
 1. Introduction 

 This chapter is based on a section of the conclusion to my doctoral the-
sis ( Harding 2009 ), since published as a monograph ( Harding 2012a ), 
in which, after a close textual analysis of contested narratives and their 
translations, I came to refl ect not only on the usefulness of a rigorous 
narrative theory to investigate translations but also on the resonances 
between social narrative theory and complexity theory. Such resonances 
tantalizingly offered even richer ways of conceptualizing and analyzing 
the narratives and translated narratives that create and circulate in our 
worlds. The fact that those ideas lay dormant until the Leuven conference 
in June 2017 is indicative of the academic life in which ideas are often left 
by the wayside, usually in the pursuit of other useful ideas but also due to 
the demands of teaching, assessing, editing, and administration. That the 
conference call for papers fi nally propelled me into action is an example 
of the power of the deadline and the role conferences play in drawing 
together scholars with (isolated and neglected) nascent ideas into a com-
munal environment of intellectual discussion and exchange. The intensity 
of some of these discussions at the Leuven conference bears testimony to 
the genuine cognitive struggles required to grapple with new, abstract, far-
reaching, and interdisciplinary ideas and ethics. I also want to acknowl-
edge the personal, if fl eeting, connection to Kobus Marais (a strong force 
in the organization of the conference), with whom I had a conversation on 
a Melbourne train not long after I had completed my thesis. Kobus was 
one of the fi rst people with whom I shared my fl edgling ideas, and I still 
remember the surprise at discovering a fellow translation studies scholar 
also interested in complexity. Kobus has, of course, gone on to publish 
on complexity ( Marais 2014 ), and it was largely due to his pursuit of the 
topic and the debt I felt I owed to that Melbourne conversation that I 
embraced the conference—the fi rst of its kind in Translation Studies—as 
an opportunity to air my ideas to a discerning and critical audience. Such 
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is the serendipitous nature of academia and the importance of those infor-
mal conversations that are often the lifeblood of our work. 

 A little background. My doctoral work was not only an application of 
narrative theory but also aimed to further develop the theory itself. This 
was largely due to the fact that, at the time, narrative theory was still very 
new in translation studies, although of course as a fi eld itself narrative has 
a very long and rich tradition that continues to thrive. Narrative theory 
remains a primary interest for me; classical narratology in its various 
guises has much to offer the social narrative approach ( Harding 2016 ) 
that Baker ( 2006 ) so popularly introduced to translation studies. I had 
originally come to narrative partly through attempts to reconceptualize 
the idea of “in-betweeness”:  Tymoczko’s (2003 , 185) oft-cited article on 
this, in which she challenges ways in which “translation has been charac-
terized as a place or a space in between other spaces”, was very infl uential 
on me even as a master’s student. Even then, I was thinking about how 
it might be more profi table to think of translators, texts and cultures as 
lines, intersections, and nodes rather than spheres and spaces in-between, 
as illustrated in  Figure 3.1 .  Pym’s (1998 , 177) overlapping circles “where 
an interculture is assumed to be operative in the overlap of Culture 1 and 
Culture 2” seemed a particularly enduring representation of this idea and 
emblematic of the static, simplistic, and ultimately unsatisfactory nature 
of the model, which, with its closed circles, inadequately represents “the 
complexity of human cultures and languages which are open systems” 
( Tymoczko 2003 , 197n20 ).  1   

 At the fi rst Translation and Confl ict Conference (University of Salford, 
26–28 November 2004), I heard for the fi rst time Mona Baker present 
a paper on social narrative theory. She described narratives as (to para-
phrase) “the stories we tell about ourselves and the world,” a statement 
that struck me with a jolt of recognition that I still recall. It seems so 
simple now, but at the time, it was almost an epiphany to hear a theory 
describe so precisely my cognitive navigations of the world. How does 
she know how I think? I wondered. Even before I had known what to call 

  Figure 3.1   Intercultural space as an overlap of Culture 1 and Culture 2 (after  Pym 
1998 , 177) contrasted with an alternative model of lines, intersections, 
and nodes 
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them, I had visualized these narratives as the mesh of our existence, intri-
cate, invisible connections between people, living creatures, events, places, 
objects, memories, imaginations, conversations, and texts of every kind 
as dynamic, connective, intersecting lines. 2  Narrative theory suggested a 
way of not only naming but further conceptualizing my mental map of 
threads and fi laments and my little sketch (in  Figure 3.1 ) of intersections 
and nodes. This was the starting point of my dissertation in which, before 
I even formulated a clear idea of my topic and data, I hoped to not only 
“apply” the theory in a study of translations (so typical of early doctoral-
student thinking) but, because narrative seemed to be still so new, also to 
carry out an exploratory development of the theory itself. 

 As for complexity theory, my fi rst encounter came from reading Gleick’s 
 Chaos  ( 1987 ) long before I even took up postgraduate study. Several con-
cepts from that book, most notably fractals, the idea of open and nested 
systems, bifurcation and the butterfl y effect, stayed with me, enough to 
resonate when I was, towards the end of my doctoral study, introduced 
to the idea of complexity through a colleague working on horizontality, 
network activism and alter-globalization movements ( Boéri 2008 ,  2009 , 
 2010 ). It was through reading this material (e.g.  Chesters and Welsh 2006 ; 
 Cilliers 1998 ;  Urry 2003 ) and that of sociologists interested in complex-
ity theory (e.g. Byrne 1998;  Eve et al. 1997 ) that I was fi rst struck by the 
similarity of the language and concepts in this literature of complexity to 
the language and concepts of narrative theory. 

 Already too late to incorporate more fully into the thesis, I included these 
observations into a brief part of the concluding chapter, where they have 
remained until now. In this chapter, I return to the common language found 
in even an initial reading of the literature from complexity and narrative 
theory, arguing that the salience of this shared language is strong enough 
to warrant further investigation. This I do by briefl y introducing fi ve reso-
nances between the two theories, namely, the position of the observer, the 
importance of time and space, emergence, fractals, and bifurcation, expand-
ing on what was simply listed in the thesis. The chapter concludes with 
a refl ection on new insights into what might be a reciprocal relationship 
between complexity theory and narrative theory. Complexity is a way of 
conceptualizing the workings of narratives, yet, in turn, narratives may be 
a way for us to observe and describe complex systems. In all of this, I am 
writing as a translation studies scholar, whose interest in social narrative is 
always coupled with an interest in how narratives are constantly renarrated 
through interlingual, intralingual, and intersemiotic translation. 

 2. Common Language 

 Actors, agency, causality, causation, connections, elements, frames, fram-
ing, networks, time, temporality, relations, relationality, space: These are 
some examples of the shared language between narrative and complexity, 



36 Sue-Ann Harding

and while it could certainly be argued that many of these words are fairly 
common (in the sense of ubiquitous) and can be found in several differ-
ent disciplines—framing, for example, is of course well known in  Goff-
man’s (1974 ) sociology and is also used in journalism ( Entman 1993 , 
 2004 )—it was the way these terms were being used to conceptualize social 
action, human behavior, institutional practices, and issues of power and 
resistance—all key to Baker’s work on narrative ( 2006 ) and central to my 
own topic (Harding 2012a, 2012c)—that resonated with my thinking on 
narrative, particularly my early visualization of narratives as lines and 
intersections that could now be thought of as a dynamic systems model. 
Elements, for example, as we can see from the sample quotations below, 
are conceptualized in the literature as the components or constituents of 
systems that interact, connect, and relate to each other (the lines, nodes, 
and intersections of my sketch). Quotations 1–3 in the following list come 
from complexity-theory literature and 4–6 from narrative theory. I have 
highlighted in bold common terms. 

  1. “Complex systems with very large numbers of  elements  do not 
simply sustain unchanging stability,” 

 ( Urry 2005a , 238) 

  2. “A complex system is the result of a rich  interaction  of simple  ele-
ments  that ‘only respond to the limited information each is presented 
with’ ( Cilliers 1998 , 5).” 

 ( Urry 2005a , 239) 

  3. “It is this combination of  elements : large numbers of  interacting  
individuals, groups, and movements constituting an open system 
that adapts to its environment leading to increased refl exivity facili-
tated by feedback loops and nonlinear processes of  interaction  and 
iteration that leads to even greater complexity.” 

 ( Chesters 2004 , 337) 

  4. “Events, actors, time, and location  together  constitute the material 
of a fabula. In order to differentiate the components of this layer 
from other aspects, I shall refer to them as  elements . [. . .] these 
 elements  are organized in a certain way into a story.” 

 ( Bal 2009 , 8) 

  5. “the  elements  of a narrative are always placed in  some  sequence, 
and [. . .] the order in which they are placed carries meaning. [. . .] 
The way we order  elements  in a narrative, whether temporally or 
spatially, creates the  connections  and  relations  that transform a set 
of isolated episodes into a coherent account.” 

 ( Baker 2006 , 50–52, original emphasis) 
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  6. “ Elements  can be attributed varying degrees of signifi cance [weight-
ing], amplifi ed through temporal and/or spatial positioning, the 
inclusion of greater detail, allotted a greater proportion of the whole 
narrative through repetition and reiteration, or interpreted ‘as crises 
of a particular magnitude or as turning points in the context of the 
overall narrative’ ( Baker 2006 , 68). The way  elements  are temporally 
and spatially  related  to each other is a regular means of making a 
story from the fabula.” 

 ( Harding 2012b , 63) 

 In Quotation 3, Chesters names some of these elements: “large numbers 
of interacting individuals, groups, and movements” while in narratology 
Bal (Quotation 4) calls them “events, actors, time, and location” which 
“together constitute the material of a fabula.” 3  In narrative theory, it is 
“the connections and relations” (Quotation 5) between elements that cre-
ate “a coherent account,” just as a “rich  interaction  of simple  elements ” 
results in a complex system” (Quotation 2). It is through “the way (these) 
elements are temporally and spatially related to each other” that stories 
are made, with Quotation 6 listing some of these ways. 

 Already evident in the quotations and further illustrated in these next 
sample quotations, connectivity, relationality, confi guration, relation-
ships, and networks are also key concepts that are repeated throughout 
both literatures. Quotations 7 and 8 come from complexity theory while 
Quotations 9–11 are taken from narrative theory. Again, I have high-
lighted in bold common terms. 

  7. “Overall my argument here is one that rests upon a profound 
‘ relationality ’. [. . .]  Relationality  is brought about through a wide 
array of  networked  or circulating  relationships  that are implicated 
within different overlapping and increasingly convergent material 
worlds.” 

 ( Urry 2003 , 122) 

  8. “When we look at the behavior of a complex system as a whole, 
our focus shifts from the individual element in the system to the 
complex structure of the system. The complexity emerges as a result 
of the patterns of  interaction  between elements.” 

 ( Cilliers 1998 , 5) 

  9. “Narrativity and  relationality  are conditions of social being, social 
consciousness, social action, institutions, structures, even society 
itself—that is, the self and the purposes of self are constructed and 
reconstructed in the context of internal and external  relations  of 
 time  and  place  and  power  that are constantly in fl ux.” 

 ( Somers and Gibson 1994 , 65, original emphases) 
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 10. Above all, narratives are constellations of  relationships  (connected 
parts) embedded in  time and space  [. . .] narrativity demands that 
we discern the meaning of any single event only in temporal and 
spatial  relationship  to other events—hence its fundamental trait of 
 relationality . 

 ( Somers 1997 , 82, original emphases) 

 11. “ Relationality  [. . .] means that it is impossible for the human mind 
to make sense of isolated events or a patchwork of events that are 
not constituted as a narrative.” 

 ( Baker 2006 , 170) 

 By loading this chapter with quotations like this (and at the conference, 
loading the slides with text), I know I am breaking the rules for effective 
citation (and visual presentations), but at this stage, I simply want to 
illustrate the commonality between the discourses and how striking it 
is, even on an initial, superfi cial reading.  Somers and Gibson (1994 , 65), 
for example, in Quotation 9, state that “the self and the purposes of self 
are constructed and reconstructed in the context of internal and external 
relations of time and place and power that are constantly in fl ux.” This 
model, whereby society is conceptualized as a network of relationships, is 
almost identical to the “wide array of networked or circulating relation-
ships” in Quotation 7 and the complex system described by Cilliers in 
Quotation 8. 

 This shared language between narrative theory and complexity theory 
remains intriguing and is strong enough, I think, to warrant further explo-
ration. As in other work I have done on narrative and metaphor ( Harding 
2011 ), I think of those similarities as “resonances,” that is, terms and con-
cepts in one theory that are already familiar from one fi eld and so, when 
encountered in a new and unfamiliar terrain, appear to be augmented, 
or heightened in signifi cance, and thus inviting of “a way in” to further 
inquiry. David  Byrne (1998 , 10) also refers to resonances as reason for 
applying complexity theory to the social sciences, describing resonance, in 
his case, as “hearing echoes of the chaos/complexity account in accounts 
of social reality which were written without explicit reference to it.” This 
was exactly what I was hearing, so to speak, in narrative theory. 

 3. Five Resonances 

 In my thesis conclusion, I listed fi ve such resonances ( Harding 2012a , 
225), which I revisit here in more detail: the position of the observer, the 
importance of time and space, emergence, fractals, and bifurcation, or 
the idea that small changes in the system can bring about large changes 
to the system as a whole. The fi rst resonance concerns the position of the 
observer (or researcher) and the rejection of any claim to a disinterested, 
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external objectivity. Complexity theory acknowledges that “as in quan-
tum mechanics, the observer and the observed cannot be detached from 
one another rendering observation and knowing an ontological event” 
( Chesters and Welsh 2006 , 8), and “scientifi c observations are themselves 
components of the systems being investigated. There is nothing outside 
the system” ( Urry 2003 , 37). This is also a fundamental assumption of 
social narrative theory, that states that “narrative constitutes reality rather 
than merely representing it, and hence [. . .] none of us is in a position 
to stand outside any narrative in order to observe it ‘objectively’” ( Baker 
2006 , 5). This is often one of the most confronting aspects of narrative 
theory for students engaging with the theory for the fi rst time, the idea 
that there is “no truth out there,” proving disorientating and troublesome 
for students steeped in positivist paradigms of objectivity and neutrality, 
or in religious paradigms of a single, immutable truth. 

 This loss of any recourse to objectivity also manifests itself in the inti-
mations of fear, or as  Cilliers (1998 , 114) puts it, “a feeling of vertigo” 
detected in some of the literature on complexity thinking, in the face of 
what is seen as postmodernism’s unchecked relativism (e.g.  Byrne 1998 ; 
 Rescher 1998 ;  Taylor 2001 ;  Marais 2014 ). Such fears, in my view, are 
unfounded and “fallacious” ( Cilliers 1998 , 115, see also  Cilliers 2005 ), 
given postmodernism’s defense against such accusations of anarchy (see 
especially  Lyotard 1984 ). The loss of the “grand narratives,” as such, is 
countered by the “fabric of relations” in which each self exists:  Cilliers’ 
(1998 ) reading of Lyotard brings to the fore the complexity principles of 
self-organization and feedback so evident in Lyotard’s concept of narra-
tive knowledge. In a postmodern world in which discourses, local narra-
tives and meanings proliferate, “a postmodern attitude sets us free, not 
to do as we like but to behave ethically” ( Cilliers 1998 , 138). We are 
responsible for our own ethics in a connected ecology.  Baker (2006 , 141), 
in anticipation of similar accusations, proposes Walter  Fisher’s (1984 , 
 1985 ,  1987 ,  1997 ) narrative paradigm as a means of assessing narratives 
and taking responsibility for our support for, or opposition to, certain 
narratives: “our embeddedness in narrative clearly cannot preclude our 
ability to reason about individual narratives” ( Baker 2006 , 141). For 
the novice narrative analyst, realizing that their written account of their 
analysis is itself a constructed narrative 4  is a fi rst, vital step in develop-
ing the self-awareness, “a critical self-refl exiveness [and] . . . a certain 
self-critical distance” ( Hermans 2002 , 20; see  Harding 2012a , 13–14), 
so necessary for transparent, accountable research.  Cilliers (2005 , 256) 
calls these “modest” positions, that is, “refl ective positions that are care-
ful about the reach of the claims being made and of the constraints that 
make these claims possible.” 

 A second resonance between complexity theory and narrative theory 
is the importance of time and space. In complexity theory, a phase space 
is “all the possible states in which a system might exist in theoretical 
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terms” ( Byrne 1998 , 24), with attention then focused on the changes 
that take place within that space over time, for “complex systems have 
histories” ( Cilliers 1998 , 122) and “the crucial dimension along which 
changes occur is time” ( Byrne 1998 , 14). Temporality is one of the eight 
“features of narrativity” that  Baker (2006 ) explores (see Quotation 5), 
including (after  Bruner 1991 ) the confl ation of spatial ordering with 
temporal ordering, especially in visual media. In classical narratology, 
time and space are key aspects of narrative confi guration, investigated 
at length in the literature (e.g.  Chatman 1978 ;  Genette 1980 ;  Ricoeur 
1984 ;  Herman 2002 ;  Bal 2009 ). While “most defi nitions, by characteriz-
ing stories as the representation of a sequence of events, foreground time 
at the expense of space” ( Ryan 2014 , n.p., but see  De Certeau 1984 ), 
Doreen  Massey’s (2005 , 18) infl uential re-conceptualizing of space (that 
itself shows features of a complexity approach) interrogates and chal-
lenges traditional “problematical conceptualisations of space (as static, 
closed, immobile, as the opposite of time).” Referenced in Endnote 1, 
as we tried to complicate the smooth, closed circles of Cultures 1 and 
2, Massey’s defi nitions of space as “a product of interrelations, [. . .] 
as the sphere of the possibility of the existence of multiplicity [and] 
as always in process, as never a closed system” resonate strongly with 
complexity theory’s open systems of “networked or circulating relation-
ships” ( Urry 2003 , 122, and see, for example,  O’Sullivan et al. 2006 ; 
 Portugali 2006 ), with narrative theory’s “constellations of  relationships  
(connected parts) embedded in  time and space ” ( Somers 1997 , 82, origi-
nal emphases) and with the theoretical questions raised in translation 
studies over the “space between.” Indeed, questions of space and place 
are increasingly attracting the attention of translation studies scholars 
(e.g.  Simon 2012 ,  2016 ;  Cronin and Simon 2014 ;  Italiano 2016 ) and 
in translation research interested in border crossings, travel, sites of 
memory and museums. 

 The third of my fi ve resonances is the idea of emergence, what Byrne 
( 1998 , 3) calls “holism” or “emergent properties,” that is “the view that 
the whole is greater than the sum of its parts”—not, as  Urry (2005b , 5) 
explains, “that the sum is greater than the size of its parts—but that 
there are system effects that are different from their parts.” Emergence 
is a key feature of complexity thinking and is expressed in various ways 
in the literature, as in: “Complex phenomena exhibit collective behavior 
on the macro level, and often involve ‘spontaneous pattern formation.’ 
These patterns can be seen as emergent properties that are new (not 
pre-existing), not trivially predictable, and characteristic of the whole, 
not of its parts” ( Van Kooten Niekerk and Buhl 2004 , 31). Although 
narrativists do not use the word emergence, the same can be said for 
narratives, confi gured from elements selected and arranged in order to 
function in a story, which simultaneously determines the selection and 
arrangement of parts. Stones selected for their weight and shape in order 
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to construct an arch which takes its shape and characteristics from the 
stones from which it is built is an image that comes to mind. Elements 
of a narrative are understood and interpreted in light of the whole nar-
rative, and the whole narrative is understood and interpreted in the light 
of its constituent elements (see  Bruner 1991  on hermeneutic “compos-
ability” and “referentiality”;  Somers and Gibson 1994  and  Baker 2006  
on “relationality,” “causal emplotment” and “selective appropriation”; 
and  Harding 2012a , 45–47). Thus, although we can, through narrative 
analysis, break down and examine separate elements for the purposes of 
description and in order to argue our interpretations ( Bal 2009 , 11–13), 
the power of narratives to determine people’s behavior and the practices 
of institutions (including their elaboration of, and loyalty to, certain nar-
ratives) is something that cannot be isolated as a distinctive element but 
that emerges from the confi guration of the elements. 

 A fourth resonance between narrative and complexity theory is fractals. 
Again, the word is not used in narrative theory as such, but the concept 
of systems from complexity theory—that is, the self-similarity of systems, 
nested systems (that interact with each other) and open systems (that 
interact with their environment)—are, to my mind, clear models for envi-
sioning narratives and the way they connect with other narratives. Typical 
of social narrative theory is a typology of narratives such as this one from 
my own work ( Figure 3.2 ), which expands on the four types of narrative 
(personal, public, conceptual, and metanarrative) that  Baker (2006 ) takes 
from    Somers and Gibson (1994 ).  

 Such a diagram aims to illustrate, for example, differences between 
personal and shared or collective narratives, that is, narratives that 

  Figure 3.2  A typology of narratives ( Harding 2012a ) 
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individuals construct about the self and use to construct the self, in con-
trast to narratives which are constructed collectively about the collective 
(and which also, ultimately, construct the group) through processes of 
collaboration, consensus, and coercion. A diagram such as this also tries 
to show how narratives increase, so to speak, from the local and the 
particular to the large and the abstract, and it aims to draw attention to 
both the interconnectedness of the separate categories and their porous, 
indistinct boundaries. Yet, such a diagram is clearly limited, particularly 
when we think back to my early thinking on connections and intersections 
( Figure 3.1 ). 5  

 Narrative theory sees narratives as embedded in, or appropriated by 
other narratives, in ways that are not refl ected in a typology such as 
this. I see the relationships between narratives as fractal: Where do nar-
ratives begin and end, and when is a narrative an element of another 
narrative, which is, in turn, an element in another? How small can a 
narrative be?  Bal (2009 , 35) argues that metaphors can be interpreted as 
“mini-narratives” and that even single words (e.g. “secret,” and “rape”) 
“imply a story” (ibid., 58). With a fractal perspective, we can zoom 
in to analyze small (local) narratives and zoom out to analyze larger 
narratives while ever acknowledging both their self-containedness as 
individual narratives and their connectedness to each other and their 
openness to other narratives. 6  To take an example from my own work 
( Harding 2012a ), self-contained narratives of eyewitnesses, reporters, 
and former hostages at the scene of the Beslan hostage-taking also func-
tion as elements in narratives of the hostage-taking as it occurred over 
three days (its beginning, causes, narrative arc, and catastrophic end). 
These are themselves selectively appropriated to function as elements in 
larger offi cial narratives (of the demise of the Soviet Union and Russia’s 
“war on terror” as elaborated by President Putin on national television 
the day after the siege ended). Such societal narratives are, in turn, 
elements of broader narratives on foreign and domestic policy, nation-
hood, etc. and metanarratives of the “international war on terror” and 
Russian exceptionalism. 

 A fractal perspective such as this, I suggest, can help new scholars want-
ing to draw on narrative theory. I have often observed that they fi nd it dif-
fi cult to identify and collect data for narrative analysis, struggling to know 
how they should determine where narratives begin and end, and looking 
for unambiguous direction as to where and how they are elaborated and 
how they can be identifi ed across modalities and texts. When everything 
is data (cf.  Latour 2007 ) and “there are countless forms of narrative in 
the world” ( Barthes 1975 , 237), the novice (and not-so-novice) researcher 
can be overwhelmed. Yet, while any perspective is limited and partial, 
just as any data collection is pragmatic and always subject to limitations, 
this does not preclude the value of that perspective. “Nothing prevents 
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us from  attempting  explanations of the system—we can take as many 
pictures as we want,” Cilliers argues, 

 as long as we realise the limitations of each particular one. Since a 
complex system is constantly changing, i.e. not in equilibrium, it is 
also not possible to link a series of pictures together like pieces in a 
puzzle that fi t exactly into their true positions. We can juxtapose, 
compare, make collages, combine them in sequences that develop a 
narrative, and thereby, in perhaps a more creative way, develop our 
understanding of the system. The danger lies in falling under the spell 
of a specifi c picture and claiming a privileged position for it. 

 ( Cilliers 1998 , 80–81, original emphasis) 

 Thus, as we saw previously in the discussion of the fi rst resonance, both 
complexity and narrative acknowledge that we observe systems from 
within systems and that our accounts of the system are themselves nar-
rative constructs. Conceptualizing narratives as fractal, i.e. narratives 
as elements of other narratives in repeated self-symmetry, suggests that 
 any  narrative can be a “way in” to the system, so to speak, a point of 
departure for the research. This can liberate the researcher into simply 
beginning the task. Read as a “map,” with the connecting lines as path-
ways between different kinds of narratives (which are well defi ned in the 
literature), the typology of narratives in  Figure 3.2  might serve not as a 
hard and fast representation of the researcher’s material but as a fi rst point 
of orientation as the researcher delves into the data. 

 Yet, as noted earlier, the diagram is severely limited and fails to illus-
trate the interactions of narratives in a complex system. Such an image is 
static and does no justice to the dynamic nature of narratives as complex 
systems. This leads me to the fi fth and fi nal resonance between complexity 
theory and narrative theory and towards my conclusion. Bifurcation in 
complexity theory is the idea that complex systems are characterized by 
non-linear relations, change, and rich interactions, and it refers particu-
larly to the idea that very small changes (either external or internal to the 
system) can effect great changes of “enormous amplitude” ( Chesters and 
Welsh 2006 , 9): 

 Interactions between elements are non-linear so that “very small 
perturbations or fl uctuations can become amplifi ed into gigantic, 
structure-breaking waves.” 

 ( Prigogine and Stengers 1984 , xvii) 

 Elements at one location have signifi cant time—space effects else-
where through multiple connections and trajectories. 

 (Urry 2005a, 238) 
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 As with fractals, this is not at all the language of narrative theory, but it 
certainly resonates with the crucial idea that narratives are not fi xed but 
dynamic, constantly in negotiation and contestation and ever subject to 
change. 7  Large, powerful, reductive narratives can be resisted, so the the-
ory goes, fragmented and subverted ( Baker 2006 ;  Bennett and Edelman 
1985 ;  Boéri 2008 ;  Harding 2012a ;  Lyotard 1984 ;  Massey 2005 ). This 
was a major part of the conclusion to my study on the Beslan hostage-
taking where I refl ected on the potential power of local and particular 
narratives to dissolve dominant abstract narratives. Narrative need not be 
simplistic and reductionist. The ways in which narratives are constructed 
can “introduce new information in terms of unfamiliar dilemmas, puzzles, 
and contradictions” ( Bennett and Edelman 1985 , 64), creating stories 
“that open up the mind to creative possibilities developed in ways that 
provoke intellectual struggle, the resolution of contradictions, and the 
creation of a more workable human order” (ibid., 162). Translation is, 
of course, elemental to this, given its potential to introduce difference, 
the new, the unfamiliar, puzzles, and contradiction.  Byrne (1998 , 41–42) 
argues that “the profoundly optimistic implication of the possibility of 
the understanding of the domain of complexity [is that] . . . [w]e can 
come to see what makes the difference. And if we can see what makes 
the difference, then we can make the difference.” It is this optimism that 
makes attractive the application of complexity theory to activism and 
alter-globalization movements ( Chesters 2004 ;  Chesters and Welsh 2005 , 
 2006 ;  Maeckelbergh 2009 ;  Monbiot 2017 ;  Urry 2003 ,  2005a ). It is key, I 
suspect, to complexity theory’s attraction to many of those exploring it; it 
was certainly key to many at the conference as evidenced through several 
passionate debates. 

 4. Concluding Remarks 

 What continues to intrigue and elude me, however, is  how  to see what 
makes the difference. How can we study and analyze narratives in such 
a way so as to be able to identify  the  element that brings about the sud-
den and total change? Is it possible to identify such an element or, more 
likely, elements (in a series of changing narratives)?  Byrne (1998 , 24) 
suggests where we might look: “Points of change are the points of inter-
est.” He writes further that “it is precisely by focusing on understanding 
what happens at bifurcation points that we can do more than explain what 
has happened” (ibid., 23). So, perhaps we can ask questions like What 
was the elemental change in the cold war narratives that reconfi gured 
everything so completely? and What was the elemental change that dis-
mantled the narratives of apartheid in South Africa? in order to also ask 
questions like these: What is it that will change  beyond recognition  the 
entrenched narratives of the intractable confl icts of our time? What will 
be  the  element that dismantles the illegal Israeli settlements on Palestinian 
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territory and the Israeli West bank barrier? Complexity theory talks a 
lot about the impossibility of prediction, and yet it also acknowledges 
that change emerges from the system and is not completely random. As 
Marais surmises: 

 If presented with these kinds of disequilibrium systems, one cannot 
predict their behaviour. Thus, Kauffman ( Kauffman 1995 , 2) argues 
that the shortest way to predicting their behaviour is to watch them 
behave, which is basically also what  Latour (2007 ) proposes. One 
cannot understand them deductively. The only way to understanding 
them is through observation 

 (2014, 35–36). 

 Could the identifi cation and analysis of narratives be part of this empirical 
work of observing systems? I think so. As I returned to complexity theory 
after so many years, in preparation for my conference paper, I wondered 
whether narratives might be the “visible” or traceable aspect of complex 
systems. If, as narrative theory states, we can only make meaning through 
narrative, then perhaps the narratives we elaborate are the observable 
evidence of the system. It is something of a paradox, given that narratives 
themselves are not tangible as such and that we are still struggling to 
even adequately visualize them. And yet we can identify them and their 
constituent elements, locate the places in which they are elaborated, use 
the extensive tools of narratology to label, and discuss them and their con-
fi gurations. Astonishingly, I fi nd these thoughts already in the literature 
where I had not noticed them before: “If we model complexity in terms of 
a network,” writes  Cilliers (1998 , 130), “any given narrative will form a 
path, or trajectory, through the network.” Yes, I think, this is what I was 
trying to map when I sketched my little drawing of lines, intersections, 
and nodes (or lines and blobs as Ingold would say [2015]). 8  In fact, in 
a more recent publication, Byrnes and Callaghan go so far as to enlist 
narrative as a primary research method when using a complexity theory 
approach to the social sciences. “Trending” is the word they use for 

 presenting accounts of how the things of interest to us pass through 
time, how they change or stay the same. That is to say we are inter-
ested in their trajectories. [. . .] Trending is what we do when we map 
the trajectories of complex systems. When we trend we construct nar-
ratives. We tell the stories of how things have come to be what they 
are, how they stay as they are, and—projecting into the future—how 
they might come to be different from what they are. 

 ( Byrne and Callaghan 2014 , 154) 

 I have to admit to a rising sense of excitement as I read this (which I 
admit was on my way to the conference). Although their use of the word 
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“narrative” is not used in any rigorous narratological sense, Byrne and 
Callaghan clearly see narrative as the way we make sense of and describe 
the data collected from observing a system over time: 

 We carry out trending when we describe the trajectories of complex 
systems. That process is a process of constructing a narrative, a 
narrative which may be presented in a variety of forms—textual as 
words; numerical as a series of measurements, [. . .] and indeed visual 
through the presentation of a series of images.  

 They also mention “the presentation of time-ordered classifi cations”, 
“textual histories” and “that simulations which project produce narra-
tives of the future” ( Byrne and Callaghan 2014 , 171–172). In the years 
that I had neglected complexity theory as I sojourned in the camp of nar-
rative theorists (cf.  Hanne 1999 ;  Harding 2011 ), several from “the land 
of complexity theory” so to speak, had encountered narrative, primarily 
as a methodological tool for collecting and analyzing empirical qualita-
tive and quantitative data (see also, for example,  Luhman and Boje 2001 ; 
 Uprichard and Byrne 2006 ). 

 As I come to the end of my chapter, I want to return to the beginning, 
a conversation with Kobus Marais. In his exposition of emergent semiot-
ics, that is “the role of the semiotic in the emergence of social reality” 
( 2014 , 54), with translation as “an emergent semiotic phenomenon that 
underlies, in part, the emergence of social reality” (ibid., 77), Marais 
(drawing on the work of Latour and Searle) refers frequently to semiosis 
and semiotics as the stuff of “inter-ness” or “inter-ing” between systems 
and between individuals. Yet, these terms remain vague and abstract and 
he avoids, for the moment, defi ning or more precisely describing them 
( Marais 2014 , 98, 100), even while admitting that they largely remain 
imperceptible to us because we are so accustomed to them. Like the “insti-
tutional facts” of our lives—“we are so used to them that we experi-
ence them as virtually invisible”—and “as we do not see the oxygen we 
breathe, we do not see the institutions that constitute our social reality,” 
Marais argues with  Searle (2010 , 9) 

 that we see even less the semiosis through which this reality emerges. 
It is especially the workings of semiosis in this emerging process that 
is diffi cult to perceive and for which to account. To my mind, this 
state of affairs constitutes a serious problem in our understanding of 
social reality. 

 ( 2014 , 68) 

 Perhaps it is the very lack of defi nition that accounts for this unaware-
ness and passivity (although I disagree that we are so immune). Narra-
tive theory, with its rich and rigorous theoretical tradition of analysis is 
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well equipped to name, describe, and trace the workings of this invisible 
semiosis. As Marais endeavors to set out a complexity theory approach 
towards translation theory (and development studies), perhaps it is narra-
tives that are the stuff of “inter-ness” and “inter-ing,” perhaps the myriad 
of lines in his diagrams of complex and emergent connectivity between 
social phenomena, fi elds, and people ( Marais 2014 , 102, 107–109) can 
be thought of as narratives. Certainly others, as we have seen (Cilliers, 
Massey [space as “a simultaneity of stories-so-far” ( 2005 , 12)], Ingold, 
Byrne, and Callaghan) are thinking this way. 

 Just as the conference was a preliminary foray into the relevance of 
complexity theory for translation studies, this chapter is a preliminary 
foray into the common language and strong resonances between com-
plexity theory and narrative theory. It is offered as a starting point for 
the further theorizing of narratives as complex systems and for using 
narrative to empirically describe the trajectories of complex systems. It 
is also, as an anonymous reviewer of this chapter insightfully pointed 
out, “an illustrative example of the ways in which we might begin to 
 apply  the fi ve resonances to understanding complex narratives” (origi-
nal emphasis). Telling the backstory to this paper, I realized after con-
sidering this comment, arises out of an endeavor to recognize my own 
position as an observer or researcher of a system from within a system 
(resonance 1), thus acknowledging and accounting for the modesty of 
my claims in it. The importance of time and space to the narrative of 
this chapter (resonance 2)—the encounters with people and ideas at 
different times and in different places (Melbourne, Manchester, Leuven, 
libraries, conferences, a train)—is illustrative of the fact that knowledge 
has a history, as systems have histories, histories contingent on times 
and spaces that are often ignored or marginalized in our narratives (aca-
demic papers) of those histories. Thus, my narrative emerges out of my 
assemblage of elements, even as it relates the emergence of new knowl-
edge (resonance 3): the thesis itself, the common language and fi ve reso-
nances, and my discovery of the idea that narratives are themselves the 
traceable trajectories of complex systems and the “inter-ness” or “inter-
ing” between systems. Thinking fractally (resonance 4), the narrative is 
part of larger narratives of my research life, the research lives of others 
and our mutually dependent construction and production of knowledge. 
It also contains multiple smaller narratives, each of which could be a 
narrative in its own right, depending on the focus of our zoom lens. 
Limited and partial this narrative may be, but, as one of many, therein 
lies its value. Finally, the narrative includes several moments of bifurca-
tion (resonance 5), where new elements (ideas, encounters) disrupted the 
system and produced unpredictable but not entirely random changes. 
The inclusion of this fi nal paragraph in response to the comment of my 
astute reviewer is one such example. To make observable to my readers 
(and my students) these moments of change, is, I suspect, a consequence 
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of wanting to bring to (my and) their attention the workings of the 
systems in which we operate as researchers and scholars, and on which 
our knowledge (of, for example, translation, narrative, and complexity) 
is wholly contingent. 

 Notes 
  1 . Of course,  Pym’s (1998 , 177) focus is not on the circles  per se , but on their 

overlap, the “intercultural space” into which he “smuggle[s] a symbolic 
translator,” because he is using the model not to endorse but to challenge 
theoretical preoccupations with source and target cultures. Interestingly, he 
later refers to this space as an “intersection for translators” (ibid., 181), 
as “intersections between cultures” (ibid., 183), and even hypothesizes that 
“translators  are  intersections” (ibid., 182, original emphasis). This suggests 
that he is closer to thinking in terms of lines, intersections, and nodes than 
I realized, even as he wants to avoid “a world that has nothing but intersec-
tions between cultures” (ibid., 183), which might be what we have as the 
alternative and presented on the right in Figure 3.1, where Culture 1 and 
Culture 2 have disappeared. Much depends on how we defi ne “space” and 
“intersection” and what characteristics we give to these sites. As  Massey 
(2005 , 18) argues, “space” has long been conceptualized as “static, closed, 
immobile,” which is why, I suspect, the idea of the “space between” has 
been so attractive as an “elsewhere” from which a translator speaks, “an 
elsewhere that is often seemingly not simply a metaphorical way of speak-
ing about ideological positioning, but that ipso facto affords a translator a 
valorized ideological stance” ( Tymoczko 2003 , 185). That Pym calls this 
space an intersection and interrogates throughout his book who and what 
is intersecting there (and where “there” is), indicates a much more dynamic 
conceptualization of space, approaching  Massey’s (2005 , 10) space as “a 
product of interrelations,” as we see later. 

  2.  Tim Ingold’s (e.g.  2007 ,  2015 ) work on lines and knots articulates many of 
these early, nascent ideas and, encountered in a different time and space con-
fi guration, may well have led me down another path (or line). 

  3 . Understood in Bal’s approach ( 2009 ) as one of three layers of the narrative 
(text, story, fabula), useful for analysis (see also  Harding 2012a ). 

  4 . As I point out elsewhere, my account of the six stories of the Beslan siege is itself 
a seventh story and in my study of three different narrators, I am the fourth nar-
rator ( Harding 2012a , 213 n5). Cerwyn Moore also states (drawing on Ricoeur), 
that “interpretation is itself a construction of meaning [and] [t]hus the analyst, 
who is also a narrator of a kind, has no objective position” ( 2010 , 3). 

  5 . In fact, the challenge of creating effective data visualizations and graphic depic-
tions of theoretical concepts was an issue that arose repeatedly throughout the 
complexity conference in Leuven. As translation studies scholars, our struggles 
to do this adequately are somewhat ironic given that data visualization argu-
ably belongs in a theory of translation because it is, after all, translation. 

  6 . See also Taylor’s discussion of “myth”: “Just as networks of symbols comprise 
myths, so different myths form networks in which their specifi city is a func-
tion of their difference from and, thus, relation to other myths. Constituting a 
structure bordering on the  fractal , myths are networks of networks made up of 
nodes within nodes” ( Taylor 2001 , 212, emphasis added). Like this statement, 
much of what Taylor writes on what he calls “theory” and “myth” echoes 
uncannily my own thinking on narratives, and had I been aware of his work 
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earlier, it is very likely to have informed mine. Another example of our ever 
partial and limited positions. 

  7 . And here I would disagree with Marais’ criticism of Baker’s work on nar-
rative where he reads her as conceptualizing narrative as “a closed system” 
and “immune to infl uence from outside” and argues that she herself becomes 
“stuck in a reductionist frame of thought by reducing translation to one of its 
aspects, that is, maintaining confl ict” ( Marais 2014 , 91). I would argue that 
this is a misreading that fails to take into account Baker’s numerous examples 
of how and why narratives change (see, for example,  Baker 2006 , 33–34; 
62–63; 79–80; 83–85; 89–98; Chapter 6) and completely misses the emphasis 
in her work on dominance, resistance, agency, and subversion. 

  8.   Ingold (2015 , 47) also describes narrative in relation to lines, as the integrated 
knowledge that inhabitants develop through walking, or “thread[ing] their 
lines through the world.” He contrasts this storied knowledge with classifi ca-
tory knowledge: “whereas the Kantian traveller reasons over a map in his mind, 
the walker draws a  tale  from impressions in the ground. Less a surveyor than 
a  narrator , his aim is not—as Kant would have it—to ‘classify and arrange’, 
or ‘to place every experience in its class’, but rather to situate each impression 
in  relation  to the occurrences that paved the way for it, presently concur with 
it, and follow along after. In this sense, his knowledge is not classifi catory but 
 storied , not totalising and synoptic, but open-ended and exploratory” ( Ingold 
2015 , 48, my emphases. See also  Ingold 2011 ). 

 References 

 Baker, Mona. 2006.  Translation and Conflict: A Narrative Account . London: 
Routledge. 

 Bal, Mieke. 2009.  Narratology: Introduction to the Theory of Narrative . 3rd edi-
tion. Toronto: University of Toronto Press. 

 Barthes, Roland. 1975. “An Introduction to the Structural Analysis of Narra-
tive.” Translated by Lionel Duisit.  New Literary History  6 (2): 237–272. 
doi:10.2307/468419. 

 Bennett, W. Lance, and Murray Edelman. 1985. “Toward a New Political Narra-
tive.”  Journal of Communication  35 (4): 156–171. 

 Boéri, Julie. 2008. “A Narrative Account of the Babels vs. Naumann Contro-
versy: Competing Perspectives on Activism in Conference Interpreting.”  The 
Translator  14 (1): 21–50. 

 ———. 2009. “Babels, the Social Forum and the Conference Interpreting Com-
munity: Overlapping and Competing Narratives on Activism and Interpreting 
in the Era of Globalisation.” PhD diss., University of Manchester. 

 ———. 2010. “Emerging Narratives of Conference Interpreters’ Training: A Case 
Study of Ad Hoc Training in Babels and the Social Forum.”  Puentes  9: 61–70. 

 Bruner, Jerome. 1991. “The Narrative Construction of Reality.”  Critical Inquiry  
18 (1): 1–21. 

 Byrne, David. 1998.  Complexity Theory and the Social Sciences: An Introduc-
tion . London: Routledge. 

 Byrne, David, and Gill Callaghan. 2014.  Complexity Theory and the Social Sci-
ences: The State of the Art . London: Routledge. 

 Chatman, Seymour. 1978.  Story and Discourse: Narrative Structure in Fiction 
and Film . Ithaca: Cornell University Press. 



50 Sue-Ann Harding

 Chesters, Graeme. 2004. “Global Complexity and Global Civil Society.”  VOL-
UNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofi t Organizations  15 
(4): 323–342. doi:10.1007/s11266-004-1235-9. 

 Chesters, Graeme, and Ian Welsh. 2005. “Complexity and Social Movement(s): 
Process and Emergence in Planetary Action Systems.”  Theory, Culture & Soci-
ety  22 (5): 187–211. doi:10.1177/0263276405057047. 

 ———. 2006.  Complexity and Social Movements: Multitudes at the Edge of 
Chaos . Abingdon: Routledge. 

 Cilliers, Paul. 1998.  Complexity and Postmodernism: Understanding Complex 
Systems . London: Routledge. 

 ———. 2005. “Complexity, Deconstruction and Relativism.”  Theory, Culture & 
Society  22 (5): 255–267. doi:10.1177/0263276405058052. 

 Cronin, Michael, and Sherry Simon. 2014. “Introduction: The City as Translation 
Zone.”  Translation Studies  7 (2): 119–132. doi:10.1080/14781700.2014.897641. 

 De Certeau, Michel. 1984.  The Practice of Everyday Life , translated by Steven 
Rendall. Berkeley: University of California Press. 

 Entman, Robert M. 1993. “Framing: Toward Clarifi cation of a Fractured Para-
digm.”  Journal of Communication  43 (4): 51–58. 

 ———. 2004.  Projections of Power: Framing News, Public Opinion, and U.S. 
Foreign Policy . Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

 Eve, Raymond A., Sara Horsfall, and Mary E. Lee, eds. 1997.  Chaos, Complexity, 
and Sociology: Myths, Models, and Theories . Thousand Oaks: Sage. 

 Fisher, Walter R. 1984. “Narration as a Human Communication Paradigm: The 
Case of Public Moral Agreement.”  Communication Monographs  51: 1–22. 

 ———. 1985. “The Narrative Paradigm: In the Beginning.”  Journal of Commu-
nication  35 (4): 74–89. 

 ———. 1987.  Human Communication as Narration: Toward a Philosophy of 
Reason, Value, and Action . Columbia: University of South Carolina Press. 

 ———. 1997. “Narration, Reason, and Community.” In  Memory, Identity, Com-
munity: The Idea of Narrative in the Human Sciences , edited by Lewis P. 
Hinchman and Sandra K. Hinchman, 307–327. Albany: State University of 
New York Press. 

 Genette, Gérard. 1980.  Narrative Discourse , translated by Jane Lewin. Ithaca: 
Cornell University Press. 

 Gleick, James. 1987.  Chaos: Making a New Science . New York: Penguin. 
 Goffman, Erving. 1974.  Frame Analysis: An Essay on the Organization of Expe-

rience . London: Harper and Row. 
 Hanne, Michael. 1999. “Getting to Know the Neighbours: When Plot Meets 

Knot.”  Canadian Review of Comparative Literature  26 (1): 35–50. 
 Harding, Sue-Ann. 2009. “News as Narrative: Reporting and Translating the 

2004 Beslan Hostage Disaster.” PhD diss., University of Manchester. 
 ———. 2011. “Narrative and Metaphor: Theoretical Resonances, or ‘Messing 

about in Boats’.” Paper presented at the Research Methods in Translation Stud-
ies II Conference, University of Manchester, April 29–May 2. 

 ———. 2012a.  Beslan: Six Stories of the Siege . Manchester: Manchester Univer-
sity Press. 

 ———. 2012b. “‘How Do I Apply Narrative Theory?’: Socio-Narrative Theory 
in Translation Studies.”  Target  24 (2): 286–309. doi:10.1075/target.24.2.04har. 



Social Narrative Theory and Complexity Theory 51

 ———. 2012c. “Making a Difference? Independent Online Media Translations 
of the 2004 Beslan Hostage Disaster.”  The Translator  18 (2): 339–361. 

 ———. 2016. “What Narratology Can Bring to Social Narrative Theory.” Paper 
presented at ARTIS@Shanghai: Narrative Theory in Translation Studies: A 
Research Symposium, Shanghai Jiao Tong University, March 27. 

 Herman, David. 2002.  Story Logic: Problems and Possibilities of Narrative . Lin-
coln: University of Nebraska Press. 

 Hermans, Theo. 2002. “Paradoxes and Aporias in Translation and Translation 
Studies.” In  Translation Studies: Perspectives on an Emerging Discipline , edited 
by Alessandra Riccardi, 10–23. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 Ingold, Tim. 2007.  Lines: A Brief History . London: Routledge. 
 ———. 2011.  Being Alive: Essays on Movement, Knowledge and Description . 

London: Routledge. 
 ———. 2015.  The Life of Lines . London: Routledge. 
 Italiano, Federico. 2016.  Translation and Geography . London: Routledge. 
 Kauffman, Stuart. 1995.  At Home in the Universe: The Search for the Laws of 

Self-Organization and Complexity . New York: Oxford University Press. 
 Latour, Bruno. 2007.  Reassembling the Social: An Introduction to Actor-Net-

work-Theory . Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
 Luhman, John T., and David M. Boje. 2001. “What Is Complexity Science? A 

Possible Answer From Narrative Research.”  Emergence  3 (1): 158–168. 
 Lyotard, Jean-François. 1984.  The Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowl-

edge , translated by Geoff Bennington and Brian Massumi. Manchester: Man-
chester University Press. 

 Maeckelbergh, Marianne. 2009.  The Will of the Many: How the Alterglobalisa-
tion Movement Is Changing the Face of Democracy . London: Pluto Press. 

 Marais, Kobus. 2014.  Translation Theory and Development Studies: A Complex-
ity Theory Approach . London: Routledge. 

 Massey, Doreen. 2005.  For Space . Los Angeles: Sage. 
 Monbiot, George. 2017.  Out of the Wreckage . New York: Verso. 
 Moore, Cerwyn. 2010.  Contemporary Violence: Postmodern War in Kosovo and 

Chechnya . Manchester: Manchester University Press. 
 O’Sullivan, David, Steven M. Manson, Joseph P. Messina, and Thomas W. Craw-

ford. 2006. “Space, Place, and Complexity Science.”  Environment and Plan-
ning A  38 (4): 611–617. doi:10.1068/a3812. 

 Portugali, Juval. 2006. “Complexity Theory as a Link Between Space and Place.” 
 Environment and Planning A  38 (4): 647–664. doi:10.1068/a37260. 

 Prigogine, Ilya, and Isabelle Stengers. 1984.  Order Out of Chaos . London: 
Heinemann. 

 Pym, Anthony. 1998.  Method in Translation History . Manchester: St Jerome. 
 Rescher, Nicholas. 1998.  Complexity: A Philosophical Overview . New Bruns-

wick: Transaction Publishers. 
 Ricoeur, Paul. 1984.  Time and Narrative , translated by Kathleen McLaughlin and 

David Pellauer. 3 vols. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
 Ryan, Marie-Laure. 2014. “Space.” In  The Living Handbook of Narratology . 

Hamburg: Hamburg University. <www.lhn.uni-hamburg.de/article/space> 
 Searle, John. 2010.  Making the Social World: The Structure of Human Civiliza-

tion . Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

http://www.lhn.uni-hamburg.de/article/space


52 Sue-Ann Harding

 Simon, Sherry. 2012.  Cities in Translation: Intersections of Language and Mem-
ory . London: Routledge. 

 ———., ed. 2016.  Speaking Memory . Montreal: McGill-Queen’s University 
Press. 

 Somers, Margaret R. 1997. “Deconstructing and Reconstructing Class Formation 
Theory: Narrativity, Relational Analysis, and Social Theory.” In  Reworking 
Class , edited by John R. Hall, 73–105. Ithaca: Cornell University Press. 

 Somers, Margaret R., and Gloria D. Gibson. 1994. “Reclaiming the Epistemo-
logical ‘Other’: Narrative and the Social Construction of Identity.” In  Social 
Theory and the Politics of Identity , edited by Craig Calhoun, 37–99. Oxford: 
Blackwell. 

 Taylor, Mark C. 2001.  The Moment of Complexity: Emerging Network Culture . 
Chicago: The University of Chicago Press. 

 Tymoczko, Maria. 2003. “Ideology and the Position of the Translator.” In  Apro-
pos Ideology: Translation Studies on Ideology—Ideologies in Translation Stud-
ies , edited by María Calzada Pérez, 182–201. Manchester: St Jerome. 

 Uprichard, Emma, and David Byrne. 2006. “Representing Complex Places: A 
Narrative Approach.”  Environment and Planning A  38 (4): 665–676. 
doi:10.1068/a37333. 

 Urry, John. 2003.  Global Complexity . Cambridge: Polity Press. 
 ———. 2005a. “The Complexities of the Global.”  Theory, Culture & Society  22 

(5): 235–254. doi:10.1177/0263276405057201. 
 ———. 2005b. “The Complexity Turn.”  Theory, Culture & Society  22 (5): 1–14. 

doi:10.1177/0263276405057188. 
 Van Kooten Niekerk, Kees, and Hans Buhl, eds. 2004.  The Significance of Com-

plexity: Approaching a Complex World Through Science, Theology and the 
Humanities . Aldershot: Ashgate.  


