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Call for Papers 

Over the past 30 years, the Internet has become a central arena of social exchange. For 
network research, this development entails new challenges and opportunities to 

theoretically model and empirically examine social formations in and around the Internet 

(Lewis, 2024). In line with network theory, this involves not only viewing networks as static 

and “cultureless” structures but also analyzing new figurations or network domains within 
and surrounding the Internet — including their structures, cultural meaning patterns, and 
communicative dynamics (Crossley & Widdop, 2025). 

Social Relationships and Communication 

The spread of Internet-based communication has transformed the conditions for 

developing and maintaining personal relationships. Early studies show that this 

fundamentally affects how relationships emerge and exert influence (Roth & Laut-Berger, 

2025). This concerns both the objective conditions and demands of communication — such 
as extended accessibility, new modes of expression, or digital representations of 

embodiment — and the cultural norms structuring relationships like friendships and, 

consequently, the quality of these ties. Against this background, questions arise about the 

consequences of specific Internet-based communication spaces (e.g., games, social media, 
video calls) and of new interaction partners such as AI-driven chatbots for relationships and 
networks. 

New Data Sources and Methods 

The Internet also provides access to a wealth of new data through APIs, web scraping, and 
proprietary databases, which can be analyzed using network-analytic methods (Foucault 

Welles & Gonzáles-Bailón, 2020). Researchers have investigated networks of emails and 

mailing lists, links between blogs, interactions in online games, the dynamics of online 
dating, and networks on social networking sites such as Facebook, Instagram, and 

Twitter/X. These diverse spaces of online communication are based on relational data 

connecting accounts or profiles, allowing for non-reactive studies of networks — for 
instance, based on emails, hyperlinks, Facebook friendships, or retweets. 
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Many of these data points — such as emails or retweets — do not represent stable 
relationships over time but rather momentary events. They reflect communication, not 

enduring relational structures. This challenges conventional network analyses but opens 

new avenues, from process modeling with regression analyses and relational event models 

to the study of relationship structures in regular communication (Kitts & Quintane, 2020). 
Researchers draw on such digital traces to infer the dynamics and structures of social 
interaction. 

Nodes and Edges 

At the level of relations or edges, network research increasingly moves beyond relationship 

data derived from sociometric self-reports in surveys, using instead non-reactive measures 

(e.g., Facebook friendships) — or even dissolving the concept of relationships into 

interactions and communicative events. This gives temporality a new significance: 
relational dynamics unfold between momentary interactions and enduring relationships, 

which themselves are embedded in social situations (Doehne et al., 2024). How do such 

developments reshape analytical methods and possibly our basic understanding of what 

networks are? Furthermore, we must explore the possibilities and limits of qualitative 
methods: How can ethnographic observation, qualitative interviews, and text analysis be 
used to investigate new socio-cultural networks in and around the Internet? 

At the level of actors or nodes, the question arises of how online and offline worlds 

intertwine. Artificial actors are increasingly common: social media bots that influence 

discussions, virtual avatars in gaming worlds, chatbots in customer service, or algorithmic 

agents steering platforms. These hybrid constellations require relationships, trust, and 

power relations between humans and machines to be continually negotiated. For network 

research, this means developing new approaches that account for the interplay between 

human and artificial actors. 

Culture and Network Analysis 

Beyond online communication per se, the Internet provides numerous databases — for 

example, on film productions or scientific publications — that enable innovative network 

analyses (Lutter, 2015; Burgdorf et al., 2024; Heiberger et al., 2021). Many such studies 
explore culture as systems of meaning that vary across contexts and evolve over time. 

Recent work combines network analysis with quantitative text analysis (e.g., topic models 

or word embeddings). Some approaches even treat text itself as a network of co-occurring 
words (Diesner et al., 2012). This integration enables a synthesis of social relations and 

cultural structures — for example, in the analysis of socio-semantic networks (Roth & 

Cointet, 2010). These non-reactive archival data, composed of events such as letters or 

publications, provide fundamentally different information than network surveys. This calls 
for new measurements, analytical methods, and conceptualizations of what networks 
represent. 



 
         
                                                                                

 
3 

 

Aim of the Conference 

The conference focuses on the study of social networks, culture, and communication in and 
around the Internet. At the same time, we also welcome general contributions to network 

research without a direct Internet focus. The goal is to bring together broader developments 

in network research with current studies on online communication networks. We invite 

conventional network analyses, qualitative studies, research on egocentric networks, and 
conceptual contributions — as well as submissions employing computational social science 
approaches such as natural language processing. 

We cordially invite you to submit proposals for presentations or posters in the form of a one-

page abstract (PDF) by December 1, 2025, via the conference website 

(https://www.gesis.org/netzwerktagung2026). Notifications of acceptance or rejection will 

be sent by December 19, 2025. Please indicate whether you prefer to give an oral 
presentation or present a poster. We welcome contributions in German and English. 

In addition to the regular sessions, the conference will feature a keynote lecture by John 

Levi Martin (Chicago), a poster competition, a joint conference dinner, and the award 
ceremony for the Early Career Prize of the DGS Section on Sociological Network Research. 
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