Sociology Assessment of Student Outcomes, 2002

The report for the Sociology Assessment of Student Outcomes was carried out by the Sociology Curriculum Committee for the 2001-2002 academic year.  The committee is responsible for assembling data to examine the extent to which students meet the learning goals for the various programs in Sociology at Ohio University/Athens.  The report for the 2001-2002 academic year is a brief one, based on the University cycle of assessment review since the programs of the Department of Sociology and Anthropology were reviewed as part of the seven year review cycle during the 2000-2001 academic year.


The learning goals for students in the undergraduate programs follow:


1.  Students will learn how social behavior emerges, is organized, becomes institutionalized, and changes.  A significant facet of this learning is the application of sociological knowledge in public and private situations.


2.  Students will understand the significance of the “sociological imagination,” defined as the ability to analyze situations sociologically.  They will also gain the ability to apply concepts and principles of sociological analysis.  


Students in the Criminology Certificate Program will also develop an understanding of the sources and causes of crime in society, the role of social inequality in the generation of crime and deviant behavior, and ways in which societies attempt to control those who engage in illegal behavior.  Understanding interventions by society to deter crime are also an important element of this learning.


Assessment of student outcomes for these goals is carried out with a multiple method strategy.  Cognitive knowledge is assessed periodically with the Major Field Assessment Test, student feedback is sought periodically through the use of exit questionnaires to determine the extent of self perceived student success, and alumni information is used to determine the extent to which graduates feel well prepared for the world beyond Ohio University.  This year we asked a group of students enrolled in Sociology 403, Classic Social Theory, to complete the Major Field Assessment Test.  Thirty students completed the test at the second meeting of the class for the term.  We also have made use of the Career and Further Education and Five Year Educational Outcomes Survey of Alumni data provided by the Office of Institutional Research.


We last administered the MFAT in 1998.  Our experience at that time was that our students scored at a relatively high level overall (seventy-fifth percentile as a group), and did well on components of the test we emphasize in our curriculum (ninety-fifth percentile in crime, social problems, and deviance), while scoring poorly in areas of the field we do not emphasize (under the fiftieth percentile in demography and urban sociology).  The data for this year’s test are discussed below.  We felt it was appropriate to employ the MFAT again this year.  We also report on data from the Office of Institutional Research on the Educational Outcomes Survey and the Career and Further Education study for the sociology program.


The learning goals for students in the graduate program are similar to those for the undergraduate program, but students are expected to develop greater depth in sociological analysis and knowledge of a specific sub field in sociology.  Master of Arts students must demonstrate competence in two areas of sociology in addition to depth in sociological theory and method appropriate for students at the first graduate level.  Assessment of competence in these areas is carried out by a committee of faculty members who examine the student at the end of the program and by in course assessment.  Data from the Career and Further Education study are reported for graduate degree recipients.

Cognitive Knowledge of Sociology

Data for the MFAT for this year’s administration was collected from a student group that is more diverse than those we have collected the information from in the past.  Students in the section of Sociology 403 this year include a large number of minors relative to the normal expectation for this course.  Scores on the test are reported for individual students for overall performance, knowledge of theory and methods in sociology, critical thinking.  In addition group level indicators are available for nine sub areas in the discipline.  We report the data for each of these elements of the examination.


Individual student performance covered a wide range for this group.  On the overall scores for the test, students scored from the thirty-fifth to the eighty-seventh percentile on the test.  The sub scores on core sociological theory and method ranged from the fifth percentile to the ninety-eighth.  Scores on the critical thinking component of the examination also ranged from the fifth to the ninety-eighth percentile.  Our overall average scores put this group of students in the twenty-fourth percentile for the total score, in the seventeenth percentile for the core sociological knowledge component of the test, and in the thirtieth percentile for the critical thinking portion of the test.  


We have prepared a table to portray the data for the subareas of the field which are reported for the group.  The table includes the area name, average score for the group, and percentile rank.

	Area Name
	Score
	Percentile Rank

	General Theory
	35.3
	17

	Methods and statistics
	39.7
	26

	Deviance, crime and social problems
	62.6
	74

	Demography, Rural, Urban
	38.4
	17

	Multicultural 
	54.7
	39

	Social Institutions
	41.7
	30

	Social Psychology
	46.4
	31

	Gender
	54.8
	44

	Globalization
	56.1
	50



Some parts of these scores are encouraging.  For instance, the performance of students on the area of Deviance, Crime, and Social Problems stands out as a positive outcome relative to other areas.  The ranking on globalization is impressive since we do little in an explicit way in our curriculum with this topic.  On the other hand, scores in some areas are very disappointing to us.  The low rankings in methods, institutions, and social psychology are troubling since these are key areas of knowledge in sociology and speak directly to our goals for student learning.  The low score in theory is easily understood as students who took this test were just beginning their exposure to sociological theory.  Similarly, the low score in demography, rural, and urban sociology  is understandable as we do not systematically offer courses in this area in the department.  This group of scores is troubling to us and we expect to closely monitor student performance over the next few years to determine if this is an anomaly or a trend in our pedagogical outcomes.  


We examined additional data we were able to collect from the Student Information System about these students to determine if there was something about them which would explain the results.  Overall scores correlated with student grade point average, but not total credits earned, core sociological knowledge scores correlated with both grade point average and hours earned, while critical thinking correlated with grade point average, but not hours earned.  Bright, experienced students did well on the test overall.  This class may have had fewer of these sorts of students than similar classes we have employed to collect this data in the past.

Alumni Data

Data collected by the Office of Institutional Research is in response to questionnaires mailed to alumni annually for students who graduate from Ohio University.  The number of questionnaires mailed each year varies based on the number of students receiving degrees in a given year and response rates are highly volatile.  The questionnaires ask alumni to reflect on their experience at Ohio University and to report on their post graduate experience with work and further education.  Data are available on the Institutional Research Web Site for the Career and Further Education Study for alumni who graduated from 1993 through 1999 for both baccalaureate and masters level alumni.  Data are also available for the Five Year Educational Outcomes study for alumni who graduated in 1990/1991, 1992/1993, and 1994/1995.  We concentrate on the data for the latest years in these studies as they most accurately reflect the experience of current students.


First, the students who received B.A. degrees in 1999 are predominantly employed in government positions (33%), business (33%), non profit organizations (17%).  A small fraction are employed in health care (8%) or self employed (8%).  Most of them (54%) had secured a position within two months of graduation and an additional one quarter (27%) were employed with in eight months of graduation.  Average salary was $23,110 for those who are employed.  Some of these individuals report working part time at the time they completed the survey and this may have had effects on earnings for these early career individuals.  Most reported satisfaction with their current position (92%).  Most reported that their experience with the major was satisfactory (82%), and a like proportion reported that the university prepared them well for their career goals (83%).  All respondents feel Ohio University prepared them well for future academic work.  Most students do not expect to complete professional certification (77%), but they do expect to complete additional education by enrolling in graduate programs (64%).  Four students were enrolled in graduate work at the time of the survey.


The data for students who completed graduate degrees in 1999 show most (75%) employed in education, with business second (25%).  All of them had located a position within two months of graduation.  Most were working full time (75%) and were satisfied with their position (75%).  All reported at least some degree of satisfaction with their courses in the major and felt well prepared for their career goals.  These alumni felt they were somewhat well prepared for additional educational work and most planned to pursue further study (75%).  


Data from the Five Year Outcomes study collected from graduates in the 1994/1995 period showed interesting results.  All of the respondents were employed full time, with salaries distributed across the range from $21,000 to over $42,000.  Most of the respondents reported being involved in business and industrial occupations (75%), with the remainder in education or working for non-profit organizations.  


The vast majority of the students reported a positive experience with Ohio University.  The acquisition of job related skills and knowledge was seen as helpful for virtually all of the students in this cohort.  Similarly, the alumni reported that Ohio University and Sociology prepared them well in the various competencies needed for their careers.  Two areas in which alumni felt a need for more development than they received in their experience at Ohio University were in learning to supervise the work of others and in computer applications. 


None of these respondents had completed additional work at Ohio University, but about a third of them completed work at other universities, including some who completed a bachelor’s degree.


Most felt their education was relevant to their career goals (82%), felt inspired and encouraged by the faculty (83%), felt the level of rigor in their work was satisfactory (84%), and were satisfied with their faculty/student interaction (92%).  All of the respondents were satisfied with the flexibility of the program, interaction with other students, quality of instruction, and were satisfied overall with their educations.  Respondents expressed dissatisfaction with academic advising (50% were not satisfied) and with Career Planning and Placement Services (45% were not satisfied).


If they had to do it all over again, these respondents would be more flexible in their career goals, would be likely to change their major or specialization in the field, and would be more interested in an internship.  Very few of them would do it all the same way or attend another university.


These respondents evaluated their general education experience very positively, with a small fraction unhappy with the quantitative requirement in Tier I, the junior writing course, and the synthesis courses in Tier III.

Concluding remarks

Overall, we think we are effective in what we are attempting to accomplish with our students.  We are concerned with the fragile performance of this year’s group on the Major Field Assessment Test.  We clearly need to monitor this situation closely and be prepared to adjust our curriculum and expectations for students accordingly.  We are also mindful of the concerns expressed by alumni about advising.  We are trying to adjust what we do in this area at the current time.  Future feedback will allow us to determine whether or not we have been successful with these changes.
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