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Original Article

Higher education scholars and commentators have 
noted that the “charmed existence” for higher edu-
cation from the end of World War II through the 
early to mid-1980s has come to an end (Middaugh 
2010:1). Higher education faces criticisms on 
many fronts. Costs are rising, and because house-
hold incomes have not grown proportionately, 
students are taking on sizeable loans to pay for 
their college expenses. Public support for higher 
education, although still high, is not uniform,  
with sizeable numbers of Americans and employ-
ers expressing concern about the extent to which 
undergraduates are learning appropriate skills 
(Hart Research Associates 2018; Parker 2019). In 
sociology, students express satisfaction with their 
programs overall, but they give relatively low rat-
ings to the career advising they received as under-
graduates (Spalter-Roth et al. 2012), and the 
number of sociology majors has declined in recent 
years (American Sociological Association [ASA] 

2020a). In this context, sociology faculty find that 
they are accountable to multiple stakeholders, fac-
ing pressures to demonstrate that our academic 
programs are effective and that students are 
learning.

At the federal level, the Department of Education 
has reacted to public accountability pressures by 
publishing the College Score Card, and more 
recently, the Census Bureau has teamed up with 
states to create the Post-Secondary Employment 
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Outcomes (PSEO) database, making it possible to 
compare the salaries of sociology majors to those 
of graduates in other fields (Senter and Spalter-
Roth 2020b). Although the federal government has 
focused on data sharing, it has largely ceded the 
determination of higher education quality to the 
regional accreditation agencies. These accrediting 
bodies, and many of the specialized accrediting 
groups, mandate that institutions enact systems of 
quality control, including processes for assessing 
student learning outcomes. Although the regional 
accrediting bodies do not mandate any one process 
for ensuring quality and ongoing improvement, 
they do insist that such a mechanism is imple-
mented at each institution they accredit. On most 
campuses, this requirement is met through periodic 
academic program review, defined by Hanover 
Research (2012:2) as “an attempt to evaluate the 
performance of curricula, departments, faculty, 
and/or students at a degree-granting institution.” 
Program review often includes assessment of stu-
dent learning as one part of the review.

Sociology faculty, like faculty across disci-
plines, devote considerable time and attention to 
academic program review and the assessment of 
student learning. According to the ASA, the 
“assessment of student learning was a universal 
activity for sociology departments” by 2011–2012 
(Spalter-Roth, Kisielewski, and Van Vooren 2013: 
11). Despite the ubiquity of these practices, 
research is lacking on the extent to which depart-
ment leaders experience and evaluate the utility of 
these efforts.

This article uses data from a national survey of 
sociology departments to explore chairs’ perspec-
tives on program review processes at their institu-
tions and the outcomes of program review for their 
departments and for their students. We report on 
whether best practices in program review and 
assessment are practiced and how chairs perceive 
the effectiveness of these efforts. The article con-
cludes with a series of recommendations for 
improving these processes so that faculty time is 
used well and the experiences of sociology stu-
dents are enhanced.

THE PrOgrAM rEVIEW 
PrOCESS
Although the specific elements of program review 
vary from campus to campus, the process generally 
includes a departmental self-study and an external 
review, resulting in an action plan for program 

development endorsed by the relevant administra-
tors (Hanover Research 2012). The specifics of the 
program review process are largely determined 
locally by senior academic administrators. Self-
studies are substantial documents that describe the 
current status of the department, reflect on strengths 
and weaknesses, and outline goals for the future. 
They typically include data on the department, 
such as number of majors, credit hour production, 
faculty lines, and the adequacy of technology, 
library holdings, and physical space. They may 
also include data on the frequency of course offer-
ings, advising, and student retention and satisfac-
tion. In addition, they often include outcome 
measures related to the assessment of student 
learning, student placement after graduation, and 
faculty publications and grants.

In addition to this self-review process, program 
review may also include an external review con-
ducted by one or more disciplinary colleagues at 
peer institutions. External reviewers read the self-
study, previous self-studies, and other departmental 
materials; visit campus for one to two days to 
observe the department and interview faculty, stu-
dents, staff, and administrators; and write a report 
that analyzes the department’s strengths and makes 
recommendations for development and change.

Finally, based on the recommendations in the 
self-study and from the external review, depart-
ments develop an action plan, identifying priori-
ties for continued program development and 
articulating how those priorities will be pursued. 
Ideally, this plan is developed collectively and 
has buy-in from both faculty and administrators. 
In fact, the endorsement by administrators of the 
action plan is critical if any new resources or 
institutional commitments are necessary for its 
enactment.

WHAT WE KnOW—AnD 
DOn’T KnOW—ABOUT 
PrOgrAM rEVIEW
The program review process can take up to two 
years, especially if external review visits are 
included, and requires a significant investment of 
faculty time and energy. Despite this, there is little 
empirical evidence that this process is effective in 
improving departmental outcomes or student learn-
ing experiences. Although the literature on pro-
gram review is broad, it is rarely empirically based. 
Rather, the literature offers advice, provides mod-
els for program review practice, and debates the 
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extent to which program review is symptomatic of 
a neoliberal takeover of higher education. What is 
missing from much of this literature are data from 
representative samples on how the faculty and 
chairs who do this work experience program 
review and whether these activities improve 
departmental outcomes for faculty and students.

Advice for Conducting Program Review
Much of the extant literature on program review is 
prescriptive, providing advice on what administra-
tors and faculty should do to make the process 
effective. McGowan (2019:54) notes that “most 
field literature on APR [academic program review] 
is theoretical in the form of published guidelines or 
standards.” Experienced program reviewers within 
sociology have articulated their own guidelines. 
Ferguson (2013) suggests, for example, that depart-
ments should start the process early, that the entire 
department should be involved, and that tasks 
should be delegated. Wagenaar (2015) argues that 
program review is about “us,” not about the indi-
vidual faculty member and that individual’s per-
sonal preferences. Both encourage departments 
and faculty to see program review as an opportu-
nity for reflection and improvement.

Advice from other social scientists and aca-
demic administrators is similar. For example, psy-
chologists Halonen and Dunn (2017) provide 
nuts-and-bolts program review advice about fac-
tors such as the selection of external reviewers and 
their care while on campus. They, too, conclude that 
effective program review can “generate a new com-
mitment to dealing with emerging opportunities  
or inevitable weaknesses.” Similarly, Kleniewski 
(2003) distills her experiences into a set of recom-
mendations for good practice, suggesting that pro-
gram review be systematic, begin with a serious 
self-study, make wise use of external reviewers, 
and link to resource allocation. She also ends on a 
positive note: “Engaging the faculty in planning its 
own future is perhaps the biggest win of a program 
review.” Crowley encourages departments to 
“think big in your internal self-study” (2019b) and 
to “seize some power and agency to make change 
happen” (2019a).

Additional articles are more self-consciously 
research focused and result from case studies or 
interviews with administrators or program review 
experts who are asked what advice they would give 
colleagues to make program review useful and 
worthwhile. Feikema (2016) uses a Delphi tech-
nique with 21 experts to distill best practices for 

academic program review, including recommenda-
tions on the purpose and location of program 
review, what to include, how best to use results, 
and what success may look like. Bresciani (2009) 
distills the key features of institutions with effec-
tive outcomes-based program review, suggesting 
from her analysis of 13 cases that factors such as 
collaboration, the use of results, resources to sup-
port program review, and flexibility are essential.

A common piece of advice is that program 
review should include an assessment of student 
learning. Bresciani Ludvik (2019) is explicit in 
arguing that program review should at heart be an 
“outcomes-based program review,” with a focus on 
student learning and the student experience, and 
the ASA Task Force on Assessing the Undergraduate 
Sociology Major (Lowry et al. 2005:1) notes that 
“the purpose of assessment is program review.” 
Ideally, the regular assessment practices in which 
departments engage should be integrated into the 
program review process.

Like the literature on program review, the litera-
ture on assessment provides numerous recommen-
dations about implementing assessment practices. 
The ASA Task Force on Assessing the Under-
graduate Sociology Major argues that “we should 
want to do assessment because we care about stu-
dent learning and because the assessment process 
enables us to systematically study student learning 
in such a way that it can be enhanced” (Lowry et al. 
2005:2–3). The recent ASA Task Force on Liberal 
Learning and the Sociology Major affirms a previ-
ous recommendation that departments have an 
assessment process in place (Pike et al. 2017). The 
now defunct American Association for Higher 
Education identified nine key principles for assess-
ing student learning (Astin et al. 2003), stressing 
the need for the use of multiple measures of learn-
ing over time, the need for multiple stakeholder—
and especially faculty—involvement and support, 
and the integration of assessment into other ongo-
ing university processes.

Models of Program Review
Although numerous models for conducting assess-
ment exist, this literature is rarely in conversation 
with the literature on program review. This disjunc-
ture may exist because although faculty are given 
key responsibility for assessing learning (Lowry 
et al. 2005:4), program review is largely under 
administrative control. The report from the ASA 
task force on assessment includes multiple models 
for sociology departments (Lowry et al. 2005), and 
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numerous Teaching Sociology articles provide 
examples of how departments have implemented 
strategies on their campuses (Clark and Filinson 
2011; Crockett et al. 2018; Pedersen and White 
2011). Beyond sociology, the Assessment Commons 
of the National Institute for Learning Outcomes 
Assessment is a large repository focused on how 
institutions and departments have implemented 
assessment.

Although these articles and monographs, often 
written for faculty audiences, are useful, they do 
not provide evidence about the extent to which best 
practices are, in fact, in place across departments 
and institutions. Similarly, apart from personal 
experience and professional judgment, none is able 
to demonstrate that programs that follow good advice 
are, in the end, more effective in enhancing student 
experiences than those that do not. Furthermore, the 
focus on prescription and best practices runs the 
risk of overlooking the negative consequences or 
dysfunctional elements of program review and 
assessment, such as faculty cynicism, large time 
investments with little return, and increased depart-
mental conflict.

The Critique of the Neoliberal 
University
Accountability mandates, such as program review 
and assessment, take place within a larger socio-
political context. Countering those who call most 
vociferously for the institutionalization of account-
ability systems within higher education are the crit-
ics who lament the neoliberal takeover of the 
university that privileges market-driven impera-
tives for accountability and “bean counting.” They 
argue that higher education is a venue for broad 
learning and for challenging the status quo, includ-
ing prevailing market mentalities (Brown 2015; 
Worthen 2018). Members of the growing scholar-
ship of teaching and learning movement, in sociol-
ogy and elsewhere, also weigh in by encouraging 
faculty to refresh and reenvision their work to ben-
efit students in the twenty-first century by engag-
ing in practices, including assessment, that place 
students’ full set of needs at the center of the higher 
education enterprise (Lowry et al. 2005; Markle 
n.d.; Pike et al. 2017).

Critics see program review as an exercise that 
satisfies regulators, who want a mechanism in 
place for overseeing programs, without providing a 
fulsome regard for issues of quality and program 
purpose. Quality, they note, must center on student 
and faculty success (not merely on the student as a 

customer buying credit hours), and program pur-
pose should include outcomes of college and return 
on investment that are broader than employability 
and entry-level salaries (Senter and Spalter-Roth 
2020b). More broadly, critics decry the reliance on 
program review indicators that are standardized 
across diverse programs and that are easily 
quantifiable.

In addition, accountability processes can be 
fragmented, limiting their impact and reinforcing 
the perception that they are hoops that must be 
jumped rather than meaningful opportunities to 
improve departmental outcomes. Program review 
models differ, for example, in terms of how much 
attention is given to resource allocation and cost 
cutting as opposed to nonbudgetary features of pro-
gram quality and the assessment of student learn-
ing (Hanover 2012). Writing 25 years ago, Mets 
(1995) lamented the lack of focus on the ways that 
program review linked to other institutional pro-
cesses, including planning, budgeting, and student 
learning assessment.

The literature on assessment, even more so than 
that on program review, elaborates the problematic 
rather than useful features of this accountability 
exercise. Critics express strong reservations about 
the value of assessment efforts given the (often 
uncompensated) time and methodology involved 
(Eubanks 2018; Gilbert 2019; Lederman 2019; 
Snyder and Carnicom 2011; Worthen 2018). 
Criticism of assessment focuses on the top-down, 
bureaucratic nature of many assessment initiatives 
and on threats to academic freedom inherent in 
reducing faculty prerogatives to evaluate student 
learning on their own terms. Liberal arts faculty 
and faculty associated with honors programs, in 
particular, are concerned that the kinds of educa-
tional growth promoted by these programs are not 
easily documented. Rather, assessing the outcomes 
of these program requires sophisticated qualitative 
analyses, not the more common quantitative meth-
ods such as indirect self-reports of student learning 
and standardized testing (Brown 2015; Frost 2006).

What is noteworthy is the lack of systematic 
efforts in the literature to assess whether program 
review is effective. For example, McGowan (2019) 
expresses surprise at the relatively few empirical 
studies that examine the effectiveness of program 
review or the role it plays in strategic development 
in higher education. Although the growing litera-
ture on the scholarship of teaching and learning 
affirms that faculty, particularly at teaching- 
oriented institutions, are committed to student learn-
ing and improving student learning outcomes, the 
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question is whether externally driven accountabil-
ity processes are the best way to achieve that 
improvement.

Faculty Perspectives on Program Review
The few researchers who have studied faculty per-
spectives on program review find that faculty sup-
port is mixed at best (Emil and Cress 2014; Welsh 
and Metcalf 2003). Faculty are most engaged when 
they trust that institutions are committed to a mean-
ingful process, the criteria for evaluating program 
quality are broad and outcomes-based, and they 
feel ownership over the process and perceive that 
their efforts are worthwhile (Welsh and Metcalf 
2003). Program review is most successful when 
faculty are committed to the process; they are, after 
all, the ones who are most responsible for prepar-
ing program review and related assessment docu-
ments. Articles in Teaching Sociology focused on 
assessment, in particular, stress the importance of 
faculty buy-in if the process is going to be success-
ful and highlight the need for administrators to rec-
ognize the considerable faculty time needed to 
implement successful assessment plans (Clark and 
Filinson 2011; Crockett et al. 2018; Pedersen and 
White 2011). McGowan (2019:55) notes that pro-
gram reviews may not be meeting institutional 
needs, in part, because of “perceptions by faculty 
participants of authoritarian and non-collegial 
processes.”

Empirical work on the departmental experience 
with program review, to the extent that it exists, 
focuses mainly on case studies. De Valenzuela, 
Copeland, and Blalock’s (2005:2244) case study 
of program review at a large Research I university 
documents a process that led to substantial faculty 
disenchantment and cynicism, in part because fac-
ulty felt that they had limited participation and 
voice; faculty were left with the perception “that 
program evaluation is, indeed, ‘just another hoop 
to jump through.’” In contrast, Berrett (2011) 
quotes a faculty member from a department that 
was mandated to engage in program review, say-
ing that “it was the best thing that could have hap-
pened to us.” Berrett’s analysis is useful in 
stressing that “the experience of undergoing such a 
review varies widely, and its consequences can be 
unpredictable.”

Addressing Gaps in the Literature
The empirical understanding about program review 
would be improved by the use of larger and more 

representative samples across institutions. In addi-
tion, the perspective of department chairs, who are 
an essential link between administration and fac-
ulty and shoulder much of the work of program 
review, is also needed.

In this article, we analyze data from a national 
sample of sociology departments to address the fol-
lowing questions: Are program review and assess-
ment institutionalized across institutions with 
bachelor’s-level sociology programs? Do sociol-
ogy programs follow the advice in the literature 
about how to conduct program reviews? Is pro-
gram review integrated with other institutional 
effectiveness practices, such as assessment? Is pro-
gram review perceived to be effective, making 
good use of faculty time and improving the experi-
ence of sociology students and their programs? Our 
analysis gives attention to both the positive out-
comes as well as the problematic or dysfunctional 
aspects of accountability processes. We find that 
program review processes in sociology depart-
ments are widespread, have some positive out-
comes for departments and students, and, in some 
cases, are perceived as bureaucratic exercises with 
little benefit for faculty or students.

METHODOLOgy
The ASA periodically sends surveys to sociology 
departments to learn about the status of their pro-
grams and the well-being of the discipline. In fall 
2019, ASA staff members collaborated with Mary 
Scheuer Senter, Melinda Messineo, and Jay Howard 
on the creation of an online survey for sociology 
departments. The survey asked questions about 
departmental structure, the type of degrees offered, 
and the changing numbers of students and faculty 
members. Other questions focused on assessment 
and program review practices and perceptions of 
their effectiveness. The questionnaire and its field-
ing were approved by the Institutional Review 
Board of Central Michigan University.

The survey was distributed to every institution 
of higher education that, according to IPEDS, 
awarded a bachelor’s degree in sociology in 2017–
2018. Thus, it was sent to the universe of sociology 
departments with a bachelor’s program. Contact 
information for sociology programs at each institu-
tion was gathered from ASA databases, institu-
tional websites, and phone calls to institutions. An 
email invitation to participate in the survey was 
sent to a contact person at 969 departments on 
October 29, 2019. The contact person was in most 
instances a chair, head, or director of the unit that 
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housed the sociology program at that institution; 
contacts were instructed to fill out the survey them-
selves or to forward the email to the person or per-
sons in their unit most knowledgeable about the 
issues at hand. Four reminder emails were subse-
quently mailed between November 6, 2019, and 
January 2, 2020, and follow-up reminder telephone 
calls were made in December. In the end, com-
pleted surveys were returned from 438 respon-
dents, for a response rate of 45 percent.

The sample captures the diversity of institutions 
with undergraduate sociology departments as mea-
sured by Carnegie Classification. In the sample, 
slightly more than one department in five (21.2 
percent) is housed in a baccalaureate college, 37 
percent are at master’s colleges or universities, 17 
percent are in very high research doctoral institu-
tions, 24 percent are from other doctoral institu-
tions, and .7 percent are at other types of institutions. 
This sample distribution closely mirrors the popu-
lation of institutions offering bachelor’s degrees in 
sociology, where 25.7 percent are baccalaureate 
colleges, 39.8 percent are master’s colleges or uni-
versities, 12.8 percent are very high research doc-
toral institutions, 21.5 percent are other doctoral 
institutions, and .2 percent are from “other” 
institutions. Doctoral institutions are slightly 
overrepresented and baccalaureate colleges slightly 
underrepresented in the sample; results from analy-
sis of data weighted on Carnegie Classification are 
similar to the unweighted results reported here.

Although we recognize that sociology program 
structures are diverse, for simplicity, we use the 
word department throughout the discussion. Some 
sociology programs are housed in larger divisions 
such as “social science,” and some departments are 
multidisciplinary, such as departments of sociology 
and anthropology (ASA 2020b). Similarly, we use 
the words department chairs, although some pro-
grams are led by a director or head.

FInDIngS
Prevalence of Program Review and 
Assessment and Use of Best Practices
Table 1 shows that accountability practices are 
firmly institutionalized within sociology programs 
nationwide. Approximately seven out of eight 
departments (87.1 percent) have undertaken pro-
gram review in the last 10 years, with three quarters 
of the sample indicating that program review takes 
place as part of a regular schedule. Only 5 percent 
of departments report never having done program 
review. A similar proportion of departments regu-
larly assess the sociology major (84.6 percent), 
although only about one in five regularly assess the 
sociology minor.

Departments that indicated that they have con-
ducted program review within the last 10 years 
were asked questions about the features and con-
text of these activities. The results, summarized in 
Table 2, suggest that some best practices for con-
ducting program review practices are followed on 
many campuses, whereas others clearly are not.

About three quarters of departments report that 
they create a self-study as part of the program 
review process, and 70 percent use external review-
ers as part of program review; both practices are 
recommended as essential pieces of a program 
review. More than three quarters of respondents 
who used external reviewers agree to some extent 
that they were helpful, and fewer than 10 percent 
disagree or strongly disagree.

However, contrary to best practice recommen-
dations, almost 30 percent of respondents indicate 
that the self-study was developed by a single indi-
vidual, and only about one quarter of respondents 
report that all faculty in the department were 
involved. Similarly, a nontrivial 30 percent of 
departments did not include an external reviewer in 
their program review activities.

Table 1. Prevalence of Program review and Assessment.

n %

Program review timeline
 In the last 10 years as part of regular schedule 303 75.2
 In the last 10 years, but not as part of regular schedule 48 11.9
 More than 10 years since we’ve had program review 31 7.7
 never done program review 21 5.2
Sociology curriculum assessment
 regularly assess the sociology major 347 84.6
 regularly assess the sociology minor 83 20.2
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Few departments report that their institutions 
follow the advice to compensate those with major 
program review responsibilities. Eighty percent of 
respondents report that these individuals received 
no compensation at all. Fewer than 10 percent of 
respondents report that the lead individual(s) 

received a stipend, and slightly more than 10 per-
cent indicate that program review lead(s) received 
some release time.

This uncompensated work might be lightened 
by access to other sources that could be consulted 
to make program review easier or more effective. 

Table 2. Key Features of Program review for Departments with Program review in the Last 10 years.

n %

Self-study created as part of program review process 257 73.6
For departments with self-studies, who was involved in developing  

the self-study
 A team of faculty including the chair/head/director 89 34.6
 All faculty in the department 68 26.5
 The chair, director, or head only 54 21.0
 A single faculty member 18 7.0
 A team of faculty without the chair/head/director 17 6.6
 A single staff member or administrator 1 .4
 Other 10 3.9
Use of external reviewers
 yes, a single external reviewer 104 30.4
 yes, two or more external reviewers 137 40.1
 no external reviewers 101 29.5
For departments using external reviewers, the reviewer(s) were helpful
 Strongly agree 76 30.6
 Agree 116 46.8
 neither agree nor disagree 34 13.7
 Disagree 12 4.8
 Strongly disagree 10 4.0
Compensation for individuals with major responsibility for program review
 Stipend 23 6.8
 release time 34 10.1
 Multiple 5 1.5
 Other 6 1.8
 no compensation of any type 270 79.9
Sources consulted during program review
 Institutional research office 177 50.9
 Colleagues from other units within the institution 164 47.1
 Materials available on ASA website 143 41.1
 Other academic administrator(s) 139 39.9
 Colleagues at other institutions 62 17.8
 Articles/books (other than materials on ASA website) 51 14.7
 Presentations at professional conferences 24 6.9
 Other 31 8.9
 none 32 9.2
Adequate resources are available at my institution to help with program review
 Strongly agree 24 7.2
 Agree 105 31.3
 neither agree nor disagree 77 23.0
 Disagree 90 26.9
 Strongly disagree 39 11.6

Note: ASA = American Sociological Association.
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Some departments do have access to such 
resources, especially those inside their institutions, 
whereas others do not. About one half of depart-
ments report that they consulted with their campus 
institutional research office, and 47 percent turn to 
colleagues from other units within their college or 
university or to other academic administrators at 
their institution. Many fewer respondents—less 
than 20 percent—note the use of professional col-
leagues at other universities, articles/books other 
than those found on the ASA website, and confer-
ence presentations. Materials on the ASA website 
are consulted by slightly more than 40 percent of 
departments undergoing program review. As might 
be expected given these data, respondents are split 
in their views about whether adequate resources 
are available to assist with program review, with 38 
percent agreeing or strongly agreeing that resources 
are available and 38 percent disagreeing to some 
extent.

The 347 respondents who indicated that their 
departments regularly assess the sociology major 
were asked about the methodologies they regularly 
employ. Again, as shown in Table 3, findings are 
mixed regarding the extent that assessment best 
practices are followed.

Sociology departments use a wide variety of 
methodologies to assess student learning in their 
programs, with three of the four most frequently 
used methodologies following the best practice of 
directly engaging faculty in the evaluation of student 
work. At least 45 percent of departments routinely 
review capstone projects, other types of assignments 
from courses, and noncapstone research papers. In 
contrast, other direct measures such as scores on 
standardized assessment tests and student portfolios 
are used by many fewer departments, slightly more 
than one in five and slightly less than 1 in 10, respec-
tively. Standardized tests, although they are a direct 
measure of student learning, are viewed as highly 
problematic by many critics of assessment and the 
business model of the university.

Departments also use a range of self-report 
measures of student learning. This includes exit 
surveys of graduating seniors (54.9 percent), sur-
veys of alumni (27.2 percent), surveys of all stu-
dents in the program (17.9 percent), and focus 
groups (17.1 percent). Although a valuable way to 
gauge student perspectives, these indirect assess-
ment measures are viewed as less desirable than 
more direct measures of student learning (Lowry 
et al. 2005:11). In addition, more than one third of 

Table 3. Type and number of Methodologies Used as regular Part of Undergraduate Assessment for 
Departments That regularly Engage in Assessment.

n %

Direct assessment measures
 review of capstone projects 221 63.9
 review of assignments from courses (not capstone or research papers) 189 54.6
 review of research papers other than capstone 157 45.4
 Scores on standardized tests 74 21.4
 Student portfolios 30 8.7
Indirect assessment measures
 Exit surveys of graduating seniors 190 54.9
 Surveys of alumni 94 27.2
 Surveys of all students in program 62 17.9
 Focus groups with students 59 17.1
Other measures
 Feedback from internship supervisors 109 31.5
 grades in courses 121 35.0
 Other 43 12.4
number of methodologies used
 none 6 1.7
 1 27 7.8
 2–3 61 38.9
 4–5 75 32.8
 ≥6 65 18.7
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departments indicate that they use grades in courses 
as a regular part of their assessment activities, a 
practice that is frowned on in the assessment litera-
ture due to concerns about grade inflation and the 
inability to link overall course grades to specific 
learning outcomes (Lowry et al. 2005:11).

Interestingly, given the increasing focus on 
linking majors to careers and the enhanced empha-
sis on employability, relatively few departments 
(although more than one quarter) report regularly 
administering alumni surveys, and less than one 
third (31.5 percent) report that feedback from 
internship supervisors is regularly part of their 
assessment efforts.

Consistent with best practice, departments that 
assess their majors tend to use multiple measures of 
assessment. After counting how many of 11 assess-
ment measures (excluding “other”) are used by 
departments, we find that only 8 percent engage in 
only one form of assessment data gathering, whereas 
about one half (51.5 percent) report using four or 
more assessment measures.

Integration of Accountability  
Processes and Decision-Making
Advocates argue that to be effective, program 
review should be linked to other processes, such as 
assessment, designed to ensure program quality; 
administrative systems should not be fragmented; 
and data should be used to improve programs. 
Critics of the neoliberal model of universities, by 
contrast, are concerned that traditional and multi-
ple measures of higher education quality are being 
replaced by easy-to-calculate standardized metrics 

and mindless “bean counting.” Our survey asked 
respondents questions related to their perceptions 
about the link between campus accountability pro-
cesses and the factors that administrators take into 
account when making decisions about sociology 
departments based on program review.

Table 4 indicates that the vast majority of 
respondents (83.6 percent) affirm that program 
review includes a discussion of a program’s regu-
lar assessment activities. In principle, then, the 
linkage between systems exists. However, when 
asked to respond to a statement using Likert scale 
options, fewer than half of department leaders 
(48.3 percent) agree or strongly agree that program 
review is integrated into other administrative pro-
cesses at their institution, and 31 percent disagree. 
Respondents are split in their views about whether 
administrators use data and discussion from pro-
gram review to make decisions about departments, 
with 43 percent agreeing to some extent and 33 
percent disagreeing.

In fact, Table 5 shows that sociology depart-
ment leaders believe that administrators are most 
likely to rely on two quantitative metrics when 
making decisions about sociology departments. 
More than three quarters of respondents indicate 
that the number of undergraduate majors is consid-
ered, and more than half report reliance on the 
number of undergraduate student credit hours. It is 
significant that no other factor is selected by more 
than 30 percent of respondents.

About 30 percent of respondents perceive that 
the “strong articulation of plans for the future” in 
program review materials is considered by adminis-
trators when making decisions about sociology 

Table 4. The Link between Accountability Systems and the Use of Data.

n %

Program review includes a discussion of regular assessment activities 290 83.6
Administrators at my institution make decisions based on data and discussions  

that are part of program review.
 Strongly agree 19 5.7
 Agree 122 36.9
 neither agree not disagree 82 24.8
 Disagree 73 22.1
 Strongly disagree 35 10.6
Program review is integrated into other administrative processes  

at my institution.
 Strongly agree 24 7.4
 Agree 132 40.9
 neither agree not disagree 67 20.7
 Disagree 72 22.3
 Strongly disagree 28 8.7
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departments. Although not a trivial number, these 
data suggest that most departments leaders perceive 
that administrators do not embrace Kleniewski’s 
(2003) view that planning is a major purpose of pro-
gram review and that the review and planning pro-
cesses are well linked.

Consistent with the critique of the university-as-
business model, even fewer respondents report that 
administrators consider explicit indicators of quality—
including the quality of teaching, quality of faculty 
publications, and collegiality of the department—
when making decisions about sociology depart-
ments. Respondents also perceive that the 
experiences and viewpoints of students receive little 
attention when administrative decisions are being 
made. Only slightly more than one in five respon-
dents report that administrators consider student 
evaluations of teaching when making decisions 
about sociology departments. Fewer than one in 
eight respondents report that administrators take into 
consideration the jobs and graduate school admis-
sions secured by sociology graduates when making 
decisions about departments.1 Although we did not 
explicitly ask respondents how much weight admin-
istrators give to the quality of assessment activities 
when making decisions, an open-ended option was 
provided for respondents to indicate “other” factors 
administrators consider. It is noteworthy that only 
two respondents explicitly mentioned “learning out-
comes” in these open-ended other responses and that 
none mentioned “assessment.”

Perceptions of Program Review 
Outcomes
To be effective, program review must lead to 
improved outcomes, especially to improvements 

that directly enhance the student experience. Survey 
questions asked department leaders to indicate what 
resulted from their most recent program review.

As seen in Table 6, curricular change was a com-
mon but far from universal outcome of program 
review. One half of department leaders indicate that 
program review led to revisions in the existing soci-
ology major/minor/concentration, 32 percent report 
that new courses were developed, and 20 percent 
indicate that new majors/minors/concentrations 
involving sociology courses came about following 
program review. We created an index that com-
bines responses to these three curriculum outcomes 
and found that 30 percent of departments made one 
of these three types of curricular change, 20 percent 
made two types of changes in the curriculum, and 
10 percent made all three types of changes to 
improve the student experience. In contrast, fully 40 
percent of departments report that program review 
led to none of these curricular changes.

Departments also did not see the kinds of 
resource enhancements that might directly lead 
to improved student or faculty experiences. One 
key department resource—the number of faculty 
lines—was not often affected by program review, 
with 11 percent of departments reporting an 
increase in faculty FTE. Even fewer departments 
say that program review led to other kinds of 
resource improvements.

Planning for the future is the most common out-
come of program review reported by department 
leaders, a finding cheering to program review 
advocates. Fifty-two percent of respondents indi-
cate that program review helped with planning for 
the future, although the remaining 48 percent of 
department leaders do not report this positive out-
come of the review process. Such planning might 

Table 5. Factors Considered by Administrators When Making Decisions about Sociology Departments 
as a result of Program review.

n %

number of undergraduate majors 272 78.2
number of undergraduate student credit hours 190 54.6
Strong articulation of plans for the future 103 29.6
Student evaluations of teaching/quality of teaching 74 21.3
number of undergraduate minors 44 12.6
Jobs and graduate school admissions secured by majors after graduation 41 11.8
number of faculty publications 27 7.8
Quality of faculty publications 22 6.3
Collegiality of department 21 6.0
Other 30 8.6
none of these characteristics is influential 12 3.4
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be facilitated by strong interpersonal relations 
within a department and by a department’s positive 
reputation within its institution. Only a small num-
ber of respondents—about one in eight—indicate 
that the review process increased collegiality 
within the department, and about one sixth of 
respondents report that program review led to their 
department’s enhanced visibility.

A minority of departments—less than 10 percent—
experienced negative outcomes stemming from pro-
gram review: increased conflict or a reduction in 
resources. However, 16 percent of respondents noted 
that nothing changed as a consequence of program 
review. Given the time and effort involved in program 
review, perceiving that nothing changed as a result 
could be disheartening. Even in the most effective and 
successful departments, program review could lead to 
clarified thinking about and planning for the future.

Responses to three Likert scale response items 
allow us to explore further the extent to which respon-
dents perceive that program review and assessment 
are effective in improving the experiences of sociol-
ogy students and using faculty time well.

The main conclusion from Table 7 is that 
departmental experiences with program review and 
assessment are decidedly mixed. That is, some 
respondents report relatively positive experiences 
both with the ways in which these accountability 
processes are institutionalized on their campuses 

and their impact on sociology students’ learning. 
Other respondents, however, express significant 
reservations about both implementation and the 
impact of program review and assessment on their 
students’ experiences. Although a nontrivial 46 
percent of respondents indicate that “program 
review is a good use of faculty/chair/director time,” 
fully one quarter of respondents dissent. The mis-
use of faculty time, if and when it exists, is a squan-
dering of a critical and expensive university 
resource and constitutes a dysfunctional aspect of 
program review.

Opinions about the effectiveness of program 
review and assessment—in particular, their impact 
on student learning—are somewhat more positive. 
That is, positive (agree) responses outnumber dis-
agree responses, although the number who agree is 
always less than one half of the sample. Nonetheless, 
about one out of five respondents is a dissenter, who 
disagrees that “program review has led to improve-
ments in the quality of the experience we offer stu-
dents” or that “efforts to assess learning outcomes 
for the undergraduate sociology curriculum have 
improved student learning.” For each of these items 
about the student experience, more than 30 percent 
of respondents choose the neutral “neither agree nor 
disagree” response. It does not appear from qualita-
tive comments that these neutral responses derive 
from respondents who “did not know” enough 

Table 6. Outcomes of Program review for Departments with Program review in the Last 10 years.

n %

Curriculum
 Curricular revision in the existing sociology program 175 50.4
 new course development 110 31.7
 Development of new programs involving sociology courses 69 19.9
resource increases
 Additional faculty FTE 40 11.5
 Increase in other kinds of resources (e.g., library acquisitions, space) 13 3.7
 Budget increase 9 2.6
 Avoided potential resource cuts 28 8.1
Planning and relationships
 Helped with planning for the future 182 52.4
 Enhanced collegiality within the department 45 13.0
 Enhanced visibility of the department 57 16.4
negative outcomes
 nothing changed 55 15.9
 Created conflict within the department 24 6.9
 reduction in faculty FTE 13 3.7
 Decrease in other kinds of resources 9 2.6
 Budget decrease 8 2.3
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about the process to respond by agreeing or dis-
agreeing. Instead, this may reflect ambivalence or 
contradictions in how chairs view these processes. 
For example, program review may have led to some 
positive changes, but given the amount of work 
involved, the costs may outweigh the benefits.

SUMMAry
This article moves beyond the case studies most 
commonly found in the literature by drawing on a 
national survey of sociology departments to 
explore the prevalence of program review and stu-
dent learning assessment in these departments. Our 
survey respondents also report their perceptions of 
the use of best practices on their campuses and, 
most importantly, their views about the effective-
ness of these processes for improving department 
outcomes. Our respondents—usually department 
chairs, heads, or directors—are not senior adminis-
trators and are not necessarily the experts who tell 
others how best to conduct these processes; they 
rather are doing the day-to-day work that makes 
this kind of accountability possible. These data 
help to illuminate the debates about how these 
accountability processes benefit institutions and 
students by ensuring ongoing quality improvement 
and at the same time how they can also reinforce 
the neoliberal critique of higher education.

We find that accountability processes are firmly 
institutionalized, with at least 85 percent of respon-
dents reporting that their department participates in 
program review and the assessment of learning in 
the sociology major. Some best practices are cer-
tainly embraced, with most departments that con-
duct program reviews developing a self-study and 
hosting external reviewers as part of the process. 
Departments that regularly engage in assessment 

activities do use a variety of direct and indirect 
measures of student learning, consistent with best 
practice. However, the key personnel with respon-
sibilities for program review are rarely compen-
sated in any way, many departments complete the 
process with little help from inside their institution, 
and all faculty are involved with creating and/or 
writing the self-study in relatively few departments 
(although teams are common). Less than 40 per-
cent of respondents indicate that adequate resources 
are available at their institution to help with pro-
gram review.

In more than 80 percent of departments, the 
program review process includes a discussion of 
the regular assessment activities of the sociology 
program. However, slightly less than one half of 
respondents perceive that program review is inte-
grated into other administrative processes. As crit-
ics of the neoliberal university fear, administrators 
are perceived to focus on easy-to-calculate quanti-
tative metrics when making decisions about sociol-
ogy departments rather than examining multiple 
indicators of quality.

The outcomes of program review are decidedly 
mixed, with some departments and their sociology 
students benefiting from efforts to revise the exist-
ing sociology program(s), create new courses, or 
develop new programs using sociology courses and 
some departments using program review to plan 
for the future. Few departments, however, see new 
resources coming their way as a result of program 
review, possibly reducing the likelihood that new 
plans and curricula can actually be implemented.

The attitudes of respondents experiencing these 
processes are quite varied, although explicitly posi-
tive responses outnumber explicitly negative ones. 
Perhaps most importantly, fewer than one half of 
respondents agree that program review or the 

Table 7. Perceptions of the Effectiveness of Program review and Assessment for Departments with 
Program review in the Last 10 years and with regular Assessment.

Program review Is a 
good Use of Faculty/
Chair/Director Time

Efforts to Assess Learning 
Outcomes for the 

Undergraduate Sociology 
Curriculum Have Improved 

Student Learning

Program review Has Led 
to Improvements in the 

Quality of the Experience 
We Offer Students

% Strongly agree 9.9 9.6 11.7
% Agree 36.1 36.6 37.7
% neither 28.4 36.3 31.1
% Disagree 15.8 14.8 12.6
% Strongly disagree 9.9 2.6 6.9
N 335 344 334
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assessment of learning outcomes for the sociology 
curriculum has led to improved experiences or 
learning for sociology students; the majority of 
respondents are either neutral or negative. Respon-
dents are also neutral or negative about whether 
program review is a good use of time. These data 
then provide support both for the critics of the neo-
liberal university and those who argue that program 
review and assessment are important ways of help-
ing to ensure that students receive the high-quality 
experiences that they deserve.

rECOMMEnDATIOnS FOr 
SOCIOLOgy DEPArTMEnTS
Based on these findings, we conclude by providing 
six recommendations to assist sociology faculty in 
using program review and assessment processes to 
the advantage of sociology departments and stu-
dents. Open-ended comments from our survey 
respondents help to illustrate these points.

First, department leaders should try to take con-
trol of these accountability processes by working 
with their faculty to shape program review and 
assessment to their own needs, to the extent possi-
ble. As one respondent notes:

Any self-study should be constructed with 
the goals of the department/program as 
paramount concerns. Use the opportunity to 
identify successes, issues, and gaps in 
delivery—then construct a report that is 
useful to the department for strategic 
planning purposes. If you write the report 
for anyone else, it will enhance the tendency 
(or reality) to view these things as useless 
and wastes of time.

Departments can certainly benefit by discussing 
student learning openly and collectively and may 
use the program review process to answer ques-
tions of actual interest to department members 
even if responses to these questions are not promi-
nent in the mandated self-study sections. External 
reviewers are well regarded, as we have seen, so 
departments might take care to recommend review-
ers who can assist with the topics of interest to 
department members in addition to answering the 
questions mandated by administrators. In these 
ways, department faculty and their students may 
benefit from the outcome of these collegial discus-
sions independently from the outcomes of the for-
mal campus process.

Second, departments should reduce the time 
faculty devote to program review and assessment 

by borrowing resources and expertise from others. 
One approach is to connect with the free resources 
provided by the ASA. The ASA webpages provide 
practical advice on program review and assessment 
along with access to a list of trained external 
reviewers. If departments do not have the funds to 
pay the honoraria for reviewers, a no-charge men-
toring system is also available. Teaching Sociology 
continues to be a key resource for sociology faculty 
and departments, and organizers of professional 
conferences could assist by scheduling more work-
shops and sessions devoted to assisting colleagues 
with these processes.

Third, faculty may find that they can reduce the 
time they spend on some of the more routine 
aspects of program review or assessment by includ-
ing students as research assistants. Faculty, who 
may feel that they have little control over these 
accountability processes, do have control over the 
ways in which they organize specific learning 
experiences for their sociology students. Students 
majoring in sociology can benefit by assisting fac-
ulty in some of the data collection and summary 
tasks that are integral to program review and 
assessment as long as student privacy is not com-
promised. In this way, at least faculty know that 
students have directly gained from the experience 
and that their data analysis and reporting skills 
have improved; such skills are valuable across 
courses and in the labor market (Senter 2017).

Fourth, departments should be realistic in their 
expectations about what program review and 
assessment can accomplish. Sociologists are sensi-
tive to the difference between the informal and for-
mal structure of an organization. If faculty have 
reason to believe that administrators at their institu-
tion will provide little assistance to departments—
financial or otherwise—and will not use the 
extensive qualitative data and discussions that 
accompany program review to make decisions 
about sociology, then faculty should reduce the 
time spent on preparing program review docu-
ments, to the extent practical. One respondent 
reports the following:

We have been advised by multiple chairs 
and administrators not to spend too much 
time on the document, because there is no 
history of any change coming about (positive 
or negative) due to program review.

Fifth, faculty should use the collective processes 
available on their campuses and through their net-
works to highlight the responsibilities of adminis-
trators to practice administrative “best practices” 
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vis-à-vis these processes. Certainly, administrators 
who mandate extensive self-studies and leave fac-
ulty with the perception that they are not read or 
used are not doing their administrative jobs well. 
One frustrated survey respondent included the fol-
lowing comment:

The program review was supposed to 
produce a five-point action plan that the 
administration was supposed to sign off on. 
So far, two years later, we’ve not received a 
written five-point plan. The administration 
dropped the ball.

Wasting faculty time creating extensive assessment 
and program review reports that do not directly 
enhance the student experience constitutes a mis-
use of valuable resources and a lack of administra-
tive resource stewardship.

Sixth, bringing more research to bear on the 
issue of whether accountability processes actually 
work to improve quality might, over time, lead to 
systematic change. The voices of sociology depart-
ment leaders, such as the following, need to be 
heard:

In my experience, program reviews have 
been used as a means to checking boxes in 
accreditation and little else.

It was essentially box-checking at our 
university. We never got any feedback on it, 
nor have any other programs (including ones 
that did their reviews years before ours).

Showing, in effect, that “the emperor has no clothes” 
might lead accreditors and those who support the 
model of university-as-business to rethink their 
viewpoint. Collective action through unions, aca-
demic senates, and professional associations such as 
the ASA and American Association of University 
Professors might assist with this rethinking of the 
ways to promote the best and most enlightening 
experience for sociology majors and students seek-
ing higher education across the disciplines.

Our analysis demonstrated that although account-
ability practices are well institutionalized, they are 
perceived to have decidedly mixed results for 
departments. Further analysis, beyond the scope of 
this article, could examine how these perceptions 
vary by institution type, departmental size, finan-
cial situation, and other departmental characteris-
tics. In addition, this particular research is limited 

by its focus on one discipline. Additional work 
exploring the experiences of faculty linked to mul-
tiple disciplines is called for. Similarly, the admin-
istrative perspective—apart from providing 
advice—is needed if the goal is to consider the 
views of all higher education stakeholders. A sam-
ple of sociology faculty, rather than department 
chairs, might also yield findings that differ from 
those presented here. One hopes that research can 
be conducted on the role that accountability pro-
cesses play in improving students’ experiences in 
less austere times—both for the sake of enhancing 
knowledge about these prevalent higher education 
accountability efforts and of all of us in higher edu-
cation who wonder how much longer we can serve 
students well when we are asked to do more with 
less and even less.

ACKnOWLEDgMEnTS
This survey was conducted by the American Sociological 
Association, and we are grateful for the collaboration. 
Central Michigan University’s Faculty Research and 
Creative Endeavors Committee and Ball State University 
provided funding for student assistants.

EDITOr’S nOTE
Reviewers for this manuscript were, in alphabetical order, 
Jason Lee Crockett, Daphne Pedersen, Diane Pike, and 
Devrim Yavuz.

OrCID ID
Mary Scheuer Senter  https://orcid.org/0000-0001- 
8035-6805

nOTE
1. Although there is a clear administrative preference 

for quantified metrics, the single-minded focus on 
employment outcomes embraced by some business-
minded critiques of higher education is not found 
here.

rEFErEnCES
American Sociological Association. 2020a. “Bachelor’s 

Degrees Awarded in Sociology.” https://www 
.asanet.org/research-and-publications/research-soci 
ology/trends/bachelors-degrees-awarded-sociology.

American Sociological Association. 2020b. “Research 
Snapshot: Sociology Department Structure Varies by 
Institution Type.” Footnotes 48(4):25. https://www 
.asanet.org/news-events/footnotes/jul-aug-2020/
whats-new/research-snapshot-sociology-depart 
ment-structure-varies-institution-type.



Senter et al. 15

Astin, Alexander W., Trudy W. Banta, K. Patricia Cross, 
Elaine El-Khawas, Peter T. Ewell, Pat Hutchins, 
Theodore J. Marchese, Kay M. McClenney, Marcia 
Mentkowski, Margaret A. Miller, E. Thomas Moran, 
and Barbara D. Wright. 2003. Nine Principles of 
Good Practice for Assessing Student Learning. 
Washington, DC: American Association for Higher 
Education.

Berrett, Dan. 2011. “Program Reviews Can Produce 
‘Death Spirals’ or ‘Happy Endings.’” The Chronicle 
of Higher Education 58(3):A1–A12.

Bresciani Ludvik, Marilee J. 2019. Outcomes-Based 
Program Review: Closing Achievement Gaps in- and 
outside the Classroom with Alignment to Predictive 
Analytics and Performance Metrics. Sterling, VA: 
Stylus.

Bresciani, Marilee. 2009. “Evaluating the Efficiency, 
Effectiveness, and Sustainability of Outcomes-Based 
Program Review.” Journal of Faculty Development 
23(1):30–39.

Brown, Karin. 2015. “Is Assessment Destroying the 
Liberal Arts?” Thought and Action 31(Summer): 
15–21.

Clark, Roger, and Rachel Filinson. 2011. “Kicking 
and Screaming: How One Truculent Sociology 
Department Made Peace with Mandatory 
Assessment.” Teaching Sociology 39(2):127–37.

Crockett, Jason L., Albert S. Fu, Joleen L. Greenwood, 
and Mauricia A. John. 2018. “Integrated Sociology 
Program Assessment: Inclusion of a Senior Portfolio 
Graduation Requirement.” Teaching Sociology 
46(1):34–43.

Crowley, Karlyn. 2019a. “Ensuring That an External 
Review of Your Area Has a Positive Impact.” Career 
Advice, blog, Inside Higher Ed, August 29. https://
www.insidehighered.com/advice/2019/08/29/ensur-
ing-external-review-your-area-has-positive-impact-
opinion.

Crowley, Karlyn. 2019b. “Tips on Hiring an External 
Reviewer, Framing a Self-Study and Designing 
the Review Process. Career Advice, blog, Inside 
Higher Ed, May 1. https://www.insidehighered.com/
advice/2019/05/01/tips-hiring-external-reviewer-
framing-self-study-and-designing-review-process.

De Valenzuela, J. S., Susan R. Copeland, and Gregory Alan 
Blalock. 2005. “Unfulfilled Expectations: Faculty 
Participation and Voice in a University Program 
Evaluation.” Teachers College Record 107(10): 
2227–47.

Emil, Serap, and Christine Cress. 2014. “Faculty 
Perspectives on Programme Curricular Assessment: 
Individual and Institutional Characteristics That 
Influence Participation Engagement.” Assessment 
and Evaluation in Higher Education 39(5):531–52.

Eubanks, David. 2018. “Addressing the Assessment 
Paradox.” Peer Review 20(4):30–31.

Feikema, Jodi Lynn. 2016. “Best Practices for 
Academic Program Review in Large Post-secondary 
Institutions: A Modified Delphi Approach.” PhD 

dissertation, School of Organizational Leadership, 
University of the Rockies.

Ferguson, Susan J. 2013. “Preparing for Program 
Review.” Department Chair 24(2):15–16.

Frost, Linda. 2006. “Saving Honors in the Age of 
Standardization.” Journal of the National Collegiate 
Honors Council—Online Archive 7(1):21–25.

Gilbert, Erik. 2019. “How Ed Schools Became a Bastion 
of Bad Ideas: A Tale of Assessment, Learning Styles, 
and Other Notorious Concepts.” The Chronicle 
Review, November 8. https://www.chronicle.com/
interactives/20191107-Gilbert.

Halonen, Jane S., and Dana S. Dunn. 2017. “Avoiding 
the Potholes of Program Review.” The Chronicle 
of Higher Education, February 27. https://www 
.chronicle.com/article/Avoiding-the-Potholes-of/2 
39330.

Hanover Research. 2012. Best Practices in Academic 
Program Review. Washington, DC: Hanover Research.

Hart Research Associates. 2018. “Fulfilling the American 
Dream: Liberal Education and the Future of Work.” 
https://www.aacu.org/sites/default/files/files/
LEAP/2018EmployerResearchReport.pdf.

Kleniewski, Nancy. 2003. “Program Review as a Win-
Win Opportunity.” AAHE Bulletin 55(9). https://
www.aahea.org/articles/win-win.htm.

Lederman, Doug. 2019. “Harsh Take on Assessment . . .  
from Assessment Pros.” Inside Higher Ed, April 17. 
https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2019/04/17/
advocates-student-learning-assessment-say-its-time-
different-approach.

Lowry, Janet Huber, Carla B. Howery, John P. Myers, 
Harry Perlstadt, Caroline Hodges Persell, Diane 
Pike, Charles H. Powers, Shirley A. Scritchfield, 
Cynthia M. Siemsen, Barbara Trepagnier, Judith 
Ann Warner, and Gregory L. Weiss. 2005. Creating 
an Effective Assessment Plan for the Sociology 
Major. Washington, DC: American Sociological 
Association.

Markle, Ross. n.d. “Is Higher Ed Assessment a Waste of 
Time?” https://news.ets.org/stories/higher-ed-learn 
ing-assessment-waste-time/.

McGowan, Veronica. 2019. “Not Too Small to 
Be Strategic: The State of Academic Program 
Review Guidelines and Instrumentation in Public 
Institutions.” Administrative Issues Journal: Con-
necting Education, Practice, and Research 9(1): 
53–67.

Mets, Lisa. 1995. “Lessons Learned from Program 
Review Experiences.” New Directions for Institu-
tional Research 86:81–92.

Middaugh, Michael F. 2010. Planning and Assessment 
in Higher Education: Demonstrating Institutional 
Effectiveness. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Parker, Kim. 2019. “The Growing Partisan Divide in 
Views of Higher Education.” Pew Research Center: 
Social and Demographic Trends, August 19. https://
www.pewsocialtrends.org/essay/the-growing-parti 
san-divide-in-views-of-higher-education.



16 Teaching Sociology 49(1)

Pedersen, Daphne E., and Frank White. 2011. “Using 
a Value-Added Approach to Assess the Sociology 
Major.” Teaching Sociology 39(2):138–49.

Pike, Diane L., Teresa Ciabattari, Melinda Messineo, 
Renee A. Monson, Rifat A. Salam, Theodore C. 
Wagenaar, Jeffrey Chin, Susan J. Ferguson, Margaret 
Weigers Vitullo, Patrick Archer, Maxine P. Atkinson, 
Jeanne H. Ballantine, Thomas C. Calhoun, Paula 
England, Rebecca J. Erikson, Andrea N. Hunt, 
Kathleen S. Lowney, Suzanne B. Maurer, Mary S. 
Senter, and Stephen Sweet. 2017. The Sociology Major 
in the Changing Landscape of Higher Education: 
Curriculum, Employment and Online Learning. 
Washington, DC: American Sociological Association.

Senter, Mary Scheuer. 2017. “Integrating Program 
Assessment and a Career Focus into a Research 
Methods Course.” Teaching Sociology 45(2):131–41.

Senter, Mary Scheuer, and Roberta Spalter-Roth. 2020a. 
“Thriving as a Sociology Graduate.” Contexts 19(1): 
58–61.

Senter, Mary Scheuer, and Roberta Spalter-Roth. 2020b. 
“Understanding the Well-Being of Recent College 
Graduates.” Sociological Focus 53(1):10–28.

Snyder, Christopher A., and Scott Carnicom. 2011. 
“Assessment, Accountability, and Honors Education.” 
Journal of the National Collegiate Honor Council—
Online Archive 12(1):111–27.

Spalter-Roth, Roberta, Michael Kisielewski, and Nicole 
Van Vooren. 2013. The Victory of Assessment? 
What’s Happening in Your Department? The AY 
2011-2012 Department Survey. Washington, DC: 
American Sociological Association.

Spalter-Roth, Roberta, Nicole Van Vooren, Michael 
Kisielewski, and Mary S. Senter. 2012. Recruiting 
Sociology Majors: What Are the Effects of the 
Great Recession? Concepts, Change, and Careers. 
Washington, DC: American Sociological Association. 
https://www.asanet.org/sites/default/files/files/pdf/
bachelors_and_beyond_2012_brief2_recruiting.pdf.

Wagenaar, Theodore C. 2015. “Effective Program 
Review: The Lessons I Have Learned.” Footnotes 
43(3):13.

Welsh, John F., and Jeff Metcalf. 2003. “Cultivating 
Faculty Support for Institutional Effectiveness 
Activities: Benchmarking Best Practices.” 
Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education 
28(1):33–45.

Worthen, Molly. 2018. “The Misguided Drive to Measure 
Learning Outcomes.” The New York Times, February 
23. https://nytimes.com/2018/02/23/opinion/sunday/
colleges-measure-learning-outcome.

AUTHOr BIOgrAPHIES
Mary Scheuer Senter is professor of sociology at 
Central Michigan University. She is a member of the 
American Sociological Association’s Professional 
Reviewers and Consultants group and is the assessment 
coordinator for her college. She has presented and pub-
lished on the postgraduation outcomes of sociology 
majors and on ways of enhancing graduates’ success 
through the sociology curriculum.

Teresa Ciabattari is professor of sociology and interim 
dean of Interdisciplinary Programs at Pacific Lutheran 
University. She is the former director of Research, 
Professional Development, and Academic Affairs at the 
American Sociological Association. She has published 
widely on the scholarship of teaching and learning in 
sociology and is the author of Sociology of Families: 
Change, Continuity, and Diversity (SAGE Publications). 
She teaches courses on the sociology of family, race and 
racism, gender, research methods, and statistics.

Nicole V. Amaya is senior research associate in the 
Research, Professional Development, and Academic 
Affairs Department at the American Sociological 
Association. She conducts research on the professions of 
sociologists and the discipline of sociology, including a 
recurrent survey of sociology departments. The focus of 
much of her past research was on the experiences of 
undergraduate sociology students and their postbacca-
laureate successes in graduate school and their early 
careers.


