~

DOCUMENT RESOME

~

* ED’ 207 396 HE 014 233
'+ AUTHOR Regoli, Robert M.; Miracle, Andrew W., Jr.
TITLE - Professionalism Among Criminal Justice Educators..
INSTITUTION Joint Commission on Crimindlogy and Criminal Justice

SPONS AGENCY

2

Bdncation and Standards, Chicago, Iil.
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (Dept. of
Justice), Hashington, D.C.

. POB DATE Mar 80 .
GRARNT LEAA-79CD-AX-0001 ° .
NOTE 43pe; For related documents, see HE 014 228-235. -

Funded by the Office of Criminal Justice Education
-and Training.

Joint Commission on Criminology and Criminai Justice
Education and Standards, Universiaty of Illinois, Box
uéae, Chicago, IL 60680.

3 Y

. AVAILABLE PROM

Pro®essionalism and its relationskip to scholarly
productivity vas studied. Specific areas of analysis were the degree
of professionalism*of criminal justice educators, rankings of a
series of selegted publications, and the relationship between’
professionalism level and journal productivity. Data were derived

ron responses by 1,028 of 1,274 criminal justice educators who were
mgiled a 69-item questionnaire. All respondents were currently
involved in teaching and/or research positions in the United States.
Using a modified form of Hall's Professionalisam Scale, the degree:of
_professionalisn was rated for the following subscales: use of the
professional organization as a major referent, belief in.public
X- service, autonomy, belief in self-regulation, and sense of calling to
the field. A journal publication scale uasbdeveloped ‘to assess the
respondents® journal productivity, taking into account both frequency
of publishirg and quality of publication. Journal weights (means and
L standards deviations) were calculated for each-of the selected
- publications, and then weights were calculated separately for nembers
F of two professional organizations. The findings revealed that the
crininal justice occupation lies in the upper-middlé quadrant on the
professions continuun (based on professibnalism level scores).
Extensive variatiop was found among the rankings of the selected
criminal justice publications, and the relationship betuweeln .
,@rofessionalism level. and journal productivity was negligible. The
survey questionnaire and Hall's modified Professionalism Scale are#
appended. (sw) .

)

“

EDRS PRICE n?o1 Plus Postage. PC Not Available from EDRS.
DESCRIPTORS *College Paculty; *Criminology; Higher Edacation;
- Individual Development; Law Enforcement; ‘
*Productivity; Professional Associations;
- *professional Personnel; Researchers; *Scholarly
’ ’ Journials; Scholarship; Self Evaluation (Individuals);:
- Teacher Attitudes: Teacherwuotivation °
IDENTIFIERS Criminal Justice. *ProfeSSionalism L
3 - )
ABSTRACT ’ “f

v




ED207396

M
N
Q

Il

U.8. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EDUCHAIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION

; CENTER (ERIC)

S Ths docun'ent has been feproduced as
recerved from the person or ofgamzation
ongnating it '

O Mmor changes have been :nade to improve

reproffuction quality
3

® Pomts of view or opinions stated m this docu
ment da*not necessanly represent officsal NIE
POSIton o pohey

Joipt Com

-4

.

.

Robert M. Regoli
and

Andr(fw W. Miracle, Jr. ‘

March 1980

[N

/' Prepared for the

[/g ol “'J. 33

! .
. » L4
] -
Professionalism Among
L Criminal Justice Educators
N~
©

“PERMISSION TO REPRODL{CE THIS
MATERIAL N MICROFICHE ONLY
P:IAS BEEN GRANTED BYJoint

Comm on Criminology &
Cr m na us cer
&

I11, Chicagy ™%
o ..,

0 TilE EDUCAT%NAL RESOURCES

INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."

uc

mission on Criminology and
Criminal Justice Education and Standards

Prepared under Grant Number 79CD-AX-0001 AN
from the Office of Criminal Justice Education and Training,4 %
Law Euforcement Assistance Administration. -

.

[

O

ERIC

.

U.S. Department of Justice

Points of view or opinions in this document are those of the
. and do not necessarily represent
the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of
Justice or'the Joint Commission on Criminology and
Criminal Justice Education and Standards.

‘ 2

¢

authors
[ 4 *»‘




ERI

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

- 3

Joint (_Zommission on Criminology

. and Criminal Justice Education and Standards
University of Illinois at Chicago Circle
Box 4348, Chicago, Illinois 606}30 :

=t
. ..
i
’ .
-
'S
.
.
s
.
« [
~ Y —
L4
.
.
L ] [l
«
>
.
.
‘
N
.
'
- '
A
'
\ k4 - —
.
. ,
.
R .
M
. . P ,
s
N ..
§
‘
- '3
i L Y
h -
o
- '
! 1y
£
—
. P
’ -



e
-

JOINT COMMISSION ON CRIMINOLOGY AND .
CRIMINAL JUSTICE EDUCATION AND STANDARDS

BOARDOF DIRECTORS

HARRY E. ALLEN

San Jose State University _
Washington Square ’

Sdn Jose, California 95192.

LARRY.R. BASSI .
SUNY—Brockport T
Brockport, New York 14420 /

GEORGET.FELKENES =
Michigan State University-
East Lansing, Michigan 48824

EDITH FLYNN .
Northeastern University
Boston, Massachusetts 02115

" C:RAY JEFFERY . .
Florida State University
Tallahassee, Florida 32306 .-

WILLIAM J. MATHIAS
" University of South Carolina -* - ,
Columbia, South Carolina 29208 -

RICHTER H. MOORE JR. -
Appalachian State University .
Boone, North Carolina 28608

FRANK SCARPITTI Rl
University of Delaware ]
Newark, Delaware 19711

1 <

PROJECT DIREGTOR

RICHARD H. WARD
University of Illinois at Chicago Circle
" Chicago, Ilinois 60680 '

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR

VINCENT J. WEBB
University of Illinois at Chicago Circle
. Chicago, Lllinois 60680

“

TN



»

Contents

Preface
Abstract
rd

Professionalisin Among
Crimingjustice Educators

. .\rlethod()logy ’

* Results
& o “‘\ »
Summary/Conclusions
Notes A,

. References

Appendix A

Y

.»\ppen'di;( B- \ .

w

-~




12 ' i . )
SN o . |
) , )
) ) N
.-
Preface ¢ 1
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The major goal of the Joint Commission on Criminology and ‘Criminal Justice
Education and Standards is to conduct and support research which contributes
to improving the quality of criminology and criminal justice educatien. In
addition to effurts of the Joint Commissior?s staff, a number of scholars around
_ the country l'\zve received support from the ﬁmt Commission in order to pursue ’
N research On i8ues surrounding crlmmology and criminal justice education.
This monograph, which examines professionalism and its relationship to
scholarly productivity, represents an attempt at exploring some of the major
. dimensions of the bucupational role and orientation of those who deliver erim-
inolugy and- criminal justice edqumon Of the multitude of tasks invélved in
unproving the qudlity of an educational field, one of the most important’is critical
self-examination. Such examination, can serve as a foundation upon which the
profession can improve and develop. As the authors Suggt’fst the field . . mbst

expects to erther professlonally sucialize neephyted or inform outsiders of th

n
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learn more about itself, its members, and its publications, if the dlScnplu:eJ
4

. discipline’s focus.’

* The Joint Commission hopes that the work of Professors

Rq,oll dud Miracle will serve as a point of departure whlch the field can use in ’

‘s

arrivipgata better understanding of itself. . -

13

The views of the authors are their own and may vary from those held by the
Jeint Commussion. It is hoped that this monograph will generate discussion and
debate that will be useful jn advancing the quality of crlmmolugy and (nmmal

justice education. PR Lo
‘ < - . Yincent J. Webb
L Prineipal Investigator
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Crrmsnal justice 1s an emerging achdemic discipline. Like other émcrgem disci-
- plln(‘b,’trll inal justice must examine its programs, faculty, students, and asso-
ciated actifities. . - -
ch reported here addresses lhree issueg. (1) the professmnal level of
criminal justiye educators, (2) rankings of a series of selected publlcanuns, &3) X
: the relationship between professlonallsm level anid journal producnnt)
Data were derived from respunses by 1028 of 1274 criminal justice educators
¢ 1o a 69-1ten mail questionnaire. All respondents were currently involyed.in
teaching and/or researth pusitions, all were employed in the United States: -
' The findipgs of the research revealed that (1) ¢ the criminal justice vccupation '
. lhes in the upper-mddle quadram on the professlons continnunr{hased on  *
- professionalismlevel scoges), {2) extensive variation exists among the rankings of
the,"selected cruminal justice puhlications, ahd (3)-the relationship between
professionalism level apd ‘journal productivity is negligible.
\ .) - .
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Professipnalism Among AR ]
Criminal Justice Educators L .

- L]

Crimjhal justice ' is emerging as an autonomous,academic disciphne, apart from
su(id{ogy, psychology, political science, and the like, In part, this autonomy js
observed when noting either the emergence of “new™ criminal justice programs
on upiversity camptses or when noting the increasing number of existing pro-
grams opting to remove themselves from being contamul within a parent disci-’
pline (e.g. hemg housed in a “Department of SocioloBy ™). The net result of such
changes ha¥ been a preupltous increase (over the Jast 15 years) in the number of
progrems offering griminal justice degrees. .

As a result of the movement for academic autonomy, Lrlmllliﬂ Justue pro-
grams, faculties, and students have been subjected to continuous and rigorous
evaluations by other academicians. Academicians fr}:m tr‘adltlgpal disciplines
have often been harsh in their criticisms. For example, the curricula of anmul
justice Pwograms havelg‘een scoffed at as being too “technically- urlent'l The
credentials of criminal justice educators have been questioned, severely in many
cases. Doubts have been voiced about the ability of criminal justice students to
analyze abstract subject matter. Academicians from traditional disciplines have
been heard referl‘mg to a criminal justice program as. (1) the weakest on
campus, (2) the program housing'the Neanderthals on campus, or (3) some
combindtion and/or extension of the two. An oft-noted reaction by criminal
justlce faculty has bet;n, ‘they are simply jealous, our enrollments are increas-
ing, theirs are not.” In part, thisis true, yetit further damages relations between
criminal justice and other programs. For ‘example, spme outsnders (Becker,
1973) couriter with a ratienale such as the following one. “The ‘criminal justice
program is“experiencing enrollment i increases because whereas our faculty chal-
lenges students, theirs cannot. All they can hope is for their students to know the
difference befween bluod and ketchup!” Without digressing, to a “blow- by
blow™ description of such clashes, it suffices to say, the battle goes, little is
achieved. . .

We contend criminal justice programs, facultles, and students must demon-
strate their merit and worthiness on a unnersnty 8 campus, proclamatlon by a
state legislature is not sufficient. After all, criminal justice programs are akin to
the “néw kid on the block”, accgptance does not come easily, in part because
others do not know what to expect. Unfortunately’, the avenue throngh which
fn\zmy criminal justice programs have sought acceptance (increased student
enrollments) has not always prdved effective in calmmg the waters between them
and other aniversity programs. Thib situation is made exceedingly more complex
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when enmndl jusnee facalty members seek out alternative avenues of adeep-
tanee, often findigg them blocked. We fiave observed sitnations tas h’:n{c- onr
.c'ullt-agm-s)',\\'h;src- a crmunal justice ?:n‘ult_\ member’s work ‘is evalnated by a
panelof Yutside refereds. and not only 1 the work derided but.the panel asserts

that wiyle the work perhaps satisfiutors (for eriminal justice), at n.vw-rtrl-c-lc-»

i~ infenonto the unwersity's staidard The unphcationhere is explicit. Criminal
gustiee faculty are academu ally able to compete only ona sealed-down version of -
the uniy ersity s requirements . - ‘

The “tuation = ot as bieak as presented _All emergent disaiplines have
struggled i thewr formative yeary for acéeptance, crimmal justice 15 no excep-,
tion In fact, a well defined rite de passage emergent disciplmes go throngh to
by acquire university membership and (2) be acqorded the nformal Samp of

“academs respectability™ s apparent. In many states, prior to a program being
presented towtudents. it must be justified as merttorops by vutaders (e, tite ,
dean, vice-presudent, prc-swc-nll board of regents. shlh-”|¢-gls|.|lun-)\’l‘"nrmul
acceptanae s not eastly acquired. Ay where along the line the program can be
deraed . stalfed. or delgyed. by whomeser . fur whateser reason(s). Yotonly can
the progrant be termmated. but once approved. its curri ulum faces continuons

A

[ oppostion. evaluation. and challenges, Ay person presionsly fms olyed o cur-

E

RIC

¢ -

riculum dévelopment can attest tothis difficulty . One can mggitte the difficulties
engountered by those assembhing an entire degree granting program Neverthe-
less many egimmnal justice progrioms have gamed formil acceptance, have had a-
c'lll‘l‘l('llllllll.dpprn_\('d‘(-lllll()llgh‘;[lllh‘ often not the one imtially ensisiwoned), and

[N

1]
are functionally operating, ’ s
¢ . * v * .
"()m-c- 4 program comnnencesoperation an untial goal is o establhishenformal
- H ) ~
academic acceptance. To do so. facalty of the program must be cognizant ofthe
R

I the early goitg. 1t 15 not uncgumon for thy/program and ats

.

requirements.
faculty to fall under the paternabistic purvies of the upisersity s “gatekeepers
of acaderme freedome-and excellehee, These gatekecpers, wbserving closely the
[‘)rngrum"s operation. its fuc-n]l\_\-.md stdents. are quick t criticige and slow to 7y
('u‘mprum-m-w‘lml they always make certan their presepee g kitown In some
ways the sitnation s analogous to that of the inmate and prison guard (Poole and
Regoli, 19801, Guards keep*a watehful eve on inmates, seldom prasing work -
done well, vet they are quick o write infraction incident) reports for specifi
'ut):-rram behaviors, and all along. the gnards make ceértam the mmate knows he

- \ .

1s there.
Crunmal justice educators have focused ther endrygy afmost entirely on devet-
oping programs. Generally, they have not ¢ sncehtrated pn aéudemie quality . nor
on establishing  ties with  other diseiphnes, In fact, at many uniter- |
aties the cnmumal Justice _progra” hat withdrawn. seekitip complete autot
nomy . and reclusion. In part.erimnal justiee pdueators are to blame for the
tramed relations with those from other disciplines. One reason s that crumial
Justice edueators have failed to promote themselyes as academicians and,
thew.disgipline as an academie one. After all; among most of a umiversity’s
scholars. a departmentls ment is not.measured by student enrdllments but
rather by the faculties’ wredentials e, 0 highest degree, défgree granting
institution) the prestigs of Journals i which they publish. and involyvément in
professional associations. If erumnal Justice programs and fagulties are ever to
be formallyaceepted! they must compete aganst other university faculty and
programs i terms of the estabhsined (mstitutidnalized) normative structfre

14 « * -
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Generally this has not oceurred, and where it has. the eriminal justice faculty -
has e often fallen short of the mark. v

Crmmal nstice educators can correct this situation. \ place to start is with
P research focusing on the “staté of the art.” or the pr;)ft-ssiouulism level of the
ocenpation’s members. Onee the pmft-ssionulisn'l level is established. and we
have some dea of where the disciphine lies on the professionscontinnum, we can
assess b in relation to other didciphnes. | ~7
Crimmal justice edncators have traditionally rejected doing research examin-
g thewr ovenpation, apparently feehng such research is worthless in comparison,
te research foeusmg on erime, for example. W disagrees fnch yresearch s ¢
('\§<«'ll“u|. especially for an emergent diseipline The ptirpose of the research
’ project andertaken here s threefold. First we assesd the professionahism ley el of
+ ernmnal justice educators. Secorrdy we offer a ranking of selected eniminél justice
pubhcations. hurd: the relationsinp (f any) between professionahsm and jonr-
na} pubhcation productivity estimated. Addressing 1ssues as these is eritical far
\l‘l:lllllllul Jlla(l(‘t'..g:rl.llllll,ﬂl justice must lpdrn more abont itself, its members, and
it publications, f the diseiphne expéets to enther professionally socialize neo-
phytes ar inform ontsiders uf the diseiplne’s focus. C <

.

f\l(-lhudulogy A A : p

. . -
«  Sample ey ’
. Y > \

Data for the project were dernved fml?; responses of 1028 of 1271 members ufmt-
“Amercan Soctety of Cruninology (ASC) and the Academy of Criminal Justice
Serences (ACIS): 366 respondents were ASC members: 368 respondents were
Y " AGS members: 276 respoadents held nn-mlu'-'rship m bdth ASC and, ACJS .
(ASC/ACTS) - The following analysis assesses differences amongThese membef-
. ship categories. . . .

.
Research Procedures . .o

Each potential respondent was witially ‘sent a sursey packet contaimmng (1) «
legter explaimng the research paIrpost =(2) a survey questionnatre, and (3) a .
- business-reply return envolope. One week later, ecach was sent.a post card
Afullow-up. The post card served asa thiank you for those'already having retirrned |
* thesr questwnnare, and as a reminder for those who had not. Three weeks after ,
. the amtial mailing, a secontl snrl‘t"\\pu(-((-t was mailed out o those not yet
returpmg their questionnare. The second mailing packet was identical to the
first. except the cover letter stressed the importarice of the subjeet for the validity
" of the reseatch project ) 2
. The mailing survey }c-('hmqm- adopted here tn sumilar to that pres thed by'
. Ddlman (1978). the Total Design Method ('I'I)\hl but Becanse of specific linnta-
tions. we were munable to fully implement Dillman’s approach. Nevertheless, .
. although we omtted several of his chniques (e.g.. sending a fonrth mailing to
non-respondents vig certified mail:\- realized a response rate to onr gquegtion-
narre exceeding 80 pereent (1028/127-H. Had we impleémented “all techniques =
advanced by Didiman we are certam the :)\qru“ survey response rate would have
.

exceeded 85 pereent. . v - .

' e . . ~
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Questionnaire : . - R

Follgwing Didliman (19781, the questiotnaire was photo-rednced and presented tor )
the sampled members i g verteal flow format. The questionnaire was five pages
fong. divided into three parts contaunng 69 items. Part one consisted of 30 Likert
scalé tems assessing professwnahsm (Hall, 1968. Snizgh, 1972) and work aliena-
tion { Miller. 1967 ). Part two ashed rt'hp()ll(lt‘lll; to ({) rank a series of e riminal

+ Justace pubhcations, and (25 show the frequency they had published o each.
Part three foeused on certain of the respondents” dempgraphic gttributes (16
items) R - Co Lo '

. L oo \ . P

. Measurement of Variables . ) .

’ o
The key vartables an this research are (1) profe sal()llxlllsfl'lrlzLJ()llrlldl rankings,
and (3) journal productiity. Below we paplam how eachs conceptualized and
operatwnalized in this research. .

3 At the ovutset, professionalism and related concepts must be defined. We
ascribe to the position advanced by Vollmer and Mills (1966). A “profession™ is
an weal type, not existing i reality, bat to which all occapations steive. All
occupations can be located ona contmunm, ranging from beng less professional
to being more professional. Thigs, we avoid discussing whether or mot a parti-
cular ocenpation (e.g.. crumnal justice educators) is & profession, bat rather,
wettufy where an ocafpation lies on the coptunum. * Professwnalization? n-&-r;.
. to the (dynamicy process where an occnpation changes directions consjstent
with being a profession. “Professionahism™ is an weology and associated activ-
ities that can be found i numerons ocenpatigpal groups where membegs strive
for professional status. Our focns here, is on the concept professionaligm, by
exarmning a specific activity  Journal publication productivity . . '

Several wavs exist to assess the extent an occupation is professipnalized, or in
other words, where an occupation hes on the continunm. One might examine an
occupation historieally and note thechdnges consistent with professionalization
having taken place. Conconutantly, structural changes across occupations conld
be compared and contrasted, masmuch as they demonstrate that awoccupation
i further along the profession’s continuum than s another one. In the present
study we have_rejected nsing this type of approach and have opted for a more
quantitative, empirical one. ‘ - )

. W e feel a quantitativg approach is best saited for addressing the Fesearch
questions imtally posed. Our position is consistent with the one advanced by
sRitzer (1973.70) when he notes “the more professional the oo upation, the more
hikely the mndividuals i that o upation areto be professional at the individual
level,” As is Rutzer, our focus is on individual professionalism.

One way of assessiy individual pr()ft'ssit)lmlislll'lb by making Hall's (1968)
professionalism seale, as revised by Snizek (1972) occupationally specific. (The
cothplete modified scale 15 shown in Apendix B.) This scale taps five dimensions,
of professionalism. (1) use of the professional organization as a major referent,
12) belief in public service, (3) belief 1n autpnomy. (4) belief.in self-regulation,
and (3) sense bf calling to the field. The revised professionalism scale contains 25

“Lakertscale ttems, fivé for eachgubscale. All respgnses are scored ona five-point
continuum. Professionalism level scorescould range frmp,é)ﬂ/ow) to 25 (high) for
each subscale. For all subscales, the higher the scalé score, the greater the
professionalism on the dimension. Each subscale is described below.

R - s .
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Use of the Professional Orgamization as a Wajor Referent (ORG 1Y)
This dimension of professionalisin focuses outhe degree to which practitioners
use the formial or nformal orgamzatipn as a major source of ideas and judgments

* for decisions. Professional associations reinforce values, beliefs, and identities

-

-

withm a profession. By attending professfonal meetings and reading journals,
, workers develop “colleague consciousness.” Consequently s they are influenced
. N Y . - P .
by standards of their'profession (Gross, 1958). (See Itenis 4-5 in Appendix B)

Belief s Public Service (PUBLIC) .

;'Pr()fes.slunala" believes their oceupation is indispensible and beueficial to
society {Gross, 1958). But, m some instances, sutsiders may not be cony inced of
the mdispensibility of services performed by the oceupation. Newcomers may
therefore be slow to develop this belief. Nevertheless, the degree to which this
orentation develops s an mdicator of'prufcssimmlism. (See Items 6-10 in Ap-
pendix B.) ) *

{utononty (AL TO) . o /

Autonomy mvolves a professional behef that individuals must make their own
decisions regarding their work. Practitioners believe they should by free from
external pressures m determiminig what or how work is to be done (Gross, 1958)
{See Items 11-15 in Appendix B ’ -

. z

Belief in.Self-Regulqtuan (SELFREG) . e )
Another dimension of professionalism is the belief that the person best able to
judge’the work of a professional is a fellow professional. Gross (1958) calls this
“colleague control.” Because of the state of specialized knowledge in their field,

[N

* only colleagues, not vutsiders, are able to judge the quadity of their work. (See

.

Q

M 1

Items 16-20 ip Appendix B.) N . g
Sense of Calling to the Field (CALLING) ~ ~ -

* Thus dimension of profesgionalisin reflects practitioners’ dedication to theirg
work. Professionals will perforin their work even when few extminsic rewards’
are available, doing it for psychological gratification. Work is defined as an
end 1n aitgelf, not merely a ineans to an end (Gross, 1958). (See ltems‘?.l-ZS in

Appendix B.y . , " o

Journal Publication Scule (JPS)
The journal publication scale reflects the respondents’ journal productivity.
W hen developing the JRS scale our goal was to construct g discriminating index:
sunultaneously takihg both frequency of publishing.and quality of publication
into account. ’
To atcomplish this, the mean evaluative weight for each journal was first
muidtiphed by the number of articles that the respondent reported having pub-

. ished in each respective journal. For example, if a respondent had published
once each 1n Social Pr_oblems,'Criminqlog/y, and the Journal of Criminal Justice,
the summated score would be (1)-(10.94) + (1) - (10.23) + (1) - (9.09) =~

. 30.26 (see Table 5).* The resulting values were then subjected to a principal
component factor analysis. No rotation was performed since a single factor
solution was assumed. The factor loading for each journal was multi lied by its
standardized score and the products were summed. Respondents {bre (in the
JPS scale) thus represents a weighted composite of the frequency and quality of |
their self-reported journal publications.}

~ »
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. Statistical Procedures

vy “»
To address the reseach questions posed., \ur\ing_ statistical technigues werd
atilized. Professionalism was assessed by examining sumnated scale scores,
subscale scares, and ttem scores. for each respondent. \ledna “and stamdard

“ eviations are re ported.

e Journal werghts (means and standard deviations) were m\nalh calcnlated for
cach of the se lu ted pablic ations, and then weights (means and standard devia-
tions) were calenlated separately for ASC. ACIS, and ASCY/ ACJS members.
These rankings were sapplemented with rankings assessing differences (if any)

+ between those having published in the jonrnal and-those who have not. -

. The rzlalmlhhlp l‘( tween professionalism and journal productivity was esti-
matetl via stepwise multiple regression procedures, with profe sstonahsm (and its
vartant subscales) conce pumhlrd,,m the inde pt‘ll(l( ngvariable and journal pro-
_ductivits tlu- deperident one.

~ f ~

Results

. . .
Restanch resnlts are prese ‘nted n Table 1 throngh Table 15. T
Table .t address the prnft‘aslulldllblll fevel of (rlmmal justice dilacators. The
bghest pmfe-nmnallam level is obverved for ASC memldrs (X = 68.94;
“od = 10.10) (T3ale 2). followed by A\b_( JACJS members (X = 68.38:
sd = 11.29) ( I‘a le®), and ACJS members &K = 67.60; sd = 10.06) (Table 3).
The overall professionalism score mean s 68.33 (s = 10.32). Examining inter-
stale differences, we see that re gardless of membership category (ASC, AC JS. or

sle 1 throngh .

. ASCACES) the Inghest prnf«‘salonuhsm subscalt scores are on the PL BLIC
" dimension, differences on the remaining professionalism subse ales among mem-
bership categories are negligable (see T?l{lca 2-4). .

lml‘uahgun comparisons {omitting the PUBLIC subseale), reveal that
among ASC members {Table 2) the next highest scoring professionalism subscale
iy CALLING X = 15.33: sd = 3.65), followed by SELFREG (X = 12.88;
d =387 ATO (X = 1181 sd = i.)l) and ORGAN (X = 11.35;, ~
. sd = 3.095. For \S(.l ACJS members (Table ') the ordering is identical, al- .
thuug‘h the.means and standard’ (lenalmm changed (CALLING: X = 15.42;
sd = 3769; AUTO: X = 12.08: sd = 3.75: ORGAN: X = 10.72; sd = 3.32).
For \( JS members (Table 3). the unlt‘ru)b of the subscales is similar. exe ept
ALTO. (X = 11.68) shows a lower tnean subscale scyre | than (%R(:AN
(X = 11.72): bt the (hfference is slight, Data presented in Table | through
Table .4 suggests that differences either between and/or among membership
t ategories are lll"ll"ll)l »members of each category appvar equally professional.

Table 5 reports the journal weights assigned by the total sample (N = 1028).
As seen m the table, wmghls ranged from 11.82 (hlghi for the American SOUOW
cal Revien (ASR) 0 5,71 (low) for Police, suggesting that respnndems viewet
ASR pubhcation about twice as beneficial to the discipline as one in Police. Table
2 also nffcra a measure of jourpal recognition. (Glenn (197 1) refers to this as the
“extensity” factor.) To the {eft of each journal’s weight a number is shown (in
parcntheacs) This number shows the actual number of respondents welghung
the journal. This number, feflects how well- known the publication is by the
membership, the higher the number the greater the recognition. The Journal
most respondenls recognized was Crime and Delmquency (79.8 percent recogrii-

. ' 1
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© ‘ Table 1 R
| Professionalism Scores for the Sample (N, = 1028)

e g — —

Subscale X
ORGAN S T 2.
. [ believe the professional organizations . )
should be supperted. ) 1.62

1 uysh'muti('ally read the pruf«sslunul
jonrnals. 2.26

i rt'g.uldrl\ attend the pmfessmndl meetjngs

at the national and/or regonal level. 2.25
The professional organizations do not really
dotoo mnch for the average acudeml(‘mn 2.96
Although [ wonid like to, 1 rc-ully don’t
read the professional jonrnals too often. : 224
PUBLIC ) 16.81
If ever an ocenpation is indispensible, it
is this one. . . 2.76
Some other ocenpations are actunally more .
important to Society than wine is. ., 3.93
4

The importance of being an academician is '
sometimes overstressed. 3.22

. ‘f think that my profession, more than any
other, is t-swnhal for society. 3.33
Other profcasmns are actually more vnal
to society than mine is. 3.58

.o "
AUTO : A 11.88

I make my own decisions in regard to what
is to be done ininy work. i 2.01
[ don’t have an opportunity to exercise ny )

‘ own judgment. R 1.68
My own decisions are subject to review. . 357

* [ ain my own boss in almost every work- ‘

related situation. 2.19 -
Most of my decnsmns are reviewed by other « )
people in the institution in which I work. .46

ERIC
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Table'l continued ~ )
. . o )
Subscale . X Sh
SELFREG 13.30 3.89
ily fellow academicians pretty much know
how well we all do in our work. ~ 3.09 1.12
. There is not much opportunity to judge how
gumher academician does lns/hee work. 2.5% 1.1t
A problem in my profession is that ne one 0",
really kuows what, hjs felluw academicians !
are doing. “ - 2.91 1.16
- My fellow academicians have a pretty good
idea about each other's competence. 2.80 1.21
There i$ really no way to judge a fellow
academjcian’s conipetence. 1.93 .86
CALLING L - 1498 3.61
There are veéry few academicians who don’t
r(-;;lllyf)clleve in their work. 2.92 ¢ 1.09
Most academicians would remain in the
profession even if their salaries were
reduced. 3.03 . 1.17
. o
It s encouraging to see the high level
of idealism whicli is inaintained by the ,
uu‘mbegs of iny departinent. . 3.0t 1.24
. Thc dedication of academiciaus in my . '
dise ipline is most gratifying. 2.76 L15
Pcupl(- in my professum have a real . .
* *calling™ for their work., - 3.1 1.06
OVERALL PROFESSIONALISM 68.33 10,52
\ .
C ‘
16
o - ' . .
ERIC , : -
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. Table 2 o
Professionalism Scores for ASC members (N = 368)
. /

Subscale

.

ORGAN

I believ e the professional organizations
should be supported.

1 systematieally read the professional
Journals.

I regularly attend the professional meetimgs
at the national and/or regional level.

Theprofessional organizations (o not really
do too much for the average a('mlt'mi('ml 2.99

Although | would like to, | really doun’t
read the professional journals too often. 203 -

PUBLIC 17.58
If ever an oceipation is indispensible it

-5 "t - - .

15 ;lﬂa one.

\‘ A'i‘ l-

Some other ocenpations are actually more

important to society than mine 1,

-

. . 4 . .
The importance of being an academician is
sometiutes overstressed.  r—~—__

e

I-think that my profession. more than any
ather, is essential for society.

Other professions are avtually more vital
to society than mine is.

. o

Wi :
[ make my own decisions in regard to what is
to be done in iy w\rk. ~

I don’t have an opportunity to exereiseny
own judgment.

My own decisions are subject to review,

[ am iny own boss in almost every work-
related sitnation,

VMost of my decisions are reviewed by other
people in the institution in which | work,

ERI!
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Tuble 2 coptinued . . ' N .

i e e s = iin o _—— . - e e - S - ﬁj._ —_ - - e e
Subscale ' 3 el - X ., SD
SELFREG ¢ - - 12,88 3.87

. My fellow academicians pretty much know .

how well we all do in‘our work. : 3.03 1.12
’ There is not much opportunity to fud[.x - .
how another a(-ademlclan does his/her work. 2.43 l.\l{)
A problem in my profession is that no one
really knows what his fellow acadermicians
L. are dolng, . . 2.80 1.16
“There is really no way to jndge afellow & . ) .
RS academician’s competence., 1.89 .89
CALLING 15.33 3.65
< . .
Ty There are very few academicians who don’t ,
really believe in their work. | . > 2.97 1.07
[
{
' Most academicians wonld remain in the
profession even if their salaries were ™~
« * reduced. 2.89 1.12
bt is ¢nconraging to see the high level of
idealism which is majntained by the members
of my depargment. . + 3.37 1:22
‘ The dedication of academieians in my
_~  discipline ts most gratifying. . 2.85 1.16
N People in my profession have a real .
“calling” for their work. 3.24 l.08
OVERALL PROFESSIONALISM 68.94 10..40
— % N
- k(‘ ) . ot
: ey o
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. & v a > ‘
' . \Tuble 3
. . . © o/
Professionalism Scores for ACJS Members (N = 368) .
2 »
. ; .
Subscale ~ . X SD ¢
’ - e S
* ORGAN . 11.72 3.20 ' ‘
, o
I behieve the professional organizations .
should be supported. 1.56 .61 ‘ °
- I systematically read the professional. -
journals. . 2.4 1.05
I regularly attend the professional meetings *
at the national and/or regional level. é 2.39 [.18
The professional organizations do not really .
do too much for the average academician. 2.93 1.18
Although I would like to, I really don™ .
read the professional journals too often. - 2.8 112 )
PUBLIC T 16.0:4 3.94
If ever an occupation is indispensible, it )
is this one. 2,45 1.28
Some other occupations are actually more
important to society than mineis. 3.80 96
The importance of being an academician is
sometimes overstressed. » . 3.26 1.21
" I thiuk that my profession, more than any
otl}.er. is essential for society. 3.11 1.28
. Other professions are actually mare vital .
to society than mine is. . - .42 1:10
ALTO . 1168 3.01
- r
| make my,own decisions in regard to what Co .
is to be done jn my work. 2.02 .86
I don’t have ah opportunity to exercise m)". . ’ ‘
own judgment. ’ ) . 1.65 T
. My own decisions are subject to review. @ 3.61 1.08
I am my own boss in almost every work-
related situation. 2.09 1.03 -
. Most of my decisions are reviewed by other > i
people in the institution in which I work. 2.42 1.08
. *
- e d
] - ) ® 4
¢ 19 ’
O . .

ERIC - . ‘ s . -

; : . - ?




N 4
Table 3 contiuned N '
Subscale X D
——\ - .
SELFREG - ’) ' n3.723 . 3.79
My fellow academicians pretty much know '
how well we all do in our work. 314 1.09
There is not much opportunity to judge
how another academician does his/her work. . 2.76 1.13
A problem in my profession is that no one
really knows what his fellow academicians
are doing, . 3.00 1.56
My fellow academicians have a pretty good
idea about each other’s competence. e 2.82 123
=~ There is really no way to judge a fellow
academician’s competence. . 2.0t 86
CALLING . ] /rf:n © .46
There are very few academicians who don’t * * o R
really believe in their work. . 2.78 1.08
Most acadenricians would remain i the -
profession even if their salaries were
reduced. \ 3.5, 1.89
B [t is enconraging to see the high level of ’ -
idealism which is indintained by the members .
of my depirtment, 2.88 1.18
The dedication of academicians in my ‘ : ’
discipline is most gra‘tifying. - 2.52 1.05
People in my profession have a real
-“calling” for their work. 2.98 1.05 ,
OVERALLPROFESSIONALISM  * 67.60  10.06
[ - ¥y
' r
-
L)
2 \ L] -— A
v » ' ))”
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' . Table 4 . .
Professxonalmm Scores for ASC/ACJS Members (N = 276)
er - ’
- Subscale - X SD
ORGAN 10.72 3.32
Lt <« -
[ believe the professional orgamzations
.should be supported. 1.54 .66
+ | systematically read the professiona] ! '
journals. : . 217 1.01
[ regularly attend the professional meetings % .
at the national and/or regional level. 1.96 1.08
* The professional organizations do nBrN'.aﬂi;
do tm) much fur the average academician. \ 2.95 1.25
\lthou[.h I would like to, [ really don’t . .
* read-the professional journals too often. 4 2.11 1.06
PUBLIC , . ’ ’ 16.81 3.97
[f ever anoecupation is indispensible,
it is this one. - 2.81, 1.32
Some othePoecupations are ac tnallv niore
important to society than mine is?> 3.9¢ .93
The itnportance of being an academician is -
sotetimes overstressed. 4 3.14 1.23
[ think that my professjon, more than any ‘ :
*other, is essential for society. 3.32 1.19
Other professions are actually more vital
to suciety than mine is. 3.59 1.10
ALTO ' . 1208 3.5
I make my own decisions in regard to what
is té be done in my work. 1.99 1.97
I don’t have an opportumty to exercise my ) .
own judgment - 1.68 .84
. \\
My own decisions are subject to review. - '*; 3.66 1.14
" I am my own boss in almost every work- : ’ :
related situation. . e 2,25 L7
Most of my decisions are reviewed by other <=z ’
people in the institution in whlch Twork, 2.53 1.20

N




Table 4 continued

)

: . Subscale

N 0

I i
. SELFREG, E -
\ My fellow acadeniicians pretty much know -
how Wwell we all do in our work. )

Iy

There is not inuch opportunity to jﬂ(lé('.
_how another academician does his/her work.

A problem in my profession is that no one %

" really knows what his fellow academicians
o are doing.© -

My fellow academicians have a pretty good
-idea abouteach others competence.

There is really no way to judge a fellow
academician’s competence.

CALLING |

' There are very few adademici ians who don’t .
really belteve in their work. .

Most academicians would remnait in the
profession even if their salaries were
redunced.

[t is encouraging to see the high level of
idealism which is maintained by the members
of my department. ..

The dedication of academicians in iny
llbmplmc is'most hraufymg

Pe()ple in my profcssnon have a real
"'('allm{., for their work. .

< Y)VERALL PROF Eb_Sl()NAl,{SM

1.89
15.42

3.057

“Yooo . -

1.21 ¢

.82
3.69

-
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NS " Table 3
Mean Journal We lghts Assignéd by the Total Sample (N

.

Juurlml Publication®

N
.

l. American Sociological Review
.2 American Journal of Sociology
3. Social Froblems:
t. Criminology
3

. La® and Sdciety Review .

6. Journalof Research in Crime and Delinquency

T J()[!R\'»\l.()l"(ZRIMNAL LAW
AND CRIMINOLOGY

8. British Journal of Crimmology

~ 9, Crime and Delinguency ‘
10. Journal of Criminal Justice
1. (.:rnm- and Social Justice

. [2. Journal of Police Science & Admin,
13. lnter. Jour, of Criminology & Penology
14, Law & Human Behasjor
15. _Criminal Justic;- & Behavior
16. Federal Probation
17, (’riminul Justice Review
18. . Acta (,rlnnnolog_u a oL
J9. \bstracts on Police Scienc o -

T 20. -\meru'an,]. of Corrections
21. LAE Ji)urnui of (‘Zr;minul Justice,

g
22, Police Clief

11.82
F1.20
10.9:4
10.23
10.23
10.15

10.00
9.64
9.54

9.09,

8.57
8.33
8.28

6.60
6.16
6.39
5.83
5.76
5. 74

X/recognitian®

e e e e ey L 2

N

(701

(724)=

(633)
(767)
(512)

' (652)

(5.()3) :
(819) -

(647)
(420)

(597) -

(1() ).
(&l())

(32.4)
(-104)

(624[ '

1372)

639) °
, (541)

(43‘);

“The' m:g.hl for the JLLC was mven on the quostmr)umn it was not assigned by ihe

23 Police . \ .
T nnTTTTmmmemm e
\
respondents, )
hVleans are shown only where the \ is five or more.
1 *
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- " tony, followed by _the “American Journal of Socrology (AJS) (70 percent recog- .
"« mtow, the least recogmzed pfiblication was Law and Human Behatior (30
peTeent recogrition). . ot .

Table 5 does not addréss other equallysalicut issues. For example, we canot
determune whethes or not there is variation among membership categories in
their rankugs. Nor ¢ an' we tell of those publislung in & journal,rauk it differeutly
than those who have not. Questgons hke these are addressed in Table throngh
Table 14 . Cor

Table 6 throngh Table 8 present the weights assigned by the total ASC
. wemberslup (Table 6), ASC members not publishing in the journal (Té#le T 4

*and ASC ‘members publislhug 1 the journal (Table 8). in Table 6, the three

. lughest rankmg journals are ‘the dmeran Sodiological Rewew (ASR)
l} = 13.68, sd = 9.23), followed by the {merican Journal of Soc iology (A]S)
N\ = 12.85.5d = 7.98), and Socral Problems (X } 12.39,. 5t = 6.67). Eachisa
traditionally sociological priblication. Journals showing the most fespondent
rec ogumtion were Crzﬁlinulug) (84 percent), erme and [)ehnquom‘}‘.((ll)) (83
percenty, and 15 (79.5 percent). Table 7 reports the journal weights assygned Iry
ASC members not publishing in the journal. The three most highly weighted
journals are the same as reported m Table 6, with the means and standard .

) © deviations changing nunnmally. Finally, in Table 8, the weights assigned by ASC
members publishing w the jonrnal are shown. Here, variation from the data | .
' presented w Tables 6 and 7 is noted, Among ASC publishers, Soc ial Problems
e\ —‘\lT.().').sd = 9.29), Lemand Sperety Review (X- = 15.00,%sd = 15.58), and
{SRIX = 15.00, sd = 8.96) are the most highly weighted. s

Nett, exanunig sumlgr <ategories gmong ACJS nrewbers, we look to Table 9
: lllru:ﬁll Table 11. Table 9 almhs(l\tllal the three highest ranking journals (om;.l»

s ting-the standard, the Journal of Creminal Law and Criminology (JCLC)) were
the Journal of Crinunal Justive (JCJ) (X = 9.89, sd = 3.98), the Journal of
Reséarch in Crime and Delinguency (JRED) (X = 9.79, sd = L21), and the
Jofirnal of Police Saence and tdministration (JPSA) (X = 9.65, sd = 1.32).

. Concomntantly, journfls having the greatést recognition factor tncluded Police

Cl}fvj (76.6.percent), CIr(72.6 percent), and JCJ (71.5 percént). Observing

Table 10, we see that for noun-puhlishing ACJS members, the ordering of the

three journals liaving the highest weights remains as it did in Table 9: only theg

means and Standard deviations changed. But when looking at Table 11 TACJS ™
A4 . . .
publishers), the most striking findg is the small numberfof publications listed .
For this category, ouly ljul,jndla were published in five or more times (cfiterion |
) ¥y

10 have weight reported) by ACJS members. " .

- Finally, to exanne the rankings assigned by’ ASCJACJS members we look {o
\ Table I2 through Table 4. The uvverall weights (Table 12) assigned by joiut_.

members, as well as journal recognition munbers, mostclosely approximate
weights and refognition assigned by ASC members (Table 6). Although the
corregpondence is imperfect, considerable “similarity dves exist. Similarly,

" atnong the non-publishing ASC/ACJS members (Table 13), the ordering of the
highest ranking journals are similar to those observed for ASC non-publishers
(Table 7). But among AS CJS non-publishers, differences are noted from
thuse repu‘rted for ASC publishers (Table 8). However, based on weights pre-
dented in Table 12 ar@d’13, we are certain the differences Between ASC/ACYS
publishers and ASC publishers (Table 8) is a/function of the joint ‘members not
having sufficiently published in either ASR or AJS to allow reporting their <

‘respectivé weights. ' .

. L 24 2 - |
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AN \' / . . * .
Table 6 "- )
Mean Journal Weights Asslgned by ASC Memberé (N 366)
e _

J(nlrualliﬁli-utiuu:“m‘_w__.: - ‘(/rmguiti(m” SDh
1. \merican Socological Réview 13.68 (286) R 9.23
2. American Journal of Socrology 12.85 (291) 7.98
3. Social Problems 1239 (268)  6.67
1. Law and Society Review 1095 @221 0 6.2T
© 5. Crimmology . - ‘ lO.]‘). (308) 1.19

6. JOURNAL OF CRIMINAL AW ’ b

AND CRIMINOLOGY 1000
s Journalof Research in Crime and Delinqugncey 9.99 (268) 3.88
8. British Journal of Criminology - . 9.81 (246) 4.6l
9. Crime and Delinqughgy 9.18 (309  3.57
10. Crime and Social Justice 8.65 (162) 6.91
11. Law & Human Behavior - To.832 (1260 5.62
12. Igter. Jour. of i:riminulogy & Penology _ 8.16 .(165) - 3.89
13. Jourhal of Criminal-Justice "7.1& (166) - ’)3.9()
1.4. Criminal Justice & Behavior ! Ak (141 3.41
'I53. Federal Probation’ 6.95 (289)  3.94
16. Acta Criminologica " 6.50 (138) 3.90
{7. Criminal Justice Reviéw - 039 (129) 3.28
18. J()urna\l of Police Science & Admin. B 6,23 (156) 3.07
19. American J. of Corrections - “ %5.88 (220) 3.74
' 20, LAE Journal of Criminal Justice——- 5.9 (103) - 264
:fl. Abstracts on Police Scie;lc‘v - 5.04 (113) *1.79
22, Police o - . 4.38 (lft:Z)' 2.84
23. Police Chief ~ 430 (p3) 3.37
- f .

"aThe weight for the JULG was given wht the questiond

respondents,

bMeans are shown only where the N s five or more.

e, it was not dssigned by the

2%

ks
.
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. T Table 7 . v, |
Mean Jouhml Wel{.hts Assigned by ASC Members .. .o
N + (not publishing in the Journal.) .. j
P Y
J(‘mrlm‘irl’ub!l(.m(m 7 -, S X/.ri( og.nmuu' 7 ‘ Sl}i‘ . <‘\‘
’ l.\ American Sociological Rt'\‘.i(‘\h . \ 13.36  (259) 8.98 1}
2. American Journal of Sociology 12.58 (273) 7.81 ( . |
. - 3. Social Problems ; 174 @235  6.10
. Law and Society Review [0.62 (204) 3.68 .
5. Criminology - - 10.15 (244 1.18 , .) ,
6." JOLRNAL'OF CRIMINAL LAW : Lo _
. AND CRIMINOLOGY . - 10.00 e - |
, ‘ 7 Jonrnal of!(es:'m;(-h in Crime and Delinguency " 9,95 (‘../37) ) 3,.‘?() ‘
8. British Journalef Criminology . 990 23D £.71 : o
9. Crime and Delingquency . . S L 9.18.0260) " 3.08 Co
10. Crime and Social Justice ‘ - 8.‘28 (156) *  6.15° .
. Il. Luter. Jour. of Criminology & Penology ) ~ 811 (138) 31.90 " . i
< +12, Law & Human Bchavi(.)r ’ B - 8.08 (121) 1.93 ‘
13. Journal of (]rimiual_.]u%li(-t- ‘ 7.48  (145) $.07 . ‘
I4. Criminal Justice & thavi?r , 6.90 (129) 3.12-
15. Federal Probation Lo 6.69 -(251) 3.80
16. Acta Criminologica 6.47 (136) 3.85 .
17. Criniinal Justice Review 6.31 (118) 3.39 '
18. Journal of Police $eience & Admin. * 6.10 (146) 3 B , “.,
19, Amcri(‘alIJ.of'Cnrrec;i(ms /" T5.99  (206) 3.76 ’ » |
" 20. LAE Journal of Criminal-Justice - 5.13 ( 88) 2.76 ¢ . .
i 21. Abstracts on Polgce S«mfhce ) 5.01 (1) 7.86 ) ‘
22. Police . I . +42° (136)  2.86° _
23. Police Chiief . 432 (4 3.4
R T ‘.’,.

» *The weght for the JCLC was given on the queqlmnlmlre it was not assigned hy the
respondents .
"Means are shown only where the N is five or more.

Rt




S

10, lnh-gr. Jour. of Criminology &

Table8 7 o - .
‘Mean Journul Weights Assigned by ASC Members
o (publishing in the journal)

a0 . ° PN
J—(;ﬂl_l;l_laﬁ;u‘bﬂllﬁ(‘;tvl—(‘)» . 4 VT:MA.A o ?—\'/r('r(‘ognitinn" SD
o “ ! I -
1. Social Prol)‘lﬂns . : ‘\ 17.05 (19) ' 9.29
2. Lay & Society Review 15.00 (17) 15.58
3 -\nu;ri('an S;)(;inlogiml Review - - 15.00 ~111) 8.96
t. Law & Human Behavior ~ 5 - 1?20 (5) 1.46
5. AnwrjcanJ(n{rnal:)f Sociology 2 12,64 (1) « 650
6 JOURNALOF CRIMINAL LAW - : S
AND CRIMINOLOGY. . ) - 10.00 .

7. Criminology - T B 9.4 (39 3.3
~. 8. Journal of Research in eru & Delmqum:m 9.38 ~(21) D) 3.43

9. Crime and l)qum ney \ ‘\‘).()0 30) 2.75

ul()l()gy o 8.4() (%4 VI 1.257

11 (:rilllillal".,(ls(il‘(‘ & Behavior . 8.28 (9 . 483
12. Journal of Police Science & Adm‘i'u: ‘. , . 813 (8 ) 1.46.
13. Brltlbh J()urnal of.(,nnnnology ; 8.08 (13) 2.06
I4+. Federal Probatlon - . 7.68 (22) Y 3.7
15. J%nrﬂal ()f(,rnnmal Jusgtice _ 6.88 (17) 3.47
:16. Criminal Justice Review - L 600, (P 185
17. LAE Journal ofCriminal Justice ~ T833 (12 1.87
. 18, -Police Cilil‘f ' i . 4.80" ( '5) 1.79
.19, eirpcrican J. of Correcfions ' . 4.64 (I l’)/ 3.20
~ ‘ !
‘The weight for the J(jl( was gven :m the qu(slmnnmre it was not assigned by the
respondt‘l‘la L Y <
bMeans are shown only where the Y is five or more, .

.’
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L . Table 9

Mean Jour%l Welbllls Assigned by ACJS Members (n = 368)

rd

Journal Publication* X/recognition® SD
_ 1. JOURNAL OF CRIMINAL LAW -
AND CRIMINOLOGY 10.00 z
2. Journal of Criminal Justice 9.89 (263) 3.98
3. Journal of Research in Crime & Delinquency 9.79 (170) +.21°
4. Journal of Police Science & Admin. 9.65 (247)  +4.32
5. Crime and Delinquéncy 9.37 (267) - 3.64
6. Criminology N8 209 3.62
7. Law & Society Review 9.11 (123) " 6.09
8. American Suciological'Review 9.09 (190) 4.89
9. British Journal of Criminology . 8.91 (129) 4.8?
10. Américan Journal of Sociology 8.88 (206) 4.67
11. Social Problems P 8.71 (157) 1.25
12. Inter. Jour. of Criminology & Penology 837 (97) 495
*13. Criminal Justice Review 8.33 (l68) 3.32
14. Lew & Human Behavior 8.31 ( 8)) £.45
15. Crminal Justice & Behavior ' 8.10 (106)  3.46
16. Crime and Socia‘l/lustice s 4\ 8.09 (l116) 3.45
17, Federal Probatidn ~ .77 (216) 5.25
18. American J. of Corrections - 753 (205)  4.82
19. Abstracts on Police Science 7.53 (170) 6.43 *
20. Police Chief ) 7.06 (282)  6.09
21. Police 6.86 (229) 4.38
22. Acta Criminologica = 6.19 (80) 2.9
23. LAE Journal of Crimninal Justice - 6.09 (126) 4.05
- 3 -

aThe weight for the JCLC was miven on the questionnaire; 1t was not assigned by the
4 g 1 Y

respondents.
. ®Means are shown only where the N is aor more.




Table lO
. Mean. Journal Weights Assigned by ACJS Mpmb’h\
(not publishing in the journal)

L3

wP
j(mrnal Publication® X/recognition® Sf)
. / -
1. JOLRNAL OF CRIMINAL LAW ® -
AND CRIMINOLOGY 10.00 )
2. Journal of Criminal Justice 9.90 (248) 4.03 )
3. Journal of Resc;rch in Crime & Delinquency 9.78 (169) 4.22 .
+. Journal of Police Science & Admin. 9.46 (228)  4.25 - -
5. Crime and Delinquency 935 264)” . 3.64
6. Criminology i 922 (204)  -3.64
7. American Sociological Review 9.11 (189) 4.90
8. Law & Society Review 9.10 " 122) 4.47
; >‘). British Journal of Criminology 8.98 (1/28) 4.84 .
0. American Journal of Sociology ~ + 8.87 (206) 4.67
I1. Social Problems 8.64 (?1154) 4.23 \
12. Inter. Jour. of Criminology & P?nology 8.37 (97) 1.95
13. Criminal Justice Review 8.33 (l64) 3.34
14. Law &_ Human Behavior 8.29 ( 80) 4,45
15. Crime and Social Justice ©8.09 tl16) 3.45
16. Criminal Justice & Behavior ‘809 (105) 347 .
17. Federal Probation, * | 779 (211), 5.30
* 18. American J. of Corrections 756 (201)  4.85
19. Abstra9ts on Police Science 7.49 (LZ;’I)
20. Police Chief y e B BT 2 232
21. Policg, T 6.73 (214) ° 612 -
22 Acta Criminologica 6.19 (79)° 3.0l )
23. LAE Journal of Criminal Justice Y613 (123 2.9
o ‘ - i > ,
“The weight for the JCLC was given on the ql:c'sumumir(: it was not asslg;u-d by the
respondents. .
" Means are shown only where the N is ﬁ‘ye orfnore. o
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: Table 11
o Mean Journal Weights Assigned by ACJS Members
, (publishing in/the journal)

Journal Publication® ’ X/recognition” SD

1. JOURNAL OF CRIMINAL LAW

AND CRIMINOLOGY . 10.00
2. Journal of Police Scienice & Admin. 13.17 (12) 5.41 °
3. Journal of Criminal Justice 9.77 (13) 3.4
4. Police - ) L1617 (9 4.95
5. Police Chief * .6-.«95“""&"1'3“;; 3.35

N e .

S
E 2 Y ¢ . . T . "
aThe weight for the J{L(, was given on the questionnaire, it was not assigned by the
respondents. .
bMeans are ihownjanly where the N is five or more.

3

%

Looking across Table 6 through Table 14, considerable variation is shown on
the ordering of journals by ASC, ASC/ACJS, and ACJS members. As pointed out
above, ASC/ACJS members’ weights were most closely aligned with those as-
signed by ASC. The obvious finding across the tables is the tendency for both the
ASC and ASC/ACJS categories to rank the more sociolggical publications higher
than ACJS members, and conversely, for ACJS members to weight'the criminal
justice publications more highly. But, there is consistency on weights-assigned for

“publications receiving the lowest weights (Tables 6, 9, and 12). :

Finally, looking at the relationship between professionalism level and journal
productivity, Table 15 shows that the relationship is negligible. Yet, four of the
five professionalism subscales (AUTO, ORGAN, PUBLIC, and SELFREG) are

- significantly related to journal productivity. The table tells us that the less the
belief in AUTONOMY (B = —.12),.0r the less one uses the professional organi-
zation (B = —.10), or the less one believesin self-regulation service (B = —.00)¢
or the greater,the belief in public service (B = .09)—the greater the journal
productivity. These results are theoretically confusing. Based on them, at this
point, we argue that since only 4 percent of the variance in journal productivity is
explained (by all five professionalism dimensions—AUTO is the most dominant;
that while the reported beta weights are statistically significant—becaube of
sample size), they are substantively meaningless. Findings such as these call for
fuTure research focusing on the effect (if arly) professionalism has an not only
journal productivity, but also associated activities, as well, perhaps additional

- analysis of existing data. >




,oe e - ~/
' Table 12 '
. Mean Journal Weights Assigned by ASC/ACJS Members
\ . . (N = 276) A
i j:)urnal‘ Publication* i/r;tfcognitionb SDh
1. Amertean Sociological Beview 1 1:57 (216) 8.11
2. Criminology ' 1123 (243) .5.63
3. American Journal of Sociology 10.99 (219) 6.99
* 4. Social Problems 10,77 (202) 6.42
5. Journal of Research in Crime & belinquency 16.60,° (204) * .15
6. Crime and Delinquency " 10.24  (236) 3.91
7. Law and Society Review 10.22 (1 ¢ 6.01
8. JOURNAL OF CRIMINAL LAW @ T M}
AND CRIMINOLOGY 10.00 o
9. British Journal of Criminology - 9.88 (179) ‘5.00
10. Journal of Criminal Justice \ 938 @11) 3.3
11. Crime and Social Justice 8.8 (138)  7.11
12. Journal of Police Science & Admin, 8.36 (187) 1.79 -
13. Inter. Jour. of Criminology & Penology 831 (4l)  3.75
14. Criminal Justice & Behavior §.13 (135)  4.64
15. Law & Human Behavior 791 (.99) 4.07
16. Federal Probation 7.89 (220) s 1.21
17. Criminal Justice Review - i.49w(_l36) . 3.38
o 18. Acta Criminologiea— """ 6.97 (103) 3.62
T 19. Abstracts on Police Science "6.08 (1)  3.57,
20. LAE Journal of Criminal Justice: . 5.97 (138) 3.18
* 2!. AmericanJ.ofCorrt;ctions e 5.73 (19D . 3.17
22. Police ' 529 (158) 3.6
. 23. Police Chief T 473 (193)e 3.16

>

*The weight for the JCLC was given on the questiorinaire; 1t was not assigned by the

respondents.
bMeauns are shown only where the N is five or more.

31 »30 .

-

&




I3

oy " Table13
\’!gaan Journal Weights Assigned by ASC/ACJS\Members
, (not pubhshmg in the journal)

Journal Publication* T ) X/recognition® SD
1. American Sogiological Review 11.55 (213) - 8.45
2. Criminology 11.32 - (202) 5.60
3. AnlericanJ;llrnal of Sociology 10.87 (217) .  6.89

. 4. Social Problems s ‘ 710.61 _(190) 6.17
5. Journal of Research in Crime & Delinquency 10.58 (19]) 116

« 6. Crime and Dt\alinquency - 10.30 (204) 3.91
7. Law a.‘nd Society Review l0.0l\ (162) 5.66
8. JOURNAL OF CRIMINAL LAW . It

AND CRIMINOLOGY . 10.00
9. British Journal of Criminology ~ . 9.84 (173)- 5.07

10. Journal of Criminal Justice ' 9.39 (178) 3.54

11. Crime‘and Social Justice 8.78 (138) 7.11

12, Inter. Jour. of Criminology & Penology 8.20 (129) . 3.85

13. Journal of Police Science & Admin. 8.04 WN57) 3.82°

I4. Criminal Justice & Behavior - ‘ 8.03 (122)- 4.65

15. Law & Human Behavior 791 (99)  4.07

16. "Federal Probation ' 778 (190)  4.27

17. Criminal Justice Review t7.52 (1200 3.19

18. Acta Criminologica , 6.98 ('1_01)

19. Abstracts on Police Science ' 5.92 (108)
20. American]J. of Corrections 5.91 1)
21. LAE Journal of Crim‘mgl.]_ustice .([32) 297
22, Police - . - 3.58
23. Police Chief 7T 480005T) . 367

-

L}

*The weight for the JCLC was glven on the questionnaire, it was' not assigned hy the
respondents -
5Means are shown only where the N is five or more.
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Table 14 c

Mean Journal Weights Assigned by ASC/ACJS Members
pubhshmg in the journal)

. ’ . «
X/recognition® SD

Journal Publication*

Journal of Research in Crime & Delinquency. 186 () 3.02

1.
* 2. Crintinology ' 1124 (29)  6.40
3. Journ'al of Police Science & Admin. ‘ 10.89 (19) 9.80
4. Social Problems 10.75 ( 8) 5.31
i 5. Crime and Delinquency ‘ 10.33 15) 434
6. British Journal of Criminology 1030 (5)  1.86
7. JOURNAL OF CRIMINAL LAW '
' AND CRIMINOLOGY 10.00
8. Inter. Jour. of'Crlmmologv&Penology + 989 (9 2.15
9. Journal of Criminal Justice . . 9,62 (2D 3.09
10. Crlmmal.lusuce.& Behavior _"' -8.78 (9 3.03
’ 11. Federal Probation . : '8.17° (23) 3.46
12. L‘\E'Jourr'lalofCriminalJustice , 758 (12) - 2.43 ) .
13.” Criminal Justice Review ‘ 7.30 @0)°  3.80
14. Abstracts on Police Science « 720 (5) 2.59 )
15. Police ; e "455 (1) 197
16. Police Chief 4.42 (26) 2.94
17: American J. ol Corrections , 3.93 (13) 2.47
, : _ ‘
1 _*The weight Yor the JCLC was given.on the questionnaile; it was not assigned by the
’ respondents. .
] bMeans are shown only where the N is five or more. !
< - ) , ‘ -
LA ’




, Table 15
*  .Stepwise Multiple Regressions of Journal Productivity
‘ on the Professionalism )

RELATIONSHIPS

b, B SE F
* - ’—7‘ :
Journal Productivity with: -
ALTO -.131 =115 036 13.11
ORGAN -.122 -.Jo1* .039 9.58
PUBLIC - .092 .092* 033 | 8.00
SELFREG ~.069 069* ,  /336° +.18
CALLING -.051 - .47 372, 1.88
N ’_' . NG
*We considered (B) significant if it was twice its'standard error. ' Foe
. . . » "?‘

S‘umm;iryl Conclugions

This rescarch examined three general issues. First, professionalism levels of
eriminal justice educators were estimated. Here, we found ASC members the
most professional, followed by ASC/ACJS, and ACJS members. However, differ-
.ences among the categories were slight, and generally, none scored in the highly
professional range. At best, criminal justice educators cam be viewed as mader-
ately professional. Secondly, criminal justice publications were ranked. Consid-
erable variation existed among the membership categories on the, journals
weighted most highly, but there was general agreement on the lowest weighted
journals. For the most part, both ASC and ASC/ACJS members weighted the
more sociological publicatigns more highly than did ACJS members, and ACJS
members weighted the criminal justice publications more highly. Finally, the
relationship between professionalism arntd journal publication productivity was
assessed. The results proved inconclusiye, with professionalism accounting for
only a very small percentage (4 percent) of the total variation in journal
productivity. : v K -
. What do we do next? The criminal justicd discipline needs éontinued research
examining the “sociology of criminal justice.” The discipfine must learn more
about its operations and its operators, if it expects to promote ifs needs and
merits on university campuses. This research was designed as o starting points
Based on the results presented in this research a “Pandora’s box™ has been

opened. Many research issues were touched on, and the definitive answer was |

offered for none of them. Future research on the sociolegy of criminal justice
must continue in the direction commenced here, as well as_moving in other
directions. Simply, further research is needed on research issues addressed
here, and research is needed on issues we were unable to touch apon.

It Is time for the criminal justice discipline to realize research examining the
nature and scope of the discipline is essential. With lucK, such research will act to

4 )
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mve the Uiserphne focus and direction; both are needed. It is anticipated that
with focus and direetion the discipline will be placed in a more advantageous

position w hen promoting itself on university campuses.

.

Notes

-
7

I. When using the term “criminal justice]™ we are referring to programs,
facultes. and students whose main foeus is researching, teaching, and learning
about 13sues related to pélice, courts. and corrections. We could have as easily
used the term “¢rnmnology,” but chose not to, since we \ie\&’;,("rimi‘n.nlvjuslicc as

being mofe inclusive. ’

.
"

2. The {8 remamng respondents claimed no affjliation with either ASC or

ACJS. We mcluded -their responses, however, “ig/Ahe overall summary. Our

sample ineludes only American criminologists (n Zstudénts/non:praetitioners).
.

3. Journals selected for inclusion were those the researchers deemed most
relevant to criminology and criminal justice; In creatingthe list, personal-bias
eriters m, along with budgetary and page limitation restraints. Unfortunately s
some relevant journals (e.g., Journal of Legal Studies), as some respondents
less rele»an?ﬁié‘é were included. Initially, we decided

pomnted out, were omitted:
to hinnt the number of journals listed té-o

ne type-written page; 23 journals were

selected. Our standard, The Journal of\(:rimina‘T Law and Criminology (JCLC)
was selected by the reputational method. Prior to gstablishing a standard, we
decided, the standard (1) must be criminology andiqr criminal justice publica-

tion and (2) 1t should not be the official journal of eithe
Crimmology or Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences.
sample of 30 ctiminal justice educators and asked what was

he American Society of
en, we telephoned a
te most prestigous

journal in the field. After omitting responses not reflecting & criminal justice

publication or representing
Journal of Criminal Law an

telephoned respondents.

4. We purposely did not g
:

professional-book writing activitieg.
decided we could not-determine any

sk respondents

ASC or ACJS, the overwhelming choice was The
d Criminology, mentioned by over 90 pergent of thg -

\ .

about either their text-book writing or

At-the tife, it made intuitivé-stnse, We
feasible mechanism for evaluatirig such

- publications. We object td assigning weights in excess of those assigned certain
journal publications, because in many cases abook is no more or less meritorious
thana journal article. So, we objected to the practice of assigning a book a score 3
times that assigned the highest ranking jo
high weights; others are not. Until a weighting system can be devised (perhaps

based on publisher prestige) accurately reflecting a books merit, we will refrain
\fjﬂﬂ‘ﬂ\\lll(ling such in esgma.ting';“/productivily." .

Q

urnal. Some hooks are worthy of such

b}

. k4 o LN .
4. We recognize the argument could be made that jourhal productivity deter-
mines professionalism level, yet we believe otherwise. Unfortunately with a

cr0§s-sect|()nal design (a$ o

test any “other relationshj
than the one advaniced.

straints imposed.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

pposed to a longitudinal one) it is not possible forusto

p&elween professiohalism and journal productivity
It is needed is research similar to this project, but
longitudinally designed. Without such, we simply must struggle within the con-

.
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| Appendix A . S . :
The Survey Questionnaire '

0 . »

«

*The Professionalization of ‘-
Criminology and Criminal Justice - [

» This survey is designed to better understand the criminology and criminal justice °

professions. Please answer all of the questions. If you wish to comment on any
questions, please feel free to use the space in the margins. Your commentg will be

read, taken into account, and treated confidentially. This research is being.

sponsored by the Joint Commission on Criminolégy and Criminal Justice Educa-
_tion and Standards.

-

Please return this questionnaire, in the envelope provided to:
L

Professions Praject Center . .
‘Departnrent of Sociology '
Texas Christian University,
Fort Worth, Texas 76129

PART 1: We would like to begin hyasking you about professionalism in your
occupation. Please read each, statement carefully dnd decide whethér it is one
with which you strongly agree (SA), .agree (A), disagree (D), strongly disagree

' (SD), or are undecided (U). Circle your response. -

. N~ ’
° ° f
L .

1. Ifever anoccupation is indispensible it is

1}

thiSone ..oo.vveieerrrriiiiiisenees 5.0 SAc A D SD U
2. Thededication of academicians in my disei- \:k ,

. pline is most gratifying .. .%......oeiiiint SA A D SO U
3. My own decisions ate subject to review....... SA A D SD U

4. Ibelieve that the professional drganizations . o -
should IS supported .......... . e SA A D S U

® . . 5. Myfellow academicians have a pretty good

c idea about each other’s competence ........ .SA A D. SD U

6. My job gives me a chance to do the things et e
Idobest ....oovveeenn. P S SA A -D SD U

37 ‘ : !
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.8.

28.

29,
30.

. Most academicians would remain in the

profession even if their salaries were reduced . SA
I am my own boss in alinest every work-
related situation ................ s SA

-

QA problem-in my professipa-isthat no one
p y pro
E Y really knows what ellow academicians

<o,

aredoing ....7. . ... il SA
I think’that my profession, more than any
ther, is essential for society ............... $A
11. %ome other occupations are actually more *
important to society thanis mipe............ SA
12. The professional organizations do not really do
too much for the average academician ....... SA
13. 1 very much like the type of work that [am
" dging g e 1 SA
14. There is really no way to judge a fellow’
academician’s-competence .., ... ......hlen SA
15. Iregularly attend professional meetings ’
~,atthe natienal.and/or regional level . . ... a.. SA
16. “The importanck of being an academician is
sometimes overstressed . ...... ..o .00 %. SA
17. I'lake my.own decisions in regard to what‘
istobedoneinmywoRk ...............7... SA
18. Ireally dop’t feel a sense of pride as a result
* of the type of work thatIdo...m... ..ot 0, SA
197 There is not much opportunity to Judge how *
. another academician does his/her work ...... SA
20. I'don’t have an opportunity to exercise my e
own judgment ..........ii it SA.
21. Isystematically read the professmnal .
journals .. o SA
22. There are very few academicians who don’t
really believe in theirwork ................ SA
23. My work gives me a feeling of pride in having
done the job well ....... Var SO SA
2-{ People in my professmn have a real “calling™
for theirwork ........... ,....'.' ...... 2.2 8A
25. Most of my decisions are reviewed by other
people in the institution in which Iwork . ... ... SA
26. Although I would like to, I really don’t read |
the professional journalstoo often .......... SA
27. My fellow academ‘clans pretty much kriow
how well we allflo in our work .....,........ SA

It is encouraging to see the high lev
* idealism which is maintained by the members

of my department ..... ... ..ot SA

My work is my most rewarding experience , . . SA

Other prgfessions are actually more vitalto '

society thanmine ~..........ccoeoiieeinn. 'SA
~ 38
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D SD U
A D SD U
A D SD U
A D SD U
A D sD U
A.D SD U
A°D,SD U,
A D SD U
A D D U
A D s:q);_ U
A D—SD u
A D SD.U
A°D SD U
A D SD U
A“ D SO U
A D SD U
A- D SD. U
A D—sb—H
A D SD U
A D SD U
A‘ D SD U,
A D SD U
A D SD U
A D SD U

2
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_Part 2. On the following page are questions designed to assess your opinions
regarding crummnology and cruminal justice journal publications. Please assign
weights to theni (hsted alphabetically) i accordance with your judgment of the

| aterage unportance of their contributions to the criminology/criminal justice
o field. Use articles m the Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology {JCLC) as:
your standard reference. A weight of 10.0 has arbitrarily been assigned to an

, article w the JCLE, so that a publication only balf as important as JCLC should
e assigned a wetght of 5. a type of publication twice asunportant as f(:,L(T shonld

| B

* be assigned a weight of 20, and so forth.
o .
If 3 ondo notknow enongh about a Journal to assign a weight to its articles, please
¢ place an X in the space provided for the weight.
# of Articles . Journal
S~ Published in Publication = > » Weight
S e
L.
. Journal of Criminal Law & Criminology L [()77\
. Abstracts on Police Seience ¢ v .
. Acta Coiminologica N }
- American Journal of Corrections \ .
American Jonrnal of Sociology SN
American Sociological Review .
, British Journal of Crimnology -
Crime & Delinquency e
. Crimg& Social Justice . \, e
. Criminal Justice & Behavior —
1. ~ __ Criminal Justice-Review - o .
42. __ . Criminology > S
43. _ _ ... Federal Probation A} vvvvv
H. _ . _ Inter. Journal of Criminology & Penology
1. _ " "Journal of Criminal Justice I
i6- - ______ #Journal of Police Science & Administration R
17, — _—_  Journal of Research in Crime & Delinquency .
> 48. * ______  LAE Jonrnal of Criminal Justice . S
19. ———  Law & Human Behavior .
) 50. . “hTaw & Society Review SR
sl e Police ) ~ R
52. _ _____ Police Chief ‘ B
53..° _____ Social Problems ™ >
FR » '

“Now. go back thfodgh the publications list and indicate the number of articles
you hay e had published in each journal. If you have not had an article published

in a particular journal, Jeave the space blank. :

A .

) +
i /
~ «
- -
.
- .

' Q ' 3 38
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PART 3. Finally we would 1fe to ask a few questions ibout you for purposes of
our summaries. Remember that your answers are strictly confidential. They will
not be identified with you personally. .

24, Do you have any paid crimiual justice agency experience?

- -~ | ) Yes - ‘a

) No

55. Hyou answered Yes to question 31 above, please mdicate the (riminal justice
agency for which you worked and the number of years employed. Check all
that apply.

Ageuey . Number of years ! f—\
, experience

¢ ) Police e

( ) Courts -

() Cortrections

-

\

. A) .
56. Which of the following organizations are you a member of? Check all that
apply. .- < :
{ ) ACademy of Criminal Justice Scieuces
: { ) American Society of Criminology
57. Why did you initially euter academia? Check only oue.
{ ) Job security and related fringe beuefits “
{ ) The nature of the work N -

{ ) Because of the occupation’s social prestige

58.- Why do you remain in academia? Check only one.

(| J(&b security and related fringe beucﬁts
/ ( ) The nature of the work .
() Because of the pecupation’s social prestige.

59. From what eollege or university did you earn your highest degree?

13
- [ad a

» » i
: 60. What is the highest academic degree (e.g., Ph.D.) you have completed?
~

61. In completing your highest degree, what was your major area of study (e.g.,
socizogy-, anthropology, criminal justice)?

"
a

O -

ERIC : ' .
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62. What is your academic classification?
. ( ) Instructor
- ‘( ‘d@% Assistant Professor
( ) Associate Professor
£ { ) Full Professor
: { ) Professor Emeritus
(7 Other (specify) -__,v__._,,s

63." What is the highest.degree offered in your college or university?
() Associate degree )
{ ) Bachelors degree ) .
( Masters degree .
( Doctorate degree . ¢

i
|
.?
, 6:1.. What is the hig'l&u degree offered in your department?

‘ \( ) Associate degree

{ ) Bachelors degreef
( ) Masters degre
() Doctorate degree

66. How many years have you been teaciling in a college and/or university?
v ,’ .

« ) Mx{le *

69. Your (not family) 1978 income before taxes

{* - ) Lesd than 815,000 w
() 815,000 t0 819,999 .

(=) $20,000 to $24,000

(- ) $25,000 1o $29,000 -

() $30,000 or more
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years ’
67. What is your age? , ‘
_: ‘years
- e -~ . 2
' 68. Whatis your sex? ot .
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Is there auythiug else you would like to tell us about the professitnalizatiou of
cruninology aud/or crinunal justice. If so, please use this space for that purpose.

Also, any commeuts you wish to make that you think may help us in future efforts
to uuderstaud the professionalizatiou process withiu either criminology or crim-
inal justice will be appreciated, either here or in a separate letter.
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Your contribution to this effort is sincerely appreciated. If you would like a
summary of results, please print your name and address on the back of the
return envelope (NOT on this questionnaire). We will see that you getit. =

Professions Project Center .
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Appendix B
Modified Form of Hall’s Professmnahsr( Scale

< -

* Ve
Organization as Major Referent.

*

. s 1. Ibelieve the professi6hal organizations should be suppofited. ‘
_ 2. Isystematically read the professional journals.
3. Iregularly attend the professional meetings at the national and/or regional
level.
) 1. The professional orgamzatlons do not really do too much for the aveFage
academician. ’
5. Although I would like to, I really don’t read the professtonal Joumals to0
often.

TB-glie;f in Public Service

6 If ever an occupation is indispensible, it is this one.

. Some other occupations are actuallymore important to /oplety than mine is.
8 The importance of being an academician is sometimesoverstressed.
9. Ithink that my profession, more than any other, is essential for society.

- 10. Other professions are actually more vital to society than mine is.
"Belief in Autonomy _
) 11. I'make my own decisions in regard to what is ta be done in my work.
b 12. Idon’thave an opportunity to exercise my own Judgment 5
. 13. My own decisions are subject to review.
14. Iam my own boss in almost every work-related situation.
15. Most of my decnstons are reviewed by other people ifithe institution in which
: Iwork. . .
Belief in Self-Regulatnon . . :
16. My fellow academicians pretty much know how well we all do in our work.
17. There is not much opportunity to judge how another academician does
- his/herwork. - ,
. 18. A problem in my profession is that no one really knows what his fellow
academicidns are doing. -
19. Myfe Kl:ow academicians have a pretty y good idea about each other s compe-
tence v

20. There e\reamy no way to judge a fellow academician’s competence.

43 ‘ .
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Sense of Calling to the Field . .

. There are very few acadenticians who d(m t really believe in their work.
22, Most acadenucians would reman in the professl()ll eveut if their salaries were

reduced.

It 1s encouragng to see the high Tevel of idealism which is maintained by tie

members of my department. *
24. The dedication of academicians ntmy dnsnplmc is most gratifying.
25. People inmy profession have a real® (‘allm;. for their work.
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