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Socwf structures are defined. by their parameters — the criteria underlying the differentiation
among people and governing social interaction, such as sex, race, socioeconomic status, and
power. The analysis of various forms of differentigtion, their interrelations, and their
imphcaﬂon}‘fa?»m{egmﬂon and change is the distinctive task of sociology. Two generic types of
differentiation are hererogene:ty and status ineqiality. Nominal parameters divide people into
subgroups and engender heterogeneity. Graduated parameters differentiate people in terms of
status rankings and engender inequality, The macrosocial integration of the diverse groups in
modern soclety rests om its wultiform heterogeneity resulting from many crosscutting
parameters. For although heterogeneity entails barriers to socigl Intercourse multiform
heterogeneity undermines these barriers and creates structural constraints to establish
intergroup relations. Crosscutting lines of differentiation thus foster processes of social
" integration, and they also foster processes of recurrent change. Strongly interrelated parameters
fmpege these processes of integration and adjustment, however. (Such relationships between
" parameters — for example, hetween the occupation and income of individuals — must not he
conifused with the relgtionships between forms of differentiation — for example, between the
-a"msztm of labor and income inequality in societies.} Pronounced correlations of parameters
réveal g consolidated status structure, which intensifies inequalities and discoyrages intergroup
relations and gradual chonge. The growing concentration of resources and powers in large
orgamzanons and their top executives poses g serious threal of structural consolidation in

contemporary society.

he conecept of social structure is used

widely in sociology, often broadly, and

with a variety of meanings. It may refet
to social differentiation, relations of produc-
tion, forms of association, value integration,
“functional interdependence, statuses and
roles, institutions, ar combinations of these
and other factors. A generic difference is
whether social structure is conceived explic-
itly as being composed of different ¢lements
“and their interrelations or abstractly as a
theoretical construct or model. Radcliffe-
Brown (1940) and Levi-Strauss (1952) repre-
sent these contrasting conceptions of social
structure, The first view holds that social
structure is a system of social relations among
differentiated parts of a society or group,
which describes observable empirical condi-

tions and is merely the basis for a theory yet
to be constructed to explain these canditions.
The second view holds that social structure is
a system of Jogical relationships among
general principles, which is not designed as a

‘conceptual framework to reflect empirical

conditions but as a theoretical interpretation
of sacial life.* If one adopts the first view, as I
do, that social structure refers to the
differentiated interrelated parts in a collec-
tivity, not to theories about them, the

In Levi-Strauss's (1952:322) words: “The term
sacial structure has nothing to do with empirical
reality but with models built after it.” For a
discussion of the two contrasting views of social
structuge, see Nadel (1957:149-51), Boudan (1971),
and Lévi-Strauss (1952:336-42) himself.
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fundamental question is how these parts and
their connections are conceived.

My concept of social structure starts with
simple and concrete definitions of the
component parts and their relations. The parts
are groups or classes of people, such as men
and women, ethnic groups, or socioeconomic
strata; more precisely, they are the positions
of people in different groups and strata. The
connections among as well as within the parts
are the social relations of people that find
expression in their social interaction and
communication. This is a less abstract concept
of social structure than one in terms of
institutions and their integration, for examptle,
inasmuch as it focuses on groups into which
people can actually be divided and on
observable manifestations of their social
relations. While this view of social structure is
not abstract in one sense, it is in another. Its
concepts pertain to differences among people
and their relations, not to higher-order
abstractions, but it abstracts analytical ele-
ments from social life to trace their
interrelations and does not construct ideal
types to gain an intuitive understanding of
total configurations.* Of course, people differ
in many respects—in age, religion, occupa-
tion, and power, to name a few—and the
analysis of social structure moves from lower
to higher levels of theoretical abstraction as it
seeks to explain the combinations of forms of
" differentiation and their implications. In
short, by social structure I refer to population
distributions among social. positions along
various lines — positions that affect peaple’s
role relations and social interaction. This
intricate definition requires explication, and I
will use the term structural parameter to
clarify it.

FORMS OF DIFFERENTIATION

A social structure is delineated by its
parameters. A structural parameter is any
criterion implicit in the social distinctions
people make in their social interaction. Age,
sex, race, and socioeconomic status illustrate
parameters, assuming that such differences
actually affect people’s role relations. The

*In the first sense, this conception differs from
Parsons’ mare abstrict ones; in the second, it

conforms to his (1937:34-6, 603-24, 748-53) stress’

on abstracting analytical elements and contrasts with
Weber’s theoretical approach and Blumer’s.
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social positions that govern the social relations
among their incumbents define the social
structure. The simplest description of social
structure is on the basis of one parameter.
Thus, we speak of the age structure of a
population, the kinship structure of a tribe,
the authority structure of an organization, the
power structure of a community, and the class
structure of a saciety. These are not types of
social structure but analytical elements of its
distinguishing social positions in one dimen-
sion- only. The different positions generated
by a single parameter are necessarily occupied
by different persons—an individual is either a
man or a women, old or young, rich or
poor—but the case differs for positions
generated by several parameters, because the
same person simultaneously occupies posi-
tions on different parameters—he or she
belongs to an ethnic group and lives in a
community and has an occupation. Social
structures are reflected in diverse forms of
differentiation,® which nmst be kept analyt-
ically distinet. The camplex configuration of
elements that compose the social structure
cannat be understood, in my opinion, unless
analytical dissection precedeés attempts at
synthesis,

To speak of social structure is to speak of
differentiation among people, since social
structure is defined by the distinctions people
make, explicitly or implicitly, in their role
retations. An undifferentiated sociat structure
is a contradiction in terms.

The thesis of my paper is that the study of
the wvarious forms of differentiation among
people, their interrelations, the conditions
praducing them, and their implications is the
distinctive task of sociology. No other
discipline undertakes this important task, and
saciologists too have neglected it, despite the
theoretical emphasis on differentiation as a
core sociological concept ever since Spencer.
We have been much concerned with the
characteristics and behavior of persons, yet
little with the forms and degrees of
differentiation among them, which constitute
the specific structural problems. The subjects
of structural inquiry are, for instance, ethnic
heterogeneity, not ethnic background; polit-
ical differentiation, not political opinions; the

3As Nadel (1957:97) puts its, “it seems
impossible to speak of soctal structure in the
singular.”
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division of labor, not occupational perfor-
mance; income inequality, not poverty. My
objective is to suggest a framework for such
structural analysis.

Nominal and Graduated Parameters

“Two basic types of parameter can be
distinguished. The first is a nominal param-
eter, which divides a population into sub-
groups with explicit boundaries. There is no
inherent rank order among these groups*
though empirically group membership may be
assaciated with differences in hierarchical
status. Sex, religion, racial identification,
occupation, and place of residence exemplify
nominal parameters. The second type is a
graduated parameter, which differentiates
people in terms of a status rank order. In
principle, the status gradation is continuous,
which means that the parameter itself does
not draw boundaries between strata; but the
empirical distribution may reveal discon-
tinuities that reflect hierarchical houndaries.
Education, age, income, prestige, and power
are examples of graduated parameters.

The assumption is that the differences in
group affiliation -and status created by
structural parameters® affect role relations
and the social interaction in which these
relations find expression. Existing evidence
often sufficies to satisfy this assumption.
Thus, research has shown that social inter-
course is less frequent between blacks and
whites than within each group, that the role

relations between supervisors and sub-
ordinates differ from those among sub-
ardinates, and that differences in socio-

economic status inhibit friendships. If such
evidence does not already exist, the assump-
tion must be tested. In the case of nominal
parameters, sociable intercourse is expected to
be more prevalent within groups than between

“The term group is used throughout for classes of
people whase members collectively interact more
with one another than with outsiders but all of
whom are not necessarily in direct contact, as the
members of primary groups are. For a discussion of
the concept of group, see Merton {1968:338-42).

*To state that parameters cregte differentiation is
speaking eliptically, of course. Parameters are
concepts for observing the lines of differentiation
among people created in their social interaction. For
convenience af expression, such shorthand phrases as
“the differentiation produced by a parameter” are
used throughout the paper.
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persons from different groups.® In the case of
graduated parameters, sociable intercourse is
expected to be inversely related to the status
distance between persons. Unless these ex-
pectations are met, the investigator must
abandon his initial assumption that a factor is
a structurat parameter. The salience of various
parameters is tevealed by the strength of their
association with sociable intercourse.” There-
fore the proposed analysis of structural
differentiation in terms of parameters takes
into aceount processes of social interaction.

A fundamental distinction in the generic
form of differentiation is that between
heterogeneity, which does not involve hier-
archical differences, and status inequatity,
which does. Nominal parameters produce
horizontal differentiation or heterogeneity,
and graduated parameters produce vertical
differentiation or inequality. A given nominal
parameter's degree of heterogencity depends
on the number of subgroups into which a
population is divided .and on the distribution
of people among them. The larger the number
of ethnic groups in a community, the greater
is its ethnic heterogeneity. But if nine tenths
of a community belong to the same ethnic
group and merely one tenth to a few others,
there is less ethnic heterogeneity than if the
population is more evenly divided among
several ethnic groups. Both factors—number
of groups and distribution among them—are
taken into account by the index of heteroge-
neity proposed by Gibbs and Martin (1962),
which measures the chances that two
randomly selected individuals belong to
different groups. This index enables one to

“Ta be precise, ingroup rates are expected fo
differ from outgroup rates, and the former are neatly
always higher than the latter. An exception is sex
with respect to sexual intercourse and marriage,
though not with respect to sociable relations, which
are more frequent among men and among women
than between the two sexes.

Further refinements are possible by distin-
guishing parameters on the basis of their significance
far the content of social interaction. Whether a
graduated parameter reflects a monotonic rank order
of status, for instance, can be ascertained by
investigating whether expressions of deference and
campliance conform to the status gradations of the
parameter for the entire range of positions. Such a
test would undoubtedly show that age is not a
unilinear status dimension, because the oldest people
are unlikely to command most deference and
compliance. Negative salience—aggression against an
autgroup—may also be examined.
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" compare heterogeneity of various kinds and in

various places, and to analyze the conditions

associated with different forms and degrees of
heterogenceity.

The inequalities resulting from graduated
parameters also vary in degree. Equality is an
absolute term. One cannot say “more equal,”
except sardonically, to imply lack of equality.
But there can be a greater or lesser departure
from equality. The meaning of much inequal-
ity is equivocal, however. I am not referring to
the problem of how to combine various
dimensions of status, nor the problem that
some of these dimensions, like power, are
difficult to measure. A more basic question is
how to conceptualize degree of inequality in
the simplest case when a single and precise
indicator of status differences is under
consideration. Wealth is a good illustration,
because the meaning of individual differences
in wealth is unambiguous. Nevertheless,
inequality in wealth can be conceived of in
two contrasting ways, both of which seem
plausible. On the one hand,sif nearly all
people are equally poor and only a few have
more wealth than the rest, one would say that
there is less inequality than if great diversity
in wealth exists among the population. On the
other hand, if the total wealth is widely
distributed, one would also say that there is
less inequality than if most of it is
concentrated in the hands of a few. These twa
views of extent of inequality conflict, though
both- contrast with complete equality. For
when few own most of the wealth, all the rest
are roughly equal; and the greater the
diversity in wealth among people, the less
tends to be the share of the total concentrated
in few hands. _

Two forms of status inequality shouid
therefore be distinguished. The first pertains
to the concentration of wealth, power, or
other status attributes in a small elite and the
consequent status distance between the elite
and the majority. The second refers to the
diversity in status among people and implies
many fine status gradations.® Most empirical

® Not all status attributes are, like weatth, a stock
of scagce resources distributed among a papulation.
But even for those that are not, like education or
prestige, it is meaningful to distinguish between great
divexsity and elite concentration of status, for
instance, between a population with great divexsity
in yeatrs af schaoling and one with a university-
educated elite and largely illiterate masses.

_equality than with
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measures of inequality, such as the Ginj
coefficient, primarily indicate elite cancen-
tration; and it is necessary to devise distinctive
measures of status diversity.® Large and
differentiated middle strata reflect great status
diversity. Whereas elite superiority and status
diversity vary within limits independently of
each other, and hence occur in various
combinations, their extremes are oppaosite,
The paradox of inequality is that much
concentration of power or some other status
advantage is more compatible with widespread
status  diversity, in
accordance with Simmel’s insight that despots
fortify their position by leveling status
distinctions among their subjects and “equal-
izing hierarchical difference” (1950:198).

Quasi-Castes

The relationships of a nominal parameter
with graduated parameters indicate the status
differences among groups, for example, the
differences in education, income, and prestige
among religious groups. Substantial correl-
ations of nominal with graduated parameters
make it possible to construct new parameters,
which may be called ordinal parameters, and
which. divide people into groups with distinct
boundaries that are ordered in a hierarchy of
ranks.'® Thus, Duncan (1961) has created an
index of occupational status by ranking
oceupational groups on the basis of their
differences in education and income. In the
polar case, a nominal parameter is perfectly
correlated with at least one graduated
parameter, because a hierarchical ranking of

*Examples of measures of diversity are the
interquartile range and other measures of dispersion
that are, unlike the variance and the standard
deviation, not strangly affected by extreme values,
Indications of elite concentration for status attri-
butes that do not permit computing the Gini index
{or the top stratum's share of the total} would be the
proportion of the papulation having high status,
such a3 the proportion with graduate degrees or the
proportion with managerial autharity over mare
than one hundred employees.

'“The distinction of the three types of
parameters is related to but not identical with that
of nominal, ordinal, and intervai scales of measure-
ment. A main difference is that in terms of
measurement, oxdinal scales ate an intermediate type
between nominal and interval scales; whereas
conceptually ordinal parameters are the derived
type, since they combine the two criteria for
defining nominal and praduated parameters, respec-
tively.
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groups has become institutionalized, so that
groups differ not merely in average status but
in the status of all their members without
overlap. Castes illustrate such an institu-
tionalized hierachy of ranked groups. So does
the administrative structure of arganizations,
which divides employees into official ranks
that differ in authority and perquisites.

There are no castes in modern society. Yet
one of its major institutions—-formal orga-
nizations—resembles a caste structure in some
respects, though not in all, of course, since
administrative . rank is not an ascribed
position. Moreover, there are quasi-castes in
modern society. If a nominal parameter
indicative of aseribed positions is strongly
associated with graduated parameters, it
teveals hierarchically ranked groups that
exhibit little overlap in status. Such groups
may aptly be described as quasi-castes,
provided that there are also restrictions of
intimate relations between members of
different groups. Racial differences in the
United States are strongly associated with
differences in prestige, education, income,
wealth, and power; and they inhibit inter-
marriage and intimate social contacts gener-
ally. American blacks and, whites are quasi-
castes. Sex differences too are associated with
differenices in various aspects of status, but
- men and women are united threugh marriage
in intimate famity relations. Women and men
cannot be designated as quasi-castes, there-

fore, though sex differences are not without

caste ingredients.

If caste is dissected into its analytical
elements rather than viewed as a global type,
it becomes evident that caste ingredients can
be found in many groups. Three basic
attributes of caste are ascription, a hierarchy
having no status overlap, and severe restric-
tions on social intercourse. The three do not
have to occur together, however; and they do
not have to he conceptualized as dichotomies
that cannot vary in degree. Thus, instead of
thinking of ascription in the usual way as an
attribute that is either present or ahsent, we
may treat it as the extreme value of a
continous variable, specifically, of rates of
intergroup mobility. Ascription means that
there is no mobility from the social positions
people occupy at birth. If the mobility rates
among social positions are very low, these
positions hardly differ from ascribed ones and
may be said to contain much of one caste
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ingredient. Similarly, the hierarchical char-
acter of castes with no status overlap
represents the terminal point of the contin-
uous variable indicating how little status
overlap exists and how-great the hierarchical
differences are between groups, which is
reflected in the correlations between a
nominal parameter and graduated parameters,
with perfect correlations revealing the ex-
treme of caste. Finally, restrictions on social
intercourse are manifest in the actual rates of
intermarriage and intergroup sociability, with
very low rates indicating both a most salient
parameter and a third kind of caste element.

By decomposing the ideal type of caste
into its analytical elements, we can discover
which groups display which caste ingredients
to what extent. But the concept of quasi-caste
should not be trivialized by applying it to
nearly every group. All group differences are
accompanied by some restriction on inter-
group contacts, and most are also accom-
panied by some differences in average status
and some restriction on intergroup mobility.
Groups should be designated as quasi-castes
only when a nominal parameter exhibits
substantial positive correlations with grad-
uated parameters, disclosing great status
differences, and substantial negative cotre-
lations with both rates of intergroup contacts
and rates of intergroup mobility, which show
that restrictions on social intercourse between
groups are severe and that social positions are
virtually ascribed. Race is the polar case in our
society, but there are other groups that
resemble quasi-castes, like the Appalachian
whites or Main Line Philadelphians. As this
discussion ittustrates, structural analysis tends

- to involve inquiries into the interrelations of

parameters and their relationships with
processes of social interaction and social
mobility.

Structural Analysis

Parameters are the framewark for the
macrosociological analysis of social structure
in empirical and theoretical terms. But are not
parameters simply variables disguised by a
fancy label? Although they are indeed
variables characterizing individuals, they are
used in structural analysis in distinctive ways.
The variation in individual characteristics
among people is the new variable that
describes a feature of the social structure—the
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degree of variation or the shape of the
distribution. Thus, concern is not with the
occupations of individuals but with the extent
of variation in their occupational positions,
.which is indicative of the division of labor;
not with the income of individuals but with
the distribution of incomes in a society, which
reflects income inequality. Empirically, struc-
tural parameters find expression in various
measures of dispersion. Conceptually, specific
forms of differentiation must be distin-
guished, and so must their combinations that
generate still ather forms of differentiation. .

The theoretical aim is to explain the forms
and degrees of social differentiation and their
implications for social integration and social
change. Hence, it is to explain variations in
the structural features of societies, mnot
variations in the behavior of individuals, in
contrast to Homans (1961). Moreover, it is to
explain the differentiation among people in
societies, not the global characteristics
(Lazarsfield and Menzel, 1964:428-9) of
societies, such as their cultural tradition,
social institutions, or dominant values, in
contrast to Parsons (1951; Parsons and
Smelser, 1936). This conception of social
structure ‘does not try to encompass every-
thing important in social life but focuses on
the differentiation among people. The pre-
vailing values and the existing technology,
though surely important social conditions, are
not part. of the social structure in the narrow
sense in which the term is used. Value
orientations are taken into account indirectly
insofar as they are reflected either in social
differentiation—as exemplified by religious
and political differences—or in the salience of
parameters for social intercourse—as ex-
emplified by the influence of cultural values
on whether religious background or occupa-
tional success most affects choices of
associates. Many social conditions may influ-
ence, and in turn be influenced by, the
structural features under intensive investi-
gation, such as society’s technology and its
affluence, and prevailing cultural values are
considered to be simply another one of these
conditions.'!

Three problem areas in, structural analysis
may be explored. The first is the connection
between structural differentiation and pro-

111 consider this structural approach fo be in the
tradition of Simmel, Durkheim, and Marx.

i
AMERICAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW

cesses of social integration, Here concern is
with the implications of differentiation for
the processes of social interaction and
communication in which social relations find
expression and through which individuals
become integrated in groups and the various
groups are infegrated in the larger social
structure. The second problem is to refine the
distinctions among forms of differentiation,
analyze the conditions on which the specific
forms depend, and investigate the relation-
ships of one form of differentiation with
athers. For example, what are the distinct
forms of the division of labor, which
conditions govern the form it takes, and how
is the division of labor related to status
inequalities? A third question is how the
actual combinations of the analytically
distinguished forms of differentiation affect
the dynamics of sacial life. The relationships
of parameters indicate how consolidated
status structures are, which has important
implications for processes of integration and
mobility, the nature of social change, and the
depth of social inequalities. The remainder of
the paper deals with these three problems.

DIFFERENTIATION AND INTEGRATION

Individuals become integrated members of
groups through processes of recurrent social
interaction and communication. This concep-
tualization of social integration complements
that of social differentiation introduced
earlier, integration being defined in terms of
intensive social interaction and differentiation
in terms of restrictions on social interaction.
Social associations establish the networks of
interpersonal relations that integrate indi-
viduals into cohesive social units. Regular
face-to-face contacts in groups socialize new
members, furnish continuing social support,
create interdependence through social ex-
change, and thereby make individuals integrat
parts of groups. These processes of social
integration describe conditions in small
groups, such as families, friendship cliques,
and work groups. But how do individuals and
small groups become integrated in entire
societies or other collectivities too large for
most ~members to be in direct com-
munication?

The answer often given is that common
values are the basis of the social integration of
societies. However, common values do not
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suffice to integrate individuals into a network
of social relations. This requires supportive
social interaction, which is the reason that
integration is assumed to rest on social
interaction. Although shared value orienta-
tions undoubtedly promote social integration,
they do so by encouraging social intercourse

among persons when the opportunity arises.

Since value orientations are more likely to be
shared within groups than by membeis of
different groups, we must still ask -what
produces the social connections among diverse
groups that integrate them and their members
into a society. The answer I suggest is that
structural differentiation is the condition that
brings about macrosocial integration, paradox-
ical as this seems, inasmuch as differentiation
is conceptualized as restricting-social inter-
course and integration as contingent on it.

Implications of Heterogeneity

Evén in small and simple tribes, social
integration depends om structural differenti-
ation. The kinship structure is the main basis
for differentiation. It divides tribes into clans
and families, creating subuniis sufficiently
small for every member to have daily contact
wiih all others. The intimate and frequent
social interaction in families socializes chil-
dien dnd transmits the common language and
culture to them, and it provides social support
to adults as well as children. These social
processes make children as well as adults
integral parts not only of their families but
also of their clans and tribes, because the
kinship siructure links families in interfocking
groups. The incest taboo requires that
kin-groups exchange spouses, with the result
that marriages give rise to crosscutting ties
that sirengthen intergroup relations. Hence,
the differentiated kinship structure produces
the condifions for infegrative social associa-
-tions both within and among kin-groups.

Industrialized societies are much larger and
much more heterogeneous than simple tribes,
of course. Their sheer size makes it incon-
ceivable that a single kinship system could
encompass all members and serve as the basis
for an integrated social simucture. Their
complex heterogeneity, however, furnishes
new grounds for social interaction across
group boundaries that integrates the diverse
groups; but these new conditions alter the
character of most human relations and of the
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social integration rooted in them. The
macrostructures of industrial societies are not
merely much differentiated in a given
dimension; they are differentiated along many
distinct lines—religiously, occupationally, eth-
nically, geographically, politically, and - in
numerous other ways. Before analyzing such
multiform heterogeneity, let us examine the
significance of heterogeneity in a single
dimension for social integration.

Nominal parameters are reflected in hetero-
geneity of varying degrees. By definition, a
nominal parameter finds expression in dispro-
portionately high rates of sociable intercourse
within groups, and recurrent sociable inter-
course is the foundation of social integration.
Hence, nominal parameters contribute to
ingroup integration. The more salient a
parameter, the firmer are the group bound-
aries, and the -greater is the tendency to
confine sociable interaction to the ingroup.
Consequently, salient parameters intensify
integrative social interaction within groups,
but at the same time they fortify the
segregating boundaries between groups. This
would impede the macrosocial integration of
the. diverse groups in society were it not for
heterogeneity, which changes the situation.

Whereas heterogeneity creates barriers to
sacial intercourse, much heterogeneity weak-
ens these barriers. This paradoxical conclusion
can be derived from two simple assumptions:
first, people tend to prefer ingroup to
outgroup associates, and second, people tend
to prefer associating with outgroup members
to not associating with anybody and re-
maining isolated. The first assumpiion is true
by definition, because the criterion of a group

is an excess of ingroup over outgroup social

associations.' 2 The second is not, but it seems
plausible, and it is testable, directly and

121 it is also assumed that firm group barriers
make ingroup choices as likely in small as in large
groups, it follows that very small groups, whose few
members restrict the choice of ingroup associates,
exhibit denser social intercourse, more overtap of
friendships, and consequently higher social inte-
gration than large groups. (It should be noted that
normally the small size of a group exerts pressures to
make ouigroup choices and depresses the rate of
ingroup choices below that in large groups.) Here
again we arrive from different premises at a
conclusion akin to one of Simmel’s (1950:89-90),
who points out that the small size of sects whose
dogma and distinctive practices insulate them from
other groups is essential for their strong tes of sacial
solidarity.
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through its implications for intergroup re-

lations. .

The more pronounced the heterogeneity,
the greater ar¢ the chances that people’s
casual encounters involve members of dif-
fereni groups. Much heterogéneity, therefore,
often forces people to choose between
interacting with others who are not members
of . their ingroups and not engaging in social
interaction at all. Although individuals may
have intimate associates in their own groups,
increasing heterogeneity' makes the occasions
more : frequent when the only alternative to
socializing with outsiders is to withdraw from
social intercourse for the time being. Given

- the second assumption—that people usually
prefer outgroup associates to no associates—
heterogeneity exerts structural constraints to
enter into social interaction with persons who
are not members of one’s own group and
establish intergroup relations. Group bound-
aries are barriers to sociable relations, but the
proliferation of boundaries implicit in great
heterogeneity lessens these barrers and
encourages intergroup relations,

The physical separation of groups oblit-
erates this effect of heterogeneity. If the
various groups are located in different towns
and neighborhoods, most encounters involve
members of the same group, notwithstanding
the heterogeneity of the total population. In
this situation, there is little opportunity for
intergroup contacts. The consequent restric-
tion of most social intercourse to members of
the same group strengthens group barriers and
increases social distances améng groups. In
aother words, differences in location that are
highly correlated with people’s differences in
another respect suppress the impact of
heterogeneity on intergroup relations, But this
is not a distinctive feature of location; high
correlations between two or more kinds of
differences among people generaly suppress
the impact of heterogeneity.

Multiform Heterogeneity

In industrialized soci¢ties, numerous nom-
inal parameters produce multiform hetero-
geneity, which means that every person
belongs to a varety of groups and has
multiple roles, While this multiform hetero-
geneity has been alluded to before, it has not
yet been explicitly taken inio account in the
analysis. Heterogeneity in a single dimension,
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though pronounced, does not greatly con-
strain people to establish intergroup relations
in alarge society. Even when the population is
divided into thousands of groups, most groups
contain still thousands of persons, which
makes it easy to realize ingroup preferences
and confine most sociable interaction to the
ingroup. But intersecting lines of differenti-
ation increase heterogeneity exponentially,
which reduces the size of perfectly homo-
geneous subgroups to the vanishing point and
thereby reinstates the structural constraints to
participate in intergroup relations that soci-
ety’s large size would otherwise nullify.*?

Multiform heterogeneity compels peaple to
have associates outside their own groups,
because it makes ingroup relations simulta-
neously intergroup relations in terms of
different parameters. We cannot help associ-
ating with outsiders, because our ingroup
associates in one dimension are, in several
others, members of outgroups (Merton,
1972:22-5). For people to realize ingroup
preference with respect to the most salient
parameters, they must maintain intergroup
relations along other parameters. This is by no
means a minor constraint. In complex social
structures, so many roles are impartant that
people often must set aside ingrained ingroup
prejudices for the sake of other roles. The
common interests of automobile workers
constrain blacks and whites to join in a union
and engage in social interaction, and the
common interests of blacks constrain un-
skilled workers and professionals to join in
common endeavors and associate with each
other.

From another perspective, multiform het-
erogeneity means that people in different
groups also held group memberships in
common. There are few if any people who do
not differ in some group affiliation, and
neitlier are there many who do not share some
group affiliation. The shared attributes of
persons in different groups are a basis for

13[f parameters were perfectly orthogonal, p
parameters each of which divides the population inta
s subgroups would produce sP completely homoge-
neous subproups, which is likely to exceed the
number of persons, even in a large society,
Parameters are more or less interrefated, of course,
Nevertheless, if only twa were arthongonal and all
other coincided with them, surely an extreme and
unrealistic assumption, heterogeneity wauld increase
exponentially.
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social interaction when the accasion arises and
for developing social relations across group
boundaries. This conclusion can be formally
derived from the definition of nominal
parameters in terms of ingroup assocations
and the assumption that multiform heiero-
geneity is so extensive that virtually no
persons have all group affiliations in commeon.
If people are predisposed to associate with
others who share their group affiliations; and
if nearly all people differ in some affifiation,
though they share others; it follows that the
common group affiliations of persons who in
any given dimension belong to different
groups will promote social associations across
group boundaries in this dimension.

Social norms influence these group pro-
cesses, but their influence is not independent
of the structural ‘conditions resulting from
heterogeneity. In largely homogeneous com-
munities, sociable contacts tend to be
confined to ingroups, and socializing with
persons outside one’s own group is a deviant
practice likely io be disapproved by normative
expectations. The pressures exerted by in-
creasing heterogeneity make social intercourse
between members of different groups more
frequent and thus a less deviant pattern. The
growing prevalence of intergroup relations
enlarges the social circles who accept them,
which implies that such relations encounter
less social disapproval and that normative
expectations gradually adjust to them. This
oversimplifies the dynamics of developments,
however, because deep-seated social norms
tend to resist the pressure for change
engendered by new conditions. Persisting
strong normative disapproval of intergroup
contacts often inhibits them despite enhanced
heterogeneity,  Intensified ~ ethmocentrism
when a community becomes ethnically mixed
is an example.

But when multiform heterogeneity is
pronounced, the predominant ingroup rela-
tions along some lines enforced by social
norms are necessarily accompanied by inter-
group relations along other lines. Besides,
different group affiliations are most salient in
different contexts—sometimes people’s union,
sometimes their church, sometimes their
neighborhood—and the changing™ ingroup
preferences, depending on the situation,
undermine social norms that would preserve
certain ingroup preferences. Although social
norms can discourage particular intergroup

. Norman
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relations, they cannot neutralize the compel-
ling pressure of multiform heterogeneity on
the proliferation of intergroup relations
generally; nor are the norms themselves
immune from this pressure.

The multiple roles and group affiliations in
complex social structures weaken the hold of
ingroup ties and alter the form of social
integeation. People have wider circles of less
intimate associatés. The cocktail party is
symbolic. The attenuation of profound social
bonds that firmly integrate individuals in their
communities is oftien deplored. But sirong
ingroup bonds restrain individual freedom and
mobility, and they sustain rigidity and
bigotiy. Diverse intergroup relations, though
not intimate, broaden horizons and promote
tolerance, and they are the basis of macro-
social integration.- Intimate relations, like
those in the conjugal family and between
good friends, are the main source of social
support for individuals. Since intimate rela-
tions tend to be confined to small and closed
sacial circles, however, they fragment society
into small groups. The integration of these
groups in the society depends an people’s
weak ties, not their strong ones, because weak
social ties extend beyond intimate circles
(Granovetter, 1973) and establish the inter-
group connections on which macrosocial
integration rests. The social integration of
individuals in contemporary society is no
longer based exclusively on the support of
particular ingroups but in good part on
multiple supports from wider netwaorks of less
intimate relations. ' To use an analogy, a
Gothic ‘structure supported by multiple
counter-balancing buttresses has replaced a
structure with a uniform solid
foundation.

It must be stressed that this analysis of the
structural constraints that promote intergroup
relations assumes that multiform hetero-
geneity actually exists, which requires that
nominal parameters are not strongly related

14g8immel (1955:163) notes that the individual
in modem society “is deprived of many supparts and
advantages assaciated with the tightly-knit, primary
group. [But] the creation af groups and associations
in which any number of people can come together
on the basis of their interest in 2 common purpose,
compensates for that isolation of the personality
which develops out of breaking away from the
narrow confines of earlier circumstances.™
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and various lines of differentiation intersect.
If paraméters are highly correlated—for
example, if ethnic differences largely coincide
with differences in religion, occupation, and
politics—group  differences meinforce each
other and discourage intergroup relations,
Only crosscutting group affiliations impel
people to choose among their various ingroup
preferences and set aside some, entering into
certain intergroup relations, for the sake of
others. Coinciding group affiliations, in
contrast, make the various ingroup prefer-
ences cumulative and strengthen tendencies to
restrict sociable intercourse to persons who
share most of one’s affiliations. The pre-
viously mentioned fact that a substantial
correlation of location with group differences
counteracts the effect of heterogeneity on
intergroup relations is simply a special case of
the general principle that correlated param-
eters counteract the impact of heterogeneity.

Status Inequality

The effects of status inequality on social
relations and on the integration of social
strata in society depend on the form the
inequality takes. Diversity of status, which
means that few people are roughly equal in
status, does not have the same implications
for social interaction and communication as a
concentration of status resources and powers,
which means that a small elite is far superior
to the majority. The absence of large and
diversified middle strata is the criterion of
elite concentration, not the absolute social
distance between the elite and lower strata,
whatever the measure. Although the differ-

ence between the most educated minority and

the majority with only compulsory education
may be the same in two countries, for
instance, elite concentrations would be higher
in the one having fewer persons .with
intermediate amounts of education, because a
larger share of the total educational resources
would be concentirated in the elite. The same
applies to distributions of wealth, income,
power, or other status attributes. The
distinction between status diversity and elite
concentration is an analyticai one, and actual
status structures reveal combinations of hoth
in varying degrees.

Status differences inhibit social inter-
course. That fact is inherent in the very
concept of status, and it has therefore been
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made a defining criterion of graduated
parameters. However, great diversity in status
promotes social interaction among persons
whose status differs, just as great hetero-
geneity promotes social interaction between
persons in different groups. Much status
diversity reduces the sacial distance between
strata and thus the status barrers to
sociability. It also creates intervening links
between strata, as people bring together
acquaintances of higher and lower status than
their own. In addition, diversity increases the
probability that social encounters will involve
persons whose status differs and hence the
frequency of occasions for social intercourse
that crosses status lines. Moreover, the
multiform status diversity that occurs when
graduated parameters exhibit weak corre-
lations leads to sociability among persons
whose status, though alike in some ways, is
not alike in all. For example, people may
socialize with others whose status origins,
wedlth, and income are similar to their own,
but whoese education and political power are
not. Whereas status diversity does not make
interpersonal relations between the highest
and lowest strata likely, it links them
indirectly - by fostering personal relations
between strata that are not far apart.

Elite concentration of such status attri-
butes as wealth, power, and education is
expected to discourage social intercourse
between the elite and other strata and
encolrage it among these strata, for several
reasons. It entails great social distance
between the elite and the majority. It implies
a small middle-class and thus few intervening
links that could help bridge the gap between
the elite and the rest of the population. It
reduces the likelihood of chance encounters
between the large majority and the small elite.
And it makes the elite interested in preserving
their superior position. These very conditions
that impede communication between the elite
and other strata are likely to facilitate
commitnication across status lines among
these strata. The great social distance from the
elite and the small size of the middle class
diminish the social distance among the lower
strata, both in absolute terms and in terms of
reference-group comparisons, because what-
ever status differences exist among them pale
by comparison with the difference between
them and the elite. The probability of social
encounters between persons in the various
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lower strata is very great, owing to the large
proportion of the population they compose.
And the vested interest of the elite to
maintain superior status has its counterpart in
the common interest of the lower strata to
improve their status, providing common
grounds for social associations,

What are the implications of status
diversity and elite concentration for macro-
social integration? Status diversity contributes
to macrosocial integration, as heterogeneity
does, though not as much, because it furnishes
only indirect links between social strata that
are widely separated. Some great social
distances that inhibit sociable interaction and
free communication are a built-in trait of
great status diversity, but deep ingroup
prejudices that similarly inhibit sociability and
communication are not imherent in much

heterogeneity. The multiform differentiation

tesulting from many weakly correlated param-
eters, in particular, enhances macrosocial
integration. Elite concentration, while it
furthers integrative relations among lower
strata, widens the breach between them and
the top stratum. This adverse effect on the
integration of the entire society is magnified if
different resources and powers are concen-
trated in the same elite and consolidate its
dominant position. The last section of the
paper will deal with the problem of
consolidation in social structures.

DIVISION OF LABOR

The next topic is designed to illustrate the
analysis of specific forms of differentiation
and their relationships. For this purpose, an
inquiry into the division of labor is presented,
distinguishing its forms, inferring the condi-
tions that govern its forms, and examining its
implications for status inequalities. The
division of labor refers to the distribution of
people among occupational positions. It
therefore is synonymous with occupational
differentiation.

The division of labor in societies is closely
connected with their status structure. Differ-
ences in occupational positions are associated
with differences in status—in education,
income, prestige, and power. In the terms
adopted, occupation is a nominal parameter
that is associated with several graduated
parameters. One might readily assume on the
basis of these associations that the degree of
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occupational differentation—the division of
labor—is similarly associated with the degree
of status differentiation—the extent of in-
equality in status. But this assumption is not
warranted. The relationship between two
forms of differentiation is often confused
with the relationship between the two
underying attributes of individuals, as Cale-
man (1973:1525} notes. Although the occu-
pation and education of individuals are
correlated, in our society and undoubtedly in
most, this does not tell us whether the
amount of variation among individuals in
occupation and in education are correlated.
This can only be determined by comparing
different societies or historical periods. As a
matter of fact, occupational differentiation is
variously related to different forms of status
inequality, as we shall see. But first the
distinet forms of occupational differentiation
need ta be analyzed.

Routinization and Specialization

The division of labor increases when new
jobs are added to those being performed or
when present jobs are subdivided into a larger
number.! ¥ The one is illustrated by the job of
computer operator, which did not exist until
recently, and the other by automobile
mechanics in large garages who have come to
specialize in repairing only certain parts of
cars. Subdividing jobs narrows the range of
different tasks of all jobs or many of them,
but the total repertory of tasks remains
presumably the same. For instance, if all
clerks once both typed and filed, and now
some only type and others only file, the range
of tasks for each is narrower than before, but

.the tasks pesformed by the entire group have

apparently not changed. Actually, however,
the sheer subdivision of work often gives rise
to new tasks. :

The subdivision of jobs may take two
forms. On the one hand, it may routinize
work, because the narrower range of tasks
simplifies jobs and reduces the training and

“skills required to perform them, as when work

originally carried out by craftsmen is broken

t¥The variation in the number of different
accupational positions is a simple indicator of the
divisian of labor. A more refined one, like .the
Gibbs-Martin index, takes also the distribution of the
labor force among the various pasitions into
account.



