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CHAPTER 1
BACKGROUND ORIENTATION AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

This i1s a study of the soclology graduate student. It
is an investigation of thelr beliefs and values concerning
thelr chosen discipline, and how these beliefs and values are
related to the graduate's social milieu., It is an attempﬁ to
delineate what graduate students actually believe concerning
some of the lssues confronting soclology today; and how thelir
conceptions of these issues, and of soclology itself, are
affected by and related to the socizl structures and soclieal
processes in which they find themselves immersed.

The present study has two major objectives. The first
is to empirically investigate what socliology graduate students
actually believe concerning some of the current issues in
sociology. It attempts to examine specific knowledge and
jdeclogies within sociology and to locate and define the beliefs
and values of soclology graduate students relative to these
areas, PFurther, 1t seeks to turn the interest and methods of
soclology upon soclology graduate students themselves and to
examine thelr beliefs and values as a valid goal of the sociolo=-
glcal enterprise,

The second major objective of this study is to examine

the origin and development of the beliefs and values that the



graduate student holds, It attempts to 1lluminate a small part
of the complex socloalization process wlthin which the young
soclologist acquires, rejects, modifies or accepts certain of
the ideologies characteristic of his discipline, To accomplish
this, this study casts the faculty in the role of primary
soclalizer for the graduate student, and the beliefs and values
of the faculty are seen as those most representative or appro-
priate for the professional academic scholar. Following from
this orlentation, it seeks to examine end define specific
comparative areas of bellefs and values among the faculty 1in
order to provide a perspective from which to view and contrast
those of the graduate student.

This study is exploratory in that it attempts to examine
an area heretofore largely unexplored. However, it 1s gulided
by a body of literature and theory familiar to soclologlists,
namely, soclalization theory in the occupational soclalization
process, Thus, although the speclflc beliefs and values of
both graduate students and faculty are, at the outset, undefined;
problematic working hypotheses are formulated which are derived
from existing soclallzation theory as to the sources, processes
and mechanisms which result in the making of the sociologlst.
Particular attention is also pald to situating this study in
the tradition of self-criticism and self-exploration that is
becoming important for the contemporary sociologist. Further,
an effort is made to acquaint the reader with the research that

was influential for thils investigation, while giving emphasis



to that material which pertains to the conceptualization and

formulation of this study's hypotheses;

Toward A Sociology of Soclology

There has been, within recent years, an increasing aware-
hess among soclologlists 1ln the United States of a need fo: a
soclology of socliology. Socioclogists are becoming sensitive
to the fact that they are a part of, and consequently affected
by, the soclal structures and processes they study. There is
a growlng realization that the social mechanisms internal to
the development of sociology and the external influences of
the soclal environment have profound effects upon the philo-
sophlcal and psychological character of the sociologist and
the discipline he represents. The modern socioclogist can no
longer afford to exempt himself from the same close scrutiny
Which he uses to view the rest of soclety.

Although the contemporary call for an increased aware-
ness and critical self-examination appears particularly pro-
nounced, it is by no means unique., It stems from a lengthy
tradition of American sociological self-examination that traces
its history to the early emergence of sociology in the United
States, Albion W. Small in 1915 was already investigating the
preceedlng fifty years of Americsan sociology's struggle for

1

birth and legitimation. Following Small, a number of other

lAlbion W. Small, "Fifty Years of Sociology in the United
States, 1865-1915," Index of Volumes I to LII of The American
Journal of Sociology (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,

1947), pp. 177-269.




soclologists have continued the examination of the hlstorical

course of soclological development.2 Although many of these

men have made significant contributions toward understanding

.the growth and development of sociology as a discipline, it is

not necessary here to review their work. It is important,

though, that we note that the contemporary wave of critical

self-examination that we are about to investigate does stand

in a tradition of institutional self-analysis and evaluation.
Although the sociology of sociology is not an established

subfield within sociology, one may begin with the quotation

printed on the cover of the questionnaire3 used in this study

2Harry E., Barnes, ed., An Introduction to the History of
Sociology (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1948); Howard
Odum, American Sociology (New York: Longmans, Green and Co.,
1951); L. L, Bernard and Jessie Bernard, Origins of American
Soclology, Publication of the American Sociological Soclety,
- 1943, Emory 8. Bogardus, The Development of Social Thought
(New York: Longmans, Green and Co,, 1940); Fioyd N. House,
The Development of Soclology (New York: MeGraw-Hill Book Co.,

1936).

Louis Wirth, "American Scciology, 1915=1947," Index of
Volumes 1 to LII to The American Journal of Sociology, op. cit.,
PP, 273=-281; Edward A, Shils, The Present State of American
Sociology (Glencoe, Ill,: The Free Press, 1948); Talcott Parsons
and Bernard Barber, "Sociology, 1941-46," American Journal of
Sociology, LIII (January, 1948), pp. 245-257; Don HMartindale,
Ihe Nature and Types of Sociological Theory (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin Co., 1960); Roscoe C, Hinkle and Gisela Hinkle, The
Development of Modern Sociology (New York: Random House, 1954),.

3A complete reproduction of the questionnaire used in
this study is contained in Appendix A.



in examinlng the recent interest that some soclal scientists
have displayed for a scoclology of sociology.

Social scientists have been so busy examining the behav-

ior of others that they have largely neglected the study

of their own situation, problems, and behavior... The

hobo and the saleslady have been singled out for close

study, but not the soclal science expert. Soclologlcal

monographs document the problems and performance of the
professional thief and the professional beggar but not
the problems and performance of the professional soclal
scientist, Yet it would seem that clarity might well
begin at home,

Although the above quote was written some 23 years ago,
the detailed data necessary for a minimal understanding of the
social scientist's role in his contemporary context is still
lacking., Perhaps, as Merton suggests, social scientists have
been too prone to view themselves and thelr own work as different
from that of the ordinary "human," and somehow exempt from self-
serutiny., It is only recently that there has been an expanding
attention by soclologists to "assess the connections between
thelr place in the soclial structure and thelr concepts, theories,
and perspectives."s Indeed, it 1s Merton's hope that once social
sclentists have recognized these problems that they "willl assemble
the data needed to appraise the actualities and potentiglities

of their role in relation to broad soclal policy."6 It seems,

uRobert K. Merton, "The Role of Applled Soclal Science
in the Formulation of Pollcy: A Research Memorandum," Philosophy
of Secience, XVI (July, 1949), p. 161.

SRobert K. Merton, Soclal Theory and Soclal Structure
(Glencoe, Il1l.: The Free Press, 1957}, p. 208.

Ibid,



though, that Merton's wish has gone largely unfulfilled. The
necessity for clarity that Merton has expressed in, for example,
the roles that the soclal scientist 1s called upon to perform,
the institutional pressures that are exerted upon him, and the
question of who defines his intellectual problems and under
what conditions does he initiate problems for inquiry, has yet
to be realized.7

In a more recent and promising vein, Merton has examined
the soclial conflicet resulting from different soclological styles
of research. Reginning with the assumption that "patterns of
soclal interaction among soclologists, as among other men of
sclence and learning, affect the changing contours of the dis=-
cipline just as the cultural accumulation of knowledge manifestly
does," Merton assesses the possible results and implications of

internal intellectual conflicts among soclologists.8

He suggests
that many current disagreements among soclologists "are not so
much cognlitive oppositions as contrasting evaluations of the
worth of one and another kind of sociologlical work, They are

bids for support by the social system of sociologists.“9

7Ibid,

8Robert K. Merton, "Socisl Conflict Over Styles of Socio-
logical Work," Transactions of the Fourth World Congress of
Sociology, Vol, III, 1959; Reprint No. 286 of the Bureau of Applied
Social Research, Columbia University, p. 32, quoted in J. T.
Sprehe, "The Climate of Opinion in Soclology: A Study of The
Professional Value and Belief Systems of Sociologists" {(unpublished
Ph.D, dissertation, Dept. of Sociology, Washington University,
1967), p. 11,

9Ivi4.



What Merton has done, and what he is calling upon other
social scientists to do, is to examine and investigate the
soclal scientist as a vallid and necessary unit for socliological
research and analysis., Exemplifying this directive, Gouldner
has questioned the issue of a value-free soclology as a logical
or philosophical problem in Western soclology. Suggesting that
"all the powers of sociology, from Parsons to Lundberg, have
entered into a tacit alliance to bind us to the dogma that,
"Thou shalt not commit a value Jjudgment,' especially a socliolo-
gist," Gouldner proposes:

"to view the bellef in a value-free sociology in the

same manner that soclologists examine any element in

the ideology of any group. This means that we will

look upon the sociologist just as we would any other
occupation, be it the taxicab driver, the nurse, the
coal miner, or the physician. In short, I will look

at the beliefl in a value-free sociology as part of the

ideology of a working group and from the standpoint of

the socioclogy of occupations.lo

Gouldner sees the image of a value=free soclology as
something other than a neat intellectual theorem, accepted
simply because it is true or logically elegant. BRather, he
approaches the value=free cohception from the perspective
that it 1s somehow useful to those who propose it, that is,

somehow serving both personal and institutional needs, He

contends that the value=-free myth enables the American sociol=-

10A1vin W. Gouldner, "Anti-Minotaur: The Myth of a Value-
Free Sociology," reprinted in Maurlce Stein and Arthur Vidiceh,
eds., Sociology on Trial (Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-
Hall, Inc., 1963), p. 36.




oglst to abdicate the role of the societal critic, to remain a
safe distance from the value-laden issues of the contemporary
world, and thereby maintain both the cohesion and autonomy of
the modern university.l1

In a later work, Gouldner has become more exact in out-
lining his own plans for a soclology of soclology:

Some soclal sclentists are interested in studying

Industrial workers; some study physicians; and still

others, drug addlicts and prostitutes. I happen to

be curious about social theorists, They, as the

anthropologist would say, are 'my people." The

ultimate objective is to contribute to an empirically
testable social theory about social theorists, as

part of a sociology of social science,l?

This desire is realized in a more recent study of Gouldner's
in which he attempts to define the character of academic sociol=-
ogy by focusing on functionalism as its dominant theorist.
Gouldner'!s aim, in this latest volume, is to promote the
development of the heightened self-awareness among soclologlsts
which will lead them to ask the same questions about themselves
and thelr own work as they do about the rest of soclety and then
to answer them in the same ways. It is not enough merely to

see people as they see themselves or to see themselves as others

see them, but according to Gouldner, sociologists should 'see

l1p54,, p. 38.

12p1vin W. Gouldner, Enter Plato: Classical Greece and
the Oripgins of Social Theory (New York: Basic Books, Inc.,
1965), pp. 170-171, quoted in Sprehe, p. 13.




themselves as they see other people."l3 Thus, Gouldner would
have soclologists:
cease assuming that there are two distinct breeds of men,
subjects and objects, soclologlsts and laymen, whose be-
havior needs to be viewed in different ways... Above all
this means that we must acquire the ingrained hablt of
viewing our own bellefs as we would those held by others.
It means, for example, that when we are asked why 1t is
that some sociologists believe soclology must be a2 value-
free discivline, we do not simply reply with the logical
argument on its behalf. Socliologists must surrender the
human but elitist assumption that others belleve out of
need whereas they Relieve because of the dictates of
logic and reason.l
In another specific attempt to move towards a soclology
of soclology, Horowltz has attempted to analyze the relationship
between "sociological empiricism as an ldeology, and the pre-
eninence and power of empiricist sociologists."15 Examining
such areass as recrultment practices, educational orientatlons,
status strivings, formns of financial subsidization, and profes-
sionalization, Horowitz suggests that empiriclism is not simply
a sociological methodology but a social ideology that allows
sociology to remain morally unccemmitted and soclally negligent,
Specifically, Horowitz suggests that;
an examination of the concept of soclological neutrality

might begin by devising a quantitative test for distine
guishing the extent to which it is based on indifference

13A1vin W. Gouldner, The Coming Crisis in Western Sociology
(New York: Avon Books, 1970), p. 25.

14

Ibid.,, p. 26,

151rving L., Horowitz, "Establishment Soclology: The Value
of Being Value~Free,!" Inguiry: An Interdisciplinary Journal of
Philosophy and the Soclal Sciences, VI, No. 2 (1963), p. 129.
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to policy problems, desire to achleve a higher sclentific
ranking in the eyes of policy makers, or simply a belief
that non-neutrality might result l1n a loss of position
and professional ranking, Such a study might be extended
to include information on whether ethical and political
neutrality is simply a manifested prose, disgulising a
latent agtipathy or sympathy for certaln movements and
ideals,l
’ Finally, J. T. Sprehe's 1964 study of 3,441 members of
the American Socliological Association provided the first syste=-
matic attempt to study the perceptions of sociologlsts regarding
their discipline.l7 Sprehe's primary objective was to examine
the beliefs and values of sociologists concerning sociology
ltself, and to relate these beliefs and values to the institu-
tional environment of American sociology. In this pursuit,
Sprehe identified ten major themes or areas of investigation.
These included: (1) metaphorical assumptions about the basic
nature of man and society, (2) beliefs about the importance of
pure soclological theory, (3) emphasis placed on scientific
methodology in research, (4) the societal role and social use-
fullness of sociology, (5) beliefs concerning the ideal of value-
freeness in social research and 1ts larger political implications,

(6) opinions about the growing professionalization of American

soclology, (7) the self-image of the socioclogist, (8) feelings

161144., p. 136.

I?Because of the importance of Sprehe's research in the
tradition of soclologlcal self-examination and because the
present study is in a large part a replication or extension of
Sprehe's original research, a rather detailed description of
Sprehe'!s work seems approplate.
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about the prestige criteria operating in the academic wofld,
(9) attitudes toward people and publics, and (10) diagnosis of
the major social problems facing the U, $,18

These ten principle areas of investigation were opera-
tionalized in a questionnaire utilizing 89 items and two soclal
problem indexes designed to measure the degree of solubllity
and the amount of change in structure and values required to
selve soclety's most pressing social problems. Factor analysis
resulted in six usable factors, These six final factors were:
(1) Societal Role, representing a general, diffuse belief that
sociology must be soclally useful, (2) Value-Freeness, examining
the question of ethical neutrality and its socilo=political
ramifications, (3) Pure Soclology, gquestioning the importance
of general soclal theory and whether social theory is the most
important task of the socliologlst (4) Scientific Method and
Prestige Criteria, a mixed factor, involving the emphasis on
quantitative methods and empirical techniques and support forxr
"publish or perish! system within the university, (5) Profes=
sionalization, dealing with the issue of licensing for members
of the sociological profession, adoption of a code of ethics

for sociologists, and restriction of membership within the

18J. T, Sprehe, "The Climate of Opinion in Sociology: A
Study of The Professional Value and Belief Systems of Sociol-
ogists" (unpublished Ph,D, dissertation, Dept. of Sociology,
Washington University, 1967), p. 437.
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A. S. A. to "qualified" professionals, (6) Metaphorical Assumpe
tions, involving belief in the rationalit& of man and the
simplicity of social behavior.l?

Sprehe first ldentified patterns of beliefs and wvalues
concerning individual questionnalire items. He then concentrated
his analysis of data by individual factors and soclal problem
indexes. Exploring‘the relationships between factors, the
principle expectation was that Sclentific Method and Prestige
Criteria, Value=-Freeness, and Professionalization would consti-
tute one set of beliefs and values, with Societal Role opposed
to these. This expectation was generally not confirmed.

Finally, Sprehe explored the relationshlps between certain
‘identifiable patterns of beliefs and values and dominant sociol-
ogists, that is, socioclogists who were in the most important
institutional positions. Sprehe used four measures in defining
these dominant sociologists: (1) whether he had received his
Ph.D. from a prestige department, (2} the size of the university
that he was affiliated with, (3) the amount of research money
he controlled, and (4) whether he was of tenured academic rank,
Although Sprehe was unagble to provide exact statistical tests
of hypotheses, after inspection of the cross-classification
tables it appeared that hypotheses dealing with the relationships

between dominant sociologists and predicted identifiable patterns

121114,

= e
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of beliefs and values generally would not be confirmed, Tenden-
cles to view socioclogy as value=-free, emphasis on sclentific
method, the publish or perish philosophy and the desire for
increased professionélization did appeér to be positively
related to some dominance measures; while the concept of an
activist role for sociologists were negatively related to
others. Yet, on the whole, Sprehe was unable to define any
clear and pervasive pattern of beliefs and values among these
sociologists.20
While clear cut patterns or systems of responses were
not observed, more significant results were obtalned with the
introduction of age as a control variable, Sprehe found that
by controlling for the age of the respondent, definite patterns
of responses could be distinguished between the younger and
older sociologists, Tor example, Sprehe found that the younger
socliocloglist desired an increased involvement of soclology and
soclologists in the problems of society. They saw the value~
free concept as breaking down and unable to survive soclology's
increasing involvement in government, industrial and business
affairs., The younger sociologist also appears to be at odds
with hls older colleagues in his opposition to the licensing
of soclal sclentists, restrictions of membership in the A, S. A.,

and the promulgation of a code of scientific ethics.21

201p14,, p. Wi,

eliyid,, p. 270.
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As a consequence of his analysls, Sprehe has suggested
that a distinetly different type of sociologlst may be emerging
on the American scene. He 1is often coming from prestige univer-
sitles and he is now at the lower academic ranks. He is engag-
ing in the.sociological research that allows him to remain within
the academic status system, while he utilizes the university and
1ts resources as a platform from which to attack society!s social

22

problems, Sprehe concludes:

1t appears to mean that American sociology is moving

toward greater involvement in its society with a greater

degree of sophlistication., It means that there are

differences between the younger and the older sociol-

ogist, Some of the differences can be seen in the

material environment of today's soclal scientlsts,

Others can _be seen in the climate of opinion in

soclology.23

The New Breed of Sociologilist

If Sprehe is correct, then it might be that a new breed
of soclologlist is appearing on the American scene. He differs
from his older colleagues not only in his views concerning
lssues internal to sociology, but also on how these issues
affect the larger soclety of which he is a part. Such interpre=-
tations must be tenuous, for although sociologists in their
twenties may think differently than sociologists in their
fiftles, there 1s no research that shows, what these young

soclologlsts will think when they reach fifty. These apparent

221p14,, p. 468,

231bid., p. 471.
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differences may be more a product of a particular point in the
soclological maturatlon process than a permanent shift in
ldeological orientations,

' Al though Sprehe's research was largely éxploratory in
nature, and though his generalizations and interpretations nmust
be viewed csutiously, his work does suggest an important area
of research that remains relatively unexplored and poorly under-
stood; the beliefs and values of soclology graduate students

and the soclalization process through which these beliefs and
values are acquired, defined, modifled, or rejected., If a

"new breed" of sociologist is appearing on the scene, as Sprehe's
research suggests, then it follows that changes are taking

place in the graduate educational processes that are producing
these young Turks. The crux of the question seems to be, then,
whether or not the established or traditional beliefs and values
of the older faculty are continuing to be successfully trans-
mitted to young sociologists during thelr graduate education.
And, if not, in what respects, and why, do the ideologies of

these neophyte soclologists differ from their older colleagues.

The Need For A Socliology of Sociology
Two recent developments within sociblogy have made an
increased self-awareness necessary. One is the qualitative
changes that have taken place over the last twenty-five years,
and the other is the quantitative growth that has combined with
these qualitative changes to profoundly affect the position in

which sociologist now find themselves.
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Foremost among the gqualitative changes that have occurred
in sociology, is the rapid growth of research and the research
institute., Wilson Record, in examining the bureaucratic struc=-
tures created by these institutes, has criticized.the term "team
fesearch" as synonymous with the loss of creativity to the

bureaucratic comp}.ex.zLF

Accompanying the internal consequences
of such bureaucraticization, 1s the more important question of
external direction and control by the funding agencies that
delineate the areas of the institute's research programs,
Lazarsfeld and Spivak have suggested that institutional
directors are increasingly placed in the position of "research
entrepreneurs," acting as mediators between the academic and
funding organizations., They list important socilological probleams
in which 1ittle research is being conducted simply because they
don't Interest clients that are willing to finance the research.25
Soclologists are increasingly being forced to confront
the question of who allocates how much money and for what pur-

poses that the subsidization of sociology, coupled with the

increasing growth of business interests in the discipline,

24w1150n Record, "Some Heflections on Bureaucratic Trends

in Socicloglecal Research," American Soclological Review, XXV
(June, 1960), pp. 1-414,

25Paul P. Lazarsfeld and Sydney S. Spivak, "Observations
on the Organization of Emperical Soclal Research in the United
States," Reprint No. 351, Bureau of Applied Soclal Research,
Columbia University, 1961, p. 26, as quotes in Sprehe, p. 39.
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ralses important issues, A prime example of this relationship
can be seen in the Institute For Soclal Research at the Univer-
slty of Michigan. The staff of the Institute has grown from
the original group of twelve persons who established the
Institute in 1946 to over three hundred and fifty researchers
as early as 1961, Accompanying this increase in staff, recent
sponsors of the Institute_reads like a Who's Who of business.
Among those that are well represented are chemical, o0il and
refining, communication, public utility, banking and invest-
ment, food and manufacturing, auto, steel, alrecraft and
insurance in addition to foundations and leading federal

26 Less well-represented are labor unions, consumer

agencles,

groups, minority organizatlons, and social service agencies,

or other interests assoclated with specific social problems,
Commenting on this trend toward increasing business

interest 1n soclal science research, Horowltz defines three

particularly disturbing developments. One is the fact that

the selective subsidizationof soclology is increasing at such

a rapid rate., Another is that although research funding is open

to all in theory, it is in fact open only to corporate wealth,

Finally, Horowitz sees the primary interest of sociology shift-

ing from "pure" or academic research to "gpplied" or institu-

tionsgl research.27

26Institute For Social Research, 1946-1961, University
of Michlgan, Ann Arbor, 1962, pp. 35-37.

2?HOTOW1tZ. 134,
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Thls question of the subsidlzatlon and the relationship
between sociology and the powerful corporations and federal
agencies 1s becoming more and more important. One need only

examines the aborted Project CamEIOt.28

or the recent involve-
ment of Michigan State University and the Cehtral Intelligence
‘Agency in connection wlth their work in Viet Nam29 to realize
that the question cannot be postponed. Soclology is a rapidly
changing discipline in a rapidly changing environment, The
question 1s no longer that of "soclology qua science:" That
battle has been won. The question now is more one of the
"sociologist qua scientist." The battle now is 6ne of who
controls the sociologist, of who provides the direction in

which he travels, and ultimately, to whom does the sociologist

owe his allegiance.30

28 1rving L. Horowitz, "The Life and Death of Project

Camelot," Trans-Action, III (November~-December, 1965), p. 3.

zglrving L. Horowitz, "Michigan State and the CIA: A
Dilemma for Social Sclence," Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists,
- XXII (September, 1966), pp. 26-29,

30H0Ward 5. Becker, "Whose Side Are We On?" Social
Problems, 14 (1967), 239-47;: Alvin W. Gouldner, "The Sociolo-
glst as Partisan: Soclology and the Welfare State," American
Sociologist, 3 (1960), pp. 103-116, American Sociologlist, 35
Supplementary Issue, (July, 1971) on "Sociological Research
and Soeclal Policy," especilally the contributions by Mac Rae,

Etylonl, Sibley Glaser, Pettigrew Katy, Cowhig, Heidt, and
FParley,
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The second important development in socleclogy contribut-
ing to increased awareness anad sensitiﬁity to the structure and
forces that mold the soclologlst is the tremendous increase in
the sheer numbers of sociologisfs since VWorld War II. For
example, the number of doctoral degrees granted in sociology
for the three year period 1960-1962 was more than triple the
number granted in the five year period from 1940 to 1945,
Compared with the average increase for the years 1926 through
1939, the 1960 to 1962 period showed an annual increase of 412
per cent in doctoral degrees'granted in sociology. Finally,
the membership of the A, S. A. approached nine thousand by the
end of 1965, compared with less than one thousand in 1939.31

Clearly, there has been a large lncrease in the number
of soclologists in the U. S. More significant for this study,
though, is the question of whether there has been a concommitant
dispersion of influence among the increasing numbers of sociol~
ogists or whether a relatively small number at prestige depart-
ments retained a disproportionate influence within the disci-
pline. An examination of the institutional affiliation of the
editorial staff of the American Sociological Review for the
period 1963 through 1965 reveal particularly prominent influences

of five of the most prestigilous departments (Berkely, Harvard,

31Robert E. L. Faris, et al., "Report of the Committee
on Organizational Relatlionships," The American Sociologist, 1
(November, 1965), p. 5, as gquoted 1In Sprehe, p. 30,
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Columbia, Chicago, and Michigan). In addition to the editor
and the book review editor, there were twenty-two associate
editors. Of these twenty-four individuals, eight (35%) were
on the faculties of the Big Five schools and seventeen (77%)
were graduates of the Big Five., This reveals a total of
elghteen (82%) of the editorial staff of soclology's "Establish-
ment" Jjournal with the highest prestige and supposedly the
highest quality and most unblased selection process weré elther
graduates or faculty members of the Big Five schools.32

This is not to imply that there is a conspiracy or
deliberate attempt to limit editorial participation to Big
Flve departments, The data does suggest, though, that some
faculty are over-represented among the editorial staff of at
least the American Sociological Review. Ffom this, it is not
surprising to find that these schools are also over-represented
in the propbrtion of publicatlons they contribute to the
A, S. R. Vanderer, in his study of academic origins of contri-
butors to the A. S. R., found that between the years of 1920-
1961 Chicago, Columbia, Harvard and Michigan issued ,2823 5f
all doctorates in soclology. While these four schools contri-
buted .2823 of all doctorates through 1961, the average propor-
tlonal contribution to the A, S. R. 1955-1965 was ., k4045,

Wanderer also notes that:

3Don H. Shamblin, "Prestige and the Soclological Establishe
ment," The American Sociologist, 5 (May, 1970), p. 155.
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while the number of schools lssueing doctorates is

Increasing thus decreasing the contribution of the

top four ranking schools to the doctorate pool, the

actual proportion contribution by these four schools

to publications in A. S. R. is slightly increasing.33

A number of previous studles have shown that scientists
at the major universities are more likely to be highly productive
and more likely to recelve recognition than those at minor

4 This suggests that universities at different

universities.3
levels of academlic stratification provide different environ-
ments for scientific research. Crané, in her study of produc-
tivity and prestige, found that graduates of major universities
were more likely to be highly productive than graduates of
minor unlversities; and that having attended a major graduate
school had more effect on a scientists later production than
current location at a major university.35 Crane suggests that

at least one reason for the higher productivity of graduates of

major universities is that:

33Jules J. Wanderer, "Academic Origins of Contributors
to the American Sociological Review, 1955-56," The American
Sociologist, 1 (November, 1966), p. 243.

34Joseph Ben David, "Scientific Productivity and Academic
Organization in Nineteeth Century Medicine," in Bernard BRarber
and Walter Hirsch, (eds.), The Sociolozy of Science (New York:
The Free Press of Glencoe, 1962), pp. 305=328; Donald C. Pelz,
"Some Soclal Factors Related to Performance in a Research
Organization," in Barber and Hirsch, 156~369,

35Diana Crane, "Sclentists at Major and Minor Universities:
A Study of Productivity and Recognition,'" American Socliological
Review XXX (October, 1965), p. 713.
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the graduates of minor universities were tralned by less
prestigious and presumably less productive sponsors and
therefore were less likely to have become involved in a
productive research area or to have an appropiate model
of the optimal way to proceed in developing a research
program, More-over, scientists who had not developed a
strong research interest in graduate school seemed to
depend heavily on the research opportunities and intel-
lectual stimulation avallable in their academic setting,
and the minor university ofgered less of both resources
than the major university.3
Crane's study suggests that these prestigious departments
affect production by providing a setting that not only offers
opportunities for research, but provides greater encouragement
and stimulation for research activity. This would have important
implicatlions for those students who received thelr "occupational
socialization" in these departments. Not only would the more
productive sclentists at the prestige departments be likely to
transmit the approplate skills and techniques of their discipline
to their students, but they would also be likely to provide the
value orientations that both encouraged and supported research
actlvities. Crane's research confirmed this by indicating that
students who had prestlglous sponsors were indeed more likely
to be productive, and that even at the more prestigious depart-
ments an unprestigious sponsor was unlikely to produce productive
scientists. Crane concludes:
the training of a scientist may be regarded as an
increasingly selective process in which most of the

best students are channeled into the best graduate
schools and, in turn, the best of these are selected

36114 4.
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for training by the top scientists., This highest

selected group becomes the next generation's most

productive scientists, most frequently chosen for

positions at major universities, 37

Although Crane did not directly investigate soclology,
her research does suggest that in spite of the growing numbers
of sociologists, a relatively small group at the most presti-
glous universities could exert a disproportionate influence
within the discipline. By their proliffic publishing and
research activities and through the effective tralning and
motivation of their own graduate students for similar work,

they might maintain a substantial influence within the disci-

Pline,

The Academic Socialization Process

Important among research of the acédemic milieu is
Newcomb's study of undergraduate girls at Bennington College,
Vermont, Newcomb, identified a distinct pattern of political
and economic attitudes that changes from more conservative to
less conservative among the Bennington girls with increasing
years in college., The tab1e38 on the following page shows
that as students advance from freshmen to seniors they display
less conservative or more liberal political and economic
attitudes, Newcomb stresses a number of important points

throughout his research. First, is that at Bennington College

38Theodore 11, Newcomb, Personality and Social Change
(New York: Dryden Press, 1943)7 p. 23.
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MEAN SCORES, P, E. P. SCALE

Class Fall Fall Fall Spring Fall Spring
Entered 1935 1936 1937 1938 19138 1939

1932 65,8

1933 68,6 60.1

1934 66.5 62,3 58.9 5399

1935 74,5 68.5 64,1 63,7 63.2 62.7

1936 75%. 5 T2, 3 69.1 68,4 68.5

1937 71.9 70.6 69.6 70.0

1938 75.9 72.8

has an unusually high degree of integration between students
and faculty. This would seem to indicate a more conducive
environment for the increased influence or the successful
functioning of the socialization process between faculty and
students. Second, P, E. P, scores tended to remain constant
among former Bennington students; the longer the time spent
at Bennington, the lower the P, E. P. scores of former students.
These two observations would seem to suggest both the strength
of the socialization process in a university setting, and the
importance of the time element in that process.39
Newcomb's research suggests a process of progressive
sociallzation of undergraduates into values and value orienta-
tions that are quite different from those of the home environ-

ment., It indicates the relative significance or success of this

soclalization process by the continuance of liberalism among

P1via., p. 77.
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the Bennington graduates. Newcomb, 1s not able to distinguish
the relative strength of influence of peer groups &as opposed to
faculty, thus, 1t is unclear from which sources the socializa-
tion process is directed or from what sources the less conserva=-
tive value orientations are derived, Newcomb does suggest that:
the somewhat unusual degree of "llberalization" which
occurs there is to be traced, originally at least, to
faculty attitudes, Thls is true not so much in the
sense that there was deliberate intent to "liberallze"
student attitudes as in the sense that faculty were
concerﬁgd to make students aware of thelr contemporary
world,
Although, Newcomb is unable to distinguish the role of the
faculty in these attitude changes as clearly as one might hope,
he does establish the importance of the academic community or
university milieu as a conduclive setting in which an effective
socialization process can and does take place.41
Jacob summarlzes a number of investigations of attitude
change among students and suggests that such liberal attitudes
as Newcomb discovered are largely a myth., Jacob argues that
any such liberalizing effect should more properly beAseen as
an increased flexibllity or openness, Jacob also suggests that
while most of the campus studies correspond to the increasing
uniformity of value orientations with pfogressive schooling, it
is the informal organization of the campus which most strongly

influences the socialization process and produces these changes,

uoIbid.. 175.

“I1pig., po. 155-156.
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Jacob, falls to provide any clear distinctions as to the relative
sources or strengths of the socializatlon process found in the
informal campus organization., He suggests, instead, that a

"look at whole colleges rather than just a selection of courses,
or other educational influences in 1solation; reveals that some-
times a combination of factors can produce a distinctive institu-

tional atmosphere; a 'climate of values! in which students are

declsively influenced."42

Becker and Greer's investigation of medical students more
significantly identifies sources of influence on students. In
describing the faculty influence over the medical student’s
conception of the field of medical knowledge, they note the
particularly prominent role the faculty occupy:

The freshmen are... disillusioned when the faculty tells
them in a wvariety of ways that there is more to medicine
then they can possibly learn... The majority decide that
since they can't learn it all, they must select fronm
among all the facts presented to them those they will
attenpt to learn. There are two ways of making this
selection., On the one hand, the student can decide on
the basis of hils own uninformed notions about the nature
of medical practice... On the other hand, the student
can declde that the important thing is to pass his
examinations and, therefore, that the important facts

are those which are likely to be asked on an examination...
after a few tests have been taken, the student makes

"what the faculty wants" the chlef basis of his selection,
for he now has a better i1dea of what this is and also

has become aware that it is possible to fall examinations
and that he therefore must learn the expectations of the
faculty if he wishes to stay in school... In becoming

42Ph111p E. Jacob, Changing Values in College (New York:
Harper and Brothers, 1957)., The subsequent material is taken
from chapter ii, "Value-Outcomes of a College Education,”
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test-wise, the students begin to develop systems £or
discovering the faculty wishes and learning them, %3
Becker and Carper's analysis of the development of an

ldentification with an occupation attempts to describe the
soclalization forces at work in the occupation socialization
process on campus, They suggest that the ways in which indivi-
duals participate in organized groups of various kinds affect
thelr experience and self-image, and thls later influences thelr
identification with particular occupations. The important
participation groups among graduate students are the informal
peer group, the relationships with professors and the formal
acadenic structures of the university. Becker and Carper argue
that within the constraints of the school situation the graduate
has:
the opportunity to observe his professors making use of
these skills., He acquires them and the interests they
presupvose and so becomes assoclated in the eyes of
others with the particular work identity they symbolicze.
Since his future depends in part on how others identify
him, he is pushed in the direction of assuming the
identity that goes with his new interests and skills in
order that he may satisfactorlily meet the expectations
of others in the work world., This kind of identifica-
tion process occcurs most strongly when techniques are
highly speclialized and there is opportunity to see

professors using them and where the graduate prograﬁ
keeps interests clearly pointed in one direction,.. b

43Howard S. Becker and Blanch Greer, "The Fate of Idealisn
in Medical School," American Sociological Review, XXIII (1958),

P 55

uuﬂoward 3, Becker and James W. Carper, "The Development
of Identification With An Occupation," American Journal of
Sociology, LXI (January, 1956), p. 297.
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Becker and Carper further suggests that an additional

important source of influence that contributes to the success
of the occupational soclalization process comes from the
expectations of "others" outside the academic environment.
They warn of viewing the socialization process exclusively in
terms of the academlc setting while ignoring the fact that it
constitutes only one part of the individual's total environ-
ment. It is important for one to remember that while this
study concentrates on the socialization process in graduate
school primarily in terms of the parameters of the academic
environment, these parameters are by no means all-inclusive,
Te lgnore the influence of parents, friends, snd other groups
found outside the university setting upon the socialization
pProcess occuring within it, would indicate a narrow deter-
ministic view. Thus, it is important to remember that even
while concentrating on graduate student socialization in the
academic environment, thils by no means includes all the variables
that play a part in that socialization process.

| Becker and Carper go 6n to define the mechanisms involved
in the "acquisition of ideology" which operates to produce
commitments to these occupational titles. While again stressing
the outside influences that affect occupational ideologles, they
note that in terms of the academic environment, acquisition of

certain beliefs and values:

appears to be closely related to participation in informal
student groups and, secondly, to classroom and informal

participation with teachers, It comes into operation when
the person begins to raise questions, or have them raised
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for him, about the worth of the activity he is engaged

in, when he asks himself why he is doing this rather

than something else, He looks for answers, finds then

in the developed professional ideology he becomes aware

of interactlion with older students and professors, and

takes them over for his own use, Thus armed, he is able

to say why one should be interested 1n his field rather

than oﬁhers and why it is the best of all possible per-

suits, 5

Gottlieb's study of the soclallizatlon process in graduate
schools suggests a more prominent influence for the faculty.
He found that research or a research orientation was emphasized
in every graduate department he investigated. Hypothesizing
that the graduate faculty would be an important source of values
and role models in encouraging a research orientation, Gottlieb
found that about half of his student sample who changed career
orientations changed toward an interest in research as opposed
to about 30 per cent who changed toward en interest in teaching.
In addition, he found that students who were enrolled in depart-
ments which emphasized only research were even more likely to
change their orientatlions toward research than students who
were in departments that did not exclusively emphasise research.
The influence of the faculty members was further demonstrated
when it was shown that 1f the students had received a direct
personal communication from one or more faculty members, which

could be construed as an encouragement toward research, he then

Was even more llkely to change hls value orientations in favor
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of research.46

While Gottlieb found that a high degree of interpersonal
contact with faculty was conducive to career change, it would
not predict the direction of that change. Gottlieb d4id find,
though, that high integration of students with faculty did
predict opportunities to discuss career plans and to recelve
encouragement, both of which would predict change an& dlrection
of change. In the light of these results, Gottlieb proposed
the existence of both a formal and informal system of occupa-
tional socialization within graduate schools:

The formal system ls the mechanlism of classes and guidance
conferences, the type of formal contact with the faculty
that 1s not based on friendship but on the role prescrip-
tion of the teacher and the student, respectively. The
informgl system is built around personal friendships that
develop between students and faculty members. At least
part of the interaction associated with such friendships
must be directed toward Jjob opportunitlies, but not neces-
sarily any substantial part of it, for those who are
highly integrated with the faculty do not change in a
predictable manner. OQur view of the data 1s that formal
dlscussion and classroom lnspiration is more likely to
result in a change of career plans than continued informal
interaction with the faculty. This would also help
explalin the fact that persons who have been in research
departments a relatively long time, and who know a large
proportion of the faculty do not tend to change in the
direction of research, and even claim that they have not
had sufficient opportunity to discuss career plans in
greater proportlon than persons who have been in the
department less time and know fewer of the faculty.%7

uéDavid Gottlieb, "Processes of Socialigzation in the
American Graduate School" (unpublished Ph.D., dissertation,
Dept. of Sociology, University of Chicago, 1960), p. 172.

Y 1pi4., 174,
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Summary

These general studles give a mixed picture of the academlc
and occupational socializatlion process., They suggest that the
academic setting 1s indeed a center for post-adolescent social-
1zation; that the university environment is where students often
Internalize the norms and values of thelr educational milieu;
and that these values tend to remain after the student leaves
the university community. But they also suggest that the
sources of these values and beliefs, and the pressure for
conformity, can be identified with a number of areas. For
example, in the development of an identification with an occupa-
tlon, family, friends, and teachers, all play the part of
significant others in the soclalization process, For the
graduate student, while these sources must not be overlooked
as significant reference groups, it has been suggested that
the academic peer group and the faculty might be cast as the

most influential significant others.
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CHAPTER II

THEQRETICAL ORIENTATION AND PRESENTATION OF HYPOTHESES
The need for a continuing self-examination and analysis

of the soclologist and his discipline has been established.
‘But continued research into the graduate socialization process
1s needed, This chapter presents the specific conceptuallza-
tion employed by this study, and defines the hypotheses formu-

lated for the present investigation.

Conceptual Framework
Adult socialization refers to the process of the trans-
mission or inculcation of values and behavior approprlate for

48 Although the concept

adult positions and group membership.
of soclialization has for a long time been part of the sociolo-
glcal tradition, most of the socialization research has focused
on child socialization. 1In fact, the term socialization has
often come to refer to the process whereby the child learns
the roles, attitudes, and behavior appropriate for a productive
member of socliety:
Socialization refers to the problem which is old and
pervasive in human life... the problem of how to rear

chilldren so that they will become adﬁguate adult members
of the society to which they belong.

. l"?‘Irvi.ng Rosow, "Forms and Functions eof Adult Sociallza-
tion," Soeial Forces, 44 (September, 1965), p. 43,

ugIrvins L. Child, "Soclalization," in Gardner Lindzey,
(ed ), Handbook of Social Psychology (Cambridge: Addison Wesley

Publishing Company, inc., 1958), p. 655.
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The present research of the graduate scclialization process,
though, assumes a broader conceptualization of socialization; one
that emphasises, and is more applicable for, the study of later
developments in personality structure.

Soclalization... refers to the learning of social roles.

In i1ts application to medical students, soclalization

refers to the process through which he develops his

professional self, with its characterlstic values,

attitudes, knowledge, and skills, fusing these into a

more or less consistent set of dispositions which govern

his behavior in a wide variety of professional (and
extraprofessional) situations, Socialization takes

place primarily through soclal interactlion with people

who are significant for the individual... in the medical

school, probably with faculty members above most others,
but also with fellow students, with the complement of
assoclated personnel (nurses, technicians, case workers,
ete,), and with patients,50

Soclalization conceptualized in this manner emphasises
the modiflication of the self through contact with significant
others, For the graduate student, these significant others
most probably consist of members of the faculty; since 1t is
through the faculty that much of the knowledge, orlentations
and values characteristic of the sociological discipline are
transferred. The faculty also serve as the closest and most
clearly defined role models, if not for the later professional
career, then at least for the standards of behavior, values
and bellefs most appropriate for the graduate student's academic

milieu,

Soaobert K. Merton, George Reader and Patricla Kendall

(eds.), The Student Physiclan: Introductory Studies in the
Sociologg of Medical Educatlon (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press' 1 57 ] po 70
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This study will concern itself with the development of
the professional beliefs and values of the socliologist. More
specifically, it examines some of the processes and mechanisms
whereby the graduate student acquires and develops the ecademic
knowledge, orientations and ideologles appropriate for his
profession. In our analysis, the faculty i1s seen in the role
of soclallizer and the graduate student in the role of socializee,
From this perspective, this study explores the relationships
and the influences of the bellefs and values of the faculty on
those of the graduate students, and from this draws inference
and conclusions as to the functioning of the socialization
process through which these dominant values and belliefs are
inculcated or transferred.

Given thls framework, we can view the graduate student
in a state of what Merton terms "anticlipatory socialization,"
He, i1s in the process of "the acquisition of values and orienta=-
tions found in statuses and groups in which one is not yet
engaged but which one 1s likely to enter."51 Much of this
soclalization occurs In the context of formal course work and
academic preparation; but much also is, as Merton suggests,
"{mplicit, unwitting, and informal." Since a significant part
of the graduate student's acquisition of values and beliefs

are lmplicit, unwitting, and informal, precise definition and

51Merton. Soclal Theory..., 384.
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measurement is difficult. Many of the beliefs and values
characteristic of sociology are not clearly specified; their
Presentation is not ldentified with any particular time or
Place during the academic experience such as in the classroom
or during personal interaction with faculty members. Rather,
the graduate student more likely, as Merton suggests, "responds
to the cues in behavioral situations, more or less unwittingly
draws lmplications from these for future role-behavior, and
thus becomes oriented toward a status he does not yet occupy."sz
Due to these subtly imbued values and value orientations, and
because the graduate most likely does not, as Merton notes,
"expressly codify the values and role requirements he is learn-
ing;">3 1t 1s difficult to define or predict the exact time
sequence involved in the acquisition, modification and develop-

ment of these values and orientations,

First Hypothesis

Exact delineation of a time sequence 1s tentative, but
1t does seem that the graduate would follow in a “more or less
continuous,.., sequence of stages and associates roles," each
with characteristic bellefs and values, As the graduate moves
through these stages, he becomes increasingly oriented toward
his prospective occupation and those beliefs and values appropriate

to his future roles, In a sense, these beliefs and values are

521v14., 385,

531b14,
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cumulative in that as the student moves through the graduate
process, he continues to acquire and develop those belliefs and
values appropriate for his future status,.

Defining years of graduate study as a majlor indication
of movement into and exposure to the scoclalization process of
Professional socliclogists, we would expect that first year
graduates would display the most dissimilar beliefs and values
when compared with those of the faculty, while each proceeding
year of graduate student would display beliefs and values
progressively more simllar to those of the faculty. This
sequence would undoubtedly be inaxact due to such factors as
dropouts, varying departmental and faculty expectations, and
individual student characteristics such as intelligence and
commitment, Nonetheless, one would expect a pattern of similarity
of values and belliefs to exist between the more adﬁanced students
and the faculty, while expecting the greatest degree of dis-
simllarity to exlst between the belliefs and values of the
faculty and those of the beginning students.

Formulating our first hypothesis, we would expect (1) as
graduate students progress through the graduate educational
process, their beliefs and values will become progressively

more similar to beliefs and values of the faculty.

Second Hypothesils

Given hypothesis one, the gquestion arises as to inter-
vening variables which might affeét or influence this process,
Based on the previous examination of the literature on both

occupational and academic socialization process, both integra-
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tion and prestige appear as important factors that require
examination, Gottlieb found that the degree of integration
of graduate student with faculty was an important factor
influencing the sociallization process. He suggested that the
more highly integrated the soclallizee is with the soclalizer
the more susceptible he was in the socialization process, This
was based on results indicating that highly integrated graduate
students were more likely to choose occupational preferences
most favored by the faculty. Based on Gottlieb's research, we
might expect significant differences between the beliefs and
values of highly integrated and lowly integrated graduate
students, with the beliefs and values of low integration graduate
students being the most dissimilar to those of the faculty.
This study's second hypothesis states that (2) there
will be significant differences between the bellefs and values
of high and low integration graduate students, with the beliefs
and values of low integration graduate students showing the

greatest dissimilarity to those of the faculty.

Third Hypothesis

The third major hypothesis of this study was suggested
by both Crane's research of the relatlonship between productivity
end prestige and Sprehe's 1964 investigation of the beliefs and
values of soclologists. Crane, concentrating in the area of
research orientations, found that having attended a prestige
graduate school had a strong effect on a scientist's later

productivity, Crane attributed this increased productivity of
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graduates of prestige departments to the fact that these graduates
were tralned by more productive sponsors which served as role
models for increased research activity. Crane also found that
faculty at the more prestigious universities were more productive
than faculty at less prestigious universities., This was attributed
to both the more substantial research opportunities and greater
intellectual stimulation available at the most ﬁrestigious
universities., Crane's research, though, does not deal directly
with the 1deological orientations of such research, merely that
sclentists elther from or at prestige universities are more
productive than sclentists from or at non-prestige universities,
Although one might expect that the more productive scientists
at prestige departments would show certain distinguishing ideo=-
logical orientations, as for example, an increased emphasis on
rigorous methodology and the publish or perish ethic (examined
in factor 4), or the value-free ethic (examined in factor 2),
Crane's data does not necessarily support such an expectatlon.
Sprehe, dealing directly with the question of whether
significant differences in l1deologles or belliefs and values
would be found at prestige and non-prestige departments, found
that only the value-free ethic seemed to be assoclated with the
more prestigious departments, He was unable to identify any
other bellefs and values that were characteristic of the more
prestigious departments, Thls might be explained by the fact
that the most prestigious universities are among the largest

and would probably have a sizable faculty that represented a
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number of dlvergent view points. These large faculties would
enable both a Parsons and a Homans or a Riesman at Harvard and
a Lazarsfeld and a Mills at Columbia. Thus, we would not expect
the beliefs and values of graduate students at prestige depart-
ments to show greater or lesser differences with those of the
faculty than graduate students and faculty at the less presti-
glous departments.

We would salsoc not expect significant differences in the
substantive sociological belliefs and values of graduate students
at the prestige and non-prestige departments. This could
result from the exposure of non-prestige students to a similarly
wide range of viewpoints held among the non-prestige faculty as
would be held among the prestige faculty. There is also no
research to support the existence of a monolithic or cohesive
system of beliefs and values among‘faculty at non-prestige
universities that would result in differential sociallzatlion
among non-prestige graduates, It might even be that non-prestige
graduates would 222 identify with their own faculty because of
their lack of prestige; but would identify, along with students
at prestige schools, with these prestigious faculty represented
heavily among publications in the professional journals and the
literature in the field. This would further support the expec-
tation that there would be no significant differences between
the substantive beliefs and values of graduate students at
Prestige and non-prestige departments,

Based on these considerations, then, this study's third
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hypothesis states that (3a) there will be no significant dif-
ferences between the bellefs and values of faculty and graduate
students with respect to substantive sociological values and
beliefs contrelling for prestige of department, It is further
hypothesized that (3b) there will also be no significant dif-
ferences in the substantive sociologlcal beliefs and values of

graduate students controlling for prestige of department,
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CHAPTER III
METHODS AND PROCEDURES

The Questionnaire

Data was gathered by means of a pre-tested, partially
structured malled questionnaire, The study was designed as a
partial replication of Sprehe's study. A major section of the
Sprehe questionnaire was used, The original Sprehe question-
nalre contained a total of 89 items which measured opinions and
values with respect to sociology. Factor analysis of these
original 89 items produced 51 highly loaded items which
clustered in six principle factors. The six principle factors
that emerged were: (1) Socletal Role, (2) Value-Freeness, (3)
Pure Soclology, (4) Scientific Method-Prestige Criteria, (5)
Professionalization, and (6) Metaphorical Assumptions. Dis=-
carding those questionnaire items that did not factor success-
fully, Sprehe continued his analysis of data in terms of these
8ix principle factors.

Sectlon I of the questionnalre employed here consists
of 51 highly loading items that Sprehets factor analysis defined,
As shall be seen, the analysis of data is largely based on these
51 items and six factors, The declision to use Sprehe's ltems
and factors was made for the following reasons. First, since
this study's research was based on a sub-sample of Sprehe'!s
original sample, 1t was assumed that results similar to Sprehe's

would have been obtained if factor analysis had actually been
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performed on this study's data, Second, by utilizing Sprehe's
51 highly loading questionnaire items and six factors, direct
comparisons between this study's results and Sprehe's results
could be made, And last, was the need to construet a question=-
naire that would take a minimal amount of time for completion
in order to assure a high rate of return because of the malled
questlionnalres,

Sectlon II of thls study's questionnaire contains a list
of elghteen social problems. In question 57, the respondent
1s asked to choose the three most pressing problems facing the
U. S. today. 1In question 58 and 59, he ls asked to judge the
1ssue of thelr degree of solubility and the amount of change
required to solve them. Section II is similar to Sprehe's
questionnaire except it includes the categorles of Women's
Rights, Pollution, Poverty, War and International Problems,
Crime, and Corporate Monopolies, as possible social problem
selections,

Section III, (questions 60=-63), was designed to elicit
data to compare how faculty and students percelved the similari-
ties between thelr views concerning both the issues raised in
the questionnalre and sociology generally. These four questions
Provided some subjective indicators of how both faculty and
students viewed the similarities or differences in thelr beliefs
and values., Subjective views of similarity would then be
compared to the self-reported measures obtained from the

Opinions and Values section of the questionnaire.
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Section IV, (questions 64 and 65), were based on questions
contained in Gottlieb's study of the socialization ﬁrocess and
occupational choice in graduate school, Gottlieb used these
items as a measure of the degree of integration of graduate
students and faculty. Both in Gottlieb!s study and the present
study, they are essentlially utilized as possible intervening
variables. In this study, it is assumed that the higher the
integration of graduate students with the faculty, the greater
the degree and length of faculty influence and, hence, the more
effective the sociallzation process.

Section V, (questions 66 and 67), was designed to measure
the degree of pressure exerted for conformity to faculty belliefs
and values, It was previously hypothesized that the faculty
would act as soclalizing agents in enforcing conformity to
values and value orientations., If the faculty were pressing
for conformity to certain traditional soclologlical values or
bellefs, then some means of influencing students should be
observed, Questions 66 and 67 attempt to tap the perception
on the part of graduate students of discouragement of unaccept-
able values and negative sanctions or penalties of varying
types upon their success,

Section VI, the census data, was designed for two purposes,
The first was to provide descriptive parameters for this study's
sample population. Minimal background characteristics for the
sample population for purposes of description and to provide a

franework for projections of this study's findings to other
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populations are provided by the census data. Second, this

section provided information for control purposes in the analysis
of data., The varlables necessary to test the three main hypo-
theses of this study were: (1) academic status, i.e. faculty or
graduate, (2) year of graduate study, (3) department of respondent,
and (4) prestige of department. The department of each respondent
was determined by different color coding of questionnaires. The
relative prestige of each department was determined by faculty
rankings of the seven sample departments, Census question 8,
which asks the respondent to rank the seven departments, was
reproduced from the Carter Report where it provided prestige
rankings to the top twenty sociology departments in the United

States.5u

The Sample and Population

This study's population consisted of all faculty members
and graduate students in the six Ph.D. departments of soclology
in the Big Eight:; they were Colorado, Iowa State, Kansas,
Missourl, Nebraska, and Oklahoma State. The two remaining
departments of soclology in the Blg Eight, those at Kansas
State and Oklahoma, were eliminated because they did not offer
a Ph,D. program and would therefore be limited as to the number

of graduate students in the more advanced stages of graduate

5%lan M, Carter, An Assessment of Quality in Graduate

Education (Washington, D. C.: American Council on Education,
1966),
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work, They would also be heterogeneous in a homogenous popu=
lation of Ph.D, degree offering departments,

The six socliology departments from the Big Elght were
selected for two reasons, First, they seemed to offer the best
possibilities of insuring a high rate of qﬁestionnaire return.
This was because faculty members at KSU had personal contacts
with faculty members in each of the sample departments.

Second, the six Blg Eight departments represented a
relatively homogenous population in respect to size, prestige,
and geographic loecation., Since no one department could provide
enough respondents to test the proposed hypotheses, it was
necessary to obtain a composite sample that was as homogenous
as possible. This would allow generalizafion about our sample
population to be made with a minlmization-of the possiblliity
that one or more "extreme® departmengs might be unduly influencing
the results,

The gquestionnalres were malled out in bulk form to faculty
contacts with the request that they be distributed to all faculty
and graduate students 1n that department., Stapled to each
questionnalre was a printed, self-addressed, busiﬁess reply
envelope so that the respondents could return the completed
questionnaires individually. Table 1 provides both the total
number of full and part-time faculty and graduates at each
department, Table 1 also provides the number and percentage
of respondents for faculty and students for each department

and the total number and percentage for faculty and student
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respondents relative to the entire sample.

Table 1 shows a return rate of 72 per cent for faculty
members and 51 per cent for graduate students, The somewhat
lower return rate for graduate students may reflect, in part,
the relatively large number of part-time students in each
department that might have less opportunity or interest in
conpleting the questionnaire; If only full-time graduate
students are included in computing the return rate, the response
population is increased to 61 per cent. Table 1 indicates a
total response rate of combined faculty and students of 56 per
cent, but computed for faculty and only full-time students, a
slgnificantly larger 64 per cent return rate results.,

This return rate of 56 per cent or 64 per cent, depend-
ing on which base sample is chosen, compares favorably with the
59 per cent return in Strauss and Ralnwater's study of chemists,55
or Rlesman's 55 per cent return in his re-study of the effects
of the Academic Mind interviews.56 Sprehe, in his study of the
A. 8. A,, recelved a somewhat low return rate of 50.9 per cent.

This study's generally favorable return rate was probably enhanced

by the personal contact which faculty at KSU had with faculty

55Anse1m L. Strauss and Lee Ralnwater, The Professionsal
Sclentists: A Study of American Chemists (Chicago: Aldine Publish-
ing Co., 1962, as quoted in Sprehe, p. 166.

56Dav1d Rlesman, "Some Observations on the Interviewing
in the Teacher Apprehension Study," in Paul F. Lazarsfeld and
Wagner Thielens, Jr., The Academic Mind: Social Sclentists in
a Time of Crises (Glencoe, 1ll.: The Free Press, 1958), D. 269,




members in each sample department. This can be seen in the
extremely high rate of return from both faculty and graduates
at Nebraska, which is the department where this student's
major professor recelved his Ph.D. The attempt to keep the
questionnalre as brief as possible also seems to have had a

beneficial influence on the return rate,

Methods of Data Analysis

The results of the questionnalre items are presented in
Appendix B, The 8 sixth year, 4 seventh year, 1 eight year,
and 1 nineth year student respondents are collapsed into the
sixth year plus category. DBecsuse many of the possible soeizal
problem items were not chosen or chosen very rarely, only
results for those social problems selected by at least 10 per
cent of the respondents are included. Data analysis within
the text of the thesis further collapses the slxth year plus
and fifth year student category into a fourth year plus student
category. This is to provide a large enough N for statistical
analysis,

Data is presented in two forms, First, by percentage
analysis of individual gquestionnaire ltems and second, by the
six factors which Sprehe's factor analysis.defined. Factor
analysis has been used in a number of ways. PFirst, factor
gnalysis has been appllied to data in order to define the best
measure of a variable when two or more indices are avallable,
For example, if a Tresearcher has a number of indices of political

radicalism, factor analysis can define which index is the best
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measure of that variable, Second, factor analysis has been
used as a method for reducing the number of variables or
dimensions when a large amount of data is involved. Third,

a factor analysis has been used as an indicator of "econstructs"
in finding fundamental and meaningful dimensions in a multi-
variate domain.57 The present study uses factor analysis in

thlis third manner.

Beliefs and Values

This study examines the beliefs and values which faculty
and graduate students hold relative to sociology. One defini-
tion of a belief system teken from Rokeach 1s that "the belief
system 1s concelved to represent all the bellefs, sets, expecta-
tions, or hypotheses, conscious and unconsclous, that a person
at a given time accepts as true of the world he lives 1n."58
Rokeach'!s definition is somewhat broad for the purposes of this
study. Much more appropriate for this research is Sprehe's
limitations of Rokeach's definition to soclologist!s beliefs as
related to sociology as a science, academlc discipline, and
occupation, Sprehe conceptualizes the professional values and

belief systems of soclologists as occupational ldeologiles,

This study focuses exploration of socioclogist!s belief systems

5?Sprehe. 171.

SBMelton Rokeach, The Open and Clozed Mind (New York:
Basic Books, Inc., 1960), p. 33, &s quoted in Sprehe, p. 45.
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or occupational 1deologies in five principle areas; basic assump=-
tions concerning the nature of man and society, assessments of
the problems and prospects of organized soclology, dlagnosis

of urgent soclal problems, the research styles preferred by
different socloleogists, and the percelved relevance of soclology
to soclety.

These areas of focus are operationalized into six hypothe-
tical constructs by Sprehe's use of factor analysis, A hypothe-
tical construct "involves terms which are not wholly reducible
to empirical terms; they refer to processes or entitles that
are not directly observable, (althcugh they need not in principle
be unobservable); the mathematical expression of them cannot be
formed simply by a sultable grouping of terms in a direct empir-
ical equation."59 and they can be measured by any number of
statements or questionnalre items, In operationallzing these
concepts, though, one 1s forced to restrict the number of measure=-
ments to some practical limit, Thus, each hypothetical construct
or conceptuallzation of one of the six principle areas of bellef
systems under investigation consists of a finlte number of
questionnaire items seen as operationalizing that particular
concept. These six operationalizations of belief systems are
viewed as s1x principle variables with the assumption that these

variables possessed an underlying unity in the values and bellefs

59Kenneth Mac Corquodale and Paul E, Meehl, "Hypothetical
Constructs and Intervening Variasbles," in Herbert Fiegl and May
Brodbeck, Readings in the Philosophy of Science (New York:

Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inec., 1953), P. ., as quoted in
Sprehe, p. 54,
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systems of the respondents. This assumption of unity for these
six variables or the assumptlon that they are unitary variables
was confirmed through Sprehe's use of factor analysis,

To summarize, six principle areas of belief systems are
investigated by conceptuallzing these areas as hypothetical
constructs. These hypothetical constructs are then operation-
alized by a finite number of questionnaire items that were
determined to be unified around each hypothetical construct
through the use of factor analysis,

Operationalized in this manner, each respondent received
a "score" on each factor that was determined from his responses
on a seven point Likert scale for each questionnalre item. A
respondent who by "strongly agreeing" or scoring all 7's on
sach item of a particular factor could be sald to have "scored
highly" on that particular factor. By both the nature of the
individual questionnaire items that went to make up that factor
and by the cumulative nature of that factor, a respondent's
high score waé interpreted or defined as strohg agreement on
particular issues, ideologies, or value systems, The factor
scores for individual respondents from faculty and graduate
students were then ordered in a freguency distribution and
exsmined and analylzed for a general description or character-
ization of the particular group's value systems relatlive to
the six areas of factor investigation., All responses on the
geven point Likert scale for each questionnalre item that went

to make up a particular factor were directly summed. Some
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facto:s contained questionnalre item scores which were reversed
in recording, that is, in order to score "high" on some factors,
a respondent would need to "strongly agree" on some items and
"strongly disagreeY on others. Those items to which the respondent
was required to disagree with were merely recorded in reverse.
The entire distribution of factor scores for both faculty and
graduates were then divided into quartiles. Thus, comparisons
can be made by actual respondent frequency, that is, the number
of respondents from each group that score in that particular
quartile; the percentage that frequency represents relative to
the total number of respondents from that group; and the per-
centage of resgpondents from each group that scored "low" or
"high'", 1.e. scored in the first two or last two quartiles

respectively.

Chi Square and Coefficlent of Contingency

The chl square and coefficient of contingency statistlcal
analysis were enployed as measures of statistlcal significance.
As stated in hypothesis 1, we expect that a process of progres-
sive socialization 1s occuring within graduate departments, and
that with progressive graduate education the values and belliefs
of graduates will become increasingly similar to those of the
socializing faculty. Based on this hypothesis, we would expect
the largest differences between the values of beginning graduate
students and faculty with smaller and smaller differences as the
years of graduate education increase. This effect would be

represented by significant chl square values between faculty
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and beginning graduates, and non-significant chl square values
between faculty and the more advanced graduates, Stated in
terms of the null hypothesis, we would say that no difference
between faculty bellefs and values and graduate student's
beliefs and values exist, To substantiate hypothesis 1, we
would expect to be able to re)ect the null hypothesis for
beginning graduate students while accepting the null hypothesis
for the more advanced students. To substantiate hypothesis 2,
exemining the effect of integration on the soclalization on
process, we would expect to be able to reject the null hypo-
thesis for a comparison of the beliefs and values of high and
low integration students. Finally, for hypothesis 3a, concern-
ing the effect of prestige on socializatlon, we would expect

to accept the null hypothesis for a comparison of the bellefs
and values between students and faculty at prestige and non-
prestige departments; and for hypothesis 3b, for graduate

students at prestige and non-prestige departments,



54
CHAPTER 1V
RESULTS

Introduction

The results of this study's questionnalire are presented
in Appendix B in elther frequencies or percentages or both,
depending on which method is most appropriate. From Appendix B
the reader may get an extensive and exact view of both the
responses to individual questionnaire items and the parameters
or characteristics of the sample population, It should be
noted that not all data collected and included in this study
was intended to be used in the present énalysis. Particular
guestionnaire and census items were included for exploratory
purposes and analysis at a future date. Only that data which
1s the most significant for the present analysis of hypotheses

will be discussed.

The Evidence of Soclalizatlon

Item 66, dealing with the question of how students would
perceive faculty response to challenges of established or tradi=
tional sociological beliefs and ideologies, and item 67, dealing
with student perception of the effect on theilr success if they
often expressed disagreement over general issues in socliology:
provide a measure of the existence and degree of pressure being
exerted by the faculty for conformity of values and bellefs
among students., Indeed, 1f it was found that a progressive

convergence of values between faculty and students suggested a
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strong process of soclalization, it might be argued that such
a convergence was merely the result of a process of free cholce
of values among students, If it could be established that a
considerable amount of pressure for conformity was being exerted
by the faculty, though, the explanation of a convergence of
values as the result of free cholce would be a less tenable one.

The results of questions 66 and 67 are represented in
Table 2 which collapses 1=-3 responses on the Likert scale into
tencourage" and "positive effect” respectively, collapses 5=
responses into "discourage" and "negative effect" respectlively,
and reports 4 responses as "uncertain," Table 2 shows that Lo
per cent of all students perceived encouragement to challenge
established or traditional sociologlcal bellefs and ldeologles,
while 46 per cent percelved discouragement. Looking at individual
years of graduate study, there is a general increase in percep-
tion of encouragement from first’year to fourth year plus,
although second year students seem slightly (34%) less encouraged
than first year students (39%). Looking at the discourage
category, we find a general pattern emerging with second and
first year students perceiving the greatest discouragement and
fourth year plus and third year students percelving the least
discouragement.

The responses to question 67 is also shown in Table 2,
This data reveals some confusing patterns of responses concern-
ing the perceived effect of disagreement over general lssues
in soclology on the student's success, Flrst year students

perceive the least positive effect, while second and third
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TABLE 2

PERCEPTIONS OF ENCOURAGEMENT AND SUCCESS

66. Generally, how would the faculty in your department
respond to challenges by graduate students of establlished
or traditional soclological bellefs and ideologies?

Stuéiits 1st. yr, 2nd, yr. 3rd., yr. 4th, +
Encourage 4g 39% 34% 424 Lég
Uncertain ’ 14% 14% 11% 19% 13%
Discourage L6 b7 54% 39% h1%
(N) (171) (43) (53) (36) (39)

67. What type of effect on your success in your present
department would there be if you often expressed dis-
agreement with faculty members over general issues in

soclology?
All
Students 1st. yr. 2nd, yr. 3rd, yr. 4th, +

Positive

Effect 15% 9% 17% 17% 13%
No Effect 16% 16% 13% 14% 15%
Negative '

Effect 69% 75% 70% 69% 73%

(N) (172) (44) (53) (35) (40)
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year students percelved the largest positive effect. Fourth
year plus students show a small drop in perception of positive
effect and fall between first, and second and third year
students, The same pattern is seen in the negative effect
category with first and fourth year plus students perceiving
the greatest negative effect and second and third year students
perceiving the least negative effect.

The interesting aspects of questions 66 and 67 are that
whereas 40 per cent of all students perceived encouragement to
challenge established or traditional soclologlcal beliefs and
1deologies, only 15 per cent perceilved a positive effect on
their success 1f they often expressed dlsagreement with faculty
over general issues in socliology. These results show that
while students percelve some encouragement to éhallenge estab=
lished ideologles, they perceive much less encouragement to
express disagreement with faculty members., Thus, it would seem
that graduaste students might recelve encouragement to challenge
certain established ldeologlies, as 1dng as these challenges did
not mean that they were disagreeing with or challenging faculty
members personally. Questions 66 and 67 emphasise that a clear
dichotomy exlsts between graduate student challenges of estab-
lished or traditional beliefs and values in sociology, which
are encouraged among some students, and challenges or disagree-
ment with faculty, which receive much less encouragement and
are generally perceived as producing negative effects on the

student'!s suecess,
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Questions 60-63 were designed to provide a measure of
the amount of agreement perceived by faculty and graduate
students concerning their beliefs and values, The results
are presented in Table 3, which collaepses 1l=3 responses into
"agree," 5«7 into "disagree," and 4 responses are reported
as "uncertaln", From Table 3, questions 60 and 62, it can be
seen that whereas 59 per cent of the faculty characterlize
their values and bellefs concerning socliology generally as
agreeing with those of their students, only 42 per cent of
all students see such agreement, There is a somewhat confuse
ing pattern of perception among different years of students
With fourth plus and first year students percelving the greatest
amount of agreement and third and second year students perceiv-
ing the least amount of agreement. One possible interpretation
of this pattern is that first year students enter graduate
school with a general perception of agreement between thelr
beliefs and values and those of the faculty. During the second
year they realize that thelr beliefs and valués are not, in
fact, as close to those of the faculty as they first thought.
During the remaining years of graduate school, they become
progressively socialized into the beliefs and values of the
faculty and their perception of agreement gradually increases,

Question 61 and 63 show that 40 percent of the faculty
percelve agreement on specific issues raised in this gquestion-
nalre, as compared to 37 per cent among all students., It is

interesting to note a pattern of generally increased perception
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TABLE 3a

PERCEPTION OF CORRESPONDENCE OF GENERAL BELIEFS AND VALUES

Faculty Members Only

60, How would you characterize the direction and degree of
correspondence between your bellefs and values concern=
ing soclology generslly and those of the graduate students
in your department?

Agree 59%
Uncertain 17%
Disagree 24%
(N)  (75)
Graduate Students Only

62, How would you characterize the direction and degree of
correspondence between your beliefs and values concern-
ing soclology generally and those of the faculty in your

department?
Stugéits 1st. yr. 2nd. yr. 3rd. yr. kth. yr.
Agree h2% u7% 30% % 56%
Uncertain 16% 19% 21% 14% 7%
Disagree 429 35% Log LEed 37%

(N) (172) (43) (53) (35) (41)
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TABLE 3b

PERCEPTION OF CORRESPONDENCE OF SPECIFIC BELIEFS AND VALUES

Faculty Members Only

61. How would you characterize the direction and degree of
correspondence between your beliefs and values concern=-
ing the specific issues raised in this guestionnaire, and
those of the graduate students in your department?

Agree 4%
Uncertain 29%
Disagree 131%

(x) (75)
Graduate Students Only

63. How would you characterlze the direction and degree of
correspondence between your beliefs and values concern=-
ing the specific issues raised in this questionnaire, and
those of the faculty in your department?

All ‘

Grads, 1st. yr. 2nd, yr, 3rd. yr. 4th. +
Agree 37% % 30% 43% Loz
Uncertain 22% 36% 19% 14% 20%
Disagree g 33% 51% L33 3114

L) I (169) (k2) (53) (35) (39)
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of agreement between progressive years of graduate students and
faculty concerning the specific 1ssues raised in this question-
naire., This is seen in 31 per cent of first year students
perceiving agreement with faculty on specific issues raised

in this questionnaire, while 43 per cent of third year and 49

per cent of fourth year plus students percelve such agreement,

Results by Factors
Data in this section is presented in two ways. Flrst,
through anelysis by factors using chi square and coefflcient
of contingency, and second, by percentage distributions of both
faculty (F) and all students (G) for each of the items that

comprise the factors.,

Factor 1: Societal Role

As indicated in Table 4, factor 1 deals with the question
of whether or not soclologlists should assume the role of intel-
lectual critic of soclety. Factor 1 examines whether scclolo-
glsts feel they have any general obligations to soclety and
whether such obligations lie principally in understanding or in
taking a more activist role in soclety and with the applicaticn
of soclologlical knowledge and the dichotomy between pure and
applied soclology. Soclology's potential usefullness and the
soclologist'!s own feelings about applylng his knowledge are
also examined,

A respondent would be said to have a low score on factor

1 to the extent that he agreed with items 13, 46, 8, 50, 54,
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TABLE 4

FACTOR 1: SOCIETAL ROLE

Iten 4 %
Agree Uncertain Disagree N.R,

6. The sociologist contrib-

utes to the welfare of socl-

ety mainly by providing an F. W4 14 45 1
understanding of social pro- G, 36 12 51 2
cesses, not through ldeas

for changing these.

8. Soclology should try to

structure social institu- F, 48 18 34 b |
tions so as to maximize the G. 50 17 31 2
satisfaction of individual

needs,

9. Sociology for its own - F. 27 10 65

sake 15 good enough; it G. 16 4 79 2

need not be applied.

13. The sociologist, like
any other intellectual,

has the right and duty to F. 90 5 b 1
¢riticize contemporary G, 94 4 1 i |
soclety.

19. The soclologlst has

an obligation to help

society in something of F. 43 13 41 4
the same way in which the G. 54 15 31

doctor is obliged to help

his patient,

20, Social science can aid

both in achieving soclety's F, 81 5 14 1
goals and in defining those G. 79 6 15 1
goals,

21, If I had more time, I

would prefer to address

myself to the solutlion of F. 40 18 39 4
the dally problems of G. 60 14 26

ordinary peobple.
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TABLE 4 -«= Continued

Item % % 4
Agree Uncertain Disagree N.R.

36. The problems of modern

society are so complex that F, 62 11 27 1
only planned change can be G. 64 13 24
expected to solve them,

38. Philosophers have

interpreted the world; the F. Eg 27 36 1
point, however, is to G. 18 39 1l
change it,

45, It 1s more important

for a soclel sclentist to ,

understand social problems F. 44 19 36 1
than to do what he can to G. 37 15 6 l
cure them,

46. One part of the soci=-

ologist's role is to be a F. 81 9 9 1
eritic of contemporary G, 81 7 12
soclety.

47. Unless soclology can at

some point be relevant to

the 1ives of ordinary F, 62 10 26 1
people, it is soclally G, 72 6 22 1
useless,

50. One of the basic pur=

poses of soclology is to F. 58 9 33 1
help individuals cope with G. 55 18 27

life in a complex soclety.

53. The sociologlist should

not only think about com-

municating to his profes- F. 84 10 7

silonal colleagues but he G. 91 5 3 2
should also attempt to

speak to a wider public,

54, One of the social func-

tions of soclology 1is to

strive to increase the F, 64 14 19 L
effectiveness of social G, 60 13 26 1

instltutions.

NOTE: N.R. stands for
No Response
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47, 53, 36, 20, 21, and 19, and disagreed with items 9, 45,
and 6, Such a respondent would be considered to have a high
activist conception of the role of sociology 1n soclety. He
would also see the sociologist as a critic of soclety, and as
being actively involved in curing societies problems. Summary
data are presented in Table 5.

Table 5 shows that whereas 4] per cent of the faculty
score high activist, 55 per cent of second year and 54 per
cent of first year students, score high activist, This suggests
a somewhat more activist conception of sociology and the
sociologist among these graduates, Third and fourth year plus
graduates slso have higher activist scores than the faculty
with 44 per cent and 47 per cent scoring in the first two
quartiles respectively. In testing our first hypothesis of
progressive socialization, we would expect the more advanced
graduates to have more similar views to those of the faculty
while the beginning graduates would display the least simllar,
This would be indicated by non-significant chl square values
between the faculty and advanced graduates and significant chil
square values between the faculty and beginning graduates,

This pattern is generally confirmed by Table 5. Fourth
year plus students show a non-significant chi square value
while third and second year students show significant chl square
values (P< .01). PFirst year students show a chi square value
significant only at the .30 level, lower than might be expected

from hypothesis one, If we examine the percentages of students
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TABLE 5: FACTOR 1
x%=23.98, 12d4f, P< .05

C= .37
Factor Score Quartiles
How
1 2 3 4 Totals
FACULTY T 'y | 59
F 10 23 23 24 80
R 13 29. 29 30 101%
4th year plus students T 47 53
X%=1.56, 3df, P< .70 P 9 13 10 15 47
C= .15 R 19 28 21 32 100%
3rd year students 3 Ly 56
X%=14,71, 3df, P<.01 F 15 3 14 9 1
C= .45 R 37 7 3 22 100%
2nd year students T 55 45
X%=12.48, 3af, P<.01 P 22 10 13 13 58
C= .38 R 38 17 22 22 99%
1st year students T 54 46
X2=4,23, 3df, P<.30 F 12 14 13 9 48
= ,23 R 25 29 27 19 100%
Column 68 63 73 70 274
Totals (24.8%) (22,.9%) (26,6%) (25.5%)(99.8%)

NOTE: 'T' stands for the first two and last two guartile per-
centages, 'P! stands for the actu row frequencles, 1R!?
stands for the row percentages, X< and C values are computed
for faculty and each year of graduate category. X and C in
table heading are computed for entire table. A low score on
factor 1 indicates a activist conception of the role of soclo-
logy in society,.
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scoring low, though, we see that the 54 per cent of first year
students scoring high activist is almost exactly the same as
the percentage of second year students (55%) who score high
activist, There seems to be a break, then, with only 44 per
cent of third year students and 47 per cent of fourth year
Plus students scoring high activist, percentage distributions
that more closely approach those of the faculty. Evaluating
both percentége distributions and chi square value, we would

generally confirm our first hypothesis for factor 1.

Factor 2: Value-Freeness

Factor 2, Value=Freeness, examines whether soclologists
think of themselves and their peers as adhering to the princirple
of ethical neutrality or value-freeness. It asks whether
applied sociology necessarily involves bias and if soclologists
should be value-free in dealing with funding agencies, The
issue of whether soclology would remaln value-free as its
findings become more useful to various publics. and if increas=-
ing financial support for soclology would result in the disci-
Pline backing of the status quo is glso raised. Finally, factor
2 asks whether soclological theory reflects a conservative
position and if a growing emphasis on methodology deverts
soclologlsts from the study of soclety.

A respondent would be sald to have a low score to the
extent he agreed with items 2, 11, 12, 16, 17, 34, 35, 39, 4,
42, and 44 shown in Table 7. A low score on factor 2 would

indlcate a strong conception of soclology as not being value-
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TABLE 6

FACTOR 2: VALUE~FREENESS

Item 4 4
Agree Uncertain Disagree N,R.

2, Soclologists do not

really keep separate their P, 62 15 23
personal experience and G, 72 9 18 2
thelr professional work.

11, Most soclologists merely
Pay 1lip service to the ideal

of being value«free in thelr F. 71 8 21 3
work, and are not really G, 83 8 9 1
value-free,

12, Emphasis on methodology

too often diverts socioclo=-

gists from a study of soclety F. 44 6 46 4
to the problem of how to G. 68 9 23

study society.

16, The more readily soclo-

logy accepts research funds, F. 38 16 46 .}
the more its value-free G, 47 13 40

ideal will be underminded.

17. The pressure to publish

has usually resulted in a F, 58 13 0 1
flooding of the journals G. 75 10 15

with inferior work.,

34, Many social scientists
are too prone to let founda-

tions and government agencies F. 65 9 26
determine the problems they G. 75 9 15 1
will study.

35. It seems likely that the

more public support sociology

receives, the more politi- F. 47 11 41 1
cally conservative will the G. 62 13 25
discipline becone,
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Item

39. Direct observation and
intuiltive insight are more
fruitful for the sociole-
gist than an emphasis on
rigorous methodology.

41, Much of the current
soclological theory is
taciltly grounded in a
conservative political
ldeology.

42, The subject matter of
soclology mekes it impos-
8ible to separate profesw
sional from non-profes-
slonal values,

4%, Soclology will be un-
able to hold onto its value=-
free ideal in the face of
inereasing public demands
for application of socio=-
logical findings.

NOTE: N.R. stands for
No Response

%

Agree Uncertain

25
b1

;4

20

16
15

15

20
13

A
Disagree N.R.

53 3
35 x
37 1
17 1
Ly

35 1
32 1l
28 2
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TABLE 7: FACTOR 2
%?=39,01, 12df, P< .00l

C= .41
Factor Score Quartiles
Row
1 2 3 4 Totals
FACULTY T 3 66
F 13 14 17 36 80
E 16 18 21 L5 100%
L4th year plus students T 40 60
X?=13,74, 3df, P<.01 F 9 10 21 7
T= 42 R 19 21 45 15 100%
jrd year students T 66 3
X°=11.81, 3af, P<.01 F 14 13 6 8 i
T= .11 R 34 31 15 20 100%
2nd year students T 51 48
x%=14,12, 3df, P<.01 F 18 12 19 9 58
T= .41 R 31 21 33 16 101%
1st year students T 60 40
X°=11.03, 3df, P<.02 F 12 17 10 9 48
= 43 R 25 35 21 19  100%

Column 66 66 73 69 274
Totals (24%) (24%) (26.6%) (25,1%)(99.7%)

NOTE: 'T' stands for the first two and last two gquartile per-
centages, 'F!' stands for the actual row frequencies., 'R!
stands for the row percentages. X2 and C values are computed
for faculty and each year of graduate category. X and C in
table heading are computed for entire table. A low score on
factor 2 indicate a conception of sociology as not being
value-=free,
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free and of belng conservatively oriented. A high score indi-
cates a value-free conception of sociology. From Table 7, we
can see that all students generally show disslimilar views to
those of the faculty. Fourth year plus, third year and second
year students show differences significant at the .01 level,
and first year students show differences significant at the
.02 level. If we examine the percentage distributions, we
see that fourth year students score 60 per cent high value-
freeness as compared to 66 per cent among the faculty. This
indicates that fourth year plus students come the closest to
the faculty in per cent scoring high value-freeness, as would
be expected from hypothesis one. If we examine the quartile
distributions, though, we see that whereas fourth year plus
students score similarily in quartiles one and two, they score
almost exactly oppositely in quartiles three and four; result-
ing in a chl square value significant at the .01 level.

We also do not find a general pattern of convergence
of percentage distributions among the remailning years of students,
While fourth year plus students score a somewhat simllar per-
centage of students high value~free (60%) to those of the
faculty (66%), second year students score the next highest
value-free (48%) with first year (40%) and third year (34%)
following. Because a clear convergence of the beliefs and
values of the more advanced students with those of the faculty
is not indicated by Table 7, hypothesls one is rejected for

factor 2.
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Factor 3: Pure Sociology

The subheading for factor 3.‘Pure Sociology, was intended
to imply a theoretical orientation that is not designed to pro-
duce practical results. This factor was seen as measuring the
emphasls that sociologlsts place on theory and theoretical
enterprises, First, it seeks to determine the importance of
soclological theory as the proper persult of socliology and
something of the personal dispositions of soclologists toward
such work. Second, the matter of synthesizing or codifying
socilological findings was guestioned. Third, the importance
of ingenulity relative to sociologlical theory testing was intro=-
duced. And last, respondents were asked about the contributions
of soclology and the public image 1t deserves,

A respondent would be sald to have & strong orientation
toward pure sociology, to strongly prefer pure soclology, and
to see soclology as deserving of a more favorable public image,
to the extent that he agreed with items 7, 14, 27, 37, 43, 48,
and 55, in Table 8, Such a respondent would be sald to score
low on pure sociology, that 1s, he would be in favor of a
strong theoretical orientation sand a more favorable public
image for soclology.

By examining Table 9, we get a general impression of
greater.preferences or orientations toward pure sociology among
the more advanced graduates., While the faculty score the
greatest amount of respondents low (56%) indicating they most

prefer pure soclology, fourth year plus and third year students
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TABLE 8

FACTOR 3: PURE SOCIOLOGY

Item %
Agree Uncertaln Disagree N.R.

7. I would like to devote

more of my time to the F. Uus 18 gg
development of pure soclo- G. 40 17 2
logical theory.

14, The most important

aspect of any plece of F. 54 16 29 1
research is 1ts contri=- G. 49 8 L
bution to general theory.

27. Ingenuity in designing

tests of theory is the most F. 45 21 34
valuable gquality a sociolo- G. 28 15 24

gist can have.

37. I would like to give

more attention to synthe- F, 54 14 34
sizing systematically the G. 62 15 24

work of other soclologlsts.

43, Soclology today deserves

a more favorable public F, 51 25 23 1l
image than it has, G. 55 23 21 1
48, Considering the extent

of their contribution to F. 46 31 20 3
science and society, soclo- G. &0 30 29 1
logists should be paid more.

55. The major justifica-

tion for any sociological F. 47 16 35 1
endeavor is that it gener- G. 41 11 48

ates soclal theory.

NOTE: N.R. stands for
No Response
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TABLE 9: FACTOR 3
x%=18.16, 12df, P<. .20

az [ ] 29
Factor Score Quartiles
Row
1 2 3 4 Totals
FACULTY T 56 Ll
F 22 213 14 21 80
R 28 29 18 26 101%
4th year plus students T 53 N
x2=1.62, 3df, P<.70 F 16 9 9 13 &7
C= ,15 R 34 19 19 28 100%
3rd year students . 51 1 49
X%=1.5k, 3df, P< .70 F 11 10 11 9
¢= .15 R 27 24 27 22 100%
2nd year students ; 4 4o 60
x%=10.52, 3df, P< .02 F b4 19 18 17 58
= .37 R 9 33 3 29 101%
1st year students m 4l 56
X%=k.09, 3df, P<.30 F 7 14 14 13 48
C= .25 R 15 29 29 27 100%

Column 60 75 66 73 274
Totals  (21.8%) (27.3%) (24.0%)(26.6%)(99.7%)

NOTE: 'T' standg for the flrst two and last two guartile per=
centates, 'F' stands for the actu row frequencles, !'R!
stands for the row percentages, X< and C values are computed
for faculty and each year of graduate category. X and C in
table heading are computed for entire table. A low score on
factor 3 indicates a preference for pure sociology.
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score the next largest amount of respondents low, 53 per cent
and 51 per cent respectively. These similarities are confirmed
by chi square values significant only at the ,70 level. First
year and second year students score smaller amounts of respone
dents low, 44 per cent and 40 per cent respectively, indicat=-
ing they least prefer pure sociology. These relatively larger
differences are indicated by chi square values significant at
the .02 level for second year students, and approaching signl=-
ficance at the ,20 level for flrst year graduates. Table 9
indicates a general pattern of significant differences between
faculty and beginning students with non-significant differences
between the faculty and the more advanced students. Based on

these results, we would confirm our first hypothesis for factor

3.

Factor 4: Sclentific-Method and Prestige Criterila

Factor 4, Scientific~Method and Prestige Criteria, is a
"mixed" factor in that both areas loaded highly on the same
factor. Thls suggests that respondents who scored in a parti-
cular direction on scientific-method also scored in that direc-
tion on prestige criteria, PFrom the questionnaire ltems in
Table 10, we can see that factor 4 examines some of the issues
revolving around the use of sclentific methodology. Basically,
a dichotomy 1s drawn between rigorous mathematical and statis=-
tical methodology, on the one hand, and direct observation,
field research, Ilnventiveness and intuition on the other.

Second, factor 4 examines the pressure to produce scholarly
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TABLE 10

FACTOR 4: SCIENTIPIC-METHOD AND PRESTIGE CRITERIA

Item %
Agree Uncertain Disagree N.R.

1. Judgement of the sclen-
tific worth of a man is

often distorted by appralsal F, ?R 8 21

of the number of his publi- G. 8 5 9 2
cations,

3. Soclology should be as

much allied with the humane F. 58 10 33

ities as with the sclences. G. 66 12 20 2
5. Use of statistics re=-

sults in analyses which are F, 29 36 29 6
better than those of direct G. 21 19 58 2
observation.

10, Significent patterns of

human behavior are too com=

plex to be discovered by F. 35 19 39 5
direct observation but re- G, 23 11 63 3
guire the use of precise

measurements,

12, Emphasis on methodology

too often diverts socliolo=-

glsts from a study of soclety F., 44 6 46 4
to the problem of how to G. 68 9 23

study soclety,

17. The pressure to publish

has usually resulted in a F. 57 13 30 1l
flooding of the journals G. 75 10 15

with inferlor work,

27. Ingenuity in designing

tests of theory is the most F. 45 21 34
valuable quality a sociolo=- G, 28 15 56

gist can have,

31. The best indicator of a

man's professional worth is F, 32 13 56

his professional publlcs- G. 9 7 86

tions,
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Item

36, The problems of modern
soclety are so complex that
only planned change can be
expected to solve them.

39. Direct observation and
intuitive insight are more
frultful for the socilolo-
gist than an emphasis on
rigorous methodology.

53, The sociologist should

not only think about communie

cating to his professional
colleagues but he should
also attempt to speak to a
wider public.

56, Sociologists should
strive harder to write in
a Way that is more widely
understandable,

NOTE: N.R. stands for
No Hesponse

G.

%
Agree Uncertailn
62 11
64 13
25 20
LA 23
84 10
91 5
88 8
85 11

%
Disagree N.BH.

27 1
24

53 3
35 1
7

3 2
m

M
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publications and the system of evaluating personnel on the basis
of their publications., Finally, the combined stress on scien-
tific-method and prestige criteria that characterizes factor &
is accompanied by the propositlons that ingenuity in testing
theory is an important virture, and that soclologists should
strive to speak to a wider publie.

Factor 4 is not as "clean" as some of the other factors
in that it does not measure only one area of values. Neverthe-
less, the declided stress of factor 4 deals with the lssue of
methodology and prestige amoﬁg soclologists, A respondent
would score low on factor 4 to the extent that he agreed with
items 5, 36, 10, 27, and 31, and disagreed with items 1, 53,
56, 39, 17, 12, and 3. Such an individual, would be in favor
of Yhard science! and of the "publish or perish" systen,

From Table 11, we can see a strong confirmatlon of our
first hypothesis for factor 4. We find that 71 per cent of
the faculty score low or in the first two guartiles, indicating
a strong orientation toward hard science and the publish or
perish ethie. There is a gradual reduction in the percentage
of graduates scoring low as we move toward first year graduates,
who score the least amount of respondents low, Because of the
strong pattern of convergence of graduate values toward fhose
of the faculty, we would confirm our first hypothesis for

factor 4,

Factor 5: Professionalization

Factor 5, Professionalization, examines the degree to
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TABLE 11: FACTOR 4
X%=45, 56, 12df, P< .001

C= 44
Factor Score Quartiles
Row
1 2 3 4 Totals
FACULTY 4y 71 29
F 34 23 9 14 80
R 43 29 11 17 100%
4th year plus students T it 49
X%=7.74, 3df, P< .01 P 13 11 14 9 iy
= ,33 R 28 23 30 19 100%
3rd year students Ly 39 61
X%<1k,54, 3df, P<.01 F 6 10 13 12 W
C= .44 R 15 24 32 29 100%
2nd year students i 34 66
x%=23.82, 3df, P<.001 P 7 13 23 15 58
C= ,52 R 12 22 40 26 100%
1st year students T 23 77
X°=29,42, 3df, P< .001 F & 7 16 21 48
T= .60 R 8 15 33 4y 100%
Column 64 64 274

75 71
Totals  (23.3%)(23.3%)(27.3%) (25.9%)(99.8%)

NOTE: 'T' stands for the first two and last two quartile per=-
centages., 'F' stands for the actual row frequencies. 'R!
stands for the row percentages. X2 and C values are computed
for faculty and each year of graduate category. X and C in
table heading are computed for entire table., A low score on
factor 4 indicates a preference for hard science and the pub=
lish or perish ethie.
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which respondents favor or oppose the prcfessionalizatioﬁ of
sociology. There were three basic areas of investigation
explored by factor 5, as indicated by the questionnaire items
in Table 12. First, the setting up of standards for admission
to the officlal organization of sociology ere posed, Second,
the proposal for the establishment of a code of ethics is
examined, Flnally, the guestion of licensing the professional
sociologist 1s raised.

A respondent would be said to score low on Professionali-
zation to the extent he agreed with items &40, 23, 33, and 52,
and disagreed with items 24 and 18, Such a person would be
sald to be in favor of the increased professionalization of
soclology,

From examination of Table 13, we get a somewhat curious
plcture of professionalization., Looking at percentages for the
first two quartiles, we see that 53 per cent of the faculty
score low with a general decrease down to 36 per cent for
second year graduates. When we reach first year graduates we
find a curious increase to 54 per cent scoring low, almost the
exact percentage of faculty that scored low. If we look at
quartile percentages, though, we see that whereas 21 per cent
of the first year graduates scored in guartile one, 30 per cent
of the faculty scored in quartile one. This would indicate
that although first year graduates seem to be in favor of
increased professionalization, they do not favor it to the

degree that the faculty does,
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FACTOR 5: PROFESSIONALIZATION

80

Item

18. The American Sociolo=-

glcal Association is a

learned soclety any any F.
person with minimal quali- G.
fications should be allowed

to join,

23, Some code of ethles for
sociologists should be pro=- P
mulgated and strictly G.
enforced,

24, The notion of ever hava

ing to license applied
sociologlists on the basis of F,.
standardl zed examinations is G,
ridiculous.

33. Once the A. S. A. offi-
clally adopts a code of
ethics, any socloelogist who F.
deliberately viclates the G.
code ought to be dropped

from the A, S. A.

Lo, Soclologists will event=-
ually need to take steps to-
wards the licensing of applied
sociologists, much like F.
psychology has done, G.

52, Sociologists should
take steps to keep un=

qualified persons from F.
belongling to the A. S. A. G.
and calling themselves
soclologlsts,

NOTE: N.R. stands for
No Response

%

Agree Uncertain Disagree

62
52

46
Lol

42
62

33
29

33
35

11

25
15

13

21
27

24

20

21
27

22
16

3

Ll

L6
Ll

33

41

43
36

N.R.

NE
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TABLE 13: FACTOR 5
X%=11.28, 124f, P<.70

C= .21
Factor Score Quartiles
Row
1 2 3 4 Totals
FACULTY i 53 L7
F 24 18 21 17 80
R 30 23 26 21 100%
4th year plus students T 47 53
X%=.55, 3af, P< .95 F 13 9 15 10 47
C= .08 R 28 19 32 21 100%
3rd year students i 39 61
X?=2.24, 3df, P<.70 F 10 6 15 10 ¥
0=,18 R 24 15 37 24 1009
2nd year students T 36 64
X%=4,05, 3df, P<.30 F 11 10 18 19 58
T= .23 R 19 17 31 33 100%
1lst year students i 54 46
X%=2,82, 3df, P<.50 F 10 16 10 12 48
C= .21 R 21 33 21 25 100%

Column 68 59 79 68 274
Totals  (24,85) (21.5%)(28.8%) (24,8%)(99.9%)

NOTE: 'T' stands for the first two and last two quartile per-
centages., 'F! stands for the actu row frequencies, 'R!
stands for the row percentages. X“ and C values are computed
for faculty and each year of graduate category, X and C in
table heading are computed for entire table. A low score
indicates a preference for the increased professionalization
of soclology.
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Although factor 5 deoes suggest greater differences among
values concerning professionalization between beginning graduate
students and faculty than between the more advanced students and
faculty, these differences are not particularly pronounced, Due
to this lack of significant differences between the faculty and

beginning students, we would reject hypothesis, one for, factor 5.

Factor 6: Metaphorical Assumptions

Factor 6, Metaphorical Assumptions, was designed to explore
some of the more basic beliefs and values of soclologists,
Generally, factor 6 examines whether human behavior is basically
simple or complex, and whether there is rationality in human
behavior. Also inecluded in this factor were questions as to
the solving of social problems and the conduct of research.
Although these last two areas seem somewhat unrelated, factor
analysis 1lndicates that the belief in a simplistic and rational
model for human behavior is accompanied by the conviction that
soclal problems work themselves out and that research may be
best conducted as a game,

A respondent would be said to score low on Metaphorical
Assumptions to the extent that he agreed with items 22, 49, 51,
25, and 28, and disagreed with item 4 in Table 14, Such a low
score would indicate a belief in the rationallty of men and
the simplicity of human behavior, with a secondary emphasis on
the self-correction of social problems.

From Table 15, we get a picture of faculty members view-

ing behavior as relatively more non-rational and complex than
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TABLE 14

FACTOR 6: METAPHORICAL ASSUMPTIONS

Item % £ 4
Agree ‘Uncertain Disagree N.BR.

4, Most people think human

behavior is simpler than 1t F. 78 13 9 1
really is, G. 67 12 19 2
22. Men conduct thelr lives

in a more rational manner F. E? 16 45 i
than we often think, G. 1 19 39 1
25. Socloleglcal research

is often best conducted if F. 26 16 57 3
treated as a game. G. 24 19 56 2
28, By-asnd-large, social

problemns tend to correct F. 8 9 84
themselves without planned G. 9 10 81
intervention.,

49, Many soclologists

underestimate the impor- F. 25 26 47 1
tance of rationality in G. 37 24 39 1
human life,

51. Most people think

human behavior is more P, 6 19 73 1
complex than it really 1is. G. 19 13 65 2

NOTE: N.,R., stands for
No Response
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TABLE 15: FACTOR 6
x%=28.17, 12d4f, p<.01
t= .35

Factor Score Quartiles

Row
1 2 3 4 Totals
FACULTY o 33 67
F 13 13 24 30 80
R 16 16 30 38 100%
4th year plus students T 43 57
X%=2.17, 3daf, P<.50 F 10 10 9 18 4o
C= .18 R 21 21 19 38 99%
3rd year students T 49 51
X%=9.80, 3df, P< .02 F 3 17 10 11 n
C= .37 R 7 i 24 27 99%
2nd year students T 57 43
X°=10.65, 3df, P<.02 F 23 10 12 13 58
C= .37 R 40 17 21 22 100%
1st year students T L6 54
x%=2,73, 3df, P<.50 F 13 9 14 15 48
= .19 R 27 19 23 31 100%

Column 62 59 66 87 274
Totals  (22,6%) (21.5%)(24,0%)(31.7%)(99.8%)

NOTE: 'T' stands for the flrst two and last two quartile per-
centages, 'F' stands for the actual row frequencies. 'R!?
stands for the row percentages, X2 and C values are computed
for faculty and each year of graduate category. X and C in
table heading are computed for entire table. A low score
indicates a belief in the rationality of men and the simplicity
of human behavior,
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graduate students., Factor 6, though, presents a somewhat curious
pattern of beliefs among students, We find non=significant chi
square values for fourth year plus students and significant chi
square values for third and second year students, a pattern
which hypothesls one would predict., But we find a non-signifi=-
cant value for first year students, which is opposite to our
first hypothesis.

Table 15 seems to indicate more of a dichotomy between
student and faculty views than a pattern of similarity between
faculty and advanced students and differences between faculty
and beginning graduate students. Although a pattern of progres=
sively greater differences between the faculty and fourth plus,
third and second year students does seem to be indicated, this
pattern does not hold for first year students., Due te this
fallure of first year gradustes to show significant differences
between thelr values concerning metaphoricael assumptions and

those of the faculty, hypothesis one 1s rejected for factor 6.

Exploratory ltems

The exploratory items found in Table 16 were included
because they were related to some of the broader issues that
this study attempted to exsmine, and because they were of
special personal interest to the author. They did not load
highly on any one of the previous six factors and are then-
selves not necessarily related to each other. They are pri-
marily presented to provide a general picture of faculty and

graduate positions relative to the nature of each individual
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TABLE 16

EXPLORATORY ITEMS

Item %
Agree Uncertaln Disagree N.R.

15. As teachers, sociolo-
gists may express their F. 73 18 9 1
personal values to students G. 79 10 11

26, It is understandable that
those who do the most and

best research should have F. 47 15 Lo 1
greater prestige than the G. 18 73 )
man who simply teaches

well.

29. The public expression

of politlcal values should

always be avoided by soclo- F. 19 11 69 1
logists in their profes- G. 25 4 72

sional role.

30. Sociologists must take

some responsibility for how F, 81 i 14

their findings are used by G. 82 14
others,

32. Many soclologists are

unable to communicate and F. 74 10 15 1
empathlze with laymen, G, 79 8 12 1

NOTE: N.R. stands for
No Response
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item. As Table 16 indicates, there is general agreement on
each of the five questionnaire items with the exception of
item 26, Item 26 seems to suggest that graduates do not
generally accept research as a better criterion than teaching
on which to base prestige. This general disagreement of
faculty and student views in the area of prestige critéria
can also be seen in the results of factor 4, Sclentific-
Method and Prestige Criteria, Besldes item 26, there seems
to be general agreement between faculty and students on the

other four itens,

The Perception of Soclal Problems

In addition to testing our first hypothesis by individual
factors, questionnaire items 58 and 59 also enable compariscns
of faculty and student's perceptions of social probtlems,
Questions S8 and 59 were intended to measure respondents
perception of both the solubility and the amount of change
required to solve what they thought were the three most pressing
problems confronting the U, 3. The percentage distributlions
of responses for both questions are presented in Appendix B.
Only results for those social problems that were chose by at
least 10 per cent of the respondents were lincluded.

The reader should be cautloned when interpreting or
comparing percentage distributions for responses to questions
58 and 59. These percentages‘often represent small actual
frequencies, which make statistical analysis highly tenable.
For example, from Appendix B we find that 37 per cent of all
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first year and 50 per cent of all sixth, seventh, eight, and
nineth year graduates choose raclal discrimination as one of
the three most pressing socclal problems. This 37 per cent of
first year graduates and 50 per cent of sixth, seventh, eight,
and nineth year graduates, though, represent only 18 actual
first year respondents and only 7 aétual slxth, seventh, elght,
and nineth, year respondents. When we bresk these total per-
centages down even further for percentage responses on the
seven point Likert scale.'comparisons become elmost meaning-
less, For this reason, we will confine the testing of our
first hypothesis to the more reliable measure of the rankings
of social problems by faculty and students and again include
all students above the fourth year of graduate study in the
fourth year plus category. |

Table 17 provides fhe rankings of the nine most frequently
chosen soclal problems. Only those soclal problems that were
chosen by more than 20 per cent of elther faculty or any year
of graduate student were included in the ranking, From Table
17, we can see that War and International Problems, Poverty,
and Raclal Discrimination, appear to be generally percelived by
both faculty and students as the most pressing soclal problens,
War and International Problems, Poverty, and Raclal Discriminge
tion were ranked elther first, second, or third, by faculty
members and each year of graduates except for third year graduates
who ranked Racial Discrimination sixth,

Table 17 also provides us with a relative degree of

assoclation between the faculty rankings of soclal problems
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and each year of graduate student's rankings. By computing
Spearman's Rho (rs) for faculty and each year of graduate
student rankings, we are able to obtaln a measure of the degree
of assoclation between the two sets of ranked data. In line
with our first hypothesis, we would expect significant Tg
values for the faculty and the more advanced graduates, indi=
cating a strong degree of assoclation, while expecting non-
significant : values between the faculty and beginning graduates,
indicating weak degrees of assoclation. By comparing the B
values between faculty and each year of graduates, we find
that this i1s generslly not the case, We see, for example; Ty
values significant at the .01 level betﬁeen the faculty and
first, second and fourth year plus graduates, with third year
graduates approaching significance at the .05 level., Instead
of significant association between the faculty and advanced
students and a non~significant degree of association between
faculty and beginning students, Table 17 indicates a falrly
strong degree of association between the faculty and all years
of students. Because of this generally high degree of assocla~
tion between the faculty and all years of graduate students,

the first hypothesis is rejected for the soclal problem

rankings,

Socialilzation and Integration
A second important variable in this study's investiga-
tion of the socialization process is the degree of integration

between students and faculty. It was hypothesized that the
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closest correspondence of student and faculty values would
occur among students that were the most highly integrated with
the faculty and, hence, most susceptible in the socialization
process, To operationalize integration, this study used the
results to the two sections of question 65 as its principle
control variables, Question 64 was eliminated as a control
variable because of unequal distribution of responses among
the varying years of students as to the amount of faculty
known well, This would make comparisons by controcl of "amount
of faculty known well" impossible., As can be seen from Appendix
B, question 65 provided a more nearly equal distribution of
responses with 45 per cent of all graduates answering '“yes"
they felt they had enough opportunities to discuss sociology,
and 43 per cent answering "no", they felt they did not have
enough opportunities to discuss soclology. The second part of
question 65 provides a somewhat equal breakdown of 20 per cent
responding "none," 43 per cent responding “once or twice," and
26 per cent responding "three to five," "seven to ten," or
"more than ten times" to the number of discussions they have
with faculty. Also importantly, the two sections of question
65 present a more equal distribution across years of graduate
study sc that there is not a clustering effect of particular
responses for certain years. | ,
In testing this study's second hypothesis, all students
who responded "yes" they felt they had enough opportunities to

discuss soclclogy with faculty were defined as "“high" integra-
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tion, and all those who answered "no" were deflned as "low"
integration., The number of high and low integration students
scoring low and high on each of the six factors were then
compared, From hypothesis twe, we predicted significant dif=-
ferences between high integration and low integration student
scores on the six factors, with high integration student scores
most resemblying those of the faculty. From Table 18 we can
see that there are no significant differences in factor scores
between high integration and low integration students when we
contrel using our first integration variable, Becsuse of thils
lack of any significant difference in factor scores, we would
reject our second hypothesis using our first integration control
variable,

In using the second part of question 65 for our second
Integration control variable, those students whe responded "none"
were defined as low integration, those who responded "once or
twice" were medium integration, and those who responded either
"three to five times," '“"seven to ten times," or '"more than ten
times," were defined as high integration. Controlling for inte-
gration again, Table 19 shows that there does not appear to be
any significant difference in factor scores between high,
medium, or low integration students as defined by our second
integration control variable, From Table 19 we can see that
for only factor 3 does the chl square value approach signifl-
cance (2df, P<.,20), but considering the other small chi square

values, the somewhat larger value for factor 3 could ltself be
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TABLE 18

STUDENT FACTOR SCORES AND FIRST INTEGRATION CONTROL VARIABLE

Factor High Integration Low Integration XE
% Low % High (N) % Low % High (N)

1. Soclietal Role 50,0 50.0 (88) 47.1 52.9 (85) .15
2, Value-Freeness 53.4 46.6 (88) 49.4 50.6 (85) .28
3. Pure Sociology 51.1 48.9 (88) 45,9 54,1 (85) .48
4, Selentific

Method and

Prestige
~ Criterla 32,2 64,8 (88) 42.4 57.6 (85) .93
5. Professional=- |

ization 37.5 62.5 (B8) 48,2 51.8 (85)2.04
6. Metaphorical

Assumptions 46,6 53.4  (88) k2.4 57.6 (85)

In the present table and all following tables, a low score indicates:
factor 1, an activist conception of the role of soclology in soclety;
factor 2, a conception of socliology as not being value-free; factor
3, a strong preference for pure sociology; factor 4, a preference
for hard science and the publish or perish ethic; factor 5, a
preference for the increased professionalization of soclology:

factor 6, a2 belief in the rationality of men and simplicity of

human behavior,
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the result of chance. Due, then, to the lack of any significant
differences in factor scores when controlling for our second
integration control varlable, the second hypothesis would again

be rejected,

Scclalization and Prestige

The third and final hypothesis of this study stated that
there would be no significant differences between the beliefs
and values between faculty and graduates at prestige and non-
prestige departments, and that there would also be no signifi-
cant differences in the beliefs of students at prestige and non-
prestige departments. In order to obtaln a relative ranking of
prestige, item 7 in the census section asked each faculty re-
spondent to rank the seven departments according to accessibi-
1ity of faculty and their scholarly competence, curricula, etc,
Kansas State and Oklahoma were not included among the depart-
ments to be ranked because neither offered a Fh.D. program and
therefore could not be comparatively evaluated with those
departments that did,.

Table 20 provides a detalled analysis of the rankings of
the six departments sampled in this study. All department
ratings are broken down into first, second, and third, place
votes., These divisions are further divided into "self" and
“other" categorles containing the number of times respondents
ranked theilr own department first, second, or third, and the
nunber of times respondents from other departments ranked that

department first, second, or third. The "self" categories
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contain both the actual frequencies of self votes (N=), and
the corrected values for self votes (C=), All self votes have
been multiplied by a correction factor equallzing the effect
of self votes relative to the size of the self-rating depart-
ment, The correction factor is the product of the ratioc of
the number of respondents from each department that rated, to
the total number of respondents rating, The effect of this
correction factor is to equallize the welght of self ratings
for the larger departments with those of the smaller depart-
ments. The correction factors for each department are:
Colorado .90, Iowa .70, Kansas .70, Missouri .35, Nebraska .53
and Oklahoma State .79, The "other" column represents actual
frequencies and is added to the corrected self vote in the
"total" column, The relative rank for each category of first,
second, and third, place votes is based on this total and is
glven in the "rank" column, The "final totals" column provides
the sum of the flrst place total multiplied by a correction
factor of three, the second place total multiplied by a cor-
rection factor of two, and the third place total multiplied
by a correction factor of one. Lastly, the "final rank" column
provides the final ranking of departments based on the preceed-
ing "final totals®" column., From Table 20, then, we would rank
Colorado, Missouri, and Kansas, as high prestige, and Nebraska,
‘Iowa and Qklahoma, as low prestige,.

Based on these rankings, Tables 21 to 26 provide com=

Parisons of faculty factor scores and graduate factor scores
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and graduate factor scores by prestige ranking of department.
In Tables 21 to 26, both the percentages of faculty and grad-
uates scoring low and high, i.e. in the first two quartiles
and the last two quartiles, and the chl square values for
comparisons of faculty factor scores and graduate factor
scores for each department are given. Thus, from Table 21,

i1t can be seen that 42.9 per cent of the faculty from Colorado
scored low and 57.1 per cent scored high. The Colorado grad-
uates scored 52,8 per cent low, and 47.2 per cent high, The
chl square value for comparison of the Colorado faculty and
the Coloradoc graduates for factor 1 was .40. In addition to
conparison of faculty and graduates within departments, Tables
21 to 26 also allow for percentage distribution and chi square
value comparisons among departments,

Based on our third hypothesis, we would not expect
significant differences between the values of faculty and
graduates to emerge when we controlled for prestige., Through
examination of Tables 21 to 26, we find significant differences
between the bellefs and values of graduate students and faculty
over the six factors in only six instances, Four of these
significant differences occur among non-prestige departments
and two occur among prestige departments, From this. then,
hypothesis 3a, which states that there will be no significant
differences between the bellefs and values of faculty and
graduate students controlling for the prestige of the depart-

ment, is confirmed.
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Hypothesis 36 stated that there would be no significant
differences between the bellefs and values of graduate students
controlling for prestige of department, Table 27 contrasts the
percentages of prestige and non-prestige students that score
either high or low on each of the six factors. Only on factor
5, Professionalization, is there a significant difference
between prestige and non-prestige students. The greater per-
centage of non-prestige students scoring low indicates a some-
what stronger preference for increased professionalization of
sociology among non-prestige students., This coculd indicate a
greater status consclousness among the non-prestlge students
resulting the increased desire to exactly define thelr status
as a professional soclologist. Although there does appear to
be significant differences between prestige and non-prestige
students concerning Professionalization, none of the remaining
five factors show significant differences. Due to thlis general
lack of significant differences between the beliefs and values
of prestige and non-prestige students, hypothesis 3b is also
confirmed.

Before concluding this section on results, though, it is
interesting to note that there are significant differences
between the faculty and students at Nebraska on factors 2, 3,

4 and 6. From these significant chi square values, one is
able to suggest a pattern of relatively large differences in
the values of Nebraska faculty and students. When comparisons

of the percentages of Nebraska students scoring either low or
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high 1s made with students from other departments, it seems
that Nebraska students do not appear significantly out of line
with other students percentage distributions. It is interest-
ing to note that in factor 3, Pure Socliology, the Nebraska
students score almost exactly opposite the Nebraska faculty

in percentage distributions. When Nebraska faculty is examined,
we see that they often score differently than faculty from
other departments. For example, Nebraska faculty score moré
respondents elther lower or higher than any department in
factors 1, 2, 3, 4 and 6, Only in factor 5 does the percentage
breakdown of high and low scoring appear similar to faculty
from other departments, Thus, the large number of significant
chi square values for Nebraska seem to be more the result of
the relatively divergent pattern of faculty views as compared
to faculty from other departments than any unusually divergent
pattern of bellefs and values on the part of Nebraska graduate

students.
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FACTOR 1: SOCIETAL ROLE, BY DEPARTMENTAL PRESTIGE%

Faculty Graduates 2
Department % low % high (N) % low % high (N) X
Colorado 42,9 57.1 (14) 52.8 47.2 (36) .40
Missouri 54,5 k5,5  (22) 52.3 47.7 (L&) ,03
Kansas 30,0 70.0  (10) 52,4 k7.6  (21) 1.37
Nebraska 25.0 75.0 (12) 52.9 47,1 {34) 2.79
Iowa 30.8 69,2 (13) 51.9 48,1 (27) 1.58
Oklahoma St. 4iy 4 55,6 ( 9) 42,4 57.6 (33) .01

TABLE 22

FACTOR 2: VALUE-FREENESS, BY DEPARTMENTAL PRESTIGE*

Department % logaculgyhigh (N) % lgzadua;eglgh (N) Xa

Colorado 57.1 k2,9 (14) L, 4 55.6 (36) .65
Missouri 40.9 59.1  (22) 63.6 36.4  (44) 3,08
Kansas 30,0 70,0 {10) 71.4 28,6 (21) &.77
Nebraska 0 100 (12) 559 4,1 (34%)11.42
Iowa 23.1 76.9  (13) 37.0 63.0 (27) .78
Oklghoma St.  44.4 55.6  ( 9) 51.5 48.5 (33) .14

*The first three departments (Colorado, Missouri and Kansas) in
each table are high prestige, while the last three departments

(Nebraska, Iowa and Oklahoma St.) in each table are low prestige,

(P<.05)
(P<.001
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FACTOR 3: PURE SOCIOLOGY, BY DEPARTMENTAL PRESTIGE¥

Faculty Graduates 2
Department % low % high (N) % low % high (N) X
Colorado 57.1 42,9  (14) 58,3 41.7 (36) .01
Missouri 50.0 50.0 (22) Lo.9 59.1  (44) .49
Kansas 70.0 30.0 (10) 52.4 47.6 (21) .86
Nebraska 75.0 25.0 (12) 29,4 70.6 (34) 7.60 (P<.O1)
Iowa L6.2 53.8 (13) Gy, 4 55,6 (2?) .01
Oklahoma St., 44,4 55.6 ( 9) 54,5 k5.5 (33) .29

TABLE 24

FACTOR 4: SCIENTIFIC METHOD AND PRESTIGE CRITERIA,

BY DEPARTMENTAL PRESTIGE®

Department % lozaculgyhigh (N) % lggadua;eiigh (N) X2

Colorado 57.1 42,9 (14) i, 4 55.6 (36) .65
Missouri 77.3 22.7 (22) 27.3 72.7  (44)14,89 (P<.001})
Kansas 60.0 40.0  (10) 33. 3 66.7 (21) 1.98 |
Nebraska 100 0 (12) 38.2 61.8  (34)13.64 (P<.001)
Iowa 69.2 30.8 (13) 48,1 51.9 (27) 1.58
Oklahoma St. 56.6 bh. 4 ( 9) 33:3 66.7 (33) 1.48
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TABLE 25
FACTOR 5: PROFESSIONALIZATION, BY DEPARTMENTAL PRESTIGE*
Faculty : Graduates 2
Department % low 4 high (N) % low % high (N) X
Colorado 35.7 64,3  (1L4) % 58.3 (36) .15
Missouri 50.0 50.0 (22) 29.5 70.5 (44) 2,65
Kansas 50.0 50.0 (10) 28.6 71.4 (21) 1.36
Nebraska 58.3 1.7 (12) 61.8 38,2 (34) .04
Iowa 69,2 30.8  (13) 63.0 37.0  (27) .15
Oklahoma St., i, 4 55.6 ( 9) 42,4 57.6 (33) .01
TABLE 26

FACTOR 63 METAPHORICAL ASSUMPTIONS, BY DEPARTMENTAL PRESTIGEM

Faculty

Graduates

Department % low % high (N) % low % high (N) x2

Colorado 57.1 42,9  (14) 52.8 k7,2 (36) .08
Misscurl 31.8 68,2 (22) 7,7 52.3 (44) 1.52
Kansas 20.0 8o.0 (10) 57.1 k2,9 (21) 3.77
Nebraska 8.3 91.7 (12) bh,1 55.9 (34) 5.01
Iowa 30.8 69.2 (13) 48,1 51.9 (27) 1.08
Oklahoma St,  33.3 66,7 ( 9) 48,5 s1.5 (33) .66

(P<.05)
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FACTOR SCORES OF PRESTIGE AND NON-PRESTIGE GRADUATE STUDENTS

Factor
Low

1, Socle=-
tal Role

2. Value=
Freeness 58,4
3. Pure
Sociology 49.5
4, Scien-
tific-

Method and
Prestige
Criteria 34,7

sionallza-
tion 33.7

6. Meta=
rhorical
Assump=

tions 51.5

52, 5%

High

47.5%

hy.6

50.5

65.3

Prestige Students (N)

(101)
(101)

(101)

(101)

(101)

(101)

Non-Prestige Students (N)

Low

48.9%

48,9

42,6

39.4

55.3

46,8

High

51.1%

5.1

57.4

60,6

bh,7

53.2

(94)

(94)

(94)

(94)

(9%)

(94)

1,76

«95

b

9.26 (P<.01

43
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND INTERPRETATIONS

In the present analysis of the relationships between the
beliefs and values of faculty and graduate students, one is in
danger of making false inferences. Differences in beliefs and
values between faculty and graduate students may not necessarily
indicate a progressive process of socialization. Although this
research may suggest that beginning students have different
views than the more advanced students, it cannot tell what
these beginning students will actually believe when they reach
the more advance stages of thelr graduate career, Time and
experience may shape the young student into the ideologies of
the older sociologist. |

This study has also not investigated a progressive
change in ideological orientations of individual students over
the graduate process, Rather, it has exsmined students at
different stages in that process and from that has inferred
and drawn conclusions as to the functioning of the socializa-
tlon process over their entire graduate experience, Due to
these difficulties, generalizations and interpretations must
be guarded,

Factor 1, Societal Hole, could be taken as a general
index of sociological liberalism or conservatism. Implicit in
the items making up this factor was the desire for increased
involvement of soclology and the sociologist in the problems

ol society, a type of involvement that calls for the applica-
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tion of sociological talents in the solutlion of society's prob-
lems, As might be expected, graduate students, and especially
the younger students, scored lower than the faculty on Socletal
Role, indicating a.stronger emphasis among the younger students
for an activist role for sociology and the soclologist, It
might seem as if the younger graduate student is responding

to his generation's call for an increased involvement of people
wWith soclety and its problems.

Factor 2, Value=Freeness, indicated that the graduate
student thinks that the value-free ethic is breaking down and
will not survive sociology's increasing involvement in govern-
ment, industry, and business affairs. Whether or not he will
retain this belief or move toward his more senior peers and
faculty's view of soclology as more ethically and scientifi-
cally neutral, is difficult to determine. It might seem, though,
that with the increasing awareness and interest being promoted
within sociology these younger graduates may well retaln this
increased feeling of responsibility for the application of
sociological study and research,

Graduate students seem to be somewhat divided on factor
3+ Pure Soclology. They generally tend to value social theory
less than the faculty, especially the more junior students.

The senior students, though, generally seem to value social
theory somewhat highly and closely resemble the more favorable
faculty orientation. This might appear surprising in view of
the support of an activist conception of sociology among most

students, Yet, it might mean that the senior graduate's concep-
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tion of applied scciology is one that implies understanding,
the understanding that 1s first necessary if the contemporary
sociologist is to apply his knowledge to the society of which
he is a2 part,

Factor 4, Scientific Method and Prestige Criteria,
suggests a strong disagreement between faculty and students
over the issue of methodology and prestige. There appears to
be a reljection of a "hard science" orientation among the junior
students coupled with a rejection of the "publish or perish"
ethic. It might seem that the junior students, intent on an
increased activitism, view rigorous methodology as somehow
antithetlical to involvement with peorle and soclety's problems,
Finally, beslides de-emphasizing stringent methodological
procedures, the junior student also rejects the high prestige
of the publishing ethic and instead emphasizes teaching as
deserving equal valuation.

Factor 5 deelt with the issue of Professionalization.
While the faculty generally supported licensing of social
scientists, restriction of membership in the A. S. A., and the
promulgation of a code of scientific ethics, the junlor stu-
dents, especially second and third year students, felt less
favorable toward this trend. The more advanced fourth year
plus students seemed to ally themselves more with the faculty
views than with those of their younger colleagues, first year

students also showed surprisingly similar views to those of

the faculty. This might reflect an increased status conscious-
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ness on the part of first year studenté and a deslre to protect
and clearly define thelr prospective roles as professional of
sociologists,

Results of factor 6, Metaphorical Assumptions, suggests
that graduate students generally accept a model of social
behavior which posits rationality in men and supposes that the
laws of behavior are relatively simple. This is in contrast
to the faculty position which views human behavior as more
complex and less rational, These somewhat divergent views,
though, may be more a product of the fact that graduate students
are relatively less experienced in the study and-investigation
of human behavior then their elders and thus may be due more
to nalvete than outright rejection,

What, then, can be sald about the beliefs and values of
faculty and students? One important generalization seems to
be that there 1s a wide variation among the beliefs and values
of both faculty and students concerning a number of issues.
There are not definite established ideoclogical positions within
soclology to which a clear majority of elther faculty or students
adhere. Rather, there are subtle ldeologlcal preferences which,
while favored by the majority of faculty or students, do not
command unanimity or even near unanimity.

Thls lack of clearly established ideological positions
among the faculty make the present analysis especially difficult.
If there were a consistent commonly accepted set of belliefs and
values among the faculty whose inculcation could be seen as a

soclalizatlon goal, then the student’s movement toward or away
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from these established beliefs and values would provide a sounder
basis for conclusions about the functioning of the soclalization
process, There seens, rather, to be somewhat broadly defined
but ldeclogically non-consistent common positions among the
faculty; common positions into which a majority of the graduate
students are being sociallzed,

There are also, though, a sizable proportion of faculty
who hold minority positions on many items of belief. They,
like their majority counterpart, probably socialize "thelr"
students into the minority positions they hold or at least
serve as alternate role models for a number of ideologlcal view=-
points, They most probably also encourage students to challenge
or reject some or all of the majority or traditional ideologles
within soelology. This is reflected in the wide range of
faculty positions on each of the six factors, and in the rela-
tively large percentage of all students {(40%) who felt encouraged
to challenge "established or traditional socioclogical beliefs
and ideologies." This 40 per cent of students who felt
encouraged to challenge "established ideologies" is difficult
to reconcile with the fact that only 15 per cent of all students
felt there would be a positive effect on their success if they
"often expressed disagreement with the faculty." There seem
to be two explanations., The first 1s that although students
were encouraged to challenge established ideologies, they would
be negatively affected if they did. This hardly seems plausible
unless we assume the faculty would say one thing and mean

another, A more rational explanation would be that a large
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proportion of the 40 per cent of the students who felt encouraged
to challenge "establlished ideologles" were encouraged by faculty
Who represented varying positions and themselves rejected some
of these Yestablished ideologies." When it comes to expressing
disagreement with the faculty themselves, that is with thelr
own ideological position, a considerably smaller (15 per cent)
of the graduates thought they would be positively affected.

Accepting the second explanation, this study's results
would suggest that considerable pressure to conform to the
specific ideoclogical positions of the individusl faculty members
1s being exerted within graduate departments, This pressure
1s not only coming from faculty that represent the more tradi-
tional or established ideological positions, but also from
faculty members representing more radical bellefs and values,
This pressure from the more radical faculty is most likely not
only directed at accepting certain of their respective ideoclo-
glcal positions, but also at challenging certain of the tradi-
tional or established 1deologies held by the more conservative
faculty members,

The data suggests that there are often very real dif=-
ferences between graduate student's beliefs and values and
those of the faculty, especially between the faculty and the
Junlor students; and that conslderable pressure 1s being exerted
upon students to conform to the bellefs and values of their
faculty, although these beliefs and values vary considerably
among the faculty. This results in a soclallzation process

within graduate schools that is not one in which students are
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soclalized Into one particular or dominant set of beliefs and
values., Rather, there 1s pressure and exposure to socializing
faculty representing varying ideological positions which re=-
sults in egqually divergent ldeologles among graduate students.
What is suggested is a more subtle shift of graduate student's
beliefs and values toward the ones held by their significant
others among the faculty than any clear movement of student
beliefs and values toward the faculty poéition.

The data also suggests that even though there 1s often
a considerable amount of pressure toward conformity exerted by
the faculty toward common positions, graduate students can
maintain a relative degree of independence. This is supported
by the fact that even among fourth year plus graduate students,
significant differences exist between thelr views concerning
Value-Freeness (factor 2) and Scientific-Method and Prestige
Criteria (factor 4) and the views of the faculty on these
factors., This 1s especlally evident among the Nebraska students,
Even though the Nebraska faculty collectively showed a clear
ideological position on almost every factor, the Nebraska
students did not show similar ideologlcal orlientations. This
suggests that graduate students are capable of, and often may,
resist pressure for ideological conformity even when clearly
established positions are defined.

Filnally, the implications of the findings that a large
number of graduate students percelve negative effects on thelr

success 1f they disagree with the faculty should be explored.
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This seems especlally relevant in light of such a wide dlvergence
of beliefs and values among the faculty themselves, This re-
flects, in part, the fact that in many areas of research and
study no consensus on clearly defined or preferable methods

or theory exist, Even in those areas in which considerable
research attention has been directed, continual re-examlnation
and evaluation of results and conclusions are an important part
of on-~golng soclological activity. It would seem that it is

not so much his established methods and theory that the sociolo=
glst has to contribute, for as Berger has suggested '"“the
soclologist has no doctrine of redemption to bring... what he
has to contribute 1s the critical intellegence that is, or
should be, the foundation of his discipline."60 In order to
build or maintain such a foundation, the qualities of critical
intelligence and curiosity must be emphasised within graduate
schools, a practice that does not seem to be widely encoursaged.
The fact that the socliologist, that professional who has accepted
the mantle of socletal critic and investigator, might be per-
petuating a system of intellectual intimidation or conformism
within this own ranks must give one pause, To cast the socioclo-
gist as the critic of despotism in the political sphere, of
rigidity in the military organization or insensitivity in the
educational system, while the adjectives of despotism, rigidity

60Peter L. Berger, "Socliology and Freedom," The American
Sociologist 6 (February, 1971), p. 5.
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or insensitivity might be applied to him or his discipline,

is to foster a hypocritical stance. It is a primary respon-
sibility for the soclologist to understand his oﬁn environment
and the social systems and processes that influence him if he
1s to present himself as an expert in others. It is of utmost
importance for the sociologlst to understand himself and his
own motives and prejudices before he portrays himself as
understanding those of others, Finally, he must be aware so
he can understand and he must understand so he can structure
those institutions and processes that will encourage critical
intelligence, academic competence and human understanding in

the making of the soclologist,

Further Research

The review of the findings from the present study sug-
gest a number of methods and areas of research that should be
explored. One alternative method would be a longitudinal
analysis of the beliefs and values of students over their
entire graduate education. This would enable the researcher
to meke definite statements about change and degree of changes
in individual beliefs and values throughout the students
education. It would also provide information for analysis
and research into the background characteristics of sfudents
who changed or did not change thelr beliefs and values during
graduate school,

Another important area of research would be investigation

of the relative influence of individual faculty members on
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individual students. The present study examined the effect of
faculty beliefs and values as a whole and did not distinguish
between the influences of individual faculty members, There
might well be a significant change in a student's belliefs and
values toward those few, or even one, faculty member that is
the most dominant influence or significant other for him. Such
analysis suggests a more in depth participént observation method
of research in which students could be interviewed as to the
sources of the most significant influences upon their bellefs
and values, It might well be that particular faculty are
influential only 1n certain areas of beliefs and values, and
that different faculty or other sources of reference play a
major role in influencing students in other areas. Finally,
research into the soclalization process at various size and
department types seem important. The present study did not
reveal significant differences between graduate studentt's
beliefs and values at different departments, This mlight have
been due to the relatively homogeneous nature of the department
sample, The prestige dichotomy was relative only to this
study's sample, and might not reveal differences in the bellefs
and values of students at prestige and non-prestige departments

at, for example, Harvard and Kansas State.
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April 15, 1972

Dear Friend:

As part of my master's research, I am undertaking a
study of the opinions and beliefs of Big Eight soclology
students and faculty on a number of important issues con-
fronting sociology. I am requesting your assistance in this
research by asking you to fill out the attached questionnalre.

To my knowledge, this 1s the first systematic attempt
at investigation of the beliefs and values of Big Eight socio-
logy graduate students and faculty, and how thelr beliefs and
values are related to and influence each other over the grad-
uate educational process, If the results of this study are
to be useful for a better understanding of graduate education
in sociology in the Big Eight, and hopefully for graduate
education generally, it is important that I have your response
to this questionnaire. The enclosed flyer will give you more
detalls about the study.

I am aware that in the matter of questionnalires you, as
a student or faculty member in soclology, are somewhat of an
expert, Although this questionnelire is partially based on a
more detalled and extensive instrument developed by J. T.
Sprehe and Alvin W, Gouldner in thelr 1965 study of the A. S. A.,
I reelize that it will have imperfections, However, I hope it
¥1ll provide some valuable beginnings in this area of investi-
gation,

I also hope you will agree that there is value in
research which attempts to go beyond men's critically refined,
expert Jjudgment to reach theilr spontaneous reactions, I would
ask you, then, to try to put aside your professional role when
filling out this questionnaire and strive to record your more
personal feelings about the issues raised.

You may be assured that all responses will be held in
complete confidence.

I realize that a questionnalre may be a burden on both
your time and interest, but as elther a graduate student who
must face or is facing the difficult task of thesis research
or as a faculty member who can well remember his own data
collection problems, I hope you might take a few minutes that
would greatly assist me in mine. I have attempted to keep the
questionnaire as brief as possible, and it should not ordinarily
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page 2 continued

take more then fifteen or twenty minutes to complete., PFlease
return the questionnaire in the envelope provided at your
earliest convenlence,

I genulnely appreciate your efforts,

Sincerely,

IS oo M09,

Glenn M. Tarullo
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Graduate Education in Soclology

As the quotation on the front of this questionnalre points
out, soclal sclentists have made detalled studies of nearly
everyone except social scientists. Yet the continued rapid
growth of soclology as a science, the increasing complexity
both of sociological knowledge and the organization of research,
and the emergence of new non-academic opportunities for the
" soclologist-~gll of these factors make it imperative that
soclology turn 1ts tools upon itself. One critical area in
need of such research, and the particular focus of this study,
is the sociologist's graduate education, It is toward a better
understanding of the graduate student'!s social milieu, and the
structural and organizational processes that influence it,
that this study is directed, |

The purpose of this study is basically twofold. First,
the study attempts to contrast the values and beliefs of socio-
logy graduate students with graduate faculty on a number of
issues current in sociology. These issues involve, i) the role
of sociology and the soclologist with@n society, 2) opinions
about the value-freeness of sociology, 3) the role of pure
soclological theory, 4) opinions about scientific methods and
prestige criteria within the discipline, 5) beliefs about
professionalization within the field, and 6) the general nature
of society. Secondly, the beliefs and values of graduate stu-
dents will be contrasted with those of the graduate faculty
while relating such background variables as year of graduate

study, degree of integration of graduate students with faculty,
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and size and prestige of department,
The Climate of Opinion In Soclology

"Sociel sceientists have been so busy examining
the behavior of others that they have largely
neglected the study of thelir own situation, pro-
blems, and behavior. , . The hobo and the sales=
lady have been singled out for close study, but
noet the soclal science expert. Sociologiecal
monographs document the problems and performance
of the professional thief and the professional
beggar but not the problems and performance of
the professional social scientist., Yet it would
seem that clarity might well begin at home.,™

Robert K. Merton

Since you have many demands on your time, it seems likely that

the chances of your completing this questionnaire will be in-

creased i1f you can somehow respond right now, at this sitting,

rather than putting it aside for later completion,
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OPINIONS AND VALUES

Please indicate your feelings about each
of the following statements by clrcling
a number on the seven point scale. The
scale ranges from

Strongl Strongly
AgTree iSA! Disagree (SD)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Please try to record your spontanecus feel-
ings about the statements, your immediate
responses rather than a deliberately anal=-
yzed conclusion, There are, of course, no
“right" or "wrong" answers to these state-

ments,

SA

[
o

Judgment of the scientific worth of
a man 1s often distorted by appraisal
of the number of his publications.

Sociologists do not reslly keep sep~-
arate their personal experience and
thelr professional work,

Sociology should be as much allied
with the humanities as with the
sclences,

Most people think human behavior is
simpler than it really is.

Use of statistics results in analyses
which are better than those of direct
observation.

The sociologist contributes to the
welfare of soclety mainly by pro-
viding an understanding of social
Processes, not through ideas for
changing these.

I would like to devote more of my
time to the development of pure
soclological theory.

|

o

~J
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10,

11.

L2

13.

14,

15.

16,

17.

18.

Soclology should try to structure
soclal institutions so as to max=-
imize the satisfaction of indivi-
dual needs.

Soclology for its own sake is good
enough; it need not be applied.

Significant patterns of human be-
havior are too complex to be dis-
covered by direct observation but
require the use of preclse measure=
ment,

Most sociologists merely pay lip
service to the ideal of being
value=free in thelr work, and are
not really value-free,

Emphasis on methodology too often
diverts sociologists from a study
of soclety to the problem of how
to study society.

The soclologist, 1like any other
intellectual, has the right and
duty to criticize contemporary
society.

The most important aspect of any
Plece of research is its contri-
bution to general theory.

As teachers, soclologlsts may ex-
press thelr personal values to
students,

The more readily soclology accepts
research funds, the more its wvalue=
free ideal will be undermined.

The pressure to publish has usually
resulted in a flooding of the jour=-
nals with inferior work.

The American Sociological Association 1

ls a learned soclety and any person

with minimal qualifications should be

allowed to Jjoin..

_SD
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
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19,

20,

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

26,

27.

28.

29.

30.

The sociologist has an obligation
to help soclety in something of
the same way in which the doctor
is obliged to help his patient,

Soclal sclence can ald both in
achleving society's goals and
in defining those goals,

If I had more time, I would prefer
to address myself to the solution
of the daily problems of ordinary
people, :

Men conduct their lives in a more
rational manner than we often think.

Some code of ethles for sociolo=-
gilsts should be promulgated and
strictly enforced.

The notion of ever having to license
applied socliologists on the basis of
standardi zed examinations is ridi=
culous,

Socicloglicasl research is often best
conducted if treated as a game.

It is understandable that those who
do the most and best research should
have greater prestige than the man
who simply teaches well,

Ingenuity in designing tests of
theory is the most valuable quality
a soclologist can have,

By-and-large, soclal problems tend to
correct themselves without planned
intervention,

The public expression of political
values should always be avoided by
sociologists in thelr professional
role.

Sociologists must take some respon-
sibility for how thelr findings
are used by others,

SD
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
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32.

33

34,

35.

36,

37.

41'

The best indicator of a man's
professional worth is his
professional publications,

Many sociologists are unable to
communicate and empathize with
laynmen.

Once the A, S. A. officlially
adopts a code of ethics, any
sociologlist who dilliberately
violates the code ought to be
dropped from the A. S, A.

Many soclal sclentlsts are too
prone to let foundations and
government agencies determine
the problems they will study.

It seems likely that the more
public support socioclogy receives,
the more politically conservative
will the discipline becone.,

The problems of modern Soclety are
so complex that only planned change
can be expected to solve thenm,

I would like to give more attention
to synthesizing systematically the
work of other soclologlsts,

Philosophers have interpreted the
world; the point, however, is to
change it,

Direct observation and intuitive
insight are more fruitful for the
soclologist than an emphasis on
rigorous methodology.

Sociologists will eventually need
to take steps towards the llcensing
of applied sociologists, much like
psychology has done.

Much of current sociological theory
1s tacitly grounded in a conservaw
tive political ideology.
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42,

4s,

Le,

47.

49.

50-

51

52,

The subject matter of soclology
makes it impossible to separate
professional from non-professional
values,

Soclology today deserves a more
favorable public image than it has,

Soclology will be unable to hold
its value=free ideal in the face
of increasing public demands for
apprlication of socliological find=-
ings.

It is more important for a social
scientist to understand social
problems than to do what he can
to cure themn.

One part of the soclologist's role
is to be a critic of contemporary
soclety.

Unless socliology can at some point
be relevant to the lives of ordi-
nary peorle, it 1is socislly useless.

Considering the extent of thelr
contribution to sclence and
soclety, soclologlists should be
raid nmore.

Many sociclogists underestimate
the importance of rationality in
human life.

One of the basic purposes of
soclology 1s to help individuals
cope with 1life in a complex
society.

Most pecple think human behavior
is more complex than it really 1is.

Sociologists should take steps to
keep unqualified persons from be=-
longing to the A. S, A, and call=-
ing themselves soclologists,

SD
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
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53- :

54-

55.

56.

The sociologlst should not only
think about communicating to his
professional colleagues but he
should also attempt to speak to
a wider public.

One of the social funetions of
soclology is to strive to increase
the effectiveness of soclal insti-
tutions.

The major justification for any
soclological endeavor is that it
generates social theory.

Soeclologists should strive harder
to write in a way that is more
widely understandable,

Following is a list of areas which may be classified as soclial
problems:

57.

x>

e 8 w8 =

. - L] L]

ROHIDGO SEEpUoOow

Juvenlle delinquency

Raclal discerimination

Housing for low income groups.

Mental 1llness

Divorce

Birth contrel policy and
programs

Industrial conflict

Alcoholism

Drug addiction

Public health

Unemploynent

DHO WOoZET b

T.
U.

Urban renewal and
rehabllitation

Women's rights

Pollution

Poverty

War and internationsal
probl ems

Crime

Corporate monopolies

Other (specify--see
below)

Which three of these do you consider to be the most pres-
sing problems confronting the U, 8.7

Place the correspond-

ing letter from above in the space provided.

1. 2,

3.
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58, Place the same letters in the spaces below, on the left.
Then, given the problem and the present state of our
knowl edge, to what degree can this problem be solved for
the U, S. within the next twenty years?

Compl etel Completel
Soluble Insoluble

1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. 1 2 3 4 §5 6 7

3. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

59. Place the same letters again in the spaces below on the
left. For these problems to be solved, what amount of
change 1s needed in the social structure and values of
the U, S.?

No change Basic change
in structure in structure

Probl em and values and values

1. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5 |

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

(Items 60-61 are to be answered by FACULTY MEMBERS ONLY)

0.

How would you characterize the direction and degree of
correspondence between your beliefs and values concern=-
ing sociology generally and those of the graduate students
in your department.

Strong Strong
Agreement Disagreement

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

How would you characterize the direction and degree of
correspondence between your beliefs and values concern-
ing the specific issues raised in this questionnaire,
and those of the graduate students in your department?

Strong Strong
Agreement Disagreement

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

(The following items 62-68 are to be answered by GRADUATE
STUDENTS ONLY)
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63.

64,

65.

66.
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How would you characterize the direction and degree of
correspondence between your beliefs and values concern=-
ing socliology generally and those of the faculty in
your department?

Strong Strong
Agreement Disagreement
L——*

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

How would you characterize the direction and degree of
correspondence between your beliefs and values concern-
ing the specific issues raised in this questionnaire,
and those of the faculty in your department?

Strong Strong
Agreement Disagreement

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

How many members of the faculty in your department do you
know well encugh to drop in at their office without a
formal appointment?

(circleone) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

Do you feel you have enough opportunities to discuss
sociology generally, and some of the issues ralsed in
this questionnaire specifically, either formally or
informally with members of the faculty in your depart-
ment?

YES NO

How often would you estimate you partici-
pate in such discussions in an average
two-weeks time period.

None

Once or twice
Three to five times
Seven to ten times
More than ten times

Generally, how would the faculty in your department respond
to challenges by graduate students of established or tradi-

tional sociological bellefs and ideologies?

Strongl Strongl
Encourage ﬁTEEE%?ége

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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67. What type of effect on your success in your present depart-
ment would there be if you often expressed disagreement
with faculty members over general lssues in soclology?

Large Large
Positive No Negative
Effect Effect Effect

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Census Data

1. Date of Birth

year

2, Sex: Male Female

(Items 3 to 8 are to be answered by FACULTY MEMRERS ONLY)

3. ©Status: Check all appropriate itenms:

FACULTY-Teaching Lecturer Assistant Professor
Assoclate Professor Full Professor

FACULTY=Research Research Assistant Research
Assoclate Research Professor Project
Director

4, Roughly, how much money would you estimate you have been
responsible for in research funds, elther granted directly
to you or over which you have had supervision while a
member of your present department? Make estimate through
last five years; if you have been a member of your present

department for less than five years, base estimate on that
amount of time,

None $25,000 to 450,000
0 to $5,000 $50,000 to $100,000
$5,000 to $10,000 Over $100,000

____$10,000 to $25,000
5. Degrees held:

College or University
B.A.
M.A.
Ph.D.
Other

1
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If presently working toward M.A. or Ph.D., please specify:

College or University
M.A.

Ph.D.

Please check all appropriate items:

Tenured.

Member of graduate faculty.

Member of graduate masters or Ph.D. advisory Committee,
Have conducted classes contalning graduate students,

How would you rank the departments of soclology at the
following institutions if you were selecting a graduate
school in which to work for a doctorate today. Take into
account the accessibility of faculty and their scholarly
competence, curricula, educational and research faclilities,
the quality of graduate students and other factors which
contribute to the effectiveness of the doctoral program
(please indicate rank by placing 1-8 next to the appro-
priate university).

University of Colorado
Iowa State University
University of Kansas
University of Missouri
University of Nebraska
University of Oklshoma
Oklahoma State University

(Items 9 to 12 are to be answered by GRADUATE STUDENTS ONLY)

Please check gll appropriate items:

9.

10,
; 3 9

GRADUATE STUDENT Teaching assistant Research assistant

Graduate fellow Graduate scholarship

Degree sought from present department: M.A. Ph.D.
Number of years at present department: first year
second year
third year
fourth year
fifth year
sixth year
seventh year



130

12, Have you done graduate work at
another department? No
Yes
" Number of years attended
University and department

(ALL respondents please answer)

13, If you have additlonal comments or suggestions about the
materials in this questionnaire, please use this space==
or the back of thls sheet--to express them, Once agaln,
thank you very much for your cooperation.
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Faculty Members Only

Statuss: Check all appropriate items:
0. graduate student

. Faculty teaching

. Lecturer

. Assistant Professor

Associate Professor

. Full Professor

. NR

O
L]

Status: Check all appropriate items:
. respondent chose 1«9 above

. Faculty research

. Research Assistant

. Research Assoclate

. Research Professor

. Project Director

9. NR

wmHohNeHO

Roughly, how much money would you
estimate you have been responsible
for in research funds, either granted
to you directly or over which you
have had supervision while a member
of your present department?
. graduate student

1. none

2, 0 to $5,000
E. 25,000 to $10,000

. $10,000 to $25,000
5. $25,000 to $50,000
6. $50,000 to $100,000
7. Over $100,000
. NR

O

Degrees held:

0. graduate student
. B, A, non-prestige
B. A. prestige
M. A. non-prestlge
M. A, prestige
Ph,D, non-prestige
Ph.D, prestige
NR

L}

\OO\U\F\‘) N

(N)

=
N go\\ﬁl—'u

e
O~ \0 Lo\

)
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(%)

19

18
11

21



If presently working toward M. A, or
Ph,D., please specify:
0. graduate student
1. M. A. non-prestige
2, M. A. prestige
2, Ph.D. non-prestige
. Ph.D, prestige
. NR

Please check all appropriate items:
graduate student

Tenured

Member of graduate faculty

L)

advisory committee

Have conducted classes contalning
graduate students

2, 3, 4 of above

2, 4 of above

3, 4 of above

all of above

NR

VoMW owhhHO
L]

Member of graduate masters or Ph.D.

(N)
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This thesis investigates the beliefs and values of soclo~-
logy graduate students and the socilization process whereby these
bellefs and values are accepted, modified or rejected., It is an
attempt to delineate what graduate student's believe concerning
some of the issues confronting soclology today; and how thelr
conceptions of these issues, and of sociology ltself, are
affected by and related to the social structures and social
processes in which they find themselves immersed.

To examine what graduate student's bellieve about selected
issues in sociology, questionnalres were malled to all graduate
students and faculty members in the department's of socioclogy
at Colorado, Iowa State, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska and Oklahoma
State. Responses from 195 graduate students and 80 faculty
members were examined for significant differences or similarities
in beliefs and values, Further comparisons were made controlling
for the year of graduate study, degree of integration of graduate
student with faculty, and prestige of departament.

Significant differences by year of graduate study were
found, indicating a progressive pattern of soclalization of
bellefs and values of graduate students toward faculty members,
No significant differences in bellefs and values were found
between high and low integration graduate students, nor were
any differences found between faculty and students at high

and low prestige departments,



