Preface

This is not another book on nerwork analysis, c[espl'te the fact thar both “net-
works” and “analyses” figure prominently in its pages. We were motivated to
write it by a gap that we observed in network analysis as it relates to the epi-
stemic underpinnings of social networks—specifically, the gap in our under-
standing and in our representations of what nerworked human agents know
or believe. Bridging this gap is necessary for network-based explanarions of
behavior and a genuine representation of nerwork dynamics, but it cannot
be straightforwardly done by work in fields such as epistemic game theory
or artificial intelligence, which emphasize formal models for dealing with in-
teractive states of knowledge and belief. For this reason, this book introduces
a language that researchers can use to explain, predict, and intervene in the
epistemic fabric of social networks and interactions.

Because we are building a language that is meant to be used (and perhaps
sometimes abused), it is useful to think of this not anly as a book but also
as an “application”™—or “app”—in the computer software sense of the term.
An app is a ser of representations and the procedures for manipularing them
that allows users to accomplish new tasks. Think of Microsoft Excel, Google
Chrome, or the video game Rock Band. An app should be both usable and
usefzl. Unlike a “theory,” which lives in a purely representational space, an
app is embodied and made useful through repeated use. Thus, our goal is not
simply to introduce another way to describe the cognitive and epistemic states
of networked agents but to do so in a way that is “plug-in compatible” with
the discursive and empirical practices of the felds that study social networks.

We owe a debrt of gratitude to several people who have given generously

of their time and energy to help us build this edifice. In particular, we thank



Preface  viii

Ron Burt, for his enthusiastic support and insightful commentary and sugges-
tlons thraughout; Raluca Cojocariu, for her detailed, exacting, and atruned
editorial and production assistance; Tim Rowley and Diederik van Liere for
sharing nerwork dara and assisting with the collection of additional dara used
in the analysis of trust in Chapter 4; and two anonymous Stanford University
Press reviewers for their detailed comments and suggestions for improvement.

Finaﬂy, this work would not have come to fruition ar all bur for the ex-
pert, caring, and patient guidance of our editor, Margo Beth Fleming, over

t].'lE' past three ycars. We rhank ].'.LEl' C[EEP].}’
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