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that car be ugoed to depict varicus siructures, frow family rolations tolinter- ;
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(r.g. n o dintrict, on association, an organiza%jnn}, coLiectivities ;
ol cotlectivities of individunls and so on, in @ hiererchy of truves,  Another
dimtinction would bo hotwoon b actors that are iy in the sense of
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4 We shall use the sywbol of a circle for an actor, wiin an anbroke line
tho varty.

The relation between

immediately four ver

~ < e
of orpanizationst



level

, ey .:‘1’ Cemaa
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Crystallization

High

The four cases depict very different social situstions: -
At 'a low level of individual consciousness and organization f ' j
B: individuals conscious, organized; but no coliecctive actor—formation
Cs coliective actor-formation, and (perhaps for that reason) low level

of individusl crystallization : :

D: high crystallization at both levels L i

A might correspond to a situstion of women before feminiat conmciousness s—formation |
and organization; D to the net result after such a procaess, Analytioaily very
important are the discordant cases B and C3 +the former representing a high level

t
ol individualisnm (hlgn becouse the collective level of actor—formation ig so low),

Ty

the latter representing a high level of collectivisam (high because the individual

level of actor-formation is so low). A Western versus a Janancae way of organizing
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a company, for instance?

e Several political processes can now be imagined uning this typology,
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atarting with the lowest level of crysia lli7atvon, 4, and «ading with‘B5C or D

via sowe ol the othors. B and € would represent types based on indiviaual and j
colieciive level aciion respoctively, keeping the other lovel so to spebk as a
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individoais are fully mobilized they might tend to becone very diverse and this

might Lreal down the collective wmobilization and result in type Bj correspondingly’

full collective mobilization wight impose como type of wuniformity which would tend
voowash oul dndividual differences and even decrysiailizne them, resulting in type
C. Western orgonizatious on thn one hand and Japan oun the other wight be scen lﬂ

this perspective;  constituting reasons why politics talkes on very different forms,
; i

in the two culiures.

6. There 1s one additional distinction in connecction with actors that has

bo be brought in:  jusuvstitmble  wersus substitutable retors.  The terms are

L . \o S . )
self-defining: no-onc olnre can substitute for one's child (1t is "priceless™)
Wi roan pupilr and workers ars substitutable the way school~ and factorics are

organized in "sodera" socicties. Substitutability should not be confused with
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cente that exchengoes or in-cheanges ars vositive ( rom vhe point of viewiof tiie
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which has one rathor important iuolications any gtructur: can be ;df
of censciousnons and orgpaization are oulficient.y nish. Thin, in
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terms, calls for tho foraation of crystallized, collicctive zctors, as a ;

precondition for fundamental structural changs. It also mecns that any social l

phenofcenon thot Tacilitates subsiitutability, low level of conaciousnesa~Tormation
j I3

and inmpedeg tho orgonization of collective actors is a phenomenon that uphold- :
tao structure — whether that structurs is good or bvad accordiags fc scome criteria.
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netwoern the actorrn and thot which comes

L.

snga'y the intoernal impact participotion in the interaction has
on the participents.

{or doos not hove)

12, Second,  thore 1s the idea of f’PC£¢(,Cd/G£UCNdTQ¥ v, outononoug interaction,
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19. Traa muitilater-d Sntrroction 10 probaviy rololisc’ rore.  Upen closer
inmpaetion it unuelly b cka dowd inte one or wore of il cioron above, singly

or combined. Howevor; case L with a reolatively culck rototion aa to wﬁo-is the
inttinter and who mako up "ihe masses™ is probadbly the waderial cut Oflwhich
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I'me provlem ia that thore are Two very aiffcrent kinds of asywietry involvoed in

tilateral interaction: o mere to ono of the

nctors bthon to the othoer, n/conditioniqg

gy o oone actor cexercisen wmore influence over the other then vice versa by vird
G . . 7 - o . )
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One might put it like this: the not frudtsz of

ation accruns to

the stronger actor, conditioning cmonatcos from him, and inpinges upon the weeker
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arrow-noad for the "positive™ natvre of cwxploitation -

broken arrowhcad for the '"negotive' nature of tho dependeice

legrams above they are both rolated to positive types of
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interacvion, meaning that the volue exchanged in positive for oither pariy. There
it oan contradiction in thini  two najor theses in strveturs) theery would be,
procinely, that exchange can be positive and yet cryploitative {because one gains

mich more  than the othoer),and be positive and yot create dependency - perhaps
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Lhe situotion would be less cabiguc Ld he canicr for the dominated o

22. - Mow, what happenm il an intoraction relation is both exploitative and

condtiioning at the some time? The typical representation would bed |

in the depnadeat our - o combination that

The Tatteor would mean thot hno

Lriagn Lo the mind nome cspects of the oil siftuation late 211 1572, In that casc

crnlol bation and depondency somchow cancel each other, or »t leaszt balance

coch obhr Lo nome axtent;  whercas uader the normal condition exzpleitation in ong

1

dircotion and deprodency in theo other add-to each other by the umual nothematics |
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the depondaney viorin.  Whoroas tho frudts of oxploitotion vy b appropriated

by the sub-sector the depoudency rolation is uwsunlly propags

o

‘{’ )
ihat the sub-actor in the devendeunt country functions ag o bridachead for the
couration cmanating frow the suv-actor in the {top country. ?
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v oacorus to both partics and
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and deoendeonces  thor—is vwo danial that something

Lint eonditioning is usunily o two—woy phenamenon.  One waight also add that the

crrows chould only be wsod wiono thare is reason to assume orons asymmetry, perfecy

brlance being probubly not only wnobtainaile, but also prrrops, undefinable :
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25 Soomuch for bhes >ty thot is due wo the iaibie part of

[~ X} o b

invoeraction - the what about tho in-change part, he spin-off effncts,

L -

[T RPN B A +
chiy erbornalition i

itms not neid for, thc costs not compensated for'?

Sines they are scon om soacthing thet $alios place, positively or negatively, inside

T

¢ also be placed inside th. rctor, and onc simple

Fonitive sovin-offis Negative spin-offs No =nin-offs

The last catogory is important: the imbalance way concicl oxactly in positiwe

4

(nnt) effects in one country and no effect 2% all in the other,



26, : Lot us then proceed teo
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Frogmentation Marginalizaiion :
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Srogaentation sdwply rofors to o pattorn where interaciion is not syrmetrically |

dirtributed on the actors; some having more interactive Linli= (bi- or pultilateral)
7 15 /

1
with their social environment than others. larginallization in a way of closing oncself

¢iT from others.  In the threc @oes swo of the actors coastitutc their own actor | r
- i
(cape a Mapoeind relotion) and the others are either roloted o cithor ongc, o1
Liodd o e colleative cetor on portint oo} or isolated
Crom them - dn oany canc o aroe or tho o oteer. Dot in o tha last
|
how do wo imow thetb thvy monnone’ By refermuce to a
Figher Lowel netor, mor or 1onn Cefe 2 anntry :
27 Sticliing to tho nusibor of four actors Lot uwe thon enmbine all these
comocte of verticalitys | ;
; i
’)
.
e dwo ol the sha advantages ths structonre oo offer:  they get .
. v
oo ned fruide of an avploitatire interaction pattern, both Tram coxchange and in
Lrrevt o epin-—offat they condition the two at the boticn; thoy fragaen Lo
st ouhoy marginalinn . Actually, one mey ooy that oh lost throo only sorva
Lo vrovect the :fjrr:t one:, the radtern of oxploitations
- Lgnyitionineg, penotration counteracts conmclousnesa-formation
- Troeonio CONNLOTOOT colleootive nctor-i ation :

acior-Torantion on Lon

— LTy ahlon ctreensiiioan
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~oooohructure s oomieh botter integrated

1t adds un to dn orioanly

.
i .

crderyrtallized at o teo Gop shen at the vottom; 1t in asnocietive at the top,
dingociative ot thoe bottom. Obviously, bilateral or muliilateral interaction

o/

in 2 condition for coli~ciive actor-formation — neconsary olthough cortainly

nos sfficiont - pronont ot top but not at the bobton in o frosnented

~Lructur.,

i smolotel s vertics P R,
LITLT COTDLCTCL rorvical stracturee

78, When the actors in

O

Ioitation as well as penetration are mediated throug

with ~ub-actors, and o

he ctructuroe is ioonric 12 internsl diffarentiation is

aab omhown, buh 1t might joolr like

2G. Both clites sond what tiey get on to tacir nesrown, bot thore is 2
¢iffTarcncet whorcas 90 $0p oilitcs share the fruits of .- olortation (the “spoil
With the s

oty e

T iE charing on the top and negative at
Pan structure.

30, 350 much for sracboiimm of tho verticel part off the sapects of

orticality, what cbous the

- N 0TNCT Words,

Tha formor obilains in a social

U0 euproasic

i WRnTre

vhter in o symiaciric social structure.

)

itics are depicted aide by =ide in tho teb

two -~ corrcsponding preciscly To Th
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Participation
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iteraction and another

1 ~ltort, thore 1z one no based on a ninimuy of

: : S A vorhy ey 3 e 3 ST R - - Agan
or at least on symmetry in whatover internction fthore is. Actual

= . wha ey 3 3
or oquiity and autonowy, one which can be read
{ o 7
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UZE TWO GLilel ol nynhola

v Moountor-cxploitation” end "ocounter-penctration', the othor onc standing for

nore genuine forn of symaeiry, some type of co-operative, assoclative relation
thal probably is tandamcunt to the birsh of ¢ now, colicciyve sctor consisting
Al Shone bwoe. It omight be usclful to distinguish beiw tre=n two cages of

<s It is clear-what thoe negation of the structure of complete verticality
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33. In thias figure the irst case is

stindas for symmetric interaction of ¢

all with all,

simple enough, ond the second case
using both il teral; and

miltilateral intoraction? grogeenting nobody marginalizing noone.  The problenms
with thn two negations are obvious: one solves the problom of verticality
bt gote deep into caothor problem, eithor thad of too Littin interaction or the
provien of Yoo puch interactiocn. L3 fo T Trore aro olways twe 'solﬂlzicnlsg
either to cnt the nurbor of nclors, or the Lavel of intoraciion leading to
1 following possibilition: ’
N Vordio UN
, Council System?
High J
Lo of inter— e .
ii;(:
2ction }
hant.Wost
Low Gystem in
Iurop , ‘
;;Yo. of actorsg 1
Low High |
. : . ;
Toin 3n the famous theorom sbout the nogaiive rolntion bobueon 5COpR nnd dorm: 1,1‘).7 :

L oone wants to obtain o reiatively horizontal ol orgenigation. ,If vertlca%
- ; ;
organivation is accepiabls boih scope and dounin enn U velotively nigh.

i
.

‘ |
litisn in-beotween the completoely
I

34 The point now i= there are nany possib
woriical and the completely horizontal confiy urationg, hoth because there are
i
~tpg on each single and because the four aspects are ot necessorily
perfectiy corraiatad, conzider tho following soqunrce: ‘ : : ?

A

N

/:‘« P
(S o/

actor of

Aooodart with P o{a collcetive

piee U 7"5_?"“)

conditioning =on and daughter,

the

Troquent vilaternl

two parc

one i times bhenn gooon to the next



“hep wWnen non ond daughtor ctert lateraciing with onch ovbheorg aupe. diécusging the
dtaniiony bthen they foru o joiut actor "we aiblings" onl cin ;tand conditioning:
(this would asowne something like gimultancous cntry into cortoin phascs during
nuberty); thon they atart conditioning the parents (revworeal of rolom) and the

vhoin thing ends happily in total horizontality, both bhilaterally and multi-
Lateralliy. OF course, ono could algo have inserted reobellion hotwoanf{}) and (4) with
ditndrawel from the pereots or i iote (0:‘ voth) - the moant onLy Mg ‘
indicnts thoat the voenbulary and the symvol con ownross o coriain voriety. I3

Lno pors withont sayiag that P could gstand for o "paternalistic country and

and U oecould atand tor "aatel

-
(22

Our wignt also malo

\

Ihie councction, hoving a

couenoe s

BN 1}
Liige

.y

clo~cr look

and "QL‘““Ohnu ( i
i
of the obwiours princivie of Chinesc boxes in
at Py diccovering, {or inntance, this .
i
. ;
i
1
* |
i

[ae)

@
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) (?) (3) (4) - (5)
Inoihe firsi phase the wile = both 2@nloited and A arnoadoat - bhore also in
Lrie 1oportent sense of noviag her consciousnens mouldoed vy tho hunband.  In the

wond phase there i some hind of consciousncsc—formation, but the oxploitation
{ .z. a1 the sense of an unncrunl zhore of winlocsant Jobo r‘p{oitution meaning
Tlons wagetive value' rother then "more pomitive value") coutiaues. In the
Lhird onaszn, the Horo phaso, cohe leaves. In the fourth vlinse there is a
z on a syumiric basis.  And dim the fifth phaoe actually
Juitothe ensie as too fourth only that an edditional (but n0ﬂ«1crml1$lb1“) symbolism
irosnds une ofs ne horizontoel diagram, is a nphase wvhero theore is no longer any
ioomd cay W, for husband and wife are also terms that refer to social relations

Necdless to say, if H stands for "Herr' and-

So far the analyéis

6.

vpanded to multiple structures.
ifferent

cader outside and a follower in

.
simmii

fots)

J1CC

has dealt with simple structures; it will now be

In a multiple structure a given actor can have

ide a

school class,

a factory

relations to other actors at any given point in time; e.g. being a

eteo The prodiem is



17

how te conceptualize multiple siruciures in such a way as to arvive aﬁ a small
number of crucial dimensions with which a multiple structure can be characierinzed.

Tc do this & clear image of what iz meant by "multiple structures" muﬁt be developed..
They are multiple from the point of view of the actor, whether ¢ﬁd;?1dﬂmi or ‘
coliective, in the sense that the actor interacts within more than one structure.

s

The probiem is: how do we know that it is “more than one™ astructure?

37 One point of depa**u:& here may be 3ha ancient Greek idea of how a drama
should be constructed: it should exhibit a certain unity of séacéy time and

actiorn. Thus, activities spun around one theme of action and at one point in spacs
and time, (for instance, here and now) might verhans be said to take place wi%hiﬁ

& simple structure. However, the problem then becomes: wnat do we mean by “one |
theme of action"? Today we have such simple answers as 'work", "family", "schools",
"leisure”, "civic activity' - but they are verbal representations ¢f varticular
ways of segmenting a particular sociedy, and not necessarily useful as more general
guldes. As az matter of fact, it im probably an exercise in futility to look fa:g

ciear answers to this second guestion.

28, A petter approach mighit ve tc look for unity of actors rather than of :
action. In other words, if the activiiies take place with the same actors, at the
same point in space and witn same regulatory in time {e.g. Sundays repeatedly) one

might talk sbout & simple structure. An actor, hence, would be member of a !

zultiple structure to the extent that he or she engages in activities in different

points in space, with variations over {ime, and with different actors.

%G, Thus, in & "modern™ sociedy structures are segregated from each other by all
tnree methods. Space is divided intc areas for residence, work, 3chool, leisure
etc., and there are time budgets for the day, the week, the month and tThe year

.

zllocating activities to different parts of space and time. In addition the social

context, the other aciors {or "role-partners” %o stick %o the drame metaphow

)
usually changes with these movemente in space and time {from family-members via
woTk- and school-mates to frisnds, @%c.), The activities also change buf we regﬁrﬁ
trat as less esserntisl since one can easily imagine & soclely where very different
activities take viszcoc at the same point Iin space and time and with the same ac%ofs,
¢.&., the clasegical farm with family, work, school and leisure spun in the one

A iTe - i

£, Take now the point of view of a single actor engaging in a cerxrtain total
amount of activiiy; one may even say a certain "action-mass". On the other hand

bring in the dimensions of space, time and social context; the different regions in
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space, intervals in time and possibie interaction partners in the social context.
The problem is to what extent the action mass is homogencously or heterogeneousiy
distributed over the space spanned by these three dimensions, and also how the
space itself is congtituted. Thus, a "traditional" society ié often seen as one in
ail activities are carried out at roughly the same place, in a repeiitive fashion
and with the same interaction-pariners {except for some,%ioiégical and social
rmobility}; "modern” society as cne where. the total action-mass is subdivided into
highly specific types of actions to be engaged in éifTerent regions in space,
different intervals in time and with different iﬂtéractionwnartners. Concretely

this meaﬁs that in the first case the interaction-relation‘is "diffuse" or

mittiple, (”many—stranded"), the same people bteing tied fogether through a vast
spectrum of interaction activities whereas in the latter case the relation is
specific or simple ("single-stranded"), the actors being tied together only through a
very limited band of activities. A1l kinds of intermediate combinations can be

imagined, e.g., only space-, time- or context-differentation - but we shall not spell

that out in any detail.

4ie It should be pointed ocut that the multiple structure permits a nigh level of
division of lazbour. The social relation is more poor as pointed ocut avbeve, but at
the same time more focused. The actor is taken out of a ceriain space, time and

-

social context and put into another {which may vary in one, two or all three regards),
in principle atarting with a cilean sliate, But at the same time his or her total set
of activities becomes subdivided or compartmentaiized inte mutually separated or

cegmented sub-sets. Thus, the total argumentation budget, so far, would look

something like this:

Simple rich human  undivided, mutual well ;
structures relation "inefficient” visibility integrated

Muitiple poor human  aivided low mutual badly integrated
structures relation "efficient” visibiiity

In the simple structure with a high action mass the human relations are not only

rich, but since everything is done by the same people in ithe same setting {(so that

3
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tnose wno know what one actor does in the Family alsc know what he or she does

at work, etc.), the whole mass of action engaged in is likely to constitute one
relatively well integrated whole to the actor with. few sharp internal borderlines.
Those borderlines are brought aﬁout by clear criteria, such as space, time and
actor differentiation, impoverishing the human relations, making it possible for

the actor to have new types of relations inm other setting

.
(&

ut alsc subdividing

his or her existence in a way that may look incomprehensidle, meaningless.

42, We can now make use ¢f this to define three morc characteristics of

structures, this time of multiple structuresz. More pricinely, the dimensions will

D

ba referred to as segmentation, sysiem incongruence and rank discordance.

(4%

43, By segmentation we mean the degree of separation beiween the structures in

a multiple stiructure. Foilowing the reasoning just given, one simple indication
nere would be the extent to which activities are divided differentially in regions
in space, time ané social sypace, using not only degree of separation, but alisc the
number c¢f separate compartments in space, time and social space as indicatbrs. The
tasic approach here would De ic measure how watertight these compartments are, with
work in one part of the city {(or the house), family 1ife elsewhere - never work

auring vacation -~ never vacation with colleagues, eic.

i

&4, By eystem incorgruence we mean the degree to wnich the struc

+

tures in the

oo
i

muitiple structure have difierent system characteristicg and by that, in torn, we.
P

bty

simply mean the extent to which they have different structure,. using the four

L. . Y o - - - - 2 N . - 5 N
Zimensions gpelt out above {paregraphs 11 - 14) as éimensions of structural analysis.
Ciearly, if one system has a vertical structure and the other has a horizontal
structure, the multipie struciure displays system incongruence. Or, in order notl

A3

to bring in all four dimensicns at the same time (it wiil be remembered that the

] N P < 7 ;. : A . . ' .
expressions verticality/horizontality covers all four): imagine one of them is



“ragmented at the botiom and the ofher fas buili-in sclidarity -~ in thaet case
the social experience derived from the iwo is clearly different. In general,
this is a question of whether the systems are isomorphic or not, using the four

relations of verticality as relations, and the actors as elements.

o r ey L o oy 4o T movmb o b e AR S Y -~ o
45. By rank discordance we mean the extent o which ihe Same actor hag different

rarxs zlong any verticality dimensiorn in “he various syztems in which he
participates. Thus he or she may be an expioiter in onc and exploited in the

other; & condi

;..‘

ion in one and a comsequence in the other; in the centre of biiateral
interaction in one and hanging at the tip of the network in another; a {irst class

member in one and a second class member in the other. Particularly important

in this connection is the situaztion that arises when the actors are the same

s

there is only space and/or time separation), and the actors.who were ranked in
one way in one system find themselves ranked in the oppcsite manner in the other

system.

46, Obviously, there are iwo ways in which system incongruence and rank

discordance would disappear by definition:

P

in a simpnle structure, because tnere is only one structure, hence

o]
S

no occasion for comparing $we or more siruciures;

Y -~

“ . N - N .y o -
(2} petween horizental siructures, because all herizontal structures

are congruent anc concordant.

Horizontal structures could still combine into a muitinie structure, though, as
wign & person is a member of & horizonital family structure (1o the extent that
is possibie) and a horizcontal work structure - the labtter operating in another

coupartment in space, time and social context. However, this combination is less

Likaly for one of the key functions of segmzntation is rrecisely to make system

incongruence and rank discordance more valatable. Correspondingly, and this is

likely: vertical structures often combine into multiple structures that are well
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fond

segmented, butl alsc aystem congruent and rank concordant - a Japanese speciality.

. Just as we have referred to increases in exploitation, penetration,

fragmentation and marginalization of the simple structure as verticalization we

shall refer to increases in the levels of segmentation, system incongruence and .

Tanx discordance as complicaiion. Tt

o~ ey - 2 ™

ne former applies Lo both simple and muliiple

o

- s - de 2 Er oy A TR S b > o
sTruclures, ne iratier 1o muatiple svruc

. o A v ey o % < PR - R 4
uresy the antonyms are horizontalization

zt

PP

. . 7 s ~ sy o s . D
and simpilification {(the term "compiex" will be referred for something in the
direction of "variety", "diversity"” - as generally preferred in ecoiogy,. Thus,

the struggle for a simpler structure is not necessarily o vertical struggle pitting

the low against the high, the underdogs against the topdoss except in the sense
[ e 5) + 2

N

i . . i e . - s . 5 Y
that a complicated structure may do things for those high up {and also for others)

oo

that they 6o not easily sacrifice.  Moreover, given the list of arguments
0

(.a:

{paragraph 41 above} it is less clear that simplificati.on is a good tﬁing. And
whereas system incongruence and rank discordance exerc:isc considerable strain on
the actors by exposing them to a highly complicated socigl environment, that
gtrain may alsc in and by itsel! be a major force motrice in bringing abdut social
change - && may the contradictions arising out of verticality. Howevér, just as
the latter leads to struggie for more horizontal siruciures, the former leads to

struggle towards more simple structures.

£lpha struciure: vertical, complicated
Beta siruciture: herizontal, simple

Of course, there is also the possibvility of modifying thr alpha structure by

paking it less horizontal or less complicated, and this @ctually indicates two ways-
¢i proceeding politically with =i blems d by the alpha structure

¢? proceeding politically with <the problems posed by the alpha stru .

Corresvondingly, beta struciures may undergo erosions in two directions:

verticalization and complication.



49, One problem now is how to represent graphically multiple structures.

Evidently, they are itco compiicated for a detailed representation on a
two-dimensional space, like this page. What makes them multiple, and not only

o=

a set of parallel structures is tha% the same actor participates in all of them -

o

3
hey o

3

¢

istitute his or her socizl universe. Hence, there must be a provision

£
£

ot

or this at least when rank discordance is %o be discussed; for wheﬁeas
segmentiation has to do with mutual separation of the structures and system
incongruence with the Gegree of {lack of) isomorphism, rank discordance has to
do with how the actor himself, herseif or itself (could he a collective actor) is

fitted into the multiple structure. Hence, whereas the fivst two characteristics

may be depicted using distance and representation of the simple structures, rank

discordance {(which presupposes that the structures have some degree of

verticality) could be represented as {ollows:

| ; i
High (Do~ O O
i \ ! !
\ i ;
H
¥ H H
i v i
% v !
. {
v !
- i
¢ .’?,”’n ;é‘\\ :
Low H) bl Q}E """"" = QD

oy o

Trus, this sctor is high in the first iwo siruciures, Jow on the rest. It becomes
more complicated whnen four aspects of verticality and several actors are to be
compared - possibly calliing for some reduction of the probiem to numerical

indicators.

0. Without puxauihg thie theme further here, let it only be added that
structural analysis no doubl also offers a new approach 1o the problem of
irndicators of social development, here interpreted as "stiructural development”.
By the letter one might mean "any move towards the optimum mix of zalpha and beta

structures in terms of satisfying the broadest range possible of basic human needs,



material and non-material, for sll, and parﬁicularly‘for those most in need."

This means that structures should be given separate attention, not in an

autcotelic but in a high level heterotelic sense. To give to them the attention
they merit the language has to Ee adequate, and the best language to represent
structures is the graph language. 1t does not reflect numerical properiies

{e.g. the strength of the relation, the number of actors in the various positions),
but only graphs can reflect the holistic aspect of the structﬁre. Hence, in

I

adéition to being heuristic devices for an anelysis, e.g¢., of the structures

compatible or incompatible with a given technology, tney also represent a
potentially very powerful tool in the field of indicator-formation provided

peopie can get out of the habit of identifying indicators with numbers alone.



