




Communication and 
Communication Barriers 
in Sociology 





(' I . 
\· I', Communication and 

Communication Barriers 
in Sociology 

Gunnar Boalt, Herman Lantz, 
Torgny Segerstedt, Paul Lindblom, 
Charles Snyder et al. 

ALMQVIST & WIKSELL INTERNATIONAL 
Stockholm/Sweden 

A Halsted Press Book 
JOHN WILEY & SONS 
New York · London · Sydney · Toronto 



,.: : 

© 1976 Almqvist & Wiksell International, Stockholm 
ISBN 91 22 00037-2 

All rights reserved 

Published in the U.S.A., Canada and Latin America by Halsted Press, 
a Division of John Wiley & Sons Inc., New York 

Library of Congress Cataloging in Publication Data 
Main entry under title: 

Communication and communication barriers in sociology. 
I. Sociology-Study and teaching-Addresses, essays, lectures. 

2. Sociological research-Addresses, essays, lectures. 
3. Sociologists-United States-Addresses, essays,lectures. 

I. Boalt, Gunnar. 
HM45.C64 1976 301 '.07'2 75-44623 

ISBN 0-470-15016-5 

.Library liAS, Shimla 

IIIII/I IIIII IIIII llllllllllllllllllllllll/11111111 
00059245 

Printed in Sweden by 
Almqvist & Wiksell, Uppsala 1976 



Contents 

Chapter I. Introduction to the problem of university and research. 
by Herman L'lntz . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 

Chapter 2. The academic community as a communication system. 
by Torgny Segerstedt . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 

Chapter 3. Comments on the research pattern by Gunnar Boalt. 
Robert Erikson and Herman Lantz . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27 

Chapter 4. Regional differences in articles on the sociology of art.. 
by Gunnar Boalt and Paul Lindblom . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34 

Chapter 5. Time differences in articles on the sociology of alcohol. 
by Charles Snyder and Gunnar Boalt . . . . . . . . . . 44 

Chapter 6. American schools of sociologists-and swedish. by 
Gunnar Boalt. Helena Herlin and Rudy Seward . . . . . . . . 48 
Citations in the Swedish departments of sociology . . . . . . 55 

Chapter 7. Researchers and teachers at a sociological department. 
by Arne Bjurman . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 73 

Chapter 8. Research patterns among sociologists. by Gunnar Boalt 
and Kerstin Bohm . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 93 

Chapter 9. The selection of full professors. by Ulla Bergryd 106 
Chapter 10. Generation differences among researc~ers and teachers 

in a Sociological department, by Gunnar Boalt and Ulla Bergryd 125 
Chapter II. The communication of erroneous material exemplified 

with nuclear family universality, by Lewellyn Hendrix .... 148 





Chapter 1 

Introduction to the problem 
of university and research 

'Herman R Lantz 

This book is concerned with the development and role of research in 
sociology departments within the university. It undertakes an examina
tion of this process, and related processes, primarily in Sweden, but also 
in the United States. It is difficult to discuss the development of research 
without taking into account the larger social context in which educational 
processes unfold. Hence, we shall deal with some rather broad ranging 
views with a specific focus on various internal factors within universities, 
themselves. Hopefully the material which follows has implications for 
different academic departments in many settings. but whether this is so 
is still to be determined. At the outset we wish to take a global view of 
universities both in Europe and America. 

The basic premise of this presentation is that there have been a number 
of factors which have worked against the development of research 
careers in sociology. We do not dispute the value of other rules. nor the 
fact that research can be meaningless, ritualistic and without lasting 
value. But we do asser1 that the development of sociology is dependent 
on the development of research and research careers. We hope, in this 
section, to analyze several factors which have interfered with the de
velopment of research. 

A first difference between universities in Sweden and America has to 
do with the role and position of research. In Sweden the university in 
many respects was considered the center for research, and the facul
ty/member's major responsibility was to contribute to the body of re
search in his field. It was the student's major responsibility to derive 
what he could from his professor. We recognize to be sure that uni-
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versities in Sweden in recent years have been under public pressure, and 
under pressure from students, to place more emphasis on teaching
service. The extent of long range change is difficult to determine, how
ever. American universities have not been nearly so committed to a 
research orientation, and few universities in America today would be 
prepared to state that the pursuit of research and publication was their 
major aim. In the United States many universities have been unclear as 
to the role of research, especially ~ociological research. This is especially 
the case for pure research, since applied research, given the pragmatism 
of American higher education, has held high priority. This statement can 
be made in spite of the general expansion of research in the 1950's and 
1960's, an expansion due primarily to massive state and federal funding. 
Nevertheless, the vast majority of sociologists were not involved in 
research (Gross and Grambsch, 1968: 87--89; Nisbet, 1971: 71--87). Most 
universities in America assert that they are devoted to teaching, service 
and research (Gross and Grambsch, 1968: Ch. 3.). Such ambivalence in 
the U.S. about research was accentuated by the number of teacher 
training schools which existed in large numbers until the 1950's. Almos't 
all of these teacher training institutions became universities in overall 
structure. They developed a wide variety of undergraduate and graduate 
colleges, yet in several essential ways the philosophy of the teachers 
college remained. They held, and in some instances continue to hold, to 
higher teaching loads for faculty. they continue to stress service to the 
community while research becomes secondary. The inability to shift 
perspective from a teachers college to a university is to be found in both 
the faculty and administration of these institutions (Gaston, 1973). Many 
of the faculty, having spent years in a teacher training context. find it 
difficult to reorient their career pattern. Many administrators at these 
institutions are drawn from the same ranks, and find it difficult to de
mand of others what they have been unable to do themselves. Taking 
American universities as a whole, one notes that not all segments of the 
university are equally ambivalent about the development of research, nor 
is the ambivalence the same at different stages in the development of a 
university. Ambivalence appears to be greatest during the transitional 
stages of university development. It is less at the stage of underdevelop
ment, and ambivalence is less when the university is developed. The 
teacher training institution was not ambivalent about research. These 
institutions did not expect research and often discouraged any research, 
since it was believed that research detracted from teaching. Similarly a 
highly developed institution has already made a commitment to research, 

8 



and its policies are reflected in this commitment. It is the university in a 
state in transition with conflicting perspectives that remains the most 
ambivalent. and such universities are plentiful in the United States 
(Gross and Grambsch, 1968: Ch. 2). With regard to the administrative 
structure within a developing university there are degrees of ambiva
lence, ranging from the chairman who is probably the most ambivalent. 
The president and his staff, often the leaders in change from a teacher 
oriented to a research oriented institution, have little changing to do with 
respect to their own roles. In other respects, however, the development 
of research in a university represents special problems from the 
administrative point of view. The research productivity of a faculty can 
raise the prestige and stature of a university. On the other hand, re
searchers are often difficult to deal with. Research scholars make more 
demands, are more difficult to control, and pose a threat to the adminis
tration since their very productivity enables them to seek and find other 
positions (Nisbet, 1971: 8&-100). These potential difficulties, however, 
are more likely to be experienced at the lower administrative levels of 
dean or chairman (Gross and Grambsch, 1968: 88-90). Thus, it is not 
surprising to find that as one goes down into the structure and moves 
closer to the faculty, administrative ambivalence toward research may 
increase. Perhaps the most important variable which may explain such 
ambivalence to change on the part of those in administrative roles has to 
do with the impact of change on relationships with the faculty. A shift in 
orientation from an institution which has emphasized teaching to one 
which emphasizes research and publications represents a basic and dras
tic shift in career orientation for the average faculty member. For those 
who have not been involved in research the shift can be extremely 
threatening. The result may be anxieties of serious proportions. The 
dean interprets the administrative view regarding research. The security 
of his role depends in part on his chairmen, who may rebel and refuse to 
support him on research policies, and they may also refuse to support 
him on other issues as well. On the other hand, by rejecting an 
administrative decision regarding an orientation toward research, he can 
alienate those above him. There are other complications for the dean. 
Political support and allegiance are always greatest when the criteria for 
such support are broadly based. Thus, in a purely political sense, a 
political figure is better off if he can appeal to all religious groups rather 
than one. The same applies to the university administrator, particularly 
the dean of a college. There is value in not basing the reward system on a 
single criterion such as research, but on several criteria-teaching, 
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service, loyalty, longevity-since it then becomes possible to reward 
many more people (Nisbet, 1971: 127-131 ). Under these circumsta~~es 
the university administrator has "something for everyo.ne". In a~dJtion 
the greater the basis for reward the greater the opportumty to mampulate 
the reward system in different ways. If a dean chooses he can elevate 
outstanding service, or teaching, or research to justify how and why 
different faculty have been rewarded. A major problem confronting a 
dean is that probably only a relatively small number of his faculty are 
capable of engaging in research and publication. Hence, the more he 
rewards this small segment, the more likely he is to alienate large 
numbers of the faculty. All of these factors create obstacles to the 
development of a consistent policy toward research. 

The chairman, who is closest to the faculty, occupies the most sensi
tive position. He is subject to many of the problems we have just 
described (Gross and Grambsch, 1968: 92-94). If he imposes a research 
orientation on his faculty against their wishes, he may fail to get their 
support in the future. If the chairman fails to support the administration, 
he loses administrative support. Moreover, as the chairman imposes 
norms of research and publication on his faculty, his faculty often have 
similar expectations for him. This results in additional burdens for the 
chairman. 

The burdens of the office of chairman in academic departments in the 
United States are so great as to require the virtual abandonment of a 
scholarly career. For a chairman is at best very vulnerable. For as one's 
scholarly career disappears, security in one's role becomes increasingly 
based o~ a capacity to satisfy a faculty with many interests, not only 
those With research interests. If the chairman wishes to remain in his 
role, it may also require a capacity to compromise on the importance of 
research so as not to offend non-research constituencies within a de
partment. 

In general, administrators with scholarly backgrounds are less likely, 
on the average, to be ambivalent about research, than are those without 
such b~ckg~~und~ (Gaston, 1973). In this respect European and Ameri
can umvers1t1es differ in where they draw administrators from. In Europe 
these are much m?re likely to come from people who have an established 
record of academic accomplishment. In the United States administrators 
may have earned scholarly reputations, but, more likely, they are 
persons who have often left a scholarly career in search of an administra
tive career. 

A second difference between universities in Sweden and America is 
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one of orientation. In Sweden one finds more of an elitist concept, 
involving higher education for the intellectually capable who come from 
upper income backgrounds, than is the case in America. While it is a fact 
that Swedish universities have moved to a more egalitarian notion of 
education. the move is a relatively recent one. In America the move 
toward egalitarian notions involving the education of masses of people 
emerged in the latter part of the 19th century, and became much more 
pronounced following World War II. This movement of large numbers of 
students became significant in developments following the end of World 
War II. 

A third difference between universities in Sweden and the United 
States is the impact of World War II. The drain of youth for the armed 
forces in the United States resulted in a serious interruption of many 
careers and a pent up demand for education at the end of the war. Higher 
education in the United States. following World War II, faced enormous 
demands for faculty; demands possibly unknown at any time in the 
history of higher education. These demands continued into the 1960's. 
One major effect was that students were encouraged to undertake 
graduate study in sociology who were often lacking in motivation, com
mitment and competence for research. Certainly it is true that in the post 
World War II period there were some excellent research centers. and 
many students were competently trained and motivated, but it is clear 
that this only applies to a relatively small number of students trained in 
the period following the end of World War II. 

Many Doctoral students came in large numbers from the middle and 
lower middle classes; they were interested primarily in college teaching 
as a vocation. Academic life represented a move up. economically and 
socially. Moreover. insofar as there was a serious commitment to sociol
ogy, it stemmed from a desire for social change and reform; a social 
reform based on lectures and education rather than a belief in the value of 
research. It had a muck-raking, reformistic ideology of investigating and 
revealing conditions, but not studying them in any systematic way. 

Graduate programs, often had many deficiencies, including large 
graduate classes and an overworked faculty. Moreover, graduate faculty. 
themselves, in the United States were not. and have not been. altogether 
consistent or clear as to the meaning of the Ph.D. Certainly for many it has 
not necessarily been a research degree, but was instead simply a hurdle 
to be surmounted before a candidate could qualify for a position. Indeed. 
it has not been uncommon for a dissertation committee to pass a weak 
candidate because they believed that given the candidate's lack of ability 
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and given the pos1t1on he would hold at college X. it would not be 
necessary to have research competence. Such graduates with masters 
and Ph.D. degrees, were sent out in large numbers to occupy positions in 
various colleges and universities in the post World War II period. The 
consequences have been several. First, the necessary models and the 
appropriate socialization for a career in science often were not de
veloped. Textbooks dealing with methodology were unintentionally mis
leading and portrayed a mechanistic image of how ideas emerge and how 
scientific work is conducted. The commitment to research was pe
ripheral, and when the realities of producing research became apparent, 
there was often a rejection of, and disinterest in, research. Without a 
basic interest in research, there was never a real appreciation for the 
accumulation of data and the systematic study of a problem. It was the 
dramatic answer to a special problem that had much more appeal than 
systematic study. The concern for painstaking efforts in building 
knowledge was not well established. Probably the effect of many of these 
pas~ World War II students on the development of research programs in 
sociolo~y was essentially negative. In the post World War II period the 
expansion in higher education was also uneven, in the sense that uni
v~rsities in the United States were in varying stages of development, 
With_ ~ach of the then 48 states developing a number of its own uni
versihe~. These developing universities had serious problems of recruit
m~nt, smce those with the greatest research talent sought the established 
umve~sities (Ben-David and Zloczower, 1962). The result was that re
searc talent, for the most part, was very unevenly distributed and 
c~_ncentrated in the more prestigious and highly developed institutions; 
t. Is condition persists today. although it is undergoing change. An adqi
tiO~al1 fact?r which influenced the ~vailability of research talent within 
soc_10 ogy Itself Was the ever expanding technological development in the 
Umte~ S_tates in the post World War II period. Such expansion, particu
larly m Industry, drained talent from many academic fields (Gaston, 
1973) A maJ·or dif" A · · · · · . · · •erence between Swedish and mencan umvers1t1es m 
this connection is that the number of faculty necessary for staffing has 
always been small in Sweden in comparison with America. Thus, the 
problem of st~ng a university with competent, research personnel has 
been f~r less In Sweden. Indeed, Sweden, like many other European 
countnes. has had more sociologists capable of research than it could 
absorb at any one time; while in America for a long period following 
World War II this was not the case. Thus, while sociological research had 
a good opportunity to develop at any university in Sweden, the same was 
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not true in America. where many colleges and universities simply had 
inadequate researchers. Finally, there are particular characteristics of 
American society which can place special burdens on the development of 
research and research talent. America is a society which has competing 
demands. more than most, on the role of the researcher. A large number 
of middle class, democratic families have demands on the husband's time 
and attention. The ideal family. among these people, includes a 
husband-father who maintains family interests, and who is willing to 
spend time with his family, and contribute time to the church and school. 
The existence of these competing demands results in family discord. in 
role conflict for the researcher, and in many instances diminished re
search activity. As a result there are many influences that run counter to 
the dedication which may be necessitated by the demands of research in 
the United States. These general points, concerned with universities in 
general. have had a major impact on the growth and development of 
research within academic units, such as sociology departments in the 
United States. They have constituted serious obstacles to the develop
ment of sociological research. 

We have dealt with the role of graduate training. graduate student 
motivation and professional socialization and factors which have placed 
burdens on the development of research in sociology. Yet in any society, 
regardless of the conditions, the number of those who can commit 
themselves to research careers is limited. Basically researchers have not 
addressed themselves to the problem of what is involved at the social
psychological level to commit oneself to research and scientific work. 
We are obviously not talking about the individual who produces an 
article or two, or even a book, for his entire career. What are the 
ingredients involved? There are at least three broad dimensions. A first is 
the matter of dedication and commitment. the discipline involved in 
completing a task. A second is the capacity to tolerate ambiguity and 
frustration. For example, research involves a gamble, one doesn't know 
how it will turn out; will anyone want to publish it? How many rejections 
from a journal can one tolerate before the entire process becomes too 
painful? The third dimension is more complex, since it involves the 
previous two dimensions, plus the capacity to liberate creative forces. 
These are the innovators, they possess the dedication; they possess a 
tolerance for frustration; but they also have a rare gift of innovation. The 
nature and process of innovation involves basically the ability to see new 
relationships out of old configurations. It is also a matter of how one 
configuration leads to another. It is not only the capacity to visualize a 
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new configuration, but to explore and develop it into a piece of work that 
clarifies and can be integrated. This is the essential difference between 
the dilettante and the innovator. Probably the greatest single barrier to 
innovation is the personality gestalt which is brought to bear. Here we 
find life styles which are difficult to break. If there is a basic conflict 
within the human personality, it probably takes the form of a contest 
between that aspect of personality which has accommodated to life and 
that innovative component looking for new experience. Whenever the 
human personality has learned to accommodate, a basic life process, it is 
inevitably at the expense of having abandoned some other set of wishes. 
When Blacks accommodated to the pattern of race, they gave up other 
goals. It may well have been realistic, but this is not the issue. So it is 
with all people, accommodation is inevitable and necessary. Yet, it also 
means that the unknown, in terms of creative resources, has to struggle 
in order to emerge. It is this central problem which is confusing, mis
understood and difficult. This is why creativity invariably produces 
anxiety. And this is why many are unable to produce scientific work of 
stature. These aspects of research commitment are not sufficiently dealt 
with or understood. Unless we are able to do so research careers, at 
least in sociology, will continue to be limited to very small numbers. 

There are other problems within sociology itself which have never 
been resolved and which continue to have an impact on the development 
of research and the commitment of sociologists to a research career. As 
sociologists we have still not decided on what the scope and aim of soci
ology is. What the range of acceptable methodologies is. Even standards 
for acceptable work are more variable than in the more established fields 
(Gaston, 1973). With regard to the scope and aim of sociology, the very 
f~ct that it remains a socially sensitive discipline means that the direc
tiOn of sociology is determined Jess by the internal gaps in sociological 
knowledge and more by what society may consider important at the mo
ment. Once such a goal is accepted whatever research orientations are 
present to change, the emphasis is really on action to ameliorate and re
searc~ at best is employed to support action. Under these circumstances 
the:e IS less patience with systematically studying major gaps in socio
logical knowledge, and there is impatience about studying such areas 
as carefully as they should be. In addition, the existence among sociol
ogists of a perspective for the reform of social ills means that socio
logical goals are primarily to direct and produce social changes. In
herent disappointments are created for several reasons. To influence 
social change in any society is Jess a function of research knowledge and 
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science. and is much more a matter of economic and political decision 
making. and these are slow. complicated and likely to create disappoint
ment about the contribution which research can make. Certainly it can be 
argued that only a small amount of the significant social legislation in 
America, or any society. is a result of sociological research. If anything, 
major social issues are decided less by research and much more by 
political decision making which rests on the power of particular con
stituencies. Moreover. if one takes a view of history there is considerable 
evidence to show that major social changes were created by men and 
events that had little to do with the rational and orderly collection of 
data. The point is that given such reformistic goals. noble in themselves, 
one may also find unintended effects which work against the develop
ment of research interests in sociology. 

The failure to resolve central issues of concern as to the nature of 
sociology has given rise to some major problems which. if not resolved, 
may continue to drain the energies of sociologists in directions that work 
against sociology's development, at least in the long run. One such 
development is noted in a tendency to become increasingly preoccupied 
with what may be identified as the "sociology of sociology". Such 
concerns are significant. and are a necessary ingredient, if sociology is to 
develop. Yet the writing which has appeared in the last decade devoted 
to "what is wrong with sociology". including "why sociologists study 
what they study" is formidable. In time it could absorb a significant 
amount of sociological concern and may replace the basic research task 
of dealing with data. hard or soft. 

A second trend which reflects an unresolved set of issues is the 
reappearance of an old issue, the controversy of "hard data" versus 
"soft data", case study versus quantitative sociology. This controversy 
presumably settled some several decades ago has arisen once more. The 
current phrase. humanistic sociology. which is not clearly defined, and 
which subsumes all these components of soft data, came out of a strong 
German philosophical tradition in Europe. In America, which has always 
been lacking philosophy there was no similar philosophical background. 
America's philosophical contribution to the methodological controversy 
came from the pragmatism of John Dewey. Pragmatism, which took hold 
in American academic life, found its expression in the development of 
empirical sociology with Franklin Giddings at Columbia University, a 
sociologist who spent considerable time helping social agencies develop 
ways of studying statistically the social problems of people in the 1920's. 
Thus, through the late 1920's, 1930's and 1940's the controversy of 
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humanistic sociology versus empirical was experienced at all leading 
departments of sociology. At different times one position or the other hc:.ts 
been in ascendance, although for the most empirical sociology was m 
ascendance in the 1950's. The reemergence of the so-called humanistic 
approach in American sociology today represents not only a response to 
what some believe are mechanistic methods of empiricism. but an 
ideological response as well, since humanists are interested in examining 
and dealing with the feelings in data, reacting to what is perceived as 
impersonal attitudes toward the people being studied. Qualitative 
analysis, however, has its own special problems. If one hopes to get 
closer to the feelings of people by such techniques as placing oneself in 
the "role of the other", one has to have the emotional and intellectual 
capacity to do so. Can the alienated person, the neurotic person, place 
himself in another's position without projecting and experiencing things 
that may not be there at all? There is always a real problem of the 
distortion of data, and a real possibility that such people may not be in 
touch with the feelings of people at all. (Are we to screen those who deal 
with qualitative analysis to see that they are free of neurotic conflicts? 
Certainly the suggestion is unrealistic.) Why the resurgence of humanis
tic sociology at the present time? In part such a response has to be seen 
as a general reaction of students to the establishment, to establishment 
sociology seen as statistical, to rigidity which quantitative sociology 
represents for these people. Viewed in these essentially negative terms, 
it becomes a way of justifying other methods. But one has to suggest that 
for many sociologists, humanistic sociology is less an expression of 
regard for people, a better way to understand, and more a concern for 
~vo.iding the rigors required of any set of methods, quantitative or qual
Itative. Further, if on the one hand the rules for gathering data can be 
rejected because they are non-humanistic, then it is any one's game to 
play with any set of rules. The suspicion that humanistic sociology, as 
employed by some, does not represent a concern for understanding 
people can be noted in the nature of projects, themselves. The consider
abl~ pre.occupation of sociologists with the reinterpretation of what 
socl?loglcal pioneers, long since dead, "really meant" suggests this. In 
reahty good work can come out of any methodological tradition. 
Nevertheless, until sociology can resolve some of the issues regarding its 
scope and aim, its methodology, its standards, sociologists will drain the 
energies of their members into issues that may be socially relevant but 
unproductive in regard to the building of a discipline. We cannot tell 
whether the tendencies we have discussed merely reflect the immaturity 
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of sociology as a science. Perhaps other sciences experienced similar 
problems at an earlier stage of their development. We shall have to await 
further research on this question. 

From all that has been said we can see that the improvement of the 
research capacity in sociology is complex. As a result there is a great 
reserve of faculty in sociology departments who are neither trained for 
nor committed to research. Moreover, to the extent that what we have is 
also true for other fields, there are special difficulties for any university 
that wishes to undergo change. To move from a university with a 
teaching-service orientation to one which seeks to upgrade research and 
publication means a drastic shift and calls for competence not readily 
available. Few university administrators are capable of dealing with the 
turmoil that may take place. The inertia. the resistance and the 
antagonisms generated among a faculty are sufficient to demoralize even 
the most competent administrator. One way faculty have of dealing with 
a system that promises differential rewards for the relatively few in
volved in research and publication is the formation of teachers' unions. 
The effect is to provide job security and economic rewards for that 
segment of the faculty that would not ordinarily obtain them in a reward 
system based on research and publication. The danger that a reward 
system based on longevity and seniority. rather than research and publi
cation, could depress the interest and motivation of a faculty to engage in 
research is formidable. 

A final comment on a factor that will influence the development of 
research careers in sociology and other fields is related to fiscal con
straints and the administrative personnel who have been brought in to 
deal with these. The expansion of research in the United States, which 
was pronounced in the 1950's and 1960's is likely to be less in the next 
decade. Fiscal problems in the economy have influenced the general 
allotment of funds and new educational administrators. with a managerial 
orientation, exemplify such views (Snyder. 1973). We cannot predict 
with any certainty that research will suffer in all institutions, but it is 
reasonable to expect that it will not continue to hold a high priority. 
Moreover, while some administrators with a managerial orientation may 
be sympathetic to research, they cannot be expected to devote major 
portions of their energy to furthering research, when their task is over-all 
management of limited funds (Thompson, 1967). In the "crunch" educa
tional funds will go first for teaching. This is true for most private, as well 
as publicly supported, institutions. It is easy to justify and easy to 
manage. Why and how such persons have moved into positions of au-
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thority in the university setting is in itself interesting. First, the size of 
many public universities requires organizational skills that transcend the 
interests and skills of those involved in a scholarly career. Thus, the very 
size of the university budget has resulted in a public demand for an 
accounting of the money. Public concern was aggravated by student 
rioting in recent years, and the belief arose that the university in general 
requires greater public surveillance. Fiscal constraints will at least for the 
short run have the impact of curtailing research in sociology, and fiscal 
constraints will discourage those who may seek a career in research. On 
the other hand, one can look on this period of relative austerity as one in 
which researchers can reexamine themselves and what they are about. 
They may discover that many projects were ill conceived, had inflated 
budgets and, in many instances, produced barren findings (Orlans, 1962). 
If such self examination were to occur, it might serve to produce better 
research and better researchers. It might also serve to increase the 
researchers' responsibility to the university and the public at large 
(Nisbet, 1971: 171-196). 
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Chapter 2 

The acade1nic co1n1nunity 
as a coln!nunication syste1n 
Torgny T Segerstedt 

My thesis is that the scientific or academic community is a communica
tion system. Its main business is to communicate about data, theories 
and scientific behavior. Scientific knowledge is a matter of cooperation; 
there is no place for an individual experience. however intense it may be, 
if it cannot be communicated and repeated. Communication and repeti
tion is what characterizes scientific behavior. Repetitive behavior may 
be different in different fields of knowledge. In experimental science it 
must be possible to repeat the experiment, in historical research it must 
be possible to re-interpret the source-material. 

The question then is: what does my thesis that the academic commu
nity is a communication system imply? Which are the general presupposi
tions of a communication system? It seems evident that words as 
symbols play a central role in communication and our next question for 
that reason is: how do words acquire meaning, that is. what is the 
meaning of meaning? In my book The Nature of Social Reality (Stock
holm 1966) I have tried to answer that question more fully. In this paper I 
can only give a summary of my view, which evidently is an eclectic one. 

My first concern is the relation between words and objects. In the 
socialization process the child is introduced into the symbolic em·iron
ment of the group into which it has been born. That does mean that he is 
taught to react towards a phenomenon in a specific way. The total 
reaction does contain behavior, emotional reaction and verbal behavior. 
It is important to understand that these different aspects of behavior form 
a firmly integrated whole. The reaction toward the physical phenomenon 
snake does include flight-behavior, fear and the II' ore/ snake. The physi-
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cal object snake is regarded as having the quality of being poisonous. 
dangerous and as having the name of snake. The word as such is re
garded as a quality or property of the object. The unique thing with the 
verbal behavior is that at the same time as it is integrated with the total 
responses towards the stimulus, it is abstracted from the total situation 
and is regarded as a symbol of that situation. 

The unique nature of language has not been made explicit by the 
statement that it is a part of the mass of social behavior. The essential 
step is taken when a behavior-pattern or attitude is established towards 
the word as a word. To some extent that stage is commenced when you 
try to acquire correct verbal behavior; but in all kinds of behavior you are 
trained to behave correctly. Verbal behavior is unique in so far as you 
learn to employ the word as something distinct from the object. You are 
not taught to do that with qualities such as blue, soft or square. There are 
social customs established towards words. Words are part of a total 
reaction and at the same time abstracted from that situation. which 
enables a word to be a symbol of tlze total mass of reactions. The 
implication of this concept of symbol is that by a symbol you can 
stimulate not only other human beings but you can stimulate yourself as 
well. At the same time I believe it to be important to point out that the 
power of a symbol is limited to the group in which the human being is 
socialized. The word cow may be associated with beefsteak, milk and 
rural life in our culture, but in other cultures it is associated with holiness 
and worship. 

This last statement leads us to another important psychological obser
vation with regard to the formation of symbols. We may say that the total 
rea:tion towards an object means structuring the idea of reality of the 
subject. We know that reality is experienced in different ways in different 
cultures and human groups. But one must note that the socialization 
process means structuring of the self as well. The socialization process 
?oes imply that social customs are formed, the new member of the group 
IS taught how to behave in an actual situation as well as in expected ones. 
We teach not only observable behavior, but dispositions are formed as 
well. If we say that customs have two elements: behavior which is 
observable and dispositions, which are assumed, when we have made 
suppositions about the self or the personality, we presuppose that dispo
sitions are mutually integrated and consequently shape or structure ego. 

In order to understand a communication-system I believe it to be 
important to distinguish between meani111-: andjimction. The function of 
words used in communication and social interaction is to create disposi-



tions of customs or to release social behavior. In this sense the function 
of words is an operative force. But communication is often indirect, that 
is, the symbol is transmitted from one person to another, who in his turn 
again transfers it to a third person. This is possible because words have a 
meaning separate from their function. Sometimes, for example, the func
tion is to arouse emotions rather than to elicit behavior. This is possible 
because words are associated not only with behavior but with emotions 
as well. Meaning may be said to be a dispositional quality. 

When a word has the same meaning for two or more individuals they 
belong to the same symbolic environment. That does mean the individu
als have internalized the rules of verbal behavior in the same way as 
other social customs. Social customs imply an integrated or internalized 
set of social norms. A common symbolic environment is founded on a 
common system of social norms or rules. For that reason, if you belong 
to a common symbolic environment you can be said to belong to a 
common social group, as my definition of group is the following: By 
group we mean two or more persons with common customs and in 
interaction because they obey the same social norms, that is, norms 
which can be traced back to one and the same norm-source (norm
speaker). 

There evidently are three main elements in my group-concept: (l} The 
uniform behavior (social customs), (2) the social norms, that is 
language-expressions with an imperative function, and (3) the norm
source or the norm-speaker. The norm-source has got a double function: 
(a) to express and interpret the norms and (b) to enforce them by other 
promising rewards or by threatening with sanctions. The declaration that 
individuals A and B belong to the same symbolic environment implies 
that A and B understand reality by their mutual communication-relation 
(Cr). At the same time I think it correct to say that Cr has reality only by 
A and B. This view has been developed by Walter Buckley in a very 
stimulating manner in his book Sociology and Modem System Theory 
(New Jersey 1967, p. 44 f.). 

We started this essay by saying that words are central elements in a 
communication system. We have found that if words as symbols have the 
same meaning for two or more persons, that does mean that the persons 
in question belong to the same system of rules, that is, to the same social 
group. The communication system is a kind of social group. For that 
reason it is meaningful to ask the following question: Are there other 
qualities of a group which are of importance for our main theme, that is, 
the academic community as a communication system? I have suggested 
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that we in all social groups can discern three basic qualities or functions 
of a group. These basic functions are the following: (I) the reproductive 
function, (2) the socialization function, and (3) the productive function. 
These functions must be realized in all social groups if the group is going 
to survive. That is a general sociological statement and it is valid for a 
nation as well as for an association of stamp-collectors. 

In a society there may be different groups fulfilling different functions, 
as for example the family group around the reproductive function. 
schools and universities fulfilling the socializing function, and working 
groups in factories or offices carrying out the productive function. In 
some societies the functions are carried out in the same group: that is the 
case i~ an agricultural society which may be called a one-group society. 
In an mdustrial society there are three separate groups and the society 
can be called a three-group society. 

~h~t is the bearing of these arguments with regard to the academic or 
scientific co · · · mmumty? We have already found that as a commumcat10n 
system it must b 1 · · · • b . e c ass1fied as a socml group. That IS, there must e 
specific social cust · h · · · · h oms m t e scientific commumty, It must ave a 
common norm f 
k' d F system and there must be a common norm-source o some 

m · urthermore the scientific community must fulfill the three basic 
group functions. 

I think the b . . 
thr b . est way of approaching the problem 1s to start w1th the 

ee as1c fun f . 
munit , . c Ions. Reproduction is with regard to the academic com-
been ~ a matter of recruiting students. That function has most evidently 

n enormous probl f · · · · h ' · · Th have . em or all umverslt1es dunng t e sixties. ey 
expenenced th . . . 

to th . e mcreasmg number of new students commg up 
e umversities h' h f · · · mult1'v · . • w Ic have developed rom umvers1t1es to ersihes It · 

overcrowd· · Is well known what this has meant with regard to 
which h mg, teacher shortage and anonymity of students, all factors 

ave caused th . . f 
Swedish Univ . . ~ student unrest. (Note my paper The SituatiOn o 
Notre D ers•hes In The Task of Universities in a Changing World, 

a me, 197! ) B t . h bl . h d internalizat" · u It as also meant pro ems w1t regar to 
Ion of the rul f · h · · h caused diff" 1 . . es o the academic commumty-t at IS, 1t as 
ICU lies With d . . . S . J' • . 

this case the 1 . regar to socmhzat1on. ocm Izat1on means m 
meaning of earnmg of the meaning of scientific concepts, that is, the 

words used · . 
verificatio f h ~n research, the formulation of theory and the 

n ° YPothesis. This may be said to be a very theoretical 
procedure. If you look 

b I upon the meaning of words you can say that they 
may e ocated on a co t' . · 

. n muum With purely emotional words at one pole 
and purely theoretical words at the other. The main function of religious 
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words (as used in hymns. for example) is to arouse feelings, the main 
function of scientific words (as in physics, for example) is to stimulate 
theoretical behavior. That is true. but perhaps not the whole truth. When 
integrating scientific or theoretical behavior it is evidently important to 
internalize a value standard at the same time. A member of an academic 
community must learn to regard as fundamental the rules and codes as to 
how to seek the truth and nothing but the truth. that is. never to falsify his 
reports or to suppress his findings even if they are contrary to his beliefs 
or dangerous with regard to the activities of political, religious or finan
cial pressure-groups or even harmful for his own reputation as scientist. 
The socialization process in the academic community is the same as in 
every other social group. in so far as the new member is under pressure 
from a norm system which structures his overt behavior as well as his 
emotional and verbal behavior. But I believe that there are peculiar 
chracteristics with regard to the norm-system of the academic commu
nity, which ought to be mentioned. The first thing that ought to be pointed 
out is the fact that the academic community as a communication system 
is international. That is typical for scientific groups in contradistinction 
from groups with religious or magical function. Robert K. Merton has 
pointed out that science is characterized by "four sets of institutional 
imperatives: universalism. communism. disinterestedness, organized 
scepticism" (Social Theory and Social Structure. 1968, page 605). The 
object of scientific work is to create an international concept-system. an 
international language and an international culture of its own. That is the 
reason why there sometimes may be tensions between the scientific 
community and the political, religious. or economic establishments. The 
language of physics is (or ought to be) the same in Uppsala. Berkeley, 
Peking and Nairobi. And the same is true with regard to the language of 
economics. That does mean that our efforts to socialize new members 
imply that we teach them the international meaning of words used in 
science. That is a conditio qua non of all learned communication. His
torically we can point out that different kinds of power elites have tried 
to isolate a country from the international community. But that has never 
been successful or at least successful only for a short while. This interna
tional education is going on in national universities and it gives uni
versities all over the world a particular status in a nation: a university is 
the institution of higher education inside the nation and it has the re
sponsibility of performing the higher education of the nation. Yet at the 
same time it is a member of an international system and it is only by being 
such a participant that the university has value for the nation. Its 



membership in the international system is a condition of its cm-rying out 
its national function. The university is acting as an observer and rap
porteur of what is going on in the international field of research and 
learning. On the other hand, the international system of scientific rules is 
the subject of examination and adjustment. The norm-system of the 
academic or scientific community is always an open one. Every compe
tent person may enter it and revise it, the academic community is an 
open group. This fact influences the structure of the norm-source. I think 
that we can say that because of the openness of the norm-system, every 
member of the academic community is a norm-source and responsible for 
the validity of the scientific behavior of the group. That is the reason why 
the integration of the norm-system into the group member is so important 
~n higher education. That may also explain why it is so important to 
mternalize the value-standard. Every member of the academic communi
ty must be trained to take over the responsibility of the norm-system and 
the moral standard of research. Consequently no scientists can approve 
of any non-scientific government of research. 

The third basic function is that of production. That function is with 
~egard to the scientific group, the production and communication of new 
a~ts and truths. The activity must be carried out according to the general 

ru es of the academic community, that is, the autonomy of scientific 
research b . 
d . must e respected. By autonomy I mean the nght of scholars to 

ec1de a d h . . 
d n c oose (I) the objects of research, {2) the methods, theones 

an cone 
. . epts to be used in research, and {3) to evaluate the fundamental 

SCienhfic . J • • 
va ue of the results obtamed. The value of the results w1th 

regard to ap 1· · · h P . P 1cat1on in society may be valued by others. I believe t at 

0~mt~ <2> and {3) are the most important with regard to the independence 
re~ SCience and they do not permit any kind of compromising. With 

erence to . . "f" inst" . Pomt {I) I think it is possible to accept that non-sc1ent1 1c 
as t~lUhons may ask for certain kinds of research to be carried out as long 
m ey do not tamper with (2) and (3). But of course there must always be 

eans and P .b. . f h . 
t .fi oss1 1hties for basic research, that is, members o t e sci-

en 1 1c com . 
as w 11 ~umty must have a chance of choosing the object of research 

.d ~ · An Important principle to which insufficient attention has been 
P~l 1~ the following, which ought to be carefully observed by social 
sc1ent1sts· th 1 · · · f . . · e evel of the theoretical system of Sc1ence, m terms o 
mclus1venes h · f . s, co erence, etc., determmes the degree of autonomy o 
SCience. Few politicians of today would try to influence a scientist 
working in the field of physics or chemistry as these sciences have 
developed strong theoretical systems. But as long as only miniature 
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theories or theories of middle range are available in social sciences, a 
considerable risk of exertion of outside pressure remains. Therefore I 
find it dangerous that social scientists have so little concern for theoreti
cal and epistemological problems. I draw the following practical conclu
sions: the stronger the theoretical framework of a discipline the less will 
the "autonomy _risk" be for scientists participating in applied research. I 
think it could also be stated that a coherent theoretical system is an 
unconditional demand for an accumulation of knowledge, that is for 
communication of results of research and research methods. 

I have pointed out the difference between the strong theoretical system 
of sciences such as physics and chemistry and the theoretical systems of 
sociology and economy. These facts draw the attention to a characteris
tic trait of academic communicatio~: it has many sub-groups or sub
cultures. There must for that reason most evidently be a risk that there 
will appear communication difficulties between the different sub-groups. 
Or perhaps it is more honest to say that in many cases there does not 
exist any communication at all between different departments or fields of 
research. There is a common agreement about the value of autonomy of 
research and of the importance of a coherent and well-defined set of 
concepts, but no real communication. 

We all accept certain emotionally loaded norms which create we
feeling and which stress the general importance of our work. The 
academic community has many rites and ceremonies. There are general 
rules regarding how the socialization process ought to be carried out and 
the best way of teaching and creating motivation. But every science 
seems to have specific rules of its own. The consequence is that it is 
easier for a physicist in Uppsala to communicate with his colleagues in 
Berkeley, Moscow, Peking or Cairo than with his colleagues in the 
sociology department just across the street. An historian or a social 
scientist may be as ignorant about what is going on in the laboratories in 
the physics department as the man in the street. These different or 
specific systems of rules which are valid in academic fields of research 
make it difficult to organize interdisciplinary research within uni
versities. One should however distinguish between genuine and pseudo
interdisciplinary research. Genuine interdisciplinary research presup
poses a common theoretical basis, shared by two or more disciplines. 
which is a relatively rare case. It ought however to be more closely 
studied if new fields of research do not emerge when two or more 
scientists from different areas of research try to find a common language 
or common set of rules for the borderlines between their subjects. If such 
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a new specific system of rules is established we cannot speak about 
interdisciplinary research. We have in reality a new academic discipline 
in its own right. 

With the term pseudo-interdisciplinary I refer to research in which 
specialists from different disciplines collaborate, each applying his own 
methods and theories, in order to study a problem. The latter type of 
research is common in, e.g., applied medical research and can easily be 
organized in social science. I think we should decide what kind of 
inter-disciplinary research we want to realize. Interdisciplinary research 
with a common theoretical frame of reference has been the vision, but in 
reality only interdisciplinary cooperation has taken place. 

I started this essay by saying that scientific knowledge is a matter of 
cooperation and communication. That does mean that research and 
education, by its very definition, is concerned with knowledge which can 
be communicated. It does furthermore imply that there must be com
munication between scholarly education and research, that is. between 
~he two main responsibilities of the academic community. In his interest
Ing book The Organization of Academic Work (New York, 1973) Peter 
M. Blau has pointed out and demonstrated that there is a higher 
berformance rate of academic institutions in which the communication 

e_tween scholarly research and higher education is well organized. I 
thmk · · . . 

~~ Is necessary that the academic community, in order to defme 1ts 
own suuar · · · . . IOn and defend its own structure, study 1ts own charactenst1cs 
as a SOC!OI . . 

Oglcal phenomenon. 



Chapter 3 

Con11nents on the research pattern 
Gunnar Boalt, Robert Erikson 
and Herman Lantz 

Lee Freese (1972. pp. 472-487) and Willer and Willer (1972. pp. 483-486). 
have each addressed themselves to the problems of developing cumula
tive knowledge in sociology. 

Freese points out at least two causes for the scarcity of cumulative 
research in sociology. Sociologists differ in theories, paradigms. 
methods. language. etc. They have not been able to take over the 
cumulative tradition of the natural sciences. although they often believe 
that they have. Perhaps this lack of similarity between sociology and the 
natural sciences might depend on the fact that different paradigms in the 
natural sciences have resulted in the establishing of different natural 
sciences, each one with its own paradigm. 

A second cause for lack of cumulative. empirical research in sociology 
is the change in society. Sociological writing may influence the subjects 
and therefore change the behaviors studied. 

On a less ambitious. empirical level we might combine the two causes 
to a third. Society and social sciences interact. Changes in society mean 
changes in ideology. and ideology of science. Sociological theories based 
on a previous ideology are seldom disproved-there is neither time nor 
interest for that. Instead. they become outmoded. forgotten and replaced 
by more fashionable ones. oriented toward new problems. approaches 
and facts dressed in a new terminology adapted to this ideology. Not that 
it is easy to go back to previous research. The data of previous research 
are presented according to problems and hypotheses that may be alien to 
the modern researcher. who finds it exceedingly difficult and time con-



suming to dig out the relevant results. But most researcher~ ~tr~ willing to 
try-for a while. Their own research is stabilized and legitimized when 
they are able to present a predecessor. with some of the dust bru_shed off. 
Classic writers, still able to command respect, run a greater nsk to be 
incorporated as predecessors. Sociologists tend none the less to be hasty 
in handling previous literature. They do not at all dislike to claim "inno
vation", and they hardly take the reproach with skipping earlier work 
very seriously. Even to return to an old classic writer, suitable for 
modern ideology and modern problems, is a rediscovery. a kind of 
innovation. When writers as Karl Marx, Emile Durkheim and Max 
Weber, translated and slightly adapted to modern terminology, were 
brought back on the sociological scene, this was considered an important 
event. And it was important, even to us here. as it demonstrates how 
little sociology has advanced since their days, how far sociology is 
removed from the cumulative ideal. Sociological writing may, thus, be 
nearly immortal, if it still is left on some book-shelves and a handy 
system-builder finds it useful for his purposes. But the overwhelming 
part of sociological writing is soon forgotten or ignored, which makes it 
easier and less risky for the new sociologists to claim innovation in spite 
of the spectacular but few resurrections in the sociological church yards. 
The point is that the sociologists' drive for innovation not only is a result 
of the non-cumulative character of sociological research, it also is an 
obstacle for a change toward the cumulative direction. 
. Soci~logical research may influence society and certainly has an 
Ideological function too, for example to defend or to attack the present 
society, but probably the effects are much stronger in the opposite 
direction; that is, sociology is so dependent on society and ideology that 
for example sociology in the Eastern European countries according to 
Lantz, 1971, differs from that in Western countries. There are probably 
differences between Western European countries and the United States, 
and in the same way Western European countries may differ from one 
another. universities in the same country perhaps too. If so, this would 
be another obstacle for cumulative research. 

Let us stop with these intertwined causes for the lack of cumulative 
research in sociology. We are far more interested in some of the effects 
than in the causes. 

Sociologists are not only able to present their results as innovations, 
they are rewarded if they do. Otherwise they might find it difficult to get 
it appreciated and/or published. For the same reasons they present 
tables. figures, charts, statistics and so forth in the same manner as do 



researchers in the natural sciences. This may, in some cases be a simple 
device to have something published. 

A little more permanent success is possible in at least two different 
ways. One can either build a system, write books about it and suddenly 
find it popular, or one may rely on articles or books in a promising new 
field or criticize authorities outside the new area. 
System builders must publish good monographs in expanding fields but 
these must command the attention of many scattered sociologists or they 
must dominate a large and influential department along with its reading 
lists. If this happens, the system-builder attains the rank of a successful 
empire-builder, surrounded by his faithful attendants. 

Many try to build an empire out of their position. Few succeed very 
well. Thus, empire building is a risky business and researchers who do 
not succeed tend to blame their "jealous" colleagues, their "incompe
tent" co-workers-sometimes even their own charming persons-for 
their lack of success. They often tend to attack the scientific establish
ment that did not reward them. 

Those who rely on articles (or books) in new fields either have a good 
nose for attractive smells or strong teeth for biting criticism. But in both 
cases they have to abandon their teachers and the systems they were 
brought up in, until they have reached a position where they might start 
to construct a system of their own. 

We believe that cumulative research is rare in sociology. Sociologists 
are, as Alvin Gouldner (see The Coming Crisis in Western Sociology) and 
others have stressed, influenced by their society, its ideologies and its 
problems, but as most of them believe in the myth of the cumulative 
science they still are eager to influence researchers outside their own 
sphere and thus adapt their theories, language, terminology and 
methodology to the best selling usage, thinking more of professional 
sociologists than of society. In this way some system-builders and 
empire-builders might, temporarily, cover large, international, areas, 
although most of them have to be satisfied with a country, a university or 
a research team, where they might enjoy a short period of success. But 
the point is that each school or department or team work have to adapt 
their creed to ideology and problems, to refine their terminology, 
theories and methods and to publish as many facts in favor of their views 
as possible, in order to impress friendly readers and make them believe 
that this research is cumulative. 

The following is an attempt to systematize this discussion of the 
behavior of sociologists: 
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The lack of accumulation tradition results in: 
1. No replications. 
2. Few series of theory, method or results refinement. 
3. Previous work being ignored and not respected. 
4. The production patterns of 

a. Monographs if the authors are able to get them on reading lists, etc. 
(compare Kuhn, et al.). 

b. Articles, if the authors cannot. 
c. "Interesting innovations", either in expanding fields or critiques. 

The formal acceptance of the "natural science" publication technique 
results in: 
5. The same desperate scramble for the best journals, etc. 
6. A similar way of stressing what is new (sociologists tend to overdo 

this). · 
7. The same amount of citations. 
8. A similar use of tables, figures, diagrams, etc. 
9. The same wish to be cited, respected, etc. 

This means in practice that: 
10. Successive accumulation is possible either (a) within an empire that 

is rewarded with academic degrees, publications, or promotions; (b) 
in a field using the publication patterns of medicine or the natural 
sciences. 

ll. A new field is evacuated when the easy chance of "innovation" is 
gone. 

l2. In the long run, few new basic facts emerge out of the research (the 
circle is a better model than the spiral). 

13 · Established and aspiring sociologists differ in several ways in that 

30 

a. Established sociologists accept their own research and its setting 
(it's honest and important). Others tend not to accept this. 

b. Aspiring sociologists question axioms, postulates, theories, re
sults, goals and sometimes scientific method at large. 

c. Established sociologists tend to settle down to a new set of rules, 
etc .• even though they 

d. accept those parts they have use for (i.e., power, system, 
hierarchy, financial resources, journals, foundations). 

e. How much they may or are willing to take over depends on the 
strength of the ideological conflict. 



Some of the .foltoll'in,:: points could be tested in Sll'eden ll'ith conven
tional research: 
A. Comparisons between productivity patterns in sociology vs. those of 

the natural sciences. 
I. Sociology professors-many monographs, few articles in good 

journals. 
2. Natural scientists-accumulate articles that also appear in medical 

sociology. 

B. Academic Career Patterns. 
I. Loyal pupil until acquirement of Ph.D. 
2. Ph.D:s have more independence, critisize harmless outsiders. 
3. Promotion to professor starts system "empire" building. 
4. Different ways out. 

C. If Sociology does not advance but only adapts to society and ideolo
gy, adherents of different ideologies cannot be expected to evaluate 
their different research styles and results in the same way. 
I. Established and emergent sociologists differ in postulates, 

theories, methods, and goals. 
2. These differences are smaller in technical, stable areas and greater 

in instable areas. 

This discussion can be phrased in other terms. Hagstrom (Warren 0. 
Hagstrom: The Scientific Community, 1965, p. II) and Segerstedt (the 
previous chapter, but also The Nature of Social Reality and Den 
akademiska gemenskapen, both printed in Stockholm 1966) discuss the 
problem in terms such as norms, common to all sciences, particular to 
each research area and inclusive norms of the given society. Hagstrom 
relates the space-time independence to the norm-system as follows: "De
viation from vague norms is more likely than deviation from norms 
specified for a concrete set of practices. It follows that physical scientists 
are less likely to deviate from the norms of science and scholarship than 
are social scientists or humanists" (Hagstrom, p. II). Hendrix gives an 
example in his study of communication of erroneous material: Nuclear 
Family Universality. We could easily accept Segerstedt's and Hag
strom's approach and their categories, well adapted to explain 
similarities in scientific norms and differences between societies. We do 
not, however, since we intend to concentrate our interests on differences 
in research or publishing behaviors between aggregates forming con
tinuums in time and in space: continents, nations, areas, universities. 
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faculties, departments and research groups. If there are such differences 
they can, of course, be related to differences in norms, but we confine 
ourselves to a number of empirical sociological studies, carried out 
within the frame of reference presented above and formally belonging to 
the research made possible by grants from The Bank of Sweden 
Tercentenary Fund (Riksbankens Jubileumsfond) and from the Social 
Science Research Council in Sweden. The Studies have been made by 
several co-workers at different levels of aspiration, some of them very 
restricted in scope and material, some of them more ambitious. They all 
have in common demonstrable differences in sociological research be
tween areas, time periods, universities and generations using content 
analysis or small surveys, thus trying to locate some of the barriers 
against scientific communication and efficient research in sociology. We 
have taken for granted that large time intervals do create such barriers 
and so we concentrate instead on similar countries, short time periods. 
universities near one another and on generations directly following one 
another, where differences easily are overlooked although they may be 
considerable and probably disturbing-and far from our research ideal. 

Some of these differences are associated with the new paradigms 
pushed by the student revolt. We are, however, less interested in the 
paradigms than in their effect on communication on the micro level, 
removing old barriers and creating new ones. 
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Chapter 4 

Regional differences in articles 
on the sociology of art 
Gunnar Boalt and Paul Lindblom 

In other sections of this book we have tried to deal with different facets 
of research. In the present chapter which deals with the sociology of art, 
including literature and music, we report on an analysis of 41 articles. 
These research areas are not very popular in the United States. Only 10 
out of our 41 articles are published in American Journals, one in a 
Canadian, 14 in British or French Journals and 16 in KMner Zeitschrift 
fiir ~oziologie und Sozialpsychologie (West Germany). This makes it 
to~stble to compare research patterns (as expressed in the articles) in the 

mted States (and Canada) with Western Europe and then. in the same 
way t 

0 compare West Germany with England and France. 
Our sample was taken out of 66 journals, devoted to sociology or at least · · 

gtvmg access to it. We excluded articles on art, irrelevant for the 
~odern, Western societies. Historical and anthropological articles are 
mcluded 1 · d. · Th . . on Y tf they have a direct bearing on our own con tttons. e 
spec tal Journals for museums and libraries have also been passed by· 

In order to concentrate on recent material we have limited our sample 
to volumes published in 1969-1972. KMner Zeitschrift fiir Soziologie 
gave us l6 articles, Archives Eumpeennes de Sociologie 7. British Jour
nal 0! Sociology 4, Public Opinion Quarterly (Princeton. N .J · • USA). 
Am~ncan Scholar (Washington, D.C., USA). American Sociological 
Revtew (New York, USA), Editorial Research Reports (USA), Journal 
of American Folklore (Richmond, Virginia, USA), Joumal of Human 
Relations (Wilberforce, Ohio, USA), Journal of Social Issues (New 
York, USA) and Sociological inquiry (Toronto, Canada) one each. 

This material will be used to test a hypothesis built on the discussion in 
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Table I. Data 011 6 l"ariah/es j/"om our three samples (USA-Canada, Ellg
lanci-Fra/lce a11cl \Vest Germa11y) 

Anicles printed in 

USA and Canada 
England, France and West Germany 

England and Fmnce 
West Germany 

Sum 

USA and Canada 
England, France and West Germany 

England and France 
\Vest Germany 

Sum 

USA and Canada 
England, France and West Germany 

England and France 
West G_ermany 

Sum 

USA and Canada 
England. France and West Germany 

England and France 
West Germany 

Sum 

Statistics 
or tables 

5 
7 

5 

12 

"Innovation" 
6 
6 

3 
3 

12 

Exemplifica
tion 
4 

23 

10 

13 

27 

Over-all 
studies 

3 
17' 

5 
12 

20 

No statistics 
or tables 

6 
23 

9 
14 

29 

No innovation 

5 
24 

II 
13 

29 

No exemplifica
tion 

7 
7 

4 

3 

14 

Not over-all 
studies 
8 

13 

9 
4 

21 

Sum 

II 
30 

14 
16 

41 

II 
30 

14 
16 

41 

II 
30 

14 
16 

41 

II 

30 

14 
16 

41 

the previous chapter: sociological research in the Western countries 
tends to show differences in paradigms and/or publication techniques 
between regions and even between neighbour-countries. 

Our general knowledge of the sociological journals made us suspect 
that American and Canadian articles-owing to the harder competition 
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·~ .. 
~ 

Number of references 
Articles 

""' ~ w ~ r ~ ~ ~-
printed in 0 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 /0 11 12 /3 14 15 16 17 /8/9 20 21 22 23 24 25 ~ ~ ~ ~ ::s ~ 2l ~· 80 

USA and 
Canada 

England, 
France and 
West Germany 3 I 2 I 2 I I I I I 2 3 I I I 4 2 

England 
and France I I I I 2 I I I 3 2 

West Germany 2 I I I 2 I I I I I I I 2 

Sum 4 I 2 2 I I I 3 I 2 I 2 I I 2 3 I I I I 4 2 3 

Number of pages 

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 II 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 35 

USA and Canada I I I 2 2 2 2 
England, France and 

West Germany I I I I 5 2 3 2 3 I I I I 2 2 I 2 

England and France 2 I 2 2 

West Germany I I I I 3 I 3 

Sum I I 2 I 6 I 4 2 3 4 3 3 I I I 2 2 I 2 



for acceptance and space-should be comparatively short resulting in 
fewer references and often use of statistics or tables thus being able to 
claim (directly or indirectly) "innovation". Less often exemplification is 
used to demonstrate their point or the article assumes the character of 
an over-all study. 

We proceed to classify our notes on the articles in order to measure six 
variables: (I) use of statistics or tables, (2) presenting data as "innova
tions" or not, (3) using exemplification to support the representation, or 
not, (4) giving an over-all review of the field, (5) number of references, (6) 
number of pages. How do our samples from USA (and Canada), Western 
Europe (England, France) and West Germany come out in these re
spects'? We present our data in table I. 

This table indicates that our American sample, more often than our 
European sample tends to use statistics or tables (5/11 versus 7/30) and 
more often, generally with the aid of the tables, can be said to claim 
innovation (6/11 versus 6/30), but less often to use exemplification (4/11 
versus 23/30) or over-all studies (3/11 versus 17/30), to occupy fewer 
pages (the arithmetic mean is 13 pages versus 16) and-probably as a 
consequence-give a smaller number of references (the mean is 22 ver
sus 32). This support allows us to proceed to the corresponding differ
ences between England and Fr·ancc on the one hand, West Germany on 
the other. 

We expect that England and France, more related than West Germany 
to the United States should differ in research pattern from West Germany 
in the same directions as the United States differs from the three Euro
pean countries. The table shows that England and France together tend 
toward a research or publication pattern parallel to that of the United 
States as far as statistics (5/14 versus 2/16), "innovation" (3/14 versus 
3/16), exemplification ( 10/14 versus 13/16) and over-all studies (5/14 
versus 12/16) are concerned, but this does not hold for number of refer
ences (arithmetic means 39 versus 26) or number of pages (means 19 
versus 14). 

This discussion has a flaw. On the one hand we assume that the United 
States research/publication pattern should differ from that of England. 
France and West Germany, on the other hand England and France, 
should replicate the American pattern in relation to West Germany. But 
suppose that our sample from England and France in some respects 
should be more American than our sample from USA and Canada? 
Evidently we have to formulate our expectations more explicitly and 
compare our three samples (from America, England-France and West 
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Table 2. Percentages and means for six l'ariables in three samples t!( articlc.1· 

Statis- In nova- Exempli- Over-all Refer-
tics tion fication studies ences Pages 

Sample from (I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

USA-Canada 45% 55% 36% 27'7c 22 13 
England-France 36% 21% 71% 36'/r 39 19 
West Germany 13% 19% 81% 75% 26 14 

Germany) in all six respects. The sample from USA and Canada should 
have the highest rates for statistics and innovation, the lowest for exem
plification and over-all studies, the lowest means of number of pages and 
of references. The sample from West Germany should be at the opposite 
end, and the Anglo-French sample take an intermediate position all the 
way through. We construct table 2 to test this hypothesis. 

This allows us 12 comparisons of research patterns, 6 between the 
American sample and the Anglo-French, 6 between the Anglo-French 
pattern and the West German. The first 6 all come out as they should, but 
2 out of the later 6 do not: in respect to number of references and pages 
the Anglo-French sample does not lie between the American and the 
West German means. Ten cases out of twelve, thus, support our hypoth
eses. From a statistical point that is not so bad. If we could consider 
these l2 comparisons independent of one another the probability that this 
~ould happen by chance is less than I in 50. But actually statistics and 
tnhnovation are probably coupled with one another, which should raise 
t e probab'J· · d 

d 1 tty. References and pages also should be htghly correlate 
an we could h . . . 
th t en reduce the two dtvergmg cases a step, thus keepmg 

e Prob bT 
d."' . a 1 tty on a low level. Our hypothesis that Western countries do 

Iuer tn res , h . b 
f earc patterns, and dtffer less the nearer they are, can not e 

re uted by these data. 
What do . . 

b I. We mean then by research and/or pubhcatton patterns? We e teve that. . 
h .gh •n the Umted States and Canada a research report tends to be 
.d1 er .valued if statistics are used for testing hypotheses or supporting 
1 eas, tn th . . 

.1 e same way as we have used them here m order to make our 
pi ot study 
... . more respectable. In the same way we hope to have made an 

mnovatton'' , d · h d h · d an so gtven t e stu y more value. We ave not tne to 
use exe~plification to support our ideas, neither do we want to support 
them With a long review of previous efforts in this particular field, with 
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many literature references or many pages. In our opinion the tables and 
the tactfully hidden claim on innovation are important values, but exem
plification. over-all studies. many references and many pages are less 
important to us. And so we seem to follow the American research or 
publication pattern we have described above. 

Evidently the European sample does not assign the same high regard 
to statistics and innovation as the American one, but instead more regard 
to exemplification, over-all studies, many references and pages. We 
interpret this to mean that they tend to allocate their research resources 
another way, giving more time and effort to penetration and discussion of 
their problem and less to data collection and treatment. If so. statistics 
and the claim of innovation should tend to follow one another (which is 
more than likely) and in the same way the other four dimensions should 
be associated (also very likely). When we use the term research pattern 
for such tendencies we do not only expect that research values should 
flock together in a number of groups. the values in each group positively 
associated or correlated with one another, we also expect values from 
different groups or clusters to be negatively correlated as these groups or 
clusters of values compete with one another for the researchers' time. 
and resources. The more researchers allocate to one cluster of research 
values, the less is left to other clusters. 

This idea is built on the "summation" theory. used also in most of the 
other contributions to this book. Here we have to add that it can be used 
in this simple form only if the studied sample is rather homogeneous. In 
this case the sample can be considered homogeneous as it is drawn from 
articles on the sociology of art, published in Western journals during the 
years 1968-1972. We can then test the summation theory with our mate
rial, if we compute the correlations between our six variables: geographi
cal area, innovation claim, exemplification, over-all studies, number of 
references and number of pages. We intend to usc Yule's Q-coefficients 
to compute the correlations, and then have to divide each of our vari
ables dichotomically. Areas, use and non-use of statistics, claim on 
innovation or not, exemplification or not, over-all studies or not, are 
already divided so, but numbers of references and numbers of pages both 
have to be split on lower numbers and higher numbers. Looking at their 
distributions in table I, we find a gap in the reference table near the 
median, as no articles have given 21, 22 or 23 references and we then 
consider less than 21 references as few, more than 23 as many. The 
distribution of pages is more concentrated near the median, but there are 
only two articles with 13 pages and so we say that 13 and less pages are 
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-4 
0 Table 3. Matrix o.fcorn'lations in a samplt' l~{41 Westl'rll sociological articles. /968-72 

Exempli- Over-all 

Statistics Innovation fication articles 

Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No 

United States and Canada ~ :12: +.66 2ffi -.70 ~-.5~ 
England, France, West Germany 

+.50 I . -
Statistics (or tables) 

Yes 

~ ~ No !.f/Ts +I 
8 - 8 -.43 -.91 

Innovation claim 
Yes 

~ JWo -.91 
No 

-.63 
19 10 . 

Exemplification Yes 
*+.57 

No 0 

Over-all articles Yes 
No 

>23 
Number of references < 21 

>13 
Number of pages <14 

Number of Number of 

references pages 

>13 <21 >13<14 

&f&-.67 ijhl-44 
I 

. 

rthl-.11 
6 ~ -.10 

~-.11 
I 

~-.10 
3 

~4 0 +. 6 !ffif 3, +. -

~ 9 12 +.04 ~ ,5 II +.-

~ +.84 



Table 4. Matrix of correlations in a sample of 30 European sociological articles, 1968-72 

Number of Number of Exempli- Over-all 

Statistics Innovation references pages fication articles 
--

Yes No Yes No >23 <21 >13<14 Yes No Yes No 

England and France 

* jffi ~+.60 ~ 65 I* '7 ~ West Germany +.59 I 13 +.08 -.~ 

6 10 
-.69 +. 

S . . bl Yes tausucs (or ta es) No ~ 0 23 +I ~ +.46 MD I +.69 ~ -.56 ~-.86 
7 

Innovation claim 
Yes ~ ,: 1,~ +.18 ~ ~-1 
No 12 I~ +.33 _o 4 -.69 7 

'3 w ~ * '9 
Number of references - -.~ 

21 
-.10 +.77 

13 l* -.32 Number of pages 14 ~-06 2 
. 

E l"fi . Yes I ~+.86 xemp 1 1cauon 
No 6 

Over-all articles ~:s 
.!>. 



13 any We present the following matrix of foUlfokl 
few more than m · 

bl' d ffi . ts 1·n our total sample (table 3). ta es an coe 1c1en . . . 
. ut as we expected. Amencan pubhcat10ns form 

The matnx comes o . . . 
. h h of statistics and cla1m on mnovat1on a cluster, as together w1t t e use . . . . . 

h h I . between them are pos1t1ve; exemphf1cat1on, over-t e t ree corre atlons 
II · 1 h" · h ber of references and many pages form another, as a art1c es, 1g num . . . . 
II · 1 · b tween them are pos1t1ve and all the1r correlatiOns a s1x corre at10ns e . . . 
· h · · nd 1·nnovation are negative. Th1s supports our v1ew w1t area, stattsttcs a . . . 

h · 1 · USA and Canada tend to value stattsttcs and to clatm 
t at arttc es m l"f" · 11 · 
· t. b t y less attention to exemp t tcatton, over-a revtews, mnova ton u pa . . . 
many references and pages while arttcles publtsh~d. tn .Englan?, France 
or West Germany show the opposite tend~ncy. Thts mdtcates dtfferences 
in research patterns between our Amencan sample and our European 

sample. 
Are there such differences in the European sample between articles 

from England and France on the one hand, articles from West Germany 
on the other? We construct a corresponding matrix for our European 
sample of 30 articles (table 4). 

This matrix suits our summation theory very well, as two clear-cut 
clusters emerge. The first demonstrates the tendency of statistics, inno
vation, high numbers of references and many pages to accompany one 
another and appear more frequently in the Anglo-French articles than in 
the West German ones. The second is made up only of exemplification 
and over-all articles, preferred by the West German sociologists. 

This indicates that English and French sociologists may differ in re
search/publication pattern from West German sociologists. But theoreti
cally we would expect that West German researchers, more remote from 
the United States, not only should rely more on exemplification and 
over-all reviews but also use more pages and references for their articles. 
This may, however, be the results of a harder competition for space in 
the Kohzer Zeitsclzrift fiir Soziologie, than in the French Archi1•es 
Europeennes de Sociologie. 

Sociologists who accept the American research pattern and stress 
statistics and innovation are, of course, quite willing to use more pages 
and to bring in more references in order to elaborate their wiews, but the 
hard competition for space in American journals does not allow them to 
do so. They can feel some envy of this European grandeur, but they 
probably have little wish to take over the European (and especially 
German) gift for exemplification and over-all reviews. Evidently the 
West German sociologists in our sample do value these traits and would 
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be surprised to find them challenged. These values are not our values. 
Still. we must try to interpret them. We believe that German researchers 
are more concerned with the demarcation lines of their subject. with its 
legitimate methods. discussions on its theories. eager to demonstrate 
their ability for penetrating analysis. their fine distinctions. and their 
wide reading. Values such as these should neither be neglected, nor 
underestimated. 

We ought once more to stress the inadequacy of our samples. It only 
consists of 41 articles. about the sociology of art. This field is not 
representative for sociology at large. We do not even know how they do 
differ from one another. 

To us the sociology of art is difficult to formalize and quantify except 
in some special areas. for example those connected with mass communi
cation and content analysis. This might be one of the reasons why the 
subject is little appreciated by American researchers. Another could be 
the small possibilities to apply the results to social or economic 
advantage; a third the fact that the sociology of art has a comparatively 
strong position in Europe and in European journals. American specialists 
in the field should on the one hand try to place their articles in these 
journals, but on the other are not anxious to do so as they neither rank 
them high in comparison to the leading American journals, nor are 
accustomed to their publication policy. All these points explain why we 
consider our sample adequate in a pilot study 'on differences in research 
patterns between American. Anglo-French and West German 
sociologists. 

At last we apply parts of our discussion in the previous chapter to our 
results. We proposed there that the sociologists' drive for innovation 
made them less eager to go back to their predecessors and so formed an 
obstacle for cumulative research. which helped to build communication 
barriers between researchers in different countries. But there seems to be 
comparatively little of innovation claims in the sociology of art, yet there 
arc clear-cut differences in research patterns between neighboring 
countries. We might explain away this contradiction by repeating that the 
sociology of art is difficult to formalize and quantify. Claims for innova
tion would then be rare, but other communication barriers between 
countries would be as cumbersome as in other fields of sociology. 
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Chapte•· 5 

Time difference in articles 
on the sociology of alcohol 
Charles Snyder and Gunnar Boalt 

When we looked for a convenient research field for a small pilot study on 
changes in sociological problem areas and methods we decided to study 
the Quarterly Journal of Studies on Alcohol for the following reasons: 

I. This journal is the principal journal in this field. 
2. Its articles are written by researchers representing many sciences. 

sociology one of them, but by no means dominating. 
3. Since 1967 the four numbers of each year contain some 50--60 

articles, a convenient number for a small pilot study. 
4. We are, both of us, acquainted with this research field and have 

previously published a content analysis of its main results, Boalt-Jons
son-Snyder: Alkohol och alienation, Almqvist & Wiksell, Stockholm 
1968, based on the sociological articles in Quarterly Journal of Studies on 
Alcohol from 1957 to March 1967. 

5. We suspect that several sociologists in the late 1960's had trouble 
with the students in their departments and difficulty in adjusting their 
research projects to a more radical ideology. According to the radical 
view, alcoholism is to be diagnosed as an illness of society whose cure 
will result from the revolutionary transformation of society. This outlook 
made surveys of alcohol behavior appear obsolete. 

Sociologists were told their investigations merely enumerated people and 
behaviors more respectable than themselves. They were accused of 
defending bourgeois society, of making innocent deviants guilty of anti
social behavior, and of trying to adapt them to an intolerant capitalistic 
society which should no longer itself be tolerated. We suspect, therefore, 
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that a new generation gap developed about 1967. a gap that ought to show 
up some years later in published sociological articles. This gap, 
moreover. should have less effect on the other sciences. Only anthropol
ogy would seem as vulnerable as sociology. Anthropologists, after all. 
are expected to describe and compare societies. And they often felt 
pressure to use Marxist theory to identify evils and remedies in the 
societies they studied or lived in. 

for these reasons we decided to study the 387 articles published in the 
years 1965-1972 in the journal and classify them according to: 

a) the scientific fields of the articles 
b) the type of empirical data presented. 

We divided the articles into five fields: 
Anthropolof.:y. Studies of drinking patterns in cultures. etc. 
Sociology. Surveys or studies of special social groups. 
Psycholof.:y, including social psychology and animal psychology. 
Clinical studies on treatment types, etc. 
Physiology, including pharmacology and biochemistry. 

There is, of course, some overlapping between these fields. When in 
doubt, we used the following criteria to classify the articles: 

I. The kind of department or institution from which the article origi
nated; 

2. The department/institution the authors belonged to; 
3. The journals (except the Quarterly Joumal qf Studies on Alcohol) 

most often cited. 
Only one article (Vinodorus, by Pierre Grimes) could not be classified. 
The most common ways of presenting empirical data were tables and 

graphs. For our purpose we had little reason to make a distinction. 
therefore just registering whether there were any of them. Only 87 out of 
387 articles did not present quantitative data as tables or graphs. 

In comparing the recent articles with earlier ones, we were anxious to 
classify a substantial number of articles. We believe that the new ideol
ogy did not get strong support until 1967, but that it influenced new 
research first about 1968. The results of this research hardly could be 
published until 1970. We therefore define recent research as research 
published in 1970, 1971, and 1972. 

Our hypotheses, then, can be set down: 
Hypothesis I. The relative number of sociological articles is higher in 

1965--1969 than in 1970-1972. 
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Table I. Numher of articles usin~ ~;raphs and/or whles in relation to total 
number of articles each year /965-1972 in Quarterly Journal ~~r Studies in 
Alcohol for jive research fields 

Type of field 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 Total 

Anthropology 0/3 0/3 1/3 112 0/1 0/1 1/2 0/0 3/15 
Sociology 5/6 4/4 4/4 8/9 3/3 4/7 1/4 5/7 34/44 
Psychology 11/14 2/3 9/10 11/14 17/17 15/15 26/27 2/4 93/111 
Clinical studies 5/8 9/12 11/19 9/17 13/20 13/17 14/19 12/17 86/129 
Physiology 6/6 8/9 11/12 14/15 II/II 13/13 9/9 19/20 91/95 

Total 27/37 23/31 36/48 43/57 44/52 45/53 51/61 38/48 300/387 

Hypothesis 2. The relative number of anthropological articles is higher in 
1965-1969 than in 197~1972. 

Hypothesis 3. The relative number of articles in the fields of psychology. 
clinical studies and physiology is the same (or a little less) in 1965-1969 
as in 197~1972. 

Hypothesis 4. The sociological articles tend to use fewer tables or graphs 
after 1969. 

Hypothesis 5. The articles in clinical psychology, clinical studies and 
physiology tend to use tables or graphs to the same extent before and 
after 1969/70. 

There is no point in predicting the use of graphs and/or tables in 
anthropological articles, as they are comparatively few. 

We then present for each year and each field the number of articles 
using graphs and/or tables in relation to the total number of articles (table 

Table 2. Numher of articles usinx ~mphs ami/or tahles in relation to tottli 
numher of articles and as percentages durin~ tll'o periods of Quarterly Journal 
on Alcohol for ji1·e research fields 

Type of field 196~9 Percent 1970-72 Percent 

Anthropology 2/12 17 1/3 33 
Sociology 24/26 92 10/18 56 
Psychology 50/58 86 43/46 93 
Clinical studies 47/76 62 39/53 74 
Physiology 50/53 94 41/42 97 

Total 173/225 77 134/162 83 
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I). Let us concentrate these data to the two periods 1965-1969 and 
1970-1972 in order to test our hypotheses (table 2). 

Hypothesis I said that the relative number of sociological articles should 
be higher in 1965-1969 than in 1970-1972. They are 26/225 versus 
18/162, 12% versus II%. These data hardly support the hypothesis, 
but point in the right direction. 

Hypothesis 2 proclaimed that the relative number of anthropological 
articles should be higher in 1965-1969 than in 1970-1972. They are 
12/225 versus 3/162. 5% versus 2 %. which possibly can be said to 
support the hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 3 said that there should be no decrease in the remaining three 
areas. Psychology changed from 58/225 to 46/162, that is, from 26% to 
28%; Clinical studies from 76/225 to 53/162, that is, from 34% to 33% 
and Physiology from 53/225 to 42/162. that is, from 24% to 26%, 
which suits the hypothesis well. 

Hypothesis 4 predicted that the percent of sociological articles using 
graphs or tables should decrease after 1969. It goes down from 24/26 to 
10/18. from 92% to 56%, showing some support of the hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 5 predicted that the percent of articles using graphs or tables 
should not decrease in psychology, clinical studies and physiology. 
The percentages change from 86 to 93 in clinical psychology. from 62 
to 74 in clinical studies and from 94 to 97 in physiology. thus, support
ing the hypothesis. 

These data in the main support our view although the sociological arti
cles decreased less than we had expected. However, sociological articles 
certainly were less quantitative, large-scale surveys disappeared, and the 
quantitative approach lost its virtual monopoly. In our opinion this 
indicates a generation gap among sociologists with no corresponding 
change in sciences less vulnerable to new ideologies. 

Does this really mean that sociologists specializing in the alcohol field 
actually changed research areas or approach? The effect might be the 
outcome of a new publishing policy in the Quarterly Joumal of Sruclies 
011 Alcohol. If so, this change would be just as good an example of short 
term changes or generation gaps in sociological research publications. 

When, finally, we look at the data for each year, the non-quantitative 
approach appears most pronounced in 1971. Thus we are perhaps 
already on the way back to quantitative studies. Time will show. 
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Chapter 6 

American schools of sociologists 
- and Slvedish 

Gunnar Boalt, Helena Herlin 
and Rudy Seward 

All sciences have produced their own unique history which can be 
understood through a selection of its great names, major works, its 
background, and the social conditions surrou~ding its research. In an 
attempt to better understand sociology sociologists can be h~ndled the 
sam~ way-classified according to status, ideology. theory. problem. 
~et od, background, or country. Sorokin, Timasheff and Martindale 
a~e. already provided us with valuable efforts along these lines by de

scnbmg the "schools" of sociologists which most sociologists now ac
ceit. We accept them too, but at the same time one interesting sociologi
~a ~spect has been unexplored-these "schools" of sociologists might 
tie t ought of as sociological groups which are more or less isolated 
rom one another by communication barriers. Hence their background, 
comd~unication, norms and interaction with their colleagues should be 
stu Jed. ' 

To dem . 
Sw d' onstrate our problem, we have used a grant g1ven by the 
y t ~sh Social Science Research Council and the help of Kung Wei Hu, 
pua ene Malhotra, Terence Russel, Mimi Umana and Otus Vick. Our 

rpose Was to make a study of communication and of the barriers to 
~ommunication, utilizing citations as an indication of group formation. 

ur general argument ran something like this: Scientists tend to cite the 
sourc~s they found useful or impressive during their research, but they 
sometimes c1't · · · h fb · · II · db h C' . . e sc1ent1sts m the ope o emg rec1proca y c1te y t em. 
Jtm~ thus Indicates similarities in outlook, theory. problem, method, 

termmology and language or at least a desire for such similarities. Taking 
a sample of American publications for one year a network of citations 
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could be registered, but the network would be large and difficult to 
handle plus the resulting groups difficult to label. Hence we decided to 
use Timashetrs book as a start, listing the authors he cited and classified 
around 1940. Next taking the four leading sociological journals in 
1940-The American Sociological Review (handled by Umana), 
The American Journal of Sociology (handled by Kung Wei Hu). 
Sociometry (Russel and Malhotra) and Social Forces (Vick)-we ex
tracted all the authors of the articles in the 1940 volumes of these 
journals. Both the journal authors and Timasheffs authors were ordered 
alphabetically in one list and all the citations made to these 397 authors' 
works in the journal articles were registered. We then reduced the 
number of authors from Timasheff by taking off the lis~ those names not 
cited in the journal articles. In the same way authors of the articles who 
were not cited in 1940 by other article writers were dropped from our 
sample list of cited authors. 

This reduced our list to 104 names, a number much easier to handle. 
We placed all citations into a matrix, the authors of the journal articles 
(plus additional authors on the list) along the horizontal axis and the cited 
authors along the vertical axis. Starting with the names most frequently 
cited-Moreno (16). Burgess (9). Lundberg (8), Chapin, Dewey and Max 
Weber (7)-we then proceeded to order the names in clusters in such a 
way as to maximize the citations within each cluster and to minimize 
citations between clusters. If an author was cited twice, but in two 
different clusters, we adopted the rule of placing the author in the smaller 
cluster. Obviously chance considerably influences which cluster a rarely 
cited name will join. 

The outcome was surprisingly simple: only four clusters. 
The matrices are reproduced as an Appendix in the end of the book. 
The first cluster contained 19 authors, topped by Moreno, Lundberg. 

Chapin, Dewey, Jennings, Franz, Steele and Dodd; which appropriately 
could be labelled Sociometrist.\· and neo-positil'ists. 

The second cluster had 36 authors. topped by Burgess, W. I. Thomas, 
Znaniecki, Park, Faris, Frazier. Mowrer and Wirth, all from Chicago. 
However, authors from other universities were present, for example 
Read Bain and Cuber (Michigan), and Abel, Alihan. Hankins and Sims 
(Columbia). In our sample of 104 authors 23 had doctorates from Chicago 
and 16 of them are included in this cluster. Thus, The Chicago school 
label makes sense, but so does Timasheff's Human Ecology and De
viance label. 

The third cluster includes only 8 names: Sumner, Linton, Lowie, 
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Malinowski, Keller, Kluckhohn, Lawsing and Murdock. Their label 
should be Social anthropologists or, in Timasheffs terminology Func
tionalists. 

For the fourth cluster containing the remaining authors. we were 
unable to make several clusters out of its 41 names. Since this cluster is 
topped by Sorokin, Max Weber, Maciver, Parsons, Mannheim. and 
Merton, the cluster could be tentatively called American theoreticians 
(including the Europeans accepted by them). 

These clusters do not deviate much from Timasheffs classification. 
but how clearly are the clusters demarcated? The matrix's composition is 
one answer. A second is comparing the number of citations within the 
cluster to those outside. This relation is 57/27 for the first cluster, 63/'2.2 
for the second, 10/16 for the third, and 78/31 for the fourth. which is a 
comppratively good result. We believe our method makes sense; how
ever. a number of new problems arise. 

The first is the ranking of researchers within the cluster according to 
citations. Our sample is, of course, too small to say something definite 
about popularity. Hence we have only used the number of times each 
author was cited to make the labelling of the clusters easier. 

The second problem concerns the background of the cited and citing 
authors. We have collected some data about them-year of birth. year 
completed dissertation and year of marriage. Theoretically we expect a 
young and unknown sociologist to start his career by citing and as his 
career advances. he is also cited. With further advances in his career. he 
gets caught in administration etc., which results in his citing less and 
being cited more, he eventually gives up writing. and finally is cited less 
and less. We tested this model with our data and got a correlation of 
-0.29 between age and citing others and a correlation of +0.08 between 
age and citations (by others). If we use year completed dissertation to 
determine academic age these two correlations (q-coefficients) are +0.29 
and -0.23 respectively. According to the summation theory, presented 
by Boalt and Lantz (The Sociology of Research, 1969; Universities and 
~esearch, 1970), we expect married researchers to take the citing game a 
little _less seriously. There is a negative correlation (-0.08) between 
marnage before 1940 and citing others and a negative correlation ( -0.10) 
between marriage and citation (by others), which means that our hypo
thesis about the effects of marriage on citing did not stand the test. 

The third problem concerns the members of the fourth theoretical 
cluster. Theorists do cite one another, but in the process of exposing 
their own theories they often cite others in order to disprove or reject 
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their theories. Thus. using all citations might be misleading in this 
particular cluster. It should be useful to make a distinction here between 
positive and negative citations. as the sociometrists distinguish between 
positive and negative choices. Actually we found 12 cases of negative or 
critical citations within this cluster. We excluded these citations from the 
remaining positive ones and tried to form new clusters in which each 
cluster contained the highest number of positive citations among its 
members and no negative ones. 

The result is three clusters. The first and largest contains 18 authors, 
among them four classical ones: Weber. Mannheim. Mead. and Pareto. 
The leading active members are Kingsley Davis, Kirkpatrick, Merton. 
and Lynn Smith. followed by such names as Hiller, C. Wright Mills, 
Odum. and Reuter. The number of citations within this large cluster is 29 
against 14 outside. Applying Timasheffs terminology this cluster would 
be labelled the school of Psychological Sociology. 

The second cluster is smaller with II names and only two of them 
classical: Spencer and von Wiese. The active members are Barnes. 
Becker, Henderson. Maciver, Parsons. Roethlisberger. Warner, Whelp
ton and Zimmerman. There are II citations within this cluster against 10 
outside, which are either to or from the large Psychological Sociology 
cluster. A fusion between these two clusters. however. is prevented by 
six negative citations between them. Timasheffs label for this second 
cluster would be Systematic and Dynamic Sociology. 

The third cluster has 9 names. and two of them-Gurvitsch and 
Petrazhitsky-are classical and/or European. The dominating names are 
Sorokin and Timasheff. followed by Hartshorne, Lo<;>mis. Taeuber (C. 
and 1.), and Wilson. The 10 citations within the cluster correspond to 
only 4 citations from outside the cluster. They come from the first cluster 
and are pm·tly compensated by 2 of the four negative citations. This third 
cluster thus stands out clearly from the two others. Timasheff seems to 
have no name for it-maybe because he belonged to it himself. 

The fourth problem raises the question: why 1940 and not 1970? We 
had to test our technique with some kind of control and Timasheff 
provided this plus the names of authors and labels for our clusters. But 
we admit the clusters for 1940 seem old-fashioned in 1970. The nco
positivists are now nearly gone. as is the Chicago-school and the social 
anthropologists have lost most of their importance. Only the theoretical 
cluster remains, but we suspect it has been split into several new 
clusters. In labelling these new clusters we can use the subdivisions for 
the theoretical cluster from 1940, but we dare not use the list of names for 
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our data fmm 1970-30 years are much too long-hence we try 1955 first. 
Starting with our list of 104 authors, we added the authors of articles for 
the same four journals from 1955. This gave us a list of 350 authors. but 
the citations were more scattered than in 1940. Only 63 authors were 
cited by the remaining authors, and only three of the classical writers 
survived. 

Matrix 2 is prepared from the citations in the journals for 1955 (or for 
July 1954 to June 1955, if the volume was arranged this way), using the 
same techniques as earlier. The result is four clusters. (Sec Appendix.) 

The first consists of20 names out of Sociometry. starting with Bonney. 
Moreno, Jennings, Criswell, Northway, Kerr; and ending with Bruner. 
Chapin, Dewey, Freud, Speroff. These 20 members cite one another 
83 times, are cited by other authors 5 times, and cite others only 
twice. This gives a relation between citations within and those outside 
the cluster of 83/7. Let us call them Sociometrists. 

The second cluster contains 25 names, starting with Kingsley Davis, 
Donald Bogue, Harold Christensen, Harvey Locke, Monahan, Mowrer. 
Ogburn, Lynn Smith Wendell Bell, Burgess, Otis Duncan; and ending 
with Murdock Redfield Reiss, Sherif, ... A. Weber. There are 34 
citations withi~ the clust~r and 5 citations by cluster members of outsid
ers; thus the relation is 34/5. The cluster includes 7 of the 10 Chicago 
doctorates in the sample, all the cited anthropologists. ecologists. de
monographers, and family sociologists. Despite its disparity it can be la
belled The Chicago school . 

. The third cluster is a bit dubious, because most of its 16 names were 
Cited by George Lundberg and/or Theodore Anderson. There are. how
ever, 22 citations within the cluster and 8 outside. thus a 22/8 relation. 
The list of names starts with Robert Merton, Stuart Dodd. Lazarsfeld. 
~orokin, Parsons; and ends with Lundberg. Maciver. McKinney. 
oro~hy Thomas, Timasheff. The cluster seems to include most of the 

the~nsts and could be labelled The theoretical duster. 
Fmally we have the small cluster or pair, made up of Thomas Ktsanes 

and Robert Winch who cited one another and thus secure their own 
membersh· · · · 1P 1n a cluster from our hst. 

_Next we observed the background of the citations-their correlations 
With the characteristics of the citing and the cited authors, for example. 
year of birth, marital status. etc. We expected citations. given or re
ceived. to be related with year of birth. The correlations. however. 
turned out to be +0.17 between age and citations received and +0.30 
between age and citations of others. If we use year completed disserta-



tion. this academic age is correlated +0.07 with citations received and 
+0.22 with citations by others. For year of IT!arriage there is a positive 
correlation with citations received ( -0.6). but a negative correlation with 
citations of others ( +0.11). 

Dealing with the data from 1969/1970 the same procedures were 
utilized as with previous data. The original list of authors contained 281 
names, out of which only 104 were cited. but when those article authors 
who were not cited by other authors were excluded only 61 names or 
22% remained. The matrix is reproduced in Appendix. 

Otis Duncan. cited 14 times, appears to be at the top and center of the 
first cluster including Blalock ( 10 citations), Heise (3), Wences (3), 
Norman Alexander (2), William Sewell (4); and ending with George 
Lundberg, Sherif. Stouffer, Dorothy Thomas, Weinstein, Harrison 
White and Zeleny. We could call them Sociometrists and 
methodologists. but the cluster includes authors that do not fit this 
category, for example, C. Wright Mills. There were 53 citations within 
the cluster and 18 outside it (53/18). 

The second cluster was topped by Robert Merton ( 12 citations), 
Wendell Bell (8); and followed by Theodore Newcomb, Kingsley Davis. 
Paul Lazarsfeld, Eugene Litvak, Arnold Rose, Talcott Parsons, Sorokin, 
etc. We could call them Theorists. as they seem to form the majority of 
the cluster. There were 61 citations within it and 20 outside it (61/20). 

There may be a small third cluster consisting of Blumer, Burgess, 
Carlos and Maciver, although it might just as well be united with the 
second cluster. There are, however, 4 citations within it, 2 outside it 
(4/2). 

Our data about the three samples is compiled in the table on page 54. 

We thus find a more well-knit citing system-citing those who cite you 
and/or being cited by those you cite-in 1955 than in 1940. But the 
difficulty in attaching labels to the clusters is greater in 1955 than in 
1940, and even greater in 1969. 

The classical names tend to be cited less after 1940, resulting from the 
integration of their work into more recent books by modern American 
sociologists. 

We expected from the beginning that age and marriage would make 
sociologists less eager to cite authors but only age actually shows a 
tendency in that direction-at least if you measure age from year com
pleted dissertation and not from year of birth. 
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Summary data for, three samples of authors cleril'('(/ from j(mr U.S .. locio/oJ.:ica( 
journals 

1940 1955 1969-70 

Names remaining from original list 104/397 63/350 61/:!81 
Classical names cited 27/397 3/63 1/61 
Percent of citations within the clusters 68'/< 93'/i 86'7,-
Correlation: 

age-citations received +.08 +.17 -.03 
age-citations given others -.:!9 -.:!4 -.62 
year completed dissertation-citations received -.23 -.31 -.17 
year completed dissertation-citations given others +.:!9 +.24 +.71 
marriage-citations received -.10 +.37 +.1:! 
marriage-citations given others -.08 +.07 +.:!1 

Discussion 

The differences we have found between our samples of 1940, 1955, and 
1969-1970 could simply be due to our method-maybe it is better 
adapted for the citation system of 1940 than for the later years. Let us, 
however, trust the method and see what the findings are. We found in 
1940 four distinct clusters fitting well Timasheff s description of (I) 
so~iometrists and neo-posi,tivists, (2) ecologists and criminologists (or 
Chicago-school), (3) social anthropologists or functionalists and, eventu
ally, (4) theorists. In 1955 there was still a cluster of sociometrists 
(publishing mainly in Sociometry), a diluted Chicago school (including a 
few surviving anthropologists) and the remaining group of theorists and 
methodologists, but the clusters' make up and boundaries suggest that 
the "schools" simply have been dissolved. The rules for theory, 
methodology or problems and the tradition of citing great scholars' 
spl~ndid research apparently were no longer taken seriously by the 
soct~logists, as they often cited outsiders-outside of their "school" or 
spectalty. Why? We surmise that in 1955 departments could no longer be 
do~inated by a single school but had to present a balanced curriculum 
Whlc~ d_ictated having a set of scholars covering the important ~rea~ of 
the discipline. Still, some individual sociologists had succeeded m build
ing their "personal empire" of projects, grants and publications (see 
Boalt and Lantz, Universities and Research, Wiley, 1970, pp. 86-95). F~r 
these empire builders the citing of others may be viewed as a part of thetr 
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expansion program, and citations by others may be a way of catching the 
empire builders attention and insuring co-operation. 

The two clusters in the citation matrix from 1969-1970 then could 
possibly indicate that two kinds of empires are developing: the 
methodological and the theoretical. We suspect, however, that not even 
this dividing line will hold for long. 

These clusters indicate that American sociologists tend to form 
specialized groups whose members cite one another more than they cite 
outsiders. To some extent this picture is due to our method of construct
ing clusters by combining those who cite one another to a cluster. Also, it 
is difficult to know what per cent of citations within clusters is needed to 
prove group formation. A percent clearly above 50 would not be enough, 
unless the clusters also made sense, that is. agreed with Timasheff's 
labels. 

Citations in the Swedish departments of sociology 

We can use our citation matrices to study group formation and later also 
communication barriers--among Swedish sociologists. There are. how
ever, some difficulties. Swedish sociology is young. Few books and 
articles were published by Swedish sociologists before 1960 and the 
number published per year is still comparatively small. To obtain an 
adequate number of citations we have to take the publications for a 
number of years and have chosen the period from 1965 to 1971. A period 
before 1965 would yield too few publications to make a comparison 
meaningful. as the sociology departments were only in their initial stages 
of development prior to 1965--chairs in sociology with departments 
attached to them were created in 1947 at Uppsala University. in 1954 at 
Stockholm, in 1955 at Lund, in 1960 at Gothenburg, and in 1965 at UmeA. 
These departments needed time to organize sociological research and to 
have the results published. Previously the necessary sociological studies 
had been made by statisticians, economists or even political scientists. 

There are no studies of "schools" among Swedish sociologists; how
ever, each department quickly found its own theoretical and methodolo
gical style, a style generally imposed and forged by the full professor 
acting as chairman. When the new generation of sociologists matured, 
established contacts abroad, and felt secure in their positions, they soon 
began to follow the pattern of American sociologists or to go back to the 
pattern of classical European sociologists. But we suspect that they still 
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show a decided tendency to cite their chairman and the established 
researchers in their own department. In order to identify these depart
ment clusters, we always include the full professors in our sample of 
researchers. 

To use our data for comparisons, we had to deal only with material 
published by Swedish sociologists. As there are reasons to keep articles 
and books apart, our most convenient comparisons would be between 
the citation pattern emerging from articles and the pattern emerging from 
books. Each one should of course show the same principal schools with 
members citing each other more frequently than citing outsiders. 

We have taken our sample of articles by Swedish authors from The 
American Journal of SocioloNY· American SocioloNical Re1·iew, 
(although only a few Swedes have been published in these two). Acta 
Sociologica, and SocioloNisk forskning (these two yielded far more 
names). To these we added two journals of environmental hygiene: 
Archives of Environmefllal Hygiene and Public Health Reports. Our 
sar:n_ple of books included only monographs (not textbooks) and first 
editions. To provide a sample large enough we had to use a number of 
year~from 1965 to June 1971. A preliminary report of our results was 
published in I nternat. J. Contemp. Soc. 1971. 

The · · 
ong1nal list of article authors still was rather short and with the 

e~imination of non-professors not citing authors on the list or not cited by 
~ ese authors, there remained only 27 authors and/or full professors. 

fi hen authors collaborated on articles, we put both their names-or the 
Irst two na ·f ,. W d · h mes 1 more than two authors-on our 1st. e en up Wit 

118 article · · 
y s Cltmg our 27 names 143 times. 

h ou~g researchers, of course, seldom write articles, but those who do 
t eoreticaiiy should be anxious to cite the authorities in their own de
~:tmen~, but still rarely be cited themselves. Once they have made their 
.. D. With honors, they should be cited more and be far more willing to 

Cite profes Th" I · · sors and experts outside their own department. IS a truistic 
tendency t · 1 f 0 cross the communication barners probably resu ts rom a 
very eg?istica) reason. Young researchers hope for a chair as full profes
sor, Which means that their publications are to be evaluated by three full 
profess?rs. They do not know which professors will be chosen to do the 
evaluation· h . · 11 "f h fi d ' ence they are anxwus to cite them a 1 t ey can m a 
pretext. But if they are promoted to professors, there is no longer any 
need for altruism and they should return to the names, the books, the 
problems that are Part of their own more or less isolated departments. 
Professors usually take on administrative burdens, thus, after a tremen-
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Table I. 1\/ean llltmher (~r articles ancl citations /965-1971 by four types of 
l"l'Sl'(/ rchers 

Mean number 
of 

Articles 
Citations made in 

articles 
Received citations 

Researchers 
not yet 
Ph.D. 

3 

4 
2 

Ph.D. with 
honors 
(docenter) 

4 

9 
3 

Professors Full profes-
for a part of sors for the 
the period whole period 

6 4 

5 3 
7 13 

dous spurt to make a good showing in the competition, they publish less 
but are cited more and more. 

To test these hypotheses we classified our 27 researchers into four 
groups: researchers without Ph.D. or Ph.D. without honors, Ph.D. with 
honors (docent). full professors for a part of the period 1965-1971 and 
then the full professors for the whole period 1965-1971. There are 
six authors in our sample who have not yet achieved their Ph.D. with 
honor: Bengt Gesser, Sten Johansson, Dan Jonsson, Jan Lindhagen, Per 
Sjostrand, and H~kan Wiberg. The Ph.D.s with honors (docenter) in
clude Bengt Abrahamsson, Johan Asplund. Hans Berglind, Walter 
Korpi, Karl-Erik Rosengren. Bengt Rundblad and Jan Trost. The profes
sors appointed for a part of the period 1965-1971 are Bo Andersson. 
Gosta Carlsson, Rune Cederlof, Ulf Himmelstrand, Joachim Israel, 
Cari-Gunnar Janson, Erland Jonsson, Georg Karlsson, Harald Swedner 
and Stefan Sorensen. Then there remains only the four full professors 
who have been full professors during the entire period: Gunnar Boalt, 
Edmund Dahlstrom, Torgny Segerstedt and Hasse Zetterberg. Data 
about these four groups are presented in table I. 

Table 1 certainly suits our hypotheses very well. The number of 
articles published reaches a peak among the professors who have been 
appointed only for a part of the period 1965-1971 and is a little lower 
among the full professors for the whole period. The citations given in the 
articles published reaches its maximum among the Ph.D.s hoping to 
attain a chair, declines among the new professors, and the minimum 
number is among the full professors. The received citations show a 
tendency to rise reaching its maximum among the four full professors, 
enjoying security, status and power to influence the career of the 
younger researchers. 
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Status thus seems to be a major determinant of the citation pattern. 
This raises the question of where the youngest researchers get their 

. citations, as·there is little status in citing them-unless their academic 
advisors are clever enough to stimulate their dissertation work through 
citations in order to achieve the reputation as successful teachers. These 
advisors generally belong to our two middle groups as the four full 
professors in our highest status group publish too little and care too little 
to show this type of concern. Let us find out. There are 14 citations, 
citing the researchers who have not yet completed· their Ph. D. with 
honors. Only one of these citations comes from another researcher in the 
same category, six are from the Ph.D.s with honors, six are from profes
sors holding their appointment only part of the period studied and only 
one is from the group of four full professors. This evidence supports our 
contention concerning the citations of young researchers. 

In the citation matrix the two names most cited are, very properly, 
Segerstedt (grand old man of Swedish sociology. received the first chair 
created in the subject, president of Uppsala University and chairman of 
the Social science research council) with 22 citations and Boalt (selected 
as the second professor and during this period dean of the Social science 
faculty at Stockholm University) honored with 17 citations. Neither one 
of them had cited other authors on our list but in the citation network 
they were far apart-authors citing one of these men infrequently cited 
the other man. They were so far apart and so heavily cited that they 
formed the centers of two different clusters. 

The Segerstedt cluster included Joachim Israel (once researcher at 
Stockholm, then researcher at Uppsala, later professor at Copenhagen, 
then Lund and recently professor at Roskilde) with 13 citations and 
Georg Karlsson (formerly researcher at Uppsala and now professor at 
Umeft) with 12 citations. Together these two form a subcluster within the 
Segerstedt cluster. 

The Boalt cluster also included a subcluster centered around Erland 
Jonsson. professor at Stockholm university. A summary of the citations 
within and between these clusters is presented in table 2. 

The Israel subcluster thus cited the Segerstedt cluster (excluding the 
Israel subcluster) rather frequently but carefully avoided citing the Boalt 
and the Jonsson clusters. The Segerstedt cluster cited the Israel as well 
as the Boalt cluster. The Jonsson subcluster was the most isolated and 
had only a few citations outside its own ranks. 

These four clearly demarcated clusters lend themselves to some dis
agreeable conclusions. They give the impression of an academic duck-

58 



Table 2. Ciwtions ll"ithin and hetll"een the clusters of article alllhors and full 
professors 

Citation received by clusters labelled 

Citations made by Israel Segerstedt Boa It Jonsson Sum 

Israel subcluster 21 18 0 40 
Segerstedt cluster 13 26 16 0 55 

Boalt cluster 6 7 21 0 34 
Jonsson subcluster 0 0 2 12 14 

Sum 34 44 40 12 143 

pond divided between duck flocks anxious to keep apart-anxious to 
protect their ranking system and their ideas against "outsiders". 
Foreigners and foreign ideas can be accepted-as long as their repre
sentatives stay home or make only short visits because they frequently 
result in corresponding honors for their hosts and favorable citations of 
their publications. This "duck pond" pattern should. we hope, slowly 
disappear as the younger generation takes over. They seem to have more 
contacts with one another and co-operate more willingly. 

Our "duck pond" pattern is, however. no more than a hypothesis: a 
nasty hypothesis not to be printed unless it can be tested. There are two 
chances to test this pattern with our data: observing if the clusters belong 
to different universities and noting if the clusters also differ in their 
research fields of endeavor. 

The Israel subcluster includes all the Gothenburg sociologists but 
one-Johan Asplund, who recently moved there from Uppsala, hence 
most of his citations remain in the Segerstedt cluster. On the other hand 
Sten Johansson from Uppsala still cited the Israel cluster more than the 
Segerstedt cluster. In addition Israel himself at this time had a position at 
the Copenhagen university while Georg Karlsson had a position at Umefl 
university. This cluster thus can be labelled the Gothenburg, Umefl, 
Copenhagen cluster as only Asplund from Gothenburg is not included, 
for reasons given above. 

The Segerstedt cluster dominated by Uppsala has sent two fine repre
sentatives to the United States-Bo Andersson and Hans Zetterberg. 
Asplund belongs to this cluster, of course, but so does Hflkan Wiberg 
from Lund. 
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I h. Al1rah;am,,on. B. l'h.ll. 4 51 I I I I • l 2 9 
17. Bcrglinu. 11. Phi>. 2 S1 I • IX. ll<"ll. G. F.l'r I S1 • u 
19. C'arh-.on. (jl'''"' ,,h} ~ L I • 20. Ge,,cr, B. R I L I • :!I. J~m,on. C.-G. Pro J S1 I .l • 4 
2~. Korr•- \\,.alter Ph.D. 4 S1 2 I 2 • 7 
:!~. Ro\.Cngren. K.- F.. Ph.D. 2 I. I I I I • ~4. S"·edner. H. l'h.D. ~ L I I I I I I I I • X 

25. Ccdcrllif. Rune l'ro t. 51 I • 4 I t. 
26. Jt.m,'!.On. Erland Pro h S1 I .l • 
27. SOrcn'!.cn. S. Pro 2 S1 I • 



The Boalt cluster includes five Stockholm researchers and four from 
the University of Lund. The Jonsson subcluster is made up of three 
Stockholm sociologists. 

If we exclude the case of Asplund, all the Swedish sociologists from 
Gothenburg, Umefl and Copenhagen are included in the Israel subclus
ter, and all the Uppsala sociologists but one. plus two former Uppsala 
sociologists now in the USA together with one sociologist from Lund 
are included in the Segerstedt cluster. The Boalt cluster contains only 
sociologists from Stockholm and Lund, and the Jonsson subcluster only 
researchers from Stockholm. Thus there is a strong tendency to form 
geographically separated groups, and although they include more than 
one university department they are frequently dominated by one depart
ment. 

What about the research areas, are they restricted in a similar way? 
Well, the Jonsson subcluster certainly is. The three members are work
ing in the area of environmental hygiene-studying problems of noise, air 
pullution, tobacco smoking and alcohol consumption. In this area they 
have practically a research monopoly although in some cases they cite 
methodologists. 

The Israel subcluster, concentrated at Gothenburg. in a similar way 
has acquired a research monopoly in the fields of industrial sociology and 
the sociology of housing. They have, in addition. interest in the theory of 
sociology and thus reasons to cite other theoreticians, most of whom 
belong to the Segerstedt cluster. 

The Segerstedt cluster has a broader orientation with a general 
emphasis upon sociological theory, while the Boalt cluster (sad to say) 
for a long time neglected theory and stressed empirical work. There is, 
thus, a tendency among the sociological departments to specialize in 
regard to research areas. We can interpret this specialization as an 
adaptation resulting from departments with few researchers and limited 
resources which would not permit them to cover more than a restricted 
area. But this tendency may indicate a drive for isolation very different 
from the eagerness of American sociological departments to cover as 
many of the important research areas as possible in order to present a 
"well balanced curriculum". We believe that Swedish sociology depart
ments until recently had little regard for the latter idea. 

The citation pattern in articles thus gave a rather gloomy picture of 
Swedish sociology. Maybe books and monographs present something 
more appealing? Using the same technique to select authors, we 
obtained 30 names, including all full professors. Seventeen of these 
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Table 3. Mean number of books and citations /965-1971 hy four types of rc-
searchers 

-----

Rc'>carchcrs Professors l"ull profc~-
nol yel Ph.D. with fur a pari uf sur" for lhc 

Mean number of Ph.D. honors lhc period whole period 

Books 1.4 1.8 1.9 4.6 
Citations made 

there 3.7 6.6 3.4 3.1 
Received citations 4.0 4.1 12.1 20.6 

authors also ilPJ1f'!lrrrl in nur t<!ln1('1.,; of uullioh frul!l the JoUrnals; hence 
we expect that our new sample of authors will display a citation pattern 
similar to that of the journal authors. The thirty authors made ::!78 
citations. Dividing the authors into the same four classes as previously, 
there are six authors who hml nol }1el rec~ivcJ tltdt Ph.U. with honor 
\uo~cnt)-Kerstin Elmhorn. Robert Eriksson. Berti! Gardell. Eivor 
Johansson. Bertil Olsson and Kerstin Wiedling-ten authors who had the 
Ph.D. with honor-Johan Asplund, Hans Berglind, Bengt Borjesson, 
Magnus Hedberg, Walter Korpi, Agne Lundquist, Bengt Rundblad, Kurt 
Samuelsson, Jan Trost, and Bo Warneryd-nine professors who had not 
held their chairs the whole period between I Qf).'i nn<l IIJ71-Uu Andcr~
~on. Gil.::ta c~tL-.-,<.w, ulf Hlmmelstrand, Joachim Israel. Cari-Gunnar 
Janson, Erland Jonsson. Ccorg Kad~~on, Harald Swcdncr and Knut 
Svcri-and five professors who had hccn full professors all those years 
-Carin Boalt, Gunnar Boalt, Edmund Dahlstrom, Torgny Segerstedt 
and Hans Zetterberg. 

We expected that junior researchers-without the Ph. D.-should pro
duce few books, cite a moderate number of aulhori :.~ml nw,;~iw t~w 
citations. Th~ Ph n ~ with H<.ftlo'ts ::.houio write more, cite more and be 
cned more. The professors holdinl! appointment~ for a pcu·t of the period 
studied should write still more, but cite less although they receive more 
citations. Finally the full professors should produce the highest number 
of books because of their status which almost complelcly assured publi
cation in Sweden. (They find it far more difficult to use their status for 
publication in foreign journals.) Full professors should make the least 
number of citations and receive the highest number of citations. The 
mean number of citations and books is presented in table 3. 
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Table 4. Citations ofjunior rc.H'archers and Ph.D.s with honors by their own and 
hy other professors 
----- -=======-

Citations received by 

Researchers not yet Ph.D. 
with honor 

Ph. D.s with honor (docent) 

Ci ta tiuns made hy 

Their own full Other full 
professor 

12 
7 

professors 

7 

ThP Linin .-I,\ fulfil uu;- cx.pcctatlutts. Ag<titt. "'"' in our journill :-.ample, 

the junior researchers got an ample number of citations and we still 
expect that they received most of them from their academic advisors 
-from Ph.D.s with honors and from professors for only a part of the 
period '\flltlied Actullll~· lh!.!~' huv~ <Hlly t'c..:civcJ unc dtatluu !'rum their 

own group, six from the Ph. D.s with honor. four from the professors 
holding appointments for a part of the period, but thirteen from the full 
professors. Thus, the full professors occupying a chair during the whole 
period were far more generous than we had anticipated. We suspect that 
this generosity is received from the junior researchers' own professors 
-within the same dep\1rtment-not from othrr f111l nrofn~nr\ Jn :llirli~ 
tion we can compare the junior researchers with the Ph.O.s with honor in 
regard lo citations received hy their own versus other· prufcssur:o., as 

other professors can be expected to pay far more attention to the latter 
group. Table 4 provides data for these comparisons. 

There is thus a decided tendency among full professors holding chairs 
during the whole period to cite their own young researchers without the 
Ph n hiJJ JIIJI Jh11tW fmmofh!ll' ~~~1\ill'lllWill.,_ Tlti'"o j_, rWI unly ;.t t;ud of the 

general isolation pattern, out indicates further isolation at this level as the 
usual citation clustc::rs oftc::n were made up of several departments. Thus 
for junior researchers there is evidently few chances to receive any 
attention from full professors outside their own department, not even 
from professors in allied departments. 

As there are three women among the junior researchers. we can 
compare them with the three men, to see if they give or receive less 
attention for .our four categories of researchers. Female researchers are 
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Table 5. Citations ~il'£'n and rec:ei1·ed hy thret' female and three male junior 
researchers hy type of researcher 

Citations received or given by 

Junior re- Ph.D.s with Profc~- Full pro-
searchers honors sors fessors 

Female researchers 
Citing 0 17 
Cited 0 3 4 

Male researchers 
Citing 0 2 7 8 
Cited 0 3 0 12 

in Sweden still few in number and considered at least by the older 
generation of researchers as a bit odd. We expected femaie researchers 
to have more in common and identify more with the younger set of 
professors than with the full professors. Table 5 presents our data. 
The citations indicate that female researchers seem to have more in 
common with the younger set of professors-those with appointments 
only for part of the period from 1965-1971-and less in common with the 
full professors for the entire period. The male researchers display the 
op~o~ite tendency. This might reflect the traditional European system of 
bmldmg research empires with a full professor at the top, with his 
favorite pupil next and followed by a hierarchy of lesser researchers. All 
membe~s of the research empire were men, all were waiting for their 
promo~ton to favorite pupil and all identified themselves with the profes
sor, Wtth this favorite pupil and even with one another. This traditional 
pattern does not allow access to female researchers and thus cannot be 
used by them. They find it difficult to identify themselves with an older 
full professor and probably prefer to work with the younger researchers 
who are more accustomed to co-operation with girls and women 
throughout th · h . . . etr sc oohng expenence. 

Obse_rvmg the citation matrix for books and monographs (next page), 
we agam get four clusters similar to the clusters derived from articles. 
The first is dominated by Dahlstrom with 29 citations, Israel with 20 and 
Georg Karlsson with 18. This cluster can be labelled the Israel subcluster 
as it has many citation contacts with the next cluster, dominated by 
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Cit"· .... 
Uni-

1iun,. I .... ver- . 
"' 7 8 Ill II I~ IJ 14 1.~ 16 17 18 19 ~0 ~I " :!~ ~4 ~s :!(, ~7 ~R ~9 _11) rn.odc '"' •it)' I ~ J 4 ~ 6 9 --... a-.... 

I. Dahlstrom, Edmund Gbg 7 I 4 ~ ~ I I IR 
~. Gardell. Benil Gbg 
3. Hedberg. Magnus Gbg 
4. Israel, Joachim Cop ~ ~ s I I J I ~ I I 111 
S. Johansson, Eivor Gbg 
6. Karlsson, Georg Um 
7. Rundblad. Bcngl Gbg 

8. Anders'IOn, Bo us 
9. Asplund, Johan Gbg I I 7 ~ I 5 I~ 

10. Himmelstrand. Ulr Upp IJ 
II. lundquist, Agnc Gbg 4 J 7 
1~. Segcrstedt, Torgny Upp I I I I I I I 7 
13. Trost. Jan Upp I I 10 ~ II 6 I I 33 
14. uucrberg, Hans us I I I I 4 

15. Berglind, Hans St Jl ~ I ~ I I I 3 I 3 I I I I I ~Jl 
16. Boalt, Carin I. I I I 4 I Jl 
17. Boalt, Gunnar St 3 I 3 I I ~ I ~ I J 3 9 I I I I 34 
18. Carl .. on. Gihta St I I 3 5 
19. Erikson, Robert St 
20. Janson, C.-G. St - I 2 I I 8 21. Jon-.on, Erland St I I 2 7 ~ I 14 
22. Korpi, Walter St I 3 I I I I I ~ I I 13 
~3. Olsson, Benil St I I ~ I I I 7 
~4. Samuel'"'"· Kun St ~ I 3 ~5. Swcdner, Harald L 
26. Wicdling, Kcrstin St .; ·' I 2 I I II n Wameryd, Bo St I 2 2 I I I ~ 10 
28. BOrjcs'IOn, Bengl St I 3 5 9 29. Elmhorn. Ker.tin St 

I 2 4 7 30. Svcri. Knul St 



Table 6. Citmions 1rithin and bet11·c•en the clusters of /}(Jok author.\ 

Citations received by clusters labelled 

Citations made by Israel Segerstedt Boalt Sveri . 
Sum 

Israel subcluster 33 9 6 :! 50 
Segerstedt cluster 18 32 17 0 67 
Boalt cluster 44 24 76 145 
Sveri subcluster 0 0 3 13 16 
Sum 95 65 99 16 278 

Segerstedt with 31 citations. The third cluster still can be labelled the 
Boalt cluster which he dominates with 31 citations. In the Boalt cluster 
there is a subcluster dominated by Professor Knut Sveri. criminologist at 
Stockholm University, which will be labelled the Sveri subcluster. 

We can sum up the citations from the matrix in table 6. All four clusters 
show, of course, a strong tendency to cite their own members. The Sveri 
subcluster seems to be the most exclusive one. 

The four clusters emerging from the book citations appear to show the 
same pattern as that from the article matrix. But books provide far better 
chances for citations than articles. There was a mean of 9.3 citations for 
our authors per book but only a mean of 5.9 per article. 

Books were often dissertations as all dissertations in Sweden until 
recently had to be printed before a candidate was granted the Ph. D. Also 
a book generally gave more status to the author than an article. On the 
other hand, professors and other researchers with high status generally 
had little difficulty these years getting their books published. In 1971 the 
publishers, however, encountered a financial crisis, and getting work 
published now is far more difficult. But during the period studied these 
restrictions had not yet appeared. We then expect that authors of books 
gener_ally had higher academic status than authors of articles, although 
the htghest status should belong to the authors who had published both 
books and articles. We can test this hypothesis with the data presented in 
table 7. 

Our hypothesis does stand the test, but the difference between authors 
of books and authors of articles is rather small. 

There are two further hypotheses to be tested in regard to our main 
theme-the isolation tendency of Swedish sociologists. W~ have trie~. to 
explain this tendency not only as ambition and a need to gtve recogmtwn 

66 



Table 8. Academic .Harus ofaurlwrs (~(arricles and hooks. only hooks, and only 
arriclcs 

Researchers Professors Professors 
not yet Ph.D. with but not the the whole 
Ph.D. honors whole period period Mean 
(I) (:!) (3) (4) rank 

Authors of cited 
books and articles 0 5 7 4 3.0 

Authors only of 
cited books 6 5 :! 1.9 

Authors only of 
cited articles 6 :! 3 0 1.7 

to one's own research reference group--friends. advisors and professors 
-but further as an expression of this same group's influence on re
search problems, theories and methods. This tendency should, however, 
be counteracted by a tendency among the qualified Ph. D.s with honors 
seeking a chair anxiously citing all full professors. who might determine 
their qualification for a chair. But professors once they have been 
granted their chair quickly switch back to their old affiliations and their 
old set of problems, methods and theories. The old full professors-pro
fessor before 1965-had little reason to cite outsiders. Those holding 
Ph.D.s with honor thus should scatter their citations over all clusters and 
should be especially anxious to cite the Swedish full professors outside 
their own department. We can test this hypothesis for all citations. from 
articles as well as from books. for our four categories of sociologists with 
the data presented in table 8. 

For each category we computed a measure of loyalty to one's own 
cluster as Q-coefficients between belonging to a cluster and citing it. 

Sociologists not yet Ph.D. with honor 
Ph.D.s with honors 
Professors during part of period 1965-1971 
Full professors during the whole period 1965-1971 

Correlation 
+.81 
+.54 

+.86 
+.86 

Ph.D.s with honors had, as we expected. a lower correlation and were 
more willing to cite outside their own cluster. This generosity seems to 
disappear for those who have been Hppointed professors. 

The Ph.D.s should in particular be willing to cite Swedish full profes
sors. We can test this second hypothesis by examining the sociologists 
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Table9. Citations from the Se~Ierstedt clu.\"fer and tlze Bc)(llt duster made hy their 
members 

Not yet Ph.D. with honor belonging to cluster 
Segerstedt 
Boa It 

Ph.D.s with honors belong to cluster 
Segerstedt 
Boalt 

Professors. not whole period, belonging to c!uster 
Segerstedt 
Boalt 

Professors, whole period belonging to cluster 
Segerstedt 
Boa It 

Citing 

Segerstedt 
cluster 

27 
5 

72 
23 

35 
7 

35 
6 

Boa It 
cluster 

II 
19 

40 
43 

15 
41 

13 
29 

citing Carin Boalt, Gunnar Boalt, Edmund Dahlstrom and Torgny Seger
stedt. The data are presented in table \0. 

The Ph.D.s with honors evidently have the strongest tendency to cite 
Swedish full professors outside their own department. We interpret this 
as an attempt to influence potential experts who will evaluate their 
production when they apply for a chair. 

The fact that no full professors cited other full professors at the same 
department has a very simple explanation: no department had more than 
one full professor holding this appointment during the whole period 
1965-71. 

Table lO. Academic status o.f al/1/zor.\· citinu S 1· I j' II .r I II' chairs 1965_1971 " wec ts 1 u proJ essors 10 c mg 

Sociologists Ph.D. with Professors Professors 

Sociologist he-
not yet Ph.D. honors but not the the whole 

longing to with honor (docent) whole pcriou period 
(I) (2.) (3) (4) 

The professor's own 
Jepartment 

I I 12 12 0 Other departments 2 31 14 13 
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Discussion of previous findings 

We now turn to the problem of communication barriers demonstrated by 
the citation matrices in sociological publications. This restriction to 
sociology implicitly takes for granted, that we expect sociologists to pay 
little attention-and few citations-to researchers in other fields. Then 
we must admit, explicitly. that citations may in the same way be re
stricted to special fields in sociology. That is, we accept specialization 
barriers between different periods or different regions. This is easy to say 
and difficult to do, as "unpermitted" differences between periods or 
regions are more or less bound up with "acceptable" differences in 
special fields, but to what degree generally is difficult to ascertain. All we 
can do is to discuss each case, using the information we have. And so, let 
us review our citation matrices once more. looking for barriers against 
scientific communication. 

Our first matrix, from United States in 1940, had four clusters repre
senting four research fields. One of the fields. "Human ecology and 
Deviance" is, however, also labelled "the Chicago school" as it includes 
so many sociologists, active or trained there: E. Burgess, W. I. Thomas. 
F. Znaniecki, R. Park, E. Faris. F. Frazier, E. Mowrer. L. Wirth. Nels 
Anderson, W. Ogburn et al. Our sample contained 104 authors, 23 of 
them graduated from Chicago and 16 of these included in the cluster. 
This might indicate a barrier against communication between Chicago 
and other universities. possibly strengthened by the high status of the 
Chicago department at this time. If so, this cluster (the second in matrix 
I) should cite their own members more frequently than the other clusters 
do cite theirs. 

In order to test these ideas we summarize matrix I in the following 
table: 

Citations given by 

Citations received in Cluster I Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4 

Cluster I (sociometrists and 
neo-posi tivis ts) 57 4 I II 

Cluster 2 (the Chicago school) 3 63 0 5 
Cluster 3 (social anthro-
pologists) 0 3 8 

Cluster 4 (American theorists) 8 6 0 80 
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We measured the isolation tendency within each cluster as the relation 
between citations given within the cluster and. the total number of cita
tions given or received by members of the cluster. Cluster I. 
sociometrists and nco-positivists, then had 57 /84= 68% of the citations 
exchanged between the members; cluster 2, the Chicago-school. had 
63/85=74 %; cluster 3, the social anthropologists, had 10/16=62% and 
cluster 4, American theorists, had 78/109=71 %. The mean tendency was 
208/294=71 %. This might be taken as a rather weak support to our 
expectation that the Chicago-school in 1940 still had a slight tendency to 
regional isolation. 

Did this tendency in the Chicago school still survive in 1955? The 
matrix contained 63 sociologists. Ten of them had graduated in Chicago 
and seven of these belonged to cluster 2. Seven sociologists worked at 
Chicago University and six of them belonged to cluster 2, and so it was 
labelled the Chicago-school. We prepared a table corresponding to the 
previous one: 

Citations given by 

Citations received Cluster I Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4 

Cluster I (sociometrists) 83 2 
Cluster 2 (Chicago-school) 0 34 0 0 
Cluster 3 (American theorists) 2 3 22 0 
Cluster 4 (Ktsanes and Winch) 0 0 0 2 

We computed the isolation tendency within each cluster in the same way. 
Cluster I (sociometrists) had 83 citations within the cluster out of89, that 
is, 93%, cluster 2 (the Chicago school) had 34 out of 38 for 89%, cluster 3 
(American theorists) 22 out of 29 for 76% and the small Ktsanes-Winch 
cluster 2 out of3. The mean of the whole matrix was 89% (141/159). The 
second cluster, including the Chicago-school was, thus, not more isolated 
or specialized than the mean, and so there should be no regional barrier 
against communication. On the other hand the sociologists at Chicago 
still might be more isolated than the other members of the cluster. Well, 
we could pick out the 13 sociologists, who had graduated from Chicago 
or who worked there in 1955 and compare their citations with the remain
ing 50. This gave us our next table: 

70 



Citations received by 

I J Chicago men 
50 others 

Citations given by 

13 Chicago men 50 others 

6 12 
13 128 

The Chicago men evidently had a strong tendency to cite one another. 
Yes, but this might be the outcome of their concentration in cluster 2, 
where they are expected to cite others from cluster 2. Actually all six 
citations of Chicago men by Chicago men were from cluster 2 to cluster 
2. This fact has cleared them definitely from suspicions of creating 
barriers against scientific communications. 

What about the matrix of 1969--70? There were 61 sociologists divided 
among three clusters. Twelve sociologists had taken their doctorate's 
degree in Chicago; six of them belonged to cluster I, four to cluster 2, 
and two to cluster 3. It is no longer possible to speak of a Chicago cluster. 
Still. Chicago men may have a tendency to prefer one another. We 
construct the following table: 

Citations received by 

20 Chicago men 
41 others 

Citations given by 

20 Chicago men 41 others 

14 31 
22 69 

The 20 Chicago men had a very weak tendency to cite each other, but of 
the fourteen cases where they did so, eleven were in the same cluster, 
only three were not. There was evidently no signs of communication 
barriers. 

Our American materials thus gave a slight indication of communication 
barriers in 1940, but no indications in 1955 or in 1969--1970. We now tum 
back to our Swedish materials, and have no difficulty at all to point out 
strong communication barriers between the sociological departments: 
Uppsala, Gothenburg and Umefl more or less united, more or less iso
lated from Stockholm and Lund, which formed another part of the "duck 
pond". 
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The Swedish material also demonstrated the strong dominance of a 
few full professors, cited very often but not very generous themselves in 
citing others. Peculiar generation gaps also complicated the picture. but 
made sense if they were seen as parts of the "duck pond" pattern. Young 
researchers, not yet Ph. D., but able to publish, had of course few books, 
cited rather few researchers, but honored especially the full professor of 
their own department. Once they had made a good thesis, they started to 
cite also full professors from other departments, which might be due to 
their wish for a professor's chair; this chair available only after a 
thorough evaluation made by three full professors, and so these were 
handled very respectfully by aspiring candidates. As soon as a candidate 
is appointed full professor, he tends to return to his old citation habits, 
including some of his new disciples among those he takes the trouble to 
cite. Female researchers evidently found some kind of barrier between 
themselves and the old full professors, but they cited and were cited by 
the younger researchers, who evidently found it easier to communicate 
with them. 

All these communication barriers belong to a pattern probably taken 
over from the Central European universities as they flourished before 
W~rld War I. The professor dominated, or rather, was the department. 
His disciples were his property, earmarked, and hardly welcome at 
another university. They formed a hierarchy, from the favorite at the 
~op, next to the professor, down to the freshmen. Loyalty was not only 
Imponant for good marks but also for one's career, since the favorite of a 
good professor stood a good chance to get a chair himself-as the 
professor would consider this a compliment to himself and his "school", 
a chance to expand his empire and a blow to his silly competitors. 
d In this way the academic duck pond was divided between a number of 
rl~kes, each followed by his batch of faithful ducklings. When they grew a Itt) b. 

~ Jgger, they found, however, there were more drakes than their 
own In the pond and they immediately paid them respect-until they 
were pr 

omoted to plumage and rank of drake themselves. Female ducks were m· 1 . . lSp aced m the pond. 
A Thi~ Pattern was hardly accepted in England, but we guess that many 
c:encan scholars brought some of it into the United States. Possibly the 

.'cago school in 1940 had some remnants of it. But otherwise American 
universities had a highly mobile staff, expanded so quickly and were so 
eager to present a balanced curriculum that the communication barriers 
were swept away. It is our impression that the barriers after all are 
shrinking even in Sweden. 



Chapter 7 

Researchers and teachers 
at a sociological depart1nent 

Arne Bjurman 

My population of researchers consists of 67 sociologists who had gained 
their M.A. at the university of Stockholm before 1973. Six of the vari
ables used to characterize them and their M.A. theses are taken from 
official data, but twelve others were estimated by me and Gunnar Boalt. 
The reliability of these estimations is computed by comparing my and 
Boalt's estimations of the 37 cases known to both of us. Our estimations 
are, though, not quite independent. We have not discussed our estima
tions, but each department tends to reach a consensus on the re
searchers' and their theses' merits and weaknesses. Several of these 
theses go back in time more than twenty years and some of the traits we 
estimated, for instance ego strength, are demonstrated under rather 
special conditions, not always open to outsiders. Some traits will then get 
a rather low reliability and yet give valuable information. One of the 
traits, no. 10, status among students, could, however, be used only for 
those researchers working as teachers at the department in 1972 and had 
to be excluded from the study of researchers. The traits 1-9, 11-12 were 
all of them estimated by Boalt with five-point scales; one point given to 8 
researchers, two points given to 15, three to 21, four to 15 and five to 8. I 
have given the 37 cases known to me the corresponding distribution. 
Five-point scales were used also for traits 13 and 14, but the traits 15-18 
only dichotomized. 

The researchers' traits were defined this way: 
1. Ego strength. Ability to retain balance and reality contact under 

severe stress. Reliability +0.39. 
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2. Independence in choice of subject for thesis, especially inde
pendence of the professor. Reliability +0.45. 

3. Independence in method. Ability to find new approaches. Reliability 
+0.40. 

4. Perseverance. Ability to keep difficulties present, until they can be 
well handled. Reliability +0.42. 

5. Level of aspiration for theory in thesis. Reliability +0.50. 
6. Level of aspiration for methods in thesis. Reliability +0.39. 
7. Ability for innovations in theory and method. Reliability +0.61. 
8. Status outside the department (for instance in civil service, mass 

media). Reliability +0.62. 
9. Status in peer-group at the department. Reliability +0.65. 

11. Status among professors. Reliability +0.55. 
12. Personal contact with professor. Reliability +0.55. 
13. Marks in M.A. 1. Low mark, 2. Medium, 3. High mark, 4. Ph.D., 5. 

Professor. 
14. Printed production. I. None, 2. Some at a low level, 3. Popular 

science, article(s) in journals or part of a book, 4. Restricted produc
tion at a high level, 5. Large production at high level. 

15. Sex. As we suspect female sex is a drawback, we classify 1. 
Females, 2. Males. 

16. Choice of career. I. Giving up research, 2. Going on with research. 
17. Appointment at some Swedish Sociology Department. I. No, 2. Yes. 
18. Appointment at the Sociology Department in Stockholm. 1. No, 2. 

Yes. 

30. Employment at the Sociology Dept. in Stockholm during 1972. 1. 
No, 2. Yes. Used later. 

The reliability data are computed as product moment coefficients, and so 
are the correlations between the variables 1-9, 11-14. All correlations 
with the variables 15-18 are computed as Q-coefficients. I use these 
correlations to study the interaction between the traits as they looked 
f~om Boalt's point of view at the time of the researchers' M.A. gradua
tion. I admit that he up to a point may have been influenced by their later 
performances. This halo effect is hardly possible to avoid, but should 
neither be ignored nor forgotten by the careful reader. 

The correlations are presented in matrix I , page 76. It demonstrates a 
number of interesting points. The academic career traits (variables 13, 
14, 16, 17 and 18) are highly correlated with one another and with status 
(variables 8, 9 and II), methods (6), independence (2 and 3), innovation 
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(7) and male sex ( 15). Ego strength (1). perseverance (4), level of aspira
tion, theory (5) and personal contact with the professor ( 12) seem to be of 
less importance to status and career. 

The level of aspiration to method. thus. seems to be more important to 
status and career than the level of aspiration to theory. Why? Re
searchers are, after all, better rewarded for an elegant theory than for a 
well drilled methodology. Yes, possibly now, but not formerly at this 
department. In order to test my hunch. that there is a recent change in 
the research policy concerning the formerly less appreciated traits 1, 4, 5 
and 12, I divide my material in five period groups: 

I. M.A. examination prior to 1954. The pioneers. 13 cases. 
2. M.A. examination 1955:-1959. 13 cases. 
3. M.A. examination 1960-1964. 14 cases. 
4. M.A. examination 1965-1968. 14 cases. 
5. M.A. examination after 1968. 13 cases. 

The first group, the 13 pioneers. gained their M.A. before there was a 
Chair in Sociology at the Stockholm University. although the research 
area was so attractive that a number of young men were allowed to take 
their M.A. or Ph.D. in it. Some of these produced sociological research 
and, as they had an early start, have been appointed full professors. The 
next group gained their M.A. at a time when the university had created a 
university department of Sociology-employing only pioneers .. As the 
department grew. more assistants and lecturers were needed. But the 
student unrest and a new ideology led to changes in teaching and re
search, changes which could not influence the M.A. theses until in 1969. 

In order to compare researchers from the five different periods I 
compute the means of the first 14 variables in each period and present 
them in the table on page 77. 

The pioneers, graduated before 1954, appear as a superior group from 
most aspects and have a mean of 3.6. The next group. graduated between 
1955 and 1959, is far lower and its mean as low as 2.6. indicating that the 
new-fangled department was scarcely attractive and/or unable to pro
mote good research. The next period. 1960--1964, gave a better yield. with 
a mean of 3.0. The two last periods came very near, with means of 2.8 
and 2.9. But the superiority of the pioneer group to some extent depends 
on the fact that the pioneers have had more time for promotion (variable 
13) and printed production (variable 14). If we exclude these two vari
ables. the mean of the pioneers does. however. not drop very much. only 
from 3.6 to 3.5. 
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-.J Matrix I. Corn'lations from a population o./67 sociolo~i.fts ll'ith M.A. from tilt' unil't'rsity of Stockholm o-

Varia hie' I , 1 J ~ h 7 8 9 II I~ 1.1 14 1.1 16 17 18 .10 

I. Ego ,rrcnglh • +.1.1 ·.Ill +.25 +.18 <.04 t .. 1.1 t .. lJ +.~0 +..10 +.67 -.05 +.10 -.14 +-.28 +.4~ -.04 +.1K 

2. Independence in subjecl • +.~:! + . .1.1 +.40 + .. 10 +.6:! tAO + .45 +.41 +.IS +.54 +.67 +.14 +.77 +.55 -.04 +.07 

l Independence in melhod • +.50 +.50 +.41 +.71 +.47 +.55 +.59 + . .16 +.58 +.55 +.~ +.80 +.6.1 +.IS +.28 

4. Perscvcr..1nce • +.70 +.51 +.7.1 + . .11 +.63 >.6.1 t .42 +.48 +.40 +.~ +.9:! +.71 -.50 +.40 

5. Level of aspiralion. Theory. • -f .15 +.58 +.14 +.4.1 + .48 +.2.l +.4.1 +.:!6 +.14 +.51 +.55 +.61 +.51 

h. Level of :~spiralion. Melhod. • +.59 +.38 +.79 +.54 + . .16 •. 61 + .36 + .43 + .8.1 + .71 +.61 +.51 

7. lnnov:llion • +.58 +.8.1 +. 75 + . .13 +.51 +.55 +.66 +.95 +.79 +.50 +.51 
8. S1a1us oulside depanmenl • + .5:! +.68 +.33 t.S:! +.59 + .71 +.88 + .8-1 i .:!6 +.28 

9. Slalll s in peer-group • +.8(, + .61 +.7:! +.6:! + .66 + .9:! +.8-1 +.79 +.61 

II. Slalus among professof' • +.65 +.66 + .S:! +.4.1 + .8.1 +.9.1 +.75 +.51 
12. Personal con1ac1 v.•ilh profcs"'r • +.56 + .35 ... .4.1 +.51 + .71 +.61 +.40 

13. Marks in M.A. elc. • +.7:! +.66 +I +.85 + .41 -.21 

14. Prinled produclion • +.8:! +.98 + .79 +.26 +.07 

IS. Sex • + .6.1 +I +.61 +.6.1 
16. Choice or career • +.KI +.42 +.:!5 
17. Appoinlmenl al some sociol.dep. • +.78 +.90 

18. Appoinlmenl al S1ockholm sociol.dep. • +I 
30. Emplo)'mcnl al S1odholm sociol.dep. in 1972 • 



Table I. Arithmetic means of researchers' I'Clriahles in M.A.s clurinR 5 periods of 
time 

Arithmetic means of variables during the period 

Variables -1953 1954-59 196G-64 1965-68 1969-

I. Ego strength ::!.9 ::!.7 3.4 2.9 3.::! 
::!. Independence in choice of 

subject 3.8 3.0 ::!.9 ::!.5 ::!.8 
3. Independence in method 3.6 ::!.7 2.8 ::!.9 3.0 
4. Perseverance 3.5 2.5 3.0 2.6 3.4 
5. Level of aspiration. Theory 3.::! 2.5 2.9 2.6 3.7 
6. Level of aspiration. Method 3.5 2.4 3.1 3.0 2.9 
7. Innovation 3.8 ::!.5 3.2 2.6 2.9 
8. Status outside the department 3.6 2.5 3.5 ::!.9 ::!.5 
9. Status in peer-group 3.7 2.5 ::!.9 ::!.6 3.1 

II. Status among professors 3.7 ::!.5 3.2 2.9 2.9 
12. Personal contact with professor 3.2 ::!.8 2.6 2.8 3.4 
13. Marks in M.A .. etc. 3.7 2.8 2.9 3.1 2.7 
14. Printed production 4.1 ::!.4 3.1 2.8 2.4 

Mean of variables 1-14 3.6 2.6 3.0 2.8 2.9 

Mean of variables 1-12 3.5 2.6 3.0 ::!.8 3.0 

Number of cases 13 13 14 14 13 

Number of women 4 4 5 4 

I expected that the researchers from the period after 1968, exposed to a 
new research ideology would pay more attention to theory than previous 
researchers and also tend to have more ego strength (I). perseverance (4) 
and personal contact with the professor ( 12). Actually the period after 
1968 has the highest mean of variable 5, far above any other period and 
also the highest mean of variable 12. The means of the variables 1 and 4 
are not the highest, but next to it. Evidently, there was something in my 
hunch that the research policy changed after 1968. at least in regard to 
these four aspects. 

The table above stresses the superiority of the 13 pioneers. But 
were they really as excellent as that? Boalt belonged to them himself and 
I suspect that he is the victim of a halo effect: knowing them well and a 
friend of them, he might have overrated them. This is, however, not easy 
to prove. One possibility is to compare Boalt's estimations with my own 
of the 37 cases both of us have estimated. This gives the table on page 
78. 
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Table 2. Mean differences between Boalt's and my Ol\"11 estimcttiolls of re
searchers' l'ariables durinR 5 periods of time 

Variables 

I. Ego strength 
2. Independence in choice of 

subject 
3. Independence in method 
4. Perseverance 
5. Level of aspiration. Theory 
6. Level of aspiration. Method 
7. Innovation 
8. Status outside the department 
9. Status in peer-group 

II. Status among professors 
12. Personal contact with professor 

Mean of variables 

Number of persons in period 

Arithmetic means of differences during the period 

-1953 

-1.0 

±0 
-0.3 
-0.7 
-0.3 
-1.0 
-0.3 
+0.7 
-1.3 
-1.0 
-1.0 

-0.6 

3 

1954-59 

-0.2 

+0.2 
+0.4 
-0.4 
-0.6 
-0.2 
-0.6 
-0.2 
-1.2 
-1.0 
-0.8 

-0.4 

5 

1960-M 

-0.1 

-0.4 

±0 
±0 
-0.1 
- 1.1 
-0.3 
+0.1 
-0.5 
-0.6 
-0.6 

-0.3" 

8 

1965-68 

+0.6 

+0.4 
-0.1 
+0.1 
+0.4 
-0.4 

±0 
±0 
+0.2 
+0.7 
+0.1 

+0.1 

9 

1969-

±0 

-0.3 
-0.5 
-0.7 
-0.5 
-0.3 
-0.1 
+0.1 
±0 
-0.1 
+0.5 

-0.2 

12 

My own estimations generally tend to be lower than Boalt's for a very 
simple reason: I have no impressions of 30 researchers because they 
have left the department. They generally left because they were not very 
good researchers. My population then is better than Boalt's, but we use 
the same scales and same distribution of points. My points then tend to 
be lower than Boalt's. But Boalt and I disagree most on the pioneers, and 
so Boalt may up to a point be the victim of a halo effect. On the other 
hand the pioneers may be a good group for the simple reason that it 
included only one woman. See table I. 

lfBoalt overrated his own peer-group, I myself may have done so too. 
I belong to the period 1965-68 and that period is the only one where my 
estimations slightly exceed those of Boalt. I am afraid both of us have 
overrated our own peer-groups. 

1 sum up these data on the researchers' production and career: 
1· The status and the reputation of the subject affect the selection and 

the production of its candidates. A department in being attracts good 
students hoping to be employed and to influence the framing of the 
new ~ubject. The pioneers (before 1954) differ considerably from the 
candidates in the established department ( 1954-59). 
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.., The curriculum rewards certain types of abilities. The raised level of 
aspiration for theory in the period after 1968 is a good example. 

3. The professor probably affects the recruiting to the department, the 
marks given in examinations and the resource allocation to research. 
This is demonstrated in the correlations between personal contacts, 
marks and career. But the professor seems to have less influence on 
the printed production. 

4. I expected ego strength (I) to affect production and career consider
ably as it might counteract the strangling effect of perfectionism. 
Somehow, this effect is not visible in the matrix. Innovation (7) on the 
other hand seems to be very important as it unites (or consists of) 
independence (2, 3). perseverance (4), level of aspiration (5, 6) and 
status (8, 9, II): all of them correlated with academic career and 
printed production (13, 14). I can, alas, not carry my analysis further 
than the matrix allows. Boalt and Bohm have, however. done so, 
using the "summation theory" as it is presented in Boalt-Lantz
Ribbing: Resources and Production of University Departments: 511'£'

den and U.S. (Stocklzolm 1972). 

now leave the 67 researchers and turn to the 26 of them who were 
employed as teachers at the department in 1972. My first step is to com
pare them with the 41 not employed at the department. In order to do 
so I introduce a new variable: no. 30: Employment at the department 
in 1972, very similar to variable 18: Appointment at the Sociology De
partment in Stockholm, but not identical with it as no. 18 pertains to per
manent employment but no. 30 also includes temporary employment. 

The correlations of variable 30 in matrix I. page 76, with the other 
variables indicate. that the teachers employed in 1972 generally had 
lower research merits than those who had been appointed professors. It 
is evident that they were below the general standard in marks (variable 
13), as the correlation is -0.21. This does not mean, that low marks 
represent a kind of merit for employment. I believe that good teachers 
often gave too much time and interest to their teaching and so just tried to 
pass the M.A. examination, not caring for honors degrees. And the M.A. 
was important to them, as they could claim more pay and teach at higher 
levels, once they had got it, whether they had high or low marks. 

The 26 teachers with M.A. employed during 1972, thus, seem to vary 
considerably in research merits and printed production but on the other 
hand poor teachers at this time probably had had time to find other work. 
better suited to them. 
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In order to study the 26 teachers and their teaching we need a number 
of traits, taken from registers or estimated. The 18 researchers' traits are 
available, but to them are added twelve teachers' traits, eight of them 
estimated by Kerstin Bohm and by myself: 

19. Employment at the department in 1972. Applies to all 26, and so is 
useless here. 

20. Academic level of teaching. 1. 1-2 point level, 2. Higher levels. 
21. Ability to teach. 1. Low, 2. High. Reliability +0.97. 
22. Level of aspiration for the students' results. Reliability +0.30. 
23. Radicalism in opinion on society. I. No, 2. Yes. Reliability +0.97. 
24. Level of aspiration for own teaching. I. Low. 2. High. Reliability 

+0.84. 
25. Preference for type of own teaching. I. Group discussion. 2. 

Lecture. Reliability -0.15. 
26. Production of teaching material (for instance, stencilled sheets or 

Xerox). 1. No, 2. Yes. Reliability +0.67. 
27. Interest in teaching. 1. Low, 2. High. Reliability +0.84. 

· 28. Interest in theoretical items. 1. Low, 2. High. Reliability +0.84. 
29. Years at the department. 

In this population variables 17 and 18 come out identical and so variable 
17 is excluded. Variable 19 is useless in this case and is also excluded. 
Variables 22 and 25 are excluded as their reliability. computed as a 
comparison between my own and Kerstin Bohm's estimations, is too 
low. Sex (variable 15) is excluded as there are only 3 female teachers 
among the 26. All correlations are computed as Yule's Q-coefficients. 
The variables 1-12 are characterized as researchers' traits. 13-19 as 
career traits and 20-29 as teachers' traits. The correlations between the 
traits among the 26 teachers with M.A., estimated by myself, are pre
sented in matrix 2, page 81 and estimated by Kerstin Bohm (variables 10, 
21, 23, 24, 26-28) in matrix 3, page 82. 

I have built my hypotheses on the summation theory, presented in the 
previous chapters (and in the following chapter, too). If my population of 
26 teachers had been a random sample of 67 researchers, the correlations 
in the matrices 2 and 3 would be dominated by the good teachers with an 
abundance of good traits and by the poor teachers with bad traits. This 
would result in a matrix nearly completely made up of positive correla
tion, just like matrix I, page 76. But actually the poor teachers either gave 
up teaching or the department gave up them. The dispersion in teaching 
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Matrix 2. Correlations/rom a population of26 teachers at tht• Sociology department in /972, traits 
estimated by Bjurman 

Variable' ~ 3 4 5 h 7 K 9 10 II I~ 13 14 In 18 ~~~ ~I ~3 ~4 17 1K 1h 19 

I. Ego mength • +.54 •.16 .. -~6 •.K~ ·.17 +.68 •.65 •.80 +.93 + .85 + .40 .. .40 +.53 +.56 +.M +.33 •.95 •.nM + .45 +.1>8 + .4~ • .45 '.II> 
1. Independence 'ubject • •.90 •.43 +.3~ + .3~ +.59 +.90 +.50 +.3:! •.59 -.10 •.93 + .93 + .85 +.61 +.59 - .3:! 0 0 -.3:! :':0 -.59 :':0 
3. Independence method • •.89 •.68 +.1>8 •. 89 •. 93 +.60 •. 6!1 +.90 -.01 •.90 + .90 + .89 •. 84 +.hS + .16 + .45 t .45 • . 5h ·.45 -.15 •.45 
4. Persc\·er.mcc • + .~1 +.7h ·.91 + .83 •. 84 •.1n + .93 •.43 +.89 .. . 85 +.93 + .99 ... 99 + .~1 t .S7 + .41 •.56 •.JO -.30 :':U 
S. Level of asp. Theory • +.44 +.h1 +.45 • .1n •.91 •.h1 -.30 + .44 t .44 + .30 +.In • .n1 + .44 + .93 .. .43 .. . 61 + .61 .. -~"' -.44 
n. Level of "'P· Method • •.94 •.1>8 •.16 •.15 +.83 0 •. 80 •.80 +.89 •.13 •.84 + .15 • .IS +.15 + .15 + .15 -.15 -.15 
7. lnno,·alion • '.86 +.98 +.61 +.93 + .11 + .93 + .93 +.99 + •.99 •.39 • .44 • .45 -.56 •. 15 -.15 • .15 
8. Statu' outside department • •.bO +.38 +.85 -.0~ +,98 •.98 +.97 +.95 +.84 t.:!:! +.II> -.In +.30 + .15 -.45 -.In 
9. Statu' in peer-group • + .80 •.7n + .45 •. 91 + .91 +.85 +.87 +.98 +.3~ +.S1 +.30 •.Sn t .30 -.30 -.30 

10. Statu' among student' • +.61 + .30 .. . 32 + .32 •. 30 + .17 +.60 +.84 + .92 •.n1 +.56 +.IS +.54 -.15 
II. Status among professors • • . 51 +.80 •.80 + .89 +.90 •. 84 + .44 •.15 + .43 +.30 -.15 - .. 10 o.M 
1:!. Pcr,onal contact with profes\Or • + .43 .. .43 +.01 • . !II 0 + .30 +.51 -.30 -.30 -.1>8 -.30 :tO 
13. Marh in M.A .. etc. • +I +I +.96 + .93 - .3~ 0 -.31 :':0 -...32 -.80 -.19 
14. Printed production • +I '.97 + .93 -.43 () + .48 :':0 ~ .32 -.80 -.30 
16. Choice of career • •I •.99 0 - .3~ (I t .36 •.30 -.51 :':0 
18. Appointment of the department • +I •.15 •. 17 .. .41 +.48 + .18 -.48 +.17 
~0. Academic level of toaching • +.IS + .44 •. 15 +.55 +.16 -.48 -.15 
~I. Ability to t<ach • +.44 +.61 t .55 -.15 + .(11 -.44 
~3. Radicalism • -.15 +.61 +.83 +.IS +.15 
24. Level of a<!iipiro.~tion for own 1e;1ching • +.IS -.45 +.83 + .15 
27. Interest in teaching • +.97 -.(·1 +.IS 
28. lntere\t in theoretical llcm' • +.15 +.IS 

26. Production of teaching material • -.43 29. Year' at the department • 

00 



00 
Matrix 3. Correlations from a population of26 teachers at the Sociology department in 1972, trails estimated by Kerstin Bohm t..J 

Variahle, ' l • < 6 7 H 9 10 II 12 D 14 16 19 20 21 23 24 26 27 !H 29 

I. Ego slrenglh • .. . 54 •. 76 +.56 +.H5 +.~7 +.M +.65 + .HU +.85 +.85 + .40 + .40 +.53 +.56 +,66 +.33 +.H5 +.68 + .M +.68 + .H~ +A~ • .If, 

!. Independence. •ubje<l • +.90 +AJ .... .. 12 + .J~ • . 59 +.90 +.50 •. 33 +.59 -.20 + .93 +.93 +.85 +.62 +.59 ±0 -.JJ + .33 ±0 -.33 ±ll ±U 

3. Independence. m<lhod • + .89 .-.6H +.M +.89 +.93 +.(>() + .M +.90 -.02 +.90 +.90 +.89 +.84 +.65 +.M +.IS '.M +.68 +.IS + .45 +.IS 

·'- Persc\-'CI"ilnce • •.57 +.76 •. 97 +.83 +-.84 + .76 +.93 +.43 +.89 +,85 +.93 •.99 +.99 +.57 +.n +.57 +.57 +.30 +.30 ±0 

S. Level of aspir.~lion. Theory • •.44 +-,67 +AS +.76 +.99 +.67 -.30 +.44 -.44 +.30 +.16 +.67 +.K3 +.67 •.83 + .44 •.67 +.67 -.44 

6. Level of a spiral ion. !\fer hod • •.94 +.M +.76 +.IS +.83 ±0 +.80 +.HO +.89 +.73 +.84 +.IS +.IS •. 44 .... I~ -.67 +.IS -.IS 

7. lnnova!ion • +.86 +.98 +.67 •.93 +.27 •. 93 +.93 +.99 +I +.99 •. 67 •.44 +.67 + .44 -.IS •.IS +.IS 
H. Sratus outside the depanmcnt • +.1>0 + .45 +.85 -.02 +.98 +.98 + .97 •.95 +.84 +.67 -.15 .. .2:l + .23 -.IS +.IS -.16 
9. Stalu'!lo in peer-group • + .76 +.76 +.45 +.91 •.91 +.8S +.87 +.9K +.57 +.76 + .93 +.57 •. 30 •. 30 -.30 

10. Status among '!i-tudenh • +.67 ±II + .30 + .30 + .30 +.17 -t- .~3 • .KJ + .K3 + .K3 +.44 + .83 • .IS -.15 
II, Slatus among profesM>rs • +.57 +.KO •.80 •. 89 +.90 +.84 +.67 -.IS +.44 +.44 +.IS -.15 +.M 
12. Personal contact with profcs~r • + .4) +.43 +.07 •.2M ±0 +.JO -.15 -.30 -.30 + .30 - .M ±0 
13. Mark• in M.A .. c1c. • +I •I +.96 •. 9) ±0 ±0 + .13 :!:0 -.30 + .32 -.19 
14. Prinled production • +I •. 97 •. 9) ±0 :!:0 +.30 ±0 ±0 • . 32 -.30 
16. Choice or t"arecr • +I +.99 +.30 ±0 +.)0 +.30 -.30 • .JO !0 
18. Appoinlmcnt a! the dcpanmcnt • • I +.17 •. 17 •.17 +.48 +.liS +.IN •. 17 
20. Academic level of own teaching • •. ~7 •.67 • .M3 •. 44 +.l!i •. 16 -.15 
~I. Ability lo leach • +.44 +.67 •. 67 + .N3 •. 15 - .15 
:!3. Radicalism • .. .83 •. ~7 + .KJ '.83 -.15 
:!4. le\·el of aspiration for own teaching • + ,97 + .67 - .4~ •. I~ 
26. Production of leaching material • • .K.l +.68 •. 44 
27. lntere't in teaching • •.68 -.IS 
2M. lntere:r..t in theoretical item ... • • .15 

:!9. Year!!. at the dcpanment • 



ability is. thus, a little reduced. Then it is likely that some variables might 
form clusters. each cluster with positive correlations between its vari
ables. but negative correlations between variables from different clus
ters. 

My own matrix. no. 2, delivers three clusters. one very large and two 
very small consisting only of teaching traits 26 (Production of teaching 
material) and 29 (Years in the department). Kerstin Bohm's matrix no. 3, 
gives a similar result as trait 29 forms a cluster of its own, but trait 26 in 
her estimations belongs to the large cluster. 

We agree, however, that a large cluster completely dominates the 
matrix. There should be positive correlations between its traits. My own 
matrix has no more than 17 negative correlations out of 231 (7%) be
tween the traits in this cluster. Kerstin Bohm's has 17 out of253 (7%). 
Trait 29 should have negative correlations with the others. In my matrix 
it has only 7 positive correlations out of 23 (30 %). in Kerstin Bohm's 8 
(35 %). 

We disagree about trait 26, which also has a comparatively low reliabil
ity, +0.67. From my administrative point of view-which I think in this 
case gives a better perspective-Xerox and stencilled copies represent to 
the teachers an effort to compensate experience and research merits. 
Kerstin Bohm seems to consider them as a result of research training. 
Both of us think, however. that good teachers tend to produce more 
material and that years at the department do not increase the ability to 
teach. 

The matrices give some insight in the teaching efforts at the depart
ment. They tend to be better the more qualified the teachers are. Higher 
posts as teachers tend to go to the most qualified, but years at the 
depru·tment do not seem to belong to these qualifications. Interest in 
teaching (27) seems to fall off among the independent (2) and the in
novators (7). who probably ru·e more interested in research. Interest in 
the theoretical items of the teaching (28) does not promote status among 
the professors or contacts with them (II, 12), nor the level of aspiration 
for own teaching. 

When I try to test hypotheses deduced from the summation theory. the 
starting-point is the sign of the correlations. These signs then must be 
rather similar in our two matrices. We can compute a kind of matrix 
reliability by comparing the correlations of the traits Kerstin Bohm and I 
have estimated independent of one another (that is. variables 10, 21, 23. 
24, 26 and 27). Zero correlations are, according to the summation theory, 
accepted as well as not negative within clusters as not positive between 
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clusters. They are handled the same way in the following folllfold table: 

Signs in matrix 3 
+ -

Most of the sign differences refer to variable 26, which we have placed in 
different clusters. Still, it does not decrease the correlation below +0.82. 

I expected a moderate cluster formation among the 26 teachers as they 
have been selected so as to eliminate very poor teachers. If they had all 
of them been at the same level, I should, according to the summation 
theory, expect strong and clear-cut clusters. In order to reduce the 
dispersion of teaching ability, I divide the teachers into two groups: 13 
good teachers and 13 less good. If I then compute the correlations 
between the traits within both of these two groups I expect that they will 
give clusters similar to matrix 2. There is a risk to use so small groups. 
Kerstin Bohm's data can be used as a kind of control, although her 
choice of 13 good teachers differs from mine. 

My own matrix from the 13 good teachers is presented as matrix 4, 
P~ge 86 and Kerstin Bohm's, page 87. What is the reliability between our 
stgns of the correlation? 

Signs in matrix 5 

+ 

Signs in matrix 4 ~ = +0.78 
- 33[25 

T~is is a comparatively high correlation, since they are calculated from 
shghtly different populations. And actually the two matrices give exactly 
the same clusters: one large and one small consisting of two variables: 
perso~al contact with the professor (12) and level of aspiration for own 
teachmg (26). I interpret this as an indication that good teachers either 
have a good background in research and teaching or compensate these 
advantages with contacts and production of teaching material. 
~oth clusters are rather clear. The large cluster has 24 negative corre

lations out of 210 (II%) in matrix 4, 20 (10%) in matrix 5. The small 
cluster has 9 positive correlations out of 44 (20 %) in matrix 4, but 43% in 
matrix 5. 

What about the less good teachers? I expect, of course, them to give 
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similar matrices whether I or Kerstin Bohm have estimated the teaching 
traits. My own matrix, nr 6, is presented in page 88, Kerstin Bohm's 
nr 7 in page 89. How similar are the signs of the corresponding correla
tions? They are presented in the following fourfold table: 

Signs in matrix 6 

Signs in matrix 7 

+ 
+ 172 26 

- 22 33 
= +0.82 

The differences mainly refer to variable 26, which we have placed in 
different clusters, but the Q-coefficient still is as high as +0.82. 

Both matrices have a large cluster of research variables, career vari
ables and most of the teaching variables and a smaller cluster of the three 
teaching traits 23, 27 and 28, but my own matrix also presents, as I just 
hinted, this as an indication that less good teachers either have the 
traditional set of researchers' and teachers' traits or try to compensate 
them with radicalism (23), interest in teaching (27) and interest in the 
theoretical items in their teaching (28). My own matrix, no. 6, also 
indicates that according to my estimations production of stencilled or 
Xerox copies may be used as a substitute to both these clusters. 

The large cluster is clear-cut, only I 0 negative correlations out of 172 
(6%) in matrix 6, 20 negative out of 190 (11 %) in matrix 7. The smaller 
cluster (23, 27 and 28) is not so good: matrix 6 has 28 positive correlations 
out of 60 (47 %), matrix 7 has 20 positive out of 60 (33 %). Variable 26 has 
6 positive correlations out of 22 (27 %) in matrix 6. 

The summation theory has been applied to my material of 26 teachers 
at the department, to 13 good teachers and 13 less good. How did the 
theory turn out? Well, my own matrices generally gave clusters similar to 
Kerstin Bohm's and that is a kind of support to the theory. 

Theoretically I also expect my own three matrices (2, 4 and 6) to 
present similar clusters. I can't say they do. The variables outside the 
large cluster have in the six presented matrices been: 

Population of 26 teachers 
Population of 13 good teachers 
Population of 13 less good teachers 

According to 
Bjurman 

26,29 
12,26 
26,23,27,28 

According to 
Bohm 

29 
12,26 
23,27,28 

Variable 26 appears in 4 of 6 cases but otherwise there is no overlapping 
between the three populations. The summation theory presupposes, 
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Matrix ~-C orrelatiom .frvr1'1 a fJW,,Iiation of JJ good teachers. traits estimar.ed thy rerstin Bol!m 

Vurub·lc""' : "' ~ s 6 7 K 9 10 II II I .I '"" I~ :::!0 ~! ~~ ~ 

·' !:I! ::!9 I~ 16 

I E;:u \lr.rtlglh • - 41 - .L •JJ - 1~ • lK -.~U • .II -.56 --~ - jf> ·H ·.-.11 .II - ~I -.11 • ;s ~ ,~,K ... ~0 -.71 --~~ •- II -.~ 
='- :m.:.le~n.lence. \UbJeCI • -I • .Ml •I ·H -.41 •I -.41 • .AI -.41 • 9;1 - ··JJ .74 --~ ._;4 -tiS .:.;1 - u - .:!0 -.::0 . ~) -. :u 
~- lno:.le~t:!Jence. mel hod • + .93 .. ,4 .. ·43 •.K3 ·I •.H 

__ ,_, 
-.H ·I ·I .OS --1 -.;Jt - ~5 • i.\l -U - -~J - .~4 - ~r • . ;I) 

~- Pe •n.c,cr.-ancc • • ft.< . "s ·I • .KS - .Kl -.11:' -A) ·I -I I •I + .!5 •"-' • ~: 3 -.14 .... K~ -:-:-.a -.~C •. 33 
<_ Level''' "'P· Theory • ·lO - .71! •. 50 • .7K •I ·.7K •I -I :50 - .14 -I • ;S • ·rx -.:'13 --~ -.JJ -.11 -I 
f>. Lev<l d ••P· ~lelhO\J • •I • I~ •. 71 - .!<! - 71 . =o • .::!Cl t.7 - -~0 •.H ·0 • •· I -I - 14 - .<5 -.~3 •. II 
:. lnWlrJ\"alttJn • •. 71 • . 9~ -.~ -Jfl ·I ·I I •I -I . ~~ . ~.,. -I - 71 -.lll • s~ -.::!0 
~- SLi>IU•'Llll\ide d<partmenl • •.II •.5<1 - .il ·I ·I -~ • I -.~1 -14 •: I -.33 - 14 - -~~ - ~~ •. 'II 
~- it:;uu. OJ peer-group • •. 1\1 -.!0 ·I ·I .71 • -~1 -.71 •I ,.,;:! -.:.~3 - 71 -.11 • II -I 

Ill. SL~tu~.trmong \ludcnh • • 7K ·I ·I ;SO • 14 -I ·liS • '[Ill •.::!0 -.51 - .il - )) -I 
I 1. ~t~IU'"'IttniOng rrort\\OP·· • • :I ·o..ll 71 • ~I -.11 -II -· • ()M • II -I • .II - .::!0 
lo. l(..,rk\ltl~I.A.<IC. • ·I I - .9) -I • ~I .<:I •.14 - 7.1 --~~ • ~0. -.33 
1-a. Prinh:~'""roduction • I - Ill -I • ~I ·Ill - 14 - .7.1 - :;n • !t) -.33 
It.. Choicc.of career -• I -.'ll •H •'II - 3~ • .fti -A~ -.4~ ·.II 
I~- \proinnmenl "' depanmenr • -:ll •1111 -'D - 14 • 7.1 - ·'' -.43 -.K! 
:!ll, -\:~•tlcnPc Je, el of ltach~ng • • !l ·'II -:n • . t.1 -.:• -.4~ •. !IH 
::t. Rai.JICOJ1I""'m • .._ I.ZJ . ,.~ • .Kl - -~· -.~a ·.33 
~4. LC\tl rt •I'J'· O""n rca'h•ns • • 7·K ·.II -,II - s~ - .!16 =..,.· lll:tl"rt-\:,m lt:.at.:hing • --I -.n • so •.78 :»o:. !n~rr~'-'JIR lheoreli&:al•tcm' • - .ll • II •. 71 
~~.~. Yc.1h "' lhe Jep.artmtnr • - 14 -.~s 
1: ?e·r .. ot'ul 1.l.Jn1a1CI wilh profc., ... or • •. II 



00 Matrix 6. Correlations from a population of /3 ft•ss ~:oo~l tt•achers, traits t•stimated 00 

hy Bjurman 

Varmble' ~ .l 4 ~ h 7 H y ltl II 1: B 14 16 IK ~0 14, ~9 ~h ~) ~7 ~8 

I. Ego 'rrengrh • •.43 +.64 •.K.l +.9.1 •.9.1 •.9.1 •.9.1 •I •.64 •.9.1 •. 6.1 •.84 •.84 •.84 •.8.1 +I -AI •.6.1 -I -.OS -.1>1 •.ll 
:. Independence. >Ubjecr • •.8~ •. 71 -.:!0 •.8~ • .H~ •.94 •.8~ •.8~ •.8~ • . .18 •.94 +.94 •.94 ·.71 •.67 +.II •.90 -.~0 -.74 -.H~ -.67 
.1. Independence. merhod • •I •.64 ·I +.9.1 •I •.H~ ·I •. 9.1 •.64 •I +I •I •.91 ·.K~ • . .1.1 -.11~ •I +.0~ +.0~ .... ~0 
.a. Perse\o'Crnnce • •.8.1 •I •I •.71 •I •I ·I •.8.1 •I •I •I +.9~ •I •. ~h • AI -I +.:!5 +.J.I -.11 
~ Le•el of ••pirdlion. Theory • •.74 •.64 •.84 •.HI +I •.64 • .II~ •.4.1 •.4.1 •AJ •.3.1 +.84 - . .tl -.64 -.14 +.9.1 +,9.1 +.~8 
6. l.e•·el of ••pir:uion. Mer hod • • I •I • .8~ •I • I •. 74 •I •I •I • I +.85 -.11 -.~0 -.50 +.10 +.:!0 •.14 
7. lnno•·alion • •I • I •I •I ·.9.1 +I -I • I • I +I ... 1.1 +.60 -I •.05 •.0~ -.4.1 
H. Slalu• ouhide departmenr • - .H.I • I •.9.1 •.64 •I •I •I •.9~ • .8~ -.41 -.OS -I +.0~ •. II~ ·.~0 
9. Sraru• in peer·group • • I • I •. 64 • .Y.l •.Y.l •. 93 •I •I •.II +.:!0 •.SO •. 43 •. 43 -.14 

10. Slalu• among •ludenr• • ·I •.6~ •I ·I •I •. 78 •I +.08 +.14 -I +.6~ •. 6~ .. . 33 
II. Sraru, among profe .. or. • ·.9.1 •I ·I •I ·I •I •.Jl +.60 -I •.0~ • .II~ -.4.1 
1~. Personal conracr profe .. or • •.H~ • . H~ •.H~ + .84 • I •.33 -.0~ -.IS -.1141 -.60 -.8.1 
13. Mark• on M.A .. ere. • • I •I •I +.93 •.II ·.~0 -I -.:!0 -.~0 -.14 
14. Prinred producrion • ·I • I •.93 •.II +.:!0 • . 50 -.~11 -.~0 -.14 
16. Choice of career • •I •.9.1 •.II •.:!0 -I - .~0 -.:!0 -.14 
18. Appoinlmenr al depanmenl • ·I + .9~ •I -I •.H ..... 33 -.II 
~0. Academic level of reaching • • .II +.:!0 -I •.0~ •.60 -.4) 
~4. l.e•·el of a.p. Own reaching • + .41 •.OH -I -.41 -.71 
~9. Years allhe depanmenr • +.65 -.0~ -.14 -.~11 ~6. Producrion of reaching marerial • -.14 -.0~ •. 33 
:!J. Radicali .. m • :!7. I ntcre\t 1n leaching • .Y3 ·I 
!M. lntcre"ir.t in lhcorclical ilem\ • •I 
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Matrix 7. Correlations from a population of/3 less J[Ood teachers, traits estimated by Kerst in Bohm 

Variable• ! 3 4 s 6 7 K ~ Ill II I! 13 14 16 IK !II !4 !6 !9 !3 !7 !K 
---
I. Ego •trength • +I +.64 ·AS +.64 •I +I • I +I •.64 •I •. !7 •I -!-I •I •I •I •AS ·AS d ·.!7 -I •. 09 
!. Independence. subject • +.64 •.)) -.14 -.85 •.Kl +.K3 •.64 -.14 +.83 •.OS •.93 •.93 +.9) •.Kl -+.83 -.n •.33 •. 74 -.60 -I -.!0 
3. Independence. method • •.7K +.33 •I • .7K •. 78 +.65 •. 33 +.7K •. 14 +I +I +I +.76 +,7K -.78 •.7K •. 33 -.14 -I +.SO 
4. Pe..ever-.ance • •.0~ •. 71 •.9~ •. sr. •.K3 ·.7K +.9~ •.K3 + .113 +.113 + .K3 • . 9:! +-.9:! ·.56 • .S6 -.11 •.33 +.OK -.SR 
S. Level or a•p. Theory • ·.SO •.OK ·.OK •.65 ·.90 •.OK -I -.14 -.14 -.14 -+.OK •.OK • .7K • .7K -.so +I + .33 +I 
6. Level or a•p. Method • •I •I ·.84 -.33 • I •. 43 •I •I ·I •I •.71 •.II • .II -.14 -.!0 -I •. 14 
7. Innovation • •.92 ·I •.OK +I •. 83 •I •I •I • I •I +.56 • .S6 +.58 -.41 -I -.SK 
K. Statu' out•ide depar1ment • •.113 • .OK •.92 •.33 •I •I •I ... 92 + .92 -.!0 -.33 -.11 -.41 -I •I 
9. Statu' in peer-group • •.65 +I •.64 •.93 •.93 ·.93 •I •I •.113 •.K3 •. !0 •.OS -.14 -.!0 

10. Statu• among •tudenh • +.OK -.14 -.14 -.14 -.14 •. 011 •.OK •. 78 •.7K -.SO •I •.90 +.SO 
II. Statu• among prore"o" • +.113 •I •I +I +I •I +.56 •.56 +.SII -AI -I -.58 
I!. Pef\onal contact prore • .or • •.64 •.64 •.64 +.83 + .83 -.41 -.41 -.43 -.60 -.14 -I 
13. Marks in M.A .. etc. • •I •I •I •I •.33 •. 33 +.20 -.60 -I -.10 
14. Printed production • •I •I •I •.33 +.33 +.!0 -.60 -I -.10 
16. Choice or career • +I •I +.33 +.33 +.20 -.60 -I -.!0 
18. Appointment at depar1ment • +I -+.56 •.56 +.SK -AI -I -.SII 
!0. Academic level or teaching • •.56 •.56 •.SK -.41 -I -.SII 
!4. Level or asp. Own teaching • •I •.SK +.83 +.78 +.71 
!6. Production or teaching material • •.SII •.83 +.78 +.71 
!9. Years at the depar1ment • -.43 -.so -.14 
!3. Radicalism • +I •.85 
27. Interest in teaching • +.SO 
18. lntere>t in theoretical item• • 00 
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however, that there should be similarities at least between the 13 good 
and the 13 less good teachers. If a variable is excluded from the large 
cluster in one of these populations because it has many negative correla
tions with the other variables, then it should at least tend to have many 
negative correlations in the other population too. I can test this hypo
thesis once I know the number of negative correlations that is to be 
defined as many. How many negative correlations -do then the 23 vari
ables have in the four populations of 13 teachers, two populations esti
mated by me and two by Kerstin Bohm. The distribution of 92 (4X 23) is 
given below: 

Number of negative correlations 
per variable 

0 

2 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

greater than 9 

Number of variables 

I 
9 

20 
18 
12 
10 
3 
3 
2 
4 

10 
Evidently 6 d . . 
Th . an more negat1ve correlations can be considered many. 

en th~ Similarities between the 23 variables in four matrices can be 
summanzed in six fourfold tables: 

Matrix 4 Bjurman 

13 good teachers 

Matrix 5 Bohm 

13 good teachers 

Matrix 6 Bjurman 

13 less good 
teachers 

90 

1-5 neg. corr. 

g. I. 5 neg. corr. 

1-5 neg. corr. 

g. t. 5 neg. corr. 

1-5 neg. corr. 

g. I. 5 neg. corr. 

Matrix 5 

Bohm 

13 good 
teachers 

1-5 neg. 
corr. 

greater than 5 

* 3 2 

Matrix 6 Matrix 7 

Bjurman Bohm 

13 less good 13 less good 
teachers teachers 

1-5 neg. 1-5 neg. corr. 
corr. 

g. I. 5 g. t. 5 

* - ~ -

* 3 * 3 

!ffi 4 



These fourfold tables are used to compute Q-coefficients: 

Matrix 4 Bjurman 13 good teachers 

Matrix 5 Bohm 13 good teachers 

Matrix 6 Bjurman 13 less good 
teachers 

l\·latrix 5 

Bohm 

13 good 
teachers 

+.68 

Matrix 6 

Bjurman 

13 less good 
teachers 

+.40 

+.88 

Matrix 7 

Bohm 

13 less good 
teachers 

+.27 

+.84 

+.81 

The most important correlations of these six are those between matrices 
4 and 6. that is matrices based on my estimations of good and of less good 
teachers and between matrices 5 and 7: Kerstin Bohm's estimations of 
good and less good teachers. These correlations are +0.40 and +0.84 
with a mean at +0.62. This mean demonstrates that there is a tendency 
for variables with many negative correlations in one population of teach
ers to have many negative correlations also in the corresponding popu
lation. And that is what the summation theory leads us to expect. 

Summing up my results, I am, as vice chairman of the department 
(studierektor). far more interested in the practical application of them 
than in the summation theory. From my point of view the most important 
results are the correlations between teaching ability and other factors 
among the 26 teachers with M.A., that is, how should teachers be 
selected among them. As it is, the Swedish law system says that ap
pointments should be made according to merit and ability. This means in 
practice that applicants who have good marks, good publications and 
many years at the department as teachers (without misconduct) should 
be given priority. But among the teachers with M.A .. teaching ability is, 
according to Kerstin Bohm's estimations. not correlated with marks in 
M.A. (±0), publications in print (±0) and years at the department (-15). 
My own estimations give negative correlations, with marks -0.32, with 
publications -0.43 and with years at the department -0.44. In my 
opinion we have to consider marks, publications and years at the de
partment as important merits and we should do so in order to reward 
research but we also should pay attention to teaching ability. evaluated in 
some relevant way. Otherwise good teaching would not only lack re
ward, but even suffer. 

Which factors seem to be associated with teaching ability? Ego
strength has the highest correlations, in my estimations +0.95, in Kerstin 
Bohm's +0.85, then status among students, in my matrix +0.84. in 
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Kerstin Bohm's +0.83. Ego strength and status among students have 
strong associations with one another. +0.93 in my matrix. +0.85 in 
Kerstin Bohm's. I interpret this as an indication that teaching at the 
department now is a rather frustrating experience. It is important to be 
able to withstand criticism to admit "I don't know". "I will take a look 
in the literature and see if i can find an answer", etc. It is important not 
t? lose contact with the students. If so, how can we reduce this frustra
tion? One possibility is to give the teachers a free hand to handle their 
~ou_rses (but not the literature) in the way they want and to make the test 
herr own way. In order to create contacts between teachers and stu

dents, teachers could take over one group of students and teach all their 
courses fo h If · h 

r a a year. The teachers would now hardly recesve t ese 
suggestions Well, as they have chosen the opposite way. In order to 
escape fru t . . d 

s ratson, they try to reduce their contacts w1th the students an 
so they rest · h · · d 
1 h" net t e1r teaching to one or two courses and to short peno s. n t IS way th b . 

ey Ulld barriers between students and teachers. 



Chapter 8 

Research patterns a1norzg 
sociologists 
Gunnar Boalt and Kerstin Bohm 

Arne Bjurman has previously defined a number of traits used for the 
study of research behaviors (Chapter 7. pp. 73-92). They were chosen in 
order to test the idea that good researchers may differ in their sets of 
traits. as one set may compensate the lack of another, as predicted by the 
"summation theory". described for instance in Boalt-Lantz-Herlin: The 
Academic Patlem. chapter 3. Bjurman has studied a population of 67 
sociologists. who had taken their M.A. examination at the University of 
Stockholm before 1973. He used 15 researchers' traits, 4 of them easily 
measured but 11 of them estimated by Bjurman and Boalt. The reliability 
was rather low. as the traits were to be estimated at the time when the 
subjects gained their M.A. (sometimes more than 20 years ago). 

Bjurman has computed the correlations between the traits. If there 
were sets of traits able to substitute one another in research. we would 
expect the matrix of the correlations to split the variables in different 
clusters. But actually all traits tended to be positively correlated with one 
another, as only two out of 91 correlations were negative. This is, 
however, to be expected. If the population contains some very good 
researchers, some moderate and some bad; the good researchers tend to 
be good in many respects and the bad ones bad in many respects, which 
should result in positive correlations all over. But suppose that we took 
out the good researchers to form a group on their own. Then we might 
find clusters of traits positively correlated to the other traits within the 
cluster but negatively correlated to traits belonging to other clusters. 
Such a pattern would in our opinion indicate that good researchers tend 
to possess either the one cluster of traits or the other. 
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Technically it is possible that sets of traits have a high variation ll'ithin 
different classes of researchers (very good. good. medium. moderate. 
and bad researchers) and a comparatively low variation between classes. 
and other sets a low variation within the classes of researchers but a 
high variance between them. If we use the printed scientific production 
to classify the researchers, we get five classes of them: 

l. No scientific production, 8 M.A.s. 
2. Some production but on a low level, 16 researchers. 
3. 20 researchers who have written popular science. an article in a 

journal or a part of a book. 
4. Scientific production at a high level but restricted in size, 16 re-

searchers. 
5. A large scientific production at a high level, 8 researchers. 

Within each of these five groups we computed all correlations between 
our 15 researcher traits and brought them together in matrices in order 
to demonstrate the clusters-if any. Clusters formed by traits, positively 
correlated within the cluster but negatively correlated to traits in other 
clusters, indicate clusters competing with one another and so should tend 
to turn up in all five matrices. Only in the top class of researchers and 
the bottom class some deviance can be expected, as the top class may 
have chosen solutions not acceptable at lower levels, just as the bottom 
cl~ss _may demonstrate different techniques of passing the M.A. exa
mmation without use of scientific ability. 

The matrices do not contain variable 14, printed production, as it was 
used to se . d" . parate the classes of researchers and we have changed the 
Ir~ctJ~n of variable 15, sex, so that it now is a scale of femininity. 

atnx I· page 95, sums up the intercorrelations of the research traits 
among eight M.A.s with no printed production. There are two clusters: 
one large containing most of the traits, but ego strength (trait I), personal 
:nt_acts with professors (12) and female sex ( 15) form a second cluster. 

e Interpret this pattern as an indication that most research traits ac
company one another, but that they might be compensated by ego 
strength, help from the professors, female sex-and a tendency to leave 
the department (16) as they get neither appointment nor status there. 

When we turn to matrix 2, page 95, with the correlations between the 
research traits among sixteen M.A.s with some production at a low 
scientific level, we expect to find clusters similar to those in matrix 1. 
Actually three of the four variables deviating from the research cluster in 
matrix I, do deviate also in matrix 2. 
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"' VI 

Matrix I of corrL'Iations b('tll'('('n 14 traits. 8 n'.H'arclier.~ ll'itli 110 production 

Vanable• 

I. Ego \lrcnglh 
12. Pen.onal contact with rrofc-.,or' 
1~. Sex: I man. 2 women 
7. lnno•·alion 
H. Slalu• oul•idc lhc dcpanmenl 
~- Independence m choice of 'ui1jcc1 
'1. SlalU\ in rccr group 
II. Statu' among profc,,or' 
). lndcrcndcncc in mel hod 
4 .. Pcr\e\·erancc 
~- l.c•·cl of a•piralion. Theor} 
6. l.e•cl of a•pimuun. Mel hod 

1). \l;ork' in \I.A .. elc. 
16. Wilhdm,.al from lhc dcparllncnl 

• 

I~ I~ 7 

:II • .H :II 

• •.K • .K 

• - .K 

• 

K ~ 'I 

-.H - .H :n 
• .K :n :II 

:n -.II ~n 

• .K •.II •.II 

• ·I •. K 

• • .K 

• 

II ) ~ ~ 

:n - .K - .K -.II 

:n - .H - .H -.II 

- .K -I -I -I 
•.II :II :n :II 

• .K :II :n :n 
•. K • .K •. K •.II 

·I • .K •. K • .II 

• • .K • .K • .K 

• ·I ·I 

• •I 

• 

Matrix 2 of corn•lations h(•t11·een 14 traits. /6 researchers ll'ith .\'0111(' production, hut at a loll' h•1·e/ 

Variable• ~ I~ I .1 ~ ~ h 7 K 'I II 

~- lndcpcnllcnce in chou.:e of \Ubjcct • - -~~ •A7 •. ~7 :O :O - .~7 :II •A7 •A7 :II 

15. Sc\: I man. 2 women • - .2~ - .~!i - .2~ • . 2!i -.~~ - .2!i ·I -.'11 - .2S 

I. Ego •lrcnglh • • I •.% •.% •. 110 •. Yh • .47 • .KII •.% 
). Independence in mclhod • •. '16 • . 'lh • ,Kil • . 'lh • A7 • .1111 •. '16 
4. Pcr\C\'Crancc • •.% • .Mil • .KII :n •. ~7 •.HO 
~- Le>el ufa,pir.llion. Thcur)· • •. ~7 • .Kil :II •. ~7 • .HII 
h. l.c•cl uf .,piralion \lclhud • •I • A7 • .KO •.% 
7. lnnuv:.lliun • •. ~7 • .KO •.% 
H. Sl:~lu\ oul\idc lhc dcparlmcnl • •.% !U 
'1. Slalu• in lhc peer ~roup • •. ~7 

II. Sta!u' among profc,,ur"' • 12. l,cro .. umtl contact \\'llh rrofc,,Oh 
1.1. Mark\ in M.A .. clc. 

lh. Wilh<lr..wal from lhe <lepanmcnl 

,, I) II• 

- .K :n ·I 
-.II :n ~~~ 

-r - .K • I 

:II • .K 

!U •. K ·I 
•. K •.II -I 
•. K ·I -I 
• .K ·I -I 
• I • .H -I 
·I • .K -I 
·I • .K ·I 

• • K -I 

• -I 

• 

I~ 13 16 

- .~7 -.~0 • -~S 

-.'11 :!:0 • .'II 

• .HO :O - .2S 
• .110 !0 --=~ 
-.~7 :n -.25 
•. ~7 - .~11 - .2S 
• .1111 . ~~~ - .:s 
•. ~7 • .~II - .2~ 
• .1111 :n -.67 
• .1111 • .~0 -.67 
• .1111 •I -.I~ 

• !Cl -.'11 

• - -~~ 

• 



Trait 1, ego strength, has, however, this time joined the large research 
cluster, but in matrix 3, page 97, it has withdrawn from the large 
research cluster again and forms a little cluster of its own. Matrix 4, page 
97, shows the two usual clusters, although trait 15, sex has a negative 
correlation with trait 2, independence in choice of subject for the M.A. 
thesis. Matrix 5, page 98 lacks the variables 15. sex. and 16, with
drawal, as all eight of our top researchers are men and full professors. 
Trait 2, independence in choice of subject this time has joined the large 
research cluster. The small, deviating cluster this time consists of vari
ables 1, 5 and 7, indicating that good researchers either possess the usual 
set of research traits or have enough ego strength, ability for theory and 
innovation to dispense with status and perfectionistic traits. But evi
dently the sex trait (15)and the withdrawal trait (16) have been influential 
in the selection of this top group, as no women and no withdrawals are 
left in it. 

We expected in advance that some research traits should have far more 
variance between the classes of researchers than within them and so tend 
to be excluded from the rest, not belonging to the clusters. The 
t~o extreme groups may, however. deviate a little from the rest. as there 
mtght be particular solutions open to very good researchers or to the 
bottom class, just able to pass the M.A. examination. We test these 
hypotheses in the following table: 

Trait number 

I. Ego strength 

2. Independence in choice of subject 
15. Sex (Femininity) 
16. Withdrawal from th d e epartment 
5. Level of aspiration. Theory 
7. Innovation 

II. Status among professors 

Traits not belonging to the large 
research cluster in matrix no. 

X 

X 

X 

X 

2 

X 

X 

X 

3 

X 

X 

X 

X 

4 

X 

X 

X 

X 

a No femininity as th h . 
h . • · e w ole sample cons1sts of men. 

No withdrawal as th h . 
' e w ole sample consists of full professors. 

5 

X 

X 

X 

The table demonstrates that the traits 1, 2, 15 and 16 in most cases do not 
belong to the large research cluster and that the two extreme samples are 
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! Matrix 3 of correlations he tween 14 traits. 20 H'.H'CIITirers 1r/ro lrm·e ll'ritten popular science. articles in joumals or a part t~(a boo/,. 
\A 

~ .... 
c:tl 
0 

~ 

\C) 
-.J 

Vari~ahlc' I ~ I~ I ~ ~ h 7 ~ ~ II I~ IJ 

I. Ego 'trcngth • - .. IX -.1 .. IX •. 7~ ~II , ..IX :II • JX - .IX •. JX , .JX _IX 

~- lndepenJence 10 choice of 'uhjcct • . ..IX - -'~ - .. IX ·.W -..IX -.XX - .JX -.XX - .JX • JX -.JX 

15. Sex: I man.1 women • • .JIJ .. J9 •.W - .39 •. 39 - .39 ·.W ... 19 •. JIJ .. w 

3. lndcp<'n<lence in metho<l • •.71 +- .11 ._n • . 7~ • .. IX .7~ •. JX •. 7~ • .7~ 

4. Pcr'e,·cmnce • • . 71 • .XX • .XX • .IX 
,, • . 1~ • .XX • .JX 

~- Level of a'pmotion. Theur) • • .7~ + .7~ - .JX .71 • .JX • .JX :II 

h. Level of tl'i.t"'iration. Method • • .JX :O • ..IX • .3X + .7~ • . 7~ 

7. lnno,·;ation • • .JX • .XX •. 99 •. 99 • . 7~ 

X. Statu' oul\i<le the department • !II • .JX • .JX • .3X 

9. Statu' in the peer ~roup • -.n -.n • .XX 

II. Statu' among profcv~or' • • .99 • . 1~ 

1~. Per,onal contacl v.·•th profe,,or' • • .XX 

13. Mark' in \1.A .. etc. • 
I h. Withdra"'al from the department 

Matrix 4 of correlations between /4 traits, 16 researchas with a restricted scientific production c~f' a hi~:lt lel'£'1 

Variable' I ~ I~ 3 ~ ~ h 1 X 9 II I~ IJ 

I. Ego 'trength • • .X !II !II • .K •.47 !II !0 +.41 !II •A' !II !II 
1. lndcrendencc m choice of \Ubjcct • -I -.47 • .K •.47 -.47 -.47 !0 -.47 ;';0 !II !0 

15. Sex: I man,:! women • -I -I -I !0 -I :O -I -I -I -I 

• 3. Independence in method :::11 •. 47 •.47 • . H !0 • .47 ·.41 • .K :::o 
4. Per,everdnce • •.96 !CI • .47 !0 + .47 • .47 • .47 • .47 
~- Level of '"pira1ion. Theor} • !0 • .47 :!:0 • .HO •. 80 • .Hil • .KO 
h. Level of a'pir•tion. \1ethod • • .47 • .H • .47 • . H + .Hil :!:II 
7. Innovation • :!:0 •. 9ft + .H •. 47 • .H 
8. Stall" out •ide the department • !0 +.47 • .47 +.47 
9. S.tattl\ in the peer group • + .96 • .K • .96 

II. Statu' among profe"o" • •.% • .K 
1~. Perwnal contact with profe"o" • •.47 
13. Mark' in M.A .. e1c. • 
II>. Withdr•w"l from the department 

lh 

.~n 

~h 

.. <n 

-JI> 
-.XII 

-.51> 
-.51> 
- -~() 

• . 51> 
-.XII 
- .1U 
-.~h 

- -~h 

• 

lh 

!II 
•. so 
•I 

-JO 
-.511 
-.50 
-.K4 
-.511 
-.50 
-.H~ 

-.K4 
-.511 
-.~0 

• 



~ Matrix 5 <~f correlations ht•tween 12 rariables, 8 researc!tas ll'ith a /ar1:<' scit•ntific production at a high lel'el 

Vanahle, I 5 7 ~ .l ~ 6 H y II I~ 1.1 I~ 

I. Ego 'lrenglh • +.8 +.8 :cO ::o •.H -.8 ::o •. 8 !ll -.8 ·.H 
5. Lnel of '"Pimlion. The or) • ·.8 !II -.8 -.8 !0 -.8 ±0 -.8 -I ±0 
7. lnnovarion • +.8 :!:II ±II !0 :!:0 + .8 !0 -.8 !ll 

1. Independence in choice of 'uhjL'CI • • .K +.H +I !II •. 8 +.8 :tO ::o 
J. Independence in mcrhod • +.8 +.8 + .8 •.8 .r •. 8 •.8 
·'- Pcr,ever .. mcc: • +.8 •·.8 +.8 • I •. 8 +.8 
6. f.c,·cl of "'P""Iion. ~lethml • ±0 ±ll +.8 ±0 !ll 
K. StaHl\ ouhide the lfcp~trtmen1 • ±0 •. 8 •. 8 + .8 
<J. Sr:~ru, in rhe peer group • +.8 !0 ±ll 

II. St;.ltu' among profe"or, • •. 8 •. 8 
1~. Per\onal contact with profc"or' • !0 
13. Mark' in ~I.A .. etc. • IS. Sex: I man.:! women 

• 
Neither variable 15. sex. nor variable 16, withdrawal from the department, can be applied to this sample, as all of these eight researchers arc 
men and have chairs at sociological departments. 



the only ones where the traits 5. 7 and II have been excluded from it. Our 
hypotheses. thus. cannot be confuted. 

What does this say about the selection and career of the researchers? 
Evidently that in order to advance from a lower to a higher class of 
researchers it is important not to be a woman (trait I5), not to withdraw 
from the sociological departments (trait I6). not to have ego strength 
(trait I) and not to choose subject for the thesis independently (trait 2). 
But all the other traits do promote promotion, especially the traits Inde
pendence in method (3), Perseverance (4), Level of aspiration for 
methods (6) and Status in peer group (9), which traits generally are highly 
correlated with one another and with most other traits in the large 
research cluster. 

This is an important conclusion and easy to interpret. The academic 
community is a male community. Women are at a decided disadvantage. 
Scientific work of high class must be done in contact with those who set 
the example and evaluate the result. Ego strength is dangerous, as 
ego-strong researchers often pursue their own objects. paying too little 
attention to professors and previous research. Independence in choice of 
subject for the M.A. thesis generally means that the candidate is a civil 
servant or employed by a company to investigate a special problem 
independently of the professor's wishes. This might give him a M.A. 
degree but seldom anything more. And then at last the traits most 
important to the academic ideal of perfectionism promote the scientific 
production and career. 

Bjurman and Boalt tried to estimate the research traits at the time the 
researchers passed their M.A. examination. We risk. of course, a halo 
effect. giving too high marks to the researchers, who later made a good 
career. This halo effect would, however. make us overrate for instance 
the eight researchers with a large production at a high level in a similar 
way and so influence the correlations in matrix 5. page 98. rather little. 
The same discussion applies. of course. to the matrices 1-4. and so we 
believe we may disregard the halo effect. 

We have, thus, successfully tested one part of the summation theory 
and now turn to another. If a sample of researchers varies very much in 
research ability. it will be dominated by the good researchers possessing 
research traits to a high degree and by bad researchers lacking them. 
This creates positive correlations between the research traits. But if we 
exclude the best and the worst researchers in our sample, this will reduce 
the variation between classes of researchers for some variables, which 
might result in some negative correlations. The more homogeneous our 
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sample of researchers is made, the more strongly negative correlations 
will the matrix contain. 

We test this hypothesis with four different samples selected among our 
67 researchers, no sample above 34 or below 16. as the size of the sample 
does influence the size of the correlations to some degree. Our four 
samples were: 

I. 34 researchers, 17 of them with the best production. 17 of them with 
the worst. This sample evidently has a strong variation between clas
ses. 

2. 34 researchers with at least good scientific production. Variation be
tween classes then is reduced. 

3 · 20 researchers of medium capacity, the best and the worst excluded. 
Variation between classes somewhat reduced, but still not negligible 
as these researchers might have written popular science. articles in 
journals or a part of a book. 

4. 16 researchers with a restricted scientific production at a high level. 
This sample is the most homogeneous and variation between classes 
should be low. 

We expect that the correlations between the research traits should have 
strong positive correlations and few or no negative correlations in our 
firs~ ~ample. When we make the samples more homogeneous. strong 
pos.Itive correlations decrease and strong negative correlations increase. 
until we get bimodal distributions. 

This hypothesis is tested on the four distribution curves. page 10 I. 
showing the distribution of the correlations. Sample I has. as we ex
pected, few and weak negative correlations, many and strong positive 
correlations. Sample 2 has more negative correlations and the positive 
ones are Weakened. Sample 4 is a good case of a bimodal curve and 
sample 3 comes in, as it should, between 2 and 4. Our hypothesis then is 
not refuted. 

We now leave the summation hypothesis for a while and turn to some 
aspects on researchers. Which researchers remain at the department? 
~ow ar.e they able to do so? Thirty-four of our sixty-seven did remain at 
s~me ~Ind of sociological department. We expect, of course. that M.A.s 
with high marks tend to stay. 

M.A. with:! points 

M.A. with 2~ points 

M.A. with 3 points 

100 

Withdrawn 

5 
14 
14 

Remaining %remaining 

3 38 

10 42 

23 62 



Sample I 

I 
Sample 3 

I I Sample 4 

>-:1!0 -.60--.41 -.20--.01 •. 21-+ .40 + .61-+ .1!0 
Size of currclatiuns 

- .1!0--.61 -.40--.21 +.41-•.60 > •. 1!0 

Numhcr of 

..:orrclation' 

-~0 

-II! 

-IIi 

-14 

-I~ 

-10 
- ~ 

- 6 

- 4 
- ~ 

0 

-II! 

-16 
-14 

-I~ 

-10 
- 8 

- 6 

- 4 

() 

-16 

-14 

-I~ 

-10 
- 1!1 

- 6 

- 4 

- ~ 

() 

-IIi 

-14 

-12 

-10 
- ~ 

- 6 

- 4 
- 2 

() 
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Evidently the tendency to withdraw is much higher among those who had 
got low marks. But we already know that withdrawal as well as ego 
strength and independence in choice of subject tend to hinder research 
and career, to be negatively correlated with the research traits within the 
five classes of researchers, while the perfectionistic research traits. such 
as 3, 4, 6 and 9, are rewarded. The researchers lacking these traits not 
only tend to be eliminated and to give up research, they also develop 
symptoms of alienation. Such symptoms are difficult to measure, but low 
statu.s at the department, trouble with alcohol and divorce could be 
considered. To test this idea we made a scale of perfectionism by adding 
the given points for the four traits 3 (Independence in method). 4 
(Perseverance), 6 (Level of aspiration. Method) and 9 (Status in peer 
group) to a sum. These Perfectionism scales give the following correla
tions with different indicators of alienation: 

Correlation between Perfectionism (3+4+6+9) and Withdrawal 
from the department 

Correlation between Perfectionism and giving up research 
Correlation between Perfectionism and no room of one's 

own at the department 
Correlation between Perfectionism and alcohol trouble 

(2 cases) 

Correlati<'n between Perfectionism and divorce 
Correlation between Perfectionism and female sex 

-0.65 
-0.85 

-0.70 

-I 

+0.02 
-0.63 

Divorce gave no correlation but our other indications did. Perfectionists 
d~ not need to withdraw or to give up research, nor have they trouble 
With alcohol, but they do get rooms of their own and they tend to be men. 

Perfectionism is evidently an advantage to researchers, but does it 
make them happier? It represents after all a heavy burden, makes re
search the only acceptable form of life. A perfectionist might accept 
~dministrative work at the department or university level for a while. as 
It has to be done, gives some status--and leaves some time for research. 
~ut te~ching has little appeal to perfectionists. Teaching means coopera
tiOn With others, takes much time and demands contacts with students, 
generally uninterested in or critical of the perfectionistic rules of re
search. The students' questions are not only difficult to answer but their 
critique may also influence the teacher, make him more sceptical to
wards traditional ideals. Perfectionistic researchers should then prefer 
research or even administration to teaching. This tendency is not so 
pronounced among professors, who have a small teaching load and are to 
do research anyhow. But even junior researchers have to live and if they 
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cannot get grants, they must go to administration or-driven to the 
utmost-teach. In order to demonstrate how perfectionists and im
perfectionists choose, we classify the 28 researchers with M.A. from 
Stockholm University and employed at the universities in Stockholm, 
Linkoping and Orebro according to their academic rank and their type of 
work in 1972. The perfectionists had more than 13 points from the traits 
3, 4, 6 and 9, the imperfectionists less than 14 points. 

Perfectionists in I mperfectionists in 

Re- Teach- Re- Teach-
search Admin. ing search Admin. ing 

3 Full professors and I 
associate professor ::! 

Lecturers with tenure (ord. 
u niversi tetslektorer) 5 :! 

Other M.A.s employed at 
the departments :! :! 4 7 

The perfectionists tend to avoid teaching, the imperfectionists to prefer 
it. As professors and lecturers with tenure are academically better qual
ified, they have less difficulty in obtaining grants and can go in for 
research, but if we compare only the least qualified M.A.s, they still 
show the same tendency. 

We interpret the table as an indication that imperfectionists have a 
more positive attitude to teaching and students than the perfectionists. 
Probably they need the contacts and the status students can give them, in 
order to compensate their lack of perfectionism. If so they also need their 
peer groups better for the same reason. Can we test this hypothesis? Yes. 
it is easy to point out some of the groups, such as luncheon groups and 
leisure groups. 

There were two large luncheon groups. One of them (8 members) 
brought food with them and took their luncheon together in a room at the 
ninth floor. Another group (8 members) went to the university restaurant 
and took their luncheon there. The ninth floor had a group throwing darts 
(5 members) and another played ping-pong (5 members). The eighth floor 
had a squash group (5 members). Four men used to play chess. 

We computed for each of the 26 M.A.s at the department, 14 
perfectionists and 12 imperfectionists; how many groups they belonged 
to: 
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Number of group memberships 

0 2 

Perfectionist~ 
5 4 4 

lmperfectionists 
2 4 3 3 

Imperfectionists seem to belong to more groups and we believe that the1 
do so in order to compensate their lack of perfectionism. When w; 
suggested this to the perfectionists in our own research group. the) 
pro_tested vigorously. They pointed out first that they themselves fell 
thetr perfectionism as a very heavy burden and then that full professor~ 
at the university tended to form rather important groups with their 
colleagues at other departments and so should either be excluded from 
the compa · . h · 

. nsons or be gtven some extra members tps. 
hIt ts easy to exclude the three full professors and it is quite possible 

that more Perfectionistic perfectionists need group memberships better 
t an less perfectionistic perfectionists. We test this idea in a table: 

Number of group memberships 

0 2 3 

2 2 
2 2 2 

Perfect•· ·. 
omsts above 15 . P -" · . . POints 

e,,ectronrsts I •15 . 
' -.- POints 

Evidently . . . . · d h · 
more perfectJOmsttc perfecttomsts seem to nee t etr groups 

more than the less perfectionistic petfectionists. But then the same 
tendency sho ld h . -" . . 

u old also among the tmper.ecttomsts: 

Number of group memberships 

lmperfe~.:tionists. 12-13 points 

lmperfectionists below 12 points 

104 

0 3 

3 
4 



More pcifcctionistic impe1fectionists actually do belong to more groups 
than less perfectionistic imperfectionists. In this way we have got a 
splendid example of variation between and within classes. We believe. 
however, that the important thing actually is the low status of im
perfectionists below 12 points. They probably badly need contacts and 
status in the groups but the members in these groups will not accept them 
and so they are isolated from peer groups. 



Chapter 9 

The selection of full professors 
in sociology 
Ulla Bergryd 

Bjurman and Bohm have, in the previous chapters, discussed the selec
tion and grading of teachers and researchers. The full professors have, 
however, not been discussed although they supervise the researchers, 
grade their theses and influence the allocation of grants. How are the 
professors themselves then selected and appointed? In Sweden this is a 
complicated procedure, regulated by the university statute. When the 
scope of the chair has been defined, the president of the university 
announces it as vacant. Those who consider themselves competent apply 
for the chair. enumerating their merits and sending in their publications. 
The faculty then selects three full professors, generally two from Sweden 
and one from some other Scandinavian country to evaluate the merits 
~nd publications of the candidates and to rank them. These experts work 
mdependently of one another but towards the end of their work the 
candi?ates are invited to give ;rial lectures in order to demonstrate their 
teachmg ability to the experts and the faculty. The experts then are 
expected to discuss the candidates before they present their reports to 
the faculty. If the three experts unanimously pronounce themselves in 
favor of~ candidate, the faculty always endorses their selection but the 
outcome Is less predictable if the experts do not agree. On the basis of the 
experts' reports the faculty draws up a nomination list, and also declares 
which of the candidates are qualified for the chair. The faculty's proposal 
and the reports of the experts are sent to the Chancellor of the Uni
versities and then to the ministry of education. The government makes 
the appointment. 

The experts' reports evaluate the scientific ability of the candidates 
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and the merits of their publications. The reports are so detailed and 
careful that it is possible to apply content analysis to them. Sometimes a 
candidate is so superior to the others that the experts can be given the 
simpler task to decide this question. These reports are short and hardly 
possible to use for my purpose. My material then consists of six cases, 
where chairs in sociology have been filled: Stockholm in 1954, Lund in 
1955, Gothenburg in 1960, Uppsala in 1968. Lund in 1970 and Stockholm 
in 1972. Each case but the last has used three sociologists as experts, but 
at Stockholm in 1972 one expert was an economist. These cases give me 
a total of 71 reports by 9 different experts about 16 different candidates. 
The reports cannot be said to be independent of one another, as the 
experts always have. discussed the candidates and in some cases have to 
evaluate candidates, which they have evaluated previously. The last 
point may be a bit inconvenient but has happened only in 13 cases. The 
interaction between the experts is, however, not to be ignored, and 
should, on the contrary. be considered in some of the hypotheses. 

I have used 22 categories to cover the most relevant aspects of the 
reports and of the background of the candidates. They were a priori 
brought together in five groups: 

I. Basic scientific cateRories 
I. Number of excellent publications. characterized as "Very good 

work", "At a high level". etc. 
2. Number of innovations in theory, method or application. 
3. Publications with good, preferably new. theory. I. No 2. Yes 
4. Publications with good. preferably new, method. I. No 2. Yes 
5. Number of publications designated as useful to society. 
6. The candidates research trend: I. Not rising 2. Rising 

II. Additional scientific categories 
7. Number of publication titles cited by the expert in his report. 
8. Number of research publication titles cited by the expert in his 

report. 
9. Number of printed text books (> 100 pp.) cited by the expert in his 

report. 
10. Number of printed books (> 100 pp.). including text books. cited by 

the expert. 
11. The candidate has worked in the same research field as the expert. 

I. No 2. Yes 
12. The candidate possibly can reciprocate the appreciation of the ex

pert. I. No 2. Yes 
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III. The tria/lectures 
13. The trial lecture made 1. no impression 2. a good impression 
IV. Categories influenced by administrative factors 
14. The candidate supposed to "suit" the faculty. I. No 2. Yes 
15. The candidate's ability to cover the scope of the chair. I. Not very 

good 2. Very good 
16. The production of the candidate. I. Partly outside 2. Wholly inside 

the scope of the chair. 
V. Categories covering relations with experts, competence. rank on 
nomination list ami year of the case 
17. The candidate belongs to the same department as the expert l. No 2. 

Yes 
18. The candidate belongs to the same faculty as the expert I. No 2. Yes 
19. The candidate is declared competent by the expert. I. No 2. Yes 
20. Rank on the nomination list of the expert. 1. Low 2. High 
21. Rank on the nomination list of the faculty. I. Low 2. High 
22. Year of the case. 1. Before 1967 2. After 1967 

These 22 variables have first been counted (categories I. 2. 7. 8. 9 and 10) 
or estimated on 5 point scales, then dichotomized with convenient lines 
near the median, which varies in my different samples. Then all the 
intercorrelations between the categories may be computed with Yule's 
Q-coefficient. The raw data are given in the table page 109. 

This type of content analysis has drawbacks as an expert often avoids to 
use a category for reasons not possible to ascertain. He might consider 
th_e category too sacred for use in practice or too empty. Which tendency 
will dominate? Does a high frequency of grade 2 in my first eleven 
categories indicate that the expert who has used many 2:s of a particular 
category has high or little regard for it? In order to decide this point. I 
ha':'e ~0. make a simple validity test, correlating the number of 2:s and the 
rehab•hty coefficient of each category with its effect on (correlation with) 
high place in the nomination lists of the experts and of the faculties. The 
content analysis categories then give the following correlations: 

Number of 2:s correlated with correlation category-nomination 
by experts 

Number of 2:s correlated with correlation category-nomination 
by faculty 

Reliability coefficient correlated with correlation category
nomination by experts 

Reliability coefficient correlated with correlation category
nomination by faculties 

JOH 

-0.5 

-0.4 

-0.8 

-0.4 



Table on evaluations of content analysis categories from the experts' reports 
according to case. expert. place of the candidates on the nomination list and 
categories 

CatCJ;Orie' 

Ca\c E\pcn Candidalc f> 7 ~ y Ill II I~ IJ 14 I~ II> IY ~() ~I 

Slhlm Sc:gcr,tcdt Boa II 
~ CarJ,wn 

K~trl,,on ' .-
Dahl,tmnl 4 ~ 

~lunch ~ 4 

Han .. ,c:n I fl ,. 
~!;,lm,lcn I• 7 7 

~uml:>er or~" 4 II II 4 4 II (, 4 

Wikman Carl'"'" 
~lunch 4 

lloall I 

t-tom,\C'n 4 (, 

Karl,..on ~ 

ll .. ht-Jrom (, 

~haJm,tcn 7 

Numhcr uf ~:' II II 4 4 4 4 b 

llu":n llu"ll 
Carl'''m 
K;,trl"on 
l>ahl,trtlm 4 

Munch ~ 

Han'~" b li 

Malm,lcn 7 7 

Numl:>er or~" II II 4 4 

Luml llu .. ll Co1rl"on 
~~ Karl,...un 

l'filnnen,lill 
llan,,cn 4 

Number of~:' 

Scg~:r,lclll CarJ,"m 
1\.;ul"on 
Pfomncn,till I ~ 

•ttn"cn I. 4 

Nurnher tlf :!:"' II II 

\\'ikman ~~·annen,lill 

C.arJ,,un 
Han"cn ~ 

1\.arf,,un 4 

:"'ooumt'ICr ,,f 2:' II II 

Ciutehorg nu~llt l>ahJ,tn.lm 
Nl 1\.;~rl,~n 

Numhcr cJf !:' n II 

Scgcr,tedt KarJ,,on 
Dilhhtrtlm 

Numhcr of!:' II II II II II II 
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Calcgorie'\ 

Ca•e Expert Candidate 4 6 7 H 9 10 II I~ IJ I-I 15 If> 19 ~0 ~I 

C<.trJ,,on D~&hl,lnlm 

KarJ,,on 

Numher of~:' II II II II II 

Urr-.ala t\llardl hmcl 
(,II HimmcJ,Ir.&nc.J 

l.imhkog I \ 

lljer,te<ll .j .j 

~umber of 2:"" II .j 

lloall flimmcl,lr.amf 
IOtroro.~cl 

Lin.hkog 
lljc"tc.lt .j 

Numhcr of~:, II II II II 

Dothl,ln)m J,racl 
Uimmel""lranc.J 
l.inc.JOtrokng \ 
Bjcr,ledl .j .j 

Numhcr of~;, II II 

l.un.J Allardt J,racl 
711 SwcJner 

Kl•rpi 
l.iud,kog 

:"'umhcr uf ~:' II 

l>ahhtrom hro.~cl 

Korri 
Sv.cJner \ 

l.in<hkog .j 

~umhcr of 2:' II II 

l.),g;aar<l hrael 
S\\-edncr 
Korri 
l.inlh.kng 

~umhcr of:!:, II II 

Sthlm lloalt Kl)ff'JI 
7~ Swcdncr 

Run<lhha.J 
Hlirje,,un 

Numhcr of:!:, II .j II .j 

Sven Swcdncr 
Korpi 
UUrJe"on I 
Run.Jhla.J .j 

Numher of:!:, II II II II II 

)\ I~ 14 D I~ :!t, 1'1 "• 17 IX IX -17 17 II -17 ~~ .j7 

Can.Ji.J;alc rcla;ahilit~ .. . 0~ _.\'} .IIX !X •. 7~ .. lt, .71 .17 lh 0~ \! . -~ .. 'XI !X I-I !h • .j' 

me om -~-Cii 

'\lorn1na1iun rcliahihly •.:!.a 1>11 •. lifo . -~~~ •I •. \7 ' -~l< X~ _lf, oil oil 7.1 oiK , I Ill 'JlJ •. hi 

me .an •.:'1 

-------
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This means evidently that the experts tend to use important categories 
sparingly and that they consider them so important that they use them 
according to their own conviction paying little regard to the opinion of 
the other experts. And so I use few 2:s and low reliability coefficients as 
indicators of the importance the experts attach to them. 

Formulation and testing of hypotheses on the use 
of content analysis categories 

I can use the reports of the experts to compare their use of categories as 
well as their evaluation of candidates. I believe that the trial lectures are 
given high priority as they measure "teaching ability", that the experts, 
evaluating the publications, pay most attention to the basic scientific 
categories and that they evaluate research publications and also re
searchers without regard for their department, scientific research area, 
etc. On this basis I formulate a number of hypotheses, summarized as 
hypothesis system A. The alternative hypothesis system B is based on 
the opposite idea. 

Hypothesis system A then should mean that the evaluation of trial 
lectures is given the highest regard by experts as this category is the sole 
indicator on teaching ability (besides the faculty members have been 
present and the experts may be anxious to influence their opinion). the 
basic scientific categories should be given the next highest regard and so 
tend to have fewer 2:s and lower reliability coefficients than the remain
ing groups of categories. The additional scientific categories for similar 
reasons should be more important to the experts than the administrative 
categories. 

Hypothesis system B then implies that the experts tend to pay most 
attention to the administrative factors and less attention to the remaining 
factors. 

This leads to some alternative hypotheses: 

Hypothesis A l: The groups of categories should, ranked according to 
importance, measured as low numbers of 2:s, appear in the order: (l) 
Trial lectures, (2) Basic scientific categories, (3) Additional scientific 
categories, (4) Administrative categories. 

Hypothesis B l. The administrative categories should have more im
portance (lower mean of 2:s) than the other groups of categories. 

Testing the hypotheses: The evaluation of the trial lectures have 16 2:s. 
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The basic scientific categories have 33. 19, 14, 13, 12 and 26 2:s. 
Mean 20. 
The additional scientific categories have 39, 36, 37. 38. 38 and 47 2:s. 
Mean 40. 
The administrative categories have 33, 47, 52. Mean 44. 
Evidently I can reject hypothesis B I. 

Hypothesis A 2: The groups of categories should. ranked according to 
importance, measured as low reliability, appear in the order: (I) Trial 
lectures, (2) Basic scientific categories, (3) Additional scientific 
categories, (4) Administrative categories. 

Hypothesis B 2: The administrative categories should have greater im
portance (lower reliability) than the other groups of categories. 

Testing the hypotheses: The evaluation of trial lectures has the reliability 
-1. 

The basic scientific categories have +0.05, +0.36, +0.39, -0.05, 
-0.08 and +0.32. Mean +0.17. 
The additional scientific categories have +0.28, +0.24, +0.79, +0.90, 
-0.36,_ +0.28. Mean +0.47. 
The administrative categories have +0.14, +0. 71 and +0.26. Mean 
+0.37. 

Testing the hypotheses: I reject hypothesis B 2, but I also have to reject a 
part of hypotheses A 2, as the additional scientific categories average 
higher in reliability than the administrative categories. That result 
depends on two categories: 9 (Number of books cited by the expert). 
The experts are rather careful to mention the few books and so the 
reliability of these categories is high: +0. 79, +0.90. If they are omitted 
the data suit hypothesis A 2, which is wrong only on the relation 
between the additional and the administrative categories. 

Hypothesis A 3. The experts have to evaluate each candidate in each 
case on the basis of their scientific production. Reliability then should 
be computed by comparisons of the three experts' reports on the same 
candidate. But instead of this "candidate" reliability it is possible to 
compute a "nomination" reliability by comparing the first place on the 
three nomination lists without regard to the candidate in that place, 
then the second place on the lists, and so on. As the experts' nomina
tion lists differ from one another, this "nomination" reliability of 
course should be lower than the "candidate" reliability, comparing 
evaluations of the same researcher. 

Hypothesis B 3. The experts are to prove to the faculty that their ranking 
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of candidates on their nomination list is correct and so they tend to 
frame their evaluations in such a way that positive expressions go to 
the candidates at the top of their list. negative expressions to the 
bottom. Thus, the experts should agree more about the place on their 
nomination lists than about the candidates. 

Testing the hypotheses: The reliability coefficients computed in these 
two ways are given below: 

Category 

I. Number of excellent publications 
.., Number of innovations 
3. Publications with good theory 
4. Publications with good method 
5. Publications designated as useful to society 
6. The candidate's research trend 
7. Number of publications cited by the expert 
8. Number of research publications cited by the 

expert 
9. Number of text books cited by the expert 

10. Number of books cited by the expert 
II. Candidate and expert have worked in the same 

field 
I:!. The candidate probably can reciprocate the 

expert 
13. The evaluation of the trial lecture 
14. The candidate supposed to "suit" the faculty 
15. The candidate's ability to cover the scope 

of the chair 
16. The production of the candidate outside-inside 

the scope 

Mean 

Candidate Nomination 
reliability reliability 

+0.05 +0.:!4 
+0.36 +0.36 
+0.39 +0.66 
-0.05 -0.41 
-0.08 +0.06 
+0.3:! +0.73 
+0.:!8 +0.59 

+0.:!4 +0.48 
+0.79 +I 
+0.90 +I 

+0.36 +0.37 

+0.:!8 +0.30 
-I +0.:!8 
+0.14 +0.99 

+0.71 +0.89 

+0.:!6 +0.61 

+0.:!5 +0.50 

Hypothesis A 3 must be rejected as candidate reliability is higher than 
nomination reliability only in one case. category 4. 

The next phase of hypothesis construction refers either to differences 
between the candidates or to differences between the experts. The test
ing of hypothesis A 3 has shaken my confidence in the experts, but never 
the less I base system A on the assumption that the experts attend to 
scientific values more carefully than the faculty. where the members are 
to be given a new colleague to cooperate with and so may--consciously 
or unconsciously-pay more regard to their own interests. Such interests 
may already at the start of the procedure affect the choice of experts, 
excluding competent Swedish professors on behalf of professors in other 
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Scandinavian countries, who may be more favourable to a local candi
date. 

Hypothesis system B is based on the assumptions that the experts 
--consciously or unconsciously-try to ex.pand their scientific empires 
by promoting their own men, while the faculty members are more anx
ious to secure the most competent candidates. Admittedly there are 
cases where A and B may be combined, but I have to neglect this possi
bility here. If an expert and a faculty do agree about the first name on 
the nomination list. I must interpret it as a scientifically sound decision, 
not as a successful plot. On this basis I formulate pairs of hypotheses: 

Hypothesis A 4: In order to favor some candidate the faculty may select 
the experts so that a well qualified Swedish professor is excluded. 

Hypothesis B 4: The faculty always selects the best available Swedish 
experts. 

Testing the hypotheses: Who are the experts selected in our six cases? 
A scrutiny shows that hypothesis A 4 must be rejected. I hope that 
foreign readers will forgive my neglecting to present a whole page of a 
detailed and very tedious discussion. 

Hypothesis A 5: The experts are so objective that they do not favor 
candidates from the faculty where the vacancy is to be filled, but tend 
to give them a lower place on the nomination list than the faculty does. 

Hypothesis B 5: The experts do not give local candidates a lower place 
than the faculty does. 

Testing the hypotheses: My 71 cases are accounted for in this table. 

The candidate belongs 
to the faculty 

With vacancy 
Other faculty 

The experts (compared with the faculty) 
give them 

Higher rank 

8 
8 

Same rank 

18 
21 

Lower rank 

8 
8 

These data show no bias. Hypothesis A 5 is rejected. 

Hypothesis A 6: The experts do not favor candidates from their own 
department, whose work and weaknesses they tend to know and so 
tend to give them lower rankings on the nomination lists than the other 
experts. 
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Hypothesis B 6: The experts tend to give candidates from their own 
department higher rankings than the other experts. representing out
side departments. do. 

Testing the hypotheses: There are two cases. where an expert assigned a 
candidate from his own department a lower place than other experts. 
four cases where the experts did agree and six cases where an expert 
gave a higher place to a candidate from his own department. Hypo
thesis A 6 may be rejected. 

Hypothesis A 7: The experts are more objective and informed than the 
faculty and so tend to give candidates from their own department a 
lower rank than the faculty does. 

Hypothesis B 7: The experts do not tend to give candidates from their 
department a lower rank. 

Testing the hypotheses: There is only one case where an expert assigned 
a candidate from his own department a lower place than the faculty 
did. four cases where experts and faculty did agree and two cases 
where the expert gave a candidate from his own department a higher 
place. Hypothesis A 7 is rejected. 

Hypothesis A 8: The experts have enough objectivity and information to 
assign candidates from their own faculty (but outside their own de
partment) lower places on the nomination list than the other experts 
do. 

Hypothesis B 8: The experts do not assign candidates from their own 
faculty (but outside their own department) lower places than other 
experts do. 

Testing the hypotheses: Seven cases give twelve comparisons. In three 
of the twelve the experts have given lower rank to candidates from 
their own faculty (but outside their own department). in six of them 
the experts did agree with one another and in three the experts 
have assigned the candidates from their own faculty the higher 
rank. Hypothesis A 8 is rejected. 

Hypothesis A 9: The experts have enough objectivity and information to 
assign candidates from their own faculty lower places on the nomina
tion list than the active faculty, where the vacancy is to be filled. 
does. 

Hypothesis B 9: The experts do not assign candidates from their own 
faculty lower places than the active faculty. where the vacancy 
is to be filled. 
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Testing the hypotheses: Among seven relevant cases there is none where 
the expert has ranked a candidate from their own faculty lower than 
the active faculty. five cases where they agree and two cases where the 
expert has ranked such a candidate higher than the active faculty. 
Hypothesis A 9 may then be rejected. 

I have allowed myself to reject the hypotheses A 3. A 4. A 5. A 6. A 7. 
A 8 and A 9 and with them this part of hypothesis system A. built on the 
objectivity and information of the experts. Hypothesis system B. built on 
the idea that the active faculty was more objective than the experts came 
out rather well. I postpone the discussion until I have formulated and 
tested the hypotheses based on Boalt's summation theory. 

The summation theory applied to the reports 
of the experts 

Until now I have not tried to relate the different content analysis 
categories to one another. How are the categories associated? I interpret 
positive evaluations in my categories as manifestations of scientific val
ues and apply the summation theory as it is described in Boalt-Lantz
Ribbing: Resources and Production of University Departments: S11·eden 
and US (Stockholm 1972, pp. 17 and 18). As the testing of hypotheses 
10-13 indicate that it is an advantage to the candidates to belong to the 
same department and/or faculty as the expert I include these two 
categories, numbered 17 and 18 in my discussion of the summation 
theory: Some of my content analysis categories are by definition corre
lated to one another, as no. 9 (number of text books) with I 0 (number of 
books including textbooks), or no. 2 (innovations) with 3 (publications 
with good. preferably new theory) and 4 (publications with good, prefer
ably new method), 17 and 18. But in other cases categories may be 
correlated because they are based on the same trait in the candidates' 
production and/or the experts' evaluation system. Category I (excellent 
publications) then should be correlated with categories 2 (innovations), 
3 (good theory) and 4 (good method) as these later categories must be 
used to justify the use of "Excellent publication". The content analysis 
categories in this way should split up in a number of clusters, each 
cluster made up of categories positively correlated with one another. 
But what about the correlations between categories from different clus
ters? That depends on the sample of candidates. If some of them are 
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very good and some rather bad. the good candidates will tend to get 
high scores in all the categories and the poor candidates low scores and 
so all the correlations will tend to be positive. But if all candidates are 
pretty good. their specialization should show; some could for instance 
have high regard for theory and neglect method, others might prefer 
method and disregard theory. The clusters then come out clear-cut in 
a matrix, with positive correlations between categories in the same clus
ter and negative correlations between categories from different clusters, 
indicating that researchers may specialize in different directions. or that 
the experts are willing to forgive the theorists' mediocre methods and 
to forgive good methodologists their lack of theory. Such a matrix would 
show "a compensation pattern". But if mediocre and poor candidates 
slowly are added to the sample, the negative correlations between cate
gories from different clusters slowly will be reduced and then turn posi
tive. wiping out the lines between the clusters. A statistician might say 
that the matrix of a homogeneous sample of candidates is dominated by 
the variance within classes. a heterogeneous sample by the variance 
between classes. 

My sample of candidates does of course not include very incompetent 
persons. but in some cases researchers not yet competent. I have then 
reasons to suspect that my total material will give a matrix with blurred 
clusters. To get more clear-cut clusters I have taken the two first names 
on each of my seventeen nomination lists from the experts. This matrix I 
will compare with the matrix from my total material and then-to test the 
summation theory on this point-with the matrix from a sample as 
heterogeneous as I can make it. taking the first and the last name from 
each of the seventeen nomination lists. 

In these matrices it is useless to bring in categories, which by definition 
include one another and so I have excluded category 2 as it can be 
considered a sum of categories 3 and 4. Category 8 is covered by 
category 9 and so is excluded. Category 17 is covered by category 18, but 
17 is more relevant and 18 then is excluded. Categories II, 12. 15, 16 and 
19 have to be excluded as their distribution is so skew among the first two 
candidates on the lists, that it is improper to use them for Q-coefficients. 
Only 15 categories are then left for the matrices. 

I present and comment one matrix at a time and also discuss the 
outcome of the matrices according to the summation theory. The matrix 
of the correlations in the sample of the two best candidates on 17 lists is 
given in page 118. The categories have been arranged in such an order as 
to show the clusters. 
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00 
Matrix of the correlations between 14 categories from the tll'o foremost cancliclates 011 17 11ominatio11 lists 

~ 8 13 14 17 10 ~I 
, 6 10 I 1 4 --

.1. Publica! ion, wilh good lheor}· • •.48 -.74 +.47 -.66 +.70 -.11 -.24 -.18 + .42 +.86 -.13 - .~3 -.56 
b. The candidale', research lrend • -.30 -.50 -.37 +.48 -.45 -.74 -.81 +.10 -.42 -.74 -.69 -.26 

• 
10 Number of prinled books -.07 +.56 +.10 +.81 •.55 -.43 -.08 -.14 -.55 + .11 -.:!~ 

• 
I. Number of C.\ccllcnl publica lion> +.74 +.04 +.68 +.57 +.05 +.67 +.61 +.63 + .36 +.44 2. Number of lilies cilcd by lhe e\p<!rl • +.23 ; .44 +.83 dl -.26 +.39 +.51 -.12 ±0 4. Publicalions wilh !,'Ood melhod • -I +.:!3 +.65 +I +.61 +.27 T .:!7 -.59 5. Publica lions useful1o sociely • +.68 +.13 +.40 +.~0 +.68 +.68 -.34 8. Research publications ciled b)· lhc e.\pen • +.:!8 +.15 +.39 +.83 +.34 +.23 13. Evaluation of the lriallecturc • +.04 +.II +.53 ±0 -.70 

14. The candidate supposed to •ui11he facuh}· • +.05 + .45 +.95 -.63 17. The candidale and the e~pen from I he -arne • depanmenl 
+.39 +.39 -I 20. Place on lhe e.\ pen·, nomina lion lj,,, 
• +.71 :!:0 21. Place on the facuhy'> nomina lion li>l 

• :!:0 
11. Year of ~h~ ca'e • 



Matrix of the correlations hefl,·ee/1 14 cat£'Kories from 71 reports of £'Xperts 

h 10 I ~ 4 ~ 8 1.1 14 17 20 ~· ~:! 

.l. Publication' with good theor)' • + .46 -.01> +.H:! + .30 +.65 .. . :!9 + .h:! dl + .fl4 .. .4:! +.K7 •. 71 •.64 
h. The candidate'., re...earch trend • - .6~ •. 71> -.33 + .:!8 -.01 •.. 17 -.0~ • .48 •. 03 •. 39 t.M - .S6 

10. Number of printed book' • • .II + .43 • . :!7 + .4~ . -~· - .3~ -.11> •.06 • .JK +.:!1 •. ~4 

I. Number uf c.\ctllent publication' • •.48 •.74 •.M •. 43 . -~· •.M •. hi •. 87 •. 71 t .Oil 
~- Number of title' cited b)' the expert • • .IS + .43 •.8~ ·.41 •. 30 -.:!:! •.H • .14 -.04 
4. Publication' with good method • + .41 •.J~ +.M •. ~4 + .:!1 •.II •.47 +.:!:! 
5. Puhlication' u,eful to 'ocicly • + .:!fl -.116 •.H + .)6 • .I>S •.6S •• .48 
H. Re,earch publication' cited b)· the e>pert • • . ~4 -.17 -.11 + .41 +,41 •. 19 

13. Evaluation of the trial lecture • •.HS +.4S ... 6:! +.6:! -.72 
14. The candidate 'uppo.ed tu 'uit the facult)' • +.II t AS t,77 t,07 
17 The candidate and the expert from the 'arne • depart men• L80 + .. 10 -.47 
~0. Place on the cxperl'' nomination Ji,t • +.92 +.02 
:!I. Place on the facull}''' nomination li't • +.0:! 
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The matrix page 118 presents three clusters of content analysis cate
gories. The first can be labelled the "theoretical" cluster as it contains 
category 3, publications with good or new theory, and category 6. a rising 
research trend. The second cluster is made up only of category 10. 
number of printed books. The third cluster contains the remaining six 
content analysis categories (1, 2. 4. 5, 8 and 13) and we label it the 
"method and merit" cluster. Outside the content analysis categories 
the administrative and nomination categories 14, 17. 20 and 21 join 
the "method and merit" cluster. but the candidates from the later 
cases (after 1967, category 22) are lower (or evaluated lower) in all 
categories but excellent publications (category I) and number of cited 
research reports (category 8). 

How clear-cut are the three clusters? The first "theoretical" cluster 
has a correlation +0.48 between its two categories, two negative correla
tions out of two with the second cluster and nine negative correlations 
out of twelve with the categories in the third. The first cluster, thus is 
rather well separated from the others. Not so the second. The number of 
printed books have only two negative correlations out of six with the 
categories in the third, "method and merit" cluster, but tends to have 
negative correlations with the "administrative and nomination" 
categories connected with the third cluster and so can be kept separate. 
If we unite the four administrative categories 14, 17. 20 and 21 with the 
method and merit cluster, it contains ten categories with forty-five in
tercorrelations only two of them negative. 

I interpret this pattern as an indication that theoretically oriented 
candidates have little regard for book production, many publications. 
usefulness to society, do not perform trial lectures well, often have some 
affiliation to the faculty but tend to get low rank on the nomination lists.· 
Candidates with a large printed production try to be useful to society and 
are ranked high by the faculty. Candidates covering the categories in the 
"method and merit" cluster tend to be given the first place in the 
nomination lists. But these tendencies may more or less be the result of 
the experts' formulation. 

I now turn to the correlation matrix from my total sample of 71 reports 
and then use the clusters from the previous matrix, hoping to find some 
marks of them in the new matrix in page 119. 

The matrix from all the 71 reports actually no longer can be said to have 
clear clusters as there are only 15 negative correlations out of 81, but II 
of them belong to the 45 correlations between categories from different 
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clusters. only 4 to the 46 correlations between categories in same cluster. 
There are, thus, still some traces of the clear-cut clusters from my first 
matrix. This result suits the summation theory very well. 

It is interesting to note that in this sample the experts seem to pay 
most regard to good and/or new theory (category 3, +0.87), excellent 
publications (category I, +0.87) and to candidates from their own de
partment (category 17, +0.80). The faculty on the other hand seems, 
very properly, to be influenced more by the experts' reports (category 20, 
+0. 92), than by the category "candidate supposed to suit the faculty", 
but this category is very difficult to estimate (the correlation +0.77 may 
easily be the effect of the faculty's decision instead of a cause to it), but 
the categories I and 3 have a strong correlation not only with the ranking 
in the experts' nomination lists but also in those of the faculties. But 
please remember that the experts as full professors have a considerable 
experience of how reports are handled by faculties and so tend to follow 
the successful patterns in their reports. I must stress here that I analyse 
the content of the experts' reports, not the content of the candidates' 
publications. 

My last correlation matrix is from the most heterogeneous sample: the 
first and the last on the experts' nomination lists. It is presented in the 
next page. I have here omitted categories 20 and 21 (the ranking of the 
candidates in the nomination lists) as these categories have been used to 
select the sample and so would generally give perfect correlations with 
the content analysis categories. See matrix in page 122. 

This matrix contains only two negative correlations and so all the 
categories seem to form one single cluster. The two negative correlations 
both belong, however, to the 26 correlations between categories from 
different clusters in my first matrix and so are the last remnants of the 
clustering. 

When I compare my three matrices I restrict myself to the nine content 
analysis categories. I expected more clear-cut clusters in the first matrix 
with small differences between the candidates, blurred clusters in the 
second matrix from my total material and hardly any clusters at all in the 
third matrix. I express these expectations as a single hypothesis, but I 
cannot use the first matrix to test hypotheses about the clusters, as these 
have been defined so as to give the best possible clusters in the first 
matrix. 

Hypothesis 10. The second matrix should have more negative correla
tions between content analysis categories from different clusters than the 
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:::3 Matrix of the correlations hetll'een II cate~:ories from the first and the last candidates on 17 nomination lists 

6 10 I ~ 4 ' n 13 I~ 17 ~0 ~I 

l. Publications with good theory· • + .::!9 . t .4~ " •I +.70 •.5::! +I d .. ~~ +.~~ 

6. The candidate's resc:arch trend • _._,::!0 + I :tll +.79 •. 70 -AS • I +I -I 

10. Number of printed books • + .69 +.::!-1 •. 71> + .. 19 ·An •.KI> ·.~0 +Al 

I. Number of e.cellent publications • +.5~ +I + .7~ • JK +.81> +.76 + .~7 X 

~. Number of titles cited by the e.\ pert • '.1>6 •. 79 + .IJS +.79 ... :!~ •. 1>6 X 

4. Publications with good method • +.~::! +J6 +I •. ~4 ~.::!0 

5. Publications useful to society • +,6::! ·I +.09 • .95 

8. Research publication' cited hy the expert • + .88 • .J~ •.7~ X 

ll. Evaluation of the trial lecture • • .Kll • I X X 

14. The candidate "'pposc:d to .. ,uit" the faculty 
• ·-~ X X 

17. The candidate and the C\pen from the 'arne • 
department 

10. First place on the expert'' nomination • • 11. Place on the faculty,., nomination list 



third matrix. Testing the hypothesis: The negative correlations between 
categories from different clusters are 13 in the first matrix, 6 in the 
second and 2 in the third. The hypothesis then can not be rejected in this 
case. which is in favor of the summation theory. 

Discussion 

I made from the start a classification of the categories in five groups and 
predicted the importance the experts would attach to each group. The 
prediction turned out comparatively well. 

My application of the summation theory to the interaction of the 
content analysis factors has given interesting results, but the theory 
cannot be used to decide to which extent the demonstrated clusters of 
categories mirror trends in the candidates' publications and to which 
extent they are the results of the experts' technique for phrasing their 
reports. 

My most important result is the fact that the experts agree better on 
how to use the categories to evaluate the places on their nomination lists 
than on how to evaluate individual candidates. Why? The simplest ex
planation is that they tend to use standard formulations to justify their 
ranking of the candidates. I believe that this is not the truth-or at least 
not the whole truth. Content analysis has drawbacks and may be mislead
ing in this case. I take category 3, good and/or new theory, as an 
example. To say that a can~idate has presented such a theory is to pay 
him a very high compliment-and to take a considerable risk. Suppose 
the theory is rather well known, but not known to the expert. That would 
prove that the expert is no expert. And so he has to use such categories 
sparingly. But he does use it to some extent in unexpected cases, such as 
"the investigation is badly planned and the material not very relevant to 
the problem, but I admit that the theory is interesting and probably 
new". Similar cases happen to category 6, the candidates research trend. 
A rising research trend should be a high complement. but can easily be 
used to sugar a bitter pill: "The candidate's later publications are. 
however, on a higher level" etc. Poor candidates have. after all. far 
greater chance to improve than very good ones. But this technique to use 
one category to compensate the shortcomings in another is hardly possi
ble to analyse with my simple categories. I have to accept. that some 
categories may show low reliability as the experts tend to use them for 
sugar-coating in very different cases. This would result in more varia
tions when different experts evaluate the same candidate, whose rank 
they disagree about than when the experts evaluate the top places on 
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their nomination lists where they need not use sugar-coaung <u•u 111 ~:: 

bottom places, where sugar-coating should be needed more often: I ~·~· 
thus, inclined not to take the differences between nomination rehab1hty 
and candidate reliability too seriously. But how do faculty members and 
candidates react to the experts' subtle use of the evaluation phrases for 
sugaring some bitter pills? Well, faculty members. of course. can pick out 
a number of such phrases in order to prove the superiority of a special 
candidate, which of course annoys not only the expert. who has himself 
to blame, but also his foremost candidate. The bottom candidates are 
meant to get some consolation out of the sugar. but it might also give 
them too much confidence in their ability. The top candidates may react 
in the opposite direction: "Why does this expert pay high compliments to 
bad candidates and not to me? He has a bias against me. although my 
merits are so high that he is unable to skip me." And so the sugaring 
technique may cause barriers to rise between the experts and the faculty 
members as well as between the experts and the new professors they 
have helped along to their chairs. 

I suspect that the two categories 3 and 6 (especially 6). which I have 
taken as examples, are often used to compensate shortcomings in other 
categories. If so this could to some extent explain why these two 
categories form a cluster of their own in my first matrix and still have 
negative correlations with some categories in the second matrix. But on 
the ~ther hand I believe that candidates with a gift for theory tend to be 
less mterested in methodology, etc. But I admit that my data cannot tell. 
whe_ther the clusters in the matrices have a basis in the publications and 
ments of the candidates· or if they only are artefacts based on the report
i~g technique of the experts. I guess that there is a lot in both explana
tiOns. although the cluster made up of category 10 (number of printed 
books) hardly can be artefact. 

I have hardly discussed category 22, the year of the case. The student 
troubles in 1967 and 1968 gave emphasis to Marxist theory. that is. to 
categories 4 (good or new theory) and 5 (publications useful to society). 
My matrix of all the 71 reports shows that the categories used more often 
after 1967 are category 3 (good or new theory) with a correlation +0.64, 
category 5 (publications useful to society) with +0.48. category 4 (good 
or new methods) with +0.22. while the remaining categories have associ
ations below +0.20 or negative. This can be interpreted as an indication 
that research and/or the experts' evaluations have been influenced by the 
shift toward radicalism. If so, this shift might create a barrier between the 
older. less radical professors and the younger. more radical. 
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Chapter 10 

Generation differences an1ong 
researchers and teachers 
in a Sociological depart1nent 
Gunnar Boalt and Ulla Bergryd 

We use our own department of Sociology at the University of Stockholm 
for this study, as we know far more about it than about any other. 
Regular teaching in Sociology started here in 1949, but the department at 
the University in Uppsala had been organized two years earlier. At 
Uppsala the sociologists soon developed an interest in theoretical sociol
ogy (the U ppsala school of sociology) but at Stockholm the sociologists 
preferred empirical, descriptive studies, paying far more attention to 
methods than to theory. As practically all the teachers in the subject had 
this non-theoretical orientation it soon became a part of the research 
pattern at Stockholm and influenced the teaching as well. This pattern 
could not remain unchanged, however. As the department expanded, 
several young members went to universities in the United States and 
brought back very different ideas, clearly reflected also in the dominat
ing, international journals, but teaching still followed the traditional lines 
when the students in 1968 began to protest against university administra
tion, teaching, textbooks, etc. Radical sociology students wanted theory, 
also radical theory, with Marx and Mao on the reading lists, and when 
the students acquired formal representation at the department board, the 
lists were changed accordingly. 

The teaching pattern could be changed this way, but to change the 
research pattern was far more difficult and will take far more time. The 
established researchers did seldom change their ways. The young re
searchers' dissertation work was planned long ago and had to follow the 
plans. Young radical students gave a good deal of attention to students 
politics, that may have taken some time from research. But the best 
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students now tended to be radical and from them the fresh assistants 
were recruited. After some time they made or may make their M.A. 
(licentiatexamen) and eventually a Ph.D. 

In our opinion there may be a generation gap at the department be
tween an older, descriptive, methodological, non-theoretical research 
pattern and a new, radical, more theoretical research pattern. But we 
must point out that if there is a gap, there probably also is an over
lapping. Some of the young teachers and researchers had already before 
1968-at their peril-taken an interest in theoretical sociology and some 
were quite radical for those days. In the same way some new researchers 
and/or teachers may still accept the methodologically oriented non
theoretical research pattern etc. and thus use the set of professors as 
their reference-groups, not their fellow-students. 

But professors still occupy important positions at Swedish university 
departments. They do not decide the content of courses, the choice of 
textbooks or the selection of teaching assistants, but they do decide the 
marks of M.A. theses and dissertations, they do influence research
grants and the selection of associate and full professors is practically in 
their hands. How do they react in these cases to candidates using their 
own research patterns and to candidates using another. more radical 
one? 

That is our problem. Four different materials have been used: 

1. In order to study marks, publications and research career Bjurman, 
Boh~ and Boalt have collected data on the 67 sociologists who have 
attamed the old M.A. degree (licentiatexamen) at the university of 
Stockholm. 

2· In order to study selection and career of the teachers Bjurman has 
collected data on 26 teachers with M.A., teaching sociology at the 
department in 1972. 

3. Similarly we made a less ambitious study of79 junior teachers without 
tenure at the department in 1967-1972 in order to study the hiring and 
firing procedures, etc. 

4. As the full professors are few but placed in key positions, Bergryd 
made a study of the experts' written recommendations, which form 
the basis for the selection of candidates to professional chairs. 

The results from these studies are reported in the three previous chapters 
and do not contradict our expectations built on the summation theory. 
Are there any data indicating generation gaps or contrasts between 
traditional and radical research patterns? Bjurman's study of the 67 
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researchers pointed out that those graduated (M.A.) in the 'seventies, 
tended to have a higher level of aspiration as far as theory was con
cerned. They are. however. few and can hardly influence the general 
pattern of all 67. If we want to know anything about this group, we have 
to separate them from the rest, compute the correlation between the 
traits in this particular sample and see if their correlation matrix contains 
clusters according to our expectations. 

Turning our attention to differences between teachers, Bjurman's as 
well as Bohm's studies of the 26 teachers assign the generation factor, 
years in the department. to a cluster of its own. but when the sample is 
divided in two samples, good teachers and less good teachers, the gener
ation factor no longer joins the deviating clusters in these new matrices. 
In our opinion this indicates that teachers may compensate other merits 
with years at the department, but if the teachers are divided in good ones 
and not so good ones, years at the department are less useful to com
pensate other traits and so they are-in spite of some negative correla
tions with the traits of general merits-included in this large cluster. If we 
want more information on differences in research patterns between con
servative and radical teachers, we have to divide our sample of 26 
teachers in 13 more conservative and 13 more radical ones and find out 
what their correlation matrices have to tell. 

We start with the 12 sociologists graduated after 1969. We expect some 
of them to cling to traditional research values and others to pay less 
attention to them. Contacts with the professor may on the one side 
indicate acceptance of his traditional values, on the other need ofhis help 
with research problems. We thus expect one cluster of traditional re
search values and another cluster somehow opposed to it. while profes
sorial contacts may side up with the first cluster, if professors mainly act 
as preservers of traditional values, but with the second if they mainly 
have to support M.A. candidates in distress. 

The matrix is given in page 128. It contains three, quite clear clusters: 
the large traditional cluster, made up of 13 variables (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
7, 8, 9, 13, 14, 16, 17. 18), another cluster of three variables (6, level 
of aspiration to methodology; II, status with the professor and 12, 
personal contact with the professor) and at last an unexpected little 
cluster made of male sex ( 15). 

This indicates that the young bright set after all sticks to traditional 
research values, but do not take them through their contacts with profes
sors, who seem to be dominated by their role as supporters of weak M.A. 
candidates, supervising at least their methodology. The men in the sam-
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I..J Matrix I. Matrix of the correlations/rom a sample of 12 sociolo~ists, M.A. after 1969 
00 

----- ----

8 9 JJ 14 16 17 18 6 II I~ IS 

I. Ego-strength +I +I .... so +.2.5 ... 75 +I +.80 +I •I •.40 •.40 +I ±0 •I ±0 -.SO 

:!. Independence. subject +.90 +I -+-I +.60 +I +.:!0 +I •I +.80 .... so •I -I -I -I -.40 

.1. Independence, method +I +I +I +I +I +I +I +.NO +.80 +I +.60 +I ±0 -.40 

4. P.,r..,verance +.68 +.60 +I + .06 + I • I • I •I •I - .~3 +I + .33 -.80 

5. level oLtspiration. Theory •I •I +.68 +I •I • I +I +I +I +I -.8~ -.so 
7. lnnovarion +I +I +I ·I '.60 •I +I +.88 +I +I ±0 

8. Status outside the department •I +I +I •I +I •I -I -I -I +I 

9. Status in pecr·group +I +I +.~0 +.~0 +I +.90 +I -.33 • .so 
13. !\.larks in M.A .. c!C. ·I •I +I +I -I -I -I +I 
14. Printed production •I •I +I -I -I -I •I 
16. Choice of career +I +I -I -I :tO -.40 
17. Appointment in sociology +I -I -I !0 -.40 
18. Appointment at Stockholm dep. -I -I -I +I 

6. Level of aspiration. Method •I -.43 :tO 
II. Status among professors •I -I 
1:!. Personal conlact profe~sors !0 

15. Male se\ 



pie have high status outside the department and in their peer-group, high 
marks and good scientific production, but otherwise they tend to pay less 
attention than the female researchers to the traits in the two clusters. 

From the professors' point of view this picture is rather sad. It means 
that they tend to get isolated from the young generation of researchers, 
who do not badly need their help. If so the generation gap will increase. 

Let us then turn to the 26 teachers at the sociology department and 
divide them in a radical and a non-radical group, according to Bjurman's 
classification. We believe there is a considerable over-lap in research 
technique. between the two groups, as many of the radical sociologists 
started teaching long ago and have not changed their approach since 
then. We expect the scientific values to form a cluster together with 
career variables and some of the teaching variables, while other teaching 
traits form an alternate cluster. 

The matrix in page I 30 presents us with two clusters, one large cluster 
containing all scientific and career variables together with most of those 
covering the teaching (variables 2, 3, 4. 5, 6, 7. 8, 9, 10, 11. 12. 13, 14, 16, 
18, 21. 27, 28 and 29). The second, smaller cluster contains three vari
ables: ego-strength ( l ). level of aspiration for own teaching (24) and 
production of teaching material (26). This indicates that radical teachers 
with good scientific merits tend to have less ego strength, lower level of 
aspiration for their own teaching and to produce less material for the 
teaching. But radical teachers, less burdened with scientific merits, tend 
to have strong ego and pay more attention to their own teaching and 
production of teaching materials. 

Bjurman' s matrix for all 26 teachers indicated reasonable contacts 
between radical teachers and professors. This seems to contradict our 
previous opinion on the generation gap. Yes, but teachers are only a part 
of the M.A.s and there is. after all, a far greater chance to keep contacts 
between the teachers in one department. Our data in the matrix page 130 
seem to indicate that the generation gap is smaller between professors 
and the research minded teachers than between professors and the ego 
strong teachers producing material for the teaching. Well that may be 
bad, but in our opinion it would be far worse if the professors had lost the 
contact with the radical. research-minded teachers. 

We proceed to the matrix of the correlations from the sample of 13 
non-radical teachers. As these non-radical teachers from several points 
of view over-lap with the radical ones, we believe that the clusters for 
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...... Matrix 2. Correlations from a .wmp/e c~( JJ radicalt£'achers, M.A . 0 

4 5 h 7 8 9 Ill II I~ 1.1 14 lh IH :!0 21 27 28 :!9 I ~4 ~b 

Independence. !\t~hjecr +I +,fA) ., ...... _1 t-,60 •I L41 +I +.7.1 -AI +,'JJ • . 93 -. .H~ +.9.1 +.7.1 +I + .41 ........ +-.20 +I .,. .43 ... ~ 
1. lndc,endencc, melh<~l +.85 +I +.14 •.85 +I +.71 +I •. 9-1 t-.~8 +.74 • I • .8~ +I +.h7 +I +.71 +.$0 + .1>1 +I .. .4~ -.45 

4. PehC\'ernnce + .'!7 +.4.1 + .85 -+-.7.1 +.83 + I +.H5 +I +I " 'I +I -t-.43 +I + .82 + .65 .... n .... 9J t .20 - .:!0 

:'i. Le\·cl of aspirnti(Jn. Thcor}' +I +I +I +I +.M +I •.4S +I + I •I +I +I +.M +I +.M •.09 +I +I .. 
6. l_.e\·el o(aspir;Uion. Mcrhoc.l +.S.l -.14 +.71 +.50 +.h7 -.11 ... '!.0 ... :w +.45 +.'!0 +.14 +.50 +.71 +.50 +.14 +.71 +A~ +,67 

7. lnnovaritm +.74 +I +I. +.N.1i +.41 +I +I +I • I ... . 85 + I +.H~ .. . h.:'i •.43 .... 9.1 + .74 T,•B 

8. Sl.t..llu"" uur~iJc the dep;arrmcnr ... 5H +I +.85 +.II +I +I + .9-1 •I ... 94 -..1 +.58 +.H +.45 +I +.14 -.14 

9. sr •• ru, in peer-group +.78 •. 71 -.:!0 +I •I .. •I •I •I .... 92 • .7H .... 9:! +.HJ •.58 +.II 

10. Sraru' am(lng "iludenh .. .. •I +I +I •I ... ~ •I +.(1! -1 +.~ +I +I +.50 

II Sraru, amonR profc'i'••ur' •. 58 ... 73 +.7.1 +.85 +.7.1 +.67 +I +·.71 .. so +.93 +I + .45 + .14 

11. J•er'I.Oitill conlach with pn,fc-.-.or' •.H .. __ l:\ •.II ... 3J -.11 •I +.~0 -_(ft +.58 -AI L5K -.71 

Ll. Mark, in ~t.A .. elc. • I •I +I •I •I •I •I +.~0 •I -.:!0 -.4.1 

14. PnnrcU rrorlucrion +I +I •I • I •I •I •. 20 •I -.:!0 -.43 

16. Choice of career •I +.9J •I •I +I ... 4.\ •I •. 14 -.14 

IM. Higher ::appointn•cnt •I .. +I • I +.~ -.9.1 -.:!0 ... 71 

~ .. -\cademii.:' IC\'CI of IC.lChing d •. 71 ·-~' •. 14 -I .... ~ •. 14 

'! 1. Ahiht y to tc.1~h •. !l7 -I ·-~· -I • I •. ~0 

:!7. lnterc'l in tca~hmg • I •.II -I -.67 - .4~ 

~R lntere\1 in lheon:ricoal item' •. 50 -I - .~tl -.H 

~. Year' in dcp.krtnlent - . :~o -.14 .H 

I. E!!l,.,lrcn.[::lh •. :!0 • 41 

!4 1...('\CI of ;a\()1ra11un fort'" n rc;"hlfll; •I 

2h. ProJu~tion of teaching m;ucriaf 



these two samples show similarities. We thus expect a dominating re
search and career cluster including some teaching values and then 
another cluster made up of other teaching variables. probably including 
some of the variables (I. 24 and 26) which made up the second cluster 
among the radical teachers. 

The matrix is presented in page 132. It contains three clusters: the 
large research and career cluster (2. 3, 4, 5. 6, 7. 8. 9, II. 12, 13. 14, 16, 
18, 20 and 29) we expected, a second cluster of six variables (1, ego
strength; I 0, status among students; 21. ability for teaching; 24. level of 
aspiration for own teaching; 26. production of teaching material; 27, 
interest in teaching) and a third small cluster made up only of28, interest 
in the theoretical items. 

The first large cluster contains. as we expected. all the traditional 
research values and career variables together with good promotion ( 18), 
teaching at higher levels (20) and years at the department (29). The 
second cluster contained 6 variables, among them I. 24 and 26, which 
rormed the second cluster in matrix 2. It is interesting that these have 
been joined by status among students (1 0). ability for teaching (21) and 
interest in teaching (27). This suggests that the traditional research· merits 
among the non-radical teachers may be compensated by traits including 
ego-strength, status among students. ability for and interest in teaching 
etc. Those teachers who neither have research merits, nor teaching 
merits may take the chance to compensate this by overdoing their in
terest for the theoretical items in their teaching. 

There is no visible generation gap between professors and non-radical 
teachers going in for research and research merits. There seems, how
ever, to be a gap between professors and non-radical teachers specializ
ing in teaching or going in for theoretical points. This is no surprise. 

Summing up the indications on generation gaps, we have found that 
the last batch of M.A.s, graduating after 1969, do accept traditional 
research values and yet have little contact with professors; that is, these 
contacts tend to be restricted to weak M.A. candidates, who need help 
(esp. with methods) when their research gets stuck. But among the 
teachers, whether they are radical or not, those who have research 
merits also tend to keep in contact with the professor. This seems to be a 
contradiction. We must. however, point out that a strong majority of the 
teachers, 16 out of 26, have taken their M.A. degree before 1970 and 
probably followed the patterns of all 67 researchers, where the correla
tion matrix showed a single large cluster containing not only research 
values but also contacts with the professor. 
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We can test this idea in a very simple way. comparing the data on status 
according to the professor (II) and contacts with him (12) on the 16 
teachers, graduated before 1970, with the 10 teachers graduated after 
1969: 

Strength on a 5 point scale 

:! 3 4 5 Mean 

II. Status accordin~ to tilt• proft•s.wr 

16 teachers. graduated before 1970 3 6 6 3.9 
10 teachers, graduated after 1969 7 2.8 

12. Personal contacts ll'ith tilt• proft•s.wr 

16 teachers. graduated before 1970 :! 7 3 4 3.6 
10 teachers. graduated after 1969 2 :! 4 I 3.2 

The older teachers do have higher status and more contacts with the 
professor-as we expected. 

This contradiction thus might be viewed as a contrast between an older 
research pattern, without a generation gap between researchers and 
professors, and a recent pattern with such a gap. This new gap may be 
the result of a changed research ideology, but, of course the generation 
gap also tends to widen because professors do grow older and new 
students do not. 

Kerstin Bohm has in her chapter mentioned that the department is 
divided in two large groups, 10 teachers who have their office on the 8th 
floor of the B-house and 16 who have theirs at the 9th. From the start, 
there probably was some tendency to locate full professors to the 9th 
floor, assistants and project staffs to the 8th, but as full professors in 
charge of projects wanted to be near their staff, some of them got offices 
on the 8th adjoining their research staffs. This led to some reshuffling, 
but now, three years afterwards, everybody seems anxious to remain at 
his floor and there is far more interaction within the floors than between 
them. The floors then might serve as reference-groups, transmitting 
research and/or teaching patterns. 

If the floors tend to have different patterns, this could hardly be 
interpreted as a generation barrier, located in the flooring between them, 
but it could be something of a geographical or ecological barrier to 
communication on the micro level. The research patterns generally have 
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remained rather stable among the graduated teachers, we can hardly 
expect the flooring to influence that, but the teaching pattern has 
changed far more and might show differences. We have tried this idea 
and worked out correlation matrices for the two floors. They are pre
sented as matrices 4 and 5 on pages 135 and 136. 

Matrix 4, page 135, sums up our data on the 10 teachers on the 8th 
floor. All research and teaching variables tend to be positively correlated 
and so there is only ont! single cluster with 18 negative correlations out of 
276, that is 7%. Variables 29, 27 and 12 are responsible for most of the 
negative correlations, but there are too few to justify an aberrant cluster. 

Matrix 5, page 136, presents the correlations in the sample of 16 
teachers on the 9th floor. It has three different clusters instead of one. 
There is a large cluster containing all research variables and career 
variables, including 20, academic level of teaching and 21, ability to 
teach. There is a second cluster, made up of five teaching variables: 23, 
radicalism, 24, level of aspiration for own teaching, 25, production of 
teaching material, 27, interest in teaching and 28, interest in the theoreti
cal items. The last cluster contains one single variable: 29, years in the 
department. 

This is interesting. The two floors do not differ in research pattern, but 
they do differ very much in teaching pattern. Teachers from the 8th floor 
tend to be good teachers if they have attained high research values, but 
t~achers from the 9th floor tend to attain low teaching values if they have 
high research ones. 

The textbooks and the courses have recently been made more radical. 
It seems as if the teachers on the 8th floor have been able to adapt to this 
change. Among them radicalism (variable 23) is correlated with research 
variables as well as with teaching variables. But the teachers on the 9th 
floor, who have good research data, tend to keep a distance not only 
from radicalism but also from most other teaching values. The most 
imponant teaching variable, 21, ability to teach, is, however, positively 
correlated with the research values as well as with teaching variables. 
Variable 29, years at the department, tends to be negatively correlated 
with research as well as with teaching. 

There are, thus, the same re:>earch pattern but very different teaching 
patterns on the two floors. This must not be interpreted as a pure 
group-effect. The original selection probably meant a great deal. But 
once this difference was established by selection, it probably has been 
considerably st~engthened by interaction within each floor and by a 
tendency to isolation between them. Selection, interaction and isolation 
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Matrix 4. Correlations from a sample of /0 teacher.~ at the 8th floor 

4 ~ I> 7 H 'I ltl II I~ D 14 II> IX ~u ~I ~-' !4 !h !7 !X ."1 

I. Eg<>-,lrength •. 4~ • .HH •I • I • .HH •I ·I •I 'I • .HH •. 4H •. 71 •. 71 • .HH •. 71 • .HH •I •I ·I ·I •. 71 •I 41 

~- Independence. 'ubjcct •I •I ·.~0 • .4.1 •I • .H5 •I -II • .4~ -.111 •I •I •I ·I •I 111 II •I •I .1>7 .II .II 

'· Independence. metho.l •I + .71 • .HH •I •I •I • .45 + .HH •. 71 •I •I • .H5 •I • .KK •. 71 •. 41 •I •I til • .4~ .45 
4. Per,everancc + .1>7 •I •I •I • .H~ • .K5 •I . • I •I •I •I •I •I •I • .HI • .HH • HI ~ _,,, • II •.II 
I. Level of a'piration. Theory •. 71 •. 71 •I •I •I • .H5 -.H •. 1>7 • . h1 •. 71 •. lt7 •. 71 •I •I •I •I • KK ·I ~u 

b. Level of a'pir•tion. Method •I •. 45 •I • .4~ •I •. 71 • 71 •. 71 • HH •. 71 • .KK •. 71 •. 41 •I •I .71 • 4~ •I 
7. Innovation •I • I •. 1>7 •I •. 1>7 •I •I ·I •I •I •I . ,,, •I •I •. H . ,,, . ,,, 
H. Staru' out,idc dep. ' I •I •. 41 - .:!U •I •I •I •I •I . ,,, •I •I •I -~u •I II 
9. Statu' in peer-group • H~ •I .. 111 •I •I •I •I •I ·I • .H~ •I •I •. 1>7 • K~ II 

10. St••tu' among 'tudcnt' •. 41 • !II :!CI .~u •. 41 • .:!U • .41 •I •I • HI • .KI •I HI 
II. Slatu., amung profe"•.or' • 71 71 •. 71 '.HH •. 71 • .HH 71 .41 •I ·I •II 41 •I 
1~. Pef\onal contacl prufcv•.on u • 11 ~II •. ll ~tl .. 11 .:!U '.:!CI • . :!11 lt7 .M< .:!U 
1,. Mark' in ~l.A .. etc. •I •I •I •I • .H 1U •I •I 11 .10 .111 
14. Printed production •I •I •I •11 .:!n •I •I II :!U .111 
I h. Choice of ...:.-rccr •I ~I 71 45 •I •I •II 45 41 
I H. Higher appointment •I II •I •I •I II • .:!U :!U 
:!0. Academic level of te.aching 71 • . 4~ •I •I II 41 41 
:!I. Ahility to reach •I •I •I . ,, •I .111 
:!.l. Rac.lic:tli'm • .HI • .K~ •I • .HI I 
:!4. Level of a'pirarion for O"-·O tcosching •I .lt7 • .H.I •II 
:!h. Produc1ion nf teaching material • .1•7 t .H~ II 
"17. lntc:rc't in tcotchinG •. lt7 .I 
:!8. lnh~rc't in lheorrlical ilcm' .II 

'.;.> ~. Year' in depanment 
VI 



..... Matrix ) C 1 ° fi 
0\ _ • 

0 
• orre atwno1· rom a sa mph• of /6 tt•acht•ro\0 at the 9th floor 

4 .1 6 7 s ~ 10 II I~ 1.1 14 If> 18 :!() ~I :!.\ ~4 1fl ~7 ~M ~'J 

I. Eg<htrcngth • . tt5 •AO •. 1111 •.1>.1 - . .Ill •. ~n + . .Ill +. 78 +.7H +.84 •. .10 • .40 +All + .~ll •.1111 •All •. 71> t .40 •All •All •.'Iii - 14 • All 
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are, however, general mechanisms, operating in the same way to create 
and enlarge differences between nations, universities, faculties and de
partments. 

We admit that we did expect some differences between the two floors 
of the department; still. it was a surprise, and not a pleasant one, to find 
them so clear-cut and strong already at the micro level. 

We now turn to the 83 teachers hired between 1958 and 1971 but not 
given tenure. As few of them had published anything, it was useless to 
study their research. We had to be content with some few data about 
their teaching. An assistant has estimated their research orientation on 
three scales, and so has a vice chairman which makes it possible to 
compute their reliability. We used seven variables: 

I. Research orientation in 1972. I. Empirical (nco-positivistic), 2. 
Theoretical (Marxist). Reliability +0.88. 

2. Change toward theoretical orientation. I. No, 2. Yes. Reliability 
+0.87. 

3. Change toward empirical orientation. I. No, 2. Yes. Reliability +0.70. 
4. Has given courses in methodology. I. No, 2. Yes. 
5. Number of terms as teacher at the department. I. 1-5, 2. 6 or more. 
6. Academic degree. I. B.A., 2. M.A. or Ph.D. 
7. Still teaching at the department in spring 1973. I. No, 2. Yes. 

Four teachers had had so little contact with the department that neither 
the assistant, nor the vice chairman could estimate their research orienta
tion. Our population, thus, was reduced to 79 teachers. They were hired 
by the chairman until in 1969, when the Board of the department took 
over the administration, which might mean that they gave more interest 
to the research orientation of the candidates. What is the relation be
tween year of first employment and research orientation? 

First employment at the department in 

Research orientation 5S-60 61-65 6fr67 68 69 70 71 72 

I. Empirical (nco-positivistic) 2 2 3 2 0 4 2 0 
2. Theoretical (Marxist) 2 2 2 4 14 23 16 

The chairman evidently hired just as -many radical theorists as (more 
conservative) empiricists. The board preferred the radical theorists, but 
at this time most intelligent students tended to be radical. Anyhow, there 
is a decided change between 1968 and 1969. In 1972 only one teacher, 
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M.A., was hired, as the department had started to shrink; 44 teachers 
were fired in 1972 and 4 already in 1971. We relate this firing procedure to 
our other six variables, using the assistant's estimations of the first three 
ones. We present our data as correlations (Q-coefficicnts) in matrix 6, 
at the bottom of the page. 

The matrix gives two clusters. The first is the radical cluster with a 
theoretical Marxist research orientation (variable I) and a change in that 
direction during 1971-72 (2). The second cluster contains the remaining 
five variables: Change toward empiricism (3), teaching methodology (4). 
many terms as teacher (5), higher academic degree (6) and employment 
at the department in spring 1973. These two clusters are very clear-cut. 
All the ten correlations between the five variables in the second cluster 
are positive. Nine out of ten correlations between variables from differ
ent clusters are negative. One of these negative correlations. between 
variables 2 and 3, is, however, by definition -I. The only positive 
correlation between variables from different clusters (between 2 and 5) 
suggests that many old teacher~ changed their research orientation in the 
radical direction. If we apply the summation theory, we interpret the two 
clusters as an indication that the young teachers, anxious to be employed 
at the department, tried to use their radicalism to compensate their lack 
of empirical and methodological training, their few terms and lower 
degrees. The board of the department had, however, to pay attention to 
~hese two last merits. Radical teachers thus tended to be fired, but there 
ts no indication, so far, that they have been either favored or maltreated. 

Boalt had a hunch that radical teachers once they had been fired, tried 
to get employment in the survey research they previously had scorned. 
I:Je suspected that they often presented a change of their resem·ch at-
titude toward · . . emptnctsm. 

Matrix 6. Correlationsfrom a sample of79 teachers ll'ithout tenure 

:! J 4 5 6 7 

+.78 -.50 -.15 -.30 -.b6 -· .37 
-I -.16 +.10 -.09 -.16 

1· Research orientation 
2· Change toward theoretical orientation 

+.59 +.17 +.31 +.:!7 
+.38 +.46 +.10 

3 · Change toward empirical orientation 
4. Has given courses in methodology 
5. Number of terms at the department +.67 +.97 
6. Academic degree +.80 
7. Still employed at the department 
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The assistant's estimations do. however. not support this view. But 
the assistant has a radical orientation and would hardly appreciate a 
change in the empirical direction. The generation gap at the department 
is so deep. the communication between the generations so scanty, that it 
is neither difficult. nor dangerous to appear empirically oriented among 
the old generation and theoretically oriented among the young one. Our 
vice chairman belongs. however. to the old generation. If we compare his 
estimations with the assistant's we could easily sort out those teachers 
they estimate differently and see what happened to them. Were they fired 
or employed in 1973? 

We start with differences in research orientation (variable I) and pre
sent the data for the 16 cases in a table: 

More radical according to the vice chairman 
More radical according to the assistant 

Fired 

~ I 
Employed 
6 
7 

Q-coeflicient + I 

There were only 3 fired teachers in this group, but all of them classified 
as radical by the vice chairman and as not as radical by the assistant. 

We then turn to the differences in change toward theoretical orienta
tion. 

Changed according to vice chairman. not ace. 
to assistant 

Changed according to assistant. not ace. to 
vice chairman 

Fired Employed 

~ 
Q-coefficient +0.28 

There may be a tendency to employ those. who did not change in a 
radical direction according to the vice chairman. 

Eventually we take up the change in opposite direction, toward 
empiricism: 

Changed according to vice chairman. not ace. 
to assistant 

Changed according to assistant not ace to 
vice chairman 

Fired Employed 

~ 
Q-cocfficicnt -0.09 

The correlation is very weak, only -0.09, but we expected a negative 
correlation, which would indicate that the employed after all ·had a 
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tendency to give the vice chairman but not the assistant the impression 
that they had changed toward neo-positivism. 

These three tables all point in the same direction: the generation gap is 
broad enough to protect the younger generation from the control of the 
older generation-as long as the youngsters do not publish and so un
mask. Articles may escape the censorship but theses do not as they are 
marked by the professors. Youngsters with a traditional research ideol
ogy generally get on well, but radical researchers writing articles or 
theses have to make up their mind. Are they to pay lip-service to 
neo-positivistic research ideas or take the risk of low marks? This con
flict creates frustration and does not stimulate radical research. thesis 
writing or publishing. Among our 79 junior teachers only 17 have, as far 
as we know, printed publications in sociology, generally articles in jour
nals (reviews are not included). But radical sociologists tend to be 
younger and so tend to publish less. In order to reduce this effect we 
have divided the junior teachers in two groups: those who had taught less 
than 8 terms at the department and those who had more than 7. (We had 
to use this dividing line, as only 4 of the 17 had taught less than 6.) Two 
t~bl~s present the publication pattern in these two groups, but they are so 
stmtlar, that we feel entitled to throw them together in a third table: 

49 ju.nior teachers. employed less than 8 terms. bv research oric•11tatioll a11cl hv 
publication in print · · 

Junior teachers without printed publication 
Junior teachers with printed publication 

Nco-positivists 
5 
2 
Q-coefficicnt -0.49 

Radicals 
37 

5 

JO jU~liOI: tec~chers · employed more than 7 terms. bv research orientation a11d hy 
publ!catwn 111 pri11t -

Junior teachers without printed publication 
Junior teachers with printed publication 

Nco-positivists 
4 
4 

Q-cocfficient -0.45 

Radicals 
16 

6 

79 ju11ior teachers. by research orientation and by publication in print 

Junior teachers without printed publication 
Junior teachers with printed publication 

Nco-positivists Radicals 
9 53 
6 II 
Q-coefficient -0.52 

There is, as ·we expected, a marked tendency among radical junior 
teachers, independent of the time they have been employed at the de-
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partment, to publish less than their neo-positivistic counterparts. This is 
hardly unknown to the professors. who tend to apply two interpretations. 
The first is that teachers, unable to publish, turn sour and attack the 
system, that has not rewarded their research. This interpretation may 
apply to teachers employed a long time but will not do for those hired 
recently. As both the categories show the same behavior we cannot 
accept this interpretation. The second is that the radical researchers 
neglect their duty, do not attend to their work properly. But this argu
ment can just as well be used against the professors. 

Accusations, frustration and aggression seem to be lavishly distributed 
to both sides of the generation gap. It is, after all, a heavy burden to a 
traditional and highly competent professor, eager to tell how research is 
to be done, that so many students, some of them very bright, turn a deaf 
ear to him. The generation gap then is a blessing. It serves as a protection 
against rudeness and painful confrontations, just as painful to both sides. 

Gunnar Myrdal in An American Dilemma characterized the barrier 
between white and black in USA as the Glass wall. Special contact men 
were necessary to handle the interaction. Contact men are just as neces
sary at the sociological department to overcome the gap between tradi
tional professors and young radical researchers. This task seems to have 
been taken over by the qualified assistant professors, who have made 
their Ph.D. with honors (docents). They are younger than the professors, 
more interested in theory, and they are comparatively independent of the 
professors. Some of them have the right to grade M.A. theses, but are 
allowed to grade Ph.D. theses only when temporarily acting as substitutes 
for full professors. They can, thus, hardly handle conflicts about Ph.D. 
theses. In the long run such conflicts will appear when radical theses are 
presented. There are three possible solutions. The professors may ac
cept them, although the theses are not neo-positivistic. The professors 
may try to flunk them until the reaction is strong enough to make them 
yield. Or the radical researchers are slowly discouraged and eliminated, 
one at a time. 

In our opinion the last solution is the worst. The lack of theory at the 
sociological department was a grave mistake. When the radical students 
stressed theory, for instance Marxist theory, this was accepted by sev
eral old teachers and stimulated their research. Theory is now respected 
at the department. Previously it was not. But the radical theorists not 
only have influenced several traditional sociologists, many of them have 
also themselves been influenced, are more willing to use empirical mate
rial. The neo-positivistic thesis has now met a Marxist anti-thesis and on 
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both sides researchers have started to compromise. to work in the 

direction of synthesis. . 
Our discussion will seem strange to an American sociologist. U nt-

versity departments in the United States have many full professor~. 
chosen so as to represent all the important theoretical and methodologi
cal approaches. The idea of large departments with one or just a couple 
of full professors forming a "school", that is, stressing the same theory • 
is alien to American universities. They do not understand. still less 
respect, the European idea of one professor-one department--one 
approach. American departments are anxious to present a "balanced 
curriculum" to the students and give them as free a choice of courses as 
possible. In our opinion this versatility of the university departments in 
the United States is one of the factors responsible for their high scientific 
standard. Swedish university departments are far more uniform. If there 
are several full professors at a department, representing different 
branches of the subject, they generally tend to share the same theoretical 
approach and direct their students in similar directions. This is in our 
opinion unfortunate, as "schools" of this kind tend to create barriers 
round themselves. 

Radicalism is often by nco-positivistic sociologists viewed just as 
another "school", but if so it is international, in contact with other 
~ount~ies, other uni~ersities an~ other ~epartments. In this study .we .are 
ocusmg our attention on barners agamst communication. Rad1cahsm 

then ~an be accused of creating generation gaps, but seems to do so 
espec~ally in departments which have isolated themselves from other 
departments, other universities and other countries . 
. We have taken the full professors as representatives of the old genera
~on. They occupy the top positions in the hierarchy of the departmen.t. 
. hey are no longer automatically chairmen of their department but sttll 
mflue t" 1 · ~ Ia m the faculty, the research councils, the foun~ations, etc. The 
selectiOn of full professors has then considerable consequences and we 
expect that the generation gap as well as the barriers between the de
part~ents will influence appointments of professors. 
. This procedure is complicated. First the chair has to be defined, then it 
IS announced and the candidates apply for it, sending in their publications 
to prove their competence to the faculty. This faculty then selects three 
~xperts, full professors in the subject, and sends the publications to them 
m orde~ to get the candidates ranked. After some months, when the 
experts are nearly ready, they meet at the university in order to listen to 
the candidates giving one or two academic lectures each, for the benefil 
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of the experts. the faculty and members of the department. The experts 
have up to now worked independently, but now they discuss the candi
dates and their r<tnks. Some weeks later the experts send their reports 
to the faculty. If the three experts unanimously prefer the same candi
date, he is always accepted by the faculty, which also tends to accept 
a candidate proposed by two of the experts. The faculty's proposal 
passes to the Chancellor of the Swedish Universities and from him to 
the government. which confirms the appointment. The first steps in this 
procedure can be influenced by local considerations and all of them by 
generation barriers. 

Ulla Bergryd has studied the first and most important phase of this 
procedure and applied simple content analysis to the experts' reports. 
She found strong signs of barriers between departments, as no expert 
ever gave a candidate from his own department a lower rank (and very 
often a higher rank) than the other experts did. The generation gap is 
more difficult to elucidate, as the experts on the one hand sometimes 
dislike newfangled notions but on the other are anxious not to appear 
backward. Bergryd analyzed their comments on scientific innovations 
and found that these comments seemed to be used in a negative way, 
suggesting that the theory or method mentioned was bad but at least new. 
We could take that as a symptom, indicating that candidates too far off 
from the experts do run a risk to be underestimated. 

The selection of professors probably has changed little, but the work 
they have to perform certainly has changed. A new professor still has 
to be the most qualified of the researchers applying for the chair, but 
formerly he was made chairman of his department and had to carry 
out so many administrative duties that he more or less gave up his own 
research. He had duties but he had also the security and power he had 
longed for while still subordinate to some other chairman. His research 
was important to him also as a vehicle of promotion. Once promoted he 
might try to build a new research empire, but more often he lost some 
interest in his own research. Instead his new role as chairman made it 
important to plan courses, change textbooks, select teachers and as
sistants, allocate research resources etc. But when the students late in 
1968 began their drive against the academic Establishment, they no 
longer took value and purpose of teaching, textbooks and training for 
granted. The chairmen suddenly had to discuss and defend their deci
sions and goals. Most university departments were affected, especially in 
the social sciences, by the new ideology and the new generation conflict. 
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And so we turn for a moment our interest from the soc_iology department 
to the social science departments at the University of Stockholm. 

We select spring 1967 as the last term before student unrest and 
compare the situation then with spring 1962 and with spring 1972. In 1962 
there were eight social science departments and five years later seven of 
the eight chairmen still remained in this position. This demonstrate~ that 
professors in those days did remain chairmen. Only one of the cha1rmen 
had left, as he was promoted ambassador. 

After 1967 teachers and students were anxious to take part in the 
administration ·of the departments and new regulations made it possible 
for them to do so. This did hardly suit the full professors. acting as 
chairmen. In spring 1%7 there were ten social science departments, that 
is, ten chairmen. Five years later only one of them still held out; nine had 
had their fill of ideology conflicts and generation gaps. But how were 
then the new chairmen chosen? In the spring 1972 there were eleven 
departments with one chairman each. One of them was an old, experi
enced, full professor, six were full professors appointed after 1967 and 
four were assistant professors (docents), a category formerly only 
temporary chairmen (for short periods). In 1972 full professors evidently 
were little inclined to be chairmen and face generation gaps and ideology 
contrasts at every meeting. This seems to be true at least of the sociology 
department, where qualified assistant professors have taken the 
chairmanship in turn, thus probably reducing the generation gap a little. 

This discussion has covered many fields. Let us review the main facts. 
Our study of research patterns have to be based on the M.A. theses, as 
most of the 67 researchers had published little else. All but twelve of 
them were written before 1967 and showed the traditional research 
pattern, where all research values were integrated into a single large 
cluster. The twelve last theses demonstrated, however, that although 
some young researchers still cherished traditional research values, they 
none the less paid little attention to methodology (formerly a central 
research value at Stockholm), to status from the professor and to con
tacts with him. Other researchers reacted in the opposite direction. We 
interpret this as a sign that good research at the department no longer is 
in touch with the professors of the department. 

Looking at the teaching patterns, we can use a number of teaching 
traits on our 26 teachers, radicalism among them. We expected from the 
start that the 13 more radical and the 13 less radical teachers should 
overlap in many respects. The matrices demonstrated that they did, as 
the two matrices had much in common. The less radical teachers had a 
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cluster of research values and a few teaching variables, 29, years at the 
department among them. but most of the teaching variables (I, 10, 21, 24, 
26, 27 and. up to a point 28) formed a teaching cluster, indicating that 
traditional research values did not mix well with new. untraditional 
teaching. The radical teachers were better equipped to integrate tradi
tional research values with radical teaching. as all research values and 
most teaching values formed one large cluster, the alternative cluster 
made up only of three values: 1) egostrength, 24) level of aspiration for 
teaching and 26) production of teaching material. (You must have ego
strength and perform something if you feel accepted neither as a good 
researcher. nor as a good teacher). 

We then divided the teachers according to the floor of their offices, this 
reduced the overlapping as the teaching pattern was perfectly integrated 
with the research pattern at the 8th floor, but badly integrated at the 9th, 
as this matrix fell apart in one research cluster and one teaching cluster. 

So far we have covered the teachers with M.A. The moment we are 
interested in the staff policy, the hiring all(/ firing of assistants. etc., we 
have to bring in the junior teachers without tenure at the department 
during 1971 and 1972. The chairman hired about as many neo-positivistic 
as radical teachers, but in 1969 the board of the department, dominated 
by radical students, took over this task and hired 54 radical versus ·6 
neo-positivistic teachers. The department began, however, to attract 
fewer students and the number of junior teachers had to be reduced. The 
board had to fire 48 teachers and this mainly hit the radical teachers with 
low degrees. Last hired, first fired. 

Although several old teachers had. or got, a radical research orienta
tion, we talk of a neo-positivistic older generation and a radical younger 
generation, trying to escape the control of the professors by creating a 
generation gap. This made it possible for some ambitious youngsters to 
join both sides, the radical dominating the teaching and the traditional 
one dominating research, as the professors mark theses, recommend 
grants, etc. 

The generation gap at the sociological department may protect profes
sors from radical critique but it also prevents them from attracting and 
training good students in traditional research technique. Ambitious pro
fessors regard this as an insult and react with frustration and aggression. 
But the radical young researchers do also suffer. Are they to accept rules 
they do not believe in and problems that do not interest them or are they 
to risk harsh critique and low marks? They too feel frustrated and their 
research suffers. We have demonstrated that the radical junior teachers 
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have less often published in print than those who have a traditional 
research orientation. They tend to be frustrated in their research, the 
professors in their teaching. 

There is, thus, a barrier against scientific communication within the 
department. Radical students are well aware of it, but until now they 
have not tried to enforce a passage: no radical theses have yet been 
presented. And what will happen then? Nobody can tell. But if they are 
acceptable and accepted, the barrier may be overcome. If they are not. 
the result may be a serious conflict. Or, the radical researchers may be 
silenced, outmanoeuvered, one after one, until only a few, frustrated 
diehards are left in a corner. If so, the department could once more rally 
round its colors, isolate itself from deviant international trends, from 
other departments at the university, now brought into contact by the 
radical researchers. From our point of view the radical researchers have 
taken part in creating a scientific communication barrier within the 
department, but they have succeeded in breaking its isolation. and that 
may be more important. 

W~ now turn our attention to the selection of full professors among the 
candtdates. Bergryd found a strong preference among the evaluating 
experts for candidates from their own department, a delightful kind of 
~postolic succession. Scientific innovation ought to be another important 
actor, but Bergryd found that this term generally was used in a negative 
~e~se, ':"'hich might indicate that the experts prefer traditional research 
fa ues In sociology. If so candidates for chairs had better not deviate 
t~o~ accepted sociological research patterns--until they have secured 

etr appointment. 

th The~ they can start building a research empire of their own. Most of 

W em dt~ not. Instead they started building an administrative empire. It 
as easter d . Th . an more spectacular. They were chmrmen of a department. 

ey tned t 
re o expand the number of students, teachers, researchers. 

sources g . . · h 
rep ' rants, etc., usmg teachmg, textbooks and even researc 

orts for this · d b 'ld d · · · · was purpose. Thts ten ency to ut a mtmstrattve emptres 
the str~ng before 1967 and much weaker afterwards, since chairmen in 

SOCial Scie J · · . h t h nces not only, by new regu at tons, had to compromise wtt 
ea~ ers and students but also to face generation conflict and ideological 

con rast. Full professors were no longer anxious to take care of depart
ments too hot to handle. The chairmen accordingly often were selected 
among young . . er assistant professors. 
Summt~g up some points: The sociology department seems to have got 

a generation gap concerning research recently. Conservative teachers 
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differ a little in teaching pattern from radical teachers, but these differ
ences in teaching patterns are much stronger between the two floors in 
the department. The generation gap has created frustration and aggres
sion among the older generation as well as among the young radical 
researchers. who suffer in their research. The conflict between the 
generations may culminate, if and when radical theses are presented. 
The generation gap does not visibly affect the selection of chairmen in 
the social science departments at Stockholm University. The sociology 
departments at Swedish universities have for many years built communi
cation barriers between them, affecting citation patterns, and selection of 
full professors. The impact of radical research ideology may have 
created a generation gap. but radical researchers at the sociology de
partment in Stockholm instead broke down the barriers against modern, 
international sociological theory and, against sociological research in the 
departments at Uppsala and Gothenburg. 

Our description of communication and barriers in our own depart
ment can also serve as an illustration to Ben-David's critique of Kuhn 
(Joseph Ben-David: The Scientist's Role in Society, Englewood Cliffs 
1971. pp. 3-6) as we have tried to show that "there may be (a} 
differences among individuals and groups in their perceptions of the 
breakdown (or exhaustion) of the paradigm due to either their 
different locations in the scientific community or differences in their 
individual sensitivity and (b) in the closure of certain scientific com
munities, that is. some may have nothing to do with other scientific 
communities, whereas others may have partially overlapping interests 
and common personnel. It is possible. therefore, to envisage normative 
variation leading to as fundamental a change as a revolution but issuing 
from the feelings of frustration and search for innovation of only a part 
of the scientific community". 

147 



Chapter 11 

The communication of erroneous 
material, exelnplified with 
nuclear family universality 
Lewellyn Hendrix 

With the publication of Murdock's (1949) assertions on the universal 
functions of the nuclear family, a conception of family structure was 
launched which was to have a great impact on the thinking of 
sociologists. In spite of a lack of precision in Murdock's definitions and a 
paucity of data in his presentation, his conception of the nuclear family 
as universal is widely believed to hold true with only rare exceptions. 
This paper will examine Murdock's definitions and data and will present 
some previously unnoticed contrary cases, leading to the question of 
why sociologists have accepted Murdock's formulation. 

Murdock thought of the nuclear family as a concrete unit, existing 
independently or as the basic building block of more complex polyga
mous or extended family units. In his examination of 250 cultures, he 
concluded that regardless of what type of family structure prevails, the 
nuclear family is always visible as a functioning unit, performing im
portant societal functions and fulfilling basic needs of its members. The 
nuclear family, as a specific type of unit. performs sexual, procreative. 
educational and economic functions. In Murdock's view these four func
tions of the nuclear family account for its universality, since it is doubtful 
that an adequate functional substitute for the family can be found 
(1949: II). 

In the debate following Murdock's publication, the contrary eviden.ce 
presented has been anecdotal in form, centering on families in the Kib
butz (Spiro, 1954), the Nayar (Gough, 1959), and the traditional Chin~se 
(Levy and Fallers, 1968). In the Kibutz and Nayar cases, the questto~ 
has been raised as to whether a nuclear family exists. Among the tradl-
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tional Chinese, however. there is ·some question as to whether the 
nuclear family is recognized as a functioning unit, separate from the 
extended family. Only Reiss ( 1965) has suggested that exceptions may be 
numerous. particularly among matrilineal North American Indians, and 
in the Caribbean area. 

Murdock's formulation has been subject to criticism on conceptuaJ 
grounds as well (Adams, 1960; Levy and Fallers, 1968; Reiss, 1965; 
Weigert and Thomas, 1971 ), but nevertheless it has had a definite impact 
on social theory, particularly in Parsons' (1964) work on incest taboos 
and Zelditch' s ( 1955) study of nuclear family role differentiation. In both 
works, the conception of the nuclear family as a universally existing unit 
is a basic assumption. 

In addition to its influence on theory, Murdock's formulation has 
entered into family textbooks. Recent family textbooks treating the issue 
of family universality typically give the impression that there are only 
one or two cases in which the nuclear family is not a concrete, function
ing unit (Leslie, 1973; Bell and Vogel, 1968; Nye and Berardo, 1973; 
Schulz, 1972). 

This acceptance in theory and in textbooks is somewhat puzzling in 
light of the lack of rigor in Murdock's definitions and the scanty evidence 
which he presents. 1 

Murdock's definitions 

In an empirical work, one might expect to find clearly and precisely 
stated operational definitions. Such definitions .are difficult to find in 
Murdock's work on the family. 

The first problem with Murdock's definitions is that he does not define 
the family separately from its functions. The family is defined as ."a 
social group characterized by common residence, economic cooperation 
and reproduction", including at least two opposite sex adults who 
"maintain a socially approved sexual relationship" established and de
fined by marriage customs, and one or more children (1949: 1). Included 
in this definition of the family are the economic, procreative, and sexual 
functions; only the educational function is not defined as an aspec.t of the 
family. Common residence, marriage customs and generatiOn-sex 
structure are the only defining characteristics of the family not included 
in Murdock's list of functions. 
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Murdock's definition obscures the exact empirical question that he 
was trying to answer. On the one hand he may have been asking whether 
the nuclear family, as a residential unit with sexual, procreative. and 
economic functions, is universal. On the other hand, he may have been 
asking questions that seem more reasonable. One is the question of 
whether parents and children reside together in all societies. and the 
other is the question of what functions this unit performs in the societies 
in which it is found. Murdock's definition of family implies that he is 
examining the former question, while his discussion leans more toward 
the latter questions. 

The definitions of the four nuclear family functions are more difficult 
to ascertain than is the definition of the family. The sexual function 
apparently refers to "the sexual privilege which all societies accord to 
married spouses" (Murdock, 1949: 4). Yet, Murdock states that "mar
riage exists only when the economic and sexual (functions) are united 
into one relationship", and marriage "forms the basis of the nuclear 
family" (1949: 8). In the latter statement, it is true by definition that the 
nuclear family has sexual functions. Why then did Murdock ask the 
empirical question of whether sexual intercourse is allowed between 
husband and wife? 

The economic function consists of "economic cooperation. based 
upon a division of labor by sex" (1949: 7) and age within the nuclear 
family (1949: 8). The notion that economic cooperation occurs within the 
nuclear family, as opposed to some larger or differently composed kin
ship unit is particularly important, as will be seen in the discussion of 
Murdock's data below. 

The procreative function is not specifically defined. It obviously refers 
to the birth of offspring in the nuclearfamily but also seems to refer to the 
regulation of abortion, infanticide, and neglect of infants and children 
(Murdock, 1949: 9). Were the procreative function to be defined solely in 
terms of childbirth, it would also be by definition a function of the 
nuclear family, which consists "of a married man and woman with their 
offspring" (Murdock, 1949: 1). 

The educational function has to do with the acquisition of discipline 
and traditional knowledge and skill. Murdock states that "The burden of 
education and socialization everywhere falls primarily upon the nuclear 
family" (1949: 10), although outside agencies may assist. However, 
Murdock gives no indication of how he determined the range of variation 
of involvement of nuclear family personnel or of other agencies in the 
education of children. In Murdock's publication, no guidelines are pre-
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sen ted for making the judgement that the nuclear family bears the burden 
of education. 

In general, Murdock presents no clear and precise operational defini
tions of his concepts. The nuclear family was defined as having certain 
functions. and at the same time. Murdock attempted to examine the 
empirical question of whether the nuclear family performs these func
tions. 

Murdock's data 

Murdock's data were taken from the Human Relations Area File (initially 
called the Cross Cultural Survey}. The data consist of categorized pas
sages from published ethnographies and other descriptions of250 "primi
tive" societies from all regions of the world. The Human Relations Area 
File (HRAF) was put together at Yale University, and at present, dupli
cate copies of it exist at over twenty universities. most of which are in the 
United States. Other microfilm copies are also in existence at various 
institutions. Over the years, additional materials have been coded and 
placed in HRAF. 

There are several flaws in Murdock's presentation of his data. The two 
major ones are the lack of clear statements of the number of cases for 
which adequate information exists, and the presentation of irrelevant 
data. 

In presenting his data, Murdock chiefly made statements to the effect 
that no exceptions to the assertions of universality were found. If, of 
course, the data are insufficient or missing for many societies, 
Murdock's generalizations would carry less weight. Unfortunately 
Murdock gives little indication of the number of cases for which adequate 
data exist, except to indicate that the data are inadequate to classify 
families as independent nuclear or complex in 23 percent of the cases 
(1949: 32). In other words, the maximum size of Murdock's working 
sample was 192 cultures rather than 250. In discussing the nuclear family 
functions no information whatsoever on missing data is given. One might 
speculate that the number of cultures for which Murdock had complete 
data is much less than 192. 

Now let us look more closely at Murdock's style of data presentation. 
He states that no exception was found to the assertion that the nuclear 
family "exists as a distinct and strongly functional group in every known 
society" (1949: 2). Similarly, in discussing the sexual function. Murdock 
points out that it is: 
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genuinely astonishing that some society somewhere has not rorbil.ll.len sexual access to 
married partners, confining them, for example, to economic coope:-ation · · · ( 1949: 4-5). 

He then goes on to point out some near exceptions, and presents numeri
cal data on the regulation of nonmarital and extramarital sex. Although 
interesting, this numerical data is not of direct relevance to Murdock's 
assertion on the sexual function of the nuclear family. 

The only evidence presented on the economic function is a reference 
to Murdock's earlier paper on the division of labor by sex ( 1937). In this 
earlier paper, several tasks (e.g. hunting, herding, gathering of roots and 
tubers, water carrying, fuel gathering, fire tending, etc.) were coded 
according to the extent of male and female involvement in each. While the 
paper is important in that it shows that some tasks are almost always 
assigned to one sex or the other, it is irrelevant to Murdock's assertion 
on economic cooperation within the nuclear familv. There is no way of 
telling from the evidence cited by Murdock whether the nuclear family. 
~orne larger kin group, or the community is a unit of cooperation or a 

ase for dividing tasks. 

In order to test the assertion on economic cooperation, one would 
need evidenc h · 1 ~ h e on w at tasks are performed by nuclear fam1ly personne 
tOr t e exclu . b . ' 
P .d Slve encfit of the nuclear fam1ly members. Murdock s data 

rovl es not . . . 
with" h even a clue as to whether there 1s cconom1c cooperation 

10 t e nuclear family in this sense. 
Of there · · 

specifi d mammg two functions, the procreative and educational, no 
gen 1c1. a~a are presented (Murdock, 1949: 9-10). There are a series of 

era IZahons b . . . . f 
and ab . a out what must be done 1f soc1ety 1s to reproduce 1tsel 
ever out t~e Implications of these necessities for the family unit. How-

' no evldenc . b . 
reader th e IS rought to bear on these generalizations to show the 
occur Hat Wha~ must occur according to theory, is what actually does 
assert·1·0 ence, It appears that sociologists have accepted Murdock's 

ns more f · on a1th than on facts. 

A retest of Murdock's assertions 
In view of the we k . 

d t a nesses in Murdock's presentation, an attempt was 
mha e 0 systematically retest his assertions, using HRAF materials. With 
t e addition of materials over the years, the content of HRAF has 
changed somewhat, but much of the evidence examined was the same. 
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A set of operational definitions were developed in which the nuclear 
family was defined separately from its functions. 2 Using these definitions 
a data gathering instrument, similar to a questionnaire in format, was 
designed, with precoded response categories on all items. Several items 
on the instrument are combined to form a composite index for each of the 
five operational definitions. 

The data were collected by undergraduate students in two sociology of 
the family courses in 1973. Prior to collecting the data, the students read 
and familiarized themselves with Murdock's assertions on the nuclear 
family. Each student was assigned three cultures from HRAF to ex
amine, using the data gathering instrument and providing quotes from 
HRAF to document each item. This documentation was used to check 
and to improve the validity of the data. 

During the period of data collection, some time was set aside during 
each class meeting to discuss problems of interpretation and coding. The 
coded data on the first culture examined by each student were compared 
by the instructor with the documentation. These data were returned to 
students with corrections and comments and were discussed in class. 
After the data collection was completed, students exchanged data sets 
and similarly checked one another's interpretation of the HRAF materi
als. 

The data were then analyzed by the instructor and the findings were 
discussed in class. 

A total of 213 cultures were examined. and 45 of these were examined 
twice in order to check on the reliability of interpretation of HRAF 
materials. Assuming that errors in each set of observations are equal, 
random, and independent. the average overall error rate on individual 
items is estimated to be 16 percent. In spite of these errors, the data are 
adequate to show some empirical weaknesses in Murdock's sample. 

For a large proportion of the cultures examined, the information on the 
nuclear family and its functions was inadequate for classification or 
altogether absent (see table 1 ). Data on the sexual and educational 
functions were not to be found for about one-third of the cultures ex
amined, while data on the procreative and economic functions were 
entirely absent on approximately one-half of the cultures. The data 
were present for only part of the items in each of the composite indices 
in one-fourth to four-fifths of the cases. 

While highly specific meaning cannot be attached to the percentages 
in table I because of the errors present. the extent of missing or partially 
missing data appears to be great. We can assume that the amount of 
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Table 1. Marginal distributions of composite indices of nuclear family charac·
teristics 

Defini- Sexual Pro- Educa-

Relation of data tion of func- creative tiona! Economic 

to assertion family tion function function function 

Entirely missing 2% 33% 48% 36% 53'::i-

Partial fit 33% 42% 24% 27%} 43 '/~ 
Entire lit 38% 19% 2% 19% 

Some contrary 27% 5% 26% 17 r;; 4 r;; 

Total 213 213 213 213 213 

Revised contrary" 9% 0% 0% 5 t;-f, 1 '/t-

" These cases were selected from among those originally coded by students as contrary. 
after reexamination of documentation. Other cases. coded incorrectly. probably exist 
among the cases originally coded as not contrary. 

information available to Murdock was somewhat similar to the distribu
tions in the table. While some information in HRAF may have been 
overlooked in the present study, this bias is probably counteracted by the 
addition of materials to the files over the years. The implication is that 
Murdock's working sample was far fewer than 250 cases, and perhaps 
only halfofthat number. Thus, Murdock's assertions are in fact based on 
far fewer cases than they appear to be in his publication. 

The documentation on cases originally coded as contrary was ex
amined by the author to check for coding errors. For each of the func
tions and the definitions of the nuclear family. the proportion of contrary 
cases was revised downward, as can be seen in the last row of table 1. 
There may of course be other contrary cases among those originally 
coded as fitting Murdock's assertions or as missing data. 

Seventeen cases are clearly indicated to be contnu·y to the definition of 
the nuclear family as a unit established by a marriage and having a 
common residence separate from that of other kin. 

Seven cases were found in which it was stated that there is no cere
mony or exchange by which a "marriage" is established. All of these 
cultures, nevertheless, appear to regard the relationship of a man and 
woman who reside together as socially acceptable, and distinguish it 
from other man-woman relationships. 

In four more cases, including the renowned Nayar, the husband and 
wife have no common residence. Two of these cultures have men's 
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houses. and in another, the husband. wife and prepubertal children of 
each sex reside in separate dwellings. 

Two cases were found in which the nuclear family is not a residentially 
separate entity-the Jordanians and the I ban of Borneo. For Jordan, it is 
stated that two adult generations typically live in one room. The residen
tial unity of the bilek family of the Iban is especially well documented. 
The Iban live in longhouses which are broken into apartments, each of 
which is occupied in the typical case by two generations of adults. 

Four cases in which prepubertal children reside separately from par
ents were found. Children may live in dormitories as they do among the 
Gond from age six or seven. or with kin. as is the practice among the 
Thonga where children live with their grandparents for a protracted 
period after age three. 

Initially, it appeared that several cases were contrary to the assertion 
on the sexual function. in that intra-family incest or marriage is allowed. 
For some of these cases. it became clear that father-daughter incest is 
only ritually practiced before hunts or before the marriage of the daugh
ter. In other cases, such as the Yedda, it appears that some writers 
misinterpreted cross-cousin marriage as brother-sister marriage because 
of their failure to comprehend classificatory kinship terms. In other cases 
father-daughter or sibling incest seems to have occurred with some 
frequency although it is proscribed by norms. The Callinago and the 
Marshallese provide ex<~mples of this type of situation. 

For one case, the Buka. the HRAF materials seem contradictory. Two 
authors reporting on this group agree that father-daughter incest occurs 
"not frequently". However. one report for the period 1895-97, states 
that father-daughter incest is not forbidden or considered a crime. A later 
report. for the period 1929-30. indicates that father-daughter incest is 
disapproved but not regarded with horror. Thus, it is impossible to tell 
whether incest norms have always existed in this group. 

Twenty-six percent of the cultures originally were coded as contrary to 
the assertions on procr~ation. The operational definition of this function 
specifies that norms must regulate the practices of abortion, infanticide, 
and child neglect. After inspection. the data on none of these cases were 
sufficient to consider them contrary. In 18 cases. HRAF materials 
mentioned the frequency of such practices, without discussing the norms 
relating to them. In another 18 of these cultures. the materials spell out 
the circumstances under which abortion or infanticide are allowed. 
Common "extenuating circumstances" are illegitimacy and physical 
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abnormality of offspring. In other cases, infanticide or abortion m.ay be 
allowed when twins are born, births are closely spaced. many chtldren 
have already been born in a family, or when there is an undesirable sex 

ratio among the offspring. . 
There are a few cases in which abortion, infanticide or neglect ts of 

such magnitude as to suggest that these practices are not effectively 
regulated, especially the Nambicuara and the Malays among whom 
neglect is common, and the Crow, for whom it is said that two-thirds of 
the married women practice infanticide. 

Although there are no cases in which abortion. infanticide and child 
neglect are clearly not normatively regulated, the data suggest that these 
practices have been common enough to influence the rate of natural 
increase of population in many tribal societies. This stah:ment is. of 
course, contrary to the usual assumption of social scientists that natural 
death is the sole factor limiting the natural increase of population in these 
societies. 

Twelve cases, among those originally listed, are contrary to the asser
tion that the nuclear family is the primary agent of education. Among 
some groups, such as the Ngoni, in which polygyny is the most common 
family form, the polygynous family rather than the nuclear family. ap
pears to be the socializing agent. In other cases, grandparents or mater
nal uncles are very actively involved in socialization. as among the 
T~onga and Aleuts. In other cases, the HRAF materials indicate that 
~htldren are placed under slaves, elderly widows, or kinsmen outside the 
~mme?iate household for care and training. No case was found however 
m ~htch no nuclear family personnel are involved. While some nuclear 
famtly personnel are always involved to some extent in education, it 
ap~ears to be untrue both that these personnel always take care of the 
maJOr part of the education of children, and that they universally act as a 
concrete unit in education. 

In the original listing, eight cultures were coded as contrary to 
~urdock's assertion on economic cooperation in the nuclear family. 
Ftve of these were dismissed because adequate data were present for 
only one of the ten tasks in the operational definition. It would be 
misleading to cite these cases as contrary on such skimpy data. Another 
case, the Tallensi, was dismissed. Although all available data show 
e,conomic cooperation of the polygynous family unit, the majority (60 
percent) of the Tallensi families are monogamous. It is thus assumed that 
the monogamous nuclear family is typically a unit of cooperation. 

Two cases, Albanian peasants and the Australian Tiwi, remain con-
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trary to the hypothesis. The typical Tiwi residential family is polygyn
ous. ami nuclear units ordinarily cooperate with related units in food 
production (hunting and gathering) and consumption. The Albanian 
peasant situation differs in that a group of brothers or male cousins, along 
with their wives and children typically share a household, numbering 8 to 
10 persons on the average in 1910. Although the nuclear family is a 
residential unit in that the husband and the wife share a bedroom in the 
joint household. there is no evidence that nuclear family personnel coop
erate as a unit. Within the household,labor is divided within and between 
the sexes. The men split up the chores of herding, plowing and cutting 
hay. while the women divide the work of milking, collecting firewood, 
cooking and washing. All benefits are shared by all members of the 
household. Funds are put into a common purse. even when earned by 
one member working away from the household. Cooking for the entire 
joint household is usually done by one elder female. 

Discussion 

Murdock's work on nuclear family universality can be criticized a priori 
on the basis of lack of clarity in definition and data presentation, The 
data of the research presented in this paper. show clearly that there is a 
factual basis for criticism as well. Murdock may have had adequate data 
for only half of the 250 societies he examined. A total of26 cultures in the 
present sample are contrary to Murdock's assertions in one way or 
another, and most of these have not previously been cited as contrary 
cases. Undoubtedly. more contrary cases exist for which the data were 
misinterpreted or overlooked during data collection. It must be con
cluded that the position of Reiss ( 1965) and Levy and Fallers (1968), that 
some small kinship unit or units exist in every society and participate to 
some extent in the socialization of children is a more adequate formula
tion than that of Murdock. 

Specifically. the data suggest that all societies approve of some adult 
heterosexual relationships. It is neither true for all societies that some 
event (a marriage ceremony or exchange) marks the entrance into this 
relationship, nor that this sexual relationship involves a common resi
dence of the couple and their immature offspring. Furthermore, the 
nuclear family unit is not always the major agent of socialization, and it is 
not always a unit of economic cooperation. 

Given the empirical and conceptual weaknesses in Murdock's work on 
nuclear family universals, we may ask why his formulation has been so 
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widely accepted.a We can however only suggest an answer which con
tains an element of speculation. 

Perhaps the major factor explaining this acceptance has to do with the 
mood of sociology at the time Murdock published his work. Long before 
Murdock's publication, sociologists to some extent and anthropologists 
in particular had tried to develop a conceptual approach to the problem 
of variation in culture and social structure. During the nineteenth 
century, the unilineal evolutionary approach was at its height (C. F. 
Bachofen, 1861; Morgan, 1899; Engels, 1902). In this approach, cultural 
variation was understood as differences between the evolutionary stages 
which cultures have reached. Western society was perceived eth
nocentrically in most evolutionary writings as being at the most 
advanced stage of development. 

Aside from the ethnocentrism of the evolutionary approach, it had 
empirical difficulties. The correlation among cultural traits predicted by 
the evolutionists did not always occur (Murdock, 1937 b). and seeming 
anomalies were interpreted as "hold-overs" from previous stages. This 
type of interpretation led to a great deal of historical conjecture which 
was soon recognized as untestable for practical purposes since the 
cultural histories of non-literate societies could not be known with any 
accuracy. 

There was a strong reaction to the ethnocentrism and fruitless con
jecture of the evolutionary approach, which resulted in the establishment 
of the functionalist approach, which assumes that culture can be under
stood in terms of the interdependence of simultaneously existing ele
ments. 

In some versions of the functionalist approach, one particular cultural 
theme, such as the major value pattern, the descent rules, etc., is used to 
account for other elements in the cultural system. 

The evolutionary approach was, until recently, almost completely 
abandoned. An example of this reaction is provided in Radcliff-Brown's 
(1924) criticism of Junod's earlier analysis of kinship in the BaThonga 
tribe of Africa. Junod had interpreted the nephew-mother's brother rela
tionship in the patrilineal tribe as a hold-over from a previous matriarchal 
stage. Radcliff-Brown rejected the evolutionary interpretation and sug
gested that, the relationship with the mother's brother could be under
stood in terms of presently existing social arrangements. 

It is a mistake to suppose that we can understand the institutions of so~iety by .studyi.ng 
them in isolation without regard to other institutions with which they coex1st and With wh1ch 

they may be correlated ... ( 1924: 17). 
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Thus. from the reaction to the evolutionary approach there developed 
the assumption that a culture can only be understood in terms of the 
simultaneously existing elements in it. Furthermore, a culture was to be 
el'ltluatecl only on its own terms, rather than in terms of its evolutionary 
development. This. of course, is the assumption of cultural relativism. 

During the early part of the twentieth century, sociologists were made 
increasingly aware of cross-cultural variability through the writings of 
anthropologists such as Benedict (1934), Mead (1935), and Linton (1936). 
These cultural relativists tried to understand cultures in terms of the 
interdependence of co-existing elements. although Linton stressed 
cultural diffusion and "borrowing" of traits more than the others did. 

It was during this time that interest in the area of culture and personal
ity developed. The impact of culture on personality was well appreciated 
during this period, but the determinants of culture were less well under
stood. For example. Mead came to the contusion during this period that: 

· · · · . human nature is almost unbelievably malleable. responding accurately and contrast
ingly to contrasting cultural conditions" (Mead. 1935: 280). 

At the same time, Mead provided no satisfactory explanation of these 
contrasts in cultural conditions. One is left with the impression that 
particular cultural patterns are determined by random historical occur
rences. With such an inability to explain cultural variation. it is not 
surprizing that some sociologists began by midcentury to hunt for com
monalities among the variations in cultural patterns. 

The search for universals may have been spurred on by world events 
as well. Many sociologists and anthropologists. who might have 
espoused a doctrine of cultural relativism in the abstract, discovered 
difficulties when relativism was applied to Nazi Germany. The practices 
of the Nazis ran counter to the beliefs of the humanistic and liberal social 
scientists in America and in Europe. Moreover it became difficult to 
espouse an ideology that a culture could be understood and evaluated on 
its own terms when many social scientists and their students were about 
to embark on military careers to destroy the Nazis. The contradictions 
became too great for the doctrine of cultural relativism to continue 
unchallenged. This moral and ethical dilemma helps in understanding the 
search for universals and the positive reception given Murdock's asser
tions, which emphasized those elements that cultures have in common 
rather than stressing the ways in which cultures vary. 

Thus, Murdock's assertions on nuclear family universality came at a 
time when sociologists were trying to come to grips with the enormous 
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variation found in human societies. Murdock's notion of the n~clear 
family as the common denominator of family struc~ure was the _kmd of 
idea that sociologists were looking for. It was a ~tmple _an~wet to t_h_e 
problems of cultural variation in general, and famtly vanatton. spectlt-

cally. . 
Other factors facilitating the acceptance of Murdock's assertions were 

present in the field of family sociology itself. At the time of Murdoc~·s 
publication and before, a social problems orientation prevailed in famtly 
sociology in America (Komarovsky and Waller, 1945). There was an 
emphasis on the importance of the family, and a preoccupation with the 
social problems of the family, which was seen by many as entering a state 
of decline with increasing urbanization and industrialization (cf., Burgess 
and Locke, 1945; Ogburn and Tibbits, 1934). There was little interest in 
theory construction, particularly at a general and comparative level 
(Christensen, 1954: 18). Research effort was concentrated almost exclu
sively on the urban American family. Many family sociologists were 
familiar with only the narrowest range of published ethnographies, and 
their awareness of cultural variation was for the most part limited to a 
small set of descriptions and typologies of family structure. 

Murdock's explanation of the universality of the nuclear family on the 
basis of its necessity for human survival was one which fit in with the 
concern of sociologists with the importance of the family. Murdock's 
colleagues were, of course, familiar with the nuclear family as the type 
occurring in their own societies. It was a family type that they could 
readily understand and one which may have seemed "natural" to them 
as the basis of family structure everywhere. Few family sociologists 
would have been able to challenge Murdock, had they wanted to. be
cause of their relative ignorance of the ethnographic data which Murdock 
had examined. Thus, being in no position to challenge Murdock's asser
tions, they could only accept them, at least tentatively, on faith. Since 
Murdock provided a simple way of dealing with the variation in family 

-systems of which sociologists were aware, they were perhaps too eager 
to accept his notion that their own family type underlies all the variation 
in family systems. Thus, the handful of opponents of Murdock's view 
have kept the debate on nuclear family universals more or less alive for 
over two decades, but have had little success in reducing the widespread 
acceptance of Murdock's assertions. 
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I I do not mean to belittle Murdock's contribution to sociology in Social Structun· or 
elsewhere. In spite of the shortcomings of the section in Social Structure on the nuclear 
family • I regard i I as the most important book in the area of family and kinship studies. No 
other work approaches it in the breadth of theoretical issues treated and in the amount of 
data mustered in examining these issues. Murdock was a pioneer in comparative sociology 
and in addition to his many substantive and theoretical contributions has worked to compile 
data sets, such as The World Ethnographic Sample (1957), The Ethnographic Atlas 
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2 The following operational definitions were used in interpreting HRAF materials. The 
definitions specify the criteria which must be met if a case fits Murdock's assertions. The 
most commonly occurring patterns within a culture were used as the basis for classification 
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of a given case. Patterns applying only to minorities (e.g. nobility) were ignored in interpret
ing the data. 
A. Nuclear family: (I) A man. a woman and their non-adult offspring have a common 

residence separa/(' from that of nonmembers. (::!) Some caemony or exclwnge marks 
the entrance of man and woman into residential cohabitation. 

B. Sexual function: (I) Sexual intercourse between husband and wife is allowed by the 
norms. (::!) The norms do not allow sexual intercourse between other nuclear family 
members. 

C. Procreative function: Norms regulate (but may in some cases not entirely forbid) 
abortion, infanticide and child neglect. 

D. Educational function: (I) Nuclear family personnel primarily train and care for both 
male and female members during the first five years of life. (2) Nuclear family personnel 
primarily educate both male and female offspring until they reach puberty. 

E. Economic function: From a list of ten tasks (from Murdock 1937) which benefit the 
prepubertal child. at least one is performed by nuclear family personnel. 

3 I am especially indebted to Professor Herman R. Lantz for his insightful suggestions on 
the historical trends and events related to the acceptance of ~urdock's work. 
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