next into a building, or a bus
driver is thanked for being on time, or a person writes a blog to help others navigate some topic or task). Negotiated forms of exchange involve people attempting
to come to terms on a mutually beneficial agreement where each party might have
diverging interests (common, e.g., in business exchanges).
In principle, each of these forms of exchange can occur online or offline and
to varying degrees in the context of both strong or weak ties, but also in the context of minimal or serendipitous social encounters. The point is that each form
is conducive to the exchange of potentially valued resources, such as a sense of
belonging, or a network contact for a job, or advice regarding some life event.
Only zero-sum contexts, in which the interaction partner(s) is viewed as a strict
combatant or competitor for a scarce resource, will tend to be unconducive to the
acquisition of these cohesion-enhancing resources.
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Standing behind (and fueling) all of these dynamics are the socio-historical variables depicted in Figs. 1 and 2 above. We suggest that the result is a nested social
structure that modulates the human experience of emotional energy, wherein physiological cues across interactions (e.g., systolic blood pressure or heart rate along with
correlated short-term boosts in epinephrine, serotonin or cortisol) are, in the context
of various and potentially fleeting exchanges, interpreted positively or, at least, nonnegatively. We provide a visualization of these dynamics in Fig. 3 below.
Our concept of “punctuated experiences of emotional energy” builds on and
extends prominent prior work outside of sociology. Consider, for example, the
distinction made by Whitehouse (2004) between “ritual modes” in anthropology.
According to Whitehouse, “imagistic” religious rituals occur relatively rarely but are
more emotionally arousing compared to “doctrinal” rituals, which occur more often
but are less emotionally intense. Whitehouse’s theory hypothesizes that the relative
rarity and unpredictability of imagistic rituals produces a greater intensity of emotion than does the relative frequency and predictability of doctrinal rituals.
Our theoretical model simply extends and elaborates on this basic phenomenon.
If the rate of interaction within a social cohesion mode grows, the probability of
any one interaction leading to a longer-term collaboration or relationship (however
short-lived) declines. Moreover, our conceptualization offers an important extension: in addition to this rarity effect, the diversity of interaction partners and diversity of contexts may increase the magnitude spike in anticipatory (non-dysphoric)
anxiety, excitement or curiosity which may, in turn, generate greater emotional
energy. We suggest that interactions occurring across diverse interaction partners
and settings, coupled with increases in the relative rarity of longer-term collaborative friendship/relationship formation given a higher rate of total interaction, may
generate more intense, positively interpreted, physiological responses. Put another
way: the evolutionary novelty of interactions, in addition to the growing number of
total interactions across space and time, may produce a context where physiological
cues associated with arousal become more punctuated and intense. So long as these
physiological cues are interpreted positively, a new stable state of cohesion might
emerge.
Indeed, there is some evidence for this punctuated physiological/energetic
dynamic, though it is still highly under-researched in humans. One study, for example, found that tie strength was curvilinear in that the more distant a social tie was,
the stronger it was, but only after a certain substantial degree of distance (Park et al.,
2018). In fact, in some of the countries assessed, people’s tie strength was similar
between their most distant and least distant tie. One explanation suggested for their
finding was that because weak ties are generally more likely to dissolve over time
compared to strong ties, weak ties that remain may do so because of more emotionally-salient exchanges. Other work (e.g., Lynch et al., 1982) has found that blood
pressure and heart rate both rise when speaking in conversations, and we might
hypothesize that such spikes in arousal would be relatively greater (though potentially non-pathological) in positive interactions with (relatively) less familiar, less
similar others in changing environments (Vrana & Rollock, 1998).
Our theory might also be understood as a substantial extension of Robert Zajonc’s
(1965) concept of “social facilitation.” Zajonc demonstrated that the presence of
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others leads to spikes in physiological arousal, which in turn influences peoples’
performance on tasks (e.g., completing them faster but not as thoroughly). His data
support, partially and in limited scope, the theory proposed here. Additionally, some
laboratory studies on non-human mammals find that oxytocin, a hormone associated
with feelings of social cohesion, can suppress the stress responses normally associated with novel physical or social environments (DeVries et al., 2003). On our
theory, then, perceptions of material security may influence the degree to which hormones like oxytocin mitigate stress responses in interactions with less similar, less
familiar people in more novel environments.
In sum, our theory proposes that relative increases in the degree of positivelyinterpreted punctuated arousal may undergird changes in the form of social cohesion over time. Our premise is that more frequent interactions with more diverse,
less familiar, people in fluid online and offline settings, so long as interactions occur
under conditions of low threat and relative material security, may increase excitement and euphoric anxiety because such interactions harbor relatively greater potential for informational and experiential novelty, creativity, insight, and unexpected
collaboration or aid relative to more homogenous, familiar interactions in more stable settings. Thus, we do not dispute Durkheim’s or Collins’ model; rather, we suggest that social cohesion can be understood as occurring in different modes along
a continuum. Durkheim’s and Collins’ models account for relatively slower, more
centralized, modes of cohesion, while the present model also accounts for faster,
more distributed modes of cohesion as well as the relationship between these poles.

Identities and encounters in distributive modes of social cohesion
Up to this point, we’ve offered a theoretical reframing of the structure and mechanisms of social cohesion, in addition to the affective/physiological experience of
emotional energy in more distributive modes of social cohesion. But how might
these changes in the mode of social cohesion influence peoples’ understanding of
themselves?
We suggest that as the mode of social cohesion becomes more distributive, the
norms and values traditionally or historically associated with any given social setting become less influential on an individual’s thought and behavior. This formulation is consistent with work on “situational strength” (Meyer et al., 2010). The
strength or “tightness” (Gelfand, 2019) of normative constraints in a given social
setting can be assessed along at least four dimensions, including (1) the perceived
clarity of normative expectations associated with self-expression, (2) the cross-situational stability of cues related to such expectations, (3) the number of cues in a
given situation indicating that individuals ought not decide freely what behavior or
self-expressions to display to others, and (4) the clarity of connections between negative sanctions and expected adherence to situational cues regarding self-expression.
Generally speaking, tighter/stronger situations are those where individuals feel their
behavior or beliefs (about themselves and others) are more constrained by others’
expectations.
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Our theoretical framing, then, posits that shifts toward more distributive modes
of social cohesion will be associated with (1a) relative increases in normative ambiguity, (2a) decreases in the stability of cues associated with expectations about
self-expression, (3a) fewer total cues related to expectations about individuals’
self-expression, and (4a) fewer clearly defined or formal negative sanctions associated with individuals’ self-expressions. The combined effect of (1a)-(4a) is to allow
people relative increases in flexibility and freedom with regard to the development
and expression of self-identities. Put another way, more distributive modes of social
cohesion incentivize individuals to adopt fluid and flexible self-understandings
in order to successfully interact more often with different people across different
settings.
But what counts as a normative expectation or situational cue regarding selfexpression? Potentially many things, certainly. Though many ideologies, mythologies, and worldviews have been involved across history in canalizing the socialization practices associated with individuals’ identity formation, arguably the most
prominent have been religious ideologies and worldviews. Forager societies, for
example, often regard religious mythologies as foundational to tribal identity, and
in traditional agricultural societies identity formation is often strongly influenced by
religious authorities in the home and at work, school, church (of course), and across
public institutions (Bruce, 2011; Sterelny, 2018). People no doubt develop identities
separate from the religion of their upbringing, but the identities they do develop are
typically understood to be constrained by the expectations of religious family members, peers, and institutional authorities generally (Sherkat, 2003).
In many contemporary societies, where separation of church and state exists
formally or informally, individuals may experience strong pressures to conform
their self-understanding to religious norms only in family settings (Bengtson, 2013).
Even still, research in the US has found that self-identified atheists still report being
discriminated against for being nonreligious even outside of family settings (e.g.,
at work or school, see Cragun et al., 2012), though the mental health consequences
of disagreeing with family members over religious matters may be most severe
(Kugelmass & Garcia, 2015).
Yet, there is reason to believe that religious constraints on situational expectations
for self-expression have been becoming looser and less relevant. Theoretical and
empirical work have shown that the more materially secure societies become, the
less dogmatically religious people become (Barber, 2013; Bruce, 2011; Inglehart,
2018). A discussion of the precise mechanisms linking rising material security to
declining religious commitment would take us beyond the scope of the present
article, but we can at least point to one of the most common explanations of this
linkage; viz., that religious beliefs, which can buffer people from the stress and
uncertainty associated with perceptions of threat (e.g., Storm, 2017; Schnabel, 2021;
see Wildman et al., 2020 for a multi-factor explanation), are less necessary in more
materially secure environments.
For these reasons, we suggest that relative shifts towards more distributive modes
of social cohesion, particularly in recent centuries with massive increases in per
capita GDP and energy capture (see Smil, 2017), have rendered individuals’ identity-related self-expression increasingly unbound from any single frame or set of
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expectations across settings. While future empirical research will be the ultimate
arbiter of exactly how these dynamics operate, we theorize below how self and identity might be developed and expressed differently with changes in the mode of social
cohesion.
The threshold condition of material security necessary for relative increases in
the distributive form of social cohesion is also associated with a slower life history
strategy and lower fertility (Baumard, 2019). One consequence of adopting a slower
life history strategy and producing fewer offspring, is that parents begin to invest
more of their resources and time into the development of their offspring’s skillsets
and capabilities. In sociology, this is known as engaging in “concerted cultivation”
of one’s children (Lareau, 2003; Bodovski & Farkas, 2008). When engaging in concerted cultivation, parents attempt to engross their children in a variety of environments that will teach them important skills (verbal, behavioral, dress, and otherwise)
in preparation for their future adoption of high-prestige or lucrative roles and social
identities. In doing so, children develop (and are increasingly allowed to develop)
a broad range of individual interests, hobbies, and skillsets. In learning to develop
and appreciate these various interests and skills, they also become more “culturally
omnivorous” (Peterson & Kern, 1996; Hazir and Warde 2015). Socialization thus
becomes more complex and nuanced as the mode of social cohesion becomes more
distributed.
Theoretically, the result of this concerted cultivation in childhood and cultural
omnivorousness in adulthood in faster, more distributive modes of social cohesion is
that: (1) people can be/are encouraged to develop a relatively greater variety of identities around various interests, hobbies, and skillsets, (2) people begin developing a
sense that they “matter” socially because a variety of diverse others across settings
(not all of whom share all of self’s interests) are aware of them, potentially find them
important and rely on them, and (3) people begin circulating in (physical or virtual)
space and communicating at a higher rate with less familiar others about their various identity-related interests, hobbies, and skillsets. Throughout (1)-(3), peoples’
identities can be verified, friendships can be formed (and abandoned at a relatively
lower cost), and novel re-combinations of culture can be generated and shared with
relatively less fear of strict normative expectations or situational sanctioning. To the
extent that cultural omnivorousness arises from both socialization practices and a
rising volume, scope, and rate of interactions, economic markets may emerge which
cater identity-related products toward individuals interested expressly in novel recombinations of culture. In this way, as anticipated to some extent by Durkheim,
modes of social cohesion can interact with economic markets to facilitate a stable
state.
Consistent with Durkheim’s ([1912] 2001) and Collins’ (2004) work, we suggest
that emotional energy can be stimulated by a high rate of interaction with diverse others across numerous settings such as concerts, sporting events, book signings, hiking
clubs, and movie nights. These gatherings provide people with the feeling that others
are aware of them, find them important and rely on them. For example, consider a person who travels by car three hours from work to see a sporting event one evening—
this effervescent experience might enable identity verification (if they have a “sports
fan” social identity) and positive interactions with other, unfamiliar, co-fans at the event
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might provide the impression that others are aware of them, find them important, and
rely on them (because the team is believed to benefit from their cheers and loyal fan
support). This general dynamic might be seen operating in any social context, not only
large events, as the mode of social cohesion shifts to becoming faster and more dispersed. One week it is a sporting event, the next, maybe a concert, or a night out on the
town, or a night spent engaging with others on Twitter, and so on. That these interactions might not occur very often with the same people at the same events is precisely
the point—punctuated emotional experiences across diverse interactions leverages the
curiosity, novelty, and anticipatory anxiety/euphoria that might exist in a less potent
form when the same individuals engage in essentially the same behavior across similar
settings.
Indeed, our theory that the mode of social cohesion influences self-expressive flexibility so as to enable individuals’ adaptability to increasingly varying settings amidst
increasingly distinct individuals, is consonant—though distinct from—emerging theoretical work outside of sociology. Scholars in psychology and cognitive science are
arguing that the complexity of personality and identity is linked to the structural complexity of society, with increases in the latter motivating adaptive responses in the former (a view with its origins in work by sociologist Norbert Elias[, 1939] 2000; see also
Henrich, 2020; Lukaszewski et al., 2020). In a recent articulation, Smaldino writes:
“…as human societies grew larger, [people] would increasingly have to interact
with individuals whom they had not previously encountered or otherwise knew
little about, making finding partners for cooperation and coordination increasingly difficult. [Also], as the diversity of roles within a society becomes greater,
individuals would increasingly have to modify the expression of their social identities to relate to others in a larger variety of contexts...in more complex societies, the landscape of possible identities is more heterogeneous, and the multidimensionality of social identity is employed more directly as a coordination
device. Thus, the advent of social identities in modern complex societies, such as
national or regional identities, religious affiliations, or various fan communities
for sport teams, film, or music, may be indicative of a culturally evolved solution
set to the problem of assortment for cooperation and coordination in an expanding world” (Smaldino, 2019, Pp. 19-20).
As in our theoretical model described above, here, a proliferation of identities aids
individuals in navigating what we’ve referred to as an increasingly rapid, dispersed,
social landscape. However, in much existing work, important theoretical components
related to situational strength, secularization, material security, punctuated emotional
experiences, and social cohesion modes remain unintegrated. The present theoretical
model is consistent with emerging and existing work while extending the theoretical
depth of such work.
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Discussion and conclusion
In this article, we have suggested that interactions between people in a relatively
more distributed mode of social cohesion, though increasingly unbound to any stable physical setting or any consistent set of behavioral expectations and involving
fleeting contacts with diverse individuals, may still generate sufficient emotional
energy and social trust for social cohesion because materially secure people within
a complex division of labor are capable of being pleasant (or, at least not hostile)
toward, and (albeit preliminarily) trusting of, unfamiliar others (Krasnow et al.,
2013; Sandstrom & Dunn, 2014). Even minimal encounters can produce short term
gains in a sense of belonging (Van Lange & Columbus, 2021). Additionally, interactions with different people across a variety of settings (online or offline) spanning
large geographical territories might facilitate an intellectually and emotionally stimulating exposure to novelty (in expertise, attitude, or experience) which may also
produce a motivating sense of trust and cohesion.
Our theoretical model rests, in part, on the assumption that computer-mediated
communication in more recent societies can successfully facilitate interactions and
collaborations between diverse people across wide spatial and cultural distances. On
this point, two prominent objections might be raised. First, some might argue that
the possibility of accessing virtual environments with many options for news and
information consumption will just lead people to become paranoid, defensive, overwhelmed and/or uncertain and that they will thus hunker down and construct “echo
chambers.” Second, it could be argued that such developments might lead to the proliferation of “fake news” and other modes of low- quality information which could
foment ideological divisions between people. Below, we briefly deal with each of
these in turn.
While it is certainly plausible that people, when faced with a large amount of
information and a large number of potential interaction partners, will seek to cloister
themselves in social or informational enclaves which increase emotional and moral
certainty, empirical research suggests that this isn’t actually how most people operate
online most of the time. For example, there is very little evidence that echo chamber
construction is common and, moreover, what the evidence does suggest is that people seek out confirming points of view more than they avoid disconfirming points of
view, that most people are light news consumers who interact casually with others
while being frequently exposed to diverse perspectives online, and that most people
just aren’t very interested in debating divisive political issues with others (Dubois &
Blank, 2018; Guess et al., 2018). And, as Jasny et al. (2015) point out, echo chambers can actually reduce peoples’ perception of an ideological consensus because,
within the echo chamber, those in the ideological outgroup will be widely discussed/
scrutinized/criticized with the consequence of giving those in the echo chamber the
impression that dissent is common and substantial. This exposure to high-profile or
influential dissenters may result in a possible reduction in moral certainty amongst
those in echo chambers.
Of course, echo chamber construction is still a social problem insofar as it
increases out-group hostility and resistance to new or more accurate information.

13

Theory and Society

Given humans’ apparent cognitive biases for homophily and attitudinal-reinforcement, echo chamber construction among some people is, in a sense, “inevitable”
(Sasahara et al., 2019). Research suggests that the people most often spending
their time in echo chambers are people who are especially angry and extremist,
as well those who prefer strong-tie connections (Bessi, 2016; Boutyline & Willer,
2017; Wolleback et al., 2019). Regardless, our point is that echo chambers are
likely to be occupied by a small subset of the population, not by most people.
Even more importantly, an implication of our theoretical model is that preferences for homophily, attitudinal reinforcement, and strong tie connections should
not be treated as constants but, rather, as variable social signals that can be suppressed or adjusted in accordance with the interactional demands and opportunities associated with changes in the mode of social cohesion.
What about the problem of “fake news,” that is, low-quality information in
mass-information markets? Couldn’t such information lead to arbitrary divisions
between already superficially dissimilar people, thus eroding social cohesion?
Fake news is indeed likely to spread on account of its often salacious and emotionally arousing content (Vosoughi et al., 2018). It is also important not to forget
that “bots” may be easily programmed to spread fake news (Shao et al., 2018).
However, while research has shown that exposure to fake news on the internet is
fairly common, this is mere exposure, and no research has yet determined how
influential such exposure actually is to social cohesion in the long run (Lazer
et al., 2018).
Moreover, low-quality information sources have always existed, and compared to
people in more homogenous networks, those embedded in diverse networks engage
in a greater degree of ideational recombination whereby they “divide their attention
across non-redundant communication partners” (Rhee & Leonardi, 2018, Pp. 1191).
While people in homogenous networks can develop good, high-quality information
and ideas via prolonged interrogation of network members, those in heterogenous
networks can develop good, high-quality information and ideas by allocating attention to many diverse others. The latter strategy involves recombining insights and
averaging out disagreements and “noise” in a way that gleans the “wisdom” of the
crowd. In essence, the larger the size of the network and the more diverse the network, the more people can (consciously or unconsciously) leverage Bayesian inference and abductive reasoning in order to minimize the impact of fake, false, or misleading information.
Finally, people are not necessarily motivated to consume poor-quality information, they are often just lazy in the attention they allocate to analyzing the information they receive (Pennycook & Rand, 2019). Insofar as fake news becomes more
widely discussed and critiqued, people may simply begin to allocate more attention to vetting the information they consume. A “hive mind” (even one composed
of biased individual humans) of fast, clear, decentralized, communication channels
with a large number of cognitively diverse agents harboring different pieces of information, can average out anomalous information, aggregate reliable information, and
ultimately converge on increasingly accurate (if always somewhat rough) approximations of reality (Becker et al., 2019). Moreover, so long as polarized groups
continue to interact with one another, they will tend to produce, together, more
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constructive and informative insights on account of trying to figure out the strengths
and weaknesses of the opposite or alternative point of view (Shi et al., 2019).
In closing, we’d like to highlight some important avenues for future inquiry.
Though an entire set of articles might be written about the theoretical and empirical implications of the theoretical extension suggested above, we think two areas of
scholarship might be particularly well-equipped to explore these implications: identity dynamics and social “mattering.”
Within “Identity Theory” (Burke & Stets, 2009), “identities” are conscious selfviews that come in three potentially overlapping forms—role, social, person—with
each identity composed of a varying amount of semantic “meanings.” Role identities are identities tied to obligations towards others (e.g., a teacher identity is a role
identity on account of the implied obligations to others who are students), social
identities are identities that signify a person as a member of a group (a Democrat
or LA Lakers fan) and person identities are views about oneself as a particular individual (e.g., honest, caring). Depending on the person and their location in a social
structure, role identities may overlap with social and person identities, or, they might
not. All three types of identity, when consistently verified by others in social interactions, can provide people a sense of stability, comfort, and self-understanding (Hogg
& Wagoner, 2017), and people often seek to control others’ perceptions so as to be
in line with the meanings they attach to their own identities.
The theory articulated in this article points to several identity-related questions
worthy of future investigation: which bases of identity (role, social, person) do people define more fluidly as modes of social cohesion become faster and more distributive? How does the fluidity of self-understanding vary according to an individual’s demographic characteristics? How does the fluidity of self-understanding vary
according to the novelty of social settings over time (i.e., occupational or recreational)? Is identity verification harder to perceive as the mode of cohesion speeds
up and becomes more distributive? Or, perhaps, does the threshold for what counts
to individuals as adequate verification change? Is the overlapping (or non-overlapping) of role, social, or person identities perceived of as more, or less, aversive with
changes in the mode of social cohesion? Does this aversiveness vary according to an
individuals’ demographic characteristics or their location in social structure?
A second area fertile for future inquiry given the theory we’ve presented in this
article is that of social mattering. Mattering is a term denoting whether or not, and
the degree to which, a person feels important, worthy, or valuable. Elliott et al.
(2004) find that mattering is composed of several elements, including awareness
(e.g., whether or not others notice, recognize, remember, or focus on me), importance (e.g., whether or not others invest in, promote, provide for, or care for me)
and reliance (whether or not others seek advice from, depend on, seek support
from, need, miss, or trust me). Mattering is not the same construct as self-esteem,
perceived social support, or self-consciousness although mattering is positively
correlated with self-esteem and perceived social support while being negatively
correlated with self-consciousness (Elliott et al. 2004). In fact, it appears that mattering may mediate the effect of self-esteem on well-being (Matera et al., 2020).
This concept of mattering is also potentially generative of future inquiry guided
by our theoretical extension. For example: how might peoples’ sense of awareness,
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importance, or reliance change with shifts in social cohesion mode? How might any
such changes be moderated by threshold changes in material security? Does mattering become less, or more, important for the relationship between self-esteem and
well-being with increases in the speed and distributiveness of social cohesion?
No doubt other questions, across sub-areas of the discipline and across disciplines, might be posed. We encourage our colleagues to consider not only whether
and to what extent social cohesion exists within a group or population but also the
way in which modes of social cohesion can shift from era to era.
Declarations
Conflict of Interest The authors declare that they have no conflict of interest.

References
Abascal, M., & Baldassarri, D. (2015). Love Thy Neighbor? Ethnoracial diversity and trust reexamined.
American Journal of Sociology, 121(3), 722–782.
Abend, G. (2016). The moral background: An inquiry into the history of business ethics. Princeton University Press.
Aral, S. (2016). The future of weak ties. American Journal of Sociology, 121(6), 1931–1939.
Aral, S., & Van Alstyne, M. (2011). The diversity-bandwidth trade-off. American Journal of Sociology,
117(1), 90–171.
Audet, J.-N., Ducatez, S., & Lefebvre, L. (2016). The town bird and the country bird: Problem solving
and immunocompetence vary with urbanization.". Behavioral Ecology, 27(2), 637–644.
Bainbridge, W. S. (2005). Atheism. Interdisciplinary Journal of Research on Religion, 1, 1–24.
Barber, N. (2013). Country religiosity declines as material security increases. Cross-Cultural Research,
47(1), 42–50.
Baumard N. (2019) Psychological origins of the industrial revolution. Behav. Brain Sci. 42, e189. https://
doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X1800211X
Becker, J., Porter, E., & Centola, D. (2019). The wisdom of partisan crowds. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences, 116(22), 10717–10722.
Bellah, R. N., Madsen, R., Sullivan, W. M., Swidler, A., & Tipton, S. M. (1985). Habits of the heart:
Individualism and commitment in American life. University of California Press.
Bengtson, V. L. (2013). Families and faith: How religion is passed down across generations. Oxford
University Press.
Berger, P. L. (1967). The social reality of religion. Faber and Faber.
Bessi, A. (2016). Personality traits and echo chambers on Facebook. Computers in Human Behavior, 65,
319–324.
Blau, P. M., & Schwartz, J. E. (1984). Crosscutting social circles. Academic Press.
Bodovski, K., & Farkas, G. (2008). Concerted cultivation’ and unequal achievement in elementary
school. Social Science Research, 37(3), 903–919.
Boulianne, S. (2015). Social media use and participation: A meta-analysis of current research”. Information, Communication & Society, 18(5), 524–538.
Boulianne, S. (2018). Twenty years of digital media effects on civic and political participation. Communication Research, 47(7), 947–966.
Boulianne, S., & Theocharis, Y. (2020). Young people, digital media, and engagement: A meta-analysis
of research. Social Science Computer Review, 38(2), 111–127.
Boutyline, A., & Willer, R. (2017). The social structure of political echo chambers: Variation in ideological homophily in online networks.". Political Psychology, 38(3), 551–569.
Brashears, M. E. (2010). Anomia and the sacred canopy: Testing a network theory. Social Networks,
32(3), 187–196.

13

Theory and Society
Brint, S. (2001). Gemeinschaft revisited: A critique and reconstruction of the community concept. Sociological Theory, 19(1), 1–23.
Bruce, S. (2011). Secularization: In defense of an unfashionable theory. Oxford University Press.
Bruggeman, J. (2016). The strength of varying tie strength: Comment on Aral and Van Alstyne. American Journal of Sociology, 121(6), 1919–1930.
Burke, P. J., & Stets, J. E. (2009). Identity theory. Oxford University Press.
Carneiro, R. L. (1970). A theory of the origin of the state: Traditional theories of state origins are considered and rejected in favor of a new ecological hypothesis. Science, 169(3947), 733–738.
Chen, C. C., & Hooijberg, R. (2000). Ambiguity intolerance and support for valuing-diversity interventions. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 30(11), 2392–2408.
Cohn, A., Maréchal, M. A., Tannenbaum, D., & Zünd, C. L. (2019). Civic honesty around the globe. Science, 365(6448), 70–73.
Colasante, T., Lin, L., De France, K., & Hollenstein, T. (2020). Any time and place? American Psychologist Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000708
Collins, R. (2004). Interaction ritual chains. Princeton University Press.
Comte, A. ([1830–1842] 1975). Social statics, or theory of the spontaneous order of human society.” Pp.
263–278 in Auguste Comte and Positivism: The Essential Writings, edited by Gertrude Lenzer.
New York, NY: Harper & Row.
Coser, L. A. (1997). Men of Ideas. Simon and Schuster.
Cragun, R. T., Kosmin, B., Keysar, A., Hammer, J. H., & Nielsen, M. (2012). On the receiving end:
Discrimination toward the non-religious in the United States.". Journal of Contemporary Religion,
27(1), 105–127.
Currarini, S., & Mengel, F. (2016). Identity, homophily and in-group bias. European Economic Review,
90, 40–55.
DeVries, A. C., Glasper, E. R., & Detillion, C. E. (2003). Social modulation of stress responses. Physiology & Behavior, 79(3), 399–407.
Dinesen, P. T., & Sønderskov, K. M. (2018). Ethnic diversity and social trust: a critical review of the
literature and suggestions for a research agenda. Pp. 175–204 in The Oxford Handbook of Social
and Political Trust Eric M. Uslaner Eds. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.
Dubois, E., & Blank, G. (2018). The echo chamber is overstated: The moderating effect of political interest and diverse media. Information, Communication & Society, 21(5), 729–745.
Dunbar, R. I. (2016). Do online social media cut through the constraints that limit the size of offline
social networks? Royal Society Open Science, 3(1), 150292.
Dunn, E. W., Biesanz, J. C., Human, L. J., & Finn, S. (2007). Misunderstanding the affective consequences of everyday social interactions: The hidden benefits of putting one’s best face forward.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 92, 990–1005.
Durkheim, E. ([1893] 1984). The division of labor in society. New York, NY: The Free Press.
Durkheim, E. ([1897] 1997). Suicide. New York, NY: The Free Press.
Durkheim, E. ([1912] 2001). The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life. New York, NY: Oxford Press.
Elias, N. (2000). The Civilizing Process: Sociogenetic and Psychogenetic Investigations. Basil Blackwell.
Elliott, G., Kao, S., & Grant, A.-M. (2004). Mattering: Empirical validation of a social-psychological
concept. Self and Identity, 3(4), 339–354.
Etzioni, A. (2001). For a soft moral culture. The Kettering Review, 19(2), 37–46.
Fokides, E. (2020). My avatar and I. A study on avatars, personality traits, self-attributes, and their perceived importance. Journal of Ambient Intelligence and Humanized Computing, 12, 359–373.
Gelfand, M. (2019). Rule makers, rule breakers: Tight and loose cultures and the secret signals that
direct our lives. Scribner.
Gelfand, M., Raver, J. L., Nishii, L., Leslie, L. M., Lun, J., Lim, B. C., Duan, L., et al. (2011). Differences
between tight and loose Cultures: A 33-nation study.". Science, 332(6033), 1100–1104.
Giddens, A. (1991). Modernity and self-identity: Self and society in the late modern age. Stanford University Press.
Griffin, A. S., Netto, K., & Peneaux, C. (2017). Neophilia, innovation and learning in an urbanized world:
A critical evaluation of mixed findings. Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences, 16, 15–22.
Guess, A., Nyhan, B., Lyons, B., & Reifler, J. (2018). Avoiding the echo chamber about echo chambers.
Technical Report. Knight Foundation.
Hagewen, K. J., & Morgan, S. P. (2005). Intended and ideal family size in the United States, 1970–2002.
Population and Development Review, 31(3), 507–527.

13

Theory and Society
Hanel, P., Maio, G. R., & Manstead, A. (2019). A new way to look at the data: Similarities between
groups of people are large and important. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 116(4),
541.
Harvey, D. (1989). The conditions of postmodernity: an inquiry into the origins of cultural change.
Oxford, UK: Blackwell.
Hazır, I. K., & Warde, A. (2015). The cultural omnivore thesis Pp. 77–89 in Routledge International
Handbook of the Sociology of Art and Culture Laurie Hanquinet Mike Savage Eds. London, UK:
Routledge.
Henrich, J. (2017). The secret of our success: How culture is driving human evolution, domesticating our
species, and making us smarter. Princeton University Press.
Henrich, J. (2020). The weirdest people in the world: how the west became psychologically peculiar and
particularly prosperous. New York, NY: Farrar, Straus and Giroux.
Hitlin, S., & Harkness, S. K. (2018). Unequal foundations: Inequality, morality, and emotions across
cultures. Oxford University Press.
Hogg, M. A., & Wagoner, J. A. (2017). Uncertainty–identity theory In The International Encyclopedia
of Intercultural Communication. In Young Yun (Ed.), Kim. Wiley and Blackwell: New York, NY.
Hooghe, M., Reeskens, T., Stolle, D., & Trappers, A. (2009). Ethnic diversity and generalized trust in
Europe: A cross-national multilevel study.". Comparative Political Studies, 42(2), 198–223.
Hooi, R., & Cho, H. (2014). Avatar-driven self-disclosure: The virtual me is the actual me. Computers in
Human Behavior, 39, 20–28.
Inglehart, R. (2018). Cultural Evolution: People’s Motivations are Changing and Reshaping the World.
Cambridge University Press.
Jasny, L., Waggle, J., & Fisher, D. R. (2015). An empirical examination of echo chambers in US climate
policy networks. Nature Climate Change, 5(8), 782–786.
Joinson, A. N. (2001). Self-disclosure in computer-mediated communication: The role of self-awareness
and visual anonymity. European Journal of Social Psychology, 31(2), 177–192.
Kardas, M., Kumar, A., & Epley, N. (2021). Overly shallow?: Miscalibrated expectations create a barrier
to deeper conversation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000281
Kelly, R. L. (2013). The lifeways of hunter-gatherers: The foraging spectrum. Cambridge University
Press.
Kesler, C., & Bloemraad, I. (2010). Does immigration erode social capital? The conditional effects of
immigration-generated diversity on trust, membership, and participation across 19 countries,
1981–2000. Canadian Journal of Political Science, 43(2), 319–347.
Koopmans, R., & Veit, S. (2014). Ethnic diversity, trust, and the mediating role of positive and negative
interethnic contact: A priming experiment. Social Science Research, 47, 91–107.
Krasnow, M., Delton, A. W., Tooby, J., & Cosmides, L. (2013). Meeting now suggests we will meet
again: Implications for debates on the evolution of cooperation.". Scientific Reports, 3(1), 1–8.
Kugelmass, H., & Garcia, A. (2015). Mental disorder among nonreligious adolescents. Mental Health,
Religion & Culture, 18(5), 368–379.
Lapiedra, O., Chejanovski, Z., & Kolbe, J. (2017). Urbanization and biological invasion shape animal
personalities. Global Change Biology, 23(2), 592–603.
Lareau, A. (2003). Concerted cultivation and the accomplishment of natural growth. In A. Lareau (Ed.),
Unequal childhoods: Class, race, and family life (pp. 1–13). Berkeley: University of California
Press.
Lawler, E. J., Thye, S. R., & Yoon, J. (2009). Social commitments in a depersonalized world. Russell
Sage Foundation.
Lazer, D., Baum, M. A., Benkler, Y., Berinsky, A. J., Greenhill, K. M., Menczer, F., Metzger, M. J., et al.
(2018). The science of fake news. Science, 359(6380), 1094–1096.
Lee, S., Chung, J. E., & Park, N. (2016). Network environments and well-being: An examination of
personal network structure, social capital, and perceived social support. Health Communication,
33(1), 22–31.
LeFebvre, L. (2017). Ghosting as a Relationship Dissolution Strategy in the Technological Age Pp. 219–
235 in The Impact of Social Media in Modern Romantic Relationships. In Narissra M. PunyanuntCarter & Jason S. Wrench (Eds.), New York. NY: Lexington Press.
Lieberman, A., & Schroeder, J. (2020). Two social lives: How differences between online and offline
interaction influence social outcomes. Current Opinion in Psychology, 31, 16–21.

13

Theory and Society
Linnell, K. J., Caparos, S., de Fockert, J. W., & Davidoff, J. (2013). Urbanization decreases attentional
engagement. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 39(5),
1232–1247.
Lowry, H., Lill, A., & Wong, B. B. (2013). Behavioural responses of wildlife to urban environments. Biological Reviews, 88(3), 537–549.
Lukaszewski, A. W., Lewis, D., Durkee, P. K., Sell, A. N., Sznycer, D., & Buss, D. M. (2020). An adaptationist framework for personality science. European Journal of Personality, 34(6), 1151–1174.
Lynch, J. J., Thomas, S. A., Long, J. M., Malinow, K. L., Friedmann, E., & Katcher, A. H. (1982). Blood
pressure changes while talking. Israel Journal of Medical Sciences, 18(5), 575–579.
Marx, K. ([1932] 1964). Economic and philosophic manuscripts of 1844. New York, NY: International
Publishers.
Matera, C., Bosco, N., & Meringolo, P. (2020). Perceived mattering to family and friends, self-esteem,
and well-being. Psychology, Health & Medicine, 25(5), 550–558.
McLeod, P. L., Lobel, S. A., & Cox, T. H., Jr. (1996). Ethnic diversity and creativity in small groups.".
Small Group Research, 27(2), 248–264.
McPherson, J. M., & Ranger-Moore, J. R. (1991). Evolution on a dancing landscape: Organizations and
networks in dynamic Blau space.". Social Forces, 70(1), 19–42.
McPherson, M., Smith-Lovin, L., & Cook, J. M. (2001). Birds of a feather: Homophily in social networks. Annual Review of Sociology, 27(1), 415–444.
McPherson, M. (2004). A Blau space primer: Prolegomenon to an ecology of affiliation. Industrial and
Corporate Change, 13(1), 263–280.
McPherson, M., Smith-Lovin, L., & Brashears, M. E. (2006). Social isolation in America: Changes in
core discussion networks over two decades. American Sociological Review, 71(3), 353–375.
Van der Meer, T., & Tolsma, J. (2014). Ethnic diversity and its effects on social cohesion. Annual Review
of Sociology, 40(1), 459–478.
Meyer, R. D., Dalal, R. S., & Hermida, R. (2010). A review and synthesis of situational strength in the
organizational sciences. Journal of Management, 36(1), 121–140.
Moffett, M. W. (2019). The human swarm: How our societies arise, thrive, and fall. Basic Books.
Molm, L. D. (2003). Theoretical comparisons of forms of exchange. Sociological Theory, 21(1), 1–17.
Morris, I. (2017). Foragers, farmers, and fossil fuels: How human values evolve. Princeton University
Press.
Mullins, D. A., Hoyer, D., Collins, C., Currie, T., Feeney, K., François, P., Savage, P. E., Whitehouse, H.,
& Turchin, P. (2018). A systematic assessment of ‘Axial Age’ proposals using global comparative
historical evidence. American Sociological Review, 83(3), 596–626.
Olshannikova, E., Olsson, T., Huhtamäki, J., Paasovaara, S., & Kärkkäinen, H. (2020). From Chance to
Serendipity: Knowledge Workers’ Experiences of Serendipitous Social Encounters. Advances in
Human-Computer Interaction, 2020, 1–18
Paik, A., & Sanchagrin, K. (2013). Social isolation in America: An artifact. American Sociological
Review, 78(3), 339–360.
Park, P. S., Blumenstock, J. E., & Macy, M. W. (2018). The strength of long-range ties in populationscale social networks. Science, 362(6421), 1410–1413.
Paulus, P. B., van der Zee, K. I., & Kenworthy, J. (2016). Cultural diversity and team creativity Pp. 57–76
in The Palgrave Handbook of Creativity and Culture Research. In Vlad Petre (Ed.), Glăveanu. London, UK: Palgrave Macmillan.
Pennycook, G., & Rand, D. G. (2019). Lazy, not biased: Susceptibility to partisan fake news is better
explained by lack of reasoning than by motivated reasoning. Cognition, 188, 39–50.
Perrin, A. (2015). Social media usage: 2005–2015. Pew Research Center (http://www.pewinternet.org/
files/2015/10/PI_2015-10-08_Social-NetworkingUsage-2005-2015_FINAL.pdf)
Peterson, R. A., & Kern, R. M. (1996). Changing highbrow taste: From snob to omnivore. American
Sociological Review, 61(5), 900–907.
Pettigrew, T. F., & Tropp, L. R. (2006). A meta-analytic test of intergroup contact theory. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 90(5), 751–783.
Pickard, M. D., Roster, C. A., & Chen, Y. (2016). Revealing sensitive information in personal interviews:
Is self-disclosure easier with humans or avatars and under what conditions?". Computers in Human
Behavior, 65, 23–30.
Portes, A., & Vickstrom, E. (2011). Diversity, social capital, and cohesion. Annual Review of Sociology,
37, 461–479.

13

Theory and Society
Putnam, R. (2007). E Pluribus Unum: Diversity and community in the twenty-first century: The 2006
Johan Skytte Prize lecture. Scandinavian Political Studies, 30, 137–174.
Rhee, L., & Leonardi, P. M. (2018). Which pathway to good ideas? An attention-based view of innovation in social networks. Strategic Management Journal, 39(4), 1188–1215.
Rogers, E. M. (1962). Diffusion of Innovations. Free Press.
Roser, M., & Ortiz-Ospina, E. (2020). Global Extreme Poverty. Published online at OurWorldInData.
org. Retrieved from: https://ourworldindata.org/extreme-poverty[Online Resource]
Sandstrom, G. M., & Dunn, E. W. (2014). Is efficiency overrated? Minimal social interactions lead to
belonging and positive affect. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 5(4), 437–442.
Sasahara, K., Chen, W., Peng, H., Ciampaglia, G. L., Flammini, A., & Menczer, F. (2019). On the Inevitability of Online Echo Chambers, arXiv:1905.03919 [J. Computat. Soc. Sci.(to be published)].
Scott, C. F., Bay-Cheng, L. Y., Prince, M. A., Nochajski, T. H., & Collins, R. L. (2017). Time spent
online: Latent profile analyses of emerging adults’ social media use. Computers in Human Behavior, 75, 311–319.
Scott, J. C. (2017). Against the grain: A deep history of the earliest states. Yale University Press.
Schilthuizen, M. (2019). Darwin comes to town: how the urban jungle drives evolution. New York, NY:
Picador.
Schmid, K., Al Ramiah, A., & Hewstone, M. (2014). Neighborhood ethnic diversity and trust: The role of
intergroup contact and perceived threat. Psychological Science, 25(3), 665–674.
Schnabel, L. (2021). Opiate of the masses? Inequality, religion, and political ideology in the United
States”. Social Forces, 99(3), 979–1012.
Shao, C., Ciampaglia, G. L., Varol, O., Yang, K.-C., Flammini, A., & Menczer, F. (2018). The spread of
low-credibility content by social bots. Nature Communications, 9(1), 1–9.
Shearer, E., & Mitchell, A. (2021). News Use across Social Media Platforms in 2020; Pew Research
Center: Washington, DC, USA.https://www.journalism.org/2021/01/12/news-use-across-social-
media-platforms-in-2020/
Sherkat, D. (2003). Religious socialization: sources of influence and influences of agency Pp. 151–163
in Handbook of the Sociology of Religion. In Michelle Dillion (Ed.), Cambridge. UK: Cambridge
University Press.
Shi, F., Teplitskiy, M., Duede, E., & Evans, J. A. (2019). The wisdom of polarized crowds. Nature
Human Behavior, 3(4), 329–336.
Shults, F. L., Wildman, W. J., Lane, J. E., Lynch, C. J., & Diallo, S. (2018). Multiple axialities: A computational model of the Axial Age. Journal of Cognition and Culture, 18(5), 537–564.
Smaldino, P. (2019). The evolution of the social self: multidimensionality of social identity solves the
coordination problems of a society Pp. 445–469 in Beyond the Meme: Dynamical Structures in
Cultural Evolution. In C. Alan (Ed.), Love and William Wimsatt. Minneapolis, MN: University of
Minnesota Press.
Smil, V. (2017). Energy and civilization: A history. MIT Press.
Smith, M. L. (2020). Cities: The first 6,000 years. Penguin Books.
Sterelny, K. (2018). Religion re-explained. Religion, Brain & Behavior, 8(4), 406–425.
Storm, I. (2017). Does economic insecurity predict religiosity? Evidence from the european social survey
2002–2014. Sociology of Religion, 78(2), 146–172.
Thoits, P. A. (2011). Mechanisms linking social ties and support to physical and mental health. Journal of
health and social behavior, 52(2), 145–161.
Tönnies, F. (1887 [1912]). Gemeinschaft Und Gesellschaft. Leipzig, Germany: Fues’s Verlag.
Turkle, S. (2011). Alone together: Why we expect more from technology and less from each other. Basic
Books.
Turner, J. H. (2002). Face to face: Toward a sociological theory of interpersonal behavior. Stanford University Press.
Turner, J. H. (2010). Theoretical principles of sociology: volume 1 on macrodynamics. New York, NY:
Springer.
Turner, J. H. (2020). On human nature: The biology and sociology of what made us human. Routledge.
Turner, J. H., & Maryanski, A. (2015). On the origin of societies by natural selection. Routledge.
Vaisey, S. (2007). Structure, culture, and community: The search for belonging in 50 urban communes.
American Sociological Review, 72(6), 851–873.
Van Lange, P. A., & Columbus, S. (2021). Vitamin S: Why Is Social Contact, Even With Strangers, So
Important to Well-Being? Current Directions in Psychological Science

13

Theory and Society
van Leeuwen, F., & Petersen, M. B. (2018). The behavioral immune system is designed to avoid infected
individuals, not outgroups. Evolution and Human Behavior, 39(2), 226–234.
Vosoughi, S., Roy, D., & Aral, S. (2018). The spread of true and false news online. Science, 359(6380),
1146–1151.
Vrana, S. R., & Rollock, D. (1998). Physiological response to a minimal social encounter: Effects of gender, ethnicity, and social context. Psychophysiology, 35(4), 462–469.
Weber, M. ([1922]1978). Economy and society. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.
West, G. B. (2017). Scale: The universal laws of Growth, innovation, sustainability, and the pace of life in
organisms, cities, economies, and companies. Penguin.
Whitehouse, H. (2004). Modes of Religiosity: A Cognitive Theory of Religious Transmission. AltaMira
Press.
Whitehouse, H., Francois, P., Savage, P. E., Currie, T., Feeney, K., Cioni, E., Purcell, R., et al. (2019).
Complex societies precede moralizing gods throughout world history. Nature, 568(7751), 226–229.
Wildman, W. J., Shults, F. L., Diallo, S., Gore, R., & Lane, J. E. (2020). Post-supernatural cultures: There
and back again. Secularism and Nonreligion, 9, 1–15.
Wolleback, D., Karlsen, R., Steen-Johnsen, K., & Enjolras, B. (2019). Anger, fear, and echo chambers:
the emotional basis for online behavior. Social Media Society, 5(2), 1–14.
Zajonc, R. B. (1965). Social facilitation. Science, 149(3681), 269–274.
Zuckerman, P., Galen, L. W., & Pasquale, F. L. (2016). The nonreligious: Understanding secular people
and societies. Oxford University Press.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published
maps and institutional affiliations.

13

