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INTRODUCTION AND CONTEXT 
Background and Brief History 
 

For almost 100 years the Sociology undergraduate program at Oregon State University has offered a 

bachelor degrees in Sociology. As part of a land-grant university focused on agriculture, technology, 

science and engineering the Sociology Department, in addition to serving majors, has actively provided 

general education for non-sociology students across campus (though some changed their majors to 

sociology when they finally discovered this discipline). Like the rest of the university, we have changed in 

important ways with the expansion of graduate education, the diversification of the student body, and 

the growth of on-line education (where we were very early adopters). While we do still offer service by 

way of contributing disproportionately to the university’s baccalaureate core (general education 

curriculum), we have expanded our teaching and research portfolios in ways that contribute significantly 

at the national and international level to addressing social issues ranging from education policy to 

natural resource degradation to food insecurity to prison reform to preparation for natural disasters. 

Our graduates run community institutions and local agencies, teach in inner-city schools, organize farm 

laborers, police our streets, and advocate for the marginalized.   

 

Although the Sociology Department has always prided itself on teaching excellence, exemplified by 

college, OSU, and national teaching awards, in the 1990s a growing emphasis was also given to faculty 

scholarship. Balancing commitment to teaching while raising expectations on faculty research prepared 

the Sociology Department for its next big change in the early 2000s when it collaborated with the 

Political Science Department and Economics Department to create the Master of Public Policy (MPP) 

Program. Subsequently, in 2011 as part of the university-wide re-structuring plan, with strong 

departmental buy-in, the three departments re-organized into “programs” forming the new School of 

Public Policy. With these structural changes came talented graduate students and opportunities to hire a 

new cohort of highly productive faculty members that are top-notch teachers and researchers. Over this 

same period, the demographics of our students continued to change. Our strategic hiring of diverse 

faculty throughout the past decade reflects our commitment to creating a Program that serves all 

students and invites potential students. The Program now is widely recognized for its talented teachers 

(with some faculty receiving prestigious teaching awards), its integral contribution to our successful 

graduate program in Public Policy, its leadership in the area of diversity and inclusion, and its active 

portfolio of outreach and engagement activities. The Sociology Program (we are no longer called a 

Department but a Program) now graduates around 100 seniors per year, and we are central to 

interdisciplinary programs, including the new bachelor’s degree in Public Policy.  

 

This Study 
 

In Fall 2017 the Sociology Program assigned Mark Edwards to spearhead the collection of data and 

drafting of the report. Edwards led four faculty meeting discussions with the entire faculty on various 

topics related to this report, with agendas focused on examining institutional data about our program 

and assessing strengths and weaknesses in terms of teaching, research, diversity & inclusion, and 

service, outreach, and engagement. Most data in this study cover 2006-2016 because more recent data 

were not yet available at the time of writing. Where possible, data from 2017 and early 2018 are 
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included. Notes from faculty input in the 2017-2018 meetings inform all of the comments, reflections, 

and suggestions in this study. Institutional Research provided many of the metrics data, and the 

department completed a Spring 2018 student survey. A 2015 Alumni Survey led by Dwaine Plaza is also 

included in our appendices. Edwards drafted the report over summer 2018 and invited faculty members 

to review and comment on it before completing it in late Fall 2018.  

 

This study only focuses on the Corvallis campus of OSU and E-campus (on-line). The Cascades Campus of 

OSU offers Sociology courses that appear in our shared catalog, but the Cascades campus does not offer 

a Sociology major, nor are the Cascade faculty tenured within our Program nor are they supervised by 

our administrators. 

Mission and Vision of the OSU Sociology Program 
Our Mission 
 

“The OSU Sociology Program: 

1. Provides a rigorous curriculum and inclusive learning environment for OSU students, including 
unique opportunities for experiential learning; 

2. Supports the continuous exploration of sociological knowledge with particular focus on social 
relations, inequality, the environment, and crime;  

3. Serves the people of Oregon, the nation, and the world by informing solutions to current and 
future social problems.”  

 

This mission aligns well with the university’s commitment to teaching, research, outreach and 

engagement that promotes economic, social, cultural and environmental progress for the people of 

Oregon, the nation and the world. (See OSU’s Strategic Plan 4.0 at https://leadership.oregonstate.edu 

/provost/university-strategic-planning.) While the university is most often known for its technical 

expertise, we contribute to its broader mission of addressing social and not only technical problems, a 

commitment that aligns perfectly with the purposes of the College of Liberal Arts, the unit in which our 

School resides.  

Our Vision 

 
“To create engaged citizens, problem solvers, and ethical professionals who understand and explain how 

society shapes individuals and individuals shape society.”  

The Sociology faculty value students’ outreach and engagement beyond their employment, taking 

seriously students’ anticipated careers in social service, nonprofit management, education and 

commerce.  (See alumni survey for additional placement information.) This focus aligns with the 

university’s vision statement which indicates that it aspires to be a top 10 land grant institution. We 

work toward that end by advancing the university’s research, teaching, and outreach/engagement 

agenda. 

  

https://leadership.oregonstate.edu/
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The Undergraduate Degree Program 
 

OSU students may pursue either a Bachelor of Arts (BA) or a Bachelor of Science (BS) degree in 

Sociology. The distinction between these two is determined by the College of Liberal Arts, with BA 

degrees requiring training in a second language and BS degrees requiring additional mathematics and 

science courses.  

 

The Sociology undergraduate degree requires 48 credits (quarter system), comprised of a core 

curriculum of Introduction to Sociology (SOC 204), a Research Methods, Statistics and Writing sequence 

(SOC 315 and 316), Sociological Theory (SOC 413), and 33 credits of electives. (Electives are logically 

assembled into interest areas, but these are not transcript visible specialties.) After completing the 

Introduction to Sociology course (SOC 204) with us or at another institution, students may proceed 

quickly into a variety of 300 level electives (and/or select from three other 200-level electives). At the 

beginning of their junior year they are encouraged to complete the two-quarter sequence of research 

methods, statistics and writing (SOC 315 and 316), anticipating that this will prepare them better for 

understanding and describing empirical results presented in subsequent higher-level electives courses 

(400 level). Many students also take the required theory course (SOC 413) during their junior year but 

others delay this (or the methods sequence) until their senior year. While Introduction to Sociology is 

prerequisite for the core theory and methods courses, the only required sequencing is Sociology 315, 

followed by 316. An empirical paper started in SOC 315 is completed in SOC 316, a signature feature of 

our program that illustrates our commitment to improving students’ methodological and writing skills.  

 

The curriculum is available on campus and on-line with over 3/4 of the electives and all the required 

courses available on a regular basis on-line. The on-line program also offers additional electives not 

available on campus, due to the expertise of the on-line instructors. Students may take courses on-line 

or on-campus, with a growing number of campus-based students taking at least a few on-line courses. 

Students may opt to take any class on-line or on-campus if it is available, although we urge on-campus 

students to remain in the on-campus methods and theory courses. See this link for additional 

information:  https://liberalarts.oregonstate.edu/spp/sociology/programs/undergraduate-major. 

 

Students in other departments may complete a Sociology minor (either on-line or on-campus). It is 

comprised of 27 units of coursework, and that must include an elective from a list of upper division 

electives that has a particularly strong theory and methods component. In Fall 2018 we had around 100 

Sociology minors (one fourth of those on-line), and in the 2017-2018 school year awarded 41 minors. 

Details about the minor may be seen at this address: 

https://liberalarts.oregonstate.edu/spp/sociology/programs/undergraduate-minor.   

 

Sociology majors may complete one of two transcript visible “options” that demonstrates completion of 

a cohesive set of electives that give particular expertise. The Crime and Justice option is the most 

popular, accounting for approximately one third of our nearly 300 on-campus majors. (The option, as we 

explain below, will soon become available to on-line students as well.) The Natural Resources option is 

less populated with about 10 majors (on campus and on-line) each year. The latter option is available 

on-line, while the Crime and Justice option has not yet been available on-line (due to faculty resource 

limitations). However, the Sociology Program is in the process creating the necessary on-line courses 
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and hiring a full-time instructor to assist in offering the Crime and Justice Option. 

 

About 15 on-campus students per year enroll in an internship, usually in law enforcement or working 

with a nonprofit organization. For-credit internships have required a graded 20-page paper. (See this link 

for information about the internship and its requirements: http://liberalarts.oregonstate.edu/ 

spp/sociology/programs/internships). At the time of completing this report, the department was 

anticipating altering the requirements for written work from our interns, taking into account feedback 

received from students about the role that the internship plays in their education. We are hopeful that 

relaxing the writing requirement will attract more students into this high-impact learning experience.  

 

Faculty have created several high-impact learning opportunities including: (a) “Inside/Out” (where 

students meet weekly for 10 weeks with prisoners at a nearby penitentiary and complete a course 

together), (b) faculty-led study abroad to Cuba or Canada (and Chile in 2019), (c) presentations at and 

attendance at the Pacific Sociological Association meetings (Dwaine Plaza often drives a van of students 

up or down the coast to the annual meetings), and (d) faculty-supervised individual research (which 

often lead to conference presentations).  A few students study abroad each year and a couple students 

per year participate in the University Honors College. We serve a disproportionate number of our 

university’s Division I NCAA athletes. This provides tremendous opportunities to teach many first-

generation college students, but also provides challenges both in terms of academic preparation and the 

inevitable challenges of conflicting demands athletic and academic. Several of our faculty have 

participated in special summer programs to assist student athletes at transitioning successfully into 

college, known as the Best Summer Bridge program (https://studentathlete.oregonstate.edu/best-

bridge-program). The Sociology Club waxes and wanes in its vitality, primarily due to student interest, 

but in “up” years, it offers students opportunities for service on and off-campus. Some of these high-

impact co-curricular learning activities are available to on-line students, but this is an area of needed 

future growth. 

About Graduate Education 
 

We do not offer a stand-alone Master’s degree in Sociology, although the Sociology Program directly 

supports two interdisciplinary graduate programs. Most of our faculty teach courses that either 

explicitly support the Public Policy Program (PPOL courses), usually in the area of research methods, or 

in substantive area “slash” courses SOC 4xx/5xx that serve undergraduate and graduate students 

together. The second program we support is the Master of Arts in Interdisciplinary Studies (MAIS), 

where students combine faculty committees from three departments, and then complete an essay, 

thesis, or project. For much of the past decade we participated as minor supporters (not chairing MAIS 

committees) but since 2017 we have again supported this program by chairing 4 MAIS committees. 

 

The success of the graduate programs (MA/Ph.D.) in Public Policy has resulted in additional resources 

through on-line education which help fund graduate students, along with grant funds. As a result, we 

have received some teaching assistance support and funds for graduate student staffing of a computer 

lab in our building. This has led to a win-win for faculty and student scholarly productivity. The new on-

line MPP program, and the currently under-review on-line Executive MPP program will expand future 

opportunities and expectations for graduate teaching and thesis mentoring on-line. 
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Strengths and Opportunities 
 

Based on faculty observations and conversations during the course of preparing this study, we believe 

we are strong in the following areas or have advantages and opportunities for success: 

 

  Pedagogy, Curricula and Student Services 

    1.  An increasingly diverse student body, mirrored by a diverse faculty and  

      staff.  Curricula, faculty service and leadership reflect this departmental  

      commitment to serve the wide array of students who come to OSU. 

    2.  Leadership and innovation in on-line education, resulting in a robust on-line degree  

      program. 

    3.  High value placed on quality instruction, reflected in student evaluations of teaching  

      for Sociology faculty, OSU and National teaching awards, along with recognized  

      quality in service learning. 

    4.  Engaging, relevant, and innovative curriculum, which not only serves our majors, but  

      adds significantly to the university’s strong baccalaureate core and contributes  

      much to the new public policy undergraduate program. 

    5.  Constant monitoring and improving of research methods teaching, and significantly  

   contributing to the Masters and Ph.D. programs in Public Policy.  

 

  Research (including School and University support for scholarship) 

    1.  School/Program recognition of graduate mentoring as “teaching”, and hence a one- 

      course reduction for significant mentoring. 

     2.  Scholarship is broadly defined to value outreach/engagement and other forms of  

      creativity, as well as valuing interdisciplinary work, and is reflected in position  

   descriptions. 

    3.  Recent improvements in University and College support for grant writing (note:  at  

      the time of finalizing this report, the college-level grant specialist who had been  

   in place from fall 2014 through January 2019 has departed  and it is uncertain if  

   this position will be replaced.)  

  4.  Additional personnel hired/trained in the business centers to assist with grant  
   budgets and hiring of graduate and undergraduate students. 
    5. Support for undergraduate students to participate in professional conferences. 
 
  Outreach, Engagement and Service 
    1.  We have had faculty serve in strategic leadership opportunities within the university,  
      some as administrators, and others in strategic high impact committees. 
    2.  Junior faculty are generally shielded from excessive service, and senior faculty are  
      encouraged to (and often do) carry a greater load.  
  3.  Service loads are generally perceived as equitable. 
    4.  Many faculty have active agendas of outreach and engagement that make OSU  
      scholarship and scholars available to the general public. 
  5. Several faculty serve on advisory boards and panels throughout the state of Oregon. 
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Challenges 
 

Based on faculty observations and discussions in the Spring and Fall of 2018, we recognize potential 

weaknesses, challenges, and/or areas we may need to change. Upcoming significant changes in the 

budget model for the College and University are likely to influence these priorities, but at this time these 

are the concerns we are addressing.  

 

  Pedagogy, Curricula and Student Services 

    1.  The required courses of theory and methods are considered onerous by many of our  

   students. We want to better understand if integrating more theory and methods 

   into our regular course offerings may improve this situation; that is, more  

   systematically infuse the core into our substantive courses. 

    2.  There is minimal direct qualitative methods instruction for our on-line and on-campus  

   majors, something we would like to shore up. Currently, the qualitative course is  

   an elective option offered every 2-3 years. While we are aware of the problem of 

   adding more to the requirements for the degree, we want to consider how to  

   give students exposure to qualitative research and provide opportunities to  

   engage in original qualitative research.  

    3.  Continue to address the challenges of teaching and advising the disproportionately  

   high number of students who (a) struggle with basic skills and/or (b) will return  

   to communities where they will be leaders, yet where occupational and earnings  

   opportunities may be limited. These are often students of color or first-  

   generation students, or both. We want to provide assistance for current and  

   later success. The university has recently hired a new Vice Provost for   

   Undergraduate Studies and we will want to take full advantage of the programs  

   developed through that division.  

     

  Research (including School and University support for scholarship) 

    1.  Strengthen our Program culture of both sharing our research and successful external  

      grant-getting strategies (where we have seen a surge of success.)    

  2.  Seek opportunities for increased collaborative scholarship among colleagues  

      and students.  

    3.  Increasing budget constraints and increased competition for limited resources make it  

      ever harder to obtain seed money for grant support, for accessing internal  

     grants and fellowships (e.g., Center for the Humanities funds), and for general  

      travel to professional conferences.  We cannot address these structural limits but  

      they impact what is possible; a challenge is how such efforts should be validated. 

  Outreach, Engagement and Service 

    1.  Explore ways to further acknowledge the full range of service conducted by faculty  

      (e.g., beyond the traditional committee work) to validate the sometimes ill- 

      defined ways we contribute to the Program and its students.  

    2.  Expand student and faculty support and access/availability for outreach to participate  

      with communities, and/or the state, including expanding high impact student  

      learning activities, internships, etc.  
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     3.  Adjust Sociology Program committee assignments to maintain continuity of   

      institutional knowledge, improve efficiencies and ensure equity in service.  

 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION AND INPUTS 
 

In this section we describe our students and faculty, the Sociology curriculum and major that we offer to 

students, the process by which we assess our effectiveness, the budget and resources available to us, 

and the efforts that students and faculty engage in to achieve learning outcomes. 

Our Students 
 

Overall, our number of majors has grown on-campus from 166 in 2007 to 278 in 2016 (67% growth) 

while OSU has grown its Corvallis and E-campus enrollment by about 50%. Meanwhile, the on-line 

program began graduating students in 2009 and peaked with 106 majors in 2014, slipping back to 

around 80 in 2016. (See Appendix 7b). This decline in on-line majors could be due to the addition of new 

courses from across campus, increasing the baccalaureate core options, which is where many students 

learn about sociology, or perhaps competition from other on-line majors at OSU as they have come on-

line. In total, we serve around 350 undergraduate majors, and as will be described, we interact with 

hundreds more through our deep involvement in the university’s general education requirements 

(“baccalaureate core”).  

 

Below, we summarize some of the key changes among our students, with detailed tables available in 

Appendix 7b.   

 

The demographics of our students tell a story of continuity and change. The percentage female, and 

percentage non-traditional (25+) has remained about the same on campus over the past decade. Once 

the on-line degree program started, the numbers, although predictably higher (higher percentage 

female and non-traditional), have remained constant.  (Figure 1) 
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Our on-campus undergraduates are more racially and ethnically diverse than ten years ago, whether 

considering all minority groups or only underrepresented minority groups (Figure 2). The largest growth 

has been among Hispanic students, increasing from around 7% of our majors in 2007 to around 14% in 

2016 (compared to 10% for the university) (See Appendix 7b). Among on-line (E-campus) Sociology 

students, the proportion Hispanic is the same as on-campus. Compared to OSU as a whole, our program 

is more ethnically diverse, but with a lower percentage of international students than the university as a 

whole (Appendix 7b).  Our program has 22% underrepresented minority students, compared to 11% for 

the university.  Although we do not have systematic data to demonstrate this, we know from 

conversations with our students that we have a large fraction of students who are first-generation  

 

 

college students, with many campus-based students working half time or more and as one would 

expect, many of our on-line students working at least half-time as well. 

Students in our program may work toward a Bachelor of Arts or a Bachelor of Science in Sociology.  

Appendix 7b shows that these are about evenly split with virtually no change in this distribution over the 

past decade. 

 

The fraction of out-of-state resident students has increased, as shown by the downward trend of 

Oregon residency among our majors (Figure 3). Smaller tuition increases in Oregon, relative to California 

(where state university tuition has skyrocketed), have drawn more out-of-state students to OSU. Among 

our on-line students, after we had secured a sizeable cohort of majors, the percentage living in Oregon 

stabilized around 50% and remains fairly steady. 
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An important influence on our cohorts is the fact that many of our students become Sociology majors 

about half way through their four-years at OSU, or upon transferring to OSU. The student-class 

distribution (Appendix 7b) demonstrates this with substantially larger numbers among juniors and 

seniors than among first-year or sophomore students. This is even more obviously the case among our 

E-campus students. The impacts of these late-arrivals puts pressure on us to quickly ramp up student 

progress through core classes so they can graduate in around four years. 

 

The survey of current majors (Appendix 5) provides additional context that helps describe our students.  

The sample, like our student body, is weighted for upper-class students, especially among on-line 

students.  When asked about why they have selected their major, the top three reasons they select are, 

in this order:  (1) “it interested me,” (2) “I gain expertise for an occupation I desire,” and (3) “I gain 

expertise to help improve my community.”  Almost three-quarters of respondents seem to have a sense 

of how their degree will help with their future work. Qualitatively, our perception of our students is that 

many do come to us out of interest and enthusiasm for the subject, and frankly, out of distaste for other 

more lucrative majors (business, engineering) that they initially thought they should select when they 

began at OSU.  

 

It is difficult to accurately describe the test scores and high school GPAs of our majors because most 

students do not declare sociology as their major as first-year students. Hence, we receive them often 

midway through their sophomore year in college. As a result the only available institutional data on first-

year student GPAs and test scores comes from tiny samples of the few students who do declare 

Sociology as a major upon matriculation. (Surprisingly our on-line survey selected a larger number of 

first-year students than expected.) Meanwhile, community college GPA is not reported for our transfer 

students. Hence the “input” of student skills demonstrated prior to arrival is not effectively measured.   

 

Similarly, we do not provide “admission” ratios because students come to Sociology often from other 
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disciplines rather than applying as if to a professional school. Students do not need a minimum GPA to 

enroll as a major; however, they must have a GPA of 2.5/4.0 to receive their degree in sociology.  

Our Faculty 
  

Until about 7 years ago, the Sociology Program faculty was comprised of 10 to 12 full-time, tenure-track  

faculty each year, but with recent hires (due to the expansion of the graduate program) we now have 18 

faculty members, several of whom teach both Sociology and Public Policy courses. (See Appendix 4a for 

complete CVs.) The promotion and tenure guidelines represent school-level expectations, especially for 

maintaining graduate faculty status to mentor graduate students. Despite school-level expectations, to 

assist junior faculty success via mentoring, disciplinary homes are identified. Thus, several of the newer 

faculty (Vue, Spalding, Boudet) “caucus” with us in Sociology while having their tenure home in the 

larger school.  

 

Currently, we have 16 tenure-track faculty who identify with sociology and 2 full time instructors for a 

total of 18.  (A 19th faculty member, Flaxen Conway, an OSU Extension full professor, still has her tenure 

in Sociology but serves as an administrator in another college on campus.)  Of the tenure/tenure track 

faculty, 13 have tenure and 3 are on tenure track -- 6 Full Professors, 7 Associate Professors, and 3 

Assistant Professors. The gender, race, and sexual orientation of our 18 faculty demonstrate a level of 

diversity similar to the OSU student body at large. Four of the 18 are faculty of color. 12 of the 18 

identify as women, and 1 of 18 identifying as LGBTQ.    

 

Eight of the sixteen tenure-track faculty offer Public Policy graduate level courses, with 5 representing 

hires since 2011. 

Despite the configuration that supports the Public Policy graduate program, all sociology faculty teach at 

least one on-campus course that contributes to the undergraduate curriculum. For on-campus 

instruction, the junior faculty over the past 3 years have taught a relatively small number of our 

undergraduates because they were primarily hired to grow the Graduate program. Tenured faculty 

during this period carried more of the on-campus teaching load. 

 

Faculty typically teach five 4-unit classes per year (on the ‘quarter’ system that runs September 15 

through June 15). Those who provide a minimum amount of graduate mentoring by serving on student 

committees (measured with a School-wide point system), teach one course less in the classroom, 

providing adequate time for the one-on-one instruction and committee work involved in mentoring 

graduate students. Thus, we value graduate mentoring and committee work as part of our teaching. A 

drawback we face is more widely distributing graduate mentoring to those faculty who want to do it but 

who are ill-positioned to attract graduate student mentees, primarily due to not teaching a required 

course in the graduate curriculum. Efforts to increase visibility through participating in orientation 

activities and website visibility are currently encouraged. 

 

Our two full-time instructors contribute significantly to both our on-campus and on-line programs. 

Kathleen Stanley is a full time, contracted, senior instructor who teaches both on-campus and on-line 

and who supervises the internship program. Olga Custer is a full-time instructor teaching full-time on-

line. Four PhD students regularly teach for Sociology, all on-line, offering no more than one course per 
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term.  Six other instructors (four with PhDs) offer various other on-line courses as well. We pride 

ourselves on having Faculty in all ranks teaching our introductory courses (e.g., Dwaine Plaza, Steve Ortiz  

and Sally Gallagher teach SOC204, Kelsy Kretschmer and Lori Cramer teach SOC206, and Scott Akins 

teaches SOC241) so that students have access to high-quality tenure/tenure-track faculty, as well as our 

excellent instructors.   

The student/faculty ratio (calculated as FTE faculty divided by number of majors) has remained around 

16 over the past 6 years (Appendix 7b).  
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Full-Time Instructional 
Faculty Members in 
Sociology 

Rank Courses taught in past 3 years 
 

Expertise 

Akins, Scott Associate 
Professor 

Sociology of Drug Use & Abuse; Practicum; Understanding 
Social Research; Intro to Crime and Justice 

Criminology, deviance; drug 
use, abuse & policy 

Boudet, Hilary Associate 
Professor 

Advanced Qualitative Methods; Social Movements; Energy 
and Society; Applied Research Methods 

Environmental and natural 
resource sociology; energy 
policy; social movements 

Burkhardt, Brett Associate 
Professor 

Criminology & Penology; Law Crime Policy; Law & Society; 
Quant. Methods for Policy Analysis; Sociology of Guns   

Private prisons; punishment; 
policing; criminal justice 

Conway, Flaxen Professor None: tenured position on hold while she holds the 
position of Marine Resources Management Director. 

Communities coping with 
change and transition; Personal 
and group leadership 
education; Cooperative 
learning and research 
 

Cramer, Lori* Associate 
Professor 

Social Dimensions of Sustainability; Social Problems and 
Issues; Environmental Sociology; Rural Sociology  

Natural resource sociology; 
environmental sociology; rural 
sociology; community 
resilience 

Custer, Olga** Instructor Sociological Theory; Sociology of Education 
(undergrad/grad); Social Problems; Introduction to 
Sociology 

Sociological theory; sociology 
of personal development; on-
line education and learning 

Edwards, Mark Professor Social Inequality; Welfare and Social Services; Methods I: 
Research Design (undergrad); Understanding Social 
Research (graduate); Applied Research Methods; 
Ecuador/OSU International Learning Community 

Domestic food insecurity;  
social welfare program 
dynamics; housing; inequality 

Gallagher, Sally Professor Sociology of Religion; Introduction of Sociology; Sociology 
of Work and Family; Sociology of Aging; Sociology of 
Theory 

Work & family; gender; 
sociology of religion; 
international development 

Hammer,  Roger Associate 
Professor 

Methods I: Research Design; Methods II: Quant. Analysis; 
Introduction to Sociology 

Ecological demography; rural 
sociology; migration; housing 
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Hurst, Allison Associate 
Professor 

Sociology of Education; Sociological Theory; Qualitative 
Research Methods 

Class inequality; higher 
education and social mobility; 
higher education and social 
welfare policy 

Inderbitzin, Michelle Associate 
Professor 

Deviant Behavior and Social Control; Juvenile Delinquency; 
Inside out Prison, Community & Prevention 

Juvenile delinquency; 
criminology; deviant behavior 
& social control; sociology of 
education 

Kretschmer, Kelsy Assistant 
Professor 

Methods I: Research Design; Methods II: Quant. Analysis; 
Organizations; Social Problems and Issues; Understanding 
Social Research(Grad) 

Organizations; social 
movements; political sociology; 
gender 

Lach, Denise* Professor Science and Technology in Social Context Institutions of 
Social Change, Sociology of Organizations, Applied 
Research Methods 

Environmental natural resource 
sociology; organizational 
sociology; water conflict and 
dispute resolution; applied 
sociology 

Ortiz, Steven Associate 
Professor 

Sociology of Intimate Relationships; Introduction to 
Sociology; Social Psychology; Sociology of Sport; Collective 
Behavior 

Social psychology; family; 
gender; sport; qualitative 
methods 

Plaza, Dwaine* Professor St/Canadian Econ, Soc, Pol, Cult; US Immigration Issues; 
Race and Ethnic Relations; Discover Seminar;  Qualitative 
Sociology 

Migration and settlement; 
Caribbean studies; race and 
ethnic relations 

Spalding, Ana Assistant 
Professor 

Society & Natural Resources;  Popular Culture of the 
Marine Eur; Applied Methods 

Marine studies (coastal 
management, resource use); 
human geography and 
development in Latin America 

Stanley, Kathleen** Senior 
Instructor 

Introduction to Sociology; Sociology of the Family; Gender 
and Society; Popular Culture; Institutions and Social 
Change 

Political economy, historical 
sociology, social inequality, 
gender, family 

Vue, Rican Assistant 
Professor 

Higher Education Policy; Race and Ethnic Inequality; 
Inequality in US Higher Education; Sociology of Education; 
Qualitative Methods 

Diversity and Equity in Higher 
Education; Success of 
underrepresented students; 
race and ethnic relations 



14 
 

Warner, Rebecca* Professor Sociology of the Family; Methods I: Research Design; 
Methods II: Quantitative Analysis 

Diversity and Equity in Higher 
Education; Gender; Family. 

   * course offerings impacted by other substantial administrative duties during this three year period 

   **  full time instructor
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Faculty Engagement in Professional Development 
 

About half of the faculty have completed DPD (Difference, Power and Discrimination) training and teach 

DPD courses. This qualifies them to teach Sociology courses that also satisfy a particular requirement in 

the university’s general education (baccalaureate core). Five of the 18 of the faculty (i.e., all of the 

faculty who teach the Program’s Writing Intensive Curriculum (WIC) course) having completed the WIC 

training seminar. Other specialized trainings include on-line teaching training workshops and training for 

the development of hybrid courses (on-line/on-campus).  

Advising 
 

Until 2011, Sociology faculty provided direct academic advising to Sociology majors. But since then, 

professional advisors have carried this load. Currently, Robin Fifita advises the on-campus students and 

all student athletes, and Helen Fleming advises the on-line students (as well as evenly splitting her time 

with Economics’ on-line program). The advisor/student ratio is therefore around 1.5 advisors to 320 

majors.  Our advisors have engaged in creative efforts to serve students. For example, our E-campus 

advisor has arranged virtual walk-in hours where students can electronically “step in” to visit her.  As a 

diversity advocate, our on-campus advisor serves on specific university committees and taskforces that 

contribute to individual and institutional support of underrepresented and underserved student 

populations (including, but not limited to, first generation, students of color, LGBTQIAA+ students and 

student veterans). In addition to innovative ideas such as this, the academic advisors utilize proactive 

student retention methods driven by data collection to identify at risk students to maximize student 

retention. 

 

A few years ago the School of Public Policy moved into Bexell Hall. Our new advising suite in Bexell Hall 

has been a big improvement in terms of sufficient space and convenient access for our students. 

Sociology, Economics, and Political Science students all visit advisors there. The student survey also 

indicates high levels of satisfaction among students regarding accessibility and helpfulness of our 

advisors.  

Office Staff 
 

The office staff for the School of Public Policy assist the Sociology Program along with Political Science 

and Economics. An Assistant to the Director and two other full time staff provide support for the School 

Director, Graduate Program Director, and all faculty for the three programs (travel reimbursements, 

purchases, copying assistance, etc.). Student workers also are employed in the office providing essential 

support for faculty. Other support staff who work for the School at large provide additional support 

services. 

Organizational Structure & Relationship with Assessment Processes  
 

The Sociology Program resides within the School of Public Policy, along with Economics and Political 

Science programs. The School of Public Policy Director answers to the Dean of the College of Liberal 

Arts. (Coincidentally, our School Director for the past 8 years, Denise Lach, is also a Full Professor in 

Sociology.) At the time of this report, we anticipate a change in administration with Denise Lach 
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stepping down from her role as Director and joining the Sociology Program full-time at the end of 2018. 

 

The Sociology Program does not have a traditional department chair, with many of the human resources 

and budget responsibilities moved up to the School Director position. But the Sociology “Program 

Coordinator,” Lori Cramer, provides some of the services often delivered by a department chair. Her 

responsibilities, as indicated in her 20% position description, include: Oversee the day-to-day operations 

of the Sociology Program, serve as point of contact for faculty and staff in the Sociology Program and as 

part of the School of Public Policy Advisory Committee; answer disciplinary questions as needed; assist 

with curriculum scheduling and coordination; and perform other duties as appropriate. The Program 

Coordinator role is a 3-year commitment and is seen as part of the leadership development strategy of 

the School and College.  

 

In addition to the Sociology Program Coordinator, we also have a Sociology e-campus coordinator, Scott 

Akins. The person in this position is responsible for scheduling e-campus courses, works to recruit and 

train new faculty, and acts as liaison among the on-line teaching faculty, on-campus faculty, and the 

university e-campus programs. As a side note, Scott Akins also serves as the e-campus coordinator for 

the on-line Public Policy graduate program, providing the same types of services for the on-line Masters 

in Public Policy graduate program.  In that role, Dr. Akins works closely not only with Sociology, but also 

other programs in the School (Economics and Political Science) to ensure that on-line courses are 

offered at appropriate intervals for different program requirements.  

The faculty are divided annually into standing committees of approximately 3 people. These committees 

are:  

 Curriculum Committee – evaluates proposed changes in the curriculum, to then submit to the  

  full faculty; evaluates course equivalency questions; various other bureaucratic issues for which  

  academic advisors need faculty input. 

               Peer Review Committee – arranges annual classroom visits for all faculty (all faculty expected to  

  receive a visit, and to provide a review of one another); completion of brief annual review  

  letters for each faculty member, to advise the School Director in her completion of official  

  annual review letters. In years of merit raises, provides input to the Director. 

               Awards Committee – coordinates submission and evaluation of student applicants and  

  nominees for departmental awards every year; coordinates faculty contributions to awards;  

  interacts with university entities germane to these awards. 

  Assessment Committee – coordinates collection of assessment data; leads faculty in discussion  

  and interpretation of said data; provides annual assessment report to university. 

               Student Club Committee – advises Sociology Club and coordinates marketing and recruitment  

  for various other clubs (AKD, Criminal Justice club, etc.) 

               Ad hoc Methods Instruction Working Group – meets quarterly (or more often) to coordinate  

  articulation between Sociology 315 and 316, and to monitor alignment of on-campus and on- 

  line offerings of these courses. 

 

  All faculty are expected to serve on at least one of these committees. Methods instruction  

  group faculty serve on this ad hoc committee plus one of the other committees. 
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Relationship of these Committees to Assessment Process 
 

With regard to student learning, annually, during the normal work of faculty meetings, the whole faculty 

decides what to assess in light of departmental learning goals, and suggests means by which to assess it. 

The assessment committee arranges for the collection of the assessment data and produces the annual 

report for the university each Spring. Results are also reported to the faculty during the subsequent Fall.  

(Details about what exactly is assessed and how are described below.) 

 

Through department discussion, the faculty decide about changing of learning outcomes and activities in 

courses (to address what is learned via the assessment process.)  For example, several years ago, when 

the assessment process revealed that students were having difficulty interpreting figures and tables, the 

faculty agreed to review each of their courses and select new ways to include in class discussions, 

homework assignments, and exams, various ways to practice interpreting tables and figures. 

 

Because the research methods sequence is so integral to some of the obvious learning outcomes, the 

ad-hoc methods instruction group discusses pedagogical changes in light of assessment data. The new 

efforts to assess student learning outcomes via the sociological theory course depends more on the sole 

theory instructor for making pedagogical adjustments.   

 

Most changes in the courses, in light of assessment processes, do not require official changes in the 

syllabi, hence are not evaluated by the curriculum committee. Peer review (in-class visits) provide 

faculty with opportunities to evaluate changes made to courses in light of assessment conclusions. As 

courses are developed or redeveloped for Ecampus, formal review takes place. When there are changes 

made to pre-requisites (as we are currently doing for upper division courses to expand from “SOC204” 

to “SOC204 or SOC205 or SOC206”), a thorough review takes place by the college curriculum committee. 

Criteria include learning outcomes and assessment. 

 

With regard to assessment of faculty performance, all faculty receive an annual review letter that relies 

on a confidential peer-review letter (one letter written for each faculty member by that year’s peer 

review committee), which then informs the School Director who writes an official letter of review that 

provides detailed observations and suggestions for improvement. Meanwhile, all faculty receive an 

annual classroom visit by a peer. These classroom visits are organized by the peer review committee.  

Results of the review are shared first with the reviewee, and then once signed by both the reviewer and 

reviewee, are submitted to the School Director. Occasional merit pay is predicated, in part, upon faculty 

having received an annual classroom evaluation so faculty are further incentivized to participate in this 

process. All instructional faculty receive Students Evaluations of Teaching (eSET – electronic version). 

The peer review committee does not see individual faculty members’ eSET scores, however they are 

used in the promotion and tenure process, and viewed by those faculty committees.  Each year, 

aggregated statistics for each course are reported to the School Director and taken into account when 

annual review letters are completed. 

Our Facilities 
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Housed in the newly renovated Bexell Hall, the Sociology Program shares space with the rest of the 

School of Public Policy, comprised of the Sociology Program, Economics Program, and Political Science 

Program. The university classrooms in the building are used by all departments at the university, but a 

large number of our courses do take place in Bexell.  

Overall, we have around 2500 square feet of office space allocated to our faculty and advisors. This 

calculation does not include classrooms or conference rooms which are regularly and readily accessed 

by faculty and students in the School of Public policy. 

Most interesting for the purposes of undergraduate learning are these characteristics of our facilities: 

a)  each faculty member has a private office in the same building where much of the Sociology  

    instruction takes place, encouraging informal interaction between students and faculty; 

b)  the set-up of the building does not otherwise encourage much interaction between  

  students and faculty; 

c)  the Sociology Program is upstairs from the College of Liberal Arts where students receive first  

    and second year advising; 

d)  the advising suite for Sociology, Economics, and Political Science on the 4th floor of Bexell is in  

    close proximity to many faculty offices, again encouraging informal interactions; 

e)  teaching assistants do not have their own office, but have learning lounges on the first floor  

  of Bexell; 

f)  a large computer lab with 34 stations, equipped with MS-Office, SPSS, Stata, and other social  

    science analytical software is available for classroom instruction and is designated for  

  SPP students; 

  g)  there is no obvious place for undergrad sociology majors to congregate (except in the waiting  

    area in the advising suite) other than hallways;  that is, there is no undergraduate  

    lounge, and certainly no location where faculty and students are likely to interact in  

  large groups other than the hallways. 

Our Budget 

 
The budget for Sociology is closely linked to that of the School of Public Policy, and budget decisions are 

generally made at the SPP-level. Revenue comes to the SPP from both general funds from the university 

and from E-campus enrollments. Faculty expenses are primarily attributed to the School of Public Policy. 

The University’s Business Center that oversees our unit reports these numbers. Sociology Faculty 

salaries and benefits are approximately $2.4M per year. As described in Appendix 4c, several faculty 

have been successful at receiving external grants. Any returned overhead from those grants is primarily 

held at the SPP-level. Current university-wide budget discussions are underway 

(https://fa.oregonstate.edu/budget/budget-conversations/schedule) that suggest that without an 

infusion of state funds and/or raising tuition, significant budget cuts are coming down the line. The exact 

implications at the Sociology Program level are uncertain at this time, yet with no discretionary latitude 

at the Program level, we will work closely with the SPP leadership to minimize student and faculty 
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impact. Additionally, the university has recently instituted a new budget model that is more closely tied 

to student credit hour generation, retention, and graduation rates. We are in the beginning stages of 

conversations on how to ensure the stability of future course offerings and equity of teaching load. 

 

PROGRAM OUTCOMES  
 

In this section we report student achievements and learning, and faculty productivity (teaching and 

scholarship), illustrating how over the past ten years we have encountered and addressed various 

learning/teaching challenges. 

Student Performance and Learning Outcomes 
 

Degrees and GPAs 
 

As seen in Figure 4, student enrollment and the number of majors has grown overall, especially in the 

on-line program (See Appendix 7a and 7b for OSU comparison).  

 

The GPA of our on-campus students is around 2.8 for all of our majors (slightly lower than the 3.05 of 

the whole campus). This has not changed over the years. The on-line Sociology students have a higher 

GPA (3.18) than their on-campus peers, closer to the overall OSU Ecampus GPA of 3.20 (See Appendix 

7b).  Around 40% of our students (who start at OSU as first-year students) complete their degree in 

under 4 years, and another 46% complete their degree in 4 to 6 years. This has been our pattern for 

each year over the past decade, with median time-to-degree of 4.0 or 4.5 in each year over the past ten 

years. 

Student Awards and Graduate School Enrollment 
 

We offer student awards to Sociology majors each year, with approximately 5 different award categories 
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focusing on writing skills, conference presentations, community engagement, and overall excellence in 

research and the classroom. In addition, while we have not kept a close tally of external awards received 

by our students, an informal survey of a few faculty most involved with coordinating all awards 

nominations in the Sociology Program indicate that we have a consistent average of 1 student award 

recipient of College-level awards (i.e., Outstanding Seniors Award) per academic year. A few each year 

enroll in graduate education immediately after completing their degree, often in Teaching or Law. One 

of our most recent on-line students received a Fulbright scholarship to complete rural sociological 

research in Hungary, and now is a Public Policy student at Cornell. 

Current and Former Student Satisfaction and Perceived Learning 
 

The 2018 survey of current majors (Appendix 5) shows that students are generally pleased (70-85%) 

with access to classes, faculty and advisors. While a student survey does not actually measure what 

students learn, we have given students the opportunity to comment on their confidence in displaying 

sociological knowledge. Three things stand out most to us. First, juniors and seniors are fairly confident 

that they can display sociological knowledge and skills when asked. Second, upper-class students are 

more confident than the whole sample which is comprised of a third first and second year students. This 

is as we would hope, that as students complete their methods and theory courses their confidence 

would grow in their ability to, for example, interpret data or methods, to apply sociological theory, or to 

distinguish what the field is in comparison to other social sciences. Third, the areas of expertise in which 

advanced students feel confident differ a little bit, especially when comparing their self-assessed skills 

with theory versus methods. We do not know if this reflects actual skill level, or if this observation is a 

result of our survey instrument or the sample of students.   

 

In the alumni survey (Appendix 6), we are pleased to see that so many indicate that they were satisfied 

with the kind of training they received in the areas that they thought were most important (reading, 

writing, oral communication, etc.). Not surprisingly, most are in white collar jobs, many in leadership. It 

is interesting to us that other challenges of work such as multicultural interactions and understanding, 

development of leadership skills, and making ethical decisions are concerns of our alumni, and they wish 

they had more training in their areas. Although they indicate less satisfaction with how college prepared 

them for these areas of their careers, the survey does not give them a chance to express whether or not 

they think college should have provided them training in these areas of professional development. 

 

Assessment History and Program Modifications 
 

The follow student learning outcomes have been central to our thinking about teaching over the past 

ten years. In every annual assessment report, we indicate that “Students who graduate from our 

department with a major in Sociology will be able to: 

1. Comprehend: be able to recognize and interpret existing sociological knowledge 
2. Conceptualize: be able to construct sociological explanations for social phenomena 
3. Analyze and Compute:  be able to conduct sociological inquiry with quantitative data, using 

appropriate software 
4. Interpret: be able to make sociological sense of relevant quantitative data, and articulate 

findings” 
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To systematically assess student learning, we have relied primarily on performance metrics in three core 

classes. At the end of the Sociology 315/316 (methods) sequence (two classes in the one sequence), 

faculty use a rubric which we designed and have continued to use the past ten years. We are in the 

process of also assessing learning outcomes using a different core class, Sociology 413 (Theory) course. 

The rubric for SOC 315/316 (See Appendix 3c) allows us, while grading the papers, to also score student 

skills that reflect achievement of learning goals. Whether students complete these courses early or late 

in their junior/senior years does not matter to us as long as they have learned these skills. Some will 

have begun to master them through other classes and then show them at the end of this sequence late 

in their time at OSU; others will learn these earlier in their OSU tenure prior to completing several of 

their electives. Other courses reinforce these skills but we have chosen this approach to avoid subjecting 

students to additional testing or asking faculty to evaluate portfolios or other products from capstone 

experiences. 

 

Above we mentioned how committee structure is related to assessment.  As a faculty, we review the 

results and recommend any changes that should be made in the delivery of the course. Over the years 

we reviewed the outcome of these changes and made any modifications seen as desirable. While we do 

not assess all courses and all outcomes each year, over the long run this full-cycle assessment approach 

helps us respond to the changing learning styles of students as well as the professional development 

opportunities that help our faculty. 

 

In Appendix 3a we provide a brief and admittedly incomplete history of our assessment process and 

what we learned from those assessments. Due to turnover we lost a couple of years of quality data. But 

the data we provide tell a consistent story of what we see as learning strengths and weakness among 

our students and how we are seeking to improve. For a few years we had some ineffective interim 

instructors whose performance likely impacted student performance and certainly impacted the quality 

of the assessment date we rely on.  Students show more skills on the materials that get more time and 

attention from faculty. They also show weaknesses in the areas where they were likely already weak 

(statistical reasoning), but as a group, still achieve a fairly high level of mastery, a level that has not 

changed much over time. Admittedly, we have been weaker at measuring carefully objectives 1 and 2 

(comprehending and conceptualizing), and have relied on only one measure to date. Hence, our 

movement toward also including the core Theory course as way of assessing student learning as a 

means of addressing this weakness in our assessment methods. From the various forms of assessment, 

we are achieving our baseline goals; however, we need another set of data points regarding the 

assessment of theory. We remain committed to improving and incorporating new information from 

each assessment.  

 

Another area of assessment improvement we anticipate is incorporating on-line student work. To date, 

our focus has been on using on-campus data, so we do not know how our on-line courses may be 

differently instructing our students. 

 

Faculty Performance and Productivity  
 

The faculty are listed in Appendix 4b and 4c with various measures of productivity (publications, grants, 
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awards, courses taught). Complete CVs appear in Appendix 4a. Most faculty have job descriptions that 

assign 50% of their time to teaching, 40% to scholarship, and 10% to service. Small modifications of 10 

percentage points here and there occur, and job descriptions are reviewed annually. The School of 

Public Policy Director provides an annual review letter for each faculty member, drawing upon the 

observations and recommendations made by the peer review committee.   

 

Faculty research productivity generally tracks with our expectations of one another – one to two peer-

reviewed articles a year, or a book every four or five years. Some faculty have larger national 

reputations as leaders in their field, including strong grantsmanship, consistent with the university’s 

Research I status. Other faculty are more locally influential, consistent also with the university’s land 

grant mission to serve the people of Oregon. Variation in productivity across faculty reflects differences 

in stated expectations in position descriptions (in terms of expressed priority of grant-getting for 

example) and reflects differences in other administrative duties which have cut into some faculty 

members’ research. A high value in the department is protecting junior faculty members’ time for 

research, hence assigning the more time-consuming service work to senior faculty.   

 

The teaching productivity table in Appendix 4b shows the size of Sociology courses faculty members 

have taught in the past couple years. Each full-time faculty member has a teaching load expectation of 5 

three- or four-unit courses (SOC or PPOL) per year (hence, an average of 18 to 20 units per year). For 

those who serve on a prescribed minimum number of graduate committees (according to a formula 

agreed upon across faculty in the School of Public Policy), their teaching load reduces by one course. 

This accommodation reflects our conviction that graduate mentoring is a form of teaching. Some faculty 

in this table who teach less than four courses may be teaching Public Policy courses in lieu of Sociology 

courses. Some faculty may have further modest reductions in teaching if they have part-time 

administrative positions or grant-funded buyouts. Some faculty teach large courses that may range from 

60 to 200 students; others only teach mid and small courses. In the same way that we seek to protect 

junior faculty from service obligations that will hamper their research productivity, we also urge our 

junior faculty to only minimally serve on graduate committees, and in exchange we offer them a 4-

course teaching load. A recent concern has emerged that several of our upper-division elective courses 

are drawing fewer students, and we are exploring the reasons for why this is happening, such as time of 

day or competing courses. 

Student Evaluation of Teaching (SET) scores for Sociology faculty are at or above university median 

scores. Several of our faculty have received college, university and national teaching awards. This 

strength in the classroom offers excellence to our majors, but also to the broader OSU community since 

many of our classes also serve non-Sociology majors taking baccalaureate core class. 
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Student Evaluation of Teaching Median Scores 

 Sociology OSU 

 Question 1 Question 2 Question 1 Questions 2 

Winter 2018 5.1 5.2 5.0 5.3 

Spring 2018 5.4 5.5 5.1 5.4 

Fall 2018 5.2 5.4 5.2 5.4 

Question 1:  “The course as a whole was ….”  (1 = very poor; 6 = excellent) 

Question 2:  “The instructor’s contribution to the course was …” (1 = very poor; 6 = excellent) 

Faculty service in the broader community is further described in our mission fulfillment comments 

below. 

IMPACTS / MISSION FULFILLMENT 
 

We list here again our stated mission: 

 

“The OSU Sociology Program: 

1. Provides a rigorous curriculum and inclusive learning environment for OSU students, including 
unique opportunities for experiential learning; 

2. Supports the continuous exploration of sociological knowledge with particular focus on social 
relations, inequality, the environment, and crime.  

3. Serves the people of Oregon, the nation, and the world by informing solutions to current and 
future social problems.”  

 

Our student body growth, increased access, and alumni satisfaction suggest to us that we are generally 

providing to our students a compelling learning experience that passes along to them useful skills and a 

broadly useful sociological perspective, relevant to their employment and their community 

service/engagement. Current advanced students’ assessment of what they think they can do, buttressed 

by our assessment data, suggest that they are learning many of the things we would wish for them to 

learn. The increasing diversity of our students, and our faculty’s attentiveness to this diversity (see, for 

example the learning objectives listed in the syllabi, along with overall very strong student evaluations of 

teaching), suggest to us that we are adequately fulfilling our teaching mission. However we remain 

eager to strengthen our performance in terms of creating additional engaged learning opportunities for 

our students.  

 

Faculty grant-getting and publishing seems solid even if not nation-leading. Our associate professors are 

being regularly advanced to full professor through a rigorous process of external review, and our junior 

faculty have all achieved tenure through the same rigorous evaluation process. Some of our junior hires 

are already gaining national recognition (see awards list and vitae), and some of our senior faculty 

nationally and regionally recognized for their expertise. We believe that we have a strong team that is 

working to further improve, anticipating fewer opportunities in the coming couple years to hire many 

more new faculty. 

Our land grant mission of serving the people of the state, nation, and world is reflected in the unique 

learning opportunities for students, the outreach and engagement portfolios of some of our faculty, and 
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the strong leadership in the areas of diversity and inclusion here on campus. Our growth of the on-line 

program is consistent with our wish to serve a wider array of students who may not be able to come to 

Corvallis for a residential learning experience. Our strong support for the Public Policy Program is further 

evidence of this commitment, where many of us serve on graduate committees, advising students who 

are working on exceedingly practical problems and solutions. 

 

We remain concerned about how to strengthen the success of our less advantaged students and 

maintaining our faculty strength (numbers, quality) as we navigate the changing budget environment of 

higher education (both in general and within the university).  
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SUMMARY 
 

Our program review process has helped us recognize our strengths and weaknesses, and has pressed us 

to have conversations that were overdue.   

At the time of final publishing of this report, we are committed to: 

a)  making the on-line Criminal Justice option available to our on-line students, completing the hiring of 

a full-time instructor to teach within that option, and completing the preparation of needed courses; 

b)  improving (via significant change and reinvention if necessary) how we instruct our students in 

research methods and writing;  

c) discussing the benefits and costs of instituting a capstone experience for some or all of our students 

(given that we are not yet in agreement that this is what we should do);  

d) learning more about and experimenting with new forms of engaged pedagogy; 

e)  continuing to embrace student diversity and pursue equity of access, not just in the classroom but in 

other engaged learning opportunities;   

f)  maintaining our scholarship excellence, talking more together about opportunities for securing 

external grants and urging the College to invest again in assistance with this process; and 

g)  working together to meet challenges of organizing our curriculum in ways that take seriously new 

budget realities within the university, equity in teaching expectations among faculty, and provision of 

compelling learning experiences for our students. 

 

We have discussed altering the agenda of some of our faculty meetings to spend more time proactively 

being trained or helping one another to improve in pedagogy to achieve our learning outcomes.  We 

may need to reduce the total number of electives we offer if we discover that we have over-saturated 

the “market” among our majors and the larger student body who often take our general education 

courses. We also anticipate improving our methods for collecting, evaluating, and responding to 

assessment data. 
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 APPENDICES  
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Appendix 1:  Syllabi and List of Courses 

 
Rather than attach copies of all the syllabi in this document, reviewers are invited to visit this website 

that has a copy of one syllabus for each course taught in the Sociology Program. A list of all our 

courses appears below. 

 

https://oregonstate.box.com/s/jqxofy24u4n1abl4ibj0znn8uuipsa83 

 

^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

Note:  (e)  indicates that the class is also offered on-line.  Some are only offered on-line. 

Courses listed with a “/5—“ have a graduate section associated with the course. Courses with an asterisk 

(*) are part of the baccalaureate core, hence, taken also by non-Sociology majors. 

Required Courses                 Typical On-Campus  

                          Undergraduate Enrollment 

SOC 204* – Introduction (3) (e)                    200 

SOC 315 – Methods I (e)                  25 - 30 

SOC 316 – Methods II (e)                  25 - 30 

SOC 413/513 – Sociological Theory (e)                20 - 25 

 

Electives 

SOC 205* - Institutions & Social Change (3) (e)                 75 

SOC 206* – Social Problems (3)  (e)                  200 

SOC 241 - Intro to Crime & Justice (3)  (e)                120 

SOC 312* - Sociology of the Family (e)                    45 

SOC 313 – Sociology of Intimate Relationships                  40 

SOC 340 - Deviant Behavior & Social Control (e)                  60 

SOC 345* – Crimes and Violence in Intimate Relationships (e only) 

SOC 350 - Health, Illness & Society (e only at this time)                     

SOC 355 – Death and Dying (e only) 

SOC 360* - Population Trends & Policy (e only at this time) 

SOC 381 – Social Dimensions of Sustainability (e)                25 

SOC 412/512 - Sociology of Work & Family                  20 

SOC 418/518 – Qualitative Research Methods                    8 

SOC 421 - Social Change & Modernization [rarely taught] 

SOC 422/522 – Sociology of Organizations                   20 

SOC 424/524 - Social Psychology                     25 

SOC 426/526* - Social Inequality (e)                     35 

SOC 430/530 - Gender & Society (e)                     20 

SOC 432/532 - Sociology of Aging (3) (e-campus forthcoming) 

SOC 437/537 - Race & Ethnic Relations                     20 

SOC 438/538 - US Immigration Issues in the 21st Century (e) [rarely taught] 

SOC 439/539 - Welfare & Social Services (e)                   25 

SOC 440/540 - Juvenile Delinquency                     40 

https://oregonstate.box.com/s/jqxofy24u4n1abl4ibj0znn8uuipsa83
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SOC 441/541 - Criminology & Penology  (e)                   40 

SOC 442/542 - Sociology of Drug Use & Abuse  (e)                20 

SOC 444/544 - Inside-Out:  Prisons, Communities, and Prevention            12 

SOC 448/548 - Law & Society                       35 

SOC 449/549 – Law, Crime, and Policy                    40 

SOC 450/550 - Sociology of Education  (e)                  12 

SOC 452/552 - Sociology of Religion                    12 

SOC 453/553 - Sociology of Sport                     25 

SOC 454/554* - Leisure & Culture  (e-campus only) 

SOC 456/556* - Science & Technology in Social Context  (e)              35 

SOC 460/560 - The Sociology of Globalization                    35 

SOC 466/566 - International Development: Gender Issues              20 

SOC 470/570 – Collective Behavior                     20 

SOC 471/571 - Social Movements (e)                    10 

SOC 475/575 - Rural Sociology                      25 

SOC 480/580* - Environmental Sociology (e)                  15 

SOC 481/581* - Society & Natural Resources (e)                   35 
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Appendix 2:  Learning Outcomes 
 
Our program learning outcomes: 
   

1. Comprehend: be able to recognize and interpret existing sociological knowledge  
2. Conceptualize: be able to construct sociological explanations for social phenomena 
3. Analyze and Compute:  be able to conduct sociological inquiry with quantitative data, using 

appropriate software 
4. Interpret: be able to make sociological sense of relevant quantitative data, and articulate 

findings 
 

        5.  Note: in 2012-2013 we also examined a supplemental learning goal of “summarizing a research  

  project” and asked students to do this in a supplemental assignment. 
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Appendix 3a:  Assessment History and Curriculum Map 
 

We did not focus attention on every learning outcome every year, but sometimes focused just on one 

per year, using the ones we suspected were most problematic. 

Year Objective 
being 
assessed 

Method Observations/Results Adjustments / Subsequent 
changes 

2007-
2008 

1-5 Soc 315/316 rubric ~3/4 of students 
adequately interpreting 
own data, results 

 
 

2008-
2009 

4 Soc 315/316 rubric ~85% of students 
adequately interpreting 
their own data, results 

 

2009-
2010 

Data lost    

2010-
2011 

4 Soc 315/316 rubric ¾ of students 
adequately interpreting 
their own data, results 

Discussion of whether 
results reflected changes in 
curriculum or personnel or 
student demographics. 

2011-
2012 

4 Intro sociology; 
comparison of  
specific quiz results 
over 10 weeks 

Improvement through 
quarter, with 
percentage correctly 
interpreting tables 
increasing from 64% to 
73% to 93% by end of 
term 

Continue emphasizing table 
interpretation in 
introductory course. 

2012-
2013 

“5”  100% of students 
achieved acceptable 
mastery of 
“Summarizing” goal 

Made plans for assessing 
goal #3 and #4 next year 

2013-
2014 

3, 4 Soc 315/316 rubric 92% achieved each of 
these two goals 

Conversations with 
instructors about 
institutionalizing methods 
used 

2014-
2015 

Data lost     

2015-
2016 

1,2  69% achieving 
mastering on #1; 89% 
on #2. 

New discussions by 
instructors of 315, 316 
about emphases, value of 
writing the full two-term 
paper 

2016-
2017 

4  89% of students 
achieved acceptable 
mastery of 
“Interpretation” goal 

No changes 
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2017-
2018 

2 SOC 413 final essay 82% of students met or 
exceeded the 
benchmark figure of 
11/15. This figure rises 
to 85% when students 
who failed to complete 
the course are included. 

No changes deemed 
warranted at this time. 
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Appendix 3b:  Curriculum Map 

 
 Comprehend Conceptualize Analyze/Compute Interpret 

Soc 413 rubric  
(in development) 

x X   

Soc 315/316 rubric   x x 

All elective courses 
(introducing data 
interpretation; 
reporting by 
faculty) 

  x x 
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Appendix 3c:  Rubric Used for Assessment of Methods Papers in Soc 315 and 316 

 
Introduction and Literature Review                                                                           (20%)     

A) Does the text communicate to the reader:  

 1) A causal model in which the direction of relationships is clear?  

a. Clear about what are the independent and dependent variables?  

b. Clear about time-ordering of events?  

c. Clear about whether these will be positive or negative relationships?  

2) Reasons for why these relationships are expected?  

B) Uses published research to support claims, expectations, causal mechanisms, and/or empirical 

generalizations.  Has the author made a serious effort at justifying claims by citing relevant other 

research?  

1. Does the introduction introduce the topic?  
2. Does the literature review proceed logically?  
3. Does the number and quality of sources cited indicate that the student has done a good job 
researching the background to the paper, and uses that literature to justify hypotheses? 
  

Data and Methods                                              (15%)  

A) Does the author make clear what data are being used? 

B) Does the author explain how the major variables are operationalized, and  

     defend these decisions about operationalization?  

C) Does the author show awareness of how these decisions might influence  

     the validity of the study, or awareness of how reliability problems might  

     weaken or strengthen the conclusions?  

D) Is the data and methods section logically organized in a way that introduces the  

    variables in the same order in which they were introduced in the literature review?  

 

Analysis                                                                                                                                                              (25%)  

A) Does the author conduct the appropriate analyses to accomplish what is suggested in the literature 

review?  

1. Appropriate tables  
2. Tests for statistical significance completed where possible, with  
     appropriate information included in table footnote 
3.  Are the tables interpreted correctly? (In some cases, odd findings will be verified by professor  

      through independent analysis of the same data.)  

4. Does the analysis include an accurate summary of the findings? 

5. Does the analysis include language about rejecting/accepting null hypothesis is favor of the 

alternative? 
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B) Are the tables:  

1. Presented, titled, and labeled clearly and according to the guidelines?  

2.  Constructed in a way that allows for easy interpretation?  

a. Correctly computed percentages or means included?  

b. N's provided in margins of the table?  

c. Total N communicated somewhere in table?  

d. Statistical test information (test performed, the statistic of the test, and p-value)?  

Discussion/Conclusion                                                                                                                                     (20%)  

A) Does the author demonstrate an understanding of the interpretation of the analysis at one of the 

following levels?  

Basic: perceives whether or not the control variable influences the primary relationship which was 

established in the main table.  

Average: can begin to "tell the story" that the tables tell, in terms of how the control variable actually 

does influence the relationship.  

Impressive: not only can accomplish the "average" level of interpretation, but can also suggest 

reasons for why the analysis demonstrates something other than expected, or how other "incidental" 

observations in the analysis suggest alternative issues to explore. 

B)  Does the author connect the findings back to the predictions derived from the literature review? 

C)  Does the author conclude with a concise statement (a couple sentences) that captures the main 

findings of the analysis?  This statement may occur at the beginning or end of the discussion section. 

 

D)  Does the author suggest how this analysis suggests further lines of research inquiry?  That is, does 

the study end by directing readers to what research should happen next? 

References                                                                                                                                                        (10%)  

A) Does the author correctly cite the literature used in the paper?  

B) Are the citations formatted in compliance with the American Sociological Association  

  style guide?  Is the list of references alphabetized?  

C) Does the author fail to include cited works? Does the author mistakenly  

      include works in the references that do not appear in the text?  

Overall Professionalism and Compliance with Formatting Criteria                                                     (10%)  
A) Has the author complied with all formatting requests identified above?  
B) Do typographical, grammatical and spelling errors seriously detract from the credibility of the paper?  
C)  Is the paper otherwise well-written, in the style of sociological research?  
D) Did author submit complete final materials on time? 
 

TOTAL                                                                                                                                                               Points 
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Appendix 4a:  Faculty Vitae  
 

Rather than include here all of the vitae of all 18 faculty members, reviewers are invited to visit this 

website which has a copy of all faculty vitae, current through Summer 2018. 

 

https://oregonstate.box.com/s/pfejgtbdjkegfefi4qyfbw7ihm9o2eyn 

 

https://oregonstate.box.com/s/pfejgtbdjkegfefi4qyfbw7ihm9o2eyn
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Appendix 4b:  Faculty Teaching Load (Sociology courses only)                                   
   

Faculty Scholarly teaching activity (2015-2016, 2016-2017)  

Lists number of sections of each class size; normal load is 4 to 5 courses, depending on level of 

graduate mentoring. Some faculty also teach Public Policy courses, not indicated here. 

 2015-2016 2016 – 2017 

Class Size 1-20 21-60 > 60 1-20 21-60 > 60 

       

Akins, Scotta 1 2 1  3 1 

Boudet, Hilarya 2      

Burkhardt, Bretta 1 3   3  

Cramer, Lorib 1 1 2 2  1 

Edwards, Markab  1 1 1 1  

Gallagher, Sallyb  2  2  1 

Hammer,  Rogerb  1 1  2 1 

Hurst, Allison  3  1 1  

Inderbitzin, Michelle 1 4  1 2 1 

Kretschmer, Kelsyb  2  2 2  

Lach, Denisea,b     1  

Ortiz, Steven 1 4  2 3  

Plaza, Dwaineb 2 1 1 1 2  

Spalding, Anaa,b  1   1  

Vue, Ricana 1 1   1  

Warner, Rebeccab     1 2 

  a) other in-load courses for PPOL account for fewer Soc courses in-load 

  b) administrative position “buyout” from teaching one or more sections, grant buyout,  

  or sabbatical 
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Appendix 4c:  Faculty Scholarship and Research                                   
   

  Faculty Scholarly activity, 2008 – July 2018 Sole versus co-authorship not indicated here.   

 Articles Books Book Chapters Other (reports, etc.) 

     

Akins, Scott 12 2 6 8 

Boudet, Hilary** 18 1 5 5 

Burkhardt, Brett** 13   6 

Cramer, Lori 12  5 3 

Edwards, Mark 9 1 2 13 

Gallagher, Sally 2 2 3 6 

Hammer,  Roger 18  2 1 

Hurst, Allison** 11 3 4 8 

Inderbitzin, Michelle 9 3 7 6 

Kretschmer, Kelsy** 7 1 5 8 

Lach, Denise^ 17 1 11  

Ortiz, Steven  1 2  

Plaza, Dwaine 7  7 3 

Spalding, Ana** 7  1  

Vue, Rican** 6  5 1 

Warner, Rebecca ^ 6  4  

  ** at OSU less than 10 years  ^ administrative position for much of this period 

 

  Grant Activity (2008 – 2018) These estimates do not distinguish between sole  

  and co-authored grants, nor between OSU-only and inter-institutional grants.  

Akins, Scott 6 grants;  ~ $26,000 

Boudet, Hilary 7 grants;   ~ $1.6 million 

Burkhardt, Brett 3 grants,  ~ $13,000 

Cramer, Lori 6 grants, ~ $ 1.1 million 

Hammer, Roger 5 grants, ~ $850,000 

Hurst, Allison 2 grant, $16,000 

Inderbitzin, Michelle 15 grants, ~ $72,000 

Kretschmer, Kelsy 1 grant;  $75,000 

Lach, Denise 4 grants; $7.8 million 

Ortiz, Steven 1 grant; $5,000 

Plaza, Dwaine 1 grant; ~ $300,000 

Spalding, Ana 5 grants, $ 2.8 million 

Vue, Rican 7 grants,  ~$325,000 

Warner, Rebecca 1 grant, ~ $3.5 million  
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       Awards and Honors (2008 – present)  

Akins, Scott 2014 College of Liberal Arts Excellence in Teaching Award 

Boudet, Hilary 2017 College of Liberal Arts Faculty Development Award  
2012 Rapkin Award for Best Article  

Cramer, Lori 2017 University Award for Excellence in Graduate Mentoring 

Edwards, Mark 2012 Oregon Faith Roundtable Against Hunger  
2011 OSU Division of Outreach & Engagement Excellence in  
     Strategic Impact 

Hurst, Allison 2017 R&R Award from Sociology of Education section of ASA 

Inderbitzin, Michelle 2018 Oregon State University Convocation Keynote Speaker, 2018 
2017 American Society of Criminology Teaching Award 
     (lifetime teaching award)  
2016 Pacific Sociological Association Distinguished Contribution to  
     Sociological Praxis Award 
2016 Sandy and Elva Sanders Eminent Professor, Honors College,  
     Oregon State University 
2013 Elizabeth P. Ritchie Distinguished Professor Award, Oregon State     
     University 
2010 College of Liberal Arts Thomas R. Meehan Award for Teaching  
     Excellence, Oregon State University 
2008 Oregon Criminal Justice Association Ruby Isom Volunteer of the 
Year 

Kretschmer, Kelsy 2010 Distinguished Contribution to Sociological Perspectives 

Lach, Denise 2012 OSU President’s Excellence Award 
2008 College of Liberal Arts Research Award. 

Plaza, Dwaine 2016 Faculty Award Celebrating Black Excellence  
Year?? College of Liberal Arts Hovland Service Award  
2012 Caribbean Studies Association Service Recognition Award  
2009 Hooks Award for Diversity Leadership 

Spalding, Ana 2015 National System of Researchers of Panama  

Vue, Rican 2016 College of Liberal Arts Research Award  

Warner, Rebecca 2018 Outstanding Diversity Advocate Award 
2016 University Mentoring and Professional Development Award 
2008 D. Curtis Mumford University Faculty Service Award 
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Appendix 5:  Summary of Sociology Majors Survey  
 

In Spring 2018 we emailed a request to all of our on-campus and on-line Sociology majors asking them 

to participate in the survey. Eighty-students participated out of around 300 total majors.  We report 

here some univariate and bivariate statistics which help us understand what students think about their 

learning. Comments about the most important of these findings appear above in the report. 

 

The sample in this survey does not perfectly represent our student body. For example, about 23% of our 

majors are E-campus, yet in the sample, they represent 36%. And in spite of that smaller representation 

of campus majors, 52% of the survey respondents enroll in the Crime and Justice option, which is only 

available to on-campus majors. Of course response bias probably also favors more satisfied, more 

engaged students. Nonetheless, these give us some hints about processes at work among our students. 

 

    Table 5-1  Are you primarily an E-campus student or an on-campus student? 

E-campus 36.3%  (29) 
On-campus 55.0%  (44) 

Both 8.8%  (7) 

Total  100%  (80) 

 

 
Table 5-2  How far along are you in your Sociology Program (in terms of credits)? 

 

  Percent of class 
that are Ecampusa 

First year 15% (12) 8 
Sophomore 17.5% (14) 21 

Junior 16.3% (13) 54 
Senior 48.8% (39) 41 

Post-baccalaureate 2.5% (2) 100 

Total 100% (80)  
a) students who said “both” in previous question are regarded as  

campus based in this table 

 

 
Table 5-3 When did you decided to be a Sociology majora? 

 

High school 14%  
Community College 19% 

Frosh 13% 
Sophomore 26% 

Junior, Senior 15% 
Other 13% 

Total 100% (80) 
a) E-campus and on-campus combined 

 



40 
 

Table 5-4  Minors and Options among Survey Respondents 
 

Percent with a declared minor 45 
Percent with a second major 15 

Percent in the Crime & Justice Option 53 
Percent in Nature Resources Option 8 

Junior, Senior 15% 
Other 13% 

a) E-campus and on-campus combined 

 
 

Table 5-5  Which of these non-traditional learning experiences have you participated in? 

 N Percent of upper-class 

students (n = 54) 

Percent of all 

(N = 80) 

Internship 16 30 20 

Studied abroad 5 9 6 

Attended professional conference 9 17 11 

Conducted research with a professor 7 13 9 

Enrolled in course with large off-campus component 3 5.5 4 

 

 
Table 5-6  If you were to rank order these reasons for why you are seeking a Sociology degree,  

how would you rank them? 

 # who ranked 

as #1 

# who ranked as 

#2 

# who ranked 

as #3 

To gain expertise relevant to an occupation I want 19 30 19 

To gain expertise that will help me improve my community 19 21 33 

It was a subject that was interesting to me 33 20 20 

I could complete it in a timely manner 5 7 4 

Other (e.g., “I thought I’d be good at it,” “This info was really 

important.” 

2 0 2 
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Table 5-7  Satisfaction with Course and Faculty/Staff Access 

 Percent who 
agree 

Percent Neutral Percent who 
disagree 

“I have a pretty good sense of how my Sociology 
degree will help me in my future work. 

 
73 

 
21 

 
6 

“The program offers an adequate selection of 
courses to satisfy my interests.” 

 
78 

 
16 

 
6 

“The program offers enough courses sufficient 
for timely completion of the major.” 

 
85 

 
10 

 
4 

“I have had acceptable access to Sociology 
faculty.” 

 
81 

 
15 

 
3 

“The advisor(s) in Sociology is/are able to help 
me know how to meet the requirements for 

degree completion.” 

 
 

78 

 
 

15 

 
 

7 

N = 80    

 

 

 

 
Table 5-8  Self-assessment of Skills Among Juniors and Seniors   “How confident would you be to . .  “ 

 

 Percent 
Confident 

Percent 
“Not Too 

Confident” 

Percent who 
“Probably 

Couldn’t Do It” 

Answer a friend who asks you how sociology is different 
from other fields, such as psychology or history. 

 
93 

 
7 

 
0 

Interpret a table of data that illustrates, for example, 
racial differences in rates of home ownership or annual 
income. 

 
 

82 

 
 

17 

 
 

0 
Apply a theoretical approach, such as conflict theory or 
functionalism, to explain to a friend why inequality 
exists in our country. 

 
 

70 

 
 

30 

 
 

0 
To explain to a friend why a case study of a local gang 
might help us understand what happens in gangs 
around the country. 

 
 

91 

 
 

6 

 
 

2 

N = 53    
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Appendix 6:  Alumni Survey 
 

In 2015 we evaluated survey data of 421 alumni. In addition to several closed-ended questions, we 

asked for qualitative comments as well.  We include here several of the most important descriptive 

statistics from this survey.  Alumni who responded to this survey graduated from the early 1960s up 

until the year prior to this survey. 

 

We asked what work they are doing now for their occupation: 

   Executive, administration, management     28% 

   Professional, Technical work          27% 

   Sales, administrative support          10% 

   Other                35% 

 

About 33% work for private companies, another third for government.  The balance are split between 

self-employed and “other/unspecified”. 

 

We asked about retroactive interpretation of their motives for majoring in Sociology. These are the top 

three reasons, in rank order. 

 

“I majored in Sociology primarily to …”: 

  1) Pursue my interest in Sociology 

  2) Obtain employment in a particular field 

  3) Continue my education 

 

We asked about skills conveyed to students through their Sociology degree and which of these are most 

important in their careers.  Top 5 answers are presented in rank order: 

 

“How important are each of these skills in your work?” 

  1)  writing effectively 

  2)  reading demanding material 

  3a)  oral communication 

  3b)  listening effectively 

  4)  thinking creatively 

 

When asked if they were satisfied with how they were prepared to do these five things, over 70% to 

80% ranked their level of satisfaction as “satisfied” or “very satisfied”.   

 

The areas where they were least satisfied with their college preparation for career were: 

  1)  making ethical decisions 

  2)  participating in social justice efforts 

  3)  exhibiting leadership skills 

  4)  understanding other cultures  
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Appendix 7a:  Changes Between 2016 and 2017   (Late arriving data) 
 

This report was complete in December 2018, relying on data available through 2016. At the time of 

completing it, new data were released for 2017. Thus, in Appendix 7b one finds the data through 2016. 

Here in Appendix 7a we highlight the only two significant changes relevant to those data we discuss 

above in the report. 

1) The number of on-campus majors decline from 278 to 240 between 2016 and 2017. For E-

campus, our majors increased from 79 to 94. Thus, over that period our total number of majors 

declined 6% from 357 to 334. The faculty are discussing, especially in light of current budget 

discussion in the college, the implications for this decline and possible solutions for retaining our 

number of majors. The university as a whole is in planning for management of the state-wide 

trend of declining enrollments. 

 

2) Between 2016 and 2017, the percentage of our on-campus majors who are racial and ethnic 

minorities grew again from 32% to 39%, and the number of underrepresented minority students 

grew 23% to 27%. The racial and ethnic minority representation among our E-campus students 

did not change appreciably. Put in the racial and ethnic composition of Oregon, we are 

significantly more diverse as a department than the whole population of Oregon. Compared to 

our 39% in Sociology, Oregon’s Asian, Latino and Black population comprise only 25% of the 

state population. 
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Appendix 7b:  Institutional Research Raw Data Tables // Student Demographic Data, etc. 
 

Table 7.1  Class Standing Among Sociology Majors, by Year 

           

  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
                      

  166 174 201 246 316 372 381 377 358 357 
           

Corvallis - Sociology           

First-year 22 15 19 35 50 52 51 50 36 39 

Sophomore 29 35 36 38 63 61 51 47 65 60 

Junior 50 51 72 80 82 97 96 82 75 87 

Senior 62 71 69 89 98 97 95 92 88 91 

Post baccalaureate* 3 1 2 3 3 1 1 0 1 1 

Total 166 173 198 245 296 308 294 271 265 278 

Ecampus - Sociology                     

First-year 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 3 1 

Sophomore 0 0 0 0 5 11 8 8 3 6 

Junior 0 0 0 0 7 28 45 44 29 25 

Senior 0 0 1 0 4 20 33 52 58 44 

Post baccalaureate* 0 0 0 1 4 4 1 0 0 3 

Total 0 0 1 1 20 64 87 106 93 79 
           

OSU Enrollment - All           

First-year 4223 4345 4575 4960 4660 4566 4820 4824 4375 4516 

Sophomore 3177 3241 3562 3768 4107 4169 4233 4304 4598 4229 

Junior 3272 3375 3630 3918 4223 4623 4590 4651 4751 4912 

Senior 4360 4307 4541 4888 5278 5582 5959 5812 5937 6209 

Post baccalaureate* 296 288 332 373 340 321 321 301 288 267 

Total 15328 15556 16640 17907 18608 19261 19923 19892 19949 20133 
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Table 7.2  Gender, Age, Race/Ethnicity, and Citizenship (by year) Among Sociology Majors and Among OSU Student Population 

% Female 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

 Corvallis, female – SOCIOLOGY 53% 53% 51% 49% 47% 46% 47% 52% 55% 53% 

 Ecampus, female – SOCIOLOGY   100% 100% 65% 80% 83% 82% 74% 70% 

 Corvallis, female – ALL OSU 46% 46% 46% 46% 46% 45% 45% 45% 45% 45% 

 Ecampus, female – ALL OSU 62% 63% 61% 62% 61% 58% 55% 52% 51% 52% 

            

% Age 25 and older 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

 Corvallis, age 25+ – SOCIOLOGY 11% 18% 17% 16% 13% 13% 10% 8% 8% 10% 

 Ecampus, age 25+ – SOCIOLOGY   100% 100% 80% 83% 86% 81% 75% 84% 

 Corvallis, age 25+ – ALL OSU    10% 10% 11% 11% 11% 12% 11% 11% 10% 10% 

 Ecampus, age 25+ – ALL OSU    83% 85% 83% 86% 85% 84% 84% 82% 81% 79% 

            

Ethnic/International 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Corvallis - Sociology                     

 American Indian/Alaskan Native 2 2 4 3 6 4 3 2 2 2 

 Asian 8 12 7 12 10 11 16 11 4 7 

 Black 8 13 13 13 10 6 9 8 14 13 

 Hispanic 11 11 23 19 34 42 43 32 28 39 

 Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1 3 4 5 5 5 4 3 4 10 

 Two or More Races 1 0 0 6 11 16 13 18 20 17 

 White  118 114 124 169 206 208 196 187 173 175 

 Declined to Respond/Missing 17 18 23 18 11 11 7 5 6 3 

  International 0 0 0 0 3 5 3 5 14 12 

 % Minority 19% 24% 26% 24% 26% 27% 30% 27% 27% 32% 

 % Underrepresented Minority (URM) 13% 17% 22% 16% 19% 19% 20% 17% 18% 23% 

 % International  0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 2% 1% 2% 5% 4% 

            

Ecampus – Sociology                      

 American Indian/Alaskan Native 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 3 1 1 
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 Asian 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 0 

 Black 0 0 0 0 1 4 3 5 2 3 

 Hispanic 0 0 0 1 2 4 8 10 12 8 

 Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Two or More Races 0 0 0 0 1 4 4 3 2 6 

 White  0 0 1 0 13 44 63 75 69 55 

 Declined to Respond/Missing 0 0 0 0 2 5 5 8 5 6 

  International 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

 % Minority 0% 0% 0% 100% 20% 23% 22% 22% 20% 23% 

 % Underrepresented Minority (URM) 0% 0% 0% 100% 15% 14% 15% 17% 16% 15% 

 % International  0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 

Corvallis --All OSU                     

 American Indian/Alaskan Native 198 205 225 192 180 151 118 115 114 103 

 Asian 1224 1321 1454 1426 1451 1444 1414 1466 1501 1583 

 Black 240 245 251 237 216 218 235 239 245 260 

 Hispanic 663 745 836 1038 1190 1369 1514 1663 1755 1881 

 Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 183 175 186 142 110 98 89 74 63 67 

 Two or More Races 28 25 17 352 628 909 1181 1337 1397 1451 

 White  11259 11240 12012 12651 13027 13242 13550 13254 13090 12963 

 Declined to Respond/Missing 1533 1600 1659 1869 1045 801 555 391 355 310 

  International 0 0 0 0 761 1029 1267 1353 1429 1515 

 % Minority 17% 17% 18% 19% 20% 22% 23% 25% 25% 27% 

 % Underrepresented Minority (URM) 8% 9% 9% 9% 9% 10% 10% 11% 11% 11% 

 % International  0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 5% 6% 7% 7% 8% 
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Table 7.3 Degree Sought (Sociology and OSU) 

Degree Sought* 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Corvallis - Sociology                     

 
Bachelor of Arts 72 80 77 98 125 121 131 115 114 120 

 
Honors Bachelor of Arts 0 1 1 3 4 2 2 2 3 0 

 
Bachelor of Fine Arts (inc. HBFA) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
Bachelor of Science 94 91 119 144 165 182 159 154 146 158 

 
Honors Bachelor of Science 0 1 1 0 2 3 2 0 2 0 

  

Ecampus - Sociology                     

 
Bachelor of Arts 0 0 0 0 8 21 36 49 40 34 

 
Honors Bachelor of Arts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
Bachelor of Fine Arts (inc. HBFA) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
Bachelor of Science 0 0 1 1 12 43 51 57 53 45 

 
Honors Bachelor of Science 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  

Corvallis – ALL OSU                     

 
Bachelor of Arts 2636 2823 3385 3448 2422 1745 1618 1508 1532 1374 

 
Honors Bachelor of Arts 66 64 74 78 76 88 73 72 106 82 

 
Bachelor of Fine Arts (inc. HBFA) 236 205 182 191 199 212 248 330 342 364 
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Bachelor of Science 12393 12518 13174 14380 15676 16594 17268 17187 17169 17445 

 
Honors Bachelor of Science 425 461 476 559 680 777 849 933 962 1002 

  

Ecampus – ALL OSU                     

 
Bachelor of Arts 73 108 164 184 210 218 273 311 334 396 

 
Honors Bachelor of Arts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
Bachelor of Fine Arts (inc. HBFA) 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

 
Bachelor of Science 346 489 652 764 1081 1438 1941 2522 3049 3487 

 
Honors Bachelor of Science 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
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Table 7.4 Transcript-Visible Options Taken by Sociology Majors (Corvallis and E-Campus combined) 

 

 
         

Fall 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Environmental and Natural 

Resource Sociology (642) 
0 1 0 2 5 5 6 10 10 12 

Crime and Justice (995) 0 8 21 29 71 99 99 107 93 96 
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Table 7.5  Oregon Residency 

 

Oregon Residency 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Overall - Sociology 83% 78% 77% 75% 72% 69% 67% 68% 63% 64% 

 
Corvallis 83% 78% 77% 75% 73% 73% 71% 72% 65% 67% 

 
Ecampus 

  
100% 100% 50% 48% 53% 58% 59% 54% 

  

           

Overall - OSU 87% 85% 83% 80% 77% 75% 72% 70% 69% 67% 

 Corvallis 88% 87% 85% 82% 80% 77% 75% 75% 75% 74% 

 Ecampus 44% 40% 38% 34% 35% 35% 32% 30% 25% 24% 
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Table 7.6  Degrees Conferred (Sociology and OSU) 
 

Degrees Conferred - Sociology 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 

Degree Type                     

 
Bachelor of Arts 22 25 15 16 31 22 34 29 30 49 

 
Honors Bachelor of Arts 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 

 
Bachelor of Science 33 26 39 43 43 53 50 57 64 49 

 
Honors Bachelor of Science 0 0 1 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 

 
Total Bachelor 55 51 55 59 75 76 88 86 96 98 

  
 

Degrees by Campus                     

 
Corvallis 55 51 55 59 75 69 76 62 71 76 

 
Ecampus 0 0 0 0 0 7 12 24 24 22 

  

Degrees Conferred – All OSU 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 

Degree Type                     

 
Bachelor of Arts 419 367 403 405 465 436 456 402 398 399 

 
Honors Bachelor of Arts 19 16 17 23 15 16 23 29 28 18 

 
Bachelor of Fine Arts 53 57 51 49 63 48 27 51 67 69 

 
Bachelor of Science 2738 2801 2947 3007 3346 3628 4128 4229 4484 4883 
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Honors Bachelor of Science 68 89 87 61 89 78 140 144 154 117 

 
Total Bachelor 3297 3330 3505 3545 3978 4206 4774 4855 5131 5486 

  

Degrees by Campus                     

 
Corvallis 3111 3122 3246 3288 3635 3752 4176 4094 4269 4371 

 
Ecampus 75 105 132 132 200 254 356 470 573 834 

 
Other/University Partner 34 29 38 24 21 44 43 35 28 32 
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Table 7.7    Student Faculty Ratio -- Sociologya 

 

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Student Faculty Ratio  12.2 12.5 16.2 16.5 17.0 19.4 21.2 17.3 17.2 16.1 

 
a Note: We are not sure what numbers were used by the university in the numerator or denominator to calculate these. We advise cautious 
interpretation.    
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Table 7.8  GPA of Sociology students (Corvallis and Ecampus) versus OSU 

 

Academic Year Grade Point Average 
2007-

08 
2008-

09 
2009-

10 
2010-

11 
2011-

12 
2012-

13 
2013-

14 
2014-

15 
2015-

16 
2016-

17 

Corvallis - Sociology                     

 Sociology majors 2.95 2.85 2.88 2.88 2.85 2.82 2.81 2.81 2.90 2.82 

Ecampus - Sociology                     

 Sociology majors - - 3.79 - 3.24 2.59 2.71 2.88 3.11 3.18 
 

 

Academic Year Grade Point Average 
2007-

08 
2008-

09 
2009-

10 
2010-

11 
2011-

12 
2012-

13 
2013-

14 
2014-

15 
2015-

16 
2016-

17 

Corvallis - OSU                     

 All OSU undergraduates 2.97 2.97 2.98 2.96 2.98 2.98 2.97 2.98 3.00 3.05 

Ecampus - OSU                     

 All OSU undergraduates 3.06 3.11 2.96 3.00 2.96 2.96 3.00 3.09 3.16 3.20 
 

 

 

 

 


