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ABSTRACT
This study examines how the social sciences’ debate between qualitative and
quantitative methods is reflected in the citation patterns of sociology journal articles.
Citation analysis revealed that quantitative articles were more likely to cite journal
articles than monographs, while qualitative articles were more likely to cite monographs
than journals. Quantitative articles cited other articles from their own quantitativedominated journals but virtually excluded citations to articles from qualitative journals,
while qualitative articles cited articles from the quantitative-dominated journals as well as
their own qualitative-specialized journals. Discussion and conclusions include this
study’s implications for library collection development.

INTRODUCTION

Over the last two decades, a methodological struggle has been waged in the social
sciences between those championing “quantitative” and “qualitative” research paradigms.
As Smith [1] notes,
On the one hand, there are those who argue that only through the application of
quantitative measurements and methods can the social sciences ever hope to become
‘real’ sciences; on the other hand, there are those who claim that the subject matter of the
social sciences is simply not amenable to quantification and all attempts to impose such
measures and methods upon social behavior is just so much nonsense. (p. 29)

While quantitative research enthusiasts regularly critique qualitative research as
unreliable, invalid, anecdotal, and political—and thus not rigorously scientific—devotees
to qualitative research frequently criticize quantitative research as atheoretical, divorced
of context, and value-laden rather than value-free and neutral [2-4]. Denzin and Lincoln
[2] elucidate the political nature of the qualitative/quantitative debate:
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The positive sciences…are often seen as the crowning achievements of Western
civilization, and in their practices it is assumed that “truth” can transcend opinion and
personal bias…. Qualitative research is seen as an assault on this tradition…. The
opposition to positive science by the postpositivists…and the poststructuralists is seen,
then, as an attack on reason and truth. At the same time, the positive science attack on
qualitative research is regarded as an attempt to legislate one version of truth over
another. (p. 4)

Although there are proponents of employing both quantitative and qualitative
methods (triangulation) to explore social phenomena, some researchers stringently adhere
to one or the other methodological approach [2,3,4-11]. Moreover, as Rabinowitz and
Weseen [11] observe,
[T]he contempt in which postmodern sensibilities and the critique of science (and the
qualitative research paradigm associated with those sensibilities and that critique) are
held by many quantitative researchers is hardly a secret. Denigrated as hip revisionists or
leftist academics, critics of science, especially from within the social sciences, are
coming under increasingly harsh attack in public forums. (p. 621)

Thus, while varying in extent and animosity, there is an apparent rift between
quantitative and qualitative researchers in the social sciences. Therefore, one might
anticipate an expression of this methodological divide in social science scholarly
communications. Theoretically, this quantitative/qualitative struggle might manifest
itself in qualitative researchers’ completely disregarding quantitative research, and vice
versa, which may be reflected in citation patterns. Likewise, due to the oft-suggested
profound ontological and epistemological differences between these methodological
camps [2,3,11,12], one might expect the overall citation structure of qualitative and
quantitative researchers to differ considerably.
Therefore, via a citation analysis of sociology journal literature, this study
examines the following questions:
1. Are there differences/similarities between qualitative and quantitative researchers’
citation patterns by the following: Format? Language? Subject matter?
Interdisciplinarity? Age of materials cited? Number of citations?
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2. Do the citation patterns of qualitative research published in quantitativedominated journals differ from research published in specialized qualitative
journals?
3. Do the citation patterns of qualitative and quantitative research in the same
journal differ?

Likewise, the study’s implications for library collection development are
discussed, drawing on previous literature regarding citation analyses as a collection
development tool [13-18].

LITERATURE REVIEW
A sizable body of literature analyzes the structure of the sociological literature.
Various citation analyses have examined sociology’s citation patterns by format,
language, and age of cited materials. Several studies have found that monographs receive
a greater proportion of citations than journal articles in the sociological literature [12-27].
Likewise, research demonstrates that English-language publications dominate the
citations in the sociological literature [19,20,22,28], and that authors are more likely to
cite materials written in their own language [29,29]. Moreover, Broadus [19] and
Baughman [22] found the majority of cited materials in the sociological literature are less
than ten years old.
Also, various studies have explored the subject matter and/or interdisciplinarity of
citation patterns in the sociological literature. For example, Satariano [30] reported that
cross-disciplinarity of citation patterns was not supported by sociologists’ self-reported
readership patterns. However, several studies note that while concentrated within the
discipline, citation patterns in the sociological literature reflect a degree of
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interdisciplinarity [19-22,31]. Additionally, while Peritz [32] found that methodological
articles were cited more frequently than theoretical or empirical/substantive papers,
Brown and Gilmartin [21] and Clemens et al. [26] report that empirical/substantive
studies (versus theoretical and methodological studies) dominate the journal literature.
Furthermore, research reveals a higher prevalence of quantitative analyses in journal
articles than qualitative, while qualitative analyses are more likely to be employed in
monographs than journal articles [21,26,33].
Authorship patterns in the sociological literature have also been analyzed.
According to research, single as well as multiple authorship is common in the
sociological journal literature [21,34]. Likewise, while Lin and Nelson [34] found that
top-ranked journals contained a greater percentage of papers authored by “top twenty”
institutions when compared to lower ranked journals, Clemens et al. [26] report that a
higher percentage of book authors received their degrees from “elite” private schools and
that article authors were more likely to have received degrees from “nonelite” public
schools. Furthermore, Cronin, Snyder, and Atkins [35] propose that the highly cited
authors in the monographic literature differ from those in the journal literature—thus
suggesting “two distinct populations” (p. 263) of important authors by publication genre.
Several recent studies explore gender’s role in the citation patterns of the
sociological literature. Various inquiries have found that women are more likely to
author qualitative than quantitative publications [26], women are underrepresented as
journal article authors [36], and women are more likely to publish books compared to
core journal articles [37]. Moreover, women are more likely to cite women’s than men’s
articles [36,38], and women are more likely to cite gender than nongender-focused
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articles [38]. Lastly, in proportion to their representation in the sociology researchers’
population, women are undercited, and male authors are more likely to undercite women
authors than are female authors [36].
The remaining analyses of the sociological literature’s structure examine various
bibliographic features. For example, Pierce [39] discusses the fluctuation in use of
footnotes and visuals in core sociology journal articles from 1886 to 1985 as illustrations
of “consensus development” in sociology’s disciplinary history. Similarly, Brown and
Gilmartin [21], Lin and Nelson [34] and Hargens [24] note that the relative number of
citations in journal articles has increased since the discipline’s inception. However,
results diverge regarding publications’ lack of citation in subsequent literature, with
Oromaner [40] finding that a large proportion of publications receive little or no
subsequent citations, while Bott and Hargens [41] report that a “substantial majority” of
publications are subsequently cited (p. 147). Lastly, Cronin, McKenzie, Rubio, and
Weaver-Wozniak [42] state that while acknowledgments do not correlate with citedness,
they are significantly prevalent in sociology journal articles and are thus important
bibliometric indicators of scholarly communication.
Thus, sociological literature has received ample analytical attention. However,
while these studies have explored various facets of the discipline’s scholarly
communication structure, none have made distinctions between quantitative and
qualitative researchers’ respective citation patterns and general structure. Therefore,
while proposing to analyze various previously examined aspects, this study’s attention to
the differences and/or similarities between quantitative and qualitative researchers’
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citation patterns and the implications for library collection development is analytically
unique and will thus enhance the extant research literature.

METHODS
Articles from the following sociology journals were analyzed: American Journal
of Sociology (AJS), American Sociological Review (ASR), Journal of Contemporary
Ethnography (JCE), and Qualitative Sociology (QS). The ASR and the AJS are
considered “elite publications” [26] within the field and are consistently ranked by impact
factor as among the top five sociological journals by the Institute of Scientific
Information’s Journal Citation Reports, Social Sciences Edition [43-46]. JCE and QS
publish exclusively qualitative studies: Due to the literature’s suggesting that the ASR and
AJS tend to be dominated by quantitative studies versus qualitative [21,25,26,33],
selecting articles from the field’s two specialized qualitative journals was necessary for
comparative analyses.
To examine possible longitudinal changes in the general structure and citation
patterns of sociological journal articles, samples were drawn from the 1990 and 2000
publication years. These publication dates were chosen due to their ready accessibility
and the literature’s implication that the qualitative/quantitative debate was salient in this
time frame [2,11].
There were 274 total research articles for the selected years and titles, excluding
commentary, book reviews, etc. The following general characteristics were recorded for
all 274 articles: gender of primary author; type of article (empirical, methodological, or
theoretical/critique); and methodology employed and/or discussed (quantitative,
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qualitative, or triangulated). An article was coded as “empirical” if it involved
substantive analysis, “methodological” if it discussed and/or critiqued methodologies,
and “theoretical/critique” if it discussed theoretical issues and/or critiqued other(s)’
work(s). An article was coded as “quantitative” if it used tests of statistical significance
(chi-square tests, regression analysis, etc.) or descriptive statistics (percentages,
means/standard deviations, etc.). Articles that employed ethnography, content analysis,
socio-historical analysis, in-depth interviews, etc., were coded as “qualitative.” Lastly,
“triangulated” articles were those that used both quantitative and qualitative methods.
Samples of 10 articles per year per journal were then drawn, for a total of 80
articles, including randomly selected quantitative articles from AJS and ASR and
qualitative articles from QS and JCE. For each of the 80 articles, the number of citations
by the following publication types were recorded: monograph; edited volume; academic
journal; and an “other” category, which included non-scholarly periodicals,
doctoral/master’s thesis, government publication, conference papers, electronic journals,
websites, and unpublished materials (e.g. manuscripts, working papers, personal
communications, etc.). The number of foreign language publications was also noted.
Additionally, intra- and inter-citation of the examined journals was documented.
Anticipating that research published in specialized qualitative journals might be
substantively different than qualitative studies published in the field’s prestigious but
quantitative-dominated journals, ten qualitative articles were randomly selected from AJS
and ASR for both years and compared with ten articles from QS and JCE for both years.
Also, AJS and ASR qualitative and quantitative articles were compared.
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Lastly, samples of ten articles per year per journal were drawn (once again
purposively selecting quantitative articles from AJS and ASR), or 80 articles, and five
citations per article were randomly selected for age and subject analysis, for a total of 400
citations. The age of cited publications were aggregated in the following categories: less
than five years old; five to ten years old; and more than ten years old. To determine the
subject matter of the citations, the sources were found in OCLC WorldCat [47], and the
corresponding Library of Congress [48] subject classification was recorded.
Where appropriate, the data were subjected to chi-square significance tests to
assess the relationships of variables. Ball and Connor-Litton’s [49] web chi-square
calculator was used to generate the chi-square and critical values. Likewise, the strengths
of statistically significant relationships were assessed via phi or Cramer’s phi measures of
association derived from the generated chi-square values, which were interpreted as
Pearson r.

RESULTS
Table 1 outlines some general characteristics of the 274 articles. Males
dominated primary authorship for the AJS and ASR articles for both 1990 and 2000. In
contrast, for both QS and JCE the number of men and women primary authors for 1990
was relatively even, while women outnumbered men as primary authors in 2000.
However, the overall percentages across all four journals reflect men’s domination of
primary authorship, with 73% for 1990 and 62% for 2000. While comparable statistics
for circa 1990 were not accessible, the proportion of male to female primary authorship
for 2000 from the four sampled journals closely approximated the American Sociological
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Association’s data for faculty distribution by gender in sociology graduate departments
for the 1997-1998 academic year: 68% men and 32% women across all ranks [50]. Thus,
in contrast to previous findings [36], women were not underrepresented as authors for the
sampled journals. However, as noted in previous literature [26], empirical articles
dominated all the examined journals. Moreover, while the percentage of qualitative
articles increased for both AJS and ASR from 1990 to 2000, these journals are still
dominated by quantitative articles, as had been indicated in previous studies [25,26].
Table 1: General Characteristics of Total Articles
GENDER, 1ST
AUTHOR1
1990
AJS

ASR

28 M
(78%)
8F
(22%)
49 M
(78%)
14 F
(22%)

9M
(50%)
9F
(50%)
6M
JCE
(46%)
5F
(39%)
2 Un
92 M
TOTAL
(73%)
36 F
(28%)
QS

1
3

2000

TYPE OF ARTICLE2
1990

2000

28 M
(72%)
6F
(15%)
5 Un
35 M
(71%)
14 F
(29%)

27 Emp
1 Meth
6 Th/Cr

27 Emp
3 Meth
8 Th/Cr

49 Emp
1 Meth
13 Th/Cr

38 Emp
3 Meth
8 Th/Cr

6M
(27%)
16 F
(73%)
9M
(41%)
13 F
(59%)

13 Emp
5 Meth

19 Emp
2 Meth
1 Th/Cr

12 Emp
1 Meth

19 Emp
3 Meth

METHODS3
1990

2000

25 Quant
(81%)
5 Qual
(16%)
1 Tri
43 Quant
(84%)
7 Qual
(14%)
1 Tri
18 Qual

20 Quant
(74%)
6 Qual
(22%)
1 Tri
31 Quant
(72%)
11 Qual
(26%)
1 Tri
22 Qual

13 Qual

22 Qual

78 M
(62%)
49 F
(39%)

M=male; F=female; Un=unknown. 2 Emp=empirical; Meth=methodological; Th/Cr=theoretical/critique.
Quant=quantitative; Qual=qualitative; Tri=triangulated.
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Table 2 contains data reflecting the relationship of gender of primary authors and
methodology choice. As the data for 1990 indicate, a significant interaction was found
between gender and choice of method, with women more likely to author qualitative and
men more likely to author quantitative research (chi-square (1) = 8.04, p < .01), which
echoes a previous finding that women are more likely to author qualitative than
quantitative publications [26]. However, a phi of 0.27 (r2 = 0.0729) indicates that only
7.3% of method choice is explained by gender, indicating other variables account for
92.7% of method choice. Additionally, while women were slightly more likely to author
qualitative and men more likely to author quantitative research in the 2000 sample, this
relationship was not statistically significant (chi-square (1) = 3.05, p < .05).
Table 2: Observed and Expected Distribution of Methodologies by Gender

1990

2000

Male
Female
TOTAL
Male
Female
TOTAL

QUANTITATIVE
54 (47.4)
14 (20.6)
68
31 (26.6)
16 (20.5)
47

QUALITATIVE
22 (28.6)
19 (12.4)
41
30 (34.5)
31 (26.6)
61

TOTAL
76
33
109
61
47
108

Note: Numbers in parentheses are expected distributions if no relationship existed between the variables.

Table 3 contains data comparing the total citations by format for the quantitative
articles sampled from AJS and ASR and the qualitative articles sampled from QS and JCE
for 1990 and 2000. A statistically significant relationship was found between
methodology and cited formats for both 1990 (chi-square (9) = 122.53, p < .001) and
2000 (chi-square (9) = 99.03, p < .001). However, a Cramer’s phi of 0.16 (r2 = 0.0256)
for 1990 and 0.12 (r2 = 0.0144) for 2000 indicates that other variables remain undetected
that explain choice of cited formats.

11

The most marked distinction deserving discussion was the disparity by
methodologies for citing monographs versus journals. For 1990, both quantitative AJS
and ASR were less likely while qualitative QS and JCE were comparably more likely to
cite monographs. Likewise, for 1990, while the observed citations to journals for AJS
closely approximated the expected values if no relationship existed, the sampled ASR
articles were comparatively more likely to cite journals than were the QS and JCE
articles. Moreover, for 2000, both AJS and ASR were comparably less likely to cite
monographs and more likely to cite journals, while the opposite was demonstrated for the
QS and JCE articles, which were comparably more likely to cite monographs and less
likely to cite journals. Therefore, the data indicate that overall for both years the
quantitative researchers showed a propensity for citing journals versus monographs,
while the qualitative researchers demonstrated a tendency for citing monographs versus
journals.
Lastly, as delineated in Table 3, the total number of citations differed between the
four journals and changed between the examined years. The sampled AJS articles had the
most total citations, with 594 for 1990 and 710 for 2000—a 20% increase. The ASR
sample increased its total number of citations from 395 in 1990 to 573 in 2000, a 45%
increase. The sampled JCE articles demonstrated the most evident increase of total
citations between the two years, with 280 for 1990 and 522 for 2000—an 86% increase.
In contrast, the QS sample slightly decreased its total number of citations from 363 in
1990 to 328 in 2000—a 10% decrease.
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Table 3: Observed and Expected Citations by Format, AJS and ASR Quantitative
and QS and JCE Qualitative Articles
MONOGRAPH
AJS
ASR
1990 QS
JCE
TOTAL
AJS
ASR
2000 QS
JCE
TOTAL

188 (213.3)
97 (141.8)
190 (130.3)
111 (100.5)
586
239 (266.6)
173 (215.2)
168 (123.2)
221 (196.0)
801

EDITED
VOLUME
91 (83.4)
34 (55.4)
51 (50.9)
53 (39.3)
229
84 (94.5)
69 (76.3)
37 (43.7)
94 (69.5)
284

JOURNAL

OTHER

TOTAL

254 (255.1)
241 (169.7)
105 (155.9)
101 (120.3)
701
333 (286.6)
281 (231.3)
80 (132.4)
167 (210.7)
861

61 (42.2)
23 (28.1)
17 (25.8)
15 (19.9)
116
54 (62.3)
50 (50.3)
43 (28.8)
40 (45.8)
187

594
395
363
280
1632
710
573
328
522
2133

Table 4 contains data for comparison of qualitative articles sampled from AJS and
ASR and from QS and JCE for 1990 and 2000. Statistically significant relationships were
found for both 1990 (chi-square (9) = 51.65, p < .001) and 2000 (chi-square (9) = 109.15,
p < .001), but the nature of the relationships varied across the sampled journals and years.
For example, for 1990 the sampled AJS and JCE articles were less likely to cite and ASR
and QS more likely to cite monographs. However, for the 2000 samples, the AJS and QS
articles were more likely to cite monographs, while the ASR and JCE articles were less
likely to cite this publication format. Likewise, the AJS and ASR articles were less likely
and the QS and JCE articles were more likely to cite journals in the 1990 samples.
However, for the 2000 samples the ASR articles were more likely to cite journals, the
sampled QS articles cited journals the expected number of times if no significant
relationship existed, the AJS articles were less likely to cite journals, and the JCE articles
were more likely to cite journals. Nevertheless, a Cramer’s phi of 0.12 (r2 = 0.0144) for
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1990 and 0.16 (r2 = 0.0256) for 2000 indicates that other variables remain undetected that
explain choice of cited formats.
Lastly, Table 4 also delineates the pattern differences for total number of citations
for the qualitative samples. The AJS articles had the most total citations and showed the
most evident increase of the four journals, with 430 for 1990 and 709 for 2000—a 65%
increase. The ASR sample total number of citations from 1990 to 2000 remained
relatively stable, with 392 for 1990 and 385 for 2000—a 1.7% decrease. The JCE
articles demonstrated a dramatic increase of total citations between the two years, with
112 for 1990 and 264 for 2000—a 136% increase. In contrast, the QS sample slightly
decreased its total number of citations from 180 in 1990 to 136 in 2000—a 24.4%
decrease.
Table 4: Observed and Expected Citations by Format, AJS and ASR Qualitative and
QS and JCE Qualitative Articles
MONOGRAPH
AJS
ASR
1990 QS
JCE
TOTAL
AJS
ASR
2000 QS
JCE
TOTAL

204 (206.9)
195 (188.6)
95 (86.6)
42 (53.9)
536
369 (332.7)
172 (180.7)
70 (63.8)
90 (123.9)
701

EDITED
VOLUME
72 (57.9)
40 (52.8)
26 (24.3)
12 (15.1)
150
146 (112.0)
34 (60.8)
19 (21.5)
37 (41.7)
236

JOURNAL

OTHER

TOTAL

104 (112.3)
86 (102.4)
51 (47.0)
50 (29.3)
291
169 (201.2)
114 (109.3)
38 (38.6)
103 (74.9)
424

50 (52.9)
71 (48.2)
8 (22.1)
8 (13.8)
137
25 (63.1)
65 (34.3)
9 (12.1)
34 (23.5)
133

430
392
180
112
1114
709
385
136
264
1494

Table 5 contains data comparing the quantitative and qualitative articles sampled
from AJS and ASR. A statistically significant relationship was found between
methodology and cited formats for both 1990 (chi-square (9) = 182.53, p < .001) and
2000 (chi-square (9) = 170.61, p < .001). Likewise, a consistent pattern emerged across
14

journal titles and years: the quantitative articles were comparatively less likely to cite
monographs and more likely to cite journals, and the qualitative articles were
comparatively more likely to cite monographs and less likely to cite journals. However, a
Cramer’s phi of 0.18 (r2 = 0.0324) for 1990 and 0.16 (r2 = 0.0256) for 2000 indicates that
other variables remain undetected that explain choice of cited formats.
Table 5: Observed and Expected Citations by Format, AJS and ASR, Quantitative
and Qualitative Articles
MONOGRAPH
Quant
AJS Qual
1990
Quant
ASR Qual
TOTAL
Quant
AJS Qual
2000
Quant
ASR Qual
TOTAL

188 (223.0)
204 (164.3)
97 (151.0)
195 (141.8)
684
239 (289.5)
369 (289.1)
173 (233.7)
172 (140.7)
953

EDITED
VOLUME
91 (78.7)
72 (56 9)
34 (52.3)
40 (49.1)
237
84 (101.2)
146 (101)
69 (81.7)
34 (49.2)
333

JOURNAL

OTHER

TOTAL

254 (227.3)
104 (164.6)
241 (151.2)
86 (142.0)
685
333 (272.5)
169 (272.1)
281 (219.9)
114 (132.4)
897

61 (61.1)
50 (44.2)
23 (40.6)
50 (38.1)
184
54 (46.8)
25 (46.7)
50 (37.8)
25 (22.7)
154

594
430
395
371
1790
710
709
573
345
2337

Table 6 shows the number and percentages of citations made to articles published
in the same journal title and in the other examined journals. As the data indicates, neither
of the quantitative AJS or ASR samples cited QS or JCE for either 1990 or 2000, while
only one of the qualitative ASR articles cited QS, and only once. However, both the
quantitative and qualitative AJS and ASR articles cited other AJS articles as well as ASR
articles, with these citations accounting for varying percentages of journal citations. In
contrast, the QS and JCE articles cited other QS and JCE articles as well as AJS and ASR
articles, with varying percentages of the citations to these particular titles.
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Table 6: Citations to AJS, ASR, QS, and JCE
AJS

Quant

Qual

1

AJS
Total:
%1:
ASR
Total:
%:
AJS
Total:
%:
ASR
Total:
%:
QS
Total:
%:
JCE
Total:
%:

ASR

QS

JCE

1990

2000

1990

2000

1990

2000

1990

2000

40
16%

58
17%

40
16%

55
17%

0
---

0
---

0
---

0
---

21
9%

19
7%

78
32%

30
11%

0
---

0
---

0
---

0
---

7
7%

15
9%

13
12.5
%

31
18%

0
---

0
---

0
---

0
---

9
11%

24
21%

12
14%

15
13%

0
---

1
1%

0
---

0
---

2
2%

4
5%

12
11%

2
3%

6
6%

2
3%

4
4%

1
1%

10
10%

11
7%

10
10%

10
6%

1
1%

3
2%

10
10%

4
2%

Percentage of total journal citations.

Table 7 contains data regarding the age and subject matter of the cited
publications for the sample of 400 citations. Across all four journals for both years
(excepting ASR for 2000), the largest percentage of citations was to sources more than ten
years old. Of the four titles, JCE had the highest percentage of citations that were more
than ten years old, with 66% for 1990 and 64% for 2000, while ASR had only 24% for the
year 2000. The remaining age of cited materials varied between titles, with AJS showing
roughly an even split of 30% for five to ten year-old and 30% for less than five year-old
publications. The ASR citations varied more considerably between years, with an
increase of five to ten year-old citations from 34% in 1990 to 44% in 2000 and a nearly
doubled percentage of less than five year-old citations from 16% in 1990 to 30% in 2000.
16

While QS’s less than five year-old citations remained relatively stable at 24-28% for both
years, the percentage of citations to materials five to ten years old increased by 14% from
1990 to 2000. Lastly, JCE’s percentage of citations to five to ten year-old materials
decreased from 32% in 1990 to 22% in 2000, while its less than five year-old citations
increased 12% from 2% to 14% for the respective years.
Also, the majority of citations were to social science (H) publications, with
sociology (HM) dominating the cited materials, ranging from 20-44% of the examined
citations. Overall, the AJS and ASR samples had higher percentages of citations to
statistics (HA), economic theory (HB), and industry/labor-related materials (HD) than the
QS or JCE samples, while the latter had higher percentages of citations to
family/women’s studies (HQ) materials than the former. Welfare/criminology (HV)
materials were also cited, with the JCE 1990 sample showing the highest percentage for
this subject area.
In contrast, while comparably small percentages were to subjects outside of the
social sciences (H), the sampled citations represented a wide range of disciplines,
including psychology (BF), religion (BL), history (D), Indiana tribes and cultures (E),
anthropology (GN), political science (J), law (K), education (L), language and literature
(P), science (Q), and medicine (R). The QS 1990 and JCE 2000 samples had comparably
higher percentages of citations to psychology (BF) materials. Also, the ASR 2000, QS,
and JCE 2000 samples had higher percentages of citations to medicine-related (R)
materials than the AJS sample. Lastly, while the 2000 ASR sample had a comparably
high percentage of citations to education (L) materials, the majority of these citations was
from one article in the sample and thus reflects skewed results.
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Table 7: Age and Subject Matter of Citations
AJS
1990

ASR
2000

1990

QS
2000

1990

JCE
2000

1990

2000

AGE
Less than 5 years:
5 to 10 years:
More than 10 years:

28%
30%
42%

26%
30%
44%

16%
34%
48%

30%
44%
24%

28%
18%
52%

24%
32%
44%

2%
32%
66%

14%
22%
64%

H (Social Sciences):
HA (Statistics)
HB (Economic theory)
HD (Industries, Labor)
HF (Commerce)
HM (Sociology)
HN (Social Problems/Reform)
HQ (Family, Marriage, Women)
HT (Classes/Races)
HV (Welfare/Criminology)

2%
6%
20%
18%
--30%
--4%
--8%

2%
4%
4%
22%
--38%
--2%
--12%

--10%
10%
20%
2%
40%
--2%
4%
---

2%
2%
6%
14%
2%
20%
2%
8%
--4%

------4%
4%
40%
2%
8%
--12%

----2%
16%
2%
42%
2%
18%
2%
---

2%
----4%
--44%
----4%
34%

----------38%
--12%
2%
8%

2%
---

-----

-----

-----

8%
2%

-----

2%
---

6%
2%

---

---

2%

2%

---

---

2%

---

2%

2%

---

---

2%

2%

---

2%

GN (Anthropology):

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

2%

J (Political Science):

---

---

4%

2%

---

---

---

2%

K (Law):

---

4%

---

2%

---

---

---

---

L (Education):

---

---

2%

12%

---

---

---

---

P (Language and Literature):

---

---

---

2%

---

4%

---

2%

Q (Science):

2%

2%

2%

6%

---

---

2%

---

R (Medicine):

2%

2%

2%

10%

6%

8%

---

8%

SUBJECT

Philosophy (General):
BF (Psychology)
BL (Religion)
D (History):
E (Indian tribes and Culture):

DISCUSSION and CONCLUSIONS
The findings support a selection of the previous studies on sociology research’s
citation patterns and overall structure. Empirical articles dominated all the examined
journals, which is noted in preceding literature [26]. Moreover, both AJS and ASR were
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dominated by quantitative articles, as had been indicated in previous studies [25,26].
Additionally, as reported in earlier research, English-language publications dominated the
citations in the examined journals [19,20,22,29]. Similarly, while citations were
concentrated within the social sciences and particularly in the sociological discipline, a
degree of interdisciplinary referencing was reflected [19-22,31]. Lastly, as Hargens [24]
also reported, the relative number of citations in journal articles increased between 1990
and 2000, with AJS and ASR articles having comparably more citations than the QS and
JCE articles.
However, some of the findings do not support preceding studies. In contrast to
previous research [36], women were not underrepresented as authors in the four journals.
Moreover, while Broadus [19,20] and Baughman [22] found the majority of cited
materials in the sociological literature were less than ten years old, this study indicates
that the majority of citations were more than ten years old. Likewise, while previous
research found that monographs received a greater proportion of citations than journal
articles in the sociological literature [19-27], this study indicates that this phenomenon
varies by methodology. Perhaps the most insightful finding of this research, the sampled
qualitative articles were comparably more likely to cite monographs than journal articles,
while quantitative articles were more likely to cite journals than monographs. While this
interpretation is purely speculative at this point, that the qualitative articles were more
likely to reference monographs than journal articles may indicate their increased
likelihood of referencing qualitative research, as previous studies indicate that qualitative
analyses are more likely to be employed in monographs than journal articles [21,26,33].
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The findings in Table 6 also warrant discussion. The inter- and intra-citation of
these journals was documented to begin exploring the question as to whether quantitative
researchers cite qualitative researchers, and vice versa. As AJS and ASR are quantitativedominated journals, there is a high likelihood that a citation to an article in these journals
is to one using quantitative research. And, as the data shows, the quantitative articles
from AJS and ASR cited other articles from AJS and ASR, while—except for one
citation—excluded citations to QS or JCE articles. In contrast, QS and JCE cited articles
from the quantitative-dominated AJS and ASR as well as from QS or JCE. Thus, a liberal
and at this point speculative interpretation of these findings is that quantitative
researchers are more likely to cite quantitative research, while qualitative researchers may
not be as exclusive. Although the data of this study cannot provide definitive support for
this proposition, it does point to a possible relationship and thus warrants further
research.
Moreover, the findings have various implications for library collection
development for the sociology discipline. While collection development choices should
be primarily guided by localized knowledge of the particular institution’s research needs,
citation analyses of the broader discipline can inform library collection development, as
noted in previous literature [13-18]. This study suggests several consequences for library
collection development for sociological research, including selection, storage, and
weeding of materials as well as serials/monograph budget allocation.
For example, foreign-language materials do not appear to be in extreme demand
for sociological researchers, as they were seldom cited. Thus, reducing or ceasing
collecting in this area may be warranted. Additionally, foreign-language materials might
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be moved to storage—or perhaps weeded from the collection altogether—if their ready
accessibility is not crucial.
Likewise, that the majority of citations were to materials more than ten years old
has consequences for library collection development. This finding indicates that older
materials are relevant to sociological research and thus should remain readily accessible.
Consequently, decisions about moving older materials to storage or weeding them from
the collection should be tempered by the knowledge of their importance to sociologists’
research needs.
Additionally, the interdisciplinarity of citation patterns in sociological research
has implications for library collection development. This finding reveals that collecting
across disciplines is necessary to meet sociologists’ research needs. Thus, librarians
selecting for sociology should also be aware of materials in other disciplines that are
relevant to the sociology faculty’s research. Likewise, when making storage or weeding
decisions for disciplines other than sociology, librarians must consider the repercussions
for the sociologists at their institution.
Furthermore, the methodological preferences of the sociologists may have
consequences for library collection development. Specifically, the findings indicate a
methodological disparity in citations to monographs and journals, with qualitative
researchers being more likely to reference the former and quantitative the latter.
Therefore, when developing collections for sociological researchers, those responsible
should be aware of the researchers’ methodological preferences and how that in turn may
influence their format preferences: if the researchers predominantly use quantitative
methods, they may be more interested in journals versus monographs, and vice versa.

21

Likewise, that researchers may have a partiality to materials that employ particular
methodologies should also inform selection decisions: if the researchers primarily use
qualitative methods, they may prefer qualitative works to quantitative, and vice versa.
Thus, these preferences may inform materials selection. Correspondingly,
methodological preferences might be considered when determining serials/monographs
budget allocation: if qualitative researchers dominate the sociology department, perhaps
more money should be allocated to the monograph budget, and vice versa.
Before concluding, limitations of this research study must be acknowledged.
Analyzing qualitative articles rather than monographs is one such limitation. As
qualitative analyses are more likely to be developed in monographs rather than journals
[26] and research has shown citation patterns of sociology monographs differ from
journal article’s citation patterns [35], limiting analyses to qualitative journal articles may
not reflect the overall citation structures of qualitative research in sociology. Thus, future
research should examine the qualitative/quantitative distinction in the monographic
literature to explore whether similar differences in citation patterns arise. Additionally,
while several statistically significant relationships were found within the data, the
strength of the association between the variables (as measured by phi or Cramer’s phi) in
all cases were found to be minimal, thus indicating that other pertinent factors were not
explained. Consequently, further research is needed to explore other variables that may
contribute to the observed phenomenon.
In conclusion, this study gives preliminary support to the initial suppositions of
differences between quantitative and qualitative sociologists’ citation patterns; further
research is needed to examine the extent and nature of these differences within the
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sociology discipline as well as the other social sciences. Nevertheless, the findings
warrant consideration in library collection development decisions. Librarians’ localized
knowledge of their particular institution’s research needs should always chiefly guide
collection development choices. However, this study indicates that librarians should also
bear in mind the discipline’s overall citation patterns as well as the influence of
methodology on scholarly resource preferences when making decisions regarding their
collections.
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