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Effect that the second and third volumes include another paper I wrote on the Matthew
Effect and its diffusion through the scholarly literature and public press.

1t gives me enormous satisfaction and happiness to learn that you and your fellow

sociologists find my husband’s work stimulating and worthy of careful study. I know he
would have been so pleased that his Russian colleagues remain interested in his work.

Sincerely

Harriet Zuckerman

Professor Emerita of Sociology, Columbia University

Senior Vice President Emerita and Senior Fellow,

Andrew W. Mellon Foundation

Linpa Lucia LuBraNo

PhD in Political Science

Professor of Comparative and Regional Studies
School of International Service

American University

‘Washington, D. C.

e-mail: lubrano@american.edu

Building research agendas in the 1970s:
Reflections on Robert K. Merton

Robert K. Merton was very interested in the way his ideas affected the sociology of sci-
ence as it was developing within Russia in the 1970s. He was also interested in how those of
us outside Russia could build upon his concepts in our scholarship on Russian science and
scientists. He discussed this with me on several occasions, and I learned a great deal from
him. My own graduate training at Indiana University (1963—1968) was in political science
with a concentration on political theory, comparative politics, Russian area studies, and
a minor in history. I had a strong interest in science studies going back to my high school
days in the 1950s. I wanted to incorporate this interest into my dissertation research and was
fortunate to be in the first course taught at Indiana by Loren R. Graham, who had recently
completed his doctorate at Columbia University. Graham was an inspirational teacher; his
lectures encouraged me to combine research on science with research on Russian history,
while still keeping political science as my primary discipline. The challenge was to find an
appropriate analytical framework.

Since I was strongly influenced by the behavioralism movement that was redefining
the field of comparative politics at the time, I wanted to study Russian scientists through
the same concepts and frameworks that were used to study scientists in the United States
and other countries. Scholarship in the sociology of science, under the leadership of Mer-
ton (Merton, 1968, 1973), provided a starting point for me to look at roles and social
structure in Russian science, moving on from there to career patterns and Russian science
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communities (Lubrano, 1977). I remember, during one of my conversations with him
in New York, Merton introduced me to Bernard Barber, and the three of us discussed
the authoritarian/democratic contexts of science, the prospects and limits of comparative
analysis, and the need for a political sociology of science. This was in the mid-1970s when
I was exploring the Russian field of naukovedenie. Merton and Barber were very interested
in my analysis of that literature and encouraged me to make more of this work known in
the United States, which I did (Lubrano, 1976).

The 1970s was an exciting time for science studies. As a founding member of the Society
for Social Studies of Science (4S) in 1975, I looked forward to working with colleagues from
a variety of disciplines who shared a passion for the study of science and scientists. Robert
Merton, the first 4S President, was an effective leader in this endeavor, but the dominant
role of sociologists, and more specifically, the research traditions of functional sociology
were soon subjected to re-examination and contestation. Intellectual paradigms were shift-
ing in ways that affected the intra-disciplinary dialogues as well as inter-disciplinary ones.
Sociologists, historians, and political scientists (and to a lesser extent, philosophers, econo-
mists, and anthropologists) debated how to integrate what appeared to be irreconcilable
differences in their intellectual agendas. I remember listening to the impassioned debates at
Cornell University, site of the first 4S annual meeting in 1976, where scholars with deeply
divergent views spoke past one another in a sea of conflicting assumptions, vocabularies,
and objectives. I could not resist commenting humorously during one of the more volatile
sessions that “the air is rife with cognitive dissonance.” I noted more seriously that con-
structive dialogue could begin only when these deep ontological differences were addressed
systematically.

Over the next few years the social studies of science remained eclectic and multi-di-
mensional, but there was a gradual cross-disciplinary discourse that brought new perspec-
tives into view. Richard Whitley (Whitley, 1974) had already noted, for example, that so-
ciologists of science were moving away from their preoccupation with institutional norms
and social structures and were reorienting the field toward an emphasis on the contextual
development of scientific knowledge. In summarizing the proceedings of a 1972 confer-
ence of the International Sociological Association’s Research Committee on the Sociology
of Science, Whitley and his colleagues declared that Robert Merton’s classical model of
science was being replaced by Thomas Kuhn’s approach to the social history of scientific
ideas (Kuhn, 1962). Kuhn’s emphasis on the interaction between science communities and
cognitive structures helped to bridge the gap between two fields of study, namely the sociol-
ogy of scientists’ behavior and the history of scientific knowledge. As is well known, this was
a major shift in the definition and focus of the field, accompanied by changes in research
techniques and modes of analysis.

This coincided with long-standing debates over externalist and cognitivist approaches to
science studies. Since Merton was viewed primarily as an externalist, changes in the contex-
tual variables used to explain scientific development potentially challenged his interpretations
of salient social structures. Moreover, shifts in the content of what was being explained, from
the professional behavior of scientists to their ideas and theories, further challenged Merton’s
analytical framework. The study of science and scientists became quite fragmented, not only
in the definition of research agendas, but also in the epistemological and ontological founda-
tions of conflicting methodologies and techniques of analysis. While Kuhn’s work facilitated
projects that could cut across disciplinary and epistemological barriers, there was no easy
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consensus on how to proceed. All of these issues found their way into the panels and corridors
of 4S meetings throughout the decade.

At the beginning of the 1970s, Joseph Ben-David (Ben-David, 1971) had observed that
the earlier work of Merton, which was more comparative and historical at the macro-level,
was being overshadowed in the United States by atheoretical and ahistorical analyses of
research networks. This was due, in part, to the increasing popularity of sociometrics and
other quantitative techniques in the social sciences. But a very different challenge came from
overseas. In contrast to their American colleagues, British scholars such as S. Barry Barnes
and David Bloor drew upon the philosophy of science and the sociology of knowledge to
provoke questions about the meaning of Merton’s universal model and Kuhn’s relativism
(Barnes, 1974; Bloor, 1976). I remember long conversations about Mertonian sociology and
the strong programme with my friend David Edge at the annual 4S meetings. A book that
influenced me a great deal during this period was Michael Mulkay’s Science and the Sociol-
ogy of Knowledge (1979). Its clear articulation of the social contingency of all knowledge,
including scientific theories, and its analysis of Merton’s positivist view of science in relation
to the ideas of Karl Mannheim and Kuhn opened new research agendas for scholars in the
field. Moreover, I found Mulkay’s argument to be consistent with Graham’s earlier work on
Russian science (Graham, 1972), which had demonstrated the epistemological connections
between one’s world view and the content of knowledge creation.

It was in the context of these developments that I conducted field research in Rus-
sia, starting in 1974. On my first trip I met Semen Romanovich Mikulinskii and Samuil
Aronovich Kugel, who subsequently hosted me at the Institute for the History of Science
and Technology in Moscow and Leningrad. That was the beginning of a fruitful col-
laboration that lasted into the early 1990s. The ideas of Merton provided a common
language in some respects, but I think the contextual differences in research traditions
made for interesting contrasts. I learned to appreciate the perspectives of my Russian
colleagues through these first-hand experiences. Meanwhile, political science in the U.S.
was characterized in the 1970s by contestations over the validity of behavioralism as a re-
search paradigm. This was reflected in my more normative and interpretive writings on
US-USSR science policies, which continued into the 1980s (Lubrano, 1985). While the
influence of Merton could still be seen in my attention to the social structure of science
communities (Lubrano, 1993), that has since been eclipsed by my current focus on issues
of governmentality (Lubrano, 2011).

Looking back to that period of academic discourse in the 1970s and to my own work on
Russian science, I would have to say that Robert Merton gave me a theoretical starting point
in the social sciences — a foundation from which to examine science as a social activity. My
studies with Loren Graham and my work with colleagues in the 4S broadened that founda-
tion. Ultimately, my colleagues in Russia made field research both empirically meaningful
and thoroughly enjoyable.

References

Barnes, S. Barry (1974). Scientific Knowledge and Sociological Theory. London: Routledge &
K. Paul.

Ben-David, Joseph (1971). The Scientists’s Role in Society. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:
Prentice-Hall.



SOCIOLOGY OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY. 2011. Volume 2. No. 3 13

Bloor, David (1976). Knowledge and Social Imagery. London: Routledge & K. Paul.

Graham, Loren R. (1972). Science and Philosophy in the Soviet Union. New York: Alfred
Knopf.

Kuhn, Thomas (1962). The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

Lubrano, Linda L. (1976). Soviet Sociology of Science. Columbus, Ohio: American Association
for the Advancement of Slavic Studies.

(1977). Academy Scientists in the USA and USSR: Background Characteristics, Institutional
and Regional Mobility // Soviet Science and Technology / ed. by John Thomas and Ursula Kruse-
Vaucienne. Washington, DC: George Washington University Press.

(1985). The Political Web of Scientific Cooperation between the USA and USSR // Sectors of
Mutual Benefit in US-Soviet Relations / ed. by Nish Jamgotch, Jr. Durham, North Carolina: Duke
University Press.

(1993). The Hidden Structure of Soviet Science // Science, Technology & Human Values.
Vol. 1, no. 2 (Spring): 147—175.

(2011, forthcoming). Governmentality through Science Communities // The International
Journal of Science in Society.

Merton, Robert K. (1968). Social Theory and Social Structure. Enlarged edition. New York: The
Free Press.

(1973). The Sociology of Science: Theoretical and Empirical Investigations / ed. by Norman
Storer. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Mulkay, Michael (1979). Science and the Sociology of Knowledge. London: G. Allen & Unwin.

Whitley, ed. (1974). Social Processes of Scientific Development. London: Routledge & K. Paul.

Mupcknit Dyapy Muxarmosnq

3aBeIyIONIMIi TabopaTopueit

Yupexnenust Poccuiickoii akageMuu Hayk
WHcTutyTta cucremHoro aHanusza PAH,
JIOKTOP (HII0CO(CKUX HAYK,

Mocksa, Poccust

e-mail: edmir35@mail.ru

Couunonorusa HAaYKU — HOBbI€ BbI30OBbI

B cratbe paccMaTpuBalOTCSI BO3MOXHOCTHU COLIMOJIOTMYECKOM MOAAePKKI UCCIeI0BaHUI TTpobIe-
MbI TOOPOCOBECTHOCTU B UccienoBaHusx (Integrity of Research). Cama ata mpo6Giema Bbi3BaHa U
SIBJISIETCS] MHIMKATOPOM TeX u3MeHeHuit B crpyktype HTTI, koTopbie cBsg3aHbl ¢ (hOPMUPOBAHUEM
MOCTUHIYCTPUAIBLHOTO O0IIEeCTBA M MHHOBAIIMOHHBIM Pa3BUTHEM KOHOMUKM. DTH MPOLECCHI pa-
NMUKAJIbHO M3MEHUIN CTPYKTYPY OTHOILEHMI, KaK B HAy4HOM COOOILIECTBE, TaK U MEXIY HayKOi,
MOJIMTUKOM 1 Ou3HecoM. JIIsl BBISIBJIEHUSI HOBOIM CUCTEMbl OTHOLLEHUI Hanbosiee 3(P(heKTUBHBIM
IyTeM SIBJISIETCSI TPOAYKTHUBHAsI KPUTUKA COLIMOIOTMM HaykKu P. MepToHa Kak eIMHCTBEHHOM 3¢-
(beKTUBHOM KOHLEMIMU HAydHOTO COOOILIEeCTBA.

Karouesvte caoea: HaydyHOe COOOIIECTBO, CAMOOPraHM3alMsl, caMOYIIpaBIeHHe, KOMMYHUKAIINSI,
«ar BpemeHu» B pa3putuu HTTI, uHHOBaLlMOHHOE pa3BUTHUE, COLIMOJIOrMs Hayku P. MeproHa.



