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Abstract 

A study of criminology textbooks recently proposed an alternative to citation analysis as a 
measurement of the influence of scholars. Drawing on techniques developed in content 
analysis, the study used inches-of-print and pages devoted to scholars to assess their influ­
ence. This paper extends the page-coverage technique to an analysis of six leading crimi­
nology and criminal justice journals published from 1991 to 1995. The 100 most influential 
scholars in the journals are reported, as measured in page-coverage. A comparison of these 
findings to a recent study listing the most-cited scholars in the same journals for the same 
years showed some interesting differences in the rival procedures. Specifically, the citation 
analysis seemed to underestimate the influence of earlier theorists and scholars known mostly 
for one work, while perhaps overestimating the influence of prolific contemporary quantita­
tive researchers. Because these findings are similar to the ones reported in the earlier 
comparison of citation and page-coverage techniques in textbooks, page-coverage mea­
surement appears to be an important alternative to citations in evaluating the influence of 
scholars. 

INTRODUCTION 

During the past 25 years in the social sci­
ences, citation analysis has emerged as one 
of the most venerable ways to judge the 
influence of different scholars, works, and 
academic departments and programs (Cole 
and Cole, 1973: Thomas, 1987). Although 
a handful of citation analysis studies were 
done years ago in criminology and crimi­
nal justice (see Cole, 1975: Shichor, 1982: 
Wolfgang, Figlio, and Thornberry. I 978 ), 
a steady stream of these studies has ap­
peared in the last decade (see Cohn and 
Farrington. 1990. 1994a. 1994b. 1996. 
1998a. 1998b, 1998c: Cohn, Farrington, 
and Wright, 1998; Wright, ! 995a, I 996a, 
1997a. 1997b. I 998: Wright and Carroll, 
1994: Wright and Cohn. I 996: Wright and 
Friedrichs. I 998: Wright and Miller. 1998a: 
Wright and Rourke. I 998: Wright and 
Sheridan. 1997: Wright and Soma. 1996). 
This research uses simple counts of cita­
tions in various criminology and criminal 
justice publications (journals. research 
books and monographs. and textbooks) to 
measure the influence of particular schol­
ars. works. and academic departments. 

Cohn. Farrington. and Wright ( 1998) re­
cently proposed an alternative procedure to 
measure the influence of scholars and 

works, through the use of techniques de­
veloped in the content analysis of themes 
and topics in print media. Specifically, they 
examined the amount of coverage-in 
rnches-of-print and pages-devoted to 
2.076 scholars in 23 introductory criminol­
ogy textbooks published from 1989 to 
1993. Using page-coverage as a unit of 
analysis, they ranked the 100 most influ­
ential scholars in the textbooks. A com­
parison of the page coverage findings with 
an earlier citation analysis that ranked the 
47 most-cited scholars in the same 23 
criminology textbooks (Wright, 1995a) 
revealed some important differences in the 
results yielded by the two procedures. 

This paper extends the page-coverage 
procedure to an analysis of "who gets the 
ink" in periodicals. Through an examina­
tion of the amount of coverage devoted to 
2.0 I I scholars in all the articles and re­
search notes appearing in six leading crimi­
nology and criminal justice journals pub­
lished from I 991 to I 995, we report the 
I 00 most influential scholars. A compari­
son of the page-coverage findings with a 
study listing the most-cited scholars in the 
same six journals for the same years ( Cohn 
and Farrington, 1998b) again shows some 
interesting differences in the results pro-
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duced by the rival procedures. Specifi­
cally. citation analysis seems to underes­
timate the influence of earlier themists and 
scholars known mostly for one work. 
while perhaps overestimating the influence 
of prolific. contemporary quantitative re­
searchers. We conclude with some 
thoughts about the relative merits of mea­
suring the influence of scholars and works 
through the page-coverage procedures 
u_sed here and traditional citation analy­
sis. 

UNITS OF CONTENT ANALYSIS 

Despite the large number of citation 
analysis studies to appear in criminology 
and criminal justice in recent years. some 
commentators do not consider citation 
analysis to be a valid measure of the influ­
ence of scholars and works. Critics have 
argued that citation patterns: 1) may re­
flect the attempts by authors to curry fa­
vor with journal editors and reviewers; 2) 
might be influenced by authors who use 
citations to boost the careers of their 
friends and colleagues; 3) ignore whether 
the subsequent discussions of scholars and/ 
or works are favorable, unfavorable, or 
neutral: and 4) may reflect past rather than 
current contributions to the field (Cohn, 
Farrington, and Wright, 1998; Cole and 
Cole. 1973; Green, 1997). 

The defenders of citation analysis have 
countered that high citation counts are 
strongly correlated with other indicators 
of influence in a discipline. such as the 
receipt of prestigious awards and elections 
to offices in professional associations 
(Cohn, Farrington. and Wright, 1998 ). 
Cohn and Farrington ( l 994b:53 l) con­
clude that "large numbers of citations ... 
provide an impeifect but nevertheless rea­
sonably valid measure of influence on a 
field." 

Still. Cohn, Farrington, and Wright 
(1998) note that as a type of "manifest" 
( or quantitative) content analysis of print 
media (see Berelson, 1952: Budd, Thorp, 
and Donahew, 1967: Carney, 1979; 
Wright, 1988) 1

, citation analysis relies on 
somewhat unusual units of analysis to 
measure and to tabulate influence. The 
key elements are names (in the analysis of 
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the influence of particular scholars) and 
titles (in the analysis of the influence of 
particular works) that are accompanied by 
references. One possible problem with 
these units of analysis is that they mea­
sure influence by how often scholars and 
works are cited. rather than by the amount 
of space that is devoted to the discussion 
of these scholars and works. Tradition­
ally in the manifest content analysis of 
print media, length of coverage-mea­
sured in inches-of-print or in pages-is 
considered to be a superior unit of analy­
sis when studying the importance of 
themes or topics (Berelson. 1952: Budd, 
Thorp, and Donahew, 1967; Camey, 1979: 
Wright, 1988). 

To offer a hypothetical example of the 
potential differences between citations and 
length of coverage as measurements of 
influence. consider an article that cites two 
scholars. In this article, Scholar A has one 
study cited in a five-inch review of his/her 
work, while scholar B has five studies cited 
in a one-inch discussion of his/her work. 
Using citations as a unit of analysis. B 
would be ranked as more influential in this 
article than A; using inches-of-print as a 
unit of analysis, A would be ranked as 
much more influential than B. In this cir­
cumstance, length of coverage may offer 
a more realistic measure of the relative 
influence of these scholars. 

Manifest content analysis researchers in 
the areas of deviance. criminology, and 
criminal justice have made extensive use 
of length of coverage measurements (for 
example, see Bollen and Phillips, 1981; 
Chermak. 1994, 1995, 1998; Phillips. 
1979, 1980; Stack, 1987; Wright, 1987, 
1988, 1992. 1994, 1995b, 1995c, 1995d, 
1996a; Wright and Friedrichs, 1991; 
Wright and Miller, 1998b ). For example, 
research relating c1;me, victim. and of­
fender characteristics to coverage in print 
media has measured the amount of space 
devoted to crime stories in inches-of-print 
in newspapers (Chermak, 1994, 1995, 
1998). Studies of major newspapers that 
have linked suicide stories to subsequent 
motor vehicle accidents (Bollen and 
Phillips, 198 l: Phillips, 1979), or publi­
cized executions to subsequent homicides 
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(Phillips. 1980: Stack. 1987). also have 
used inches-of-print in newspaper columns 
as the unit of analysis for measuring the 
amount of publicity devoted to news sto­
ries. 

In a series of articles ciitical of intro­
ductory criminology textbooks. Wright 
and his associates used both inches-of­
print and page-coverage to argue that text­
books devoted insufficient attention to bio­
logical theories and research (Wright and 
Miller, 1998b ). career criminal studies 
(Wright, 1994 ), deterrence research 
(Wright, 1996b ). the free will/determin­
ism controversy (Wright, 1995c ), white­
collar crime (Wright and Friedrichs, 
1991 ), and women and crime topics 
(Wright. 1987, 1988, 1992. 1995d). In 
these studies, Wright followed the stan­
dard convention in the manifest content 
analysis of print by assuming that the 
length of coverage devoted to a topic like 
deterrence is a more valid indicator of the 
importance of this research than the num­
ber of times that authors mention key 
words like deterrence (see Wright, 1996b ). 
The same reasoning can be used to argue 
that length of coverage might be a more 
valid indicator than simple citations when 
measuring the influence of particular 
scholars and works. 

To date, only one study-Cohn, 
Farrington, and Wright ( 1998)-has used 
length of coverage in publications as a unit 
of analysis to examine the influence of 
scholars. By converting inches-of-print 
into page coverage, these authors mea­
sured the amount of space devoted to 
2.076 scholars in 23 introductory crimj­
nology textbooks published from 1989 to 
1993. The total numbers of pages devoted 
to these scholars were tabulated to rank 
the I 00 most influential scholars: these 
rankings were compared to a recent analy­
sis (see Wright. 1995a) of the 4 7 most­
cited scholars in the same 23 textbooks. 
Notable differences emer,::,:ed when the re­
sults of the two studies w;re compared: in 
particular, the citation analysis appeared 
to underestimate the influence of earlier 
theorists and scholars known mostly for 
one celebrated work. while overestimat­
ing the influence of prodigious contem-
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porary quantitative researchers. Cohn. 
Fanington, and Wright ( I 998: 111) aroue 
that it is important t; determine if the dif­
ferences found between page-coverage 
analysis and citation analysis: "are idio­
syncratic to textbooks or also affect jour­
nals. The next step in evaluating the po­
tential of page-coverage analysis as a tech­
nique for studying the influence of schol­
ars is to extend this research to crinunol­
ogy and criminal justice joumals."2 

Here, we take tms next step by measur­
ing the page coverage devoted to 2,011 
scholars in all the articles and research 
notes appearing in six criminology and 
c1iminal justice journals published from 
1991 to 1995. After compiling a list of 
the l 00 most influential scholars, we com­
pare our page-coverage findings to Cohn 
and Farrington ·s (1998b) analysis of the 
49 most-cited scholm·s in the same six jour­
nals for the same five years. Our findings 
show that the differences that Cohn, 
Farrington, and W,ight ( 1998) observed 
when comparing page-coverage and cita­
tion techniques in criminology textbooks 
persist in the study of influential scholars 
in the journals. 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

We examined the amount of coverage 
devoted to various scholars in all the ar­
ticles and research notes appearing in three 
leading crinunology journals ( Criminol­
ogy. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 
and Journal of Research in Crime and
Delinquency) and three leading crinunal 
justice journals ( Criminal Justice and Be­
havior, Journal of Criminal Justice, and 
Justice Quarterly) published from 1991 
to 1995.3 For comparison purposes, the 
periodicals and time frame selected for the 
study were chosen to duplicate exactly the 
publications analyzed in Cohn and 
Farrington ·s (1998b) study of the most­
cited scholars in recent leading criminol­
ogy and criminal justice journals. 

Inches-of-print and page coverage were 
the units of analysis used in th; study. 
When a scholar' was mentioned in an ar­
ticle/research note (either in sentences, in 
citations within the text, or in footnotes), 
careful records were kept of how much 
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coverage-in continuous inches-of­
print-;as devoted to the scholar.5 Be­
cause Cohn and Farrington 's ( 1998b) 
analysis excluded the self-citations of au­
thors. we followed this example by delet­
ing self-discussions in our data collection. 
AU scholars receiving at least one inch of 
print coverage in one article/research note 
(that they themselves did not write) were 
included in the study; scholars receiving 
peripheral attention (less than one inch of 
print coverage in at least one article/re­
search note) were excluded. This research 
design required reading and analyzing a 
total of 773 articles/research notes, com­
prising a total of 15,210 pages. 

Records were kept of how many inches­
of-print each journal included on a typi­
cal page. Once the data were collected on 
the inches-of-print coverage for every 
scholar, these measurements were 
reconfigured so that page-lengths were the 
reported units of analysis for ranking the 
most influential scholars (for additional 
examples of the use of these procedures 
in manifest content analysis, see Wright, 
1994, 1996b; Wright and Miller, 1998b ). 

FINDINGS 

Altogether, 2,011 different scholars were 
covered in at least one inch of print in one 
of the 733 articles/research notes that we 
analyzed. Most of these scholars, though, 
received minimal attention: when inches­
of-print measurements were reconfigured 
into coverage in total pages, only 209 
scholars (or 10.39%) were discussed in 
one or more pages. 

Table l reports the 100 most influential 
scholars in the six journals that were ana­
lyzed, ranked by how much page-cover­
age each received. Travis Hirschi ( l st 
place) and Michael R. Gottfredson (2nd) 
were at the top of the rankings, largely due 
to the intense theoretical and research in­
terest generated by the self-control per­
spective, proposed in A General Theory
of Crime ( Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990). 
Hirschi and Gottfredson impressively out­
distanced other scholars who ranked high 
in the study: over ten pages of coverage 
separated Gottfredson from Cesare 
Beccaria in third place. This difference is 
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especially noteworthy, considering that 
only five scholars in Table I-Hirschi. 
Gottfredson, Beccaria. Delbert S. Elliott 
( 4th), and Alfred Blumstein (5th)-re­
ceived more than ten pages of coverage in 
the journals. David Huizinga (6th), 
Lawrence W. Shemrnn (7th), Jacqueline 
Cohen (8th). Robert J. Sampson (9th). and 
Marvin E. Wolfgang ( I 0th) were the other 
scholars who ranked among the top ten in 
page-coverage. 

There is considerable intellectual diver­
sity in the 100 scholars ranked in Table 1. 
Besides Hirschi and Michael 
R.Gottfredson, other authors who are
closely associated with particular theoreti­
cal perspectives are John L. Hagan ( 12th),
Austin Turk (32nd). and Jurgen Habermas
(37.Sth) for conflict/critical approaches.
Sampson, David P. Farrington (41st),
Terrie E. Moffitt (41st), and John H.Laub
(52nd) for developmental/life course theo­
ries, Beccaria, Kirk R. Williams (26th),
and Richard Hawkins (28th) for rational
choice/deterrence arguments, Lawrence E.
Cohen (30.Sth) and Marcus Felson (45th)
for the routine-activities approach, Edwin
H. Sutherland ( 13.Sth) and Ronald L.
Akers (46th) for social learning perspec­
tives, and Richard Rosenfeld (25th), Rob­
ert K. Merton (27th), Steven F. Messner 
(47th). and Robert Agnew (53rd) for strain 
theory. Scholars in Table l who are promi­
nent criminal justice systems analysts and 
policy researchers rather than theorists 
include Blumstein. Jacqueline Cohen, 
Shemmn, Marcia Chaiken ( 13.Sth), Jan M. 
Chaiken (16th), and Joan Peters ilia 
(30.Sth). 

Other indicators of intellectual diversity 
are the varied methodological orientations 
and educational backgrounds of the influ­
ential scholars. Although most authors 
listed in Table I are renowned for quanti­
tative research, some are known mostly for 
qualitative/ethnographic studies (e.g., Jack 
Katz, 34th; Martin Sanchez Jankowski, 
41st; Malcolm W. Klein. 49th; and Elijah 
Anderson, 68.Sth). Most scholars ranked 
in Table I were trained as sociologists, but 
a number are associated with other disci­
plines. including philosophers Beccaria 
and Habermas, political scientists James 
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TABLE 1. THE 100 MOST INFLUENTIAL SCHOLARS IN MAJOR AMERICAN CRII\IINOLOGY 

AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE JOURNALS, 1991 TO 1995, MEASURED IN PAGE COVERAGE 

Rank Scholar Pages Devoted to the Scholar 

Travis Hirschi 35.65 
2 Michael R. Gottfredson 29.50 
3 Cesare Beccaria 19.26 
4 Delbert S. Elliott 10.79 
5 Alfred Blumstein 10.17 
6 David Huizinga 8.09 
7 Lawrence W. Sherman 7.22 
8 Jacqueline Cohen 6.98 
9 Robert J. Sampson 6.35 

JO Marvin E. Wolfgang 6.19 
l I Wesley G. Skogan 5.58 
12 John L. Hagan 5.05 
13.5 Marcia Chaiken 4.95 
13.5 Edwin L. Sutherland 4.95 
15 Mark Warr 4.86 
16 Jan M. Chaiken 4.80 
18 Suzanne S. Ageton 4.50 
18 Mark Stafford 4.50 
18 Charles R. Tittle 4.50 
20 Kenneth C. Land 4.47 
21 Thorsten J. Sellin 4.43 
22 Eric D. Poole 4.24 
23.5 David F. Greenberg 4.23 
23.5 Christy A. Visher 4.23 
25 Richard Rosenfeld 4.14 
26 Kirk R. Williams 4.13 
27 Robert K. Merton 4.00 
28 Richard Hawkins 3.99 
29 Bruce J. Arneklev 3.96 
30.5 Lawrence E. Cohen 3.90 
30.5 Joan Petersilia 3.90 
32 Austin Turk 3.74 
33 Robert M. Figlio 3. 71
34 Jack Katz 3.68
35 Scott Menard 3.66
36 James Q. Wilson 3.65
37.5 Robert J. Bursik 3.53
37.5 Jurgen Habermas 3.53
39 Harold G. Grasmick 3.37
41 David P. Farrington 3.13
41 Martin Sanchez Jankowski 3.13
41 Terrie E. Moffitt 3.13
43.5 Richard A. Berk 3.09
43.5 H. Laurence Ross 3.09
45 Marcus Felson 3.02
46 Ronald L. Akers 3.01
47 Steven F. Messner 2.98
48 Lloyd E. Ohlin 2.83
49 Malcolm W. Klein 2.82
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TABLE 1. CONTINUED 

Rank Scholar Pages Devoted to the Scholar 

50 David Matza 2.81 
51 Darrell J. Steffensmeier 2.73 
52 John H. Laub 2.65 
53 Robert Agnew 2.64 
54 Richard B. McCleary 2.49 
55 Francis T. Cullen 2.39 
56.5 Donald J. Black 2.31 
56.5 John J. Dilulio, Jr. 2.31 
58.5 John Braithwaite 2.28 
58.5 Cathy Spatz Widom 2.28 
60 David McDowall 2.19 
61 Murray A. Straus 2.18 
62 Herman Goldstein 2.17 
63.5 Soumyo D. Moitra 2.14 
63.5 Karl-Dieter Opp 2.14 
65 Michael J. Hindelang 2.13 
68.5 Elijah Anderson 2.00 
68.5 Bruce Levin 2.00 
68.5 Ross L. Matsueda 2.00 
68.5 Douglas A. Smith 2.00 
68.5 S. S. Tomkins 2.00 
68.5 Gerald S. Weinstein 2.00 
72 Hans Toch 1.97 
73 Gary D. Hill 1.96 
74 Albert J. Reiss. Jr. 1.89 
78.5 Judith V. Becker 1.86 
78.5 Denise C. Gottfredson 1.86 
78.5 Gary D. Gottfredson 1.86 
78.5 J. Thomas Grisso 1.86 
78.5 Y. Lavee 1.86 
78.5 David H. Olson 1.86 
78.5 J. Portner 1.86 
78.5 Vernon L. Quinsey 1.86 
83 Richard A. Cloward 1.84 
84 Raymond Paternoster 1.82 
85 Mercer L. Sullivan 1.81 
86.5 David Cantor 1.76 
86.5 Renee Hoffman Steffensmeier 1.76 
89 Gerben J. N. Bruinsma 1.71 
89 James Heckman 1.71 
89 A. Tomkins 1.71 
91 D. Wayne Osgood 1.69 
93 Jerald G. Bachman 1.68 
93 Richard A. Hay. Jr. 1.68 
93 Terance D. Miethe 1.68 
95 Irving A. Spergel 1.65 
96 Irving Piliavin 1.64 
97 John M. Hagedorn 1.61 
98 Susan Ehrlich Martin 1.60 
99.5 David Weisburd 1.58 
99.5 Helene Raskin White 1.58 
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Q. Wilson (36th) and John J. Diiulio. Jr.
(56.5th). psychologists Farrington. Moffitt,
and Judith V. Becker (78.5th). and statisti­
cians Bruce Levin (68.5th) and Gerald S.
Weinstein (68.5th).

There is less gender. generational, and 
cultural diversity among the names appear­
ing in Table I. For example. only twelve 
women ranked among the JOO most influ­
ential scholars in page-coverage: 
Jacqueline Cohen, Marcia Chaiken, 
Suzanne S. Ageton ( 18th place), Christy 
A. Visher (23.5th), Petersilia, Moffitt.
Cathy Spatz Widom (58.5th), Becker.
Denise C. Gottfredson (78.5th), Renee
Hoffman Steffensmeier (86.5th), Susan
Ehrlich Martin (98th). and Helene Raskin
White (99.5th). Furthern1ore, most of the
scholars listed in Table I are contemporary
researchers, and only six are deceased:
Beccaria. Wolfgang. Sutherland, Thorsten
J. Sellin (21st). H. Laurence Ross (43.5th).
and Michael J. Hindelang (65th). Finally,
virtually all of the most influential schol­
ars in page-coverage were from the United
States: Exceptions are Beccaria from Italy,
Habermas and Karl-Opp Dieter (63.5th)
from Germany, Farrington from England.
John Braithwaite (58.5th) from Austrilia,
and Gerben J. N. Bruinsma (89th) from the
Netherlands.

Table 2 reports the 50 most influential 
scholars in our page-coverage analysis of 
six leading criminology and criminal jus­
tice journals published from 1991 to 1995, 
alongside the list of the 49 most-cited 
scholars from Cohn and Farrington ·s 
( 1998) study of the same journals during 
the same period.6 This table permits a di­
rect comparison of the results produced by 
the rival citation and page-coverage pro­
cedures. 

In their studies. Cohn and Farrington 
( 1994a. 1994b. 1996. 1998) found that 
leading journals in criminology and crimi­
nal justice vary conspicuously in the aver­
age number of references listed in articles/ 
r;search notes. In particular. publications 
in criminology journals tend to have more 
references than those appearing in crimi­
nal justice journals. To assign equal im­
portance to the citations in different peri­
odicals. Cohn and Farrington ( 1994a. 
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1994b) devised a weighting procedure. 
where the 50 most-cited scholars are com­
piled for each journal before aggregating 
these data for all journals. This weighting 
system involves reversing the rankings for 
the 50 most-cited scholars in each journal 
(so that the author ranked first in citations 
receives a score of 50. the author ranked 
second in citations receives a score of 49. 
and so on). The weighted scores are then 
added for every author who appeared as 
one of the 50 most-cited scholars in at least 
one of the journals; the authors with the 
highest scores are ranked as the most-cited 
scholars (see Cohn and Farrington. 1994b. 
1998).7 

Because Cohn and Farrington (1998) 
only report citation rankings based on 
weighted scores. we were forced to copy 
this procedure. We recoded our page-cov­
erage data to tabulate the 50 most influen­
tial scholars in each of the six journals, in 
order to calculate aggregate, weighted 
rankings. For the most influential schol­
ars. Table 2 reports Cohn and Farrington's 
( 1998) weighted citation rankings ( column 
I), our weighted page-coverage rankings 
(column 2), and from Table I. the 
unweighted page-coverage rankings ( col­
umn 3 ). 

When comparing the data in Table 2, 
there are some agreements among the lists 
of influential scholars. Twenty-seven of 
the 49 most-cited scholars appeared in the 
weighted page-coverage rankings (r = .55 ); 
26 of the 49 most-cited scholars placed in 
the unweighted page-coverage rankings (r
= .53 ). 8 The weighted correlation is iden­
tical to the association that Cohn, 
Farrington, and Wright ( 1998) observed 
when they first compared the results of ci­
tation and page-coverage techniques in 
criminology textbooks; these authors re­
ported 26 matches in lists of 47 prominent 
scholars ( r = .55 ). This suggests that the 
two techniques for measuring the influence 
of scholars produce roughly equivalent re­
sults. 

Still, Cohn, Farrington. and Wright's 
( 1998) study of textbooks noted some im­
portant differences in the results of the two 
techniques: Earlier theorists and scholars 
primarily known for one renowned work 

--
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TABLE 2. A CoMPARISOI\ OF THE MosT INFLUENTIAL SCHOLARS IN MAJOR AMERICAN 
CRIMINOLOGY AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE JOURNALS, 1991 TO 1995, AS MEASlJRED IN 

CITATIONS AND PAGE-COVERAGE 

Rank in Citations 
"

Rank in Page Coverage Scholar 
Weightel Unweighted' 

Travis Hirschi 
2 2 2 Michael R. Gottfredson 
3 7 9 Robert J. Sampson 
4 3 5 Alfred Blumstein 
5 35 30.5 Lawrence E. Cohen 
6 48 41 David P. Fanington 
7 5 6 David Huizinga 
8 14 12 John L. Hagan 
9 4 4 Delbert S. Elliott 

10 9 10 Marvin E. Wolfgang 
l l 8 8 Jacqueline Cohen 
12 23 36 James Q. Wilson 
13 Michael J. Hindelang 
14 20 Francis T. Cullen 
15 6 7 Lawrence W. Shem1an 
16 Douglas A. Smith 
17 ll 30.5 Joan Petersilia 
18 46 Ronald L. Akers 
19 19 18 Suzanne S. Ageton 
20 45 Marcus Felson 
21 17 23.5 Christy A. Visher 
22 Marvin D. Krohn 
23 Raymond Paternoster 
24 Murray A. Straus 
25 27 l l Wesley G. Skogan 
26 22 43.5 Richard A. Berk 
27 Daniel S. Nagin 
28 21 18 Charles R. Tittle 
29 25 37.5 Robert J. Bursik 
30 Rolf Loeber 
31 33 39 Harold G. Grasmick 
32 10 20 Kenneth C. Land 
33 Albe11 J. Reiss, Jr. 
34 Terence P. Thornberry 
35 47 23.5 David F. Greenberg 
36 John H. Laub 
37 Jeffrey A. Fagan 
38 Don A. Andrews 
39 Michael H. Tomy 
40 William L. Marshall 
41 13 13.5 Edwin H. Sutherland 
42 39.5 Vernon L. Quinsey 
43 Paul Gendreau 
44 Howard E. Barbaree 
45 Martha A. Myers 
46 39.5 Judith V. Becker 
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TABLE 2. CONTINllED 

Rank in Citations" Rank in Page Coverage 

47 
48.5 
48.5 

Weightel Unweighted'" 

12 
15 
16 
18 
24 
26 
30 
30 
30 
30 
30 
34 
36 
39.5 
39.5 
39.5 
39.5 
43.5 
43.5 
45.5 
45.5 
49.5 
49.5 

16 
13.5 
32 
41 
49 
15 
29 
3 

37.5 

25 

34 

21 
33 
35 
41 
43.5 
47 
48 
so 

Scholar 

Hans Toch 
Gene G. Abel 
Dante V. Cicchetti 
Jan M. Chaiken 
Marcia Chaiken 
Austin Turk 
Terrie E. Moffitt 
Malcolm W. Klein 
Mark Warr 
Brnce J. Arneklev 
Cesare Beccaria 
Jurgen Habermas 
Darrell J. Steffensmeier 
S. S. Tomkins 
Robert K. Merton 
Eric D. Poole 
J. Thomas Grisso
Y. Lavee
David H. Olson
J. Portner
Richard Rosenfeld 
Renee Hoffman Steffensmeier 
Jack Katz 
Karl-Dieter Opp 
John J. Diiulio, Jr. 
Soumyo D. Moitra 
Thorsten J. Sellin 
Robert M. Figlio 
Scott Menard 
Martin Sanchez Jankowski 
H. Laurence Ross
Steven F. Messner
Lloyd E. Ohlin
David Matza

'From Cohn and Farrington ( 1998 ). Ranks in citations were weighted to give equal 
representation to each of the six journals analyzed in the study. 

h 

Weighted page-coverage ranks assigned equal representation to each of the six jour-
nals analyzed in the study. 

'From Table I. 

27 
22 
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ranked higher in page-coverage; prolific 
modern quantitative researchers ranked 
higher in citations. On closer inspection. 
th;se same differences are apparent when 
comparing the citation rankings with the 
weighted and unweighted page-coverage 
rankings in the journals (see Table 2). 

Four established theorists-Austin Turk 
(16th place), Cesare Beccaria (30th). 
Jurgen Habermas (30th), and Robert K. 
Merton (34th)-appeared among the most 
influential scholars in the weighted page­
coverage rankings, but not in the citation 
rankings. In addition, Edwin H. Sutherland 
ranked considerably higher in page-cover­
age (13th) than in citations (41st). Al­
though these scholars were cited only oc­
casionally, their works were extensively 
discussed when they were cited. This sup­
ports Cohn , Farrington, and Wright's 
(1998) conclusion that citation analysis 
disfavors established theorists. 

Several authors known mostly for one 
famous work in criminology and criminal 
justice-including Beccaria ([1764] 1963), 
Merton ( 1938), Renee Hoffman 
Steffensmeier (Steffensmeier and 
Steffensmeier, 1980) in 43.Sth place, and 
Jack Katz ( 1988) in 45.Sth place-also 
appeared in the weighted page-coverage 
rankings, but not among the most-cited 
scholars. For example. Merton parsimo­
niously articulated strain theory in one fa­
mous early article ("Social Structure and 
Anomie''; Merton, 1938); he seldom re­
turned to the analysis of crime in his sub­
sequent illustrious career as a sociologist. 
Although a number of journal articles/re­
search notes in our study extensively dis­
cussed strain theory, and the authors of 
these publications dutifully cited Merton's 
acclaimed article, these citations were in­
sufficient for Merton to rank as one of the 
49 most-cited scholars. Apparently, cita­
tion rankings disadvantage authors re­
nowned mostly for one work. regardless 
of the influence of this work. 

While citation analysis may underesti­
mate the influence of earlier theorists and 
scholars known mostly for one celebrated 
work, it may overestimate the influence of 
modem, quantitative researchers who are 
more prolific. Some contemporary quan-
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titative scholars who ranked among the 30 
most-cited scholars. but failed to rank 
among the 50 page-coverage influentials 
(weighted and unweighted. see Table 2), 
include Michael J. Hindelang. Marvin D. 
Krohn, Rolf Loeber. Daniel S. Nagin, 
Raymond Paternoster. Douglas A. Smith. 
and Murray A. Straus. In addition, 
Lawrence E. Cohen (respectively, 5th in 
citations and 35th in weighted page-cov­
erage) and David P. Farrington (6th and 
48th) ranked much higher in citations.') 
These researchers were widely cited in re­
cent journals, but their works were dis­
cussed only briefly. 

In general, Tables 1 and 2 seem to sup­
port Cohn. Farrington, and Wright's ( 1998) 
claim that citation analysis as a measure 
of the influence of scholars has certain dis­
advantages that may not be shared by the 
page-coverage technique. Our page-cov­
erage analysis of recent leading criminol­
ogy and criminal justice journals suggests 
that a content analysis of the same publi­
cations (Cohn and Farrington, 1998) 
slighted the influence of established theo­
rists and scholars known mostly for one 
famous work, but perhaps exaggerated the 
influence of more prolific contemporary 
quantitative researchers. The data reported 
here confirm that page-coverage is a prom­
ising alternative to citations for measuring 
the influence of scholars. 

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 

Citation analysis has emerged as an im­
portant way to measure the influence of 
scholars and works in criminology and 
criminal justice, despite some persistent 
doubts about the validity of these studies. 
Recently. Cohn. Farrington, and Wright 
( 1998) proposed another procedure to mea­
sure the influence of scholars that relies 
on units of analysis other than citations: 
inches-of-print and page-coverage. They 
compared the findings from a citation 
analysis of influential scholars in 23 intro­
ductory c1iminology textbooks published 
from 1989 to 1993 (Wright. 1995a) to a 
page-coverage analysis of "who gets the 
ink" in the same books. The authors re­
ported that page-coverage analysis cor­
rected for certain citation analysis short-
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comings. Neve11heless. Cohn. Farrington. 
and Wright ( 1998) were cautious in their 
endorsement of the page-coverage ap­
proach. Noting that these findings might 
be idiosyncratic to textbooks, they strongly 
recommended compaiing the page-cover­
age procedure and citation analysis in a 
study of journals. 

Here. we extended page-coverage re­
search to an examination of the most in­
fluential scholars in six leading criminol­
ogy and criminal justice journals published 
from 1991 to 1995-the same journals 
studied in a recent citation analysis con­
ducted by Cohn and Farrington ( 1998 ). A 
list of the I 00 most influential scholars, as 
measured in page-coverage, was compiled 
from the journals. These scholars were 
characterized by much intellectual diver­
sity (in theoretical perspectives, method­
ological approaches, and disciplinary 
backgrounds), but by less cultural diver­
sity (most were contemporary, male schol­
ars from the United States). 

More importantly, a comparison of the 
page-coverage and citation analysis find­
ings from the journals supported the ear­
lier conclusions in Cohn, Farrington, and 
Wright's ( 1998) study of textbooks. Spe­
cifically, the page-coverage technique 
seemed to compensate for the tendencies 
in the citation analysis to underestimate the 
influence of certain established theorists 
and scholars known mostly for one re­
nowned work. while overestimating the 
influence of some recent prodigious quan­
titative researchers. These findings sup­
port the continued use of the page-cover­
age procedure as an alternative to citation 
analysis in the study of the influence of 
scholars. 

It is important to conclude by noting that 
the page-coverage technique for measur­
ing the influence of scholars certainly of­
fers no quick and easy solutions to prob­
lems in citation analysis. 

The chief drawback is the immense com­
mitment of time and effort needed to con­
duct a page-coverage analysis. The cur­
rent study demanded the tedious and pains­
taking tracking of the coverage of 2.011 
scholars in 15.210 pages of text; coding 
the accumulated data alone took over two 
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months. Our estimate is that the analysis 
repo11ed here required approximately 650 
hours of research time. Any researcher who 
considers pursuing a similar study must be 
warned about the arduous task ahead. 

NOTES 

1. The other general type of content analy­
sis is called "latent" ( or qualitative). La­
tent content analysis "requires the re­
searcher to draw inferences regarding 
deeper, contextual meanings," while mani­
fest content analysis simply counts "surface 
meanings" (e.g .. names. words. sentences. 
paragraphs. and/or pages; Wright, 1988:41; 
also, see Berelson, 1952; Budd. Thorp. and 
Donahew, 1967; Camey, 1979). 

2. Special problems may affect the valid­
ity of citation studies of textbooks as mea­
sures of scholarly influence (Wright and 
Mi lier, 1998a). Allen (1983) and Green 
( 1997) argue that publishers and reviewers 
may pressure textbook authors into delet­
ing "cutting edge" citations to recent, im­
portant studies written by lesser-known re­
searchers, in favor of standard citations to 
well-established scholars. Because these 
factors also could jeopardize Cohn, 
Farrington, and Wright's ( 1998) page-cov­
erage study of textbooks. it is especially 
important to extend this technique to the 
analysis of leading criminology and crimi­
nal justice journals. 

3. Cohn and Farrington (1998b) selected
these six periodicals for analysis because 
various studies that rank the prestige of 
journals suggested that these were the lead­
ing journals in criminology and criminal 
justice (see Cohn, Farrington, and Wright, 
1998 ). Because Cohn and Farrington ·s 
( 1998b) analysis included comments and 
replies published in the journals. these also 
were examined in our study. Like Cohn 
and Farrington. we excluded book review 
essays, book reviews.journal editor's com­
ments. and miscellaneous other items ( e.g .. 
obituaries and notes). 

4. Names of nonacademics (e.g., novel­
ists. politicians, and criminals) were ex­
cluded from the study. 

5. Any discussion of scholars. including
critical assessments and biographical treat­
ments. were included in the data analysis. 
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We assumed prima facie that these were 
important indicators of the influence of 
scholars. 

6. Apparently because there were ties for
50th place. Cohn and Farrington ( 1998) 
only reported the 49 most-cited scholars 
in their citation analysis of six leading 
criminology and criminal justice journals. 

7. In a study of six journals. the maxi­
mum weighted score that an author could 
receive is 300 (if he/she ranked as the most­
cited scholar in every journal). The mini­
mum score that a scholar could receive is 
I (if he/she ranked 50th. as the most-cited 
scholar in only one journal). 

8. Thirty-six of the 49 most-cited schol­
ars appeared in the unweighted rankings 
of the 100 most influential scholars in 
page-coverage (r = .43; cf., Tables I and 
2). In this study, we used a special for­
mula devised by North et al. ( 1963) to cal­
culate correlations on interval-level. non­
linear data. Because this fommla violates 
the conventional assumptions associated 
with correlation, we chose a cautious in­
terpretation of our coefficients, foregoing 
the usual F tests of statistical significance 
used in corTelation (see Cohn, Farrington, 
and W1ight. 1998). 

9. There are a few notable exceptions to
the claim that prolific, contemporary quan­
titative researchers ranked higher in cita­
tions than in page-coverage (see Table 2). 
These exceptions are Jan M. Chaiken ( 12th 
place in the weighted page-coverage 
rankings), Terrie E. Moffitt ( 18th), and 
Mark Warr (26th). all of whom were 
unranked in Cohn and Farrington ·s ( 1998) 
citation study. 
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