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WHO SHALL GOVERN?

Emerson

King

Each year the voling members of the
ASA Elect four members-at-large from
a slate of eight nominees to serve three-
year terms on the all-important Council
of the ASA.

Constitutionally, and in practice, the
Council is responsible for the formula-
tion of policy and the direction of the
affairs of the Association. This includes
the power to make major appointments
and to allocate the resources of the ASA.

Persons who are elected to serve on
the governing body are required to de-
vote long hours over several meelings
(quarterly in 1972-73) each year to poli-
cy and management matters. Homework
is not uncoinmon; deliberations are in-
tense; decisions are fateful. No com-
pensation is received other than the

KNOW YOUR COUNCIL NOMINEES—

Fox

Fichter

Marx

Kohn

reward of service and stimulation from
‘the ‘combat of ideas generated among
colleagues as they shape the direction
of the Association.

This year, eight sociologists, each with
distinguished professional records, have
accepted the call to election from the
Committee on Nominations. The ballot,
to be sent to the membership during the
Winter, will contain information about
their achievements. For the present, we
merely note the names of the nominees,
the place and year of their degree, and
their current affiliation:

Richard M. Emerson (PhD, Minnesota,
1955), Professor, Universily of Washing-
ton, Seattle.

Joseph H. Fichter (PhD, Harvard, 1947),
Professor, Loyola University of the

Hirschi

McQueen

South, New Orleans.

-Renee C. Fox (PhD, Harvard, 1954), Pro-

fessor and Chairman, University of
Pennsylvania, Philadelphia.

Travis Hirschi (PhD, UC Berkeley, 1968),
Professor, University of California,
Davis.

Charles E. King (PhD, Chicago, 1951),
Professor, North Carolina Central Uni-
versity, Durham.

Melvin L. Kohn (PhD, Cornell, 1952),
Chief, Laboratory of Socio-environmen-
tal Studies, NIMH, Bethesda, Maryland.
Gary T. Marx (PhD, UC Berkeley, 1966),
Lecturer, Harvard.

Albert J. McQueen (PhD, Michigan,
1959), Associate Professor, Oberlin Col-
lege.

Nominees for Nominations Committee

In the forthcoming election, the voting
members of the ASA will elect six new
members (one [rom each district) for
two-year terms on the Nominations
Committee of the Association. This com-
mittee, composed of 12 elected members
and chaired by the Vice-President Elect,
has the important duty of preparing a
slate of candidates for six major offices
or committees of the ASA including,
President, Vice-President, Secretary,
Council, Publications Committee, and
the Committee on Committees.

The ballot for 1973 will contain the
following two nominees from each dis-
trict as selected by the At-Large Mem-
bers of the Council:

District 1
Rodolfo Alvarez (PhD, Washington,
1966), Associale Professor, UCLA

Richard J. Hill (PhD, Washington,
1955), Professor, University of
Oregon

District 2
David J. Bordua (PhD, Harvard, 1957),
Professor, University of Illinois
Jack Ladinsky (PhD, Michigan, 1962),
Professor, University of Wisconsin

District 3
Bruce K. Eckland (PhD, Illinois, 1964),
Professor, University of North

Carolina

James D. Thompson (PhD, North Caro-
lina, 1953), Professor, Vanderbilt
University

District 4

Elton F. Jackson (PhD, Michigan,

1960), Professor, Indiana University

Butler A. Jones (PhD, New York 1955),
Professor, Cleveland State Uni-
versity

District 5
Albert D. Biderman (PhD, Chicago,
1964), Research Associate, Bureau
of Social Science Research, Wash-
ington, D.C.
Helen MacGill Hughes (PhD, Chicago,
1937), Cambridge, Mass.

District 6
Eugene Weinstein (PhD, Northwest-
ern, 1954), Professor, SUNY, Stony
Brook
Harriet Zuckerman (PhD, Columbia,
1965), Associate Professor, Co-
lumbia

Sociologist Elected to
NAS Institute of
Medicine

Professor Eliot Freidson of New York
University was among the 51 new mem-
bers recently elected to membership in
the Institute of Medicine of the National
Academy of Sciences. The Institute now
has 153 active members.

Members are elected for 5-year terms
from within and outside of the health
profession, and commit themselves to
dedicating a substantial portion of their
time to the “protection and advance-
ment of the health of the public.”

The Institute now has in progress a
series of studies including an exami-
nation of the costs of educating health
professionals and an exploratory study
to identify key issues for study in re-
lationships of health and human values.

Candidates for
Committee on
Committees

The Council of the ASA meeting in
New Orleans devoted considerable time
to discussing how to improve commitlee
work in the Association. One problem
is how to broaden the base for elfective
participation. The central mechanism
for recruiting talent to the eflort is the
Committee on Commiltees. This elected
body is charged with proposing names
of members to the Council who might
serve on various committees other than
those whose selection is specified in the
Constitution or By-Laws. The Council
instructed the Executive Officer and the
Committee on Committees to solicil
from the membership, before each
Annual Meeling, suggestions for nomi-
nations to committee openings. This will
be done at the appropriate time through
the columns of The American Socio-
logist.

In the meantime, six new members of
the Commitlee on Committees are to be
elected for two-year terms in the 1973
election. The slate of candidates, one to
be elected (by all voting members) from
each district, as announced by the
Nominations Committee, is as [ollows:

District 1
Phillip E. Hammond (PhD, Columbia,
1960), Professor, University of Ari-
zona
Minako K. Maykovich (PhD, UC
Berkeley, 1967), Associate Profes-
sor, University of Hawaii

District 2
Nicholas Babchuk (PhD, Washington
University, St. Louis), Professor,
University of Nebraska
Warner Bloomberg Jr. (PhD, Chicago,
1961), Professor, University of Wis-
consin, Milwaukee

District 3
Hiram ]. Friedsam (PhD, Texas, 1950),
Professor, North Texas State Uni-
versity
Donal E. Muir (PhD, Vanderbilt,
1961), Professor, University of Ala-
bama

District 4

Digby E. Baltzell (PhD, Columbia,

1952), Professor, University of
Pennsylvania
Eleanor P. Woll (PhD, Wayne State
1959), Professor, Wayne State
University.

District 5

James D. Cowhig (PhD, Michigan
State, 1954), Deputy Director, Div.
of Social Systems & Human Re-
sources, NSF, Washington, D.C.

Rosabeth Moss Kanter (PhD, Michi-
gan, ~1967), Assistant Professor,
Brandeis University.

District 6
Elinor G. Barber (PhD, Harvard, 1951),
Program Officer, Ford Foundation
Jacques Dofny (PhD, University of
Paris, 1971), Professor, University
of Montreal E
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PUBLISH AND PERISH—If You Don’t Get
Permission: Guidelines to Copyright Materials

What rules, requirements, and pro-
cedures should you follow il you cite
the works of others as you prepare a
manuscript for publication? Sociologists
frequently ask this question. In re-
sponse, we offer the following set of
guidelines from one leading publisher,
Harper & Row, courtesy of their Socio-
logy Editor, Luther Wilson. While prac-
tices may vary somewhat from publish-
er to publisher, it is believed that the
following guidelines are generally sub-
scribed to and will be useful for most
occasions.

BASIC RULE OF THUMB FOR ALL
PERMISSIONS

Under U.S. Copyright law, material
copyrighted prior to September, 1906, or
published more than 28 years before the
present date and for which the copy-
right has not been renewed, is in the
public domain. Material published after
September, 1906, and for which the
copyright if necessary has been renew-
ed, is still in copyright. Permission to
reprint or reproduce such material must
be obtained from the copyright holder.

“FAIR USE” DOCTRINE

There is no absolute rule governing

the use of quotations because publish-
ers’ practices vary so widely. The con-
cept of “fair use” is affected by the
relation of the quoted passage to the
whole work (if the entire book is very
short, the quotation taken from it would
thus constitute a more significant part
than if the same length quotation was
cited from a longer work); the impor-
tance of the passage (if the passage is
merely illustrative, or if it is a summa-
tion of the writer's thoughts); and the
purpose for which it is used. In general,
we have established the following guide-
lines:
1. Permission must be obtained for all
prose quotations of 300 words or
more from any full-length book
(either a single citation or several
shorter quotations from a single
work]).
Permission must be obtained for all
prose quotations of 50 words or
more from any periodical (including
journals and newspapers).

QUOTATIONS FROM  MATERIAL
OTHER THAN PROSE

The rules governing drama and poetry
extracts provide even fewer exact guide-
lines. To be certain that the author and
the publisher are properly protected,
obtain permission for all selections
taken from poems, plays, or songs. It is
rather common to be denied permission
to reprint a scene or act from a play,
and therefore it is imperative to check
on the disposition of the permission for

[N

every passage from a play. Of course,
classics are not protected by copyright,
but any editions and translations pub-
lished after 1906 are liable lo the same
permission requirements as are original
plays. Poetry, too, defies the application
of any hard and fast rules. Therelore re-
quest permission for all poetry where
two lines or more have been cited.
When using song lyrics or ciling a song
title per se, be extremely prudent. It is
the policy of most publishers to require
permission for all material quoted from
a song, and our experience has been
that the rights to reproduce lyrics (parti-
cularly those of contemporary song-
writers) are both difficult to obtain and
usually quite costly.

INTERNAL QUOTATIONS

In reprinting articles or long portions
of a book (as in an anthology), il is easy
lo overlook the internal quotations used
by the original author. Where material
has been cited by the original author
and that material (1) was published
after 1906, (2) falls outside the "“fair use”
doctrine for prose, or (3) is a quotation
from a song, poem, or play, obtain a
separate permission. It is possible that
in order to reprint one article, several
permissions from several different au-
thors and publishers might be needed.

ART WORK

Obtain permission to reproduce di-
rectly all previously printed figures,
charts, and tables. To use the data and/
or concept of a previously published
piece ol graphics, request permission to
adapt the data (or concept). To repro-
duce an adapted piece of art, it is neces-
sary lo request permission from both
the adaptor and the original source.
Note that cartoons are bound by the
same 1906 date as printed materials. A
cartoon that has been reproduced in a
newspaper or magazine is protected by
the periodical’'s copyright; when re-
printing such a cartoon, permission
must be cleared not only with the peri-
odical but often with the cartoonist, his
agent, etc. The periodical concerned
will usually know to whom to go. All
photographs must be accompanied by a
release to reprint (that is, a credit line
or source must be provided).

NB: Materials published by the United
States government are nol copyrighted,
but if such publications contain pre-
viously copyrighted material then per-
mission should be obtained to cite such
material.

Remember that your manuscript can-
not and will not be processed without
the necessary permissions. It is best to
approach the permissions not as adden-
da but as the integral part of the manu-
script that they really are.

David Heise to Edit SOCIOLOGICAL METHODOLOGY

Professor David R. Heise, University
of North Carolina, has accepted an ap-
pointment extended by the ASA Council

to serve as Editor of Sociological
Methodology for three years starting
with the 1974 volume.

Sociological Methodology, an official
publication of the ASA, published by
Jossey-Bass, Inc., is an annual volume
that offers original chapters exploring
new ventures to advance the knowledge
of research methodology in various
realms of sociclogical inquiry. This suc-
cessful series was inaugurated by the
ASA in 1969. Edgar F. Borgatta edited
the first two volumes with George W.
Bohrnstedt serving as Associate Editor.
Herbert L. Costner edited the 1971 and
1972 volumes and is also preparing the
1973 edition.

In a statement of policy, Professor
Heise offered the following challenge
and invitation to potential contributors:
“Sociological Methodology will con-
tinue to publish imporlant papers in
the established areas of quantitative
analysis. In addition, however, I'll be

Oligarchic Complaint Proposes Selective
Constraint To Counter Editorial Ecospecies

How are the Editors of the ASR selec-
ted?

According to the Constitution of the
ASA, The Board of Editors ol the ASR
shall be composed of an Editor elecled
by the Council, the Execulive Olfficer,
and not fewer than eighteen Associate
Editors. Associate Editors shall be ap-
pointed by the Committee on Publica-
lions on the recommendation of the
Editor for three-year terms, al least six
of which shall expire each year. The
number of Associate Editors beyond
eighteen shall be determined by the
Council. The Editor shall be selected
with a view to technical competence.
The Editor shall be Chairman of the
Board.

Recently, in New Orleans, dissatis-
faction with the alleged results of this
procedure surfaced in the first Business
session of the Annual Meeting: There,
by a vote of 78 to 73 of persons in atten-
dance, the following resolution offered
by the Radical Caucus was passed and
thus placed on the Council agenda:

WHEREAS sociologists have demon-
strated the oligarchic control of editori-
al positions on the ASR and have de-
monstrated that increasing the diversity
of the composition of editorial boards
increased the diversity of authorship,
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED. that no
more-than two of the editors of the ASR
may be graduates of the same degree-
granting department and that no more
than ‘one editor may come from each
present academic institution.

This proposed policy stimulated con-
siderable discussion both before “and
after the close vote was recorded. While

there appears to be general support for
broadening the base for editorial parti-
cipation, the specifics of the resolution
pose some unanswered questions. For
example, is it fair to place an absolute
limit of two persons from each degree-
granting insitution when we know that
the total number of PhD’s from graduate
departments is highly variable? Or, is
diversily really dampened when more
than two persons have a degree from
the same department bul they were
awarded the degrees in quile different
years, even decades? Or, how do you
control for the migratory behavior of
sociologists as when Associate Editors
may move in the mid-term of their edi-
torial appointments?

Whatever the facts in the case, the
response of the Council in New Orleuans
was to advise the Executive Officer to
inform the membership through the
TAS that this resolution had heen re-

ceived  sympathetically. Further, the
membership is urged to send to the Ex-
ecutive Office any suggestions they

might have for ASR editorial positions.
Six new appointments will be made at
the next Annual Meeting in New York.
Names received from members will be
transmitted to the Publications Commit-
tee for their consideration.

The current editor of the ASR is
James F. Shorl, Jr. of Washington State
University. He received his PhD at Chi-
cago in 1951. His term as Editor expires
in 1974. The following compilation
offers the same kind of information
aboul the Associate Editors of the jour-
nal:

Associate Editors, ASR, Place and Year Present

and Year Term Expires of PhD Degree Institution
Phillips Cutright (72) Chicago, 60 Indiana

Melvin L. Kohn (72) Cornell, 52 NIMH

Joseph Lopreato (72) Yale, 60 Texas

Alice Rossi (72) Columbia, 57 Goucher College
Guenther Roth (72) UC, Berkeley, 60 Washington
James D. Thompson (72) North Carolina, 53 Vanderbilt
Charles Wright (72) Columbia, 54 Pennsylvania
Theodore R. Anderson (73) Wisconsin, 53 Minnesota
Ernest Q. Campbell (73) Vanderbilt, 56 Vanderbilt
LaMar T. Empey (73) Washington State, 55 Univ. 8. Calif.
Allen Grimshaw (73) Pennsylvania, 59 Indiana

Fdward O. Laumann (73) Harvard, 64 Michigan
Arthur L. Stinchcombe (73) UC, Berkeley, 60 UC, Berkeley
Donald J. Treiman (73) Chicago, 67 Columbia
Charles E. Bowerman (74) Chicago, 47 Washington State
Edgar Epps (74) Washington State, 59 Chicago
Reynolds Farley (74) Chicago, 64 Michigan

Travis Hirschi (74) UC, Berkeley, 68 UC, Davis
Lewis Killian (74) Chicago, 49 Massachusetts
Gwynn Nettler (74) Stanford, 46 Univ. of Alberta
Charles Perrow (74) UC, Berkeley, 60 SUNY, Stony Brook
Seymour Spilerman (74) Johns Hopkins, 68 Wisconsin
Harriet Zuckerman (74) Columbia, 65 Columbia
William R. Catton, Jr. (75) Washington, 54 Univ. of Wyoming
Doris Entwisle (75) Johns Hopkins, 60 Johns Hopkins
Blanche Geer (75) Johns FHopkins, 56 Northeastern
Norval Glenn (75) Texas, 62 Texas

Gary Marx (75) UC, Berkeley, 66 Harvard
Marshall Meyer (75) Chicago, 67 Cornell

making an active effort to expand the
literature on methods of social taxono-
my and on techniques for analyzing
sequences of social events. Methodolo-
gies for abstracting rules of organiza-
tion will be sought especially, though
they must be empirically oriented. Also,
I'll welcome papers presenting advanc-
ed developments in 'qualitative’ areas
like historical methods, content analysis,
and ethnography.”

Currently, at North Carolina, David
Heise is Director of the Quantitative
Sociology and Theory Building Training
Program. Before receiving both his
MA and PhD in Sociology at the Univer-
sity of Chicago, he earned Bachelor’s
degrees in Journalism and in Mathe-
matics at the University of Missouri.

Professor Heise is a productive schol-
ar with both substantive and method-
ological interests. Among his publica-
tions are numerous arlicles, three of
which appeared in past volumes of Soci-
ological Methodology, and two mono-
graphs: “Semantic Differential Profiles
for 1,000 Most Frequenl English Words™
(1965), and “The Development of Role
Knowledge™ (1970). More recently he
has ediled Personality and Socialization
(1972), and he has another edited book
in press entitled, Personality: Biosocial
Bases.

In the judgment of the Council, such
a profile of experience has developed
knowledge of an editorial role that
bodes well for the future of Sociologi-
cal Methodology.
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RECENT TRENDS IN GRADUATE TRAINING: PRELIMINARY
RESULTS OF A SURVEY

RoBerT W. HABENSTEIN

Universily of Missouri— Columbia

The American Sociologist 1972, Vol. 7 (November): 3,5

In the first week of March, 1972, a three-and-a-half-
page questionnaire was sent by the author to the 102
United States Ph.D.-granting departments listed on pages
1-167 of the ASA’s 1971-72 Guide to Graduate Depart-
ments of Sociology. Seventy-six of these, about three-
fourths, were returned, usually by the director ol graduate
studics ol the responding department, but occasionally by
the department chairman.' A thorough analysis of the re-
sponses is planned, but some obvious patterns are here
reported in order to give colleagues some information about
recent developments and vagaries of the Ph.D.-terminating
graduate programs in the United States. In the past three
years: )

L. Graduate training programs in sociology have been
undergoing change. Almost twice as many departments as
are coasting along with present programs are embarking on
or have alrcady embarked on programs of substantial
change. Of the nearly two-thirds of the departments that
are pursuing change, a heavy majority reported change at
both the M.A. and the Ph.D. level. Very few departments
concerned themselves with the MLA. level only.

2. The changes are almost unbelicvably varied. However,
three types of change are discernible: (a) minor changes—
additions and subtractions—with little planned growth,
although some growth might occur through simple accre-
tion; (b) substantial changes that follow program reviews
and changing ideas about the character of graduate training
and the mission of the department; and (c) development of
new ficlds, new specialties, and on occasion (in about one-
seventh of the cases) new degree programs initiated. At-
tempts to alter programs to take into account disadvantaged
minority groups were noted by about one-sixth of the de-

'Questionnaires were returned from all of the “top 20 depart-
ments in the country wilh the exception of the University of Cali-
fornia at Berkeley. Copies of the questionnaire with numbers of
responses totaled in the margin are available from the author.

This mini-researeh effort was not supported by any granting
agency internal or external to the University of Missouri. Donald
Cowgill, chairman of the sociology department at the University
of Missouri-Columbia is thanked for making available stenographic
aid, office supplies, and postage.

partments reporting.

3. The deological grounds for change are wvaried and
multidirectional.  Upgrading, downgrading, diversifying,
and streamlining are key descriptive terms. ‘The dominant
but by no means only consensus on changing the M.A.
degree seems to be to broaden the ways to achieve change
and to make the degree quicker if not casier to get—or, in a
few cases, to make it of a higher theoretical quality or, con-
versely, of a more applied nature. In a few cases the MLA.L
degree has been dropped altogether. Little enthusiasm is
shown for abandoning the research-based character of the
Ph.D}., but reduction of the graduate student “stretch-out’™
of the training period is a matter of increasing concern,
with more than a quarter of the departments admitting
efforts to streamline the Ph.D. program and reduce its time-
consuming requirements. Despite the hurrying up, a “‘hard-
hat” emphasis on quality for the Ph.D., even strengthening
and upgrading it, is the dominant trend, with 50 percent of
the departments willing to sacrifice quantity for quality.
Almost no departments want to junk their present regular
and special programs, however updated, for a simple return
to the “good old days” of graduate training.

4. A willingness to change (tinker?) is accompanied by a
noticeable determination o reduce the number of entrants
who will be affected by (suffer?) the specific changes. Nearly
all departments have some notion of the number of new
entrants that can be accommodated, yet not all departments
know by April or May how many graduate students will
report for duty. Nevertheless, there is a trend toward re-
stricting enrollment, with not many major departments
willing to see more than twenty-five or thirty new faces at
the start of the academic year. If it has been the case that
the already restrictive “top ten” departments have been the
first to cut back, the rest of the departments, for whatever
reasons dimly or clearly perccived, are beginning to re-
strict_entry also. The mechanisms for control vary from
making requirements for entrance more stringent to cutting
back on teaching assistantships or other forms of graduate
student support to simply adopting a cut-back figure and,
when it has been reached, closing the door to all further
applicants. Paradoxically, many of the departments that are
cutting back are making special arrangements to admit dis-

advantaged, usually minority, applicants.

5. Screening devices are fairly heavily used. The devices
vary from ‘“‘early-warning” qualifying examinations to
later-on-weeding-out comprehensive or final examinations
that arc anything but pro forma. Spotting and eliminating
high-risk candidates has become an increasingly absorbing
faculty pastime. At some and perhaps at many schools, a
student’s successful completion of an M.A. degree no longer
assures  automatic acceptance - at that school for work
toward the Ph. D With varying degrees of success, theory
and method “‘core’ courses or pro-seminars are relied upon
to ground the student in the theoretical essentials of the
discipline and/or to screen out unworthies. A counter-
trend to the taut-ship, high-standard, hurdle-hopping,
laggard-zapping style is seen in efforts of a few (humani-
tarian) staff members and students to downplay examina-
tions and theses or to develop substitutes that range from
creative projects to papers submitted for publication (pro-
fessionalization with a vengeance!) to the building of in-
dividual “*portfolios,” and the like. Graduate students now
face such a salad bowl of courses, styles, models, emphascs,
procedures, and requirements from the various sociology
departments as to confound ratienal comprehension.

Least in danger of changing, perhaps, is the domi-
nance and the relative autonomy of the student’s Ph.D.
advisory committee. Area committees and examining com-
mittees made up of persons other than those on students’
advisory committees are also (increasingly?) getting into
the act. In other words, the bureaucratization of the ad-
visory, testing, and evaluational procedure is happening,
and, further, nearly a quarter of the respondents report a
general departmental  bureaucratization, with a prolifera-
tion of committees, gatckeepers, functionaries, cte. Special-
ization may not be rampant but it is likely to increase, with,
as an added “‘speciality,” the generalist option precipi-
tating out as the college teachers’ alternative.

6. Multi-faceted programs accommodating a diversity of
goals and anticipated end-products are evident. This obser-
vation relates to the willingness-to-tinker syndrome common
to most departments. There also seems to be a special-
ization demiurge that transcends merc change and tends
toward structural transformation of many tight litde islands
of graduate training. In particular, specialty or substantive
ficlds are being added: medical sociology, occupational soci
ology, political sociology, urban studies, family sociology,
deviance, and law and society. Still other specialties, many
with outside funding and interdisciplinary involvements
(such as training manpower specialists) are reported by
many departments, with about one-fifth to onc-quarter of
the departments involved in certificate or special degree
programs. Tolerance of diversity without a clear compre-
hension of what diversity means or how it is best achieved
and reluctance to curtail expansion in the scope, the effort,
or the role of the department have been the two dominant
responses of departments to the post-Sputnik  efflorescence
of financial support by governmental and nongovernmental
agencies.

7. Bureaucratization at the departmental level seems less
worrisome than might be expected given the expansion and
growth of sociology departments. While nearly three-
quarters of the responding departments noted much “‘time,
energy, concern, and headache™ expended in the care and
management of their graduate training programs, only a
small percentage of those departments felt their time wasted
or their efforts unproductive. Said another way, graduate
faculty, although at times unhappy with their graduate
training chores, arc not likely to want such drastic alterna-
tives as a return to undergraduate teaching. The minority
of faculty less engaged in graduate training is split rather
evenly as to whether it wants to think about changes or is
content to let the graduate program alone.

8. Graduate students do not share equally or nearly
equally in departmental governance. Nevertheless, graduate
students are “‘fairly well”™ represented in governance, par-
ticularly on committees, and to a limited extent they parti-
cipate in decision making. It is as unlikely that students
will be “out of it” with respect to departmental affairs as
it is that they will have “cqual voice in all respects.” The
noticeable efforts of a few years ago for participatory democ-
racy in governance have subsided among students and
apparently among many faculty as well. If there is any
direction of faculty mood and behavior regarding governance
it is for individual withdrawal as much as individual push-
ing forward. It remains to be seen whether the faculty and
student gains in governance that have been made will per-
sist, given the apparently increasing or unrelieved psychic
costs, the aggravations of participation in the ecveryday
matters of graduate training, and the pressures for research
and publication.

9. Faculty mood concerning the immediate future varies

from apprehension to a calm and undisturbed view about

external influences. However, a substantial portion of the
respondents were concerned with the fact that the public
secems to be experiencing a credibility gap about—if not

(Continued on page 5)
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Falling ASA Membership

As a new (1972) and callow international associate member of
ASA, may I suggest a possible reason the growth rate of ASA
membership has slowed in recent years (Report of the Executive
Officer, The American Sociologist, August 197 >
that the intellectual stimulation provided by the thre
sociology journals, the American Sociological Rew

Assuming
main ASA
car, The Ameri-
can Sociologist, and  Contemporary Sociology, is the principal
benefit of ASA membership, membership may be lagging because
not enough eclecticism is shown in two of these journals.

The American Sociological Review, although rightly enjoying
great esteem, does not currently appear (compared to several Brit-
i i al journals) to reflect a number of the concerns ol
sociologis In particular, general theoretical and
methodological articles are lacking, as are reports of research con-
ducted using ficld-work methods. This may merely reflect a strong
American  commitment to integratc middle-range theory with
meticulous *‘hard™ empiri investigation, but it squares oddly
with the rich and extremely varied outpouring of sociology boo
published in North America.

The American Sociologist, from past reading a most stimulating
source of professional debate, has in the last two issues been filled
with articles that to a British cye scem curiously parochial. The
prestige ratings of sociologists, graduate sociology departments,
sociology as against other disciplines, and specialisms within the
cipline have naturally a certain fascination, but is this not a
arre kind of navel-gazing? What has become of the substantive
issues raised by the sociology of sociology in recent years?

To a non-American, the content of the above two journals
(though not of that excellent innovation Contemporary Sociology)
is markedly ethnocentri i ates is so large
that it can fuel itsell. The smaller numbers of professional sociolo-
gists in Britain and in other European countries have tended to be
more eclectic in their of inspiration, and the enrichment
from other national socialogies ha spondingly greater.
Judging from the American sociologists who visit Europe, eclecti-
cism occurs at the personal level. Could it not somehow he reflected

more adequately in the ASA’s journals?

Sociology in the

OUrce

been cor

M. LA, Bursmer
University of Durham, Lngland

A Silent Scientist Speaks

Jerry G. Bode's article, ““The Silent Science.” (The American
Soctologist, May 1972:3, 5-6) undoubtedly struck a responsive
note in many sociologists. Undoubtedly it aroused the ire and
opposition of others.

Of course our discipline is guilty of scholasticism. But identifying
sin is not the same as exorcising it. Evangeli
are nat likely to effect sociological salvation. What sociologist
worthy of the name thinks that revivalism can flower in a seman-

al calls for repentance

LETTERS

Wright Mills, and others have periodically called us back to the
big news, the Sociological Imagination. Hardly a president of the
ASA or of the regional societies has failed to indulge in the annual
ritual of rededicating the discipline to purity and to relevance.

But the ole country preacher, after the high-powered evangelist
has gone, finds that the folks are pretty much like they were be-
fore. Is a sociology convention or a journal article likely to be more
instrumental in affecting the direction of things?

I've said all this not because 1 disagree with Bode but because
I think he’s beating a dead horse. If sociology is a public cadaver,
exhortation will not revive it. Maybe sociology isn’t worth saving.
But if it is, the best way to do it is not to cajole or intimidate
sociologists who labor in the Parsonian vineyard. It does little
2ood to bemoan the status and reward systems in sociology. The
sociologist who wants to woo the public should woo it—and should
accept the consequences as an autonomous human being. For me,
at least, to be an autonomous human still takes priority

Bode asks (p. 5), “as long as sociological norms

status to anything printed in nonacademic books or journals, who
dares publish in them?” I do, for onc. [ don’t like to write journal
articles. They bore me, and, frankly, I'm not very good at writing
them. But writing for the public excites me beyond description, and
[’m reasonably good at it.
So I have accepted my banishment to the sociological hinterland
s the price of my contentment and sense of purpose. When T list
Mademoiselle, The New Woman, Sexology, The National Re-
porter, Home Missions, and The Studen! on my vita, prospective
academic employers vanish like cold rain on a hot roof.

Il cnough sociologists decide that the established reward systems
of the discipline are not worth the effort, the public may yet dis
cover that sociology really has somcthing to say worth hearing.
Better yet, sociologists may discover that sociology is saying
something.

ign negative

Epcar R. Cuastees
William  [ewell College

Undergraduate Training Standards

For several years I have been teaching sociology in small liberal
arts colleges and have witnessed such problems as choosing text-
books for courses, justifying budget items to administrations that
neither understand nor appreciate the nature of sociology, agi-
tating for improvements in sociology curricula over the objections
of ex-ministers who preach a variety of social doctrines under the
guise of saciology, and justilying the hiring of persons trained in
sociology rather than in social work. I am distressed at the poor
status of sociology within colleges and universities and at the dif-
ficulties small college sociology departments have in attracting
the better students

Recent events which, in my opinion, are a shamelul commentary
on our discipline have prompted me to write this letter. A typical

se follows (I know of at least two other S€$) 0
A small, conservative, church-related liberal arts college that 1

milar

full-time and two part-time instructors in psychology, twa {ull-
time instructors and one part-time instructor in sociology, and one
hall-time instructor for all the social work courses. The three
persons teaching sociology were trained sociologists and the social
work teacher had an MSW and a great deal of practical experience.
The sesw major cansisted of a two-year sequence of courses in
social work combined with courses in sociology: the one part-time
social work instructor was enough to teach the specific social work
courses.

When new standards were imposed by the social work profes
sional organization, the college, in order to be approved, was r
quired (and this was fine) to change the name of the sesw major
to “‘social work™ (but not to change any course offerings) and to
hire at least one full-time social work teacher. In order fully to
utilize the full-time social work teacher, the college assigned him to
teach sociology half-time. The department now has two sociology

s a quarter laught by someone not trained specifically in
y. The sociologis ought to prevent this change, trying
to convince the administration (and even the chairman of the de-
partment, who was a psychologist) that soviology and social work
are different disciplines with different goals, different methods, and
different bodies

The ASA has to my knowledge no standards or guidelines for
undergraduate training to indicate that it would disapprove an
event of this kind. Even the official ASA statement of standards for
graduate training is a mealy-mouthed generality. Still, it is better
than nothing: it is a start. But isn’t it time for our professional
socicty to follow the lead of other professional socicties in devel-
oping and trying to implement standards for undergraduate train-
ing? Are we not self-respecting and mature enough to be able to
agree at least on a few basi Surely we have courage to state
officially what we believe in and what we are doing. There should
be standards below which we will not tolerate acceptance into
the profession.

Professional guidelines would especially benefit persons in col-
leges where budgeting is tight and departments have to compete for
funds, space, equipment, personnel, and students. I suggest that
the A give this matter serious consideratian, and that other
sociology teachers make their concern and interest known to the
proper committees of our

of knowledge—but to no avail.

ssociation

Davina P. Gares, graduate student
University of North Carolina,

Chapel Hill

Correction

Despite my best cfforts at proofling my article orrefates of
Prestige Ranking of Graduate Programs in Sociology™ (The Ameri-
can Sociologist, May 1972), T let at least one error slip through.

On page 13, column 3, line 27 (5th line below table 1) “KV-66"
appears. It should be “KV-64.”

My apologies for letting this error through

tic jungle nurtured by a possessive bureaucracy? know had a combined department offering majors in psychology, Warrex E. Soroson

Bode is not the first, nor will he be the last, to remind us that sociology, and “sociology with a concentration in social work” State University of N York,
sociology has been weighed and found wanting. Robert Park, C w). Until a year ago the departmental faculty consisted of two Oswego
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antagonism toward—higher education and that a change in
public opinion may lead to considerable institutional
change. In some states, ol course, the intervention of state
legislatures into the policy making of universities is already
past history. While probably a minority of the responding
directors of graduate study or chairmen feels concern about
the politicization of intradepartmental and interdepart-
mental relations, even fewer show concern for potential
internal upheavals and/or radical changes initiated for the
sake of change itself.

10.  Responses are aboul equally dwided on whether lo
move toward a sironger professional organization, including
union organization, or to maintain only the usual AAUP
involvement. Only a small minority is currently represented
by a union, nearly all in onc state university system, but
the relatively recent decision of the AAUP to engage in
collective bargaining activities for its members is likely to
have noticeable effect. The impression gained, partly from a
lairly large percentage of “no answers” is that there are

)
mixed feelings within departments and that a chairman or
director of graduate study felt (in answering the question-

naire) hesitant to try to generalize for the departmental
faculty as a whole. Short of drastic changes, pressures,
threats, or assaults on the bastions of occupational security,
it is unlikely that the shift to unionization is in the near
offing. But in the offing, sometime, it most likely is.

Washington, D.C. 20036.

NEW EDITOR OF THE AMERICAN SOCIOLOGIST

The Committee on Publications and Council announce the selection
of Leon H. Mayhew of the University of California, Davis, to succeed
Harold W. Pfautz as editor of The American Sociologust.

All manuscripts for forthcoming issues and all letters pertaining to
published articles should be addressed to:

Dr. Leon H. Mayhew
The American Sociologist
815 Cherry Lane

Davis, California 95616

Copy for all other matters should be addressed to the Executive
Office, American Sociological Association,

1722 N. Street, N.W.,

QUANTITATIVE AND COLLABORATIVE TRENDS IN AMERICAN

American sociology is characterized by an indefatigable
effort on the part of its practitioners toward making it scien-
tific. In the beginning of this century William Graham
Sumner regretted the state of sociology when he said,
sociology seems now to be largely speculative and contro-
versial. | should like to see a group of scholars at work to
get it down to normal growth on a scientific method, deal-
ing with concrete things” (quoted in Bernard, 1909).
Sumner’s statement was a vision, as much’as a wish; point-
ing to collective research and quantification as the direc-
tions sociology would take in the decades to follow.

The subject of investigation in the present study is the
trend of quantilication in sociological research and the
extent to which collaboration has emerged along with quan-
tification. A fuller statement of research collaboration—its
nature, growth, and rationale—in the seven decades of
American sociology may be found elsewhere (Patel, 1967).
Here, data on quantification and the relation of quantifica-
tion to authorship collaboration will be analyzed.

SOCIOLOGICAL RESEARCH

NarsL PATEL
Indiana State University

The American

iologist 1972, Vol. 7 (N, b

sense means assigning numerical values in accordance with
certain rules. It cannot escape being both descriptive and
analytical-explanatory: descriptive in reference to numerical
data used to illustrate a point and analytical-explanatory in
its use for verifying hypotheses. Qur contention is that both
terms are recognized in scientific output, and it is sometimes
difficult to distinguish between thenmy. It remains to be seen
to what extent quantitative analysis is found in sociologi
rescarch literature.

Under the assumption that researchers seek professional
journals as vehicles of scientific expression and learning,
four representative sociological journals were selected for
this study: American Journal of Sociology (A]S), Social
Forces (SF), American Sociological Review (ASR), and
Rural Sociology (RS). AJS, having begun publication in
1895, is the oldest sociological journal; it was the official
journal of the American Sociological Society from 1906 to
1936, when ASR became the new official journal of the
socicty. SF started publication in 1926 and is the official

al

analysis the data were divided into seven decades from 1895
to 1965.

A simple operational definition of quantification was
utilized: if the body of the article contained numerical data,
cither as tables or in a less formal way, the article was de-
seribed as quantitative; otherwise it was termed as non-
quantitative. Whether each article was single-authored or
multiple-authored was also.recorded.

Findings

Journal literature in the first three decades (1895-1925)
was relatively lacking in “concrete things,” that is, quanti-
tative analysis was found in only 14 percent of the articles
in the first decade and 18 percent and 11 percent of the
articles in the second and third decades respectively (table
). In the next two decades (1926-45) two ol every five ar-
ticles were quantitative. In the post-war decades the balance
tilted in favor of quantitative analysis. Of the total articles
in the sixth decade (1946-53) one in every two was quanti-

TanLe 1. QUANTITATIVE ARTICLES IN SOCIOLOGICAL JOURNALS, 1895-1965
1895-1905 1906-15 1916-25 1926-35 1936-45 1946-35 195665
Journal Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent ~ Number  Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Total

American fournal

of Sociology 58(428) 14 64(351) 18  33(294) 11 210( 569) 37 161 ( 471) 34 202 ( 465) 43 314 471) 67 1,042 (3,049)
Social Forces — — — — — 308 ( 725) 42 265 ( 576) 46 236 ( 537) 44 342 ( 504) 68 51(2,342)
American Sociological

Review — — — — — — 233 ( 566) 41 379 ( 621) 1 453 ( 639) 71 1,065 (1,826)
Rural Sociology - — — —_ — — — 116 ( 248) 47 129 ( 234) 55 140 ( 209) 67 385 ( 691)

Total articles and

mean percentages 58 (428) 14 64 (351) 18 33 (294) 11 518 (1,294) 40 755 (1,861) 42 946 (1,857) 51 1,249 (1,823) 69 3,643 (7,908)

Figures in parentheses arc the total articles in the journals.

Measuring the Extent of Quantification

Quantification in sociological research is graduaily com-
ing of age, despite philosophical reservations and method-
ological obstacles.! The debate today is not whether
quantification is or is not essential to a science, or whether
it should or should not be restricted to measurable social
units at the descriptive level.? Quantification in its generic

This study was partly funded by the Indiana State University
Research Committec, to which [ am grateful. I am also grateful to
Gregory V. Donnenwerth for reading and critically commenting on
the paper.

'For a classical statement on the quantitative tradition see
Lazarsfeld (1961).

In 1901 Giddings stated the need for a statistical method in
sociology, but Ward (1907:48, 145-146), the first president of the
American Sociological Society, rejected the claim that quantifica-

journal of the Southern Sociological Socicty. RS was lound-

ed in 1936 and is the official journal of the Rural Socio-
logical Society. In all, the author examined 7,908 articles.
These included all articles in the above four journals from
the first issues to the last issues of 1965. For purposes of

tion is requisite for sociology or, for that matter, for science in
gencral. More recently Sorokin (1966:101-129) deprecated what
he termed ‘“‘quantomania’; at the same time he welcomed the con-
tributions of mathematical studies and, especially, economic, demo-
graphic, and criminological facts as fruitful and tangible since they
*“‘have a measurable unit and, therefore, lend themselves more casily
to mathematical analysis” (Sorokin, 1966:102). Whereas he played
down statistical analysis of demographic and similar data as merely
descriptive—“mainly informational, temporary, and local’” (Soro-
kin, 1966:106)—Coleman (1958) has asserted that sociologists have
gone beyond the census-taking or social accounting stage to the
analytical explanatory stage.

tative, and in the last decade (1936-63) two in every three
were quantitative.

The great quantitative upsurge observed from the fourth
decade on reflects the survey and scale-building clforts start-
ed by scholars working in such areas as status, attitude,
and structural change as well as by scholars working on
demographic and similar analyses.

Of the four journals, ASR leads the quantitative move-
ment (table 1) especially in the 1956-65 decade when 71
percent of its articles included quantitative data compared
to around 67 percent for the other three journals. In the
fourth decade, 1926-35, AJS published 37 percent quanti-
tative articles compared to Il percent in the previous dec-
ade. SF, starting publication in 1926, had 42 percent in its
first decade and surpassed A/S in the quantitative race for
the following two decades. This was true also of RS, which
from the vear of its founding (1936) showed a vigorous
quantitative activity.
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TasLe 2. MULTIPLE-FAUTHORED ARTICLES IN SOCIOLOGICAL JOURNALS, 1895-1965
1895-1905 1906-15 1916-25 1926-35 1936-45 1946-55 1956-65
Journal Number  Perecent  Number  Percent  Number  Percent Number  Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Total
American fournal
of Sociology 1 (428) 2 — (351) — 4 (294) 1 35 ( 569) 6 35 ( 471) 7 75 ( 465) 16 146 ( 471) 31 296 (3,049)
Social Forces - — — _ — 27 ( 729 4 50 ( 576) 9 65 ( 537) 12 146 ( 304) 29 288 (2,342)
American Sociological
Reviews — - — — — — - — 35 ( 566) 10 122 ( 621) 20 212 ( 639) 33 389 (1,826)
Rural Sociology — — — - — — — 34 ( 248) 14 48 ( 234) 21 71 ( 209) 34 153 ( 691)
Total articles and - - B -
mean percentages 1 (428) 2 — (351) — 4 (294) 1 62 (1,294) 5 174 (1,861) 10 310 (1.857) 17 575 (1,823) 32 1,126 (7,908)
Figures in parentheses are the total articles in the journals.
Tasie 3. Types or ARTCLES IN American Journal of Sociology, Social Forces, no quantitative articles to one nonquantitative article in
American Sociological Review, axv Rural Sociology the first decade to four quantitative to one nonquantitative
in the last decade.
On the basis of these data one sees that during the decade
18951905 1906-15 1916-25 1926-35 1936-45 1946-35 1956-63

Type of Article Number Percent Number Percent Number

Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Number Percent Number Percent

00 14

Quantilative
Single-authored 38 100.0 64 100.0 31 93.9
Multiple-authored — — 2 6.1
Total 38 100.0 64 100.0 33 100.0
Nonguantitative
Single-authored 369 99.7 287 100.0 259 99.2
Multiple-authored 1 00.3 — — 2 (
Total 370 100.0 287 100.0 261 100.0
Multiple-authored
Quantitative — — — 2 50.0
Nonquantitative 1 100.0 - - 2
Total i 100.0 — - 4 100.0
Single-authored
Quantitative 58 13.6 64 18.2 31 10.7
Nonguantitative 369 864 287 81.8 89.3
Total 427 100.0 351 100.0 290 100.0

470 907 658 849 724 787 630
48 93 117 151 _ 222 _ 462 _37.0
5181000 775 1000 946 1,249 100.0

762 982 1,029 948 823 903 461 803

_o8 _ 14 18 57 52 _ 88 97 13 197
776 100.0 1,086 100.0 911 100.0 574 100.0

48 774 117 672 222 716 462 803

14226 57 328 88 284 _ 113 197

62 1000 174 1000 310 100.0 575 100.0

381 638 390 724 787 631

_893 762 619 1,029 610 _ 823 61 _36.9
100.0 1,687 1000 1547 100.0 1,248 100.0

The trend toward quantitative articles is greater than the
wrend toward jointly authored articles. In the three decades
from 1895-1925, hardly more than | percent of the articles
were multiple-authored (table 2), whereas quantitative arti-
cles in those decades (table 1) were 14, 18, and 11 percent.
In the next two decades (1926-45) multiple-authored arti-
cles rose to 5 then to 10 percent, while quantitative articles
increased to 40 and then to 42 percent. Multiple-authored
articles in the last two decades (1946-63) were 17 and 32
pereent, while quantitative articles were 51 and 69 percent.
Thus. in the last decade ending in 1965, out of every three
articles, two were quantitative and one was multiple-au-
thored. The upsurge in quantification led the upsurge in
collaboration by at least two decades.

In table 3, journal articles of quantitative and non-
quantitative nature are analyzed according to whether they
were written by single or multiple authors. In the first two

decades, no quantitative articles were multiple-authored,
but in the third decade (1916-23) two multiple-authored
articles appeared. In the fourth decade multiple-authored
articles rosc to forty-cight—one in every eleven was quanti-
tative—and in the following three decades (1936-65) they
continued to rise.

Table 3 also shows that single authors have written most
of the journal literature, though they have gradually moved
from their preoccupation with nonquantitative articles in
the carlier decades to quantitative articles in more recent
decades.

Even though single authors pen the bulk of quantitative
articles, coauthored articles are increasing. Multiple authors
doubled their quantitative output every decade; while their
nonquantitative output also increased, it increased at a low-
er rate. The ratio of quantitative to nonquantitative arti-
cles by multiple authors rose, with slight fluctuations, from

195665 80.3 percent of multiple-authored articles, in con-
trast to 63.1 percent of singlc-authored articles, contained
quantitative analyses. If the present trend continues, quan-
titative articles by multiple authors are likely to cxceed
quantitative articles by single authors in less than two
decades.

Looking at figure 1, one sees a decided rise in the number
of mwltiple-authored quantitative articles and, at the same
time, a diminishment of the less “‘concrete” products of
single authors. Not one quantitative article written by
multiple authors appeared in the first decade, which was
dominated by single-authored nonquantitative articles form-
ing 86 percent of the total articles examined. In the last
decade,  single-authored  nonquantitative  and  multiple-
authored quantitative articles each constituted 25 percent of
all the articles. The rise in multiple-authored quantitative
articles is sharper than the rise in single-authored quanti-
tative or multiple-authored nonquantitative articles.

Summary

From a humble beginning, quantification has come to a
predominant place in sociology journals—articles using
quantitative analyses outnumbered articles without quanti-
tative analyses by a margin of two to one in the last decade.
In onc out of three cases between 1936 and 1965 quanti-
tative articles were products of a collaborative cffort. When
authors collaborated the chances were four out of five that
their article would be quantitative. This indicates that more
and more scholars have started dealing with “‘concrete
things” and teaming up with cach other for the advance-
ment of sociology.

Quantification has taken long strides in American socio-
logical rescarch. Qur crude measure of quantification has
indicated a growth from 14 to 69 percent over a seven-
decade period. Though the measure was limited in scope,
the trend it reveals is unmistakable. Sociologists and other
social scientists confront numerous difficulties in quantifi-
cation. Some are skeptical of the claims made regarding the
desirability of or success in quantifying qualitative variables
However, the quantitative trend found in the four sociology
journals reflects a growing emphasis on empirical data in

:;Xﬁ?;ﬁie American sociology, although this by itself may not suffice
100 = as proof of the transformation of sociology from an animis-
tic to a naturalistic discipline.’
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\in From Animistic to Naturalistic Sociology, Catton. (1966:
6-9) reviews the trends of naturalism in sociology admitting that,
of the four components of naturalism, only empiricism has been
widely recognized.
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MEASURING SOCIOLOGICAL PRODUCTIVITY: A REVIEW AND A PROPOSAL

One of the focuses of empirical investigations in the so-
ciology of sociology has been publication output. In reading
the literature on the productivity of sociologists, however,
onc becomes aware of a lack of research continuity. While
numerous data have been reported, they have been not cu-
mulative but, rather, ambiguous and often contradictory.
One of the major obstacles to linking the results of the vari-
ous studies together is the dispavate procedures that have
been employed to measure productivity. The present dis-
cussion [irst focuses upon the dilatory effect of the use of
discrepant measures of productivity and then attempts to
provide some empirical support for a measure we believe
would serve as a usclul guideline for future rescarch on
sociologists” productivity.

Research Background

Table | presents ten operational definitions of the pro-
ductivity of sociologists (two by the same rescarcher) that
have appeared since 1950, As these definitions indicate, one
of the few areas of consensus on productivity has been some
aspect ol publication output. Some studies included both
articles and books as measures of productivity while others
included only articles. Of the latter, several counted articles
in only a few leading journals and one counted articles in
only two journals. The confusion  generated by the differ-
ences in measures is increased by the diverse weighting
schemes used. The arbitrary nature of weighting different
types of publications. coupled with the fact that some
studies used no weights at all, severely restricts linking the
findings together.

To illustrate how the diversity of measures hinders em-
pirical generalization, let us examine the consequences in
table | of applying the diverse measures to the bibliography
of a hypothetical sociologist with the following publications:

a. article in American Sociological Review (ASR)
b. article in Social Forces (SF) (coauthored)

¢. article in Pacific Socinlogical Review

d. article in Soctal Problems
¢. monograph  (coauthored,

ASR
f. textbook (200 pages)—reviewed in ASR
. edited book (200 pages)—not reviewed in ASR

300  pages)—reviewed in

e

By caleulating the credit the hypothetical sociologist
would be granted by the authors of the ten studies depicted
in table I, some light is shed on the noncomparableness of
research in this area. In onc study (Axclson, 1960) the
hypothetical scholar would have only 1.5 articles counted
while in others (for example, Stallings and Singhal, 1970)
all seven publications would be counted. Further, the seven
studies that employ point systems would grant credits that
range from 2 to 96.

The discrepancies in and deficiencies of the measuves pre-
sented in table 1 have not, of course, gone unnoticed in the
literature. The proponents of several measures-—for exam-
ple, Axelson (1960) and others—have recognized the limi-
tations of the measures (Kaplan, 1964:867). One of the criti-
cal points of discussion is the scope of the measures of pro-
ductivity. On the one hand, there has been the practice of
limiting a measure to only two or three leading general so-
ciological journals (usually ASR, A/S, and SF). This re-
striction has been criticized on four major grounds: (1) it
systematically discriminates against sociologists who pub-
lish in specialized journals such as Demography or Mar-
riage and the Famuly (Clayton and Tolone, 1970:2-3),
(2) it excludes general sociological journals such as Soci-
ology and Social Research (Neumeyer, 1969), (3) it is biased
in favor ol ‘*cstablishment™ sociologists and operates
against action-oriented sociologists who use such journals
as Social Problems to publish their rescarch (Shamblin,
1970:155), and (4) it may generate a spurious correlation
between eminence and productivity because only “leading”
journals are included (Straus and Radel, 1969:1).

On the other hand, there has been the practice of includ-
ing articles published in any journal. This procedure was
followed by Babchuk and Bates (1962) and resulted in the
counting of articles in journals as marginal to sociology as
Scandinavian Review and the Journal of American Folklore.
Some compromise between the two extremes seems to be in
order.

Part of this research was supported by the National Institute of
Mental Health. I am indebted to Richard B. Sturgis for comments
and suggestions.

Frank CLEMENTE
University of Kentucky and University of Wisconsin
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In addition to the criticism of the scope of the various
measures, doubt has been raised regarding the utility of the
different weighting schemes. The Manis (1950) procedure of
assigning | point for an article and 18 points for a book,
because the average book has eighteen chapters, has been
criticized by Straus and Radel (1969:1) as giving dispropor-
tionate credit to book publications. The weighting system
proposed by Knudsen and Vaughan (1969) has been criti-
cized in several discussions. Kovit and Heeren (1969) argue
that there is no objective basis for saying an article in ASR
is worth two articles in SF. Glenn and Villemez (1970:244)
point out that the Knudsen-Vaughan index is the result of
subjective judgment and does not represent a consensus of
rciologists. The proponents of a third weighting scheme
(Stallings and Singhal, 1970:142) readily admit to the arbi-
trary nature of their scale but justify it on the basis of the
argument that even a subjective weighting system is better
than using no weights at all since it is “‘obvious that dif-
ferent types of publication should reccive differential credic.”

The Measure

We believe an cffort to attain consensus on an index of
sociological productivity is overdue. One measure with po-
tential as an index of publication quantity was developed by
Glenn and Villemez (1970; see also Glenn, 1971) in re-
search concerned with the productivity of American Gradu-

TabLe 1.

The respondents were told that a weight of 10 had been arbi-
trarily assigned to an article in the ASR and they were asked to
assign weights to otber types of publications using the average
“importance to the discipline” of an ASR article as their stan-
dard.

Table 2 presents the categories of publications and the
weights assigned by Glenn and Villemez. The GVCI gen-
erates six distinct indexes of publication productivit
number of articles, (2) number of books, (3) total publica-
tions (articles plus books), (4) article points, (5) book
points, (6) total points (article points plus book points).

A number of arguments can be made for the use of the
GVCI as a measure of productivity. One is that it is com-
posed of a broad range of journals and circumscribes most
general sociological work as well as important specialty
areas within the discipline. Another argument for its use is
that it has a considerably wider scope than most previous
indexes and yet is not cclectic. In an attempt to anticipate
the criticism that the GVCI discriminates against some
specialties, we have drawn dara from our ongoing study of
the productivity of 2,205 members of the ASA (1970) who
received a Ph.D. in sociology during the period [950-66.
The twenty-two journals in the GVCI were scarched by the
author for the years 1940-70. Over five thousand publica-
tions were counted, The breakdown for the 2,205 sample
members by the thirty-three areas used by the ASA (1970:
viii) to classify its members is presented in table 3.

viTY APPLIED TO BiBLiograpuY 0F A HyporHETICAL Sociologist

Productivity Study Operational Measure

Hypothetical Bibliography

Publications Counted?® Credit Granted

Manis (1950) I point for articles and cdited books,
18 points for single-authored books,

partial credit for coauthored books

Lazarsfeld and Thiclens
(1958)

1 point cach for (a) dissertation,
(b) publis|
(c) publishing I or more books,
(d) reading at least 3 papers at
professional meetings

g | or more articles,

Axelson (1939) Articles in ASR, A[S, SI; partial credit
for coauthored articles. Books listed in

Library of Congress Calalog

Axelson (1960) Articles in ASR, AJS, SF; partial credit

for coauthored articles

Babchuk and Bates (1962) Articles in 113 different journals

Straus and Radel (1969) 1 point for articl
reviewed in ASR: 2 points if edited,
4 points if joint authored, 6 points if
sole authored

Knudsen and Vaughan
(1969)

17 points for articles in ASR; 12 points

in ASR, AJS; for books

a,boedefg 32 points
a,bye,dyef, g 2 points
a,b,ef, g 1.5 articles
3 books
a, b 1.5 articles

for articles in AJS; 8 points cach for articles

in SF or rescarch notes in ASR. For books

reviewed in ASR: 16 points if edited,
24 points il text, 48 points if nontext

Stallings and Singhal
(1970) book, 9 points for edited book, 7 points
for coedited book, 3 points for article,

2 points for coauthored article

Glenn and Villemez

(1970)

Weighted scale of 22 journals (see Glenn

15 points for book, 12 points for coauthored

and Villemez, 1970:246). For books reviewed

in ASR: 30 points if monograph, 15 points if

text, 10 points if edited

Lightficld (1971)
1 point per 100 pages of original book

1 point for articles, 1 point for edited book,

a,b,c, d 4 points
a, e, f 11 points
a, b, e f 96 points
a,b,¢,d, e [, g 47 points
a,b, ¢, d, e, 75 points
a,b,¢,d e, g 11 points

2Sce text for key to hypothetical publications.

ate departments of sociology. The Glenn-Villemez Com-
prehensive Index (henceforth GVCI) was designed to cover
a wider range of publications than most previously pub-
lished indexes had covered. As originally formulated, the
GVCI included all articles in twenty-two journals of so-
ciology and allied fields and all books reviewed in ASR. By
mecans of a mailed questionnaire to a sample of professors
of sociology Glenn and Villemez (1970: 245) derived a sys-
tem of weighting the various types of publications:

As the data in table 3 indicate, no area of competence
appears to be markedly overrepresented or underrepre-
sented on the GVCI. The difference between publishers and
nonpublishers is greater than 2 percentage points for only
threc areas and reaches 3 percent for only one specialty:
applied sociology. Since applied sociology is the first choice
of only 2.7 percent of the total sample we do not sce this
difference to be a major problem. Rather, we would argue
that these data strongly support the position that the GVCI
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adequately represents most special areas within sociology.

Though the fact that one-third of the sample did not have
any publications on the GVCI implies that the measure
misses a lot of publication activity we are not disturbed
with this finding. Previous research in the area of scholarly
productivity (Babchuk and Bates, 1962; Price, 1963; Shock-
ley, 1957) has demonstrated that most members ol most
disciplines are low publishers or nonpublishers. Thus, even
if the measure were expanded, the distribution in general
would likely remain the same.

A third argument for the use of the GVCI is made by
Glenn and Villemez themselves (1970:247). They point out
that, unlike previous weighting systems, the GVCI repre-
sents a consensus among a group of professional sociolo-
gists rather than the arbitrary opinion of one or two re-
searchers.

Finally, the GVCI is flexible. Both the book and journal
aspects of the measure can be expanded. In fact, the book
index should probably be expanded to include all books
received lor review by ASR as well as those actually re-
viewed. Olsen and Turk (1970) have pointed out that a
number of important books were never reviewed in ASR
and Pullum and Anderson (1970) found only a 24 percent
overlap between books reviewed in ASR and books reviewed
in AfS. Using books received would merely expand the
measure, not change it, because books reviewed in ASR
(or now in the new book review journal, Contemporary So-
clology) are taken only from books received (Olsen, 1970).

Just as the book dimension of the index is readily ex-
pandable, so the article dimension is flexible. In a recent
paper, Glenn (1971) reported additional data and weights
for sixty-three journals. LFor the researcher who wants
more scope than that afforded by the original list of twenty-
two journals there is now a set of weights for almost three
times as many journals.

One cautionary remark which must be made in regard to
the GVCI is that it is a measure primarily ol quantity of
output rather than ol quality. Although Glenn and Ville-
mez (1970:245) told their respondents to use ‘“‘importance
to the discipline” as a guide in assigning weights, the mca-

Taste 2. Weicuts oF TYPEs o PusLIcATIONS?

Weight used in
Glenn-Villemez

Type of Publication Comprehensive Index

Books Reviewed by American
Sociological Review:

Research and Theoretical Monographs 30
Textbooks (including revisions) 15
Edited Books 10

Articles in:

American Sociological Review 10
American Journal of Sociology 10
Social Forces 8
Sociometry 8
British fournal of Sociology 7
Soctal Problems 7
Public Opinion Quarterly 7
Demography 6
Rural Sociology 6
Administrative Setence Quarterly 6
Journal of Marriage and the Family 6
Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly 6
American Sociologist 6
Sociology of Education 5
Sociological Quarterly 5
Journal of Health and Social Behavior 5
Social Science Quarterly 5
Sociology and Social Research 5
Sociological Inquiry 5
Pacific Sociological Review 5
Sociological Analysis 4
Phylon 4

2From table 1 of Glenn and Villemez (1970:246).

surc is only a very gross indicator of quality. A lar better
index of quality would be the number of citations a sociolo-
gist’s work receives in the literature. Unfortunately, the im-
plementation of citation counts has been inhibited by prag-
matic considerations (Bayer and Folger, 1966). As the Coles
(1967:378) point out, there seems to be no practicable way
to employ citation counts for a large number of individuals.

Tasee 3. DisTRIBUTION BY AREA OF COMPETENCE FOR SAMPLE,
Arr Punrismers aNp NoN-PUBLISHERS

(in percent)

Non-
Publi- Publi-
Sampled shersb shers¢

Area of Sociological Competence (N =2,203) (N =1413) (V=741)

Applied Sociology 27 1.7 4.7
Collective Behavior 1.7 1.8 1.6
Community 25 2.4 2.7
Comparative Sociology 1.6 1.8 1.2
Crime and Delinquency 4.6 4.4 5.4
Cultural Sociology 8 .6 1.2
Demography 5.2 59 3.9
Deviant Behavior 3.6 4.2 2.3
Education 35 3.4 3.6
Formal and Complex Organizations 34 3.6 3.0
Human Ecology 1.2 1.3 1.1
Industrial Sociology 1.9 2.0 1.9
Law and Society 5 7 1
Leisure, Sports, etc. 3 3 4
Marriage and Family 75 7.2 83
Mathematical Sociology 7 8 .5
Medical Sociology 0.6 6.3 6.7
Methodology and Statistics 5.6 6.0 4.8
Military Sociology 1 .1 0
Occupations and Professions 2.2 25 1.6
Political Sociology 2.4 28 1.6
Race and Ethnic Relations 5.0 4.5 6.2
Religion 3.1 27 3.6
Rural Sociology 2.1 1.8 2.7
Small Groups 1.1 1.3 N
Social Change 2.9 2.9 3.0
Social Control 5 3 4
Sacial Organization 3.2 35 2.7
Social Psychology 7.9 8.9 6.3
Sociology of Knowledge and Science 8 8 8
Stratification and Mobility 3.0 33 2.4
Theory 7.1 6.4 8.2
Urban Sociology 4.6 3.5 6.4

“Members of ASA (1970) who received Ph.D. during period
1950-19066.

bSociologists in sample who have at least one publication on
GVCIL.

Sociologists in sample who have no publications on the GVCL.

The time and funds required to collect such data are beyond
the scope of most projects. Recently, however, the compilers
of the Science Citation Index have begun to include in it the
major sociology journals (see Cole and Cole, 1971). This
applies to only a few of the most prestigious journals, how-
ever, and reliance upon this limited range may generate the
spurious relations  between  eminence and  productivity
discussed earlier (see Straus and Radel, 1969:1).

Conclusion

The use of disparate measures has operated to stultify
empirical generalization of the productivity of sociologists.
We have demonstrated that diverse and misleading conclu-
sions are generated by the use of discrepant measures, An
attempt has been made to provide some empirical just
tion for the GVCI as a measure of the quantity ol sociologi-
cal output. Hopefully, future research in the area will in-
corporate the GVCI or a similar measure, and then pro-
gress toward the real goal of the study of productivity—
grounded sociological theory—will begin.
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Several persons have notified us that their names were
missing from our list of recent Ph.D. recipients (“Ph.D.s
in Sociology, 1969-70 and 71970-71,” "I'he American So-
ciologist, November 1972: 3-23). Upon checking, we have
learned that the names of these persons were inadvertently
omutled by their departments. The departments, and we,
regret these omissions, and we list below the persons who
should have been included.

We have also learned that in at least one instance the
list sent to us by a sociology department included persons
who recewed degrees in fune 1969, which was prior to the
spectfied academic year 1969-70.

Editor

ADDENDA TO LIST OF PH.D.S.

Alberta, University of
1969-70

(Omit name of L. E. Larson who was correctly listed under
the University of Oregon in the August listing.)

California, University of; Berkeley
1969-70
CoMpParRATVE DIFFERENCES AND CHANGES IN LEVELS OF
[uecrinaey. S. Fo Hartley. (M.S., San Jose State
College)
Sticma In PusrLic Housing: INTERNATIONAL COMPARIS,
E. Huttman. (M.A., Cornell University)

Michigan, University of
1970-71
DiscrRIMINATION IN QuaLiTy oF MEeTroPOLITAN HousiNg.
G. S. Bonham. (B. Arch., Univ. of New Mexico; M.A.,
Univ. of Michigan)
ERNS OF LaBOrR Forck Participation: A Murte-
variaTE Anavysis. M. Hartman. (B.A., Hebrew Univ.)

Pa

Mississippi State University
1970-71

A TyrorLocy or Soctoeconomic Status. H. N. Mookher-
jee. (B.Sc. and M.Sc., Univ. of Calcutta)
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THE FAILURE OF 100 DIVIDED BY 3 TO EQUAL 33-1/3

In studies dealing with the productivity of sociologists
and the cvaluation of academic departments of sociology,
the relative values of solo and joint authorship of scholarly
publications have varied, but jointly authored puhlications
invariably appear to yield more credit for authors and de-
partments than would be the case were publications as-
signed a [linite value to be divided among the authors and
departments. Stallings and  Singhal (1970), for example,
gave solo and joint authors, respectively, 15 and 12 points
for books and 3 and 2 points for articles; coauthorship
credit did not vary with the number ol coauthors. Using a
more common means of handling coauthored publications,
Glenn and Villemez (1970:243) gave (ull credit to an in-
stitution if an article or book was authored or coauthored
by onc of the institution’s sociologists because “‘a depart-
ment probably derives almost as much prestige from a pub-
lication one of its members has coauthored as {rom a publi-
cation onc of its members has authored alone.” Lightficld
(1971) also gave cach coauthor full credit for joint publi-
cations.

In light of the quantification of evaluation in the above-
mentioned studies, coauthored publications appear to glis-
ten as brightly, or nearly as brightly, on a scholar’s vita as
do solo publications. It is the purpose of this paper to pro-
vide data on the validity of this assumption by presenting
the reactions of professional sociologists to a mail question-
naire.

Sample and Method

A random sample of members of the American Sociologi-
cal Association was drawn [rom the ASA Directory of
Members, 1970. Excluded {rom the sample were student
members, emeritus members, members residing outside the
United States and Canada, and persons unaffiliated with a
department of sociology. Of 225 questionnaires sent in
January 1972 to members of the sample (with stamped.
self-addressed return envelopes) 148 were returned in time
for processing. Of these 148 returned questionnaires, 6 had
not been (lcll\uc(l to the addressees and 16 were unusable.
leaving a working sample of 126, or 56 percent of the target
sample.

Data on publishing background, age, possession of doc-
torate, and rank of respondent were requested in the ques-
tionnaire. Similar data were compiled from the ASA Direc-
tory of Members, 1970 for nonrespondents.

Members of the sample had a median of 6.5 publications.
Sixty-nine percent of the respondents were associate or full
prolessors compared to 55 percent of nonrespondents. The
median age of respondents was 43; for nonrespondents it
was 45. Seventy-cight percent of the respondents and 71
percent of the nonrespondents had carned doctorates. Sev-
enty-three percent of respondents were teaching in depart-
ments that granted graduate degrees, but only 59 percent
of nonrespondcnts were alfiliated with such departments (as
listed in the ASA Guide to Graduate Departments of Soct-
ology, 1971-72). Nonrespondents’ insfitutional affiliations.
of course, were obtained from the 1970 directory, while data
on respondents were obtained froin  the questionnaire,
which in a number of cases had been forwarded to respon-
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dents” new locations. Some respondents (and non
dents) can be assumed to have moved to graduate depart-
ments alter receiving their doctorates, which would account
for much of the discrepancy between figures for respondents
and nonrespondents.

In all cases, differences between respondents and non-
respondents were small (in no case exceeding 14 percentage
points), and these differences may be at least partially arti-
factual. We believe that the sample of respondents was rep-
resentative ol both the target sample and the ASA popula-
tion in which we were interested.

Respondents to the questionnaire were asked to make the
following assumptions: (1) the quality of an article is inde-
pendent of the numher of authors, (2) all authors are pro-
fessional sociologists; none is a student, and (3) the article
gives no information about the actual contribution of each
author of a coauthored publication, but the authors’ names
are not in alphabetical order. The key passage was:

ASSUME that a SOLO article is worth 100 points to a man.'
But it is NOT necessary for the total number of points for an
article to equal 100. That is, you might wish to give the senior
(first listed) author of a two-man publication 100 points and the
junior author 70. Or you can give the senior author 70 points
and the junior author 60. Or you can give both authors 90 points,
60 points, 40 points, or any other amount of credit.

Respondents were then asked to give the value of an arti-
cle to (1) the senior author and (2) the junior author of a
two-author article and to (3) the senior author, (4) the sec-
ond author, and (5) the junior author of a three-author ar-
ticle.

Hypotheses and Results

Fypotheses were tested by means of one-tailed t-tests,
with statistical signilicance defined in terms ol the .03 level
of probahility.

The first hypothesis—that coauthored publications would
yield a total of more than 100 points for the team of authors
was strongly supported. The mean sums for two-author
and three-author articles  were, respectively,  151.04
(s =39.23) and 195.88 (s .97), both of which differ sig-
nificantly from 100. Only onc respondent awarded less than
100 points for coauthored publications, while 79 percent
gave a total of more than 100 points for two-author articles
and 83 percent gave a total of more than 100 points for
threc-author articles. A modal 29 percent gave the maxi-
mum of 200 points for two-author and 300 points for three-
author articles.

The second hypothesis—that senior and junior authors
of two-author publications would receive more than 350
points apicce—was also supported. They received mean
sums of 81.67 (s =18.58) and 68.40 (s =25.03) respectively,
both of which differ significantly from 50 points.

The third hypothesis—that senior authors of two-author

'Our apologies to the ladics. As three respondents correctly
pointed out to us, use of the term “man’” was inappropriatc.

publications would receive more credit than junior authors
—was supported, for 81.67 is significantly higher than
68.40.

I'he fourth hypothesis—that senior, second, and junior
authors  of lhrcc-aulhur publications would receive more
than 33-1/3 points apiece—was supported. They received
mean sums of 74.38 (s .46), 61.74 28.34), and 38.17
(s =30.23) respectively, all of which are significantly higher
than 33-1/3 points.

The filth hypothesis—that senior authors of three-author
publications would receive more credit than second authors,
who in turn would receive more credit than junior authors
—received partial support. Significantly more credit was
awarded to the senior author than to cither of the other
authors, but the junior author was awarded virtually the
same credit the second author was awarded.

The sixth hypothesis—that evaluation of the worth of a
publication to coauthors would vary positively with the pro-
portion of evaluators’ publications that were coauthored—
received minimum support. Restricting the analysis to the
cighty-seven individuals with four or more publl(dllml& the
proportion ol coauthored plll)ll(dll()ns X =. 20) corre-
lates .18 and .08 with credit to senior and junior authors of
two-author articles and .13, .07, and .09 with credit to
senior, second, and junior authors of three-author articles.
All correlations were positive, as predicted, but most were
trivial and only the highest was statistically significant.

Conclusion

Whether one considers the modal response of 29 percent
of the sample giving a full 100 points of credit to all co-
authors ol an article or the mean sums of 151 and 196
points given to coauthors of two-author and three-author
articles, the conclusion is clear: coauthorship is an efficient
form of academic gamesmanship. As long as publication
credit is expandable to fill the talent,
must conclude that it is expeditious to collaborate with col-
leagues, in form if not in fact. That is, even though an arti-
cle is the work of only one author, sharing authorship with
collecagues is a usclul strategy, resulting in a mean credit
gain of 96 percent lor every three publications *““coauthored.”™

the scholar-gamesman

References

American Sociological Association
1970 Directory of Members. Washington, ID.C.
N.D. Guide to  Graduate Departments  of
1971-72. Washington, D.C.
Glenn, N. D, and W. Villemez
1970 “The productivity of saciologists at 45
universities.”
232,

Sociology,

American
American Sociologist 5 (August) 244—

Lightfield, E. T.
1971 “Output and recognition of sociologists.
Sociologist 6 (May): 128-133.
Stallings, W. M., and 8. Singhal
1970 “Some observations on the relationships  between
rescarch  productivity and  student  evaluations ol
courses and teaching.” American  Sociologist 3 (May):
141-143.

American

JOURNAL PRODUCTIVITY OF PH.D. SOCIOLOGISTS

Ricuarp F. Larson, Marc L. PETROWSKY, AND JOSEPH S. VANDIVER

Academicians in various disciplines are perennially inter-
csted in assessments of the publication patterns of persons
in their own field. For sociologists, such assessments are not
only intrinsically interesting, but they contribute to the lit-
erature concerning the sociology of occupations and the so-
ciology of complex organizations. Rescarch by the authors
explores sociological productivity as measured by the publi-
cation of journal articles by Ph.D. sociologists.

Review

Wanderer (1966) found that in an eleven-year period al-
most 40 percent of all articles in the American Sociological
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Review were the work of graduates of four major graduate
departments. Based on the productivity of Ph.D. graduates
during that period, twenty-one departments had ranked, at
least one year, among the top ten departments that con-
tributed articles and research notes to the American Socio-
logical Review. Lewis (1968) studied the top seventeen de-
partments as ranked by Wanderer. He collected information
on faculty productivity and compared the rankings of pro-
ductivity to the number of Ph.1). graduates as well as to the
subjective rankings of departmental prestige by Keniston
(1959) and Cartter (1966).

Knudsen and Vaughan (1969) also focused on produc-

tivity, but for a shorter span of time, 1960-64. Their mea-
sure of productivity included articles not only in the Ameri-
can Sociological Review but in the American Journal of So-
ciology and Social Forces; it also included books reviewed in,
ASR, and it employed a system of weights for the journals
and for different types of books to determine productivity.

In updating and expanding Knudsen and Vaughan’s
research, Glenn and Villemez (1970) evaluated the produc-
tivity of sociologists at forty-five American universities in
the four-year period 1965 through 1968. Glenn and Ville-
mez updated and slightly modified the Knudsen-Vaughan
index, and they developed a comprehensive index of their
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own based on authors’ publications in books and in twenty-
two journals. Their weights for journals and books were
based on responses to a questionnaire they sent to pro-
fessors and associate professors of sociology. Many changes
were observed in the standings of departments when Glenn
and Villemez compared their index with the Knudsen-
Vaughan index. The per-sociologist level of productivity
struck them as being surprisingly low.

In a different vein, Oromaner (1970) divided sociology de-
partments into prestige categories in order to determine
“analytical properties” of varying prestige levels. He found
staff recruitment to be much influenced by the prestige of
the department where doctoral training was acquired; al-
most three-fourths of the faculty in “distinguished™ depart-
ments, for example, received their degrees from
guished™ departments.

“distin-

Published too late to influence our research was a con-
tribution by Lightfield (1971). Lightfield’s focus was on the
relation between productivity and the course of individual
careers. From a sample of two hundred sociologists who
carned their Ph.D.s between 1934 and 1963, Lightlield
collected complete publication records; he then accorded
equal weight to articles in various journals and variable
weights for different types of books. In addition, he obtained
qualitative ratings for cach sociologist through the tech-
nique of counting citations of published works. He con-
cluded that the sociological recognition system operates less
consistently than has been presumed: peer recognition, for
instance, was influenced more by quantity of output than
by quality of output; the prestige of a person’s academic ap-
pointment was influenced by the prestige of the department
of graduate training and by the quality, rather than the
quanity, of rescarch output. In both quantitative and quali-
tative terms, sociologists trained in the more prestigious
departments were more likely than others to be productive.
Sociologists unproductive during their first five years fol-
lowing receipt of the Ph.1). seldom became productive in the
next five v

Method

First, we make no assumption that “productive” is syn-
onymous with “‘meritorious.” We acknowledge important
roles for academic sociologists who do not publish. We do
2 . that publication, as the most visible pro-
fessional activity, tends to influence peer recognition and
is important in prestige perceptions of individuals and de-
partments.

Questionnaires for our study were sent to the chairmen
of the twenty top graduate departments of sociology as
ranked by Cartter (1966). Lach chairman was asked to list
the five journals and/or periodicals in which he would most
like to sce his staff members publish; he was then asked to
designate the next five outlets in which he would like to see
articles by members of his department. Responses were
received from half the chairmen.

In the questionnaires returned, journals
were mentioned. Unless a journal was listed at least twice,
we did not consider it; journals not in continuous publica-
tion during the 195968 period also were not considered—
altogether seventeen journals were not considered. Each of
the remaining twelve journals was allocated two points cach
time it was listed among the five most preferred journals
and one point cach time it appeared on the list of the sec-
ond order of preference. The points were totaled and used
as weights in determining productivity scores. The resultant
weights are:

ume, howey

twenty-nine

American Sociological Review 20
American Journal of Sociology 20
Social Forces 17
Soctometry 13
Administrative Science Quarterly 9
British Journal of Sociology 8
Social Problems 6

Public Opinion Quarterly 4
Sociology and Social Research 3
Sociological Qum'/ér/\‘ 3
3
2

Social Science Quarterly
Pactfic Sociological Review

In a study made by Babchuk and Bates (1962), cight of
our twelve journals accounted for about 55 percent of all the
journal articles produced by 262 sociologists. If this ratio
still holds, our twelve journals publish more than three-
fifths of the sociology articles written by American-trained
sociologists currently affiliated with Ph.ID.-granting depart-
ments in the United States and Canada.

Each issue of the twelve journals was examined, and all
articles, whether singly or jointly authored, were recorded
on a card created for each author. Two productivity scores
were tabulated for cach individual and for each department.
The first, referred to as the “standard productivity score,”
allocated the full weights each time the name of the individ-
ual was listed as author or coauthor. The second, the
“modified productivity score,” divided the journal weight
for each entry by the number of authors of the article, using
the nearest whole number in case of [ractions.!

"The most obvious flaw in our measures of productivity is the
omission of books, monographs, bulletins, and journals other than
the twelve we used. The task of compiling a complete list of pub-
lications for so large a number of individuals seemed prohibitive.

Names of the sociologists we studied were obtained from
the American Sociological Association’s Guide to Graduate
Departments of Sociology, 1970. Of the 1,896 sociologists
listed in the guide, we recorded the names ol those who had
received a Ph.D. from a Canadian or United States univer-
sity and who were listed in the guide as being a

ated with

Tapie I MEASURES 0F SOCIOLOGISTS” PRODUGTIVITY,

1959 ThrOUGH 1968

University Where Number of
Sociologist Productive Total Mean Modified
Received Ph.D. Ph.D.s  Scorc Score? core b
Chicago 99 3,868 39 2,870
Columbia 66 2,234 34 1,786
ichigan 42 2,131 51 1,613
North Carolina 36 2,119 39 1,604
Harvard 57 1,913 34 1,454
Wisconsin 36 1,462 41 1,012
Ohio State 25 1,237 49 727
California at Berkeley 32 1,087 34 958
Minnesota 31 937 30 687
Yale 26 886 34 689
Washington (Seattle) 33 882 27 377
Cornell 22 756 34 579
Texas 9 742 82 499
Michigan State 21 673 32 459
UCLA 20 516 26 403
Northwestern 20 481 24 330
Vanderbilt 12 476 40 315
Oregon 11 335
Pennsylvania 15 299
New York University 13 273
Washington (St. Louis) 14 221
[llinois 13 239
Towa (lowa City) 12 211
Washington State 14 146
Princeton 9 249
Pennsylvania State 7 227
Indiana 11 192
Southern California 9 172
Stanford 9 190
Purduc 7 140
Nebraska 5 136
Johns Hopkins 6 144
Louisiana State 9 137
Brown 6 123
Duke 6 94
Syracuse 5 92
Kentucky 6 93
American ! Il
Maryland 1 32
Wayne State 3 89
Missouri 8 69
Notre Dame 2 53
Pittsburgh 3 59
New School for Social Rescarch 4 54
Florida State 4 50
SUNY, Buffalo 1 40
Boston 3 31
Catholic University of America 3 37
California at Santa Barbara 1 51
Towa State 7 34
Kansas 2 39
Massachusctts 1 40
Tennessce 2 27
Colorado 2 31
Case Western Reserve 2 23
Utah 2 12
Tulane 3 13
Rutgers 1 17
Mississippi State 2 5
Connecticut 1 3
St. Louis 1 3
Southern {llinois 1 3

2 Total score divided by the number of productive Ph.D.s.
bAdjusted for joint authorship.

a United States or Canadian Ph.I).-granting sociology de-
partment. There were 835 such sociologists whom we clas-
sified as *“productive,” that is thev had published in one or
more of the twelve journals. As it turned out, all of the pro-
ductive sociologists were trained in Ph.D.-granting depart-
ments in the United States.

Our interest lay in assessing the productivity of Ph.D.
sociologists in relation to the institution from which they
received their degree. We recorded the age of each produc-
tive sociologist, the institution that granted his degree. and
his professional age, that is, the number of years that had
elapsed between 1970 and the year the Ph.D). was reccived.
The ASA Directory of Members, 1970 provided these data
in most instances. When this was not the case, we obtained
the information from other published sources or by corre-
spondence. For each productive sociologist we also com-
puted a “journal prestige index,” the total standard points
credited to the sociologist divided by the number of articles
from which these points were derived.

Departmental productivity was based on the points carned
by cach department’s Ph.1). graduates. Two indexes of de-
partmental productivity were devcloped for cachr depart-
ment: (1) total standard points accrued by all sociologists
who received a Ph.I). degree from that department and
were currently affiliated with a Ph.D.-granting institution
in the United States or Canada and (2) total modified points
accrued by the same persons. The number ol productive
Ph.D. sociologists affiliated with doctoval-granting depart-
ments in the two nations in 1970 was 854, However. be-
cause 19 ol them received their Ph.D. owside the United
States or Canada. our computations were based on 833
sociologists.

Results

Glenn and Villemez (1970), Babchuk and Bates (1962),
and Lightfield (1971) commented upon the relatively low
productivity of sociologists. The present study confirms
their findings. Only 45 percent of the sociologists with a
Ph.D. and employed in Ph.D.-granting departments had
published as much as a single article in any of the uwelve
leading journals during a decade. OF course. many soci-
ologists, “‘nonproductive” by our published in

measure,

other journals or wrote books, but it appears that many
sociologists  neither  publish nor perish. This is not a

uniquely sociological [inding. Cole and Cole (1967), for
ample, discovered that 37 percent of the physicists they
surveyed were low in both quantity and quality of publi-
cations.

IFifty of the 112 departments produced no Ph.D. who was
productive by our definition. in the decade studied. Table |
presents the findings ol the other 62 departments on the
basis of three criteria: total scores ol productivity for Ph.D.
sociologists currently affiliated with Ph.D.-granting sociol-
ogy departments, mean score per productive Ph.D.. and
modilied score of productivity. In addition. the table shows
the number of productive gradnates from cach of the 62
Ph.D.-granting universities.

Eleven departments have cach produced 23 or more *‘pro-
ductive™ Ph.D. sociologists. The University of Chicago has
produced the most and, not surprisingly, accumulated the
highest total score. Chicago is followed by Columbia, Michi-
gan, North Carolina, and Harvard. In terms of average
productivity, North Carolina graduates have the highest
mean score (59 points per productive graduate). followed by
Michigan (51), Ohio State (49), Wisconsin (41), and Chi-
cago (39).

The population of our study was viewed from two per-
spectives: distributive and collective. Rescarch [rom the di
tributive  perspective  examined variables concerning  soci-
ologists who received Ph.D). degrees from United States
universities, and research from the collective perspective
examined the departments from which persons in the study
received their degrees.
able 2 focuses on the distributive level, presenting the
intra- and intercorrelations (Spearman’s rho) between vari-
ables relating to the journal productivity of individual soci-

TapLe 2. INTRA- AND INTERCORRELATIONS OF VARIABLES RELATING TO SocioroGists’ Journat Propuetivity
(SpearMAaN'S RHO) FrOM DisTrIBUTIVE PERSPECTIVE (V=835)
Total Prestige of
Total Articles Total Number of Degree-
Journal Jointly Journal Modified Chronological ~ Professional Granting
Articles Authored Points Points Age Age Department2
Total Journal Articics 1.00 54b 81b 770 04 230 250
Total Articles Jointly Authored 1.00 46° 21b 02 06° 13P
Total Journal Points 1.00 940 02 18P 300
. . ¢
Number of Modified Points 1.00 03 19" 23>
Chronological Age 1.00 84 —.05
Professional Age 1.00 .05
Prestige of Degree-Granting
Department?® 1.00

3Based on Roose and Andersen (1970).
bp < .001.
cp < .05.
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TasLe 3.

INTRA= AND INTERCORRELATIONS OF VARIABLES RELATING TO DEPARTMENTS’ JourNaL ProbucTIVITY

(SpEARM: Ruo) rrom CorLkcTive PERsPECTIVE (V =112)3
Number of  Prestige of Mean Mean Number of
Total Total Number of  Productive Degree- Productivity of Articles of
Journal Journal Modificd Ph.D. Granting Degree-Granting Degree-Granting
Articles Points Points Sociologists Department” Department Department
Total Journal Articles 1.00 1.00 1.00 .99 84 92 90
Total Journal Points 1.00 1.00 99 .85 93 91
Number of Modified Points 1.00 99 .85 93 91
Number of Productive Ph.D).
Sociologists 1.00 84 .88 .86
Prestige of Degree-Granting
Departmentb 1.00 73 70
Mean Productivity of Degree-
Granting Department 1.00 95
Mean Number of Articles ol
Degree-Granting Department 1.00

AAll rhos significont, p < .001.
bBased on Roose and Andersen (1970).

ologists. The closely linked variables of total journal points
and modified points and the closely linked variables ol age
and professional age show high coefficients. Real age fails
to show significant association with most other variables.
Coclficients involving professional age, despite their gener-
ally low level, are statistically significant.

Table 3 shifts the focus from individuals to departments
—-the collective perspective. All coefficients in the table are
seen to be equal to or greater than .70 (N =112, p < .001).
The smallest rho of .70 is between prestige (as measured by
the Roose-Andersen [1970] evaluation) and the mean num-
ber ol articles produced by graduates of degree-granting
departments.  Exceptionally high  coelficients, approaching
unity, were found between the number of Ph.D. sociologist
total journal points, and the modified points of the depart-
ments. It may be of interest to future researchers that the
rhos between our total journal points and modified points
were so high (.94 in distributive computations; .99—or, by

Ithough we are dealing with a universe or population in one
sense, in another sense these departments and sociologisis can be
viewed as somples of all academic departments and of all depart-
mental members who have Ph.D.s. To generalize beyond what our
data show is hazardous, but not to generalize makes the rescarch
pointless. Therefore we have used both inferential and descriptive
statist The reader may choose for himsell the manner in which
Lo use these da

rounding, 1.00—in collective computations) that it seems of
litle importance to differentiate between single and joint
autharship.

Summary and Discussion

We constructed an original measure based on weighted
allocation of points for articles in twelve journals in an
effort to study the productivity of Ph.D. sociologists. De-
spite acknowledged problems in measuring productivity, we
are convinced that our procedure has certain strengths lack-
ing in previous research on productivity. One strong point
is that our research covered a decade of publications in
twelve important sociological journals, a longer time span
than that covered in most previous rescarch. Our rescarch
is unique in covering all the United States and Canadian
universities that had Ph.D. programs in sociology in 1970.

Qur selection of twelve journals, but our exclusion of
other journals and of books, makes our measures of produc-
tivity more inclusive than the measures reported in some
previous research but less inclusive than the measures re-
ported in other rescarch. Flaws in our method of weighting
journals may come to light; however, the journals to which
we assigned the most points likewise were weighted most
heavily in some previous research and provided the entire
basis for the productivity scores in some other carlier re-
search.

Our research confirms previous findings of gencrally low
productivity of sociologists. More than half the Ph.])s em-
ployed in Ph.D.-granting departments had not published an
article in any of the twelve journals during the decade

studied. A hypothetical schalar, were he to publish two ar-
ticles, one in Social Forc the other in Soctal Problems.
would receive an individual productivity score just higher
than the mean score of the sociologists who were productive
by our measure.

Concerning individual productivity, there are low but sig-
nificant relations between a number of variables we exam-
ined, variables such as professional age. departmental pres-
tige, prestige of graduate department, and journal produc-
tivity. On the basis of departmental totals, there were sig-
intra- and intercorrclations. The *collective per-

when examined in terms of Ph.D. graduates ol

nificant
spective”
departments yielded coclficients that were not only signifi-

cant but quite high.
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PUBLISH OR PERISH: BOOK PRODUCTIVITY AND ACADEMIC RANK AT

One of the continuing debates in higher education con-
cerns the validity of the publish-or-perish doctrine. Despite
the fact that the sociology of education has been more con-
cerned with research in higher education than with re-
search in other substantive arcas (Snyder, 1968:240, table
4), academicians have been criticized for their lack of empiri-
cal interest in investigating the validity of the publish-or-
perish doctrine (Lewis, 1967).

While some observers argue that professional advance-
ment depends heavily (if not exclusively) upon the quality
and quantity of scholarly publication, others argue that
authorship has little or no relation to the speed or extent of
an instructor’s climb up the academic ladder.

The only point on which both sides agree is the need for
convincing evidence of the correlation, or lack of correlation,
between scholarly publication and vertical academic mobil-
ity. The purpose of the present study is to suggest methods
of obtaining the evidence necessary to bring the argument
toward empirical closure.

Key questions about the publish or perish doctrine are:
(1) In which academic institutions, in which academic ranks,
and in which academic disciplines is the doctrine most cru-
cial? (2) Iow much recognition is given to the doctrine by
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faculty, administrators, trustees, and the general public?
(3) How do publication norms vary with (a) prestige of the
department or institution and (b) sclected characteristics of
faculty members, such as age, years since receiving the
Ph.D., teaching elfectiveness, etc.? (4) What differences can
be observed in career patterns between persons who publish
frequently and persons whe do not?

Background

The 1964 study of graduate schools by Cartter (1966)
supports the belicf that the departments that enjoy the most
prestige among scholars are the departments whose mem-
bers publish most widely and most frequently. In political
science, for example, Cartter (1966:101) found that the de-
partments with high scores on quality tended to rank high
on an index of faculty publications.

Cartter’s rankings ol sociology departments wer:
evaluated by Knudsen and Vaughan (1969), whose indexes
of productivity have in turn been re-evaluated by Glenn and
Villemez (1970).

The present paper suggests a method of relating produc-
tivity to changes in academic rank, a dimension overlooked
by previous studics.

Paul Woodring (1964) summarizes well the argument
that publication is essential to upward academic mobility.
e cites the celebrated case of Assistant Professor Woodrow

e re-

Wilson Sayre, who was dismissed from the faculty of Tufts
University in 1964 far failing to fulfill “‘the promisc of
scholarly publication.” Woodring (1964:45) claims that
“‘each spring, faculty members on hundreds of campuses
are dismissed or denied promotion for the same reason and
no one ever hears about it.”” He finds that most institutions
of higher cducation “continue to promote or retain faculty
members largely on the basis of publications’ and that even
a “top-flight teacher is held back if he does not publish.™

Caplow and McGee (1965:69-70) have written along
similar lines:

It is neither an overgeneralization nor an oversimplifica-
tion to state that in the faculties of major universities in
the United States today, the evaluation of performance is
based almost exclusively on publication of scholarly books
or articles in professional journals as evidence of rescarch
activity.

Throughout the interviews for their study Caplow and
McGee found productivity explicitly defined in terms ol
publication. Respondents often specifically excluded from
productivity such routine faculty duties as administrative
work, institutional service, and even teaching.

In a study of 802 faculty members at Indiana University
between 1885 and 1937 A. B. Hollingshead (1940:385)
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found the chances approximately ““four to one that a person
appointed to the faculty below the full professorial rank will
not be promoted before he leaves the university.” Hollings-
head concluded that publication, while not very critical in
general, was more critical in promotion from associate pro-
fessor to full professor than from instructor to assistant pro-
fessor or from assistant to associate professor. The higher
the rank, the more likely a person was to have published.

Stallings and Singhal (1970) computed a Research Pro-
ductivity Index (RPI) for a sample of 249 faculty members
at two midwestern universities. The RPL was a weighted
count of faculty publications. At one university, RPI corre-
lated .26 (p < .0l1) with academic rank. Only two product
moment correlations between RPI and seventeen other vari-
ables at the second university were signilicant; one ol them
was academic rank (r=.20, df=118, p < .03). The authors
concluded: “*As might have been expected from the ‘publish
or perish’ selection process, there was at both institutions a
significant relationship between academic rank and RPI”
(Stallings and Singhal, 1970:143).

Lewis (1967) articulated the opposing view, which per-
ceives academic retention and promotion as relatively inde-
pendent of publication activity. Citing articles by Hollings-
head, Gouldner and Sprehe, Balycat, and Babchuk and
Bates, Lewis concluded that the publish-or-perish doctrine
is nothing more than a “myth perpetrated by the notoriety
given a few cases™ and that “if the publish-or-perish policy
is in operation . . . it will have to be concluded that about
onc-half of academe is about to perish or has already done
so” (Lewis, 1967:88).

Lazarsfeld and Thielens (1958) found that 56 percent of
the 2,451 social scientists in their study had published three
or more papers and that 35 percent of their sample had
published a book. Lewis (1967:87) cited these figures to
show that the “‘publication record of most academicians is
pretty skimpy.” He maintained that the rule of “‘publish-
or-perish is very seldom applied; in spite of a lack of sub-
stantial evidence, a myth has been perpetuated and has be-
come a received doctrine.”

Lewis conceded that if the publish-or-perish policy oper-
ates at all, it does so ““only under special conditions.” He
added that until academicians take an interest in investigat-
ing the validity of the publish-or-perish dictum and supply
evidence to the contrary, the data he cited must suffice
(Lewis, 1967:87-88).

One function of the present paper is to demonstrate an
approach to investigating the validity of the publish-or-
perish dictum. A sample of “elite” institutions was selected
for this study because if the dictum is carried out anywhere
it will be carried out most likely by elite universities. Elite
institutions  should render norms for maximum cxpected
productivity among professional sociologists in an academic
setting.

Another purpose of this study is to find out how pro-
ductivity ies at elite institutions when productivity is a
function of academic rank. If status is defined largely in
terms of publication, it would seem prudent for voung soci-
ologists who aspire to maximum heights in the profession to
make publication their immediate aim.

Young sociologists with Ph.D.s from non-elite institu-
tions are handicapped in achieving upward professional mo-
bility. according to Gross (1970:27): “For non-top twenty
Ph.D). recipients, the chances of obtaining a teaching posi-
tion in the top five scem very slim indeed.”

Schichor (1970:157), in substantiating Gross’s conclu-
sions, notes one exception: the general pattern of down-
ward mobility does not apply to “new graduates who have
already published extensively cnough to establish a reputa-
tion in the field.”

Cassel  (1969:191) sees no reason graduate students
should not be encouraged to write articles, even books, il
they are so inclined. He goes so far as to suggest that fac-
ulty members be promoted according to the “level, degree.
and quality of productivity of their students.”

Publication may thus be one way for graduates of non-
elite departments to attain clite status in the profession.
The productivity norms disclosed in the present study will
partly answer the question *“How much publication?”

For the sake of clarity 1 have constructed six hypotheses
that my data should deny or confirm. Hypotheses about age
and rate of professional advancement are intended to define.
in a general way, the carcer patterns of sociologists in the
departments studied.

Hypaothesis 1. There is no relation between a person’s
academic rank and the number of books that person has in
print.

Hypothesis 2. Older professors have more books in print
than younger pro

Hypothesis 3. Full professors who received their Ph.D.s
at an early age have more books in print than do full pro-
lessors who received their Ph.D.s later in life.

Hypothesis 4. The more productive departnients have
younger full professors on their staffs.

Hypothesis 5. The average sociologist at an clite univer-
sity achieves the rank of full professor within fifteen years
after acquiring the Ph.D). degree.

Hypothesis 6. Highly productive sociologists climb the
academic ladder faster than less productive sociologists.

Method

Selection of the twenty-six elite sociology departments
was hased on the productivity rankings of Glenn and Vil-

lemez (1970:249-250, table 3, col. 5) who had updated
Knudsen and Vaughan's (1969) earlier listing of forty-five
high-scoring institutions. The Guide to Graduate Depart-
ments of Sociology, 1971-72 (American Sociological As-
sociation) estimates that 184 sociology departments offer
graduate degrees in the United States. The sample of 26
clite departments is roughly 14 percent of the 184 depart-
ments.

The list of faculty members was compiled from the
1971-72 ASA guide. Only names of full-time departmental
faculty members were put on the list and they totaled 330
American Men of Science (cleventh edition) and the ASA
Directory of Members, 1970 yielded the year of birth of the
sociologists and the year the Ph.D. degree was attained. For
full professors, the year full professorship began was also
noted. Thirty-two (16 percent) of the 227 full professors i
the sample had to be dropped because of ambiguous, miss-
ing, or incomplete biographical data. Biographical data
were missing also for fifteen (16 percent) of the associate
professors and for sixty-five (35 percent) of the assistant
professors. Approximately 23 percent of the assistant pro-
fessors were listed in the ASA directory as students or
Ph.D. candidates. Full biographical data were acquired for
418 of the 330 sociologists.

The 195 full professors with complete biographies had a
mean age of 30 (s =8.7 years), received their Ph.ID. at a
mean age ol 30 (s =4.0 years). attained full prolessorship ten
years after receiving the Ph.D. degree (s =4.3 ycars), and
had 1.8 books in print {s = 1.6 books) (table 1). The associ-
ate professors for whom data were available had a mean

5 In

age of 39.0 and the assistant professors. a mean age of

33.2. Like the full professors, men in the lower ranks re-
ceived their Ph.D). at about age 30.

who made up 35 percent of the sample, produced 5 percent
of the books.

Only 24 percent of the full professors had no books in
print, while 65 percent of the associate professors and 89
percent of the assistant professors had no books in print.
Nearly half of the full professors had two or more books in
print.

At least as far as the 26 elite institutions arc concerned,
there is little doubt that writing and academic rank are
positively correlated to a high degree (far below the .001
level ol significance), thus supporting hypothesis 1.

In table 2, column | shows the rank Glenn and Villemez
(1970:249-250, table 3, col. 5) gave each department for
book productivity during the period 1965-1968. The Glenn
and Villemez rankings that appear in column | have been
converted from the authors’ original 45-point scale to a
26-point scale because | studicd only the top 26 of the 45
institutions that were studied by Glenn and Villemez. The
rankings that were obtained by Glenn and Villemez (col. 1)
correlated .60 with the rankings that were obtained in the
present study (col. 5). A Spearman rank-order correlation
cocfficient of .60 is surprisingly high when one considers
that the samples and methods were quite different in the
two studics. Were Princeton, Brandeis, and Texas to be
climinated, my rankings would have corrclated .77 with the
rankings of Glenn and Villemez.

Column 2 of table 2 shows the per-person productivity
rankings Glenn and Villemez gave the departments in their
study (1970:251, table 4). Again, the discrepancies in rank
owe to my having converted the rankings to a 26-interval
scale. There is a Spearman correlation of only .11 between
columns 2 and 7 of table 2. Glenn and Villemez warned that
their per-person rankings were ‘‘subject to considerable

Tasre 1. Variasres CoNCERNING BOOK PRODUCTIVITY 0F 195 FuLL PROFESSORS OF SOCIOLOGY
Pcarson’s r
Year Yecar Full Age When Years Between
Year of Ph.D. Professorship Ph.D. Ph.D. and Full
Variable Mean Birth Acquired Attained Acquired Professorship
Year of Birth 1922
Year Ph.D. Acquired 1952 .89
Year Full Professorship
Attained 1962 .82 .87
Age When Ph.D. Acquired® 30.3 ~23 24 12
Years Between Ph.D. and
Full Professorshipb 10.3 -.50 -.63 ~-.18 .29
Number of Books in Print 1.8 14 -5 -.26 -.03 -.12

AComputed by subtracting year of birth from yecar Ph.D. acquired.

b Computed by subtracting year Ph.D. acquired from year full professorship attained.

Names of the 330 persons from the twenty-six depart-
ments in the sample were looked up in the [970 author in-
dex of Books in Print in order to establish book publication
scores. LEach faculty member was assigned one point for
cach book singly authored or edited. One-half point was
gned for each book coauthored or coedited. No faculty
member was allowed to carn more than six points, even if
he had written more than six books. Without this upper
limit the mean productivit ores for some departments
would have been inflated excessively by one or two “stars™
who had edited a lengthy series of books. Only 7 cases out
of 530 were affected by the maximum score restriction.

It is important to note that this study defines produc-
tivity solely in terms of book publication. Equally legiti-
mate forms ol productivity were not studied. My basic pur-
pose was to compare productivity across academic ranks,
not to question the legitimacy or improve upon the cffec-
tiveness of previous mcasures of productivity (see Glenn and
Villemiez, 1970). Presumably there is as much difference
between high and low producers of articles as hetween high
and low producers of books.

It is also important to note that the publication score
does not indicate all the books that a given individual has
written—only books written and still in print according to
the publishers” 1970 trade list. Limiting the selection to
these books permitted making meaningful comparisons of
productivity between young sociologists and older soci-
ologists.

Findings

Hypothesis 1. The findings on book productivity are sum-
marized in table 2. The total number of books the 227 full
professors had in print is 381.5 (sum of col. 8); 91 associate
professors had 40.0 books in print (col. 9). and [85 assistant
professors had 22.5 books in print (col. 10).

The mean productivity of full professors is 1.68, fourtcen
times that of assistant professors (0.12). The mean produc-
tivity of associate professors is 0.44.

(Mean productivity is computed by dividing the total
number of books in print for a given rank by the total num-
ber of professors who are of that rank. For example, to ob-
tain the mean productivity coefficient for full professors, di-
vide the total of 381.5 books in print by the total of 227 full
professors.)

Full prolessors, who made up 43 percent of the sample.
produced 85 percent of the books; and assistant professors,

error.” The same is true of mine.

Column 4 of table 2 presents the sum of the book produc-
tivity in columns 8, 9, and 10 plus the book productivity of
other full-time departmental faculty members (instructors,
lecturers, etc.) listed in the 1971-72 ASA Guide. The fig-
ures in column 6 arc the figures in column 4 divided by the
number of full-time faculty members in each department.
Since cach figure is an arithmetic mean, it is subject to dis-
tortion by small numbers of atypical cases. Columns 6 and 7
must therefore be interpreted with caution.

Columns 4 and 3 of table 2 tend to be distorted by the
size of the department: one would expect high total produc-
tivity from a large department like Wisconsin, with forty-
nine members. Moreover, the indexes tend to be higher for
departments with a high proportion of full professors, who
are more productive than faculty in lower ranks.

Hypothesis 2. The correlation between year of birth and
numiber of books in print (table 1) is -.[4 for the sample of
195 full professors. Those born before 1914 (V' =39) had a
mean ol 1.95 books in print: those born after 1929 (N =38)
had a mean of 1.41 books in print, a difference significant at
the .14 level. Hypothesis 2 is thus supported.

Hypothesis 3. As seen on table 1, the correlation between
age when Ph.D. was acquired and number of books in print
is -.03. Full professors who received their Ph.D.s before
age 28 (N =45) had a mean ol 1.87 books in print; those who
received Ph.D.s after age 32 (N =40) had a mecan of 1.38
hooks in print. Differences between the two groups are
significant only at the .38 level. The cvidence supports
hypothesis 3 but not at a statistically significant level.

Hypothesis 4. The mean age of full professors in the lour
most productive departments—California (Berkeley), Chi-
cago, Pennsylvania, and Columbia (table 2, col. 5)—is 52.6
yea in the four least productive departments—Washing-
ton (St. Louis), Stanford, New School, and Washington
-it is 51.5. Using per-person rankings from column 7
of table 2 to determine mean ages, full professors in the
most productive departments of Harvard, California (Berke-
ley), Pennsylvania, and Columbia are 53.2 years old; full
professors in the least productive departments of California
(Los Angeles), Washington (St. Louis), Stanford, and
Washington State are 52.5. The difference in age between
professors at the most productive departments and pro-
fessors at the least productive departments is too small to
be significant. There is no support for hypothesis 4 in these
figures.
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TapLe 2.

Book Propucriviry or 530 SocioLocists at 26 ELiTe

i UNIVERSITIES

Glenn-Villemez
Ranking 2

Book Productivity Index and Rank?

. Department Per-Person Full Associale  As
Per- Pc: son Professor  Prolessor Professor
Department  Productivity Name of Institution Index Rank Index Rank Index Index Index
(1) @) 3) ) ) () (7 ) (9) (10)
6 17 California (Berkeley) 2 5.0
4 3 Chicago 6 2.0
11 26 Pennsylvania 3 0
1 3 Columbia 4 0
3 9 Wisconsin 18 0.5
2 Harvard 1 0
12 10.5 New York University B} 3.0
3 4 Michigan 15 0
26 18 Texas 9 [l
13 125 Washington (Scatue) 14 0
16 21 Minnesota 18 4]
10 19 linois 20 0
22 20 Johns Hopkins 7 0
14 Cornell 8 1.0
205 California (Santa Barbara) 21 0
9 Yale 10 0.5
17.5 California (Los Angeles) 23 5
8 Princeton 11 0.5
24 North Carolina 18 0
25 Northwestern 12 1.0
19 California (Davis) 13 1.0
7 Brandeis 16 2.0
175 Washington (St. Louis) 245 0.5
20.5 Stanford 24. 0
15 New School for Social Research 22 0
23 Washington State 26 0
Total 449.0 381.5 40.0 2255

#See text for explanation of column headings and numerical modifications.

Hypoth 3. The average sociologist at an elite institu-
tion achie the rank of [ull professor within ten years
after acquiring a Ph.D. degree (table 1). Previous studies of
less prestigious departments have reported higher figures.
Hollingshead (1940:387) found the mean years in his sam-
ple to be fifteen. Oromaner (1970:241-242), who studied
508 sociologists in forty-nine deparuments with diverse pres-
tige ratings, found that less than 10 percent of his sample
had achieved the rank of full professor within ten years
alter acquisition ol the Ph.D. degree. Today nearly 50 per-
cent of the full professors in elite sociology departments can
lay claim to this achievement. Hypothesis 5 is thus ofl by
five vears.

One unexpected discovery  was the correlation of -.63
between year Ph.D. was acquired and number of vears be-
fore attainment of full professorship. Further analysis dis-
closed a trend toward more rapid climbing of the academic
ladder than was possible in the past. Sociologists who
carned their Ph.D.s before 1946 (N =38) became [ull pro-
lessors fourtcen years later on the average (substantialing
Hollingshead’s finding). For those who carned Ph.D.s after
1959 (N =41), however, the waiting time was cut in hall;
they became full professors within seven years of receiving
the degree (p<.001)

Hypothesis 0. On table 1 the correlation between num-
ber ol books in print and number of years before attainment
ol full professorship is —.12. Professors with more than 2.5
books in print achieved [ull professor status 9.5 years after
linishing the Ph.D., while professors with no books in print
achieved full professor status 10.9 years following receipt of
the degrec. While 1.4 years is a small portion of a person’s
career, the difference is significant at the .13 level. When
the variables were reversed, fast climbers—persons who
achieved full prolessorship less than 7 years alter receiving
a Ph.D. (M=31)—had a mcan ol 2.4 books in print; slow
climbers-—persons who did not become full professors until
more than 13 years after acquiring a Ph.D. I})—had
only 1.5 books in print. This dilference is significant at the
.05 level, which gives strong support to hypothesis 6.

Table 3 was constructed in an effort to minimize the vari-
able of age without reducing the sample size of any academ-

Tance 3.

SOCI0LOGISTS
r 1959

Plu)m criviry oF L

Mean Year Mean Number
Ph.D. of Books

Academic Rank Acquired Mean Age In Print
Tull Professor (N 1962 41.1 1.44
Associate Professor (N 1964 37.8 49
Assistant Professor (/ 1968 2 .09

ic rank to an unacceptable level.
not feasible because of the close relation between rank and
age.)

Extrapolating data [rom wables 2 and 3,
ratio ol mean productivity: bevween full professors and as-
sistant proflessors is greater for the 218 sociologi
ceived the Ph.DD. after 1959 (table 3) than lor the enure
population of 530 sociologists (table 2). The ratio for mean
number of books in print between full professors and assis-
tant prolessors listed in table 3 is .44 10 .09, or 16:1. The
ratio between full professors and stant prolessors listed
in table 2 is 1.68 1o .12, or 14:1.

My research shows that even in a sample of recent Ph.D.s
it is difficult o separate the effects of age on academic rank
from the eflects of productivity on academic rank. The ques-
tion still unanswered is to what extent academic retention
and promotion are a function of productivity and o what
extent they are a function ol seniority or a reward for teach-
ing or other dedicated service to the department or to the
discipline.

Professors with

(Matched sampling was

we find that the

sts who re-

the greatest mean number of books in
print (2.4 books} tend to fall into two groups (not mutually
exclusive): (1) fast academic climbers—persons who auain
full professorship within seven years alter acquiring a Ph.D.
—and (2} long-time [ull professors—persons who have been
full professors more than fifteen years.

One of the most difficult qualities for department chair-
men Lo assess in cvaluating applicants for instructional po-
sitions is publication potential (Caplow and McGee, 1965)
The data from my study suggest that a sociologist’s publi-
cation potential is established in the first six o eight years
alter avtainment of the Ph.D. The volume of publications
produced by a person during this period shows the level of
productivity likely to persist throughout that person’s pro-
(essional career.

Conclusions

This study has suggested an empirical approach to re-
solving differences of opinion concerning the relation be-
tween scholarly publication and academic mobility, and it
has deseribed some personal and professional characteris-
tics of high and low academic producers. Productivity, as
measured by the number of books in print, was found 1o be
signilicantly higher for full prolessors than for associate
professors and significantly higher for associate professors
than for assistant professors. Fast academic climbers were
seen to be more productive than slow academic climbers,
and recent Ph.D.s were seen to become full professors faster
than persons who received Ph.D.s longer ago. Productivity
and academic rank are highly correlated, and both are posi-
tively correlated with age.

I conclude that the publish or perish hypothesi
poried by inference

is sup-
though not entirely by fact. Let me

claborate. With the data at hand there is no way 1o deter-
mine how many “elite” stant professors of yestervear
are no longer employed at clire universities. Qur data can-
not prove that assistant professors who departed did so by
default any more than our data can prove that the profes
sors who remained did so because they had [ulfilled “the
promise of scholarly publication.”™ Nor do we know what
percentage of clite full professors in our sample began as
clite assistant  professors (intramural upward mobility)
what percentage of full professors were recruited into the
elite circle from non-clite institutions (extramural upward
mobility).

We also do not know whether any elite assistant profes-
sor will actually produce the mean predicted 1.4 books so as
o advance to the rank of elite full professor within the
mean predicted time of six years. Is the increase in publica-
tion that accompanies the increase in rank typical of most
assislant professors at elile institutions or is this character-
istic of only a few, while others—who do not meet the
desired publication norms—quietly drop out of the clite in-
stitutions?

If we accept the intramural upward mobility hypothesis
then we should expect, ceteris paribus, most of today’s as-
sistant professors (age 33) to produce a mean 1.35 books
between now and the time they become full professors
(age 40).

A delinitive test o the publish-or-perish
would be 1o follow the careers of the 185 assistant profes-
sors in this study throughout the next eight years, noting
for cach the changes in academic rank, employing institu-
tion, and book productivity. A reverse approach would be to
obtain lists of the persons who were assistant professors at
the leading twentv=six universities of eight years ago and
trace their career paterns in a similar manner. It would
also be enlightening to compare the lindings for a sample of
clite institutions with the findings for a sample of non-clite
institutions

Hopefully future rescarch will more [ully answer our
questions on publish or perish.

hypothesis
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UNIVERSITY AND DEPARTMENTAL DETERMINANTS OF
THE PRESTIGE OF SOCIOLOGY DEPARTMENTS

One topic of professional interest to sociologists that has
been studied extensively is the ranking of departments of
sociology in the United States. Hughes (1925), Keniston
(1959), Cartter (1966), Gourman (1967), Wanderer (1966),
Lewis (1968), Knudsen and Vaughan (1969), Glenn and
Villemez (1970}, and Roose and Andersen (1970) have rated
departments of sociology in terms of quality. Oromaner
(1970) has extended the analyses by attempting to explain
subjective quality ratings in terms of objective departmental
characteristics. Indicators or explanations that have been
used to determine departmental quality are subjective quali-
ty ratings, research productivity, Ph.ID. output, publications
of graduates, publications per faculty member, faculty size,
average age of faculty, and academic origins of faculty. The
first goal of this paper is to attempt to ascertain the effects
of departmental research productivity, doctoral output, and
size of faculty on the quality ratings ol a cross-section of
sociology dcpartments in the United States. However, in
sociological inquiry particular events are best interpreted
when considered as parts of a more encompassing whole.
The use of only departmental characteristics to account for
quality ratings treats departments in a contextual vacuum.
The just-mentioned objective characteristics of sociology
departments do not include contextual characteristics, which
might be any dimension of the university, community, re-
gion, or society in which a department is located that has a
bearing on a departmental tating. This paper will therefore
also consider the elfects of university characteristics on the
quality ratings of sociology departments.

Departmental Characteristics and Prestige

Objective characteristics and reputational characteristics
are used in stratification research. Research based on objec-
tive characteristics—such as studies utilizing data on educa-
tion and income as dimensions of socioeconomic status—
takes ascriptive data and performance data, cither sepa-
rately or combined into an index, as the measures of strati-
fication. A more useful conception of prestige is that pres-
tige is the value a socially meaningful object has lor an actor
(Davis, 1949:93); prestige is thus reputational or subjective
by definition. Using this conception, objective data are sig-
nificant primarily in accounting for subjective ratings, a
source of explanation that is lost when objective charac-
teristics are defined as prestige.

The Roose and Andersen (1970) ratings of sociology de-
partments constitute the measure of departmental prestige
used in this paper. The reasons for using the Roose and
Andersen ratings are that they are reputational and the
data on which they are based were systematically collected
under the auspices of a widely respected educational re-
search foundation. Roose and Andersen used a research
design that essentially replicated the Cartter (1966) design.
For both studies, the adequacy of graduate faculty in a
cross-section of universities and departments in the United
States was assessed by judges from each discipline. The
Cartter report included twenty-nine disciplines; the Roose
and Andersen report, thirty.

The graduate faculty of a department in a university was
rated by Cartter as distinguished, strong, good, adequate
plus, or unrated. Roose and Andersen (1970) collapsed the
first two categories (distinguished and strong) and kept the
remaining categories essentially the same. The collapsing
of the distinguished and strong categories meant less pre-
cision in differentiating departments, but there was suffi-
cient information in the Roose and Andersen report to
maintain Cartter’s original distinction between distinguish-
ed and strong departments. Both Cartter and Roose-Ander-
sen ranked the departments. Cartter designated five
departments of sociology as distinguished. 1 have conse-
quently considered the top five departments in the Roose-
Andersen study as also distinguished. Although the mem-
bership could vary, the distinguished and strong categories
were maintained. The ratings were weighted from five to
one—distinguished departments being rated five—for pur-
poses of statistical analysis.

The most complete published study of the research pro-
ductivity of sociology departments in the United States is
that of Glenn and Villemez (1970). Glenn and Villemez
rated forty-five departments, from which I selected thirty-
six for my study. For my purposes these thirty-six also had
to be in the Roose and Andersen survey. Because one of
the independent variables to be considered was departmen-
tal teaching productivity as represented by output of Ph.D.s,
1 excluded four departments listed by Glenn and Villemez
because they had no doctoral programs or the programs had
just been established. Another department was excluded

-six.

I gratefully acknowledge the consolation and assistance provided
by Henry Barlow and Henry Meck in the preparation of thig paper.
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because it had not been included in the Roose and Andersen
survey. A department in a religious university was excluded
because my study was restricted to secular institutions, and
three departments were excluded because of other data limi-
tations. No claim is made that this is a probability sample.
The thirty-six departments may be described as a generic
class; they are the leading sociology departments that have
cstablished Ph.D. programs in secular universities in the
United States.

Table 1 reports the Pearsonian zero-order correlations
among seven reputational and objective departmental in-
dexes developed by Cartter (1966), Gourman (1967), Knud-
sen and Vaughan (1969), Glenn and Villemez (1970) and
Roose and Andersen (1970) for various periods in the 1960s.
One question pertinent to the rating of a department is
whether it is the faculty that is evaluated or the effec-

TaBLe 1. CORRELATIONS OF RATINGS OF S0CI0L0GY DEPARTMENTS

Index, reporting publications for 1965-68, is the research
productivity index. Data on doctorates conferred and full-
time and joint faculty members are based on informa-
tion in the Guide to Graduate Departments of Sociology,
1969 (American Sociological Association). The Roose-An-
dersen quality ratings of graduate faculty in sociology de-
partments are the measure of departmental quality.

The most fundamental issue in the development of de-
partmental ratings is whether or not subjective ratings of
quality are equivalent to ratings based on objective mea-
sures of rescarch productivity and other types of perfor-
mance. The results shown above indicate that they are not
cquivalent. Departmental research accounts for less than
50 percent of the unexplained variance in the Roose and
Andersen ratings. Factors in addition to research produc-
tivity are needed to account for differences in departmental

Departmental Rating Index

Effective-

Comprehen-  Quality of

Period Quality of ness of Depart- Faculty Faculty sive Publica-  Graduate
Covered Graduate Graduate mental Publications  Publications  tions Index Faculty
by Faculty Program Rating (Knudsen- (Knudsen- (Glenn- (Roose-
Departmental Rating Index Study (Cartter) (Cartter) (Gourman) Vaughan) Vaughan) Villemez) Andersen)
Quality of Graduate Faculty
(Cartter) 1964 1.00 .90 75 72 .70 72 91
Effectiveness of Graduate
Program (Cartter) 1964 .90 1.00 T7 79 76 79 .89
Departmental Rating
(Gourman) 1967 75 77 1.00 .61 .60 .37 a7
Faculty Publications
(Knudsen and Vaughan) 1960-642 72 79 .61 1.00 76 77 .67
Faculty Publications
(Knudsen and Vaughan) 1965-68P 70 .76 .60 76 1.00 98 .68
Comprehensive Publications
Index (Glenn and Villemez) 1965-68 72 79 57 a7 98 1.00 70
Quality of Graduate Faculty
(Roose and Andersen) 1969 91 88 77 .67 .68 70 1.00

Data corrected on basis of note in The American Sociologisl, August 1969:252.

bata collected by and reported in Glenn and Villemez (1970:248).

tiveness of the departmental program that is evaluated.
As seen in the table, Cartter’s report showed little distinc-
tion between quality of graduate faculty and effectiveness ol
graduate program; the correlation is .90.

Another question in rating departments is which journals
are to be selected as indicators of productivity. The Knudsen
and Vaughan index is based on articles and books reviewed
in the three clite sociology journals: American Sociological
Review, American Journal of Sociology and Social Forces.
Glenn and Villemez added to the three elite journals nine-
teen specialized and regional journals, which, one would
expect, might result in a more valid assessment of research
productivity. However, for the 1965-68 period, Knudsen
and Vaughan’s faculty publications index' and Glenn and
Villemez's  Comprehensive  Publications  Index have an
extraordinarily  high  correlation  (.98).  Knudsen and
Vaughan’s more easily constructed index apparently leads
to the same inferences regarding rankings as does Glenn
and Villemez's more laboriously constructed index.

Oromaner (1970) has published findings indicating that
the Cartter ratings ol sociology departments reflected vari-
ations in the size of the faculty and in the age and academic

iPARTMENTAL CHARACTE
DurarrMeNTal Ratings

quality. The number of doctorates conferred is only slightly
less effective than research productivity in accounting for
departmental quality ratings: the number of doctorates con-
ferred from 1964 to 1968 correlates .64 with the Roose-
Andersen ratings. Faculty size is weakly associated with
the quality ratings, correlating .24 with the quality ratings.
It is not the size of a department that contributes to ratings,
it is what the members do that counts. The departmental
characteristics considered above account for 57 percent of
the unexplained variation in departmental ratings. A more
complete departmental analysis might include such charac-
teristics as age of the department, number of sociology
graduate students, number of faculty “stars,” activities of
the faculty in professional associations and in journalistic
capacities, and academic origins and other personal charac-
teristics of faculty members.

Departmental and University Factors

When asked to assess the standing of an academic depart-
ment in a particular university, what is the referent that
serves as the means to make a judgment? Does the referent

TasLe 3. CorreLatTion COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN
UNivERSITY CHARA
DeparTMenTaL Rart

CRISY

Departmental Characteristie r r R
Research productivity (1965-68) 70 .49 -
Doctorates conferred (1964-68) .64 41 —
Full-time and joint faculty (1969} 24 .06 —
All of above — — 57

origins of [aculty members. 1 have considered, in addition to
faculty size, the effects of departmental research produc-
tivity and doctoral output on quality ratings. The findings
are shown in table 2.

The Glenn and Villemez Comprchensive Publications

"The data were developed by Glenn and Villemez (1970) using
Knudsen and Vaughan’s (1969) procedures.

University Characteristic r r?

Research productivity .57 32 —

Doctorates conferred (June 1967) 58 .34 —

Full-time Faculty (1966-67) 31 10

Prestige 86 .74 —
All of above —_ — 79

derive from an image of a department or from an image of
the university of which the department is a part? The cor-
relation coefficients shown in table 3 indicate for the thirty-
six departments in the study the effects of research pro-
ductivity, doctorates conferred, full-time faculty, and overall
prestige of the university as a whole on the sociology de-
partment ratings.

‘The first three variables are conceptually cquivalent to
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the departmental characteristics shown previously, but now
the referent is the university rather than the department
Because these variables pertain to the university as a whole,
they are contextual to a sociology department. Data on the
number of doctorates conferred in June 1967 and on the
number of full-time faculty for the academic year 1966-67
were obtained from Singletary (1968).

The index of university research productivity was based
on the twenty-nine disciplines included in the Cartter (1966)
report. The most prestigious journal edited in the United
States was selected for each discipline (several journals were
selected if there 3 ingle representative journal) and
the number of articles attributed to each university through
the institutional affiliation of the author(s) was ascertained
for the 1968 volume of cach journal. s for the
twenty-nine disciplines were aggregated into five areas:
humanities, social sciences, biological sciences, physical
sciences, and engineering. Because the output from these
five arcas varies, a weighting procedure was applied 1o give
each area equal weight. An aggregate index was obtained
by summing the weighted output of the five arcas for each
university.? The resulting index is incomplete for at least
two reasons, however. One reason is that it did not include
all the departments of most universities. Its usefulness must
rest on the assumption that performance in the twenty-nine
disciplines is representative of the performance of univer-
sitics as a whole. One test of the representativeness of the
twenty-nine disciplines is to ascertain the share ol doctor-
ates they conferred.  For the years 1963-66, Singleta
(1968:1,694) reported that 61,884 doctorates were conferred
by American universities. Of this total, 58.7 percent were
conferred by the twenty-nine disciplines included in the
Cartter report. Research output in disciplines such as law,
education, business, and medicine would be difficult to as-
certain not only because of the “*knowledge explosion™ but
because such disciplin ¢ considered to be colleges rather
than departments. The second reason the index of research
productivity is incomplete is that it did not include all forms
of published research. It included only research reported in
elite journals and excluded research reported in monographs
and less prestigious journals.

To construct indexes of a university’s prestige, either of
two methods may be used. In one, judges are asked to rate
entire aniversities; in the other, they are asked to rate the
particular department or departments about which they
have special competence. Because few persons are competent
judges of fields other than their own, the latter method was
selected Tor my study. The index of university prestige was
based also on data collected by Roose and Andersen (1970)
on the twenty-cight disciplines (excluding sociology) that
comprised the list of disciplines studied by Caruwer (1966).
Because the university prestige index will be used to account
for sociology ratings, ratings ol sociology departments are

no

he scor

2[For a more complete discussion of the construaion of the index,
see Abbott and Barlow (1972:410-412).

excluded in order to prevent contaminating effects. The
ratings are weighted from five to one (distinguished, strong,
good, adequate plus, unrated) and the sum of ihe ratings for
the twenty-eight disciplines is designated as the prestige
score of a university; the scores range from 28 to 140.

A comparison of the correlations between departmental
and university characteristics and departmental ratings in-
dicates that [faculty size does not account for substantial
variation in departmental ratings. The r between full-time
and joint departmental faculty and departmental ratings is
.24, while it is .31 for tull-time university faculty—not a
substantial difference. Doctorates conferred on the depart-
mental and university level are also ol essentially equal im-
portance in accounting for departmental ratings (the Pear-
sonian correlation coefficients are .64 and .58 respectively).
Departmental research productivity more adequately ac-
counts for departmental ratings than the university-level
equivalent—not a surprising finding. However, of all the
university and departmental correlates of departmental
ralings university prestige is the highest with an r of .86.
Seventy-four percent of the unexplained variance in depart-
mental ratings may be accounted for on the basis of this one
variable. University prestige thus accounts for departmental
ratings more than do departmental research, doctorates,
and faculty size combined.

Are ratings ol departments based on departmental per-
formance (which is a valid basis for assessment) or are
ratings of departments based on the prestige of the univer-
sity in which the department is located (which is a non-
prolessional basis for departmental assessment)? The multi-
ple-partial coefficients of determination shown below make
possible a comparison of the effects university and depart-
mental characteristics have on departmental ratings.

Coefficient of

Independent Variables Determination

Deparumental characieristics .57
University characteristics 79
Departmental and university characteristics .86
Departmental characteristics, adjusting for university
characterisiics 33
University characteristics, adjusting for departmental
characteristics .67

The multiple-partial coefficient is analogous to the par-
tial correlation coefficient and indicates the net effectiveness
of a given set of independent variables: in accounting for
variation in a dependent variable in relation to variation
unexplained by the set of “control” variables. The higher
the ratio is, the relatively more useful one set of independent
variables is in comparison with another set. (See Blalock
[1960:350] for calculating procedures.) Taking departmen-
tal and university characteristics as the explanatory and
control variables respectively, ~the multiple-partial coelfi-
cients of determination are .33 and .67, indicating that de-
partmental ratings are more ellectively accounted for by

university variables than by departmental variables. The
rating of a sociology department is thus not a function of
what is happening within a department in isolation from
the larger university context. Whether this holds true for
other departments might be learned from comparative re-
search. Future ratings of sociology departments based on
reputational data-collecting procedures should include the
criteria used by respondents in making judgments about
departmental standings.
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SOCIOLOGISTS ON THE MOVE

CLype W. FrankLin, Jr., WEN L. L1, AND LAUREL R. Warum

It is often asserted that professionals are among the most
mobile persons in a seciety.! Their mobility is explained by
the intrinsic characteristics of their occupation and by the
extrinsic characteristics of a society that needs a large pro-
fessional class. The process of socialization into the status
of professional supposedly inculcates in the individual a
loyalty to his or her profession rather than to an institution
or organization. Consequently, il an opportunity for ad-
vancement arises, the professional person is sociopsycho-
logically prepared to move. In a society with insufficient
numbers of professionals to fill the demand, there are fre-
quent opportunities for advancement.

Mobility among sociologists, however, may not indicate
advancement. Because most sociologists are in academia, a
change in location sometimes reflects that a person has pub-
lished too little or has given unsatisfactory performance in
such duties as teaching, serving on committees, or serving
the community. Mobility of sociologists thus may have nega-

'Some authors have suggested that prolessionals have low mo-
bility rates (Reiss, 1955), but several recent studies conclude that
professionals and managers, especially if young, are more mobile
than persons in lower occupational groups (sce, for example, Gold-
scheider, 1971:320). In fact, as Caplow and McGee (1961:44) have
pointed out, young professionals receive higher salaries than older
men in an accelerating market because the former, generally speak-
ing, are more mobile.

The Ohio State Unwersity
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tive as well as positive implications.

This paper examines the mobility of sociologists just
when the extrinsic and intrinsic factors leading to great
mobility may have passed their peak. Specifically, it asks:
(1) What are some of the lactors causing horizontal mobility
among sociologists? (2) Do sociologists who move horizon-
tally also move vertically? and (3) What are the implications
of mobility for sociologists?

Method

The sample was drawn randomly [rom the names of fel-
and active members ol the American Sociological As-
sociation listed in the ASA’s 1967 directory. The number of
fellows and active members listed in the directory was 3,423,
From these, a sample of 500 (14.6 percent) was obtained.
Persons who became active ASA members after 1967 were
uot considered because some of them might have been stu-
dents or associate members in 1967. The analysis therefore
has an underrepresentation of persons new to the profes-
sion.

Horizontal mobility is defined as the move of a sociolo-
gist from one institution to another. In order to determine
the amount of a sociologist’s horizontal mobility, the in-
stitutional affiliation of each individual in the sample was
noted for 1967. The 1970 ASA directory was then consulted
in order to determine where members of the sample were in
1970. 1f the institutional afliliation of a member had

changed between the two years, the individual was classified
as a mover; il not, he was classilied as a nonmover. Some
persons in the sample did not report institutional affiliation
and some failed to renew their ASA membership. The hori-
zontal mobility of 117 such individuals could not be deter-
mined; this “nonresponse rate” was roughly 23 percent. A
comparison between respondents and nonrespondents as to
age, academic rank, and institutional affiliation showed no
significant differences.?

For vertical mobility, we noted the institutional affiliation
of persons in 1967 and the institution with which they were
affiliated in 1970. These institutions were given one of three
rankings: the highest (rank 1) was given to institutions with
graduate departments rated “‘acceptable plus” or higher in
the report by Cartter (1966); the next lower (rank 2) was
given to institutions with graduate departments not rated
by Cartt the lowest (rank 3) was given to institutions
without graduate programs in sociology. To determine the
extent ol overall vertical mobility among movers for a par-
ticular institutional level, differences were obtained between
the number ol within-level movers and without-level movers
for the institutional level. These differences were then
divided by the total number of movers from that level.

2Chi-square was the statistical test used to assess significance at
the .05 level.
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Findings

A verificd hypothesis in mobility studies is that people
move in search of better opportunities.®> Movers tend to be
persons whose opportunities are exhausted at the place they
have been employed and who see greater opportunities at a
new post. However, an individual’s propensity to move is
not determined solely by push or pull forces. Individual
characteristics, needs, or desires must also be taken into
account. One well-documented contention is that mobility
is influenced by the stage an individual has reached in his
life cycle (Thomas, 1938:11; sec also Goldscheider, 1971:
320). Another explanation of mobility is a person’s seeking
higher ranking. Though it is difficult to determine the ef-
fects age and rank have on mobility, our findings neverthe-
less have implications for the isolated effects these two vari-
ables have on horizontal mobility.

Table 1 shows that of the 383 sociologists in our sample
for whom mobility could be determined, 128 were movers
and 255 were nonmovers. Thus, one out of three sociologists
experienced  horizontal mobility in a three-year period.
FHowever, horizontal mobility varied from one age cohort to
another. The younger the sociologist, the greater his mobili-
ty—41 percent of the sociologists born alter 1930 were
movers. Thus, mobility appears to be a monotonic function
of age, a fact found also in studies of other professional
aggregates.

Why are younger sociologists more horizontally mobile?
Are they less attached to the institution? Are they aiming
for higher ranking? Or are they released by their depart-
ments for lack of productivity? The answer may lie in any
or all of these factors. We did not examine the “‘attached™
or “productivity” variables for this report, but we did ex-
amine the influence of academic rank on mobility.

Tance 1. Biern Date anp Acapesiie Rank
oF Movir aND NONMOVER SOCIOLOGISTS

Number of  Number of Perceniage

Movers  Nonmovers Total of Movers
Year of Birth
1910 or carlier 10 41 51 19.6
1910-19 36 73 109 33.0
1920-29 47 89 136 34.6
1930 or later 32 46 78 41.1
Unknown _3 6 _9 333
Total 128 255 383
Professional Rank in 1967
Full Professor 28 88 116 24.1
Assoc. Professor 29 60 89 32.6
Assist. Professor 16 23 39 41.0
Instructor 5 7 12 41.7
Government sociologist 7 2 9 778
or other 36.4
Unknown 43 75 118
Total 128 255 383

Ordinarily, associate and full professors arc protected by
a tenure system and their rank is relatively secure. For
assistant  professors, instructors, or persons in  govern-
ment or research institutions, a struggle for higher rank
seems to be an inevitable process and results in consider-
able movement of persons. The percentages shown in table
1 support this generalization.

‘Table 2 focuses on the relative importance of age and
academic rank on horizontal mobility. When the variable of
rank is controlled, we observe less ol a tie between age and
horizontal mobility than was observed in table 1. Among
full professors horizontal mobility increases from the 1910
or earlier age cohort to the 1910-19 age cohort but decreases
thereafter. For associate professors, the younger they are,
the less they move, and for assistant professors, age does
not appear to be associated with horizontal mobility.

The tic between rank and horizontal mobility, on the
other hand, is greater with a control for age. In almost
every age group the lower academic ranks show more hori-
zontal mobility than do the upper ranks, and we conclude
that academic rank is more significant than age in horizon-
tal mobility among sociologists.

Il the contention is true that sociologists tend to move for
the sake of improving their academic rank, movers should
experience more vertical mobility than nonmovers. Table 3
shows our findings on this contention. Of the persons who

*Caplow and McGee (1961:42) point out that the search for op-
portunity in academia will be influenced by the academic rank of
the professional.

‘Caplow and McGee (1961:42) found that associate professors
were less mobile than assistant professors or full professors, a fact
not confirmed in our study.

were associate professors in 1967, for example, 65.2 percent
of those who moved and 66.0 percent of those who did not
move had by 1970 become full professors—nonmovers had
an edge over movers in improving their rank. This finding is
not altogether unexpected because, as suggested previously,
horizontal mobility may reflect a department’s or insti-
tution’s desire to keep an individual. If a person is perceived
as an asset, he experiences vertical mobility; if not, he is
encouraged to leave, he is not promoted, or he is released.

Vertical mobility entails more for a sociologist than pro-
motion [rom assistant to associate to full professor. lt may
occur entirely within one institution or it may occur between
institutions, that is, it may include horizontal mobility. For
example, does a move [rom assistant professor at a “‘strong”
department to associate prolessor at a “‘weak’ department
constitute upward or downward mobility? Though we do
not resolve the value problem in this question, we olffer a
description of movers’ institutional origins and destinations.

Tase 2. HorizonrarLy MOBILE SOCIOLOGISTS, BY
YEar OF BIRTH AND AcaDEMIC RANK

Academic Rank

Assistant
Professor

Associate

Professor Professor

Year of Birth  Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

1910 or carlier 24 8.3 8 75.0 — —a
1910-19 5 353 26 57.7 8 62.5
1920-29 31 22.6 35 25.6 19 52.6
1930 or later —a —& 18 9.2 11 55.2

A1.ess than 3, so not considered.

As already stated, institutions were given one of three
ranks. While colleges such as Dartmouth, Reed, Oberlin,
and Antioch were ranked 3 (institutions without graduate
departments), a move to such institutions could hardly be
considered downward. Fortunately this problem was in-
significant in our analysis.

Looking at table 4, we see that 39.1 percent of the per-
sons at rank 1 institutions in 1967 were still at rank 1 in-
stitutions in 1970, 34.8 percent had moved to rank 2 insti-
tutions, and 26.1 percent had moved to rank 3 institutions.
Intra-level mobility for persons in rank 2 institutions was
much higher: 57.1 percent. Only 17.8 percent of the movers
in rank 2 institutions experienced downward mobility. This
may not be a signiflicant {inding. however, because increas-
ing numbers of departments are establishing some kind of
graduate program. Moreover, there may not be much dif-
ference in status between departments with graduate pro-
grams not ranked by Cartter and departments without
graduate programs.

Tasie 3. Cuances v Rank oF SocloLocisT MovERs
AnD NONMOVERS

(in percent)

1970 Rank

Associate  Assistant

1967 Rank Professor Professor Professor Total

Full Professor
Mover 100.0 0.0 0.0
Nonmover 100.0 0.0 0.0

Associate Professor
Mover 652 348 0.0
Nonmover 660 340 0.0

Assistant Professor
Mover 14.3 50.0 357
Nonmover 10.0 70.0 20.0

100.0 (N =20)

More interesting is the finding that 25.1 percent of the
movers advanced to first-rank institutions. For aspiring soci-
ologists, second-rank institutions may be testing grounds
in the sense that the individual there proves himsell then
moves to his “‘rightful”” position in one of the first-rank
institutions. This statement is empirical, however, and not
supported by our data.

Sociologists in the “‘better” sociology departments show
more downward than intra-level mobility. In unranked
graduate departments, there was some mobility to first-
rank and second-rank sociology departments but there was
much more intra-level mobility. Movers from third-rank
institutions  overwhelmingly moved to second-rank insti-

TasLe 4. MoOVER SoCIOLOGISTS aND THEIR
INSTITUTIONAL AFFILIATIONS, 1967, 1970
(in percent)

Rank of Institution
with which
Affiliated, 1970

Rank of Institution Total
with which Affiliated, 1967 1 2 3 Percentage
1 39.1 348 26 100.0 (N =23)
2 251 571 17.8  100.0 (N =28)
3 7.2 333 595 100.0 (N =42)

Rank 1 institutions had graduate departments ranked acceptable
plus or higher in Cartter (1966) report, rank 2 institutions did not
have graduate departments ranked by Cartter, and rank 3 institu-
tions had no sociology graduate programs.

tutions but, as we have suggested, it is difficult to assert
that such mobility is upward.

The net mobility rate computed from data in table 4
shows the “gaining” pattern of the rank 2 institutions as
35.7 percent. Rank 1 institutions lost 17.4 percent of their
sociologists, and rank 3 institutions lost 14.3 percent. The
overall results of sociologists’ horizontal mobility appear to
benefit the manpower needs of the lesser-known graduate
departments of sociology.

With regard to vertical mobility within institutional
ranks, two associate professors and two assistant professors
in the sample were horizontally mobile within first-rank
institutions and all achieved vertical mobility. At rank 2
institutions, three out of five associate professors and two
out of three assistant professors were (upward or down-
ward) vertically mobile. At rank 3 institutions, intra-level
horizontal mobility was reported for eight associate pro-
fessors; five of the eight experienced vertical mobility.

Though firm conclusions cannot be drawn from these
data, intra-level horizontal mobility seems to be accompa-
nied by vertical mobility. This is more pronounced for first
rank institutions.

Summary

Though young sociologists appear to be quite mobile
horizontally, when academic rank is controlled, they are
seen to be not so mobile. Full and associate professors are
more horizontally mobile than their younger colleagues.
At the assistant professor level, sociologists born in 1920—
29 move some; those born in 1930 or after move more, and
the most mobile are those born in 1910-19. These findings
are more meaningful when considered in conjunction with
the finding that movers experience less vertical mobility
than nonmovers in terms of change in academic rank.

Generally, horizontal movers are destined for institutions
ranked low in the Cartter report. When rank is controlled,
horizontal mobility occurs more often among older soci-
ologists who have not moved vertically from their initial
positions. However, horizontal mobility often does not
mean vertical mobility with respect to academic rank or
alignment. Where horizontal mobility takes place within
institutional levels, there may also be vertical mobility,
though this is not a definitive {inding.

As the supply of sociologists increases, academic rank
may become a predictor of horizontal mobility and, com-
mensurately, movement may become less assoclated with a
change in academic rank. The implications of such a trend
are (1) an increase in the number of very capable sociolo-
gists in second-rank and third-rank sociology departments,
(2) more stringent requirements for a change in academic
rank and initial appointments, and (3) a general upgrading
of sociology departments throughout the United States.
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OUTCOME MEASURES AND SOCIAL ACTION EXPERIMENTS:
AN IMMODEST PROPOSAL FOR REDIRECTING

Large-scale action research experiments are not new
(Caro, 1971:262-275; Freeman and Sherwood, 1970:70-
83), but fiscal support for them is increasing, as is interest
in how they are conducted and in what results they are
getting. Virtually every domestic and international govern-
mental program in the human services arca is under pres-
sure to demonstrate efficacy and efficiency. Increasingly,
innovative programs stand little chance ol support unless
they contain provisions for evaluation (Wholey et al., 1970).
Large-scale experimental research and evaluation studies
arc perhaps the only areas in social science for which there
are significant increases in lederal expenditures; substantial
funds for these activities are being provided by state and
local governments and by private foundations. We may
not be there yet, but we are moving in the direction of be-
coming an experimenting society (Campbell, 1969).

The upsurge ol interest in social action experiments has
been accompanied by increased concern with the develop-
ment of refined and improved procedures and strategies.
While much must be learned about implementing field
experiments, certainly current and future evaluation ef-
forts will result in important contributions to the knowl-
edge-building enterprise. But unless there is more concern
with the selection of the dependent variables of large-scale
experimental studies (the criteria, or outcome measures as
they are often called), the usefulness of the studies will
continue to be limited.

1 suggest a radical shift in the use of dependent variables.
Neither normative social indicators nor psychological prop-
erties, the common outcome variables now employed, pro-
vide the most useful criteria for action experiments. Evalua-
tion rescarch must center on universal social systems
processes. It must develop criteria that will allow the out-
comes of field experiments to be measured in terms of the
competence of individuals to negotiate their social envi-
ronments—criteria that, for want of a better term, will be
referred to as social viability.

‘‘Evaluation research must center on universal
social systems processes. It must develop criteria
that will allow the outcomes of field experiments
to be measured in terms of the competence of
individuals to negotiate their social
environments.’’

Current Sources of Outcome Measures

‘The impetus for large-scale field experiments comes
from two sources. One source is the policy makers, social
planners, and influential citizens deeply concerned with the
lack of progress in the improvement of human well-being
and dismayed and frustrated at their inability to find the
means to remedy the vast social ills that confront all con-
temporary communities. The other source is the social and
behavioral scientists and colleagues in allied professions
who regard large-scale intervention trials either as critical
extensions of or vital substitutions for laboratory research.
The argument that field experiments arc substitutes for
laboratory research is usually based on pragmatic consid-
erations or on judgments that certain laboratory investiga-
tions are immoral or unethical.

It would be naive, of course, to disregard the possibility
that seclflish political considerations—the lure of funds to
support practice and research programs; the interpersonal
relations among policy makers, research investigators, and
grant-managers; and sheer momentum—account for the
direction of much of the work that is undertaken. Neverthe-
less, the pressures for finding efficacious intervention ap-
proaches and for additional scientilic knowledge have stimu-
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lated the growth of large-scale intervention programs and
developed the current climate of receptivity to them.

Present studies reflect concern for social well-being, on
the one hand, and interest in behavioral science knowledge,
on the other. Typical field experiments now employ raiings
that are operationalized measures of normative sociological
phenomena, of individual psychological properties, or of a
combination of the two. A cursory review of outcome cri-
teria of existing experimental programs finds the use of
such sociological measures as frequency of court appear-
ance, educational achievement, and job satisfaction as well
as the use of tests of individual properties such as cognitive
functioning, motor skills, and interpersonal attractiveness.
Each of these variables has obvious limitations.

Sociologically Normative Measures. Basically, all outcome
measures are normative. But in this paper my focus is on
the criteria of social change or of social worth. Social
change and social worth are variables defined by socictal
values, on which persons’ hierarchical rankings are deter-
mined by normative priorities. The sociological measures
used as outcome variables in evaluation studies are not
derived from a systematic sociological and ideological analy-
sis of a community’s values and goals. Rather, they reflect
concerns made salient as part ol a political process in which
elected officials, entrepreneurial academics, business and
union leaders, and representatives of the religious sector—
although perhaps not in that order—exercise influence.
Undesirable social conditions, deviant behavior, and per-
sonal dissatisfactions are the general categories ol outcome
measures employed in studies with a normative sociological
orientation.

The charge is often made that these criteria reflect
middle-class values of what is right and proper, and cer-
tainly there is merit in this indictment. Indeed, in many
cases the wvariables used as outcome measures reflect the
researcher’s interest in limiting societal change or in pro-
ducing conformity. Regardless of how the individuals af-
fected feel about the appropriateness of current social
norms, system maintenance, not the success of individuals
in dealing with their environment, often becomes the under-
lying frame of reference in developing measures for inter-
vention studies.

Probably more often than not in intervention studies,
cultural diversity is explained by special operational delini-
tions. For example, some years back a large number of
cities supported by federal funds undertook action experi-
ments o reduce criminal behavior among youths. No two
of the cities used exactly the same set of outcome measures.
Alter all, it was held, behavioral and value norms differ
between Cleveland, Los Angeles, and Boston (and maybe
they do!). The diversity of operational definitions is greater,
of course, when countries and localities that differ mark-
edly in ethnic, religious, or other social orientations are
involved in parallel action programs. But to adapt measures
to accommodate culwural differences, particularly when
validity studies are not made, raises serious questions about
the generalization potential of findings and the compara-
bility of studies.

Identification of individuals in normative sociological
measures depends largely on the workings of the social
control and treatment systems that operate where the
individuals live. These systems differ in effectiveness and in
services available not only in different communities and
groups, but also within the same population, where there
arc often marked variations in persons of different social,
ethnic, and economic backgrounds. The result is that re-
searchers cannot collate their findings, which, of course,
limits the worth of the findings.

It bears emphasis that it is foolish to argue against the
utilization of normative sociological ratings as variables in
experimental studies. Pragmatic considerations of provid-
ing human services require responses to immediate, often
emotionally laden, demands for new and expanded pro-
grams in particular areas. Certainly it is better to respond
to the demands with programs that include evaluation than
to respond with action efforts that do not. But to begin a
study with such diffuse concepts as educational success,
delinquency, and job satisfaction and to develop measures
for the study to reflect the views of middle-income, sup-
posedly socially integrated community members are ap-
proaches that should not be overpromoted in the selection
of dependent variables.

Psychological properties. Another commonly used source
ol dependent variables is properties of individuals; such
variables purportedly measure the outputs of internal

processes. They, too, are open to criticism. All individual
measures are rooted in a relatively non-empirical, or at
least unobservable, system. While properties such as man-
ual dexterity are derived from well-established neurological
maps, other properties are not so anchored and are strongly
influenced by sociological variations. This is the case for
many interpersonal characteristics, such as empathy and
autonomy, which often are regarded as important criteria.
Most individual properties, then, have the same potential
cultural bias that the normative sociological measures
have. Even phenomena that are not “social” in the usual
sense are contaminated because the operational means of
measuring them is culturally determined. Keeping in mind
the current concern about “‘white men’s tests’ of cognitive
development, little more need be said on this matter.

“Given the opportunity to rank individuals
within their own environments, the issue
becomes whether or not a particular intervention
program modifies the rankings.”’

Measures selected as outcome variables usually are
chosen because of their presumed links to social competen-
cies of one sort or another—indexes of intellectual develop-
ment, for example, are chosen because of their association
with educational and interpersonal performance. In many
cases—certainly on a cross-cultural basis—the links are
hypothetical rather than demonstrable. This is the case, for
example, when ratings on tests of infant cognitive devel-
opment are employed as predictors of future social achieve-
ment.

As it is foolish to argue against the use of normative
sociological ratings as variables in experimental studies,
so it is foolish to argue against continued use of individual
psychological properties as outcome measures. As there are
both political and disciplinary concerns with respect to
normative sociological phenomena, so there are humanistic
and academic investments in the individual properties of
persons. In any etiological scheme, these individual prop-
erties undoubtedly are important explanatory factors in the
social performance and role behavior of individuals. But
the object of most action programs is to promote people’s
effective engagement with their social environment, not
merely to enhance the psychological properties of indi-
viduals.

Both sets of measures, then, suffer from related defects
that inhibit the accumulation of findings and make it diffi-
cult for investigators to offer strong policy judgments or to
develop social and behavioral science knowledge. Each
action experiment is an idiosyneratic activity possible nei-
ther to be replicated nor to be built upon in subsequent
research—clearly an undesirable il not a chaotic state of
alfairs.

The solution to this state of alfairs is expensive and
time-consuming. It requires the development of parallel,
culture-bound measures that provide rankings of individuals
in social systems processes that cut across groups, com-
munities, and nations. In the same way that Kluckholn
(1953) argued for cultural anthropology, evaluation re-
searchers should use the common points of reference sup-
plied by the biological, psychological, and social-situational
“givens” of human life as the criteria of outcome. Impact,
then, comes to be measured in terms of the order of indi-
viduals before and after an effort has been made to alter
them.

Social Systems Properties as Outcome Measures

The social systems properties approach to outcome meas-
ures holds that there is limited likelihood of developing
useful outcome ratings across different locales, groups, and
cultures. It holds, rather, that criteria measures should con-
sist of the ranking of individuals (or groups ol individuals
such as families) within deflined geo-cultural units. The
impact of intervention programs is measured in terms of
whether or not there is a redistribution of the rankings ol
persons or units in the target group compared with es-
sentially little reordering in parallel groups unexposed or
treated with alternate means.

Pivotal to this approach is the identification of and con-
sensus on a finite number of social systems properties that
are endemic to all groups, locales, and cultures that consti-
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tute the potential arenas for parallel programs or for re-
lated intervention programs. The premise that there is a
unifoerm set of underlying dimensions is admittedly con-
troversial. Certainly the intent is not to promote an elitist
doctrine holding that all cultures must value the same set
of psychological and sociological attributes. As anthropolo-
gists have emphasized, each culture has its unique charac-
teristics. Nevertheless, there are competencies acknowl-
edged by all cultures which, although reflected in different
public behaviors, result from a common biology and from
basic human psychological and social properties.

For example, it is reasonable to suggest that all cultures
value alertness as a psychological trait, even though various
groups manifest alert behavior in different ways. In the
United States alertness is judged in part by the quality of
a person’s school performance; in a Guatemalan village it is
judged by how quickly a young boy learns to cut coffee with
his father.

The starting point advocated is that there are a finite
number of valued attributes among cultures, at least among
cultures that have been exposed to some degree ol mod-
ernization. These attributes order members of communi-
tics; they reflect the ability of persons to participate suc-
cessfully in the activities of their cultures and to exploit the
resources valued by their communities. From setting to set-
ting they may be phenotypically different, but they are
genotypically the same.

Rather than to use sociologically normative phenomena
or invariant psychological properties as outcome criteria, 1
suggest the uscfulness of seeking out the genotypic charac-
teristics of the criteria. For example, in most, if not all,
societies there is some process of economic exchange; it
might be a highly complex, computerized system of accounts
and credits, a relatively simple bartering process, or some
system intermediate in complexity. In the United States, the
cconomic system is manifested by the earning, saving, and
exchanging of dollars. Such. manifestations would be in-
appropriate criteria to use in studying the economic posi-
tion of Bushmen living in the Kalahari Desert. In order to
study the economic exchange of Bushmen, it would be nec-
essary to identify a parallel set of criteria relevant to Bush-
men. In both cultures, however, individuals cope differently
and derive rewards and benefits unequally. Given the op-
portunity to rank individuals within their own environ-
ments, the issue becomes whether or not a particular inter-
vention program modifies the rankings.

The above example makes the applicability of parallel
outcome measures scem plausible—but 1 do not pretend
that a comprehensive list of such outcome measures is now
available. Certainly there are other examples: for instance,
all localities, communities, groups, and cultures have some
political process in which individuals are differentially en-
gaged and [rom which they differentially receive benefits.
Similarly, whether sophisticated. or unsophisticated by our
standards, there are human resources services in many
different settings and there are differences in access to the
services, whether the service is as uncomplicated as obtain-
ing the attention of a single folk practitioner or as bedevil-
ing as trying to make a way through the specialty clinics
of a large urban hospital. Ability to participate, cope, and
derive benefits from the human resource services within a
geo-cultural boundary, it may be argued, is an important
attribute of mastery of the environment. Of course, individ-
ual achicvement and benefit may result in less than desir-
able collective gains for a community, and the frame of
reference should be individuals, not collectivities.

Two matters should be made clear. First, | am ignoring
the old anthropological argument about whether or not
there are universals in value or in processes, a matter well
reviewed elsewhere (LeVine, 1970). Pragmatically, 1 con-
tend that, given the impact of modernization and indus-
trialization on communities, virtually all of the different
locales, cultures, and groups that are subject, domestically
and internationally, to intervention programs of an experi-
mental character are going to be characterized by a finite
number of social systems processes. No study will look at
all possible social systems properties; rather, selections will

““Regardless of how the individuals affected
feel about the appropriateness of current social
norms, system maintenance, not the success of
individuals in dealing with their environment,
often becomes the underlying frame of reference
in developing measures for intervention studies.”’

be made, as they are in deciding upon dependent variables
from any frame of reference. If a person’s successful engage-
ment with the environment becomes the critical selection
characteristic in determining the outcome variables, the
investigator should look for the variables that pertain to
the situation and are reasonably common, if not universal,
between one population and another.

1 emphasize the importance of examining social systems
variables not across the board but in relation to the particu-
lar intervention program being implemented. Regardless
of the source of the outcome measures, the temptation is
great . to. regard - each intervention. program'sds affecting

ke

all aspects of the lives of participants. The social systems
properties approach does not eliminate the need for a theo-
retical posture regarding tbe associations between inter-
vention inputs and outcome measures. Indeed, as 1 shall
discuss presently, perhaps it is even more urgent that an
ctiological perspective, an impact model, be always present.

The second matter 1 wish to make clear is that the de-
tailed mapping-in ol the specific markers that identify the

“The central question for the evaluation
researcher—indeed, for all behavioral scientists—
is whether or not the same or similar causal
pathways or sequences are associated with
individuals’ rankings along social systems
properties regardless of the markers that order
these properties from one locale, group, or
culture to another.”

ordering of individuals along particular social systems prop-
ertics is very important in the application and develop-
ment of the approach advocated for selecting outcome
measures. In many cases, familiarity with the particular
locale, group, or culture makes the mapping-in a feasible
task; il ethnographic information is available, the mapping-
also be relatively simple, but in some cases it will
be dilficult to identify the markers that distinguish persons
in a particular aspect of a social system.

Important in this scheme is the adequate characterization
of the particular population under study, that is, the specifi-
cation of sufficient parameters to unambiguously define who
is being studied. Indeed, the mainstay of the approach is
the ability to delineate populations. Otherwise, for ecach
new study the researcher would have to develop markers to
order the populations, thus removing an important part
of the approach, the opportunity to use comparative
inferences.

in

An Illustration

Let me discuss an aspect of the work being undertaken in
two action programs on nutrition. 1 choose nutrition studies
because | know them fairly well, not because they are more
faulty than the average intervention experiment—indeed,
they may be better. One study is being conducted under the
auspices of the Institute:of Nutrition of Central America
and Panama (INCAP) and the other by the Department of
Nutrition of the Harvard School of Public Health in col-
laboration with other universities and with government
groups in Colombia. In both studies, based on hypotheses
with partial empirical support, an ecffort is being made to
assess the impact of improved nutritional status on young
children. In the INCAP study in Guatemala, children in
experimental villages receive daily, on a mass [eeding basis,
a protein supplement. At the end of the experiment, the
children in the experimental villages will be compared to
children in control villages who have not received the
protein supplement. In the Harvard study, Colombian
families with clearly malnourished children are provided
a supplement of protein and other nutrients for their chil-
dren, and these children are being compared with their less
malnourished siblings and with children in control families
whose members to not receive a food supplement. In both
these studies, batteries of mental development tests consti-
tute the outcome measures.

I shall not discuss the limitations of the designs. It is not
even important, | suppose, that there is only partial over-
lap in the tests, a matter related to the different conceptual
positions of the investigators and the inapplicability of the
entire battery of tests to both situations. What 1 do assume
is that in both situations the tests are measuring the same
phenomenon, the same mosaic, of cognitive development.

What is important is whether or not cognitive develop-
ment matters. That is, as the children of both experimental
populations mature, is the improved nutrition of the chil-
dren going to have an impact on their participation in the
economic process, the political system, or the use of human
resource services? As of now, the most that both studies
have come up with is a statement that on only partially
standardized and different measures of cognitive develop-
ment there are changes in experimental groups not found
in control groups.

A Framework for Intervention Studies

Apart from disciplinary considerations, a behavioral
science investigator has limited alternatives to choose from
in designing his research. One alternative is to concern him-
sell with the ways individuals cope within their environ-
ment, to study aspects of what I call social viability. The
other alternative is for the investigator to become an ad-
vocate of the particular set of behaviors he and his peers
hold as desirable and prescribed, that is, to confine his
research activities to a narrow set of variables that have
no meaning ex cathedra. to his close-knit, trimly trained,
reference group.

The central question for the evaluation researcher
indeed, for all behavioral scientists—is whether or not the
same or similar causal pathways or sequences are asso-
ciated with individuals’ rankings along social systems prop-
erties regardless of the markers that order these properties
from one locale, group, or culture to another. My position
is that to a large extent the underlying etiological pattern
is the same.

Whether or not this hypothesis holds universally is un-
important provided it encourages continuity of effort among
large-scale intervention studies. Cases of non-support be-
come the entry points for additional conceptual develop-
ment and specification of refined generalizations. For ex-
ample, common elements of mental development may run
through all geo-cultural groups; identification of these per-
sistent elements permits investigators to seek out the differ-
ent social-structural components idiosyncratic to particular
populations that are associated with variability between
populations. Put another way, in all groups, in all locales,
it is possible to rank individuals on dimensions of social
viability; individuals who rank high on the dimensions
valued in one milicu would rank high also on parallel di-
mensions valued by participants in other milieux, provid-
ing they had the same opportunities to “learn the ropes.”
A person ranked high in dimensions of social viability in
middle-class America would rank high in a black city slum,
in a small town in Poland, or in an isolated Central Ameri-
can village il he were given the functionally equivalent
opportunities he had in his middle-class American envi-
ronment. In some ways the discussion has come full circle,
for now 1 am arguing that normative sociological mea-
sures-—essentially reflectors ol interpersonal and structural
barriers to the social development of an individual—and
individual properties of a  sociopsychological and  bio-
psvchological character have to be taken into account in any
analytical scheme that opts for the notion of a generic
cluster of dimensions conceptualized under such a rubric
as social viability. For example, an individual labeled a
delinquent and institutionalized for a considerable period
of time has litle potential for optimizing his individual
properties and consequently little likelihood of high social
viability. Obviously, too, an individual with severe health
problems is unlikely to be an active participant in most
settings.

FRAMEWORK FOR INTERVENTION STUDIES

Psychobiological
Capacities

[ 1 1
Cuhwrally Specific
Modes of Social
Development

Universal Modes
of Social
Development

Culturally Equivalent
Maodes of Social
Development

1

Normative Sociological Measures

Interpersonal and Structural Barriers Affecting Individual:
(1) culturally specilic, (2) culturally equivalent, (3) universal

Individual Properties

Cognitive Performanc
Social Psychologic:

, Motor Skill, Health,
I Attributes, etc.

Social Viability

Participation in Economic Exchange, Activity in Political Process,
Level of Exploitation of Human Resources Services, etc.

The chart above summarizes the framework for inter-
vention studies. The chart and discussion oversimplily
matters, however. Normative sociological measures interact
with one another as do individual properties, but the loca-
tion of these two sets ol measures on the chart could have
been reversed and, indeed, interposed between psychobio-
logical capacities and the boxes characterizing social devel-
opment. In the chart the two sets of variables commonly
regarded as sufficient outcome measures are placed as inter-
mediate variables, nodes in an explanatory process leading
to a consideration of what [ contend to be the neglected
focuses of large-scale intervention programs.

Concluding Remarks

My plea for new directions in social action experimenta-
tion is an immodest proposal but one that can be initiated
in a modest way without disrupting present activities. In
many ways it is, or comes close to being, irreligious. It
downgrades current efforts to use ratings of various sorts as
the key dependent variables and places them in a subordi-
nate status. It brings into notice the view that there are
certain common, genotypic social properties that have im-
portance. It proposes a specific organization for social ex-
perimentation that is unlikely to be viewed favorably by all
investigators, many of whom prefer to examine their own
narrow bands of variables. The development work necessary
even to evaluate the scheme in terms of research results
is enormous.
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It is important to redirect interest in outcome measures
to a different set of dimensions, dimensions | refer to as
reflections of an individual’s social viability. I see normative
sociological variables and individual properties as inter-
stitial in an overall [ramework. This does not mean they
are not worthy of study in their own right; it merely sug-
gests that the components of social viability should be
examined. Indeed, unless this is done, a researcher has no
way of estimating whether or not there is payoll in pur-
suing a particular individual property or a particular nor-
mative sociological measure.

The concept of social viability requires a thorough exami-
nation of considerable literature including ecthnographic
reports. Lven the mapping of the markers—the specilic
measuring devices that are going to allow for the ranking

of individuals—is yet to be realized. Only after these ac-
tivities are undertaken and particular action intervention
studies are tried as a means of providing case illustrations
will the scheme make sense. But investigators should not
remain content with the two sets of dimensions—normative

sociological measures and  psychological properties—that
are presently employed.
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VARIATIONS IN INTRODUCTORY SOCIOLOGY COURSES

One off-shoot of the burgeoning interest in sociology as a
major and as a career is concern with teaching undergradu-
ate sociology. Recently the American Sociological
tion established a committee to review undergraduate teach-
ing and to suggest improvements. The ASA Council at its
1971 meetings in Denver approved the creation of a section
called Undergraduate Education in Sociology. And a new
journal, The Teaching of Sociology, commenced publication
early in 1972.

Particular interest has been focused upon the teaching of
introductory sociology. The American Sociologist has pub-
lished a number of articles on the subject (Baker and Behr-
ens, 1971; Farley, 1970; Gates, 1969; Jiobu and Pollis,
1971; Reid and Bates, 1971; Stoll, 1970) and two papers
have been devoted to it at ASA annual meetings (Mullins,
1971; Richard, 1971). In this paper we present the results
of a survey administered to discover how much concern
there is with teaching sociology at the introductory level in
United States and Canadian sociology departments. Our
findings indicate that, contrary to feelings expressed in pre-
vious articles (Reid and Bates, 1971:174-175), sociology
departments are grappling with the problem of making
beginning sociology a more relevant intellectual experience
for students with an ever-growing range of interests and ex-
pectations. Our survey asked what we consider to be a more
fundamental question than has been asked previously con-
cerning the adaptability of introductory sociology to the
changing needs of today’s students. While most previous
studies dealt with how to present material (through mass
lectures or small scctions) or how to judge student perfor-
mance (with or without grades), we asked what material
should be presented and to whom.

Method

A two-page questionnaire was sent o 126 of the 167
United States and 17 Canadian sociology departments listed
in the ASA Guide to Graduate Departments of Sociology,
We felt that this particular group of colleges and
universities, as much as any group, would be facing the de-
mands resulting from an increased interest in sociology. It
should thus reflect whether, or in what ways, sociology de-
partments are changing to meet the changing demands. The
choice of the 126 departments was made with an eye toward
having as widely representative a group of schools as pos-
sible—schools private and public, located in diverse regions,
and with sociology departments of all sizes.

Each questionnaire was sent to the chairman of the soci-
ology department accompanied by two letters. One letter,
addressed to the chairman, explained the purpose of the
survey and requested him to give the second letter, repro-
duced below, to the undergraduate advisor or some other
person concerned with the introductory course.

Associa-

Dear Stafl Member:

We are interested in the type of course offerings through which
introductory sociology is presented to beginning students. More
specifically, we are interested in finding out the extent to which
the conventional single basic course format has given way to a
multi-course format at the introductory level (by multi-course
format we refer to a situation where at least two different con-
tents are offered and not to a situation where several sections of
the same course are offered). In line with this, we would appre-
ciate your taking a moment to fill out this short questionnaire.

The key question of the questionnaire was:

Which of the following basic course formats do you have at your
school (check one):
a. one basic course for all students.
b. two basic courses; one geared to majors and po-
tential majors; the other geared to non-majors.

Howarp D. Scuwartz aAND Cary S. KarT
University of Virginia
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_.¢. three basic courses; one geared to majors and
potential majors; a second geared o sociology
related careers (e.g., social work); a third geared
to students who fall into neither of the first two
categories (e.g., natural science majors).

. other format (specify):

o

Among the other formats specified by respondents were
the following:

Honors format. Some departments have an honors sec-
tion along with a conventional one-course format at the in-
troductory level. The honors sections are small; one depart-
ment, for example, limits its enrollment to not more than 5
percent of its undergraduate students. Some process of se-
lection is involved—in one case it is “based on entrance or
other exam scores.” The honors sections are often tied to
university-wide honors programs. As -one respondent indi-
cated, “When the university adopted an honors system, we
responded by developing an honors introductory course.”

2. Sequential format. The introductory sociology course
at some universities consists of a sequential series of courses
that may include theory and concepts, research methods,
and substantive material from particular areas. One depart-
ment has “a three-quarter sequence open to all students:
first course, basic concepts; second course, sociological re-
search; third course, social problems.”

A different sequence is “a first term of principles and for
the second and third term the students select two out of six
sections, cach dealing with some substantive arca.” One de-
partment considered to be among the clite offers a unique
sequence: “The first course in sociology is the transforma-
tion of society in the 19th and 20th century; the second
course deals with the individual and the social structure.”

3. Specific area format. In some departments the empha-
sis at the introductory level is on substantive areas. In a few
cases the “Introduction to” course is offered in a specific
area format. Where this is true, it is an alternative to
courses in substantive areas or follows them. In contrast,
in the sequential format the “‘introductory’” material pre-
cedes the substantive area material. A prime example is a
department in which “five problem-oriented courses are
open to freshmen (Marriage and the Family, Contemporary
American Society, Problems of American Minority Groups,
Social Disorganization, and Introduction to World Popula-
tion) and one Introduction to Sociology course is open to
sophomores or second-semester freshmen with a previous

Tanie 1.

Deparrvents CommrrTED T0 Format CHANGE FOR INTRODUCTORY SocioLoGy Cou

sociology course.” An unusual variation, where introduc-
tory courses arc based on career goals, is “‘one basic course
for major and general use. Education majors have a special
course: *Education Society, and Culture’ [with] Medical So-
ciology for pre-meds.”

An additional aim ol our survey was to learn how long a
department’s format had been in existence. 1f a change in
format had been made recently, we asked, “What factors in-
fluenced the decision to change?” and ““Has the new lormat
been a successful innovation?”” Of departments that had not
made recent changes in the introductory format, we asked
“Is there any feeling in the department that a change would
be beneficial?” and “Do you contemplate any change in the
near future?” Information was also requested about enroll-
ment in introductory sociology classes and the proportion of
faculty allocated to teach introductory sociology.

The return rate was 76.9 percent (97 out of 126) for the
United ‘States sample and 58.8 percent (10 out of 17) for the
Canadian sample. We shall deal with the data derived from
the United States departments in the main body of the
paper and present a brief summary of the findings from the
Canadian departments at the end. Included among those
returning questionnaires were all of the top 15 and 22 of
the top 29 American departments of sociology as determined
by Cartter (1966).

Findings

In our survey, 71.1 percent (69) of the United States
sociology departments had the conventional one-course for-
mat in the 1971-72 academic year while 28.9 percent (28)
had some other format. Because sociology is undergoing
such rapid growth, we also wanted to find out the degree to
which schools were contemplating change in the future. Ac-
cordingly, we derived two additional categories [rom the
data: one for schools that indicated a plan to change for-
mats in the immediate future and the second for schools
that were thinking about change but, for one reason or an-
other, had made no definite plans for it.

When we consider all departments falling within these
three categories of format change (already changed, to be
changed soon, and thinking about change), the tendency
toward change from' the one-course format is impressive.
Table 1 shows that slightly more than half (51.5 percent) of
the departments fall into one of the change categories.

Status of Format

No Change Already To Be Change Being + Total
Planned Changed Changed Soon Considered Departments

Current Format B —
or Format-to-be Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
One-course 47 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 47 475
Two-course 0 0 9 32.1 7 63.6 5 8.5 21 21.2
Three-course 0 0 3 10.7 0 0 0 0 3 3.0
Honors 0 0 7 25.0 1 9.1 1 7 9 9.1
Sequential 0 0 4 14.3 0 0 1 7. 5 5.1
Specific Area 0 0 5 17.9 3 27.3 0 0 8 8.1
Eliminate Course 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 15.4 2 2.0
Not specific 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 308 4 4.0

Total 47 100.0 28 100.0 12 100.0 13b 100.1 99¢ 100.0

4 The 10 actual departments became 11 by counting one department with two formats twice.
b The 12 actual departments became 13 by counting one department with two formats twice.
©The 97 actual dcpdrlmcnts became 99 by counting two departments with two formats twice.
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Table 1 also indicates that of the departments that re-
cenily changed formats, 32.1 percent presently have a two-
course format, 10.7 percent have a three-course format, 25.0
percent have an honors format, 14.3 percent have a sequen-
tial format, and 17.9 percent have a sp area format.
The two-course format is the most popular change from the
traditional beginning course. Twenty-one of the 97 depart-
ments (21.6 percent) have recenuy effected a change or are
considering a change to the two-course format.

Two respondents indicated they were thinking about
eliminating their basic course, and four respondents did not
specily the nature of the change they were contemplating.

TasLe 2.

fall of 1966. It may be of some signilicance that all changes
to the “specific area™ format have taken place since the fali
of 1966.

Table 3 shows the relation of format changes o size of
enrollment in introductory the fall of
1971. Universities with the largest enrollments are seen to
be most likely to change. ‘Thirty-seven universities had
undergraduate sociology student enrollments ol less than
600, and of these, only 16 (43.2 percent) had implemented
changes in their introductory format or were considering
implementing them. Of the 58 universities with enrollments
of 600 or more, 33 (56.9 percent) had made changes or were

sociology courses in

Toe Periop or Forsar CHANGE FOR INTRODUCTORY SoC10L0GY COURSES

Period New Format
;’V hcnl Two-Course Three-Course Honors Sequential Specific Arca Total Changes
Formal
Changed Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Fall 1969~

Spring 1972 2 222 0 0 1 14.3 3 75.0 2 40.0 8 28.6
Fall 1966

Spring 1969 2 222 1 333 2 28.6 0 0 3 60.0 8 28.6
Before Fall

1966 4 44.4 2 66.6 4 57.2 1 25.0 0 0 11 393
Unknown 1 1.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3.6

Towal 9 99.9 3 99.9 7 100.1 4 100.0 5 100.0 i 100.1

Because the surge ol undergraduate enrollments in soci-
ology is a recent phenomenon, we were interested in finding
out when the changes in the introductory course format
came about. As seen in wable 2, 28.6 percent of the United
States sociology departments in our sample changed their
formats after the fall of 1969 and 28.6 percent changed their
formats between the fall of 1966 and the spring of 1969,
meaning that more than half of the schools (57.2 percent)
have changed their introductory sociology courses since the

TapLe 3.

ReLation oF FORMAT CHANGES TO EXROLLMENT IN S50¢10L0GY COURSES.

considering doing so. Universities with large enrollments
probably experience the most pressure because of the more
diverse backgrounds and needs of their students.

Table 4 suggests that the higher the percentage of faculty
members teaching introductory sociology, the less likeli-
hood there is for format changes. The difference between
departments planning change and not planning change is
most pronounced between departments with 20 percent or
less and with 21 percent or more of their faculty teaching

Fare 1971

Status of Format

Total Changes

One-Course:
No Change Planned

Changed or
To be Changed Soon

(.,:h'dng? Being
Considered

Implemented or
Being Considered

Number of

Students Number of Number of

Number off Number of

Lnrolled Departments Percent Departments Percent Departments Percent Departments Percent
0-199 4 8.5 2 5.3 0 0 2 4.0
200-599 17 36.2 10 26.3 4 333 14 28.0
600-999 11 23.4 11 29.0 2 16.7 13 26.0
1,000 or more 14 29.8 14 36.9 6 50.0 20 40.0
Unknown 1 2.1 1 2.7 0 0 1 2.0

Tolal 47 100.0 38 100.2 12 100.0 50 100.0

TasLe 4. Revarion or Format CHANGES 10 PE 1aGE 0F Facurry Teacuing INTroDUCTORY

SocroLoGy, Farl 1971

Status of Format

Percentage
of Facully

One-Course:
No Change Planned

Changed or
To Be Changed Soon

Total Changes
Implemented or
Being Considered

Change Being
Considered

‘Teaching

Introductory Number of Number of Number of Number of

Course Departments Percent Departments Percent Departments Percent Departments Percent

10 or less 18 38.3 15 39.5 3 25.0 18 36.0

11-20 17 36.2 8 211 5 41.7 13 26.0

21-50 4 8.5 8 21.1 3 25.0 11 22.0

50 or more 2 4.3 5 13.2 i 8.3 6 12.0

Unknown 6 12.8 2 5.3 0 0 2 4.0
Total 47 100.1 38 100.2 12 100.0 50 100.0

introductory sociology.

As indicated earlier, we did not solicit information about
how sociology was taught, but some of our respondents
dealt with this issue. In some universitics, mass lectures,
taught by faculty members, constitute the basic course; the
large lectures are commonly supplemented by small discus-
sion groups led by graduate students. In other universities
the small section is the vehicle through which introductory
sociology is taught; normally a small section is conducted by
a faculty member, a graduate student, or both. One re-
spondent remarked that his department had moved to
smaller sections of basic sociology. “some taught by gradu-
ate students, some by senior majors.”

In Canadian universities, the distribution of formats is
similar: six of the ten respondents had the
one-course format, two had the two-course format, one al-
lowed an option of introductory or specific areas, and one
planned a change to the three-course format in the near
(uture.

conventional

Summary

Some critics feel that sociology departments have failed to
adapt their course formats to changing student needs. Baker
and Behrens (1971:317) feel this way and state that “it is
imperative that we . . . respond to the plurality of students’
abilities, interests, and expectations.” Qur survey indicates
that this pessimism represents a metaphysical pathos and
that, in fact, United States and Canadian departments of
sociology are facing the demand for change. Not surpris-
ingly, we found that it is the schools that feel these pres-
sures most acutely—those with the largest enrollments—
that have shown the greatest predilection toward change.
Perhaps the most telling evidence of departments’ commit-
ments to deal with changing student needs is in the depart-
mental responses. One respondent stated that the two-
course and three-course formats are “‘probably useful in
reducing student alienation.” Another remarked that the
one-course format had been “too restrictive for both stu-
dents and faculty.” Another replied, “We want 10 make the
resources ol sociology casily available to any student, where
his or her interests lie. Let’s face it, most people don’t want
to and don’t need to be sociology majors, and most ‘Intro-

duction to’ courses turn people off.” “Besides,” he said,
“it’s more fun this way.”
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I T Tt A v
a new guise. Discrimination and “re-
verse discrimination” are two sides of
the same coin. At best, “'reverse discri-
mination” creates a numerical ‘‘bal-
ance”; true equality—of merit: know-
ledge, skill, dedication—is neither
reflected nor created in this way. In
fact, for both the individual and the
group, such selection robs what might
otherwise be an achievement of its
meaning, since some members of the
group must now be chosen simply to
.demonstrate a required “balance”. And
it widens the professional gap between
the “minority” professional and the
“majority” one, since for the latter the

. Gustavus
ity of Utah

5t 1972, Vol. 7 (November):21

Students also had the option of
to express their ideas.
re told that verbosity would be
riginality and good application
led. Projects were always sub-
;, graded over the weekend, and
‘ext class meeting.
ovation with mixed feelings. It
of freedom; but, being grade-
it would pay off. After the first
itted and evaluated, most [fears
seemed to try to outdo one an-
ent [unction of the assignment,
ainless absorption of the mean-

=senting at least one visual dis-
ere choreographic presentations,
tals, sculptures, collages, and
aow-and-tell items, there were
merit. One pre-dental student
v children around the principle
fear. A nursing major tested
who waited together were less
tions than those who waited
sted the role bodily heat or cold
; aggressive behavior.
aly taken was that of applying
onal experience. One student,
raining, submitted the diary he
isolation in the mountains and
xperience what he had learned
wents looked at current events
he India-Pakistan conflict, rules
political campaigns as illustra-

:'»IC SOCIOLOGICAL CONCEPTS

tions of attitude change techniques, and rioting were all
topics ol essays.

Grading problems, though present, were not insurmount-
able. No attempt was made to evaluate art or music as con-
tributions to their disciplines; rather, artistic endeavors
were graded on the basis of their portrayal of the concepts.
If I could not interpret a project, the entire class took part
in explanation and ecvaluation. Students also had the op-
portunity to explain and defend their own work, and if 1
remained uncertain as to whether or not a student had
mastered the concept, a short conference was usually suffi-
cient to reveal the student’s understanding. Only a few
projects were hastily done or reflected little originality.

There was one unanticipated result of the projects: in-
stead of lacking understanding ol the concepts or lacking a
feeling for their relevance, students became almost over-
zealous in their use. They developed a tendency to label
behavior blithely and then to assume that the behavior was
explained.

Such a tendency, of course, is not desirable even for intro-
ductory students. The problem can be corrected by several
lectures on the abstractness of concepts, on the difference
between propositions and concepts, on the multi-causal
nature of social behavior, and on the tentativeness of re-
search findings. Examples of research now seen to be in
error and examples of concepts now discarded also help to
keep students from oversimplistically labeling behavior.

Obviously the teaching of sociological concepts through
the assignment of these projects is not suitable for large
classes because of insufficient time for students to present
their projects and insufficient time for grading the projects.
Nevertheless, for a willing instructor with less than forty
students, such projects are a useful technique for teaching
basic sociological concepts.

One might also note that the legitima-
tion of any irrelevant criteria opens the
door to all. Although sex, race, ethnic
background, are ascribed statuses, and
one is or is not, a woman, a black, or a
Mexican-American, inevitably ideologi-
cal and political elements are attached,
and these, too, become part of the pro-
cess of recruitment and selection. With
such criteria, an NIMH committee be-
comes like a political ticket, which must
have racial, ethnic, and religious *‘bal-
ance”. On a political ticket it is under-
stood that the Catholic, the Jew, etc.,
must be not simply a member of the
group, he must also be acceptable to it—

¥

and his acceptability is checked out
with the appropriate organizations and
spokesmen. That an ideological element
goes with the status is already clear in
the case of race: the agency or other
institution wanting a black is likely to
want one who is approved by militant
or even extreme black groups—not just
one who is a member of tbe race. (In
the same issue of THE AMERICAN
SOCIOLOGIST, Williams College adver-
tises for a faculty member. It is not very
definite about its requirements, but it
does indicate that it will “consider” an
“Afro-American”. One suspects that a
candidate identifying himself as a “Ne-
gro” would run a poor second.) With
race, it is clear that not simply a status,
but a status-cum-ideology is involved.
With sex, the ideological fusion has not
vet gone so far, and one could probably
still meet NIMH's sex criterion by sim-
ply being “female”. But the logic —and
the pressures—behind the incorpora-
tion of sex are the same as those behind
the incorporation of race and ethnicity,
and in principle there is no reason why,
in time, the acceptability of a female
candidate should not have to be checked
out with NOW, a women's caucus, or
whalever organization or clique claims
to speak for the sex—as, in more and
more settings, racial and ethnic candi-
dates are cleared with, and even named
by, whatever vocal or militant groups
claim to speak for the race or ethnic
minority. Once irrelevant criteria are
admitted, where does one draw the line?
Or why draw any line at all?

But the simplest, the most basic, rea-
son for refusing to respond to such
announcements or solicitations, is that
they are demeaning. In the name of
equality, they create a mark of inferi-
ority. Women complain, often with jus-

tice, that they are not seen—as men are
—as scientists, doctors, lawyers; but as
women scientists, women doctors, wo-
men lawyers. The present policy, with
its open adoption of a sexual category
(“female Ph.D. sociologists”), although
it favors rather than exludes women,
perpetuates and reinforces the attitudes
that women have for so long deplored.
For women—as for blacks and all others
—professional equality involves the
right to be recruited and evaluated on
the basis of appropriate professional
characteristics; not the right to be drawn
from, and evaluated in reference to,
sexual, racial and ethnic pools.

Sincerely yours,

Florence A. Ruderman,
Assistant Professor,
Brooklyn College

Editors Note:

The reference in the above letter to
an advertisement in TAS from Williams
College prompts the following note: The
Publications Committee of the ASA,
confronted with problems about such
ads, adopted, in New Orleans, the fol-
lowing two motions which now stand as
ASA policy:

(1) The list of vacancies in the Em-
ployment Bulletin should not
include as qualification in apply-
ing for a position race, ethnic
origin, religion, sex, or age char-
acteristics.

(2) When the Executive Officer re-
ceives vacancy listings that ap-
pear to be objectionable under
the rules just established, the
Executive Officer will inform the
advertiser that the strongest
wording permitted is ‘“Minority
Applicants Encouraged.”
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News and Notes on
Minorities and Women

FELLOWSHIPS FOR PUERTO RICAN
GRADUATE STUDENTS

Fellowships (preferably in sociology)
are available for 1973-1974 lo Puerto
Rican graduate students for research on
social problems. Fellows are required to
wrile a paper on research dealing with
Puerto Ricans in the United States.
They must also attend 3 week-end semi-
nars relating lo research and career de-
velopment during the year. Stipends
$3,500 annually and $400 for each de-
pendent. Financial need considered. For
applicalion and further information
write: Dr. Maria Mercedez Diaz, Puerlo
Rican Research and Resources Center,
Inc., 1519 Connecticut Ave., N.W., Wash-
inglon, D.C. 10036. {202) 667-7940.

POSTDOCTORAL FELLOWSHIPS FOR
1973-1974 TO STUDY ETHNIC
MINORITIES

Nalional Endowment for the Humani-
ties announces fellowships for historical
social or cultural sludies ol U.S. ethnic
minorities lo young scholars and teach-
ers who have just completed graduale
work or professional training or expect
lo complete it before Seplember, 1973.
Fellows will study under senior scholars
of their own choice. Arrangements will
be made for lull access lo libraries and
audiling privileges in courses.

Applicants must be U.S. Cilizens or
native residents ol its territorial posses-
sions.

Maximum stipend $10,000. Fellows
may supplement the award wilh small
grants from other sources or may have
sabbalicals or grants from their employ-
ing inslitutions.

Applications may be submitted direct-
ly to: Division of Fellowships, Nalional
Endowment for the Humanilies, 806 15th
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20506.

VITAE OF MINORITY SOCIOLOGISTS

The Council of the ASA has approved
a recommendation of The Commitiee on
the Status of Racial and Ethnic Minori-
ties in the Profession inslructing the ex-
ecutive Specialist lo collect vitae of soci-
ologists from minority groups who wish
their vilae to be on lile for prolessional
and employment reference. Interested
members are inviled to send material to
ASA office.

WOMEN SOCIOLOGISTS SERVE AS
PRESIDENTS

Current records of various national
and regional sociological organizations
indicate that the following women soci-
ologists have been elected lo posilions
of top leadership: Mirra Komarovsky,
President, American Sociological As-
socialion; Dorothy K. Newman, Presi-
dent, D.C. Sociological Society; and,
Gerlrude ]. Selznick, President, Pacific
Sociological Association. In addition,
the [ollowing women have been elected
as President-Elect: Alice S. Rossi, East-
ern Sociological Sociely, and Caroline
Rose, Midwest Sociological Sociely.
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SOCIOLOGISTS
ADVANCE ON
AMERICAN
ASSOCIATION FOR
THE ADVANCEMENT
OF SCIENCE

The 1972 Annual Meeting of the
American Association for the Advance-
ment of Science will be held in the
Sheraton-Park Hotel in Washington,
D.C. from December 26—31.

Participation by sociologists in the
program was initiated when President
Mirra Komarovsky appointed Dr. Elea-
nor Sheldon, President of the Social
Science Research Council, to accept
responsibility for sessions in Section K
of the meeting. Dr. Sheldon has an-
nounced the following two sessions: (1)
“Historical Sociology of Science,” or-
ganized by Harriet Zuckerman ol Co-
lumbia Universily, and (2) “Methods of
Social Indicator Analysis,” organized by
Kenneth Land of the Russell Sage Foun-
dation. Arnold Thackray of the Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania will present a
major paper in the history session and
Seymour Spillerman of the University
of Wisconsin will present the key paper
on indicator analysis.

Several sociologisls will also partici-
pate in a session on “The Fulure of
Collective Violence: Societal and Inter-
national Perspeclives,” organized by
Joseph Ben-Dak Tfor the Section on
Social and Economic Sciences. Among
the participants are Paul Peachy, Chair-
man of the Department ol Sociology al
Catholic University, Kurt Finsterbusch,
Universily of Maryland, and William
Gamson, Universily of Michigan.

This Annual Meeting will also mark
the point where James Coleman of
Johns Hopkins Universily will succeed
Daniel Moynihan as the elected chair-
man of Section K and Vice-President of
AAAS.

Other Organizations

o THE INSTITUTE ¥FOR COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT AND THE CENTER ON
HUMAN POLICY CALL FOR PAPERS: Third
Annual Symposium on Currenl Issues in
Community Psychology, April 12-14, 1973.
Topic: Alternatives lo Institutionalization.
Papers should relate lo alternatives to lotal
institutional structures for people of all ages
having special needs, including the emotion-
ally disturbed, retarded, delinquent and crim-
inal. Deadline January 15. For further infor-
maltion write: Dr. Robert Cohen, Institute for
Community Development, 110 Harvard Place,
Syracuse, New York 13210.

¢ THE THIRD ANNUAL ALPHA KAPPA
DELTA SOCIOLOGICAL RESEARCH SYM-
POSIUM will be held March 22-24, 1973 at
the Delta Chapter, Virginia Commonwealth
University, Richmond, Virginia. Papers are
solicited on any aspect of social science re-
search. Send to: Rhonda Zingrall, Chairman,
Program Commillee, Department of Soci-
ology and Anthropology, Virginia Common-
wealth University, Richmond, Virginia 23220.

o THE SOUTHERN ANTHROPOLOGICAL
SOCIETY has announced the annual James
Mooney Award ol $1,000 for the book-length
manuscript that best describes and interprets
the people or culture of a distinclive New
World population. The subject may be pre-
historic, historic, or contemporary. Submis-
sions can be aboul people belonging to major
social, racial, or ethnic groups, or aboul
people belonging to obscure or herelofore
unknown groups. The deadline lor submis-
sion each year is December 31. The award
also includes publicalion of the manuscript
by The University of Tennessee Press. Wrile:
Charles Hudson, Chairman, SAS Awards
Commiltee, Dept. of Anthropology, Univer-
sity of Georgia, Athens, Ga. 30601.

@ INSTITUTE FOR EUROPEAN HEALTH
SERVICES RESEARCH crealed at Leuven
University in Belgium. The purpose of the
Institute is to contribute to the improvement
ol European health and other social welfare
services through research and lo organization
financing and adminisiration, and through
the professional growth of those who develop
and implement public welfare policy al all
levels.

CALENDAR OF FORTHCOMING MEETINGS

oNovember 19-25 American Society of
Criminology, International Meeting, Caracas,
Venezuela. Barbara R. Price, Law Enforce-
ment and Corrections Services, 106 Human
Development Bldg., Pennsylvania State Uni-
versity, University Park, Pa. 16802.

@ November 20-25 International Institute of
Sociology. Twenly-third Congress. Caracas,
Venezuela. Institute International de Soci-
ologie, Apartado Postal 51806, Caracas 105,
Venezuela.

o November 26-29 National Association of
Social Workers, Symposium on Social Justice
and Social Work Practice, New Orleans, La.

Papers solicited. Symposium, NASW, 2 Park
Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10016.

o April 5-8 The American Society of Group
Psychotherapy and Psychodrama. Annual
Meeling. Hotel Barbizon Plaza, New York,
N.Y.

e April 6 Michigan Sociological Associ-
ation. Spring Meeting, Ann Arbor. Cora Bag-
ley Marrett, Dept. of Sociology, Western
Michigan University 49001.

e April 26-28 Population Association of
America. Annual Meeling, New Orleans, La.
70125.
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ASA Subcommittee on Liaison
With East European Sociologist

This committee would like to increase
working contact belween American and Easl
European sociologist. American colleagues
who have an inlerest in doing sociological
rescarch in collaboralion with sociologists
from Eastern Eurape should send a brief des-
cription of the lopic and country they are
most interested in prusuing through a colla-
borative endeavor lo: Arnold 8. Tannen-
baum, Institute for Social Research, The
Universily of Michigan, P.O. Box 1248, Rm.
5136, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106,

SECTION NEWS

o Sociology of Sex Roles: In the Oclober
issue of TAS Pauline Bart was listed as person
to whom Sex Roles Section annual meeting
papers should be senl. In addition, papers
may be sent to the [ollowing persons:

Sexism and Racism— Doris Wilkinson, Mac-
alister College, St. Paul, Minnesola 55105

Sex Roles in Everyday Life—Rita Seiden
Miller, Bloomfield College, Bloomfield, N.J.

Sexism and Sexuality —Diana Russell, Mills
College, Oakland . California 94613. These
papers should be limited to len pages since
the session will include informal discussion.

EMPLOYMENT BULLETIN

FORMAT: Please list in the following order.
For vacancy listings:
1. Title or rank of position
2. Description of work to be dcne and/or
courses to be taught
Abilities, training, experience and any other
qualifications desired in applicant
Geographic region
Approximate salary range
Address to which applicants can write
Starting date
For applicant listings:
. Type of position desired
At least two areas of competence
Highest degree
Awards
Experience
Publications
. Location desired
. Age, family status
. Date available

©@

Noo

CONDO S LN

DEADLINES FOR SUBMISSIONS:

Deadline for submission of listings is the 15th
of the month prior to publication of the news-
letter .

directly.

INSTITUTIONS CURRENTLY UNDER AAUP CENSURE

As an endorsee of the 1940 Statement of Principles of Academic Freedom and Tenure of the Asso-
ciation of American Colieges and the American Association of University Professors, the American
Sociological Association will periodically publish a listing of institutions currently under censure by the
A.AU.P. Individuals are invited to refer to prior issues for such listings and to consult the A.A.U.P.

FEES:
PAYMENT MUST ACCOMPANY LISTINGS
Vacancy listing .. .. $15.00
Applicant listing . . $ 5.00

CONDITIONS:

Applicants and employers are responsible for
the accuracy and completeness of their listings.
The ASA reserves the right to edit or exclude all
items. Please type the listing (double spaced)
and send it with a check for the appropriate
amount to: Employment Bulletin, The American
Sociological Association, 1722 N Street, N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20036.

Anonymity will be preserved except where
specific permission is given to reveal names.
Persons listing vacancies or replying to appli-
cant listings should not write to applicants’ em-
ployers without permission.

RESPONSES:

Replies to listings with box numbers should
be individually addressed, stamped, and sent
to the appropriate box number in care of the
American Sociological Association, 1722 N
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036. These
replies will be forwarded, unopened, to the in-
dividuals, institutions, or organizations which
have placed the listings. Responses must be
received in the Executive Office within two
months of the date of publication.

VACANCIES
‘Teaching

University of Maryland. The Department of Socio-
logy. cooperating with the ASA’s policy urging open
listing, announces that it has five positions to fill
for 1973-74, primarily at seniar levels. Highly quali-
fied candidales with publications and actively en-
gaged in research are sought for this developing
and expanding department. Capitalizing on its loca-
tion in the Washington, D.C. area, the department
is interested in building its program in urban sacio-
logy and demography, political sociology, and soci-
ology of education, but appointments are not limit-
ed lo these areas. Write: Edward Dager, Chairman
of the Staff Development Committee, Depariment
of Sociology, Universily of Maryland, College Park,
Maryland 20742,

Fort Hays Kansas State College, Assi
lo teach introductory, methods and stal
psychology,  majority-minority relations;

hdck—
ground in tbeory and social change also desirable;
ABD, near PhD, or PhD; 4 year liberal arts callege

of 5,000; salary $10,875; write: Dr. W. Nevell Razak,
Chairman, Department of Sociology, Fort Hays
Kansas State College, Mays, Kansas 67601; mid-

January, 1973.

Vanderbilt University. Two positions al assistant
professor rank: substantive intere i
phy, the family, social change or social psychology
and micro-social processes; one of the two posi-
tions will he filled by a person with teaching and
research interests and field experience in Lalin
America; PhD and/or puhblications required; mi-
norities and women are encouraged o apply; grad-
uate ;md undergradunale teaching; compensalion:
AAUP “1" range; wrile: Professor Mayer N. Zald,
(Jh.urman Department of Sociology and Anthro-
pology, Box 1811, Station B, Vanderbilt Universily,
Nashville, Tennessee 37235,

University of Tennessee at Chattanooga. Two or
three positions at associate or assistant professor
levels to teach introductory sections plus specialty;
particularly interested in urban sociology, crimi-
nology, deviance, family and theory; PhD with
experience for senior position, PhD for others;
salary compelilive; possible summer leaching; ex-
cellent fringe benefits; write: Dr. Richard G. Thurs-
ton, Chairman, Department of Saciology and An-
thropology, University of Tennessee at Chatta
nooga, Chattanooga, Tennessee 37401; fall, 1973.

Old Dominion University. Teaching and apportuni-
lies for research at assistant or associale prolessor
ronk; methodology and slatistics, urban, crime and
delinquency, and the family; prefer PhD and pub-

lications; nominalions and inquiries invited; salary
open; write: Dr. George M. Stabler, Chairman, De-
partment of Sociclogy, Old Dominion University,
Norfolk, Virginia 23508; September, 1973.

Universiti Sains Malaysia. Senior lecturers and
lecturers in the fields of economics, sociology/
social psychology, social anthropology, and politi-

science; senior lecturers must have PhD from
ablished and recognized university, with
3 experience in research and teaching
at the universily level, together with publications;
salary for senior lecturers $7,932-810,680, depending
upon experience, qualifications, and family circum-
stances; lecturers should have at least an MA with
suitable leaching and research experience; salary
for lecturers $5,964-$9,420, dependent upon experi-
ence, qualifications, and family circumstances;
write: The Regisir Universiti Sains Malaysia,
Minden, Pulau Pinang, Malaysia. The closing dale
of receipt of applications is January 1, 173,

Clarion State College. As
introduction to sociola methodology
cal theory, and any oth, dvanced cou in crim-
inology, formal organizations, demography, and
comparative sociology; PhD with or without pre-
vious leaching experience; approximale salary
range $12,400, negotiable; wrile: Dr. Ngo Dinh Tu,
Chairman, Department of Social Science, Clarion
State College, Clarion, Pennsylvania 16214; spring,
1973

r lo teach
ciologi-

iate profes

The University of North Carolina at Greensboro.
Associate or full professor to teach courses in so-
cial welfare and closely related fields of sociology
and to direct the well-estahlished undergraduate
concenlration in social welfare within the Depart-
ment of Sociology and Anthropology; PhD in socio-
lu),y or social work, and educalion and experience
in both social welfare and s lary de-
pendent upon rank and exper! B
with letter of application; write to: Alvm H. Scaff,
Head, Department of Sociology and Anthropology.
Graham 337A, University of North Carolina at
Greensbora, Greensboro, North Carolina 27412;
position begins August, 1973

University of Redlands. Assistant professor; urban
studies with other areas open, possibly including
methodology, comparative sociology, introduc-
tory; PhD preferred; also, one yvear position in in-
tergroup relations and introductory, possibly meth-
ods; leaching experience preferred; salary for both
dependent on quali tions; small liberal arts
college in Southern California with emphasis on
undergraduate teaching; an equal opportunity em-
ployer; wrile: Nancy Glandon, Sociology Depart-
ment Coordinator, Universily of Redlands, Red-
lands, California 92373; Seplember, 1973.

Snuthem lllmius Ilnwersny

SOCIAL PROBLEMS OF URBAN MAN

Oriented to bridge the gap between theory and practice, Johnson
has grouped theories around two major approaches to social
problems—social deviance and social disorganization—and has

adopted urbanization and technological change as central to the
sources of these problems, regardless of specific patterns and

content.

Commoen themes are provided as the text moves from the sum-
mary of theoretical approaches per se to deal with each of these
two problems sources specifically. Can be used on a one- or two-

semester basis.

CRIME, CORRECTION, AND SOCIETY

Third Edition

Consistent with Johnson's long-held view that theoretical studies
should be relevant to the issues of the day, this edition continues
to strike the proper balance between these two objectives. The
author has thoroughly revised and reorganized his material to
include more recent research findings and criminological liter-
ature, emphasizing intensive questioning of the system of criminal
justice, the distinctions between sociological and individualistic
theories of criminal behavior, and investigation of the correc-
tional institution as a “people-changing organization.”

Both editions will be

ready in early 1973.

Write THE DORSEY PRESS,
HOMEWOOD, ILLINOIS 60430
for your examination copy.

OORSEY

contemporary issues
reliable perspectives

Bowling Green State University. Two openings for
Assistanl professors; one to leach undergraduale
and graduate level theory courses; the other to
teach criminology and delinguency courses; 8 hour
teaching load per quarter on 9 month contract with
possible summer teaching; PhD; salary competitive
and negotiable; write: Dr. Joseph B. Perry, Recruit-
ment Committee, Department of Sociology, Bowling
Green State Universily, Bowling Green, Ohio 43403;
starting date is open.

Princeton University. Assistant professor to leach
on undergraduate and graduate levels with major
interest in one of the following fields: public opin-
ion and communications, mathematical sociology,
ethnomethodology; applicant should have PhD or
strong likelihood of having it by June, 1973; women
and minorities are encouraged to apply; beginning
salary $10,000 to $11,500; write: Chairman, Depart-
ment of Sociology, Princeton University, Princelon,
New Jersey 08540; Septemher, 1973.

Jacksonville University. Professor who holds the
PhD or will receive the degree by fall of 1973; rank
and salary would depend upon education and ex-
perience; an individual with a newly awarded PhD
and no teaching experience could expect the rank
of assislanl professor and a minimum of $9,400 for
10 months; an interesl in urban sociology would be
useful in the University's Urban Studies Program;
wrile: Frederick S. Aldridge, Chairman, Division of
Social Sciences, [acksonville University, Jackson-
ville, Florida 32211.

Princeton University. Assistant professor, major
interest in polilical sociology; teaching on under-
graduate and graduate levels; applicant should have
PhD degree or strong likelihood of having it by
June 1973; beginning salary $10,000 to $11,500; wrile:
Chairman, Department of Sociology, Princeton Uni-
versity, Princelon, New Jersey 08540; September,
1973.

University of Colorado at Colorado Springs. Assis-
tant professor with specialization and competence
in one or more of the following areas: statistics and
research methods, formal organizations, theory or
criminology; PhD or near PhD preferred; salary
dependent upon qualifications; equal opportunity
employer; write: Dr. Barbara Lorch, Chairman,
Department of Sociology, University of Colorado,
Colorado Springs, Colorado 80907.

Eastern Michigan University. Opening for head of
Sociology Department; seasoned scholar-leacher
with administrative ability in department with a
complement of 25 positions offering sociology
major and MA degree, undergraduate program in
social work, and minor in anthropology; send vita
or credentials lo: Selection Committee, Department
of Sociology, Eastern Michigan University, Ypsi-
lanti, Michigan 48197.

Berry College. One full-lime permanent position in
small liberal arts and science college, rank com-
mensurate with training and . experience; share

teaching load in a [lexible situation where the need-
ed areas of expertise include introductory, social
organizalion, social theory, cultural anthropology
and demonstrate interest in team teaching; excel-
lent opportunity for research and involvemenl in
college and local community; PhD or near pre-
ferred; located in esthetically appealing northwest
Georgia; approximately 1 hour northwest of At-
lanta; salary competitive; write: Dr. N. Gordon
Carper, Chairman, Department of Social Science,
Berry College, Mount Berry, Georgia 30149; Sep-
tember, 1973,

University of Pittsburgh. Several posilions al the
rank of assistant professor. Special consideration
will be given lo theoretically and methodologically
skilled sociologists; however, area of special inter-
est is open; write: Chairman, Department of Socio-
logy, University of Piutsburgh, Pittsburgh, Penn-
sylvania 15213.

Wayne State University. Professor or associate pro-
fessor, with specialization in one or more of the
following areas: medical sociology, industrial soci-
ology, social stratification, urban sociology, crimi-
nology; PhD and experience required; will be
actively engaged in research, also leach graduate
and undergraduale courses in area of specializa-
tion; equal opportunily employer; salary competi-
tive; write: Dr. Constantina Sofilios-Rothschild,
Chairman, Personnel Committee, Department of

Sociology, Wayne State Universily, Detroit, Michi-
gan 48202.

State University of New York, Oswego. Assistant or
associale professor with interest and expertise in
to sociology

teaching mass lecture introduction
course, as well as specialily area (s
methods, criminology or penology.
ogy of social welfare, elc.); PhD r(‘q\nr&‘(l
$12,000-814,000, according to experience; write:
David M. H. Richmond, Chairman, Department of
Sociology —Anthropology, SUNY/Oswego. Oswego,
New York 13126; January, 1973.

Ball State University. Assistanl professor to teach
introductory sociology and/or urban sociology,
social psychology; PhD and leaching experience
required; salary $12,650 and up for 10 months;
equal opportunity employer; write: L. E. Hewilt,
Chairman, Department of Sociology, Ball State
Universily, Muncie, Indiana 47306; September, 1973.
Northern Illinois University. Temporary one-
semester and one-year openings, preferably at the
assistant professor level, occasioned by faculty
leaves in a 32-person graduate and undergraduate
department; methodologisls, experimental social
psychologists, and deviancy specialists prel
but most other specialists except for sociologi
religion can be considered; PhD required; 60 miles
from Chicago; salary and other condilions competi-
tive; equal opportunity employer; write: S. Freder-
ick Seymour, Chairman, Department of Sociology,
Northern Illinois University, DeKalb, Illinois 60115;
area code 815-753-0365; January or Augusl, 1973.
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(VACANCIES, Con’t.)

Lakehead University. Two positions at the senior
level: teaching and research in areas of theory,
religion, organizations, family, social movements,
Canadian society, also to aid in developmenl of
graduate program; PhD with experience and publi-
cations; a public university in "Northwestern
Ontario on shores of Lake Superior; salary range
dependent upon rank and experience; September,
1973. Write: Dr. C. L. French, Chairman, Dept. of
Sociology, Lakehead Universily, Thunder Bay, "P"',
Ont,, Canada.

V 129 Assistant or associate professor to leach
three courses per semester, ordinarily only two
preparations, with optional summer teaching; two
of tbese five areas: ethnic relations, cultural sociol-
ogy, research and statistics, social psychology, so-
cial wellare; possible liaison with Office for Mi-
nority Students; PhD in sociology: located in upper
Midwest, SMSA of 150.000 persons; compelitive sal-
ary and fringe benefits; women and minorities are
encouraged to apply; summer or fall, 1973,

V 130 Three associate or assistant professors
needed to teach social psychology, methods,
theory, deviance, and principles; regional campus
of Midwestern university; excellent salaries with
oplional summer teaching or funded research;
PhD's with considerable undergraduate teaching
experience preferred; summer or fall, 1973,

RESEARCH

Ohio State University. Associate to full professor to
become director of the Lalin American Studies Pro-
gram; position involves a 50% commitment to the
Department of Sociology (one course per quarter)
and a 50% administrative commitment to the Latin
American Sludies Program; candidate must possess
a PhD in saociology and a research inlerest in South
America, especially Brazil; salary dependent upon
training and experience, equal opportunity em-
ployer; write: Edward C. McDonagh, Chairman,
Department of Sociology, Ohio Stale University,
Columbus, Ohio 43210; September, 1973.

National Science Foundation. The Nalional Science
Foundation, the Federal agency created to advance
the state of science and science education in the
United Slates, has several Science Program Man-
ager positions for advanced-level physical and
social scientists and engineers. These are stimul-
ating and challenging positions invelving the review
and evaluation of research proposals and the ad-
ministration of supporting grants. They are located
in Washington, D.C., have a salary range of $21,960
to 833,260 per annum and attractive fringe benefits.

The vacant positions are located in the Founda-
tion’s Directorate of Research Applications which
is responsible for supporting activities seeking to
increase understanding of social and environmen-
tal problems and their underlying causes, and iden-
tifying opportunities and means for applying sci-
ence and advanced technology for the benefit of
sociely. The scope of the research proposals often
involves the combined efforts of physical, biologi-
cal, engineering, and social scientists, as well as
significant contributions from nonscientists. Candi-
dates should have a PhD or equivalent scientific
training and both research and administrative ex-
perience. In addition to a high degree of competence
in one field of science or technology there should
be a broad awareness of general science and its
applications.

f you are interested in being considered for a
position with the Foundation and believe you have
the requisite background education and experience,
please forward a current resume to the Personnel
Officer, Nalional Science Foundation, 1800 G Street,
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20550.

Abt Associates, Inc. Under contract with the Ex-
perimental Schools Program of the National Insti-
tute of Education, Abt Associales is currently seek-
ing 5 persons experienced in anthropological or
sociological field work for immediate assignment
to a 5-year project studying social and educational
change in American rural communilies. Positions
are available in Craig, Alaska; Constantine, Michi-
gan; New Augusta, Mississippi; Myrtle Creek, Ore-
gon; and Quilcene, Washington. Salaries are highly
compelitive with additional provision being made
for field expenses. Persons interested should send
resumes to: Dr. Roberl E. Herriott, Senior Social
Scienlist, Abt Associates, Inc., 55 Wheeler Streel,
Cambridge, Massachusells 02138,

ADMINISTRATION

St. Joseph’s College. Chairman, Sociology Deparl-
ment, al 4-vear undergraduate Jesuit liberal arts
college. Day and evening programs with total of
250 majors. Terminal degree in field, appropriale
college level teaching experience and administra-
tive ability required. Equal Opporlunity Employer.
Fuller details supplied upon request. Write:Dr.
James E. Dougherty, Executive Vice-President, St.
Joseph’s College, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19131.
Southwest Minnesota State College. President; a
multi-purpose undergraduate institution with 2,400
students; parl of 7 college Minnesota State College
System; fully accredited: new campus. Desirable
qualifications include evidence of highly developed
analytical and problem-solving skills; sophislicated
interpersonal sensitiv ability to provide strong,
effective leadership through consultative decision-
making process; commilment to innovation in
higher education and evidence of an awareness of
new educational trends, ideas, and concepts; and
educational and administrative experience. To as-
sume office: July 1, 1973. Applications from women
and minority persons are welcome. Letters of appli-
cation and nominations should be sent, by Decem-
ber 1, 1972, to: Dr. Garry D. Hays, Vice Chancellor

for Academic Affairs, Minnesota State College Sys-
tem, 407 Capitol Square Building, 550 Cedar Street,
St, Paul, Minnesola 55101.

URBAN STUDIES SPECIALIST

Millersville State College. Urban studies specialist
lo develop program in urban studies; PhD in urhan
studies or a related field as well as some experi-
ence in program development are required; posi-
tion open at associate or assistant professor’s rank;
College. is located near Lancaster, Pennsylvania in
the heart of Pennsylvania Dutch country
setting close Lo eastern metropolitan
open, depending upon qualifications; w
M. K. Hamid. Dean, Social Sciences Division, Mil-
lersville State College, Millersville, Pennsylvania
17551,

APPLICANTS

PhD With Experience

A 290 Research and/or teaching; population stud-
ies, research methods, evaluation of action pro-
grams, others; PhD; AKD; 9 years research and
teaching experience, and residen! consultantship
in Southeast Asia; publications; location open; 33,
married; June, 1973,

A 291 Teaching and/or research; criminology,
methodology, sociology of law; PhD; PBK, NIMH-
NORC Training Fellow: 4 years undergraduate and
graduate teaching experience, research in crimi-
nology and youth studies, study director, several
ongoing projects; publications with several more
submitled and in progress; location open; 28, mar-
ried; June, 1973.

A 292 Teaching and research; family, urban socio-
logy, social change, field methods; PhD; 2 years
research, 8 years teaching experience; 6 articles;
39, married; December, 1972 or later.

A 293 Research and/or leaching; deviance, mass
communications, methodology, theory, program de-
velopment, evaluation; PhD; AKD and other
honors; government and university research and
teaching experience, both undergraduate and grad-
uate, in U.S. and Greal Britain; publications and
thesis supervision; location open: 32, married, 1
child; fall, 1973.

A 294 Teaching and/or research and/or admini-
stration; recent courses: introductory, urban, indus-
trial, complex organizations, social change, research
methods; PhD; 6 fellowships and grants; 18 years
full-time teaching, 6 in graduate programs, 10 years
part-time teaching, Senior Fulbright and other
foreign assignments, 3 chairmanships, research and
consulting contracts with business, government and
non-profit agencies; 1 monograph, contributions to
Readers, journals arlicles; 54, married, 3 children;
earliest summer, 1973.

A 295 Teaching and/or research: complex and
formal organizalions, social change and socio-
economic development, stratificalion and poverty,
community (including rural) development, volun-
tary participation, “evaluation” methodology, in-
troductory, social problems; PhD; Woodrow Wilson
Fellow, NIMH Predoctoral Fellow; 7 years teach-
ing and research, including 3 as half-time member
of applied research institute; published articles in
deviance, political socialization, complex organi-
zations; book in preparation on role of co-ops in
socio-economic development; location open; 36,
married, 2 children; June or September, 1973.

A 296 Research and ing or research admini-
stration in the health care field, interest and experi-
ence in evaluative research of health care services,
administration of research programs; teaching ex-
perience in the areas of medical sociology, method-
ology, and social psychology; PhD; AKD, other
awards, on professional advisory boards, publi-
calions, several in progress; 7 years research and
teaching, developed and presently head social re-
search unit at a major New York Hospital; Greater
New York area, New Jersey, or Connecticut de-
sired; 36, married, children; winter, 1972 or spring,
1973.

A 297 Professor in university or college;
and personality, social psychology,
lems, interdisciplinary approaches in soc
cultural anthropology and comparative sociology;
PhD; fellowships, research grants, elected and ap-
pointed professional posilions; 14 years teaching,
research, administralion; book, articles, research
reports; medium-sized cily or small town; 1 child;
very strong teaching, research, and administrative
credentials; September, 1973,

A 298 Teaching and/or research; occupational
sociology, urban, rural, rural sociology of India,
population studies, family and marriage, stratifi-
cation, theory of structure and change, social an-
thropology, social psychology. social problems and
social organization, South Asia, and industrial soci-
ology; PhD; research assistantship, UNESCO Re-
search Fellowship., Monash Research Scholarship,
and Universily Lecturer; 8 years leaching and re-
search experiences in India and Australia; six re-
search papers published in various academic
journals; location open; 34, married, 2 children;
available immediately.

culture

A 299 Research; 11 years research experience, in-
cluding supervising field interviewing and coding
staff, statistical analysis, research design, and re-
port writing; experience on government and uni-
versity sponsored studies in marriage and family,
emolionally disturbed child, population, urban re-
development; experience with field survey and
experimental laboratory research techniques; BA
in journalism (Phi Beta Kappa), full-time experience
as newspaper reporter and information director;
publications; consider part-time consulting on signi-
ficant research in relevant area; available immedi-
atgly, eastern U.S. only.

P

A 300 Teaching, administration, and/or research
al associale professor level; demography, compara-
tive, social change, development and moderniza-
lion, area studies; comparative, interdisciplinary
approach preferred; PhD; 7 years leaching, 2 years
applied research experience; publications; married;
fall, 1973.

A 301 Teaching and research, possibly chairman at
a university or liberal arts college; methodology,
social psychology, statislics, deviance, others; PhD;
12 years teaching at graduate and undergraduate
levels; considerable research and administrative
experience; 2 books, numerous articles; location
open; 41, married; June or Septemher, 1973.

A 302 Director of evaluative research; research
methodology, social psychology; PhD; 14 vears re-
search experience, currently full professor; books,
articles; available full-time April-August, flexible
availabilily September-March.

A 303 Prolessor and chairman; social interaction
and methodology; PhD; full professor at eastern
university; 3 books, 20 papers.

A 304 Teaching and research; naturalized Euro-
pean sociologist with American degrees and schol-
arly interests seeks relocation from an existing
graduate program; preference for places which em-
phasize teaching; sociology seminars: demography,
urban sociology, sociological theory (classical and
contemporary): interdisciplinary seminars: social
ecology, early social theories; analogous under-
graduate courses; PhD; experienced non-academic
administrator; 5 vears in the field; foreign lan-
guages preferred for preparation: French, German,
Dutch, Spanish; pre- and post-doctoral NSF; pub-
licalions; salubrious climate and intellectual atmos-
phere preferred; interested in evolving graduate
programs; will consider leaching outside lhe con-
tinental U.S.; married; fall, 1973,

A 305 Teaching as professor or visiling lecturer;
rural sociology. cultural anthropology, industrial
sociology, sociology of South Asia (Indian sub-
continent); PhD; 6 years teaching experience at
undergraduate and graduate levels, publicalions,
papers, awards, widely traveled in India; New York
area, New England, Wesl Coas!, or Canada; 39,
married, 1 child; June or Seplember, 1973.

A 306 Research and/or teaching; evaluative re-
search, social indicators in health, medical sociol-
ogy, methodology, attitude measurement; PhD:
PBK, Faculty Fellowship: 2 years research, lectur-
ing: journal publicalions, coauthor of forthcoming
book; location open, bul prefer San Francisco,
Boston, New York, or Los Angeles metropolitan;
28, single; June or September, 1973.

A 307 Teaching; marriage and family, social psy-
chology, small groups; 12 years universily teaching
experience; publications; winter or fall, 1873,

A 308 Teaching: marriage and family. social psy-
chology, small groups: 12 years univ v teaching
experience; publications; winter or fall, 1973.

A 308 Teaching and research: introductory, politi-
cal, social problems, social change, peasant society,
South Asia; PhD: 9 vears teaching and research ex-
perience; articles and other publications; 35, mar-
ried; location open: January, 1973.

A 309 Chairman/professor; marriage and family,
ethnic minorities and race relations, methodology,
specialties flexible; PhD; NSF grant and fellow-
ships; 23 years teaching and administration, 16
years chairman; prefer Middle or South Atlantic,
will consider others; 57, married; June or Seplem-
ber, 1973,

A 310 Teaching or teaching and research; methods,
sociology of religion, urban, family, political; PhD;
5 years universily leaching experience with some
administralive responsihilities; ar reviews;
location open: 33: September, 1973.

A 311 Teaching and/or research. especially inter-
disciplinary work; social psychology, social struc-
ture and personalily, group process and structure;
PhD; NIMH Predoctoral Fellowship, other awards;
9 years universily leaching and research experi-
ence; arlicles, papers; 35, married; fall, 1973.

A 312 Teaching; social and cultural anthropology.
ethnological theory and method, Latin American
culture, world ethnography: PhD; NIMH Fellow-
ship, Wenner Gren Foundalion field grant; 4 years
museum curator, 6 years teaching experience, un-
dergraduate and graduate, 20 months ethnographic
fieldwork, Chiapas, Mexico; 4 journal articles,
monograph in preparation; location open, U.S. or
Canada: special inlerests in program and library
development in anthropology: will altend Ameri-
can Anthropological Association meetings in To-
ronto in late November; fall, 1973.

A 313 Research directorship or teaching/research;
population, family, sexual behavior, program eval-
ualion; PhD; 12 years teaching and research; widely
published; now professor at major universily; ex-
perienced in administration of large-scale research;
44, marriedk June, 1973.

A 314 Teaching and research; fields of dominant
research interest: concepts of the social scie
(methodology of integrated social sciences), social
linguistics, social theory; teaching experience: in-
troductory sociology, classical and contemporary
social theory. stratification, methodology, social
philosophy, interdisciplinary courses; PhD; teach-
ing experience in German and English universilies
and in an American college; several publications;
universities preferred; 32, single: September, 1973.
A 315 Teaching/research; sociology of work [in-
cluding industrial sociology), character and social
structure, social structure and stratification, urban
sociology, minority group problems, American so-
cial institutions, social problems; PhD; Granl
Squires Prize (Columbia University), y College
of New York Fellowship, Who's Who in America;
4 years university teaching, undergraduate and
graduate, 12 years director of research projects, 12
years federal government service, policy-making,
research and administration; major publication by
leading foundation; location open; summer or fall,
1973.

A 316 Teaching generalist with inter-disciplinary
interests preferably in joint sociology-anthropology
situation; social and cultural theory, group and or-
ganizational processes, ethnic relations, family;
PhD+; PBK, fellowships; 10 years leaching, 8 years
social service experience; East or upper South; 46,
married, children.

MA or Near PhD

A 320 Teaching or (eaching and research; religion,
social stratification, social problems, introductory;
MS+: 1 year teaching experience, 20 years experi-
ence in communicalions media, electronic and
print; location open; 45, single; summer or fall, 1973
A 321 Teaching; urban, religion, human ecology,
social stratificalion, juvenile delinquency, intro-
ductory: MA; some limited college teaching experi-
ence; Southern states preferred; 23, single; Decem-
ber, 1972.

A 322 Teaching and research or community pro-
grams opportunities; several introductory courses
including inquiry, also complex organizati
sociology of education; 2 MAs, ABD, disserlation in
progress; awards; 5 years leaching, als al plan-
ning and consulling; applied research reports, Mid-
wesl location; 30, married, 2 children; May, 1973.

A 323 Teaching and research at assistant professor
level: polilical sociology, stratification, race and
ethnic relations, economic sociology, China and
Southeast Asia; MA; NDEA 1V (Chinese language
study), Woodrow Wilson Dissertation Fellowship;
2 years research assistanl, teaching experience at
universily level, presently engaged in field research
in Far Easl; monograph in progre: i 3
milted, paper; location open; married, 1 child; Sep-
tember, 1973.

A 324 Teaching and/or research; complex organi
tions, medical sociology, societal evolution, inter-
disciplinary interesis; PhD by June, 1973; NIMH
Mental Health Trainee; research and 7 years teach-
ing experience; publicalion; South or Southwest
preferred; 84, married, children; summer or fall,
1973

A 325 Teaching, administration, research, or combi-
nation; introduclory, organizations, community-
urban, religion, methods; MA, near PhD, disserta-
tion by January 1973; NDEA and Hill Fellowships;
7 vears teaching, 1 year chairman. 2 vears director
of computer center; publications; location apen;
married, 3 children; January, 1973 or later.

A 326 Teaching with opportunity for rescarch; mili-
tary sociology, social psychology, social control,
deviance, qualilative research methods ({crilical
theory), social movements, stratification, industrial
sociology: MA, PhD expecled late 1972; {ellowships,
honoraries; 3 years university teaching with gradu-
ate seminar experience. natural science background;
urban localion or foreign; 28, married, 1 child; June
or September, 1973,

A 327 Research, wriling, editing and/or teaching:
family, - stratification, methods, social psychology,
population; MA (ABD]; pre-doctoral fellowship: §
vears research, 2 years ediling, 2 years university
teaching; articles; West Coast or Rocky Mountain;
38; January, 1973.

A 328 Teaching and/or researc
statistics, deviance and social is . population/
ecology, social welfare and sol work, social
stralification, other courses in social organization
and social change; dissertation defense in Decem-
her; 10 years teaching experience, 2 years research
director for UCS; location open; 38: June or Sep-
temher, 1973.

A 329 Teaching, assistant professor: introductory,
social institulions, sociology of religion, race and
minorities, social stratification, social change: MA,
ABD; AKD, Safford Fellow; 7 vears teaching experi-
ence; married, 1 child; fall, 1972.

A 330 Teaching and/or research; social change
(theory and measurement), demography (esp. mor-
tality), urban sociology, methodology and statistics,
stratification; MPH, MA, candidate Universily of
Michigan: NSF and Population Council Fellow;
upperclassmen-graduale teaching and 6 years re-
search experience, including survey work abroad;
journal publications and research reports; U.S. or
abroad; will consider 1 or 2 year posilion; 27; Sep-
tember, 1973 or January, 1974.

A 331 Teaching and research; urban studies, polili-
cal sociology., power and stralificalion, social psy-
chology, organizations, deviance, and historical
sociology; MA (ABD); NIMH Fellow and grant
award from Department of Labor for ertatio
3 years teaching experience and 3 vears research;
publications, article and book in process; location
open, but metropolitan area preferred; 35, married,
1 child; September, 1973.

A 332 Teaching or research; introductory, crimi-
nology-correclions-deviance combination, socia!
problems, family, theory, social statistics, social
psychology, and minority relations; MA+, doclor-
ate expected; teaching fellow, AKD, PDK, NSF
National Teaching Fellow; 7 years college leaching,
1 year social science division chairman, now de-
partment head; articles and reviews, papers pre-
sented, research in preparation; prefer Midwest,
will consider others; 33, married; September or
summer, 1973,

A 333 Research and/or teaching; survey design,
administration and analysis, population rese:
(demography); MA pending, PhD in progre:
vears survey research, 1+ vears demographic re-
search, 1 year teaching; New York Metropolilan
Area desired: 41.

A 334 Teaching; religious organizations and pro-
lessionals, social psychology, formal organizations,
statistics, standard introductory courses in theory
and methods; MA, near PhD; regional paper award;
experience in large-scale research project {2 years),
part-time university teaching; 3 non-journal pub-
lications, article pending, others in preparation;
location open; 25, married; September, 1973,

earch methods,
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SOCIOMETRY

A Journal of Research
in Social Psychology

Genuinely interdisciplinary in the pres-
entation of works by both sociologists
and psychologists.

Recenf issues have dealt with:

The Development of Trust and Mistrust in
Mixed-Motive Games

Entrepreneurial Environments and the Emer-
gence of Achievement Motivation in
Adolescent Males

Class, Power, and Alienation

Using Balanced Scales to Control Acqui-
escence

Effects of Sex, Response Order and Expertise
in Conformity: A Dispositional Approach

Status Inconsistency and Self-Evaluation

On Reluctance to Communicate Undesirable
Information: the MUM Effect

Dogmatism Attitudes Towards the Vietnam
War

Evaluations and Expectations for Performance

Scapegoating: An Alternative to Role Dif-
ferentiation

Influence Structures

Discrepant Membership as an Occasion for
Effective Cooperation

$10 for 4 issues $14 for institutions

Special rate o members
of the ASA—$6.00

Order from

THE

AMERICAN SOCIOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION
1722 N Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

The best in sociology
from Houghton Mifflin

SOCIOLOGICAL THEORIES IN PROGRESS, Volume Ii

Joseph Berger, Morris Zelditch, Jr., both of Stanford University, and

Bo Anderson of Michigan State University

410 pages / August 1972

Since the 1966 publication of Sociological Theories in Progress, Volume |, interest has grown
rapidly in the area of theory construction. As in Volume 1, Volume Il represents the work of
active sociologists reporting on their progress in constructing new theories in fourteen original
articles. These two books remain one of very few collections of original sociological theories.

AN INTRODUCTION TO THE
SOCIOLOGY OF LEARNING

Sarane Spence Boocock, University of Southern California

370 pages/ 1972/ $8.95.

Comprehensive in scope, this text provides an evaluation of research work done in the past, a
progress report on work under way, and a set of guidelines for work in the future.

It is organized by social levels, discussing first the characteristics of the individual, then the
structure and dynamics of the school as a social system, and finally the social characteristics
of the school environment.

Especially suitable as an introductory textbook for the sociology of learning course, it should

also be considered for use in any course under the more general heading of educational
sociology.

STATISTICAL REASONING IN SOCIOLOGY — Second Edition

John H. Mueller, Karl F. Schuessler, Indiana University, and
Herbert L. Costner, University of Washington
479 pages/ 1970/ $12.25

ANALYZING SOCIAL DATA: A statistical Orientation

Karl F. Schuessler, Indiana University
476 pages/1971/$15.50

HOUGHTON MIFFLIN

Publisher of The American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language
Boston 02107 / Atlanta30324 / Dallas 75235 / Geneva, |I1.60134 /New York 10036 * / Palo Alto 94304
* Effective March 1, 1973 — Pennington-Hopewell Road, Hopewell, N.J. 08525

%
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in compact,

A\
N

L

versity.

readable accounts
of original, basic research.

This series of 7 under the General Editorship of:
Albert J. Reiss, Jr., Yale University

Additional Monographs to be prepared under the
General Editorship of Sheldon Stryker, Indiana Uni-

ORDER FROM:

THE AMERICAN SOCIOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION
1722 N Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036

Members, $2.75; Non-members, $5.00

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\&\E\\\\\\A SIGNIFICANT NUMBER IN SOCIOLOGY —

% if you are interested

The ASA Rose Monograph Series now offers the following titles:

PATTERNS OF CONTACT WITH RELATIVES
Sheila R. Klatzky, University of Wisconsin

ATTITUDES AND FACILITATION IN THE ATTAINMENT OF STATUS
Ruth M. Gasson, University of Cambridge
Archibald O. Haller, University of Wisconsin
William H. Wewell, University of Wisconsin

BLACK STUDENTS IN PROTEST: A Study of the Origins of the Black Student
Movement
Anthony M. Orum, University of |llinois

LOOKING AHEAD: Seit-Conceptions, Race and Family as Determinants of
Adolescent Orientation to Achievement
Chad Gordon, Rice University

BLACK AND WHITE SELF-ESTEEM: The Urban School Child
Morris Rosenberg, NIMH
Roberta G. Simmons, University of Minnesota

SOCIOECONOMIC BACKGROUND AND EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE
Robert M. Hauser, University of Wisconsin

DEVIANCE, SELVES AND OTHERS
Michael Schwartz, Florida Atlantic University
Sheldon Stryker, Indiana University
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1973 Texts in Sociology from Macmillan

RADICAL PERSPECTIVES
ON SOCIAL PROBLEMS
Readings in Critical Sociology
Second Edition

By Frank Lindenfeld

In this new edition, approximately one-third of the
readings have been changed. A section on “Univer-
sity and Society” has been added and the contents
of “*Politics and Social Change: The New Left” has
been changed completely. The emphasis is, as be-
lore, on the problems .in an advanced industrial
society and on the possibilities and nature of social
change.

1973, approx. 416 pages, paper, prob. $4.95

THE INTERACTIONIST
PERSPECTIVE

Second Edition

Edited by Earl Rubington,

Northeastern University

This reader presents recent work in the rapidly
growing [icld of deviant behavior. Thirteen of the
52 selections are new with this edition. The per-
spective is interactionist, which means that devi-
ance is defined by what people say and do about

persons, situations, acts, or events. The study of

social interaction is not new, but no book in devi-
ance takes this perspective.
1973, approx. 448 pages, paper, prob. $5.50

POWER, RACISM, AND
PRIVILEGE

By William J. Wilson, University of Chicago
1973, approx. 500 pages, paper, prob. $4.95

INTRODUCTION TO
CHICANO STUDIES

A Reader

Edited by Livie Isauro Duran, Washington State
University, and H. Russell Bernard, Schipps
Institute of Oceanography

1973, approx. 512 pages, paper, prob. $5.95

COMPLEX ORGANIZATIONS
A Sociological Perspective

By J. Eugene Haas, University of Colorado, and
Thomas E. Drabek, University of Denver

1973, approx. 416 pages, prob. $10.95

A SOCIOLOGY OF THE
FAMILY

By F. Ivan Nye, Washington State University, and
Felix M. Berardo, University of Florida

1973, approx. 601 pages, prob. $10.95

THE SOCIOLOGY OF YOUTH
Evolution and Revolution

Edited by Harry Silverstein, City College of the
City University of New York

1973, approx. 448 pages, paper, prob. $5.50

HAVE YOU SEEN THESE
OTHER SOCIOLOGY TEXTS?

TECHNOLOGY AND
CULTURE CHANGE

Edited by H. Russell Bernard, Washington State
University, and Pertti J. Pelto, University of
Connecticut

1972, 354 pages, $8.95

READINGS IN POPULATION
Edited by William Peterson, The Ohio State
University

1972, 483 pages, paper, $5.95

COMMUNITIES

A Survey of Theories and
Methods of Research

By Dennis E. Poplin, Texas Technological
University

1972, 313 pages, paper, $7.50

READINGS IN
INTRODUCTORY
SOCIOLOGY

Second Edition

Edited by Dennis H. Wrong, City College of the
City University of New York, and Harry L. Gracey,
Union College, Schenectady

1972, 561 pages, paper, $5.95

SOCIAL SCIENCE

An Introduction to the

Study of Society

Fourth Edition

By Elgin F. Hunt, formerly, Chicago City College
1972, 937 pages, $10.95

STRUCTURED SOCIAL
INEQUALITY

A Reader in Comparative
Social Stratification

Edited by Celia S. Heller, Hunter College of the
City University of New York

1969, 548 pages, $9.50

OTHER RECENT
MACMILLAN TEXTS

SOCIO-CULTURAL
DYNAMICS

An Introduction to

Social Change

By Fancis R. Allen, Florida State University
1971, 396 pages, $9.50

SOCIAL SCIENCE AND
URBAN CRISIS

Introductory Readings

Edited by Victor B. Ficker and Herbert S. Graves,
both, Folk Junior College

1971, 461 pages, paper, $4.95

MASS SOCIETY IN CRISIS
Social Problems and Social
Pathology

Second Edition

Edited by Bernard Rosenberg, John Jay College of
Criminal Justice, the City University of New York;
and F. William Howton, City College of the City
University of New York

1971, 526 pages, $9.50

SOCIAL RESEARCH:
STRATEGY AND TACTICS
Second Edition

By Bernard S. Phillips, Boston University
1971, 398 pages, $9.25

SOCIETY ASIT IS

A Reader

By Glen Gaviglio, Solano College; and David E.
Raye, Hartnell College

1971, 470 pages, paper $4.95

SOCIOLOGICAL THEORY

A Book of Readings

Third Edition

By Lewis A. Coser, State University of New York,
Stony Brook; and Bernard Rosenberg, City College
of the City University of New York

1969, 748 pages, $10.95

CRIME AND DELINQUENCY
A Reader

Edited by Carl A. Bersani, The University of
Akron

1970, 575 pages, paper, $6.50

For further information write to:

THE MACMILLAN COMPANY

Department C
Riverside, New Jersey 08075

In Canada, write to Collier-Macmillan Canada, Ltd., 1125B Leslie Street, Don Mills, Ontario




