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[bookmark: _Hlk500850128]Comparative Cultural Inequality and Un/doing Differences 
Talk at the Workshop “Developing an Empirical Research Agenda for the Study of Recognition: What is Missing?” at Harvard University, 12/08/17  

For the purposes of this talk, I have translated several concepts from German into English. This can cause some difficulties, as I am not presenting an empirical case to you, but a theoretical vocabulary. Aside from issues ‘lost in translation’, some comprehension difficulties could arise which do not pertain to differing national languages, but rather to differing disciplinary idioms: I am speaking in, and developing a theoretical language within sociology, borrowing from traditions which will be differing from what most of you will use in your work, and which also adresses different sociological references.
As a rule, understanding an idiom is easier, when one knows the intellectual ‘origin’ of a speaker. To give you an idea, here are some stereotypes: If you were to divide sociological camps into positivist standardized research and cultural sociology, I belong to the latter. If you were to divide into macro and micro, again, I belong to the second. Half of my brain has been composed by the US-situationist and ethnographic sociology, the other half is influenced by Foucault, Latour, and Niklas Luhmann, a theorist of societal evolution, who you will likely not know. But if your expectation were that you will be listening to a self-confessed Goffmaniac or to someone feeling comfortable with the designation as a Post-ethnomethodologist, you would not be completely wrong. 
[bookmark: _Hlk500849404]With respect to sociological points of reference, I have to confess, that I am not interested in social inequality. If I were to live in the US, perhaps I would devote my entire sociological work to this topic. However, I have the priviledge of living in a more or less functioning welfare state, whose problems of social inequality are actually cared for by politics. As an analogy, you could picture that 5 of 7 political parties in Germany are led by figures somewhat resembling Bernie Sanders. The resulting luxury for sociologists is, that while many of them still investigate social inequality, many others can invest their curiosity into other areas.
I’ve worked on the interaction order, on ethnographic methods, on pregnancy, peer review, and, for the last three decades I have been occupied with Gender Studies. Instead of the issue of social inequality between women and men, I was always much more fascinated by the more fundamental issue of women and men as bizare cultural phenomena. (F) Thus, I am not interested in gender as class, but in gender class–ification (F). Not the distribution of goods among people concerns me, but rather the distribution of people among categories. - To rephrase this in a different style of thought: The approach of intersectionality, which you will know, expands the concept of social class to sex and race. My perspective is exactly the other way around: All forms of classifications result in ‘classes’ (in the sense of ethnoscientific categories). Historically, it jus so happened that sociologists selected one of them – that is, layered income-classes – for their dominant notion of what a class is. 
My first empirical work was a study on transsexualism, that is, on people involved in switching sides between gender categories. After this study, I developed a concept called ‘undoing gender’ (Hirschauer 1994) to account for the fact that most people in modern societies are not at all obsessed with their gender as is the case for transsexuals. At base, this concept draws empirically from historical processes of degendering: that is, the observation that we are not restricted in our behavior by gender codes to the same extent that men and women living in the 19th century were. And, theoretically, it draws from the ethnomethodological notion of ‘doing X’ – the practical accomplishment of social memberships. For instance, doing ethnicity is “a practical achievement, something which ‘happens’, when ethnic categories become relevant in the course of an interaction” (Brubaker 2007: 103). The theoretical argument behind ‘undoing gender’ was, that to talk of doing gender only makes sense if gender can also be undone. By this I don’t mean that gender coding is subverted or destroyed (as Judith Butler suggests), but rather that the code is limited to certain realms and moments, disregarded in others, (F) and that our gendered practices are routinely interrupted, contradicted, paused, and transformed into doing something else. This holds for all distinctions. They may be made or unmade, upheld or undermined, and, when they come up against other distinctions they may be strengthened or supplanted. All categorizations are situationally “ascribed (and rejected), avowed (and disavowed), displayed (and ignored)” (Antaki & Widdicombe 1998: 2).
Translated into current sociology in the US, the notion of undoing gender resembles Rogers Brubakers’ “trans of beyond”. The main difference is that Bubaker is thinking of individuals, identitites, lifestyles (which I read as characteristic for American sociology), whereas I am thinking of practices and institutions. Undoing gender is nothing peculiar to certain minorities, it is simply an element of modernity in society, which would not function without being able to turn a blind eye to gender, race, ethnicity in its core institutions. And thus, they can be critized, when they fail to do so. 
At the same time, it is a key phenomenon for cultural sociology that society projects its gender code troubles onto minorities like transsexuals, gender benders, or queers. All of the three trans gender phenomena Brubaker describes do not, in my eyes, only impact minorities, but rather reflect the practice of a majority of people. Viewed historically, comparatively we have all become gender migrants to a certain extent, because we pay increasingly less attention to the gender coding of professional choices, behaviorial styles, emotions, and so on. The difference is: “We didn't cross the border, the border crossed us”: Behavioral gender boundaries have shifted so far, that former exemplary performances of feminity (e.g.) have become marginal, and vice versa.

(F) For six years now, I have been trying to extend the basic idea of doing and undoing gender to other cultural distinctions. All cultural phenomena – unlike naturally given differences – consist of contingent, meaningful distinctions. These distinctions are applied to plants, animals, artefacts, humans, illnesses, and so on. By making distinctions societies develop their specific ‘ethnosciences’, that is “the order of things in the heads of people” as cognitive anthropologists would put it (Sturtevant 1964). The most important of these ethnosciences for social life is the ‘ethnosociology’ of a society, the source of the distinctions through which the distinction makers distinguish themselves from one another, or in Bourdieus words: the classification of the classifiers (1984). This process delineates the classifiers’ social affiliations, defines the composition of groups, ascribes forms of membership to individuals and subjectivizes them through specific cultural categories. 
There is a great number of such distinctions such as race, ethnicity, age, generation, nationality, religion, profession, performance, disability, etc. This is quite obviously a list too challenging for one brain to handle, thus, I formed a group of 8 colleagues and 15 research assistants from the disciplines of sociology, anthropology, American Studies, Linguistics, and theatre studies. Our group, now six years in existence, is funded by the German research Association. The work we do at the university of Mainz is best described as untertaking (F) comparative studies in human categorization. 
Ethnicity, for example, is an imagined affiliation to a community, based on a belief in shared culture and shared descent. This belief is backed up by cultural practices, myths of origin, or physical similarities; membership is mostly presented as ascriptive, primordial, and inescapable. Religious affiliation, meanwhile, requires not just ‘belief in commonality’ but also beliefs in common; it begins with convictions which may change as a result of conversion. They may dwindle, be linked together and fused syncretically, and people may offend against them and be excluded. Furthermore, National distinctions also construct “imagined communities”, but here there is a claim to political-territorial sovereignty. Within the context of state formations, these distinctions are an attempt to create collective identities for large populations and to draw boundaries between nationals and foreigners. ‘Race’ is also related to ethnicity, but is a cruder classification directly focussing on bodies, a classification imagined as a biologically anchored marker since the late nineteenth century. The emphasis here is not on community building but on downgrading, and this saw the ‘racialization’ not just of unfree labour (as in the case of slaves in the US), but also of religious communities (such as the Jews in Europe). In terms of cultural history, alongside age distinctions, gender distinctions are probably the oldest instance of human categorization and an elementary case of (mostly) binary classification. This distinction has also been profoundly naturalized and re-assigns the divided elements back into complimentary dyads by endowing sexed individuals with attributes of essential heterogeneity. Finally, particularly in ‘modern’, meritocratic societies, we also find classification according to individual performance. This is quite different in character from the other categorizations in that, like a great social leveller, it admonishes us to disregard all differences of an ascriptive or categorical nature. The objective assessment of performance is, supposedly, a socially neutral act: a classification cl(e)ansed of the classifier. But it gives rise to new categories featuring specific forms of asymmetry: rather than binary oppositions on the model of us vs. them distinctions, here we find ordinal scales (in the sense of better vs. worse).
In everyday life, the effects of such meaningful distinctions are perceived as individual ‘characteristics’ (as properties), and on the aggregate level as ‘kinds of people’, as ‘types’ (Menschensorten). Conversely, sociologists generally unpick these characteristics and conceive them as forms of membership, that is, as qualities shared with others (rather than merely individual ones), qualities that make people into exemplars of social entities (chiefly collectivities). In this view, social distinctions between group-like entities are intrinsic to the perception of individual characteristics. 
However, there is a problem of reification with this sociological perspective: The social world does not consist of groups with identites (that is the perspective of social movements), it consists of various processes (interactions, biographies, procedures, trajectories), and entities (dyads, gatherings, groups, networks, organisations). Therefore our basic concept ‘doing and undoing differences’ distances itself twofold from the everyday notion of individual properties (F), as well as from the sociological notion of collective properties and memberships. First, we focus on (F) processes of differentiation, which create the categories and memberships: for example, the practices indicating memberships, the classifications solidifying them, the polarising measures enduringly keeping people apart. 
Secondly, we shift our respective specialized attention for single memberships like gender, ethnicity, nationality, etc. towards a joint focus on the (F) coexistence and competition of multiple memberships. We compare competing cultural distinctions. Our elementary question is: Which difference is (ir)relevant when? Thus, every single instance of ‘doing difference’ is a meaningful selection from a set of competing categorizations, creating a difference that makes a difference. 
This year, our group has grown further, now numbering 19 professors (also including historians and social psychologists), and we are currently applying for a ‘Collaborative Research Center’, as it is called in German research funding parlance, which would be able to fund 60 research projects over the next 12 years. With this growth, one of our conceptual moves consists of linking the notion of classification to that of inequality. (F)

Cultural Inequality
At its core, the notion of inequality is mathematical: two entitites are quantitatively equal (=) or unequal (≠). The common sociological notion of inequality links a basic value of democratic societies to this meaning: the equality of rights of all citizens, independent of all which may distinguish them. (F) So, there is much normativity implied by ‘inequality’. It connotes injustice. ‘Social inequality’ denotes a distribution of ressources, chances and recognition with problematic legitimacy. – However, there are other notions of inequality. For instance, in the humanities one can find positive notions of inequality as the opposite of mere copies, as the essence of original creations, as positive deviance. 
In modern societies, several types of inequality coexist alongside the illegitimate inequality in the distribution of life chances. There are at least three forms of accepted, legitimate inequality, needed for a modern society to function: the first is the inequality of power between superior and subordinate in the formal hierarchies of organisations; the second is the difference of power and knowledge between professionals and laypersons in medicine, education, religion, science, and so on. The third, meritocratic status differences based on performance – in sports, education, and the labor market.  
In addition, there are two forms of accepted and legitimate inequality, which are not neccessary, but tolerated: one concerns the rights of children and adults. For example, in election laws the voices of those who are more affected by political decisions do not count, but the voices of the aged with growing difficulties to understand the current world, do. The second case is the unequal division of labour between heterosexual couples, sending one of them to the public ‘frontlines’, traditionally the male, but increasingly also the female. But the most interesting phenomenon with regard to heterosexual couples is that they rest on a completely different type of inequality, that is constitutive for them, namely their unequal gender composition.   
Speaking in these terms, I diverge conceptually from the mathematical notion of equal or unequal. It is not merely a matter of difference in quantity (if people have more or less of something – be it goods or recognition), it is also a matter of the qualities in ‘inequalities’. (F) I know, in English one is predispositioned to speak of ‘same or different’. And, that would also be in line with Brubaker’s (2015) suggestion when he refers to status-gaps as ‘inequality’, and to relative similarity/dissimilarity of entitites as ‘difference’. Instead, I am searching for a common theoretical language for stratification and classification, that is, for certain types of social and cultural differentiation. To distinguish the phenomena, I suggest speaking of social inequality for distributional issues, and of cultural inequality for categorial issues. 
The theoretical background of this is a sociology of comparison. Distinctions and comparisons stand in a reciprocal relation to one another. To make a difference between two objects, one has, first, to state their comparability/commensurability. We wouldn’t compare children and apples. Objects have to be equated along one dimension – e.g. as humans, as vegetables – in order to differentiate them along others. If, for example, a framework equates people as ‘adults’, they can appear ‘equal’ or ‘unequal’ according to certain criteria (e.g. height, income, skin color). This elementary relationality of characteristics has already been highlighted by Georg Simmel. It endows each of them with a fundamentally bivalent social significance: depending on with whom one is interacting, one and the same ‘feature’ can mean ‘equal’ or ‘unequal’. When interacting with a man, I appear as ‘equal’ – at least at first glance -, when interacting with a woman, as ‘unequal’; when encountering someone younger or older, more or less powerful, my relative age and status change. (F)
The way human beings differ does not simply consist of a list of individual properties, collectable by survey research, and it is not a mere summation resulting in some form of vague ‘diversity’. Rather, the way humans ‘do difference’ consists of meaningful and fluid distinctions and relations. That is why inequality must designate more than an uneven distribution of ressources. Inequalities consist of qualitative differences, emerging via distinctions with respect to varying dimensions of comparison. Distinguishing, equating, and comparing each other every minute of their life, people position themselves in homo- oder heterosocial relations. They encounter each other in homo- and heterosocial interactions, groups, and networks, and they conduct their relations as equals or unequals in certain respects. (F)

Human differentiation: Building Differences and Asymmetries
The basic concept of our current work is, in German: “Humandifferenzierung”, “human differentiation”, I think in English “human categorization” may sound better, but it unfortunately loses a link to differentiation theories in sociology. They distinguish three types of social differentiation: the vertical differentiation of society into classes, the horizontal between societal fields or subsystems, and the differentiation between social entities on a micro/macro-continuum: interactions, groups, organisations, networks, imagined communites, societies. In my understanding, the categorization of humans is a form of cultural differentiation. Kinds of humans like ‘children’, ‘foreigners’, ‘heterosexuals’ are (F) cultural species like classes of objects (tools, cars, clothes), classes of animals or diseases (that is, elements of biological or medical taxonomies), or what Thomas Luckmann called communicative genres (like a report, a narrative, an interview, or gossip). It is an early observation of Emile Durkheim and Marcel Mauss (in ‘primitive classification’) that the differentiation between humans involves other species, for example, animals and stars, but it is primarily directed to the “human material” – as Georg Simmel put it. This is also the difference to prominent types of social differentiation. Functional differentiation attaches to the activities and communications of humans, and involves them only temporarily, in social roles, but not as whole persons. Stratificatory differentiation attaches to their goods and income, and positions them in status groups. In contrast, human differentiation attaches directly to presumed properties of human beings. I would provisionally differentiate (F) four points of contact: bodily invariants (such as sex, race, and height); biographical anchors (such as social and geographical origin and age, which changes permanently, but stays anchored to a date of birth); biographical trajectories (such as sexual orientation, political and religious confessions); and situative achievements (intellectual and physical performances, attractiveness). 
What I now wish to discuss with you, is, how to get from cultural in/equalities to different social inequalities, from classification to stratification, from fluid distinctions to institutionalized boundaries. As I mentioned, our umbrella term is ‘differentiation’. (F) It denotes a complex of several processes, far beyond categorisation. Not every distinction develops into a difference. There are different stages of differentiation, of the making of a cultural difference. 
Many differentiations remain a mere situative (F) distinction (Unterscheidung), a temporary and fragile differentiation, for example, with respect to the taste of wine, or human assessments of how attractive an outfit is or how much sympathy should be felt at a given moment. 
A distinction becomes a (F) categorisation, when linguistic categories determine its two sides and, thereby, allow the assignement of entities to each of them. Many distinctions make it to becoming an attribute (tasty, sympathetic, ugly), some make it to a noun, a person category (like boy, Indian, soldier). Only a few distinctions make their way into our naming system so that our first name is able to indicate memberships such as sex, nationality, religion, and generation. And, only very few are elevated into forms of address (mister and misses, doctor and master of arts) and into grammatical forms: when we are forced by rules of correct speaking to distinguish absent persons by gender: he or she (they). The ethnosociology of a society is contained within these language structures.  
In language use, participants are quite flexible with regard to the categories they select from those provided by their ethnosociology. Situated membership categorization is investigated by Conversation Analysis. For example, last October in Mainz, three white men threw a Black man out of a nightclub because he had harrassed a woman. Some people on the street, who saw the scuffle accused the white men of being ‘racist’. But is the harasser primarily Black when he does the harassing? That would do an injustice to Black people. Is he a man? Presumably, but not neccessarily, he also could have been a reckless lesbian woman. A pivotal person in this kerfuffle, the harassed woman concluded neither that he was primarily male nor primarily Black, but rather that he was quite simply an (I quote) “obtrusive asshole”. So their are options when categorizing; they allow variable assignments for persons, and variable attributions of behavior to social memberships. (As you are likely aware of this problem from racial profiling.)
The next step is (F) classification. We speak of classification if several categories are linked horizontally und vertically into taxonomic systems, and assignments are formalized through criteria in explicit comparisons. Such classification systems have been investigated by anthropological ethnosemantics, by research into burocratic taxonomies (Desroisieres), and in Science Studies, for example, by Ian Hacking, Geoffrey Bowker, and Susan Leigh Star.
Distinctions, categorizations, and classification systems are the basic phenomena. The next steps in human differentiation rest on a specific accomplishment of distinctions. Each distinction, whether of humans, animals, or objects, render various elements both similar and dissimilar (heterogenous and homogenous, gleichartig/ungleichartig). They feature a polarising obverse and an equalizing reverse side, totalizing the elements on both sides of the distinction (such as ‘Blacks’ and ‘whites’ for a continuum of skin tones). Any category (trees, animals, males) collects a bunch of heterogenous things under an imagined class. As long as distinctions divide animals, plants, or objects this abstraction can be safely regarded as an ordering accomplishment, performed by a knowing subject towards inert objects. However, in the case of the (F) distinction of humans by humans two things are different:
1. For one, human objects participate in their categorisation (F) (some/times more, some/times less) and categorize other classifiers themselves, a form of reciprocity and perspectivity emerges which is absent in animal classification. Human objects fidget (zappeln) under the linguistic grid, they are “moving targets” (Hacking 2006). They use or reject common categories, they modify them and invent new ones. Therefore, it has to be specified whether something is a case of self- or other-categorisation, and whether these converge or diverge among the participants. 
Furthermore, humans change self-categorizations depending on context. Umberto Eco says: “In Rome I am Milanese, in Paris I am an Italian, and in New York I am a European.” This change in self-labeling refers to geographical scale – like if I were a fan of my local soccer team who, of course, vehemently opposes the team of our neighboring city Frankfurt, but would, of course, just as vehemently support their players if they should become members of the national soccer squad. Edward Evans-Pritchards (in his study of the Nuer) developed the notion of ‘segmentary opposition’ for any kind of context dependent, manifestation of memberships. People assign themselves to the groups which fit their interests in one moment, and they withdraw their membership if it starts to hamper their interests. In self-categorization, there is a constant rhythm of fission and fusion.
Another interesting constellation is the local encounter of different ethnosociologies in contact between societies, “when classification systems from different ((meaning)) worlds meet, adjust, fracture, or merge” (Bowker/Star 1999: 16). Immigrants travel with the categories from the ethnosociologies of their countries of origin, which are superimposed by those of their destination. For example, ‘refugee’ in Africa connotes precariouness, uprooting, and neglect, in Europe it means a legal status and state provisions. A case you may know is Chimamanda Ngozi Adichie (2013), the Nigerian writer who lives in the US. She refused to be (mis)appropriated as an Afro-American ›sister‹: »I’m not Black! I am Nigerian!«. In the US she feels that she is confronted with a category of Afro-American associated with underachievement and criminality. However, she makes the claim that she is an ›Americanah‹, that is a Nigerian way of speaking of a person who managed to come to America.
2. So, opportunistic agency and clashes between self- and other-categorisation is the first characteristic of human differentiation. The second characteristic is a specific potential for asymmetry. Asymmetry is not inevitable, for example, when an anthropologist classifies ethnic tribes, or a doctor types of patients. However, it becomes an inherent likelihood when the classifier assignes herself to one side of the distinction he is currently performing. Asymmetry is bound up with self-positioning when distinguishing: (F) distinctions among human beings tend to become asymmetrical when they are carried out by someone specified by this very distinction. The two sides of these distinctions cannot be seen through the eyes of a neutral detached observer; instead the process of carrying out these distinctions places whoever is making them on a given side, in the sense of ‘here or there’. Zygmunt Bauman (2005) said, it is less like distinguishing left and right, but more like inside and outside. An inside/outside-distinction is centred on one side, namely the inside. Distinctions placing the classifier on one side, divide “us” and “them”. They are relative to the observer. It matters, who is currently performing them. 
This is latently asymmetrical for two reasons. First, in general any distinction differentiates two sides, but undifferentiates the elements of both sides. However, in human differentiation the two sides are undifferenciated to an unequal degree: social psychology shows that the side one belongs to, the ‘we-side’, is perceived as being more differentiated (more strongly subdifferentiated) than the other. By way of a healthy portion of homophilia, it becomes less totalized. (F) For instance, in Europe all Chinese “look alike” (and vice versa).
Secondly, it is less probable that one’s own side is perceived clearly in the way it differs. There is a blind spot for distinction, resulting from the normality of the familiar, of what is one’s own. Compared to this normality, only the other seems to have promiment properties. It is marked as ‘unequal’. (F) It is visible, the familiar is invisible, for example, being a male, an adult, white, heterosexual. The other side represents the difference and the different, that is, it makes the difference for both sides. Blacks represent the racial distinction, women represent the gender difference – they have ‘more gender’ as Simmel said. In short: human differentiations easily centre in on one side while marking the other. They tend to be ‘nostricistic’ and projective. This is the social-psychological foundation of all ‘centrisms’: androcentrism, eurocentrism, US-centrism, nationalism, racism, heteronormativity, adultism, ableism, etc.
On this basis of prefigured asymmetry the phenomenon of (F) alterisation emerges. Alterising distinctions do not state something as merely superficially dissimilar, they portray it as essentially different in the sense of being strange and of a fundamentally different nature. It is exoticized in opposition to people like ourselves. Alterisation is a pronounced us/them-distinction which enhances the cognitive distance between two categories. Alterisation does not neccessarly imply asymmetry. this is illustrated, for example, by heterosexuality: the reciprocal exotisation of humans with private parts deviating from one another. Also, the issue of which side becomes marked is not simply inscribed into the difference. Mostly, it is a question of local majority proportions deciding what appears to be marked as special. It could also be white, male, healthy people. And natives mutate into foreigners when they leave their home country. 
A prominent case of alterisation is Edward Said’s orientalism, which works according to a mirror-image inversion of positive and negative properties. Thus, the other can also be idealized. A similar case is the Francophilia of Germans or the idealisation of the US, which has, admittedly, completely imploded since the election of Donald Trump as the dominant face of this country. – Unlike Edward Said’s specific example, alterisation is not restricted to national or cultural foreigners, often it focusses on minorities within a society, who are induced  to articulate wide-spread traits and desires as if it were their personal specifity (like transsexuals and intersexuals do).
Distinctions become (F) manifestly asymmetrical to the extent that they mobilize evaluations and project the alterised side as being of a different, and that is, of an unequal value. They differentiate not according to (dis)similarity, but also to valence and rank. Robert Merton has illustrated how useful double standards are in this business: We are thrifty, they are tight-fisted we are assertive, they are power hungry, we are sexuelly successful, they are promiscous (or sluts). 
There are different modes of asymmetric distinctions. First, they can perform evaluations in different directions: as upgrading or downgrading. On the one hand, a (F) distinction (french) performs an evaluative self-distinction/-elevation (“we academics”) from undetermined others, an unspecified background or ‘the rest’; on the other hand, (F) devaluation servers to disparage specific others (“white trash”). Both can be combined by elevating oneself by degrading others. As Max Weber stated in his theory of ethnicity, the honor of poor whites in the southern states of the US directly depended on the declassing of black people. Again, we are confronted with the elementary relationality of human differentiation: By projecting the other, we construct ourselves. Selfing and Othering are opposite sides of the same coin – a basic insight of from Zygmunt Bauman.  
Asymmetrical distinctions perform evaluations in different directions, but they can also be applied asymmetrically: discrimination works differently to stigmatisation. (F) Discriminations can only exist in societies based on the norm of equality. In feudal society, it was self-evident that humans were not equal, nobles and peasants were not humans in the same way and to the same degree. Being human was, in itself, stratified. There were subhuman and superhuman people. However, when all human beings are regarded as being of equal worth, discrimination becomes possible: it is an act of distinction exempting a person from equal treatment. It makes a difference by selection (everyone else, but not you). By contrast, (F) stigmatisation is a form of distinction, restricting people to be ‘themselves’, that is, identifying them with a specific feature of themselves and with their kind (“the big guy”). Therefore people-first terminologies make a difference: One can delimit human properties to attributes (people with a disability/ or suffering from obesity), one can nominalize them into categories for persons (a disabled, or an overweight person) or essentialise them (a cripple, a fatty). Stigmatisations mark the other side, distinctions (french) mark one’s own side. 
The devaluation of others can occur to different degrees: from mild ántipathy for the ‘out-group’ all the way through to pronounced devalorization. There are flat devaluations in cases of reciprocal stereotyping, open for self-irony, and deep devaluations as in stigmatizing distinctions of the type normal/deviant. In the case of nations both sides tend to perceive each other in a symmetrically disparaging manner. Hence, syphilis was called the French disease in Britain, the English disease in France. In the case of religions, it depends on, whether the other counts as merely of a different faith or a non-believer. Heterosexuality rests on a refined and ambivalent mixture of disdain and idealisation of the other side. There are the topics of feminism, violence and sexism, but more characteristic for gender relations is the aesthetic and moral elevation of women, for which they must pay the price for in public life. The racial difference, finally, - in the US tradition of slavery, but also present in inner-African black racism against the pygmy or the albinos – the racial difference is constructed along the lines of the human/animal-distinction. Race is a concept that tends to deny human beings their species membership. 
What is the relation between categorizing and evaluating? I would say: Categorisations are, most of the time, implicitely evaluating. Depending on the degree that the semantics of social categories have inbuilt asymmetrical values – like in us/them, normal/deviant distinctions – categorising also implies evaluations. The oft-discussed obvious cases are those, where self- and other-categorization differ dramatically – Bengali or Rohingya? – and when labels become derrogatory: disabled or crippled? Black or negro? This choice of categories should be distinguished from explicit evaluation procedures (like in schools or sports), which are neccessarily linked to hierarchical orderings (of the type better/worse). 
The next steps from cultural distinctions to social boundaries require several processes of social distancing: avoidance of contact, local segregation, marginalisation, and social closure. These social processes do not only build on cultural distinctions, but rather they keep the very distinctions they started from running. Goffman has shown this for the case of gender segregated toilets and sport disciplines. On the one hand gender segregated sports need gender categorisation. On the other, these sport disciplines contain a taboo with regard to comparison, which helps people to cognitively separate men and women. (Historically, shooting became gendered when in competitions women performed better than men).
The last step in building cultural differences is polarisation. If a distinction absorbs conflicts, antagonistic groups emerge. They can have violent experiences and enhance their stereotypes to closed conceptions of ‘the enemy’. Human differentiation thus escalates by totalizing the other side: Politicizing and moralizing sharpens any distinction towards a binary logic, which distinguishes, free of ambivalence and with no room for doubt, good versus evil, friend versus foe. Tertium non datur, no more middle ground. What one says about one side, implies the opposite for the other. And again it holds: the sharper a differentiation, the less differentiated is the perception of the other. (F)

Conclusion: Inclusion needs in–difference
The different types and degrees of human differentiation are bound to forms of differentiation in society. In feudal, stratified societies, the dominant form of human differentiation was the assigment to status groups. It grasped human beings as whole persons in collectives and positioned them in an hierarchical order. In modern, primarily functionally differenciated society, the dominant form of human differentiation is role-differentiation, which captures human beings only temporarily and in specific aspects (e.g., as customers, voters, professionals). They can move freely between different professions, organisations, and communites, and find their individuality in the intersections between many social circles (Simmel). The dominant way into hierarchies is meritocratic. (F) 
This is the empirical part of my talk. Here you can see an encounter between two forms of hierarchy from different historical times: one person has academic merits, but others have different blood! They are not humans like us. I hope you can still see that.
But not all current forms of human differentiation can be understood in terms of roles. They are mixtures between ‘liberal’ multi-role differentiation, and the straficiation of statuses. On the one hand, forms of human differentiation, which rest on ascriptions and appropriate people for communities, still get a hold on people in the sense of whole persons, but, on the other hand, they are not neccessarily hirarchically ordered and they stand in competition with one another, so that they offer options for identification. Therefore, in Mainz our aim is to develop an encompassing typology of differentiations, and to specify the different logic behind them. Our main empirical question is, how multiple memberships are handled in highly differenciated, ‘multicultural’ societies, that is, how, facing multiple options of categorization, do people of advanced individuality actually categorize each other and identify themselves?
A notion trying to grasp the multitude of these options in politics and research is ‘diversity’. From our perspective ‘diversity’ essentializes differentiation (F). There are no fixed properties of human beings, unless this fixing is used to exotizise and stigmatise people. Only in these situations do they develop ‘identities’, that is, a biographical hardened and narrowed type of self-understanding. To have an identity means to permanently carry an inner ID card around. (F) Identities are useful for individual self-affirmation of a lifestyle under attack, or for the self-organisation of social movements. However, they are unsuitable for the organisation of a democratic society. Why should people be fixed to a certain state of being, constantly being identified with themselves? Identity is the answer to the question, who am I, really, what is my true self? But why should we expect of each other to be something really? 
The opposite of stigmatization is not appreciation or recognition, (F) but indifference. Why should people gain recognition for where they were born and for the kind of body with which they happened to be equipped? It’s neither their achievement, nor their fault. There are good sociological reasons against identity politics: The very categories, in whose name the recognition of diversity is claimed, are the very same permanently used to keep this diversity sidelined. Whoever makes a difference, equalizes something else, and denies its inner differentiations. No politics can sidestep this Janus-faced character of distinctions. Therefore, in my eyes, recognition of diversity needs more than the recognition of individual ‘otherness’ in terms of a specific dimension. It needs, first, the perception of the multitude of ‘othernesses’ in one person. ‘Individuals’ we call human beings that are diverse in themselves. Secondly, it needs the retreat of totalizing (appropriating) categories. Facing the multitude of goods in a supermarket, it can be a good idea to affirm otherness; with respect to humans, encountering each other as neighbors, colleagues, and citizens it is a better idea to disregard any otherness fixing people to a certain state of being. In Mainz, the biggest festival of otherness is carneval. During carneval, people celebrate being able to be ‘someone else’, at least for a few days. They celebrate not to be determined by whom or what one is, because one is allowed to use any possible cultural code, in all constellations and proportions. In a highly differentiated, pluralistic society, a good politics of diversity does not consist of voicing the loudest identity lobby groups, it is a politics of cultural in-difference, claiming again and again (or pushing through), that it must not matter, what someone appears to ‘be’. 
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