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Assessing General Education at ISU: Public Opportunity &
Critical Inquiry and Problem Solving

Reported by the Council on General Education

Summary to submit artifacts that are related to these outcomes.

The Council on General Education was chargedAn artifact is any form of tangible student work; it is a
with using results from the Institutional Artifact Porp F 0 duct of the studentsd |
folio (IAP) review to determine areas of strength ari@structor indicated may address at least one of the
identify potential areas for improvement within the |dent!f|ed traits of the four Shar_ed Learning Outcomes.
General Education Program at ISU. This report pr(g’_o_ssmle e>_<amp|es of artifacts include essays/pap_ers,
vides our summary and interpretation of this third W4{gen assignments, exams, speeches, presentations,
of reviews, focusing for the second tim@wblic Op- POSters, artwork, performances, or music recitals.
portunitgndCritical Inquiry and Problem .Soteing
rater reliability issues precluded sound interpretation of Method and Procedures o
Public Opportunity. Analysis of Critical Inquiry and  AS part of the third wave of IAP reviews, University
Problem Solving revealed somewhat limited, but g,.ﬁﬁgessment Services mw_tgd instructors of General Ed-
ing, evidence of student learning outcomes, thougHf&ERN coursesrelated to Critical Inquiry and Prob-
of consistency across primary traits complicates int&f! Solving(Fall 2010) anBlublic Opportunity o
pretation. Given that the IAP process focuses on tHePring 2011) Shared Learning Outcomes to participate
General Education program as a whole and does nptthe review. In Fall 2010, 238 instructors were invited
link specific assessments of learning outcomes to $8tgubmit artifacts from 352 classes offering 19,547
of courses, we are unable to determine the locus ofgS in courses in 23 departments/schools. Thirty in-
se results. We encourage additional dialogue abou$tdctors volunteered 3,058 artifacts from 4,000 stu-
sessment methods for General Education. Moreov8€nts in 21 courses (6 inner core, 8 middle core, 7 outer
we recommend that the current IAP process be su$0re; 8 in the College of Applied Science and Technolo-
pended so that resources can be devoted to desigriiMgl0 in the College of Arts and Sciences, 1 in the Col-
implementing, and assessing our forthcoming, revidge of Business, 2 in Interdisciplinary Studies) related

General Education program. to Critical Inquiry and Problem Solving, yielding a 13%
instructor response rate and representing 16% of total
Background enrollments in Critical Inquiry and Problem Solving

General Education at ISU provides students witf@urses. Among participating instructors, 3% were Ad-
broad, common foundation of study upon which to m|_n_|strat|ve/ProfeSS|onal staff with teaching responsi-
build an undergraduate education. 1SU students cdpiities, 33% were Netenure Track faculty, 7% were
plete a total of 14 courses (42 credit hours), that map
ontofour Shared Learning Outcomes.These cours-
es are designed to develop their capacity (1) to critica
think and solve problems, (2) to comprehend and co
tribute to diverse and global perspectives, (3) to be
stewards of liong learning, and (4) to advance publi
opportunity. Thénstitutional Artifact Portfolio pro-
cess provides a comprehensive method to evaluate ¢
progress in accomplishing the four Shared Learning
Outcomes of General Education. Each is assessed o
semester every two years as part of this ongoing ass
ment process. Instructors teaching courses that mag
onto the particular Shared Learning Outcome are as

Continued on page 3...
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Assistant Professors, 17% were Associate Professors

and 30% were Professors. In Spring 2011, 158 in[nerhbers were asked to come to consensus regarding the

structors were invited to submit artifacts from 221 €Xtent to which each primary trait (andrséléction and

classes offering 10,182 seats in courses in 17 depdgciPlinary knowledge) wievelopingestablishecbr
ments/schools. Fortfive instructors volunteered advancedsing the established rubrics. Reviewers also

2,200 artifacts from 2,900 students in 18 courses d the optio.n to note if primary traits wesepresent
in’ner core. 9 middle éore 7 outer core- 5 in the Cap & given artifact. Not present ratings should be inter-
’ ’ i reted broadly because it is possible that the assignment

or which the artifact was created did not incorporate par-
ticular aspects included in the rubric. It is also possible

28% instructor response rate and representing 22@%‘“ stutdzngs ?r']d not .ShOW e\t”?reage oT_aB_liatspfect when
of total enrollments in Public Opportunity courses.'$dUested by the assignment. AratsT reliability Tor

Among participating instructors, 47% were gradua iti.cal Inquiry and Prpblem Splying was acgeptgble (ie.,
students. 7% were Administrati{/e/ProfessionaI stalffe intraclass correlation coefficients were significantly

greater than 0, indicating agreement between raters), giv-
Track faculty, 11% were Assistant Professors, 118N the applied nature of this research project. Reliability

were Associate Professors, and 13% were Profes#ﬂglow for P.Ub"C Oppqrtunity (e.g.., only 3 of 6 intra-
' class correlation coefficients were significantly greater

than 0, indicating no agreement between raters), preclud-
ing interpretation of these results.

Results and Discussion
In the IAP proces$ublic Opportunity is described

lege of Applied Science and Technology, 12 in th
College of Arts and Sciences, 1 in Interdisciplinar
Studies) related to Public Opportunity, yielding a

with teaching responsibilities, 11% were-fdoare

with the following stateme
resources and articulate the subsequent value of civic and
community engagement. 6 |t

critically informed positioon civic life; (2) influence of
civic participation on the social and collaborate nature of
knowledgge(3) contributions to the public affectimdj-
vidual lifeaspects such as family, religion, business, and/
_.or the state; (4) contributions to the public affestin@l

We note that response rates have been decliningy community lifsuch as family, religion, business,
as the IAP process continues (though not for Publig,q/or the state; (Ssourcefor civic engagement; and
Opportunity reported here). As a result, we urge (6)civic participatiom the social, economic, technologi-
careful consideration of the process, helping instrygy| “and/or political dimensions of community develop-
tors and students understand the value of assesSigiH; |n an effort to simplify the presentation of data, an
by ensuring the process yields data that can be usgfkralpublic opportunity composite scbased on the-
to generate recommendations to strengthen our pgx six dimensions was created, evincing adequate internal
gram. We also encourage additional dialogue abopt, s i st e n ¢ y (Cronbachds al
assessment methods for General Education, espegjait of all artifacts includes details abelteflection
ly with regard to alignment with goals. anddiscipline knowledgeSeneral trends for eabb-

For each Shared Learning Outcome, 300 artifdatOpportunity primary trait, the composite measure,
(selected randomly from submitted artifacts for easklfreflection, and discipline knowledge can be observed
course) were assessed using rubrics developed fanthable 1.

General Education Assessment Task Force. Three | the IAP procesEritical Inquiry and Problem

interdisciplinary review teams (each consisting of &ingis described with the following statement:
faculty members) carried out blind reviews in which

Continued on page 4...
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0Students will dev e Hisciplineaknowledyeeravery poditiceaamndeaatings ofariety
range of interests and curiosities, engagingof ideasvaluatedritical analysexpressed through writing or
those interests and curiosities through criticgpeaking, arfdrces and consequentst influence life were
thinking, reasoni ng positve Quanitativeoréagomugeddd addreasg préblem and
includes nine primary traits: ajiety of consideration of potentiaoral and ethical issuyasldedheu-
ideasvaluated, (uantitative reasoning  tral ratings. Theontext of other viewpoiniis developing argu-
used to address a problemg(Bical analy- mentstheoriedo resolve moral issuégvelopment and use of
sisexpressed through writing or speaking, (#chnologyas it relates to society/environment, ugesmation
the context of other viewpoinis develop-  from outside resourcessponsibly, argklfreflectionyielded

ing arguments, (5) consideration of potentiaielatively low ratings This pattern was similar to the first wave

moral and ethical issué®)theoriego re- of reviews (from Spring 2009 general, ratings for 7 pri-
solve moral issues, {@j)ces and conse-
quenceshat influence life, (8evelopment
and use of technology it relates to society/
environment, and (9) usefrmation from
outside resourcessponsibly. In an effort to
simplify the presentation of data, explorato

Primary
Traits

# of

REVEWS

% Not

%

%

mary traits showed improvement (quantitative reasoning,
critical analysis, moral and ethical issues, theories, forces

Table 1 Artifact Rating Distribution for Public Opportunity

%

Present Developing Establishec Advanced

factor analysis was used to determine whe Criticall
er an overatiritical inquiry and problem | |/tormex 300 287 8.0 8.3 55.0
solving composite scdrased on these nine | position 300 39.7 47.7 7.0 5.7
dimensions was feasible. Such a composit
score was not feasible, so we interpret the | knowledge 300 48.7 18.3 20.3 12.7
primary traits individually. This is the secor 300 33.3 43.7 22.0 1.0
time (amidst our six reviews) that compositl | qividual 300 35.3 26.7 26.7 11.3
scores have npt been sulltable, again raisir ife 300 15.3 37.7 45.7 13
caution about interpretation overall. We ur¢
additional dialogue regarding the extent to goc'a' & o 300 240 323 28.0 15.7
which the primary traits are suitable Li(f)én Y 300 14.6 41.7 43.0 1.0
measures of our goals and learning out-
comes. Finally, the assessment of all artifa) gesources 00 220 15.7 19.7 ST
includes details abaéilfreflectionanddis- 300 11.3 54.7 317 2.3
cipline knowledge Civic 300 470 26.3 10.3 16.3
General trends for ea€mitical Inquiry Participation 300 29.7 46.0 21.0 3.3
and Problem Solvingprimary trait, self Public
reflection, and discipline knowledge can bq opportunity oo 404 21.2 18.9 19.4
observed in Table 2. Examination of overa|Composite =~ 1800 10.0 55.0 33.4 13
patterns for native ar_u_j transfer students re Self 300 60.3 16.7 18.3 47
vealed broad similarities across student sa| .
ples, so this factor is not considered furthe| Reflection 300 500 273 18.7 4.0
Examination of patterns based on student | piscipline 300 20.7 42.0 28.7 8.7
designation (freshman, sophomore, junior,|Knowledge 300 23.0 56.3 18.7 2.0

senior) was similar to the overall trends de

scribed below, though it is important to note Note. To facilitate comparison across time points, Fall 2008 review val
general improvement from freshman listed in the top row in each ceII,_and Sp_rlng 2011 review values are lis
through senior years. In general, ratings of bottor_n row in each cell. Va_luemmesent improvements in performan(;e

' over time, whereas vatubspiresent decrements in performance over tirr

Continued on page 5...
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and consequences, technology, and dis-
cipline knowledge), 2 remained the

same (variety of ideas, selfeflection),

and 2 showed some decrement over .
time (context of other viewpoints, re-

We urge the General Education Task Force and campus commu-
nity to continue their thoughtful consideration of this important
issue.

Careful consideration of learning outcomes, primary traits, and

: their measurement is needed, given the lack of consistency acros
sources, see Table 2Dverall, ratings of samples and reviewers. The reliability and validity of the rubrics
Outer core courses were more positive ¢t he established more formally. The Association of American
thanwereratlngsforlnnerandmlddlecoreCO | leges and Universityds Lib
courses, with the exception that inner core s | £aP) assessment methods are one alternative strategy for

courses received quite _favorable ratings  onsideration. Consideration of quantitative methods is warrant-
with regard to quantitative reasoning. This

pattern differs from the strong ratings for. ' _ . . . :
middle core courses evident in the first r%_able Z:Artlfact Rating Distribution for Critical Inquiry and Prob-
view and warrants further investigation. ‘€M Solving

This overall pattern evincesomewhat # of
limited, but growing, evidence of stu-

% Not % % %
Reviews Present Developing Established Advanced

Primary Traits

den_t Iea_rning outcomes relat_ed to_criti- Variety of 297 43.8 20.0 14.5 12.8
cal inquiry and problem solving.lt is Ideas 300 41.3 39.3 10.0 9.3
possible that this limited evidence is, in| g antitative 297 66.3 51 47 23.9
part, a result of the divergent courses tlf Reasoning 300 53.0 19.7 33 24.0
address_ critical inquir_y and prob_lem sol critical 297 58.2 10.1 131 18.5
from unique perspectives. That is, only | Analysis 300 42.3 16.3 31.0 10.3
subsqt of courses fpcuses primarily on | Context of 297 66.0 135 10.4 101
quantitative reasoning, another subset ( Other 299 746 10.0 8.4 70
technology, another subset on argumer| Viewpoints

tion, and so orGiven that the IAP review Moral & 297 70.0 155 9.1 5.4
focuses on the General Education prog Ethical Issues 299 50.2 28.8 13.7 7.4
as a whole and does not link specific a4 theories 297 87.9 6.1 2.4 3.7
ments of learning outcomes to sets of 299 753 14.7 5.4 4.7
courses, we are unable to determine th{ Forces & 297 42.1 7.7 31.3 18.9
cus of these results. Additional assessn| Conseauences 297 316 323 26.6 94
i 297 89.6 3.0 4.4 3.0
of partlcula_r courses and course categd Technology 500 o 150 4o 50

would provide helpful details regarding : : : :
sible strengths and limitations related td Resources gg; gj-g 15862 i-g 19268

Critical Inquiry and Problem Solving. . . ' ' ' '

Critical Inquiry
_ & Problem 2673 65.6 11.9 10.5 12.0
Recommendations Solving N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
We encourage additional dialogue al Composite

assessment methods for General Educ - 297 82.8 8.1 5.1 4.0
SelfReflection 299 78.9 70 87 -

Moreover, we recommend that the curr¢ : : - >.
IAP process be suspended so that reso E'Sc'ﬂ“ge 297 31.6 38.7 18.2 11.4
can be devoted to designing, implemenlXNowedge 800 110 64.0 14.3 10.7

and assessing our forthcoming, revised Note. To facilitate comparison across time points, Spring 2009 review vali

General Education program. in the top row in each cell, and Fall 2010 review values are listed in the bc

+ |t is essential that assessment method€ach cell. Valugduaepresent improvements in performance over time, wh
align with program goals and structure.values medrepresent decrements in performance over time.

Continued on page 6...
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’ Adglltlonal training of FEVIEWETS IS needed. to er.]sur%luding outcomes specific to these course categories.
satisfactory intaater reliability. As a case in point,

interpretation of Public Opportunity findings was * Consideration of analysis strategy is needed. Perhaps

not feasible given unacceptable reliability in this ~@sking instructors to identify one primary trait for the
round of reviews. set of artifacts provided would facilitate meaningful

interpretation. This would reduce ambiguity in inter-
preting traits that are 0
seems more straightforward than the post hoc maxi-
mum review value analyses added in recent reviews.

* In response to declining response rates, we urge care-

. o : '%f consideration of the assessment process, helping
categories W't.h'n each. core would prowdg h_elp_ful instructors and students understand the value of Gen-
details regarding possible strengths and .“m'tat'onse(? | Education and its assessment by facilitating and
segments of our current General Education pro- aking use of recommendations garnered. Broad dis-
gram. Recent analyses pooled across two waves

t hiahliaht both ot d uni emination of assessment findings is needed, and per-
assessment highlight both consiStency and uniqUep, 55 annyal reports publishe®iiogressive Measures
ness in the profiles of learning evident in each COULSE. ot sufficient in this regard

category (e.g., inner core critical inquiry, inner core _ _
science, middle core individuals and societies, oiité¥e encourage efforts to provide professional devel-

core social sciences) using our current assessmen@Pment opportunities related to General Education
that focus on the four Shared Learning Outcomes. teaching and learning, especially in making use of stu-
This level of detail is necessary (i.e., assessing trefg8t learning evidence.

by course category) and could be augmented by in-

* Careful attention to curricular mapping of courses
with respect to program goals, learning outcomes,
and sequencing of courses in each core is needed
both in program design and in assessment.

Register now for ~ Cmwuwn N me

Institute for the 21st Century Educatol Sum mer
Institute

Check out the full menu of offerings at

http://ctlt.illinoisstate.edu/programs/summerinst.php

and register through the oCommun

And mark your calendars for th€CTLT Summer Institute KickOff
Wednesday May 16 from 11 a.m. to 1 p.m.
There will be food, minimassages, Gaite registration,
prizes, and more!
(No registration is required for this event)
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The Up Late @ State Survey: An Assessment of the Late
Night Events at lllinois State University

Michelle StoverSpecialist, Late Night Programs, Dean of
Students Office

According to the American Journal of Health Edu- Method
cation, late night programs at Big Ten universities offelhe survey for Up Late @ State was developed in
coll ege students omul t iQetober201d withthe pourposef of cellecting studena |
tainment as a means of reducing the prevalence offeiggiback on late night event details. Questions includ-
risk drinking. Its mission is to provide quality leisur@d time preferences, location preferences, and activity
entertainment programs every weekend during the preferences, as well as if the students knew of Up Late
youngadult prime social times of 9 p.m. through 2 @ State, if they had attended any events, and if they
a. méAlfcod®lopti onséar e eanoyedkthedientsy Feledback an thé questiohsevas
se culturally and i nst iprovided hy staffimentbérafiorg Eniversity Assdssn e y
2002, p. 226). With this in mind, lllinois State Univement Services and Health Promotion and Wellness.
sity offers late night events in multiple fashions. Fofhe survey was administered by University Assessment
example, University Housing offers programs for st&ervices, using Select Survey, and was sent to all under
dents in residence halls, University Programming Bogduate students who have agreed to participate in
offers late night movie nights once a month along wittmpus research. An invitatiemail was sent in mid
Reggie Nites on Thursday nights, and the Bone Stutlvember 2011, and a reminder email was sent dur-
Center offers Late Night at the Bone during the fall.ing the last week of November. A total number of
Up Late @ State is another form of late night event$,140 students responded (see Table 1 for demograph-
offered to lllinois State University students through thénformation for the sample). The high response rate
Late Night Programming unit of the Dean of Studer®ssibly could be due to offering a frsleiitt to the
Office. first 50 students who responded. Further, with the
reminder email, the email body was also used to re-

Table 1:Demographic Information . .
mind students of the Pajama Party that was on Decem-

Demographics # % ber 3.
Sex
Eﬂgrfale g?‘rg 34513 - Results
Other 1 0.1 The survey indicated that students of all years both
Year in school equally responded to the survey and equally attended
First Year 294 258 an event. The majority of students had heard of Up
Sophomore 204 17.9 Late @ State, although 67% had not attended an event.
Junior 257 22.6 Eighty percent of students were moderately or highly
Senior 294 25.8 interested in late night events, and more than 90% of
Other 89 7.8 students who had heard of the events and/or had at-
Residence during academic tended an event found the late night events to be ei-
year _ ther fun or moderately fun.
University housing 553 48.8 Other findings included
GOff campus 581 512 preferences for the events. Five interesting results
rade point average . .
Less than 2.0 7 0.6 were found. First, the majority of students preferred
2 08 2.99 276 24 4 the event hours to run from 9pm to 12am, with 8pm
3.08 3.49 432 38.2 and lam following close behind as start and end times.
3.5008 3.99 414 36.6 Second, 75.5% of students preferred the Bone Student
4.00 1 0.1 Center as the location of the event. Third, nearly half

Continued on page 8...
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The Up Late @ State Survey

of the students preferred Friday as the day oftheweek0 Col | ege, wrote, 0Seve
for events with Thursday being the next day of choiger e at success with themed
Fourth, 60.6% of students would like to see monthlproach can help provide creative promotional opportu-
Up Late @ State events. And fifth, 67% and 66.8%ndfes and give attendees something to look forward to
students preferred to hear about events throughfacei t h a change of pace. 6 (
book and posters, respectively, with chalking and passmbers at University of ConnectiStdrrs agree that
ing out materials at 43.2% and 37%, respectively. themed events and putting the name on materials cre-
ates hype (Frank & Toczydlowski, 2008, October).
Discussion Third, Stover has taken the tip to try different loca-

Up Late @ State put these findings into practice tions, times, and activities to figure out what works
Spring 2012 in five ways. First, Up Late @ State stovesst f or t he students on
for its events to start at 8 or 9pm and end as close October). Fourth, Stover has twice utilized relation-
midnight or 1am as possible, depending on the vensigips built with oftampus community members, an
Second, there was one event at the Bone Student @& also supported in the Campus Activities Program-
ter this semester; however, with the time limitationsming magazine (Lansing, Ramos, & Schaefer, 2009).
the other venues include the Bowling and Billiards The Poetry, Open Mic and Movie night in October
Center, Horton Field House, the Marriott ConventioB011 was in Uptown Normal, and the event in March
Center, and the Quad, with Braden Auditorium as t2012 was held in the Marriott in Uptown Normal. And
rain site. Third, all of the events but one this semedifth, Up Late @ States takes part in assessment
were on Friday night. Fourth, Up Late @ State aimétlough the Up Late @ State survey, event review after
for one major event each month, with the exceptioneaich event, student feedback at the event, and an evalu
two in February. Fifth, social media were more heaafiign that was conducted in March 2012 during the
used this semester, and more posters were put up gvent at the Marriott.
the residence halls and academic buildings. Also, mata-conclusion, as Up Late @ State strives to serve
rials were passed out that include both a paper wittstudents at Illinois State University with fun, entertain-
information and a fun item related to the event. ing and relevant programming, it also strives to assess

The findings from this survey were consistent wittvents, stay current on trends, and add to the alterna-
what other research has found. The Campus Activiiies options to drinking on campus.

Programming magazine from the National Association

for Campus Activities also provides valuable trends and References

advice that Up Late @ State follows. First, the eveltetz, B. (2008, October). Programming 101: Histo
have a strong student element, and partnerships with ry, trends, and benefits of fatght programming.
other campus entities have been fashioned. While  Campus Activities Prograréiing

Stover is the primary planner of the events, her studeatk, A., & Toczydlowski, A. (2008, Octobesjefs
staff members are integral in the ideas, marketing piecto successful lateght programmingCampuAc

es, spreading the word, implementing the event, and tivities Programni&g0.

assessing it afterward. Also, relationships betweenLdasing, C., Ramos, R., & Schaefer, E. (2009, Octo
partments such as Health Promotion and Wellness, ber). Keeping lateight programming fresh: Em
University Housing, and Campus Dining, as well as  bracing change is k&ampus Activities Programming
with student groups such as The Kollege Experiment 40-43.

and APAC, have been most fruitful in the success dflaney, D. W., Mortensen, S., Powell, M. P., Lozinska
Up Late @ State events. Lee, M., Kennedy, S., & Moore, B. (2002). Alcohol

Second, the nights are themed, and the Up Late @ free alternative activities for university students:
State wordmark is put on as many things as possible. Modeling associated drinking behaorerican
Brian Dietz, director of Student Activities at Kalama- Journal of Health Educaddn, 22533.
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Developing Engagement, Sociological Imagination,
|dentity, and Autonomy: A Longitudinal Study

Dr. Kathleen McKinneyCross Chair in the Scholarship of Teaching
and Learning (SoTL) and Professor, Sociology

Naghme NaseriSU Alumna, Sociology, and Doctoral Student, Uni-
versity of Colorado at Boulder

In this scholarship of teaching and learning (SoTlconsent was obtained from the participants. Participa-
and assessment project, we conducted a longitudinaion in all phases of the project was voluntary and con-
mult-method descriptive study of a subgroup of onefidential. Multiple methods and measures were used in
cohort of sociology majors at lllinois State Universitythis study. A sedidministered questionnaire was used
We followed these students through their careers asat both Time 1 and Time 4; an oeled question on
majors from the first to the last required courses in thesimple and brief application of the sociological imagi-
major. Our main objectives were to describe the stuhation was used at Time 1 and Time 4; anemsd
dent s devel opment of aaquesiion about leatnyng vaasused atJiome 4 aod Tong 4;
ability to use their sociological imagination, their en-and faceo-face interviews were used at Time 3.
gagement in the discipline of sociology, and their sens&Ve found some evidence of both consistency and
of being an autonomous learner. A focus on sociologyf s ma | | changes in the s
majors and their development and learning over timefsnent in the major from Time 1 to Time 4. We view
rare in past empirical work. Empirical studies on teatiese results with caution, however, given the small
ing and learning in sociology have most often investirumber of students in the study, the potential impact
gated the following: outcomes of a specific teachingof attrition between Time 1 and Time 4, and the differ-
strategy or class assignment within a particular coursgy contexts of Time 1 and Time 4 (see below).
usually not a majeaomly course; learning by mostly Based on mean scores on therselfrt items relat-
nonmajors within introductory level sociology coursesl to motivation p2 Sl - T g
over one term or less; assessment in the discipline teagagement, cogg
has focused on learning outcomes at the aggregate fieegice in learn-§
usually without determining critical experiences or sigg, identifying a
nificant correlates; and cresgstional studies which  a sociologist, at-
have focused on the learning outcomes of sociologytributions for do-
majors. ing well, and sesq

The participants in this study consisted of 18 sociolg self as an a
ogy mgors. These 18 sudents were the members of tonomous learn-
one section of our first required major course in the er, there was no
discipline in the spring of 2008. Thus, they are a purehange from
posive sample within one cohort of our majors. IRB Time 1 to Time 4
approval for the project was received, and informed (the sample sizef®
NoteThlsartlclelsasummaryof ................................ is too small for a

' statistical test b

the differences

¢

McKinney, K. & Naseri, N. (2011). A longitudinal, de
scriptive study of sociology majors: The develop
ment of engagement, the sociological imagination,
identity, and autonomy. Teaching Sociolog892),
150164.

are small and na
in a consistent
direction of highs
er means at Time"

Continued on page 10...
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Developing Engagement, Sociological Imagination,
| denti ty, and Autonomy (co

4). Students completed these measures at Time 1 fairlstydents reported an increase in their frequency of
soon after declaring sociology as a major and startinghrticipation on many of the study/academic activities
the first required course. That course is a very smallrom Time 1 to Time 4. This makes sense in terms of
class of sociology majors in which there is a strong increases in various opportunity structures such as time
sense of community. At Time 4, students took thesemore semesters in school and in the major), interper-
measures during the senior capstone course{a timespnal connections (to more faculty and academic
consuming, demanding, and often stressful senior thgsers