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236 SOCIOLOGICAL METHODS & RESEARCH

contributions of structural cohesion and eguivalence to the
explanation of social homogeneity. I shall argue and illustrate
that structural cohesion and equivalence models are entirely
consistent approaches to such explanation.

STRUCTURAL COFESION MODELS

Structural cohesion models are founded upon the causal
propositions that pressures toward uniformity occur when there
1s 4 positively valued interaction between two persons; that these
pressures may occur by being “transmitted” through intermedi-
aries even when two persons are not in direct contact; and that
such indirect pressures toward uniformity are associated with the
number of short indirect communication channels connecting the
persons. Cligues, formally defined by Luce and Perry (1949} as
consisting of persons all of whom are in face-to-face contact, were
a successful first approximation of the stenctural environment in
which effective pressures toward uniformity occur. However,
with their stipulation that all persons must be in direct contact,
cliques were recognized as being too restrictive and a variety of
alternatives were proposed: See Alba (1973), Luce (1950),
Mokken (1979) on n-cliques; Seidman and Foster (1978), Seid-
man {1980) on k-plexes; Hubbel (1565); Johnson (i967). To date,
the most theoretically developed alternative to cliques are social
circles (Alba, {972; Alba and Moore, 1978; Alba and Kadushin,
1976; Kadushin, 1968). In general, these alternative models locate
persons in 2 common subgroup if they are involved in an area of
an interpersonal network where the incidence of face-to-face
contact is high; hence, a subgroup may consist of some persons
who do not have direct contact with ali other members.

Structural cohesion models are explanatory models in the
following sense. They assume that social homogeneity is fostered
by face-to-face interaction and short communication channels

of an ongoing prajece with Charfes £ Bidwell, supported by the Spencer
Foundation, corcerned with decision making and consensus in schoof districs, T
am indebied vo Bidwell and Douglar White for commenis o a previows dralt of this
article and to Wapne Levy, Hugh Kewabaia, Mirchell Kora, Eilen Maorrison, and
Liza Swshelskey for research assistance. Rexponsibility for the content af fhe ariicle
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through intermediaries. The models lead to the division of a
network into subgroups, such that persons within subgroups have
a higher incidence of face-to-face interaction and a larger number
of short communication channels between them than Persons
within different subgroups. Accordingly, persons within sub-
groups are predicted to be more homogeneous in terms of
attitudes and behaviors than persons in different subgroups.
Rejection of the null hypothesis of no difference in homogeneity
among persons within and between subgroups is consistent with
the causal assumptions upon which structural cohesion models
are based.

The use of structural cohesion models is appropriate in
circumstances where social homogeneity is expected to arise, in
pari, from elements of structural cohesion. The models are
expected to be powerful predictors of social homaogeneity to the
extent that (1} social homogeneity among the persons being
studied arises exchusively from elements of structural cohesion,
and (2) the specific structural model succeeds in clustering
together persons who are connected by network structures that
foster homogeneity and segregating persons who are not con-
nected by such structures. When social homopgeneity is caused by
factors other than structural cohesion or when the structural
model defines “effective structural cohesion™ either too restric-
tively or too liberally, the predictive success of these models is
diminished —the effect will be to place homageneous persons in
different subgroups andfor heterogeneous persons in the same
subgroup.

STRUCTURAL EQUIVALENCE MODELS

Models based on the concept of structural equivalence have
recently emerged and quickly become prominent (Boerman and
White, 1976; White et al., 1976). Persons are defined as structural-
Iy equivalent if they are related in the same ways to other persons
or types of persons (Lorrain and White, 1971; Sailer, 1978; White,
1980}. Two persons may be structurally equivalent whether or not
they are in direct contact and regardless of the number of
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persons are similarly socialized by particular individuals or types
of individuals, the actions of the set of socializing agents in their
networks are unlikely to be consistent. It is questionable whether,
in general, persons can be expected to R.mm.cﬂm m:E._E_M to an
equivalent set of heterogeneous stimuli {i.e., H.o the E....:.“.Em of
different persons or types of persans who have different attitudes
and behaviors). o

Similar responsesto an equivalent set of heterogeneous mﬂmﬁi_
is more Jikely in the presence of social controls that mmﬂnmn._w Eu:
the possible range of persons’ responses. Structural no_umm_ou 15a
powerful source of pressures toward uniformity. Thus, n. struci-
ural equivalence has some independent effect on behaviors and
attitudes, one might expect to observe the effect in the presence of
struciural cohesion, but not in its absence,

EMPIRICAL ILLUSTRATION

This article will attempt to empirically illustrate the maia
points of the above argument. The setting is a single 5@2._“ of
face-to-face interactions consisting of school district officials and
other persons in the school district organization or community
who had some influence on school district policies. An assessment
is made of the relative contributions of structural cohesion mﬂm
equivalence to the explanation of one form of social homogeneity
in the network—consensus on policy issues.

First, the article will seek to demonstrate with a particular
structural cohesion model that the ability of the model to predict
social homogeneity can be explained by the nﬁ?nucaﬂnﬁn
occurrence within subgroups of dyads whose members are either
in face-to-face contact and/or connected by short communica-
tion channels through intermediaries. Social circies in the net-
work are located and the network’s dyads are classified into two
sets: those that share membership in at lzast one sociai circle, and
those that do not share membership in any social circle. On ﬁ._;n
basis of this classification a relationship is obtained between joint
social circle membership and dyadic consensus on policy issues,
The presence of face-to-face interaction in 2 dyad and the abso-
lute number of contacts shared by the members of 2 dyad are

B Y —

T U

Friedkin ¢ SOCIAL HOMOGENEITY Ml

controlled. One expects on the basis of the causal assemptions
underlying struetural cohesion models that once these controls
have been introduced there will be little association remaining
between social circle membership and dyadic consensus because
the salient interpersonal structures contributing to consensus
have been controlled. A strong explanation of the Zero-order
relationship will Suggest that direct and short indirect COMMmni-
cation channels are criticg/ components{Rosenberg, 1968: 40-49)
of structural cohesion,

Second, it will be demonstrated that structural cohesion may
help to explain the soctal homogeneity associated with structural
equivalence when structurg] equivalence pertains to persoas
involved in a single social network, In the context of g single
network, siructural cohesion should be one among the severy)
factors that acccount for the homeogeneity among network
members. Accordingly, structurally equivalent persons in the
network are located and the network’s dyads are classified ofnce
more into two sets—in this instance, it is those whaose members
share membership in a structurally equivalent position and those
that do not. The relationship between Joint membership in a
structuraliy eguivalent position and dyadic consensus is oh-
tained; and the presence of face-to-face interaction in a dyad and
the absolute number of contacts shared by members of adyad are
controlied. To the extent that structura) cobesion contributes to
dyadic consensus, the zero-order association should be COrres-
pondingly reduced.

Third, the article will seek to disconfirm the theory that
structural equivalence fosters pressures toward uniformity, If
structural equivaience influences socjal homogeneity, we shoulg
find after introducing controls for structural cohesion that
persons whe are structuraily equivalent are more likely to be
hornogeneous than persons who are not structurally equivalent.
However, there are several reasons why structural cohesion might
not expiain the zero-order association other than an independent
effect of structural equivalence. Even if structoral equivalence is
not a causal factor, an association will persist if structurai
cohesion is not the major cause of consensus in the neiwork.
Thus, & positive finding (i.e., the inability to explain the zero-




HRPC 4TH FL EAST

13:35 312355258681

A5/ 26/ 28080

PAGE  BABSLS

ﬁ___ T, b

g

T rE

2

k-
Fa

pu2) snosiad ‘snonJique se paryissep a1 spEAp J0 I2gUInG Tejo)
1 jo ($70) uonzodoid [Tews e A[uo Teq; 910 N BUSSIW s patean;
218 sased snonSiquie 3say) Huswsarfesip ur sre Afferaus? omy
a1 18] paLIodal 1910 ay) S[I 4 JudtIaarSe U1 218 A[[erous® omy
Y1 18tz panodal 1aq M U0 YITHAL UL SPRAp /] Jo nondasxs oy
A TENSUISTOINGU S8 PIULIP 21¢ SPRAp 1o110 [y "Jrowaaide sIp
o1 are Afrersuad oml o1fj tey) pajrodal J39U GOy M UT PUR SINEST
PINSIP T00YIS U juawmaaide ur Lelsusd a1v sroquusm omy agi
1eq: payiodar [ 10 ¥ {arga ur ssuo se paunyap oe Spedp [ensuasuo;)

Losmnod
TG SINSST 25203 Jo P18 JUIIANP 7 U0 A[ensn s1e suoszad yamg {z)
InesImoi
SE SINSELJO IPIS IWES I3 UG AENSK 1€ 157] AN 303 Wo suoszad oy
JO Jorys *S330eE FISTP [0070S INOQE SIIUIIIAP A6 21903 wa s {1)

suonsanb omy Burmoro) aip woxy PRALISD SI 3INSEOW 3T,
"BINFS]
JYraads [eTOTsed0 uo Juamsadesip i S2A[ISWAY) puney aavy
Aew £313 q2now) uaA2 SonssI [RISI3A0IIUCY UG 2afe 0} Aanapus)
[erousg saosiad omy Jo arnseaw e SLIT "JISLDSEP [00gI8 A4 Uy
380.1e Jeq) sansst £5T)0d [eISISACIIUOS JO £)1IRA DY) SS0.1% SToSTad
041 Jo suonmsod sATear Iyl JO JInSEAW AreToUIng panodar

~H[35 © ST SNTUISUOD IPRAD JO 2INSUIW QY “SNSUISUOD HPOAG

INTHIYNEVIN

“paseq st
sish[eme oY1 gorgam woda speAp gg/ om PIOLA “wIn Ul ‘sjuapuodsan
RE I "HHUApuodsar g¢ JuIpih ‘407 sesm ssuodsar ajgesn
Jo aeragy, 187 2 uo wosrad 15410 yors yrim sdugsuonepss ay)
SqLIISIP 37 ST 351 J29GD JO $ILIIS 2 UL PAYSE AXoM SHuspUodsey
Tenwaniur Fureq se pagmuepr suosiad 2s0y) Jo samreu |
J0 153 © pautuod axrenuonsanb ay |, Bundwes [[eqmous 1y £q
DILNUAPI S[ERUNJHUL Y] 07 PILISTUHIPE 5B BH{UUOTISaNb v

(0§ = N) pafastas 2q 0 uotiended aty
Ut papnpaur sem suosad ymardip omy 159 e £q [eTuznyul ue s
PaWen sem OYm 2UCAIIAY “S[BUIN[JUT Jo SAUTBE M3t Sumeiousd

BE  ALARTSOROE TYIDOS [ ugpang

Jo swuRg ur sAnanpordun AJ2A1TR[31 34 PINCK SIOBITO I3YHN] 1RY;
12) sEA 31 THUN p2Ieadal sea ammpaseld ag] -suosrad fenuangu
2WIEW 03 PIASE OSTE PUE PIIORIUOD J12M PIWURT A313 ST0SIad Y
“JOLISIP [0 0YIS 3} UT [BNUIN[JW 34 0] Paa1[2q £35] SHos1ad ameu
0 pax¥se aram sfedidunid [0oyss pue ‘SISqUISUI pIeoq [COY3S YUap
~uuuadns sy, ‘£eams agy Jo o) 21 punore sapod 1LSIP
[OOYIS WO JDUIN[JUI IWIOE PEY OUM 15LIISIP [OOYDS 213 UT suosIad
Jo uone(nded sy 3uTjsp 01 pasn sea arnpaoold [eqamous v

ATFASAS THL

"ameunosanb
AsaIns v Jo suwaw AQ POUTRIQO 3IM BIRP 353U “AI0 WINSIM
~-pru Jofew e Jo Bulr weqIagns ) Ul p21Es0] JOLLSIP [OOYIS JU0
Jo suotsap Acnjed oY) SuTUNIaap U [BNUSTJUT 2J9M OYM STOS
-1ad jo 125 © fuowre Butrmaoe syuawsarfe ansst Aogod pue suoy
-e[ar [ewosIadisiur 2y Jo saunseans Jo pastduwos are viep ag

SAOHITN

‘UDIS200 [RINONIS Jo 1210 o1 [qeIedmios
Apsuofowoy fe0S JO 20IN0s ® SI 2ouareAnba [RINIdANS Jeyy
yuswngre ay; BHYUOISip 01 () pur fzousieamba [eINIONNS Ui
palet2osse Ayzuafowoy [BR0S 24 Jo “[TE J0U JI *9WOS 10] JUNOIOE
ABUI LOISIYOD (2IRIONNS 18] os[e Aensufy o3 (7} ‘Aususfowoy
er0s ip2ed 01 Aige o) urefdya o] dj2y 18] S[EPOTT U002
Teinionns jo sjuauoduros (251010 e S{AUURYD UOTBITENWUIOD
10ANTPUI JIOYS PUR JO3XP JeU] S1RISAf 03 ([} adoy ] “mns Uy
“AllaleTounoy [E10S JO 35NRD B 8
a0uaeAinhS [2InIdNS 1Rq) A[9NIun st TIEY WITe) ABDL 3UC ‘301
-reamba [e1monns £q pajorpard sjuamadIfe ag) J0] JUNOIIE UBD
UOISAYOD [BINIINATIE J] "JAISN[IUOD 210w ST Burpuy) aaljedau
*A1rausFowoy 1205 0) 2INGLIIICD e} SIC)O)
1210 ffp Iof Suffoiiucs sannbal uonRUWILU0) S8 npmradya
NI E JO 2IUSQE Y] UT UCHING L1U02 Juapuadspur ue yans WLIros
01 J[NILYIP SI ) “[BI31A8 U] ‘SNSUSSUOD JO 30INCS B §] 30ua[earnba
[RINJINIIS JRIYY 20LAPUI A[LIBSSI02U 10U 590D {UONRIIGESE I3PIO

HOH¥I5TH ¥ SOOHLAW TY IR0 TOI0S [

o=

P,



P&SE  B7/LS

HRFZ 4TH FL E&ST

13:35 312355288681

B3/ 26/ 20088

244 SCCIOLOGICAL METHODS & RESEARCH

subgroups are assessed in terms of (1) the Yule’s Q for the
association between dyadic consensus {1 = yes, 0 = no) and joint
to be consistent in their reports about who tends to agree and
dicagree with them.

Socigl structure. Respondents were asked to check off the
names of various persons on the list accerding to the following
instructions:

(1) Check off persons with whom you freguently discuss matters
having to do with the district.

{2} When you need information or advice having te do with the
district, to which persons on the list do you turn?

{3) Check off persons who were with you at three or more private
soial occasions during the past year,

(4} Check off persons who are your close friends.

(5} Check off persons who are your close associates at work.

For each type of social contact a 50 * 50 matrix M, (k = 1,5) is
constructed in which all the (i, j) cells are set to 0.0 unless
respondent i reports that the particular type of social relation k is
preseni, in which case the (i, ) cell is set to [.0. Thus, M, is a
matrix of directed relations based on frequent discussion of
matters having fo do with the school district, and M3 is a matrix of
directed relations based on seeking information or advice about
schoel district matters, and so on.
These matrices, representing varicus dimensions of the social
structure of the school district, enter into the construction of
 social circles and structurally eguivalent positions. The matrices
also enter into the definition of direct and shared contacts.

Direct and shared contact. Two persons are defined as being in
direct contact if there is any evidence that they have been in
face-to-face interaction on the basis of one of the five types of
relations. Two perscens are defined as being not in direct contact if
there is no evidence that any of the various types of relations exist

Fricdkin { SOCIAL HOMOGENEITY 245

between the two persons. A shared contact of 2 dyad (i, j} is any
person who is in direct contact with both i and j.!

Social circles. Social circles are defined in three stages using
COMPLT, a program developed by Alba (1972). First, ali the
cliques (maximal complete subgraphs) are located by the pro-
gram. Second, it is ascertained which pairs of cliques differ from
one another by a single member, If the deletion of one person
from one of two cliques makes its membership a subset of the
other clique, then the two cliques are merged. Third, the
percentage of overlapping membership of the subgroups {defined
in the second siep) is ascertained as follows: The number of
persons who are members of both cliques is divided by the total
number of members in the smaller of the two cligues. Subgroups
are merged in which overlap occurs to a prespecified extent; the
chaice of the criterion of overlap is arbitrary.

The program requires a symmetric matrix as input. It will take
as inpu either a8 matrix of I’s and 0s or a proximity matrix with
values ranging between 0.0 and 1.0, which is then transformed to
amatrix of I’s and 0's. With the latter type of input, in addition to
specifying acriterion of overlap one must alse specify a threshold
value at or above which a relation is defined to be in existence.

The present analysis took as input a proximity matrix, the
entries of which are based on the My matrices (k=1, 5): preximity
is determined by the number of directed social relations that
connect two persons. Hence, dyads in which each of the five types
of relations are reciprocated receive ascore of 1.0 {i.e., [0 directed
relations are present in the dyad). Dyads in which fewer relations
are present receive smaller scores; for example, dyads in which no
relations are present receive a score of 0.0. These proximityscores
were found to be related to the likelihoed of agreement in a dyad
{see Table 1), suggesting that they may be useful in defining social
circles that are associated with consensus.

The results obtained using different combinations of overlap
and threshold criteria are reported in Table 2. The merits of the

i N E2 R

ol Sl B

E:

W My, 5
L Y




PA&GE  BBSLS

13:35

B3/ 26/ 20088

HRFC 4TH FL E&ST

31:3552061

kY

1

T,

"1

[

T
Rl

o Y

¥ W

i

SUSTH T, (£ 91qe [} SnsUasuos 2IpeAp pue digsragmman jutof ussmiag
UONBIOSSE 15300118 oY) s3piaold teq) suotisod Jo Ayareram s
ut sgonwod Jo uoneurgmos sendordde jeyi Fasooys Qi A[uo
PIUIIDUOD G PIIU M ‘I0JIII ], “J9BIUOD 12IIP PUE AIYSIaq WIS
1urof waamiag uonerosse Suolls ® 2rmbar jou szop souaeambs
[eronns Jo 1d20000 34 T "f0] 08 pue - J-J-(] 10 O-4-4 10 -4
‘sidwrexa Joj lerqissod are SUCIIBUIQWON SNOLIE A jSiSA[RUE JOJ
Pa1aajes 3q pInoys suchisod Au) JO YITYAL (SI[OIE3 [RID0S I0] SI[SOT
aur Yim PIp SB HI[NSAT 28] M SA8HR uensanb teuus v

*(1 2mn3Ly) suonsod o3ul 3i[ds A[2A1S20005 SEA JIOMIT 3T LY 0D
~N(OD Jo uzeamnba aq)) spoman [euoepLios Sursy) "Asnosid
P2SSOOSIP SAOLIIRW TP 44 Jo FULSISUOD "X paxyae)s e Suumua
7O pamO(o] Ses 300oeId [RUOTIGAAUOD SUj SisA[ene juasaxd s
uf (6261 “SUTINIA PUE 1US0T Q6] “'TE 12 JIQRIV} IS1X3 YIoMTaU
% W suotyisod juapeamba Afpeinjona)s Suipuyy jo poylewr aq) Jo
SUOISSNISID JUIN[IIKD [RIaaeg ‘suontsod suatpamnba 4panisnag

w8l 10 19BIH0D
1Panp ik UONRROSE UE puUw f9/° [0 STSTSSUOD AIpedp yilm
uoieoosse ue seq duysiagmaut dnoxdqns jurol ‘sdnozfqns asay;
qR M, "€0° Pue 1" Ajaannadsar st dnosdqneg o1y wjou suosiad pue
stoquaty dnolfqns a1) G29MI9Q SUOTIRAT Jo AIISUSp G "A[aan
-oadsa1 ‘ge pue ¢¢° S1 suoLE[2I 253Y) Jo Aysusp i) sdnoidqns
a3 WIUHM ‘71" ST €' JO PIOUSAIY) 341 J40QE IC 1B YIOM]SU oY)
U) SUOLIR[AI JO ANISTIP 31 A[TY A, "SIAQUIIN 4 7 pue [ Jo sdnoilqns
0441 $30NP0Id UOTIRULGUIOD PIJII[AS I £ JO PIOYSIIYI & PUR 0§
30 depasso ue s suo o) st suonendns ssa1) Suriaaw o7 jsasepd
2000 1By} BHISIHD ploysaIy) pue dejiaao jo ucreuquIos i [,
rdmsiaqmam duoxdqns
PUE SNSUASU0) SIpEAp Uasmiaq diysuoneial Suons v gua Fuope
dyysiaquiaw dnesfqns pue joeiuos ussmisg digsuotie[ar Fucns
AJAEISPOT ¥ JUBM J4, "YEom 00} 51 diysiaguom duoidqns jurol
PUE 1EIUOCD JDIIP WIIMIIQ UOTIRIDOOSSE o) oIym Ut sdnoidqas
IUEM JOT OP 84 “ISASMOH *$3[0IID [RI508 Uy sanbiyo 01 1950 aIw
sdnoi3qns yons 212]dmo2 L[2BoU 18 SYIOMISU 350UM PI12alas o1e
sdnoiZqns “sisd[eue Joj sajona [ervo0s Jo ajdmexs ue Funooras ul

iPe  ALTANADOWOH TYII0S [ ugpsig

‘AI0JAJAY I WIS} SUTEIUOD YITM (DI [BII0S 1} UTIILM SIOBJUOD
19311p O AJSUIP Y} JO UCTIOUN] B 5T 19BIUOD JIAP UL jou Speip
agoq) ur AyrsusSowoy Jo POCTIRFI 91 ey} St Ja1aq Sutdapun
jumnmosnes y -Anausfowoy (2108 puz digsisquisw dnoisqns
1] U3940 UOTIRIS0ESE a) JO §IFU2IIS 1) 01 $20] 18218 1NOIHHM
sdnoi8gns uiyys papmuirad aq AU PRIUCD RIIP UL JOU
speAp 1R [ar7aq 21} uodn 1{TAq SI S3[DII0 [RId0S Jo 1dasmos ag ]
"paureirans Sureq
S[SPOIL JUIRJJP 211 193[J21 Je] sdnoiFqns pasu am *ABUIpICIdY
“SO[EIIRA JO 128 UOIWO? B Aq pamefdxa aq wes {digsioguramw
dnoi8qns [0 SUONIULJAP MISINIP 1apUn) snsudsuod pue dnoid
-qns ® u dmjsreqmow jutef usamaq digsuone|ar aq; gomm ot
U)X 9] ALK 07 L “IAIRY ‘SNSUISUCO NPeAp Jo Jaipard
N3 ¢ ale stonisod juajeambs £[[eInianiis 1o SO0 [BIO0S
ISMHaYM STEN[EAS O} ULIE 10T 520D sisAfeue 3uasald ay ], sisifeue
ay) Jo swie o) uo spuadsp Jamsuw YL ;PSS 3q PlROYS
STOTIENIqUICD ploysaiy) pue depaao asay; Juowe Yom[m
drysraquanr dnosdqns jurod
pue (o = (j ‘s34 = [) spedp UI }9BIU02 1921ID U3IMIAG UOLJRTIOSSE
a1 101 ) 5, 30X 2u3 {z) pue (0w = 524 = [) digsiaquisw dnosdqns

“[eiqer
$14) A0 BEEED BANES|LU ] 4] S){MEG BOIL EIBUTN LHEIRI 00 DEE S SIOTRIIALY BU1 i SUOW 40 B LG BLBR 30U B
83801 UDIUM USREERD £ 5IE ¥R ‘mEp GU[eeHy S8 pajear ere Biquwe s1EMEUSEAUA% BIPRAD IR asIELN I

20 ESLIBENR I AL AR, 1] RS L (R0 = U] EIUegHIOG00) AOAINE Bre SIECRIFIL LIIOG U UM ANERRAD 3 PetEd,

{6} (ry) (g1} tzmd (ee) (es) {09} (mg) (:£6) [@se4)
X001 0T ¥O0T XOOT XODT XGOT ROOT SOOT %00 |230E
a o i Fa SR R S - T T oy
xaot =T 06 XEE M6S  XBR XEl XIS AR g3,

- - * " . . o* [FOETERS ]
0" i-8 [ ] 3 ¥ 3 Fi 1 R

B4005 £718 | ¥y

~SNBU2SU02) J[PRAQ PUe YIOMBN 94l Ut
EuDSied om ] J0 AW X0ld 8K} usamiog UO[BI0SSY
I 3Na¥L

HIUVESTE % SCOHLIW T¥IID0I00E IR




PA&GSE  B9/15

312355288681

13:35

HRFZ 4TH FL E&ST

B3/ 26/ 20088

248 SOCIOLOGICAL METHODS & RESEARCH

TABLE 2
Soclal Circles

a. Tule's { for the association between juint membership (1 = yes,

0 = nol and dyadic consensus (1 = yes, 0 = noj.

Gverlap Creiterion

Threshold Criterion A0 ) ._._4__“._
.1 6h2ttd BhEt BhZEEE
.2 B43t B3t .B&3t
.3 JET Bk kT
.4 716 Tt P32t
.5 .B32% :kkid .E20

%, Yyule's Q for the associatton between Juint mesbership {1 = yes,
0 = no] and direct contact {1 = yes, @ = noj.

Qyertap Criterion

Threshoid Criterion .40 .80 70
.1 L3644 LR35t JGEEEFE
.z 718t .T184 J18t
| T T fer ~FPETE
4 JeE JTTETE PGt
.5 g3k .933% 932

1. 11, 1, © < indicate thit the subgroups obained are identical,

the combination F-G-H-1-J-K () = .583). It furns out that this
combination also has the strongest association between joint
membership and direct contact {Q = .747; Table 3).

SOCIAL CIRCLE AND STRUCTURAL
EOUIVALENCE ASSIGNMENTS

Each procedure classifies dyads into two sets—the dyads’
members are cither in the same or different subgroups. The
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A
(50)

VN
YANA

(20) (12)

I\ /_ ._\ /_A

(14)

\

(10) (7}

6} (6 (6)

Figure 1: The CONCOR Tree

procedures agree in their classification of 56% of the dyads. Of the
dyads that are classified differently, 89% are located in the same
social circle but in different structurally equivalent positions,
That is, structural equivalence created distinctions among many

~of the dyads that were placed ia the same group by the social circle

assignment.

...nu: can get a better idea of what is going on by looking at
Figure 2, The social circles are represented by circles and the
positiens by rectangles. Many persons are not assigned to a social
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TABLE &
Joint Membership and Dyadic Concensus*

Social {ircles Structersily Eguivalent Positione
doint Membership Juint Membership

yES no yes ne

Percentage of

Consensual Dyads 65% 20 0% Jax
[base} [363} {323} {125} (561}

Yrle's ( JTE7 583

Percentage Difference 55X EF

® Dyads in direct contact

“Soa note in Fabbe 1.

0 Dyads not in direct contact
I

oA B i E

RESULTS

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

NUMBER OF SHARED CONTACTS

Figure 2: Likellhood of Dyadic Conaengus As a Funcilon of Sharad Contacts

ZERO-ORDER ASSOCIATION _

A

Membership in the social circles and structurally equivalent : _
positions in this network are each strongly associated with the
eccurrence of dyadic consensus (Table 4).7 The percentage -
differences are substantial: 45% and 32%, respectively, for social
circles and structurally equivalent positions.

With each type of subgroup membership, the likelihood of
direct contact is greater among the dyads with joint membership
than among the dyads without joint membership (see part a of
Table 5). Dyads with joint membership also have alarger number
of shared contacts on the average than do the dyads without joint -
membership (see part b of Table 5). The occurrence of direct and _
shared contacts are not independent: The likelihood of direct -
contact is a positive function of the number of shared contacts ‘
{see part ¢ of Table 5). .

Meanwhile, direct and shared contact are associated with the '
likelihood of dyadic consensus, In the entire network, dyads whose
members are in direct contact are three times more likely to be
i consensual than are dyads not in direct contact (.75 versus .23, Q= :
3 &13). In Figure 3, the likelihood of consensus among dyads in _ LIKELIHOO
direct contact and among dyads lacking direct contact is plotted i ‘
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TABLE 7
Percenlage of Consensual Dyads Among Those Dyads Whosze
Members Shere Membership In a Subgroup and Among Those
Dyads Whose Members Do Nol,
Conlrolling for Direct and Shered Contact
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of 299 among the dyadsin direct contact, and fo 25% among the
dyads not in direct contact. En the case of structurally equivalent
positions much the same effects are observed. We started with a
zero-order percentage difference of 32 that is reduced to 169
among the dyads in direct contact and to 5% among the dyads not
in direct contact.

Continuing to control for direct contact, the control for shared
contact is introduced (Table 7). Due to the small number of cases
falling under the different conditions, a somewhat different
format is employed in Table 7 than has been empioyed up to this
point. The table shows the proportion of consensual dyads under
the various conditions of the variables. The percentage differ-
ences across the variows conditions of shared contact are
averaged to give the percentage difference between consensual
dyads who are joint members in a social circle or position and
those who are not, Further reductions are obtained as a result of
introducing the control.

triedkin | SOCIAL HOMOGENEITY 257

Intreducing the controls for direct and shared contact has
substantially reduced the original zero-order associations, The
results indicate that direct and shared contact are common
critical components of social circies and structurally equivalent
positions that help fo explain their abilities to predict dyadic
CONSENSUS.

These data also suggest that structural equivalence has a
relatively small independent impact on the likelihcod of dyadic
consensus. If structural cohesion is the major source of consensus
in this network, among those dyads with low structural cohesion
we should find that structurally equivalent and nonequivalent
dyads differ only sightly in their likelihoods of corsensus. This is
what has been observed: Among the dyads not in contact, the
percentage difference is 5% even before the control for shared
contacts was introduced.

A feature of these data requires further attention. Note in Table
7 that among the dyads whose members are in direct contact and
have 10 or fewer shared contacts, there are relatively large
differences in the likelihood of consensus between structurally
equivalent and nonequivalent dyads. These differences are subs-
tantially greater than those found among the dyads not in direct
contact, with the same number of shared contacts. At face value,
these data indicate that the association between structural
equivalence and dyadic consensus is contingent on the presence of
direct contact. Such an effect is consistent with the previously
mentioned proposition that persons may be expected to respond
similarly te an equivalent set of heterogeneous stimuli enly in the
presence of social controls that severly limit the passible range of
their responses,

DHSCUSSTON

Structural cohesion models are explanatory models in that
they are based on causal assumptions concerning the effects of
structural cohesion upor individuals® attifudes and behaviors. A
finding that structurally cohesive subgroups are not associated
with social homogeneity must lead to a rejection of the causal
assumptions upon which such models are founded. The results of
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NOTES

I. Ashared contact may be a nonrespondent =0 long as both responding members of
a dyad repert thet a dirsct contact is present between themselves end the nonrespondent.

2. Thismethod of determining subgroup membership does predetcrmine to e certain
extent the amount of reduction that may eocur in the association between joint subgreup
membeeship and consensus whien direct and shared contact are controlled (e.g., Hays,
1973: 713}, Enowing two of the zero-order associations among three variables determines
thesmallest value that the thind associalion can possibly have. However, in the cases [ am
examining the constraint on the third association is minimal and therelore does not
consitute a problem.

3. Due 10 the central rofe of these associafions in the prescnt analysis, I have
presented the full table from which the Vule’s Qs in Tabiss 2 and 3 were computed.
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