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varlables aescrlblng Such systems arefvmperative lf We are £ renaer tractab e

tions aq,f:.ﬁ, va -a 2
unstahle :in

. .. Space W|ll,not“perm|t our”present1ng a complete set of stra ﬁlf
cataon cancepts here (see. Haller and Sardiva, P77 YR minimal. setomust begin
by SpeCIIYIng the classes of uiits ‘and of ‘thé dfménrsions describing.them:  One
distinction is between two classes of units of analysis. The:langer.of;these-

cin€ludes. all-members of the. other~|n specnflable re!atlonshlp to- each other.
WHe:ga > uni't '

Cuniti

{wirich

‘ thevbartituiate und
‘:mgtvrduals.:

status.A Tneée ‘tho ° claSses “of - dnnensnons have been clearly recoq-
nlzec at LeasqvSInce“ he first appearance of Serokinfs: Socual Hobility (1327) .
came Quti they have only recently been named (Hal?er JiO) Lontcnt olmensmons o

communltwﬂmybe!Sanemplrlcal questlon9 one upon whlcn vie siall shortly cons:der
atilength.. But at a oenera] level many gcneratlons of ‘thinkers have already
. determiped. for us the classes of content varnables ¥6 'which we must look.:
Svalastoga (lje)) provides the ‘broadest, most encompassing of such llsts,
although; even: it may not perfectly cover certain concepts, such as power,
whi-ciy others be,leve lmportant. He nolds thdt there are four of our .content
dimensions: of. status. These are economlc status, polltlcal status, .social -
T statusa anu_lnfornat|onal status.z Jhlle thls may ‘not -be the best possible:set
; dimen5|ons, it does a good jOb of encompassing ‘those specified by -
deber.. (Genth :and Mills, 1945, Parsons, - t947) holds ‘that class; party, and
status groups are. the three key stratsfnCatnon concepts. - Hote' that by trans-
~forming thes. Q) - categorles of people to dlmen5|ons we have three of Svalastoga s
i four -content dime ns: : :
w:9katuses &partles al contendnng polntlca1rgroups varylna ‘in polltlcal ‘powel,
-and status groups which vary in hsocial honor* or prestige: - Again, note Harx.
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His basic explicit distinction is between socnal categories who do or do not

control the means of production (see Ossowski, 1373, pp. 29-55).  lmplicitly.

these: two categories: -differ.in wealth, or economic status, and power , something
akin: to polttacal ‘status. As narx saw. it, nost of the time power is concentrated

in the hands of ‘thewealthy.. Yet occasionally s:tuatlons arise ‘in which the poor

can becoms sufficiently powerful. to contest the rich. So, ‘to him “‘power S

and wealth arenanalytlcally distinct concepts - or 50 he’ xmplled Sorokin

(19527) also had:a system of three dimensions, each conceived as a- ‘dimehsion: of

stratiflcatlon.= ‘econemic; . olutecal, and, occupational.' At least “the first.

two ‘are-clearly hlerarchscal . and- Sorokin  thought the thlrd to be-also; 7o

although unlike modern students of . occuPational prestiae (Hoege, Treiman, Rossi;

l)ﬁu) e had: sofme dtfflculty in orderlng occupatvohf”" : onsistent h:erarchy

Lenski - {1966)  récently attempted to make a new synthesis of" stratnf:catlon

concepts.: iiks content: dimensions are three.: prnvilege;’power and” prestlge.
His concept of privilege .seems to be a ‘compination of ecdnomrc status andra

special case of social status, legally deflned specnal rl 's and dutiesi:

His concept of power is the same as that of Weber and'is” thus élose; but not
"’1dentieal ‘to:Svaldstoga's. 80, on the whole, Svalastoga's basic categories

of: variables appeat :t0; cover . the range of h:erarchlcal varlables th key

: theorlsts of - the: past century or. s9. have thought |mportant. We Wit
:~these inwa- moment. : Lty

12

uhlle we:' do not need .to-devote. much’ space “then here, structural uimenSxons

‘(Haller, 1970). are variables which. describe sta 6F ‘the conitent’ smens:ons~

- or-of their component: status. variables. “There are at | least six off' '
1) central tendency,.. the avera _Habso\utedstat”s‘!evei of ‘the popllation :
units) - participating i *ﬁ tificat stem of & comm i ¢

4%orla5wﬁuncan (l9ub§_nallsg degree of 1 L g tabi
statuses of; small units : dn the‘stratpfica
a.stat al property. descr; g. the g
distribution of the: statuses. f. the sma]] upits 4)’strat|g ' hy, £hé- statlst:cal
modes describing the points of status ‘concentration of the’ smalTiunits ) 5) Flux,
or VWeitculation mobility,'i the degree to which the statuses of small units

Cihgre unoorrelated at. two. different . pounts'in f e ieryd 5T igation - or
- asipuncad;éalls it; ‘'rigidity of inequality’ 3 whi€hivar

""" :atus-content . diménsions-o. are ‘

diménsions are.by definition. operatuve in any communuty Fn-whi
reliable: status..content, va jance among ‘the’ smal1 un “The~ faét,

i form, of stratification status, differences seems to be unl} rsal amongvhuman
- cohmunities. The sixth crystalllzatuon, has & cha a¢ternst1C'whfoh 1S”Wé?th
“notings The. form. ofﬂcrystallxzation of'a comun i Lstatus system lS eally

.ﬂthe same as the factor . structure of its content 1

Status content varnables.¢(
been written:on the. content d:mens:o s of status;
i ceal of. hardievndenc icerning’” :
- there is. pFaCtJ Al Despite the . fact t consrderablé greémeﬂi ewusts,
oot Theast cat: an;rmplnqgt lﬂi- : ”Lf1e appropruate sna11”un+t§ ‘anidi<ds-£o -the
\ 't yet have d singléfinstanice ©of a communuty
) en fully méppeé iéh &:-Falk

é
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- would have to beitaken on a’ sample of :appropriate smaltiunitsy (households,4

. for fedsons hie did AGES

. until factorrdmalyses of ' ‘dppropriate’ 'status content variables:
- conducted. s ioreover thére is no way ‘to: tebh ‘which ' drmensnons ares everywhere

4 presenting:factor analyses .of imany ftems* ‘purporting’ '£6-measure the status: of

'“lgil) are ‘based pon samples of :small units of wiore or Fess well. defined

‘the United States. P

it provtdes the enIyﬁsuch l|st whose specufic var:able5*

. too is: almost suréiy“incomplete, it is much HoreE. detauleﬁ thanvanythnhg else

‘The small units were 242 ‘fami kies into which’aich¥

-3..

for nuclear families; or adult |nd|vaduals) ‘50 . selected asige! permlt genera11~
zationite a .definable: community. * This would presume - thé:-aiistencé of “an:
exhaustive li‘ 'tthe varlables whlch comprlse each ef the”éontent dnmensuons.~

{, P

Dﬁncah'(IS ﬁrovndes the only relatlve]y comprehens:ve llst of vartables
to be ineluded:in® *sueh - ‘a-'s

ify.)-Evidently he started with Svalastoga 5sfeur~n
categories; ‘thén divide three of - then into two-partsivlésving s total of
seveii. - Theh-he: indicsted 'a-set of more Specific cortént variables. for: each

~of the seven. (These were divided- into ‘'stock’ and 'flow," a distihbt?én’probébi?

not required for status mapping. ) With various modlflcations and qualtftcatlons9
Figure 1" préesénts thé: §ubstance of Duncan's-Tist. Forald |ts d;ff[éﬁ”‘ <

in the ilterature Se 1t may serve B as a basns by whtch towdetermane the :

varlables whteﬁ Span the ‘rangé of status content dlméhsne"s prcposed by
stratification? ‘theorists. ¥t will be:noted i Figufe l‘that theSe a eﬁcatf
”hypothetlcal cofitent dlmenS|ons.“, T point of fact; there {
which: ifiany of: these are separable conteént- dlmensnens_‘ g

the mos t:impor tant s i indeed: any are - umléss and wnttl
of such: ifactor analyseés show that' the samé batteriesiof: e
hlgh Ieadings on' the same emplrncally separable factors.» f

Factorwanafyses of status content,var»ubles, Wé” ufoundfs X publncatlons

small units w:tnln a. larger community. " W& 'classified: thezitemns 6f each of
these according to Duncan's list as presented in Figure 1. All but one (P ugh

communities: ALl communttles but one (Haller and Saralva9 137z 197/) were in"

ia (Athertoh,‘l9€2)
1d was born- durlng 1925 “and "+

Tne earl[est data weretaken Fn uerkeley, Ca!ife

 part of 1929, - ‘Twenty status-measures ‘were takeh ‘on ' ‘each fanaly The next’ was

taken -in” Poughkeepsxe, Hassachusetts in 1941 (knupfer, 1946); - Th;s
publication is not readily available and the details-are sLetchy ‘we-know ¢
about it because it was partially described by Atherton (1962). Apparently

. S sstatus indicators were measured. The next was done in ¥9% 53 by

Kahl-and bavis (1955).  bata were taken ‘on 219 men in Cambridge, ﬂassachusetts.»
Eighteen status indicators were measured. - In the most ambltlous of “such
prOJects9 ‘data were taken on random household samples 322, 376, 686, 375, 396,

~and 298 men in edch of six cities in Arizona and tndiana" n11966and I967@mtlz etal.

Seventeen status variables were meastred. 'The ni xt study, -by Harrison G. &ough"

(lﬂil) i's quite different from the previous ones: kit data were ‘takén
from high ‘schiool students in haphazard samples ‘of ‘19 schools in various: ‘states.
For the most part the 22 items he incliuded are ‘indicators’ of ‘the ° status of the'’

. youth's family.  The data collection period ‘is ‘not reported 1t was probably

in the 1260s- certainly  after 1550. For our purposes ‘thére ‘are really two i@ &

udy * fal tholigh' he 'says it *'has béen found: unsattsfactory”!f ;

9




"°observat|ons shoul
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data sets:. l 3/9 youth: {sample A) iwhose status. i tems ‘were’ lntercorrelated
and- subJected to cluster analysis,.and 762 (sample B) for whom' ‘the status
clusters. wete intercorrelated. The last of these studies was done by i aller
_and.Saraiva (1972,-1977) in l9u7 using:data .on heads of a randomly selected. -
sample of 465 households in an isolated and fragnented rural community in
brazil. Eight status variables were measured, . - .. selected so. that at
twleQSt;one,was available to tap . - each of Svalastoga s four:.status content
. dimensions. " Actually four indekes were employed for economic status and two
"were used for social.status; the two other dimensions, political status and
informational status,were each represented by one. Only sev;n, however, were:
,-factor analyzed. : , : - L :

‘:‘ Results,A Ulth one exceptlon each of the specnflc sta_ S content varlables
) UUncan s list.is amenable to dirgct measurements takenienythe small. anit
itself + a: person, A housahold,éer a.nuclear family - or tu the case of the
last. two mstancesp on an:adylt member of the household- or;fauuly io . Vihose o
status determines that.of .the whole units. The exception is:occupational ...
prestige (lmplled bhut- not Stated) In this case, the individual is:attributed.
. the.prestige of his occupation. But in no other case does:his, list: imply:
indirectg. medsurements such as. the mean -réntal value of houses i, the icensas ; g
tract where thesmall. unjt llves, or -, the ‘community's, view' of : the de5|rab|l|ty
of the nelghborh@od wnere the:small, unlt resudes, ate. Furthermore, practically
. all of his. fgasures;are. obviousl Lntenaed to be obJectlve.p oy nlnclple, most
are .gmenableto valid.and-reliable scoring- :based on readily communicated: rules .
of observation' and.compsrison by various-observers.. flost" ‘admi t -of ~no: sub;ectlve
-definitions.-either op theipaet of- i fermant of the. small un;t or-on“the: - -
part of the observer who records edch ; . Lt
are all necessarily easy to measute. of the 46 SpelelC status content
-varitables. in. Fggureil, salmost halfi i{19)..appear. to be-.extrémely.
measure;..- i ified):" POSSlbly ‘the. maJorltykef the™
neVer yet been subjected-toﬁ-reCISe neasurement, i N ¥

e

lherez issn0; way tnet thy truetxmtent dlmen510ns T actual ﬁactemn.tructures,
of .variahlds: neasurlng aspects of.the ihypothetical content dimensions = can.. ..
be determined for a given community at a point in time unless valﬁd'and rellable
measures of each of the status variables tapplng each hypothetical status
content:dimensions are takemiat-that-time. Without repeated studies- of. this
sortit is; |mp0551ble to-tell what. the basic status icofitéent dimensions dfeq:
wlthout these We ¢an. only JOln thewranks of the speculative: secl0109|sts and
guess.. lth them, we may be-able to:learn what the similarities: andidlfferences
in status. content ulmen5|ons 13 ;across communntles and through tlme.l-a SN

ln Flgu'e‘z we use Ouncan;s seven-fola system as the base aga nst whlch
to. determlne the hypothetlcal status content.dimensions whose spec:fuc status
content vartables_have been measured iin each of . the six studies. mecauselwe'
do not see: (for Ou urposes) /any. fundamental dcfference between his “stock'.:.
;.and Hflowt- classes we have.combined them in the figure. :: Several preltmlnary

.be made.. -F sty we' have ~indicated -that ia .hypothetical.;
‘status dumensnon was empkoyed (lyes,'t.in.the figure).:in.a dataset | if at léast
one status content varlable from. theﬁcorreSpondlng sector -of Duncan's . list.
-was, employed.» lhe flgure says . nothing :about whether. atl such variables: from
Duncan's list were empleyed In.-fact;.of the 4G statys . codtent variables .
mentnoned by ntm,_only eleven Mere used. in all the six studies put- together.
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ﬁext-”about one-third 2wt of the specific. 'status! ;ndexes used; in. the: six.
I stidiesrare nots on: Buncan?s listzat.all.. These. includeia variety of -called
”general ‘status Thdexes;™ as wellias selfrratings-and. the; interviewer!s. sul
jective ratings of: theihouse: or wn&ighborhood quality: . Hany: are. indirect |
» Measures taken onv:the . néi ghborhoad,:. Oney.: number. of - chlldren!was not .a status
varnab]esat a4 ;The nnby vndt:egt,neasureskamong them which are on Buncan s
' 3 we. - Finally,. three specific:
status content variables appear~|h‘alnost abi ive - of the. data-sets..__,
These. :arer fam|1y>tncome, the: occupational- prestlge of the head of the household
and . the.educat|ona watxaunment.of ‘the atter. - . S :

1 J | ) ,ﬁgwone of these studles
(rncludeﬂ spec- “a5‘7; s variables. From all seve ,;f Bupcal -z- ‘;“'Only
one of themg.haller‘and\Saratm ”.rom each‘of

sampledwfour of“ﬂuncanv,.

Mhid rspecific: var;ables fron the Quncan llst (seg:;
each data+set had: at least one measure taken dirvecthy an the s i
are these: Atherton (1563)-income, possessions,: educatmon, KnupferA(av '
possessions, participation, education; Kahl and Davis (1955) =income, prestlge
(occupationzl) ;s jedica tional attal nmerit;-Artz,; Curtis, Fakebank,. and jdackson
{19721) =iricome  prestiige:.(ocoupdt iona k), .education z-Gough. (1971) =possessions,
letsure; participdtion; education; and : raining;-Hallersand Saraiva. (1372- .
1527 )~property 2 (and), sincome; level :of 1tiving, consdmption (food),:snfluence
(inzthepotitidal systen)s prestige” (occupdtional :and. rntra-conmumty)s and -
educationa lidttainment: We ' see; sthen; ithat individua thesa :datassets |ncluded
.measures 3 lontyaifew of .the nearly 5d.possibilities:}isted bybuncan. .- - .-
Atherton, “iahl .and Davis, and :Artz gt.alviincluded: but: three each,. desp:te the
fadt tnat b igach Imany . var iables: were: ractor.analyzéd. (Athertong,l kahl and
pavis, 18; and Artz et.al., 17. ) Two. data-sets9 HKnupfer's-.and. § ougn S, .
included. measures appropriate to four of buncan's detailed list. These; too,
were ‘from:much larger: sets: of ~hypothetical 'status.variables. (Knupfer, 15;
~and.Geugh,22).s: Intone,. _tialter ‘and: ‘Saraiva, seven.weré.included, and these .
constltuted\the whole sample iof ‘status:variables. measured by them (except for
communlty uresttge, wh:ch was omltted by them for tecnnncal reascns) 5

Ue ‘assume: tnaﬁ the buncan llst of syecuflc status content variables pro—
‘vides a reasomable:coveragé of the more fundamental. hypothetscai status.content
dimensions, whether they are his own seven, or Sa!alast@ga s more inclusive
four, or -the various sets of three proposed by Lenski, Weber, and Sorokin, or
the. one- (or two) iproposed by Harx.; Beyond doubt, it is an-appropriate base
for.- ueternln:ng whether any-of those more:inclusive hypothetical- content
dlmen510ns is empiricaldy verifiable: But it is extremely unlikely: that
:fdctor, analyses of - the. set-of indicators in- ‘the:-available-data-sets, which

include so;few-of Duncan's long. list, would be capable of describing the

'actua] status content dimehsions. ofiany-of the communities. In each case, the

-variables which-wefe intercorrelated-and factor’ ‘analyzed:were concentrated on
but a few;of the:many.status content-variables!im.the Duncan list. Given the
d|fferenCes among: the six data- sets in-status variable coverage, in time, and
in.place; it would: beisurprising if any-of them were:'in agreement with each °
other, and. guite: unllkely that they would .agree with the: content.. dlmensnons

\ p;@posgd,by the. theorists:: As a matter of fact thu factor analyses do show




‘Atherton: {1962) shows that. her data-set ..
“and those of Knupfer (1956} -and.Kahl and bavis: {1553) each contains. two cf tro:
factors correlated at-about #7247 e &l thrike, - the first-of these: t'f
with occupatlonal status and education; and the sccond with: the arca: of r;s:«*
uche.-dhnie thesgare in agreement with each:othet;. they:ébviously.: have. little
to do with the hypothetucal dlmen9tons proposed: by thatheorists. The bthers:
are even less comparable. Artz, (TN Flad Lictle factor s;mllarltyﬁi
amonyg their six cities; and none Scem‘Very close to any: of. ithe farugoun
uough (1971) Finds four factors, which he names. “social status;! n”ownzrsnkp,P
“civic involvement,’t and ! acsthetlc involvement . Thie content. of ‘these: seems.
qulte different from that of any of the others. Clearly neither the Artz
et.al, -nor the Gough analysas ields factorS'whj'h%rGScmee sthose: predicted
by any of tng theortsts. The Brazn‘ianwstudy : A ﬂaller and Saranva,

somc snm:iarnti%s hére and there.s

it is-so heav11y loade
‘factor  ldoks ‘like: SGmts'th z .
tneory.. That s, state 19 unltary and hcavaly Ioaded:w:th ecqnomnc standvng

EXCupt ln revolutlena ¥ sﬁ ; ;o ;

Tatus canten
i on sthie factdr analyses of -status.‘don- }

tgnt v‘rlaaleSars thét Vi Sfmpby da notiknow wha‘ he actua Status content |
for raniy cof et The Varidys studies -taad |

_aftun drfﬁerant fren;each othpr~am' ahnasfcadwuys: 3
different: fron th@se ‘pastulated by anw;tnearnst.' fIREEI
complete eoVeragc of ¢ status cOntent varlabl¢s¢~ :er and Saratv»Jrlsralso hc
2 : tneoretic l,posatl@n. at enen.

fsobiaged ssampl

N

> So-weid6: not*yetzknew, ‘SVEn for,ene commmntty at Qne pdlﬁt -
in timey what the: actdal status content: danensnons%arc.@a_omﬁdrattVQhreSeareh
of the causes-and® cons@quences ofastatus: stratificdghon, off cthe. relatieon? between
status and:class: ‘consciousness; andion-status:attainment: processes Agithusy:
sevcrgly hampered. We shall not make much more progress in unuerstandlng
stratxflcation antil*“through factor andlyses lof. appropriate statuszcontent
(ovdridbles,twe lares ab1é:to map tﬂe StatUS’ sntent dinens1ons ef varaeus lacal«
anu natJOnalacammu’ fasein oy :

Thef'ecesSary rcsearch w:ll be dafflculte : aresdifférences’ anohg

st ragarding. stéuctures of ! point?cal 4nfluence\ fitéria of :sogials hoder,
legal definitions of. statas, ‘and! p@Ssrbly ‘othar statdsivariables) Thibse poses
sevére' proolens of-. comparabf!rty régard g not oty thes operatqenaf ----- hdtcatars
_but:even?thesstatus- content.variables: theNSetvesﬁim$hen, ‘tooy i the sizécdnd
~costs: of research projects wi¥l -be Targé ihdead, if we aresto medsiréial bvthe
variables on:luncan's: (1968):1istuon a représentatives sampTguoffeVenfonu‘Iér&e
community. Thése problemsiwill bé ‘compounded- by theﬁactual ‘state tof ‘tites
structural dimensions. of {status (haller, 1}783 ih digertain: conmanieyia
certaini time. In partncu]av, thereTisvaevery reasédn. to: be%lave&%hat the- C?ystalil-
zation of status. systems varies.over:time. Likewisa the 1éysl ef ‘Statis- d-spersuon
(or-t'degree of ! inequality'-as Buncan>[1960i-calls it)” sarelyivatics overitime

and among status variables within a given community. Variations in status dis=
perSIOP will affect the correlatlons among status indicators.




a.7=.

Honetheless this work nust be undertaken soon. e can no longer afford

to pretend that we know what are the fundamental status content dimensions and
more specific status content indicators. As more and more research on
-stratification is publxshed it becomes ever clearer that many of our disagree~
ments over differences in research flndnngs, or even ideology, are due to
differences in our untested - but testable - assumptions about the basic
content dimensions of status stratification. e now have the concepts and
methods by which to determine, within and among national and lower-level
comnunities, which hypothetical status content dimensions are basic and which
are not. Thls resecaréh should be started in various countries as soon as
possible. Rural socidlogists should conduct much of the work so as to make
-certain that status variables approprlate to rural life are included, and so
as to determine the similarities and differences in status content dimensions
among rural communities within nations, between rural and urban comunities
withih natlons, and between rural communities of different nations.
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Figdre 1. Duncan's List of Hypothetical Status
: ]
Content Dimensions and Variables¥

Hypothetical Content Dimensions Status Content Variables

("Conventional Rubric') (**'Stock or State:Cohcept”) (“Flow or Incidence Conce

Economic statu sg

Production Wealth income
Assets
Property
 Consumption Level of Living Expenditures
Leisure Possessions Consumption
Political statusg
Political status PowerS Influence c
' " Authority _Decision-makingJ

Civic Status

Legal status
Freedom

Exercise rights,3 choice,
participation

Experience punivhment,SE‘
deprivation,~¥ sanctions

Social si:atu-!—:Zi

Cultural status

Social status

Style of 1ife%
Status symbols
Manners

Language
Prestige

Honor .
Reputation, fame
Esteem

Psychic income=t
SatiSfag}ion
Utility
[)iversion-q
Deference

ognition wards
Recognit s agf eEi
Concern,— care, clov

HMoral evaluation

Informational statusﬁ

Educationc, SchoolingEg
Knowledge Training
Skill

.Composite status Welfare Life chances

(summation of 1-7)

: szhe order has been rearranged.
EgSvalastoga's (1965) content dimensions.

53These items would appear to be especially difficult to conceptualize or to forr
~ as measureable and uniquely specifiable status variables.
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Hypothetical Content Dimensions of Status

- Figure 2.
: Variables Employed in Six Data-Sets
Hypothetical Status Data-Set
Content binensions T
» 1930 1941 1953 1967 1960s? 1967
Economic Status™
Product 'ion-'?-I Yes Yes Yes Yes - Yes
Consumptiorrm Yes Yes ——- - Yes Yes
Political St::)tu':‘raJ
Political Status-g -—— - - - -—— Yes
Civic Status—t-’-; - Yes - - Yes -
. al
Social Status—
Cultural S'i:a'i:u's.Ei - -—— - —— ——— ——
Social Status-t—’i' - - Yes Yes - Yes
International Status-a--3 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Knupfer (1946)

Gough (1971)

LTONAREZD

: Atherton (1962)

Kahl and Davis (1955)
Artz, Curtis, Fairbank, and Jackson (1971)

Haller and Saraiva (1972,

1977)




