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Research Questions Access Measure
1. Are the strategies of the universities associated with having access to the field of power? v v .
2. What kind of resources (e.g. prestige) account for universities having access in the field of power? — 100 . ( E : “i,j E : E : i, kYE g )
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A; Access A of a node ¢, 7 = relevant node (e.g. PCAST), k& = neighboring
Theoretical Framework node, £/ = number of edges of given node, w as the tie-strength, ¢ = distance
of the shortest path between two nodes (e.g. 1 if the nodes are neighbors, 2 if

connected to a third party and so on).
Habitus Fieldtheory (Bourdieu 2000; 2010) and Academic Capitalism Approach (Minch 2014) assumes an imbalance of

power between universities linked to internal competition (creation of knowledge) and external competition.

Fields are not autonomous (Krause 2018) and overlap with the field of power (Schmitz et al. 2017). In the field of power,
exchange rates between different resources (e.g. expertise), aims and definitions of society are at stake. This includes
science policy and the chances to gain advantages to conduct research, gain grants or the most talented researchers.

1. Competition: Every actor j competes against others k for gaining ac-
cess on relevant nodes 1.

2. Distance: The greater distance 9; ;, the more distorted the possible

Therefore, universities in the US have an interest to gain access and shape the aims and exchange rates of resources access gets.
in the field of power. This Access measure can be theorized and operationalized as form of field-spanning Social capital 3. Third Parties: Every actor may mobilize third parties who are in touch
(Burt 2005; Lin 2002; Wleczorek et. al. 2020) and used to further link Habitus-Fieldtheory and social network analysis (de with relevant nodes.

Nooy 2003; 2011; Fuhse 2010).
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Fig. 1: Overview of the process of data collection and data analysis.
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Fig 3: Simulation Results
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