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Editors’ Introduction to the Tenth Anniversary Issue

KERSTIN HAMANN
PHILIP HUTCH POLLOCK
BRUCE M. WILSON

University of Central Florida

This volume marks the tenth anniversary of the Journal of Political Science Education
(JPSE), the discipline’s leading journal dedicated to the publication of high-quality,
peer-reviewed research on the scholarship of teaching and learning. The creation of
JPSE and the inauguration of the American Political Science Association’s annual
Teaching and Learning Conference signaled a shared recognition in the discipline
that teaching forms a core commonality among political science faculty across all
institutions of higher education and that research on teaching and learning in the
discipline should constitute a core element of the profession. In the tradition of the
Scholarship of Teaching and Learning, inquiries into how we teach and how our stu-
dents learn are conducted, applying social science research methods, and are made
public, thus inviting rigorous peer review and criticism of our research and helping
others to learn from our classroom experiences.

To that end, the goal of JPSE has been to publish quality research on what
does—and does not—work in the political science classroom. The many articles
published over the last 10 years have begfi more than just a retelling of stories from
the front lines of teaching, but have pushed authors to apply their disciplinary re-
search skills to evaluate the impact of different teaching modalities and methods.
These articles keep JPSE’s readership informed about the usefulness of proven
and innovative approaches to teaching, with topics and pedagogies as varied as
new technologies, simulations, study abroad experiences, efforts to increase stu-
dents’ civic engagement, internships, and career preparation, to name just a few.
The journal has shared insights into the practices and effectiveness of teaching
not just in the United States but also in other countries and has also published
articles discussing issues related to program and departmental assessment as well
as analyses of studies published in the tradition of the Scholarship of Teaching
and Learning. )

In this issue, the breadth of the journal is demonstrated via a collection of articles
that include an examination of departments’ responses to assessment by Candace C.
Young, Debra K. Cartwright, and Michael Rudy and J. Michael Despeaux, H. Gibbs
Knotts, and Jennifer S. Schiff’s research on the relationship between campus career
centers and political science departments. John Craig reviews patterns and trends in
the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning in political science, Jill S. Greenlee, Mirya R.
Holman, and Rachel VanSickle-Ward evaluate techniques to reduce the gender gap
in students’ political ambition, Dena Levy and Susan Orr assess the impact of a fed-
eral budget simulation on student learning, Tracy H. Slagter and Druscilla L. Scribner
present their research on the impact of using “Interteach” on student engagement, and
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John HmEMBHm mma /.Emu& L. Watson gauge the efficacy of writing software in large
Emmmmm. H.M.Bmzx this issue contains a Reflection essay by Amy Cabrera Rasmussen on
Eﬁmnmmo.cow& ‘political science pedagogy.

This ﬁmwﬁ anniversary issue continues the tradition of showcasing a rich variety
of pedagogical questions and solutions.
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To Resist, Acquiesce, or Internalize:
Departmental Responsiveness to Demands
for Outcomes Assessment

CANDACE C. YOUNG
DEBRA K. CARTWRIGHT
MICHAEL RUDY

Truman State University

Over the last 30 years, higher education has received the assessment movement with
a substantial amount of skepticism. The purpose of this study is to advance our
understanding of political science’s responsiveness to assessment reform pressures
using neoinstitutional theory. The influence of public status, institutional type, and
accreditation region on curricular planning and assessment responsiveness is tested.
Using an index to measure the responsiveness of a stratified, random sample of
program descriptions at 241 U.S. institutions, results show relatively low levels of
curricular planning and assessment responsiveness by political science departments.
Institutional type and accreditation region are correlated with level of responsiveness.

Keywords assessment, institutional responsiveness, outcomes

Introduction

Over the last 30 years, higher education has received the assessment movement with
a substantial amount of skepticism. For most fabulty members, pursuit of profes-
sional careers did not include preparation or rewards for assessment activity. Their
own observations of academics during graduate school may have socialized them
to values quite distant from outcomes assessment. Initially, a resistance strategy to
assessment pressures was feasible and, given cultural norms and other demands on a
faculty member’s time for teaching, scholarship, and service, was the preferred strategy
of many. However, as the assessment movement became institutionalized, primarily
through federal regulatory rules imposed on accreditation agencies, faculty members
and departments have found active resistance to be a less viable option. .
Two recent national surveys suggest that most academic departments comply with
requirements to design and collect assessments of student learning (Ewell, Paulson,
and Kinzie 2011; Kuh and Tkenberry 2009). It is less clear whether this is the result

The authors gratefully acknowledge the contributions of Ryan Kohler who provided

essential assistance in the early stages of this research. We also wish to acknowledge the contri-
butions of Dr. Charles J. McClain who first intrigued us with this topic two decades ago when
he commented in 2 reflective moment on assessment reforms, “I Dor’t Think Compliance Will
Be Enough.” :
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of acquiescence to external pressures or a transformation in faculty views. According
to neoinstitutional theorists, an acquiescence disposition is characterized by passive
acceptance of the external pressures, in this case the requirement to assess. Acquiescence
canbea Em&ﬁq risk-free strategy as it allows academic departments to meet assess-
ment requirements without having to actually infuse its reform principles into their
core vuom.wmmmom& activities. In other words, assessment can be done strictly as a bureau-
cratic activity. This response to assessment pressures can be described as a decoupling
of assessment from the substantive work of the organization (Meyer and Rowan 1977;
Zoa% No.or 2009; Townley 1997). It allows organizations to offer symbols of nwmmmm
to _.BmESE or enhance external legitimacy while retaining the institutional logics of
their profession, discipline, and university as well as their operational practices.
dpmm purpose of this study is to advance our understanding of higher education’s
responsiveness to assessment reform pressures through an application of neoinsti-
Emoam.z. theory to an empirical case study of political science programs. The stud:
of Huo:.nom_ science’s responsiveness to assessment pressures is based on .mumqmmm ow
a mﬁ.ﬁmnmma random sample of 241 political science departments’ Web sites Using
an index to measure the level of departmental responsiveness, this study E.nmmmanm
Em. degree to which outcomes-assessment reform is assimilated into the communi-
cations ﬁ.wmﬁ political science departments provide on their programs to current and
wao&uwoc% students. While survey data reveal that most departments are comply-
g with multifaceted assessment pressures, this study will advance our Wno/ﬁmw e
of how m.&.% departments have embraced the ideas of the assessment reform BQM-
ment. mﬁm.anmmK have departments assimilated learning outcomes or assessment
into mnmnmvmoum of their curricula and departmental processes? If so, we take this
as evidence that departments have moved beyond an acquiescence mﬁnmﬂmmw to a strat-
egy &. N.E,m.x:nmmm:.o: (Cartwright 1998; Cartwright and Young 1999). This study of
woru.o& science departments also examines the influence of three institutional char-
moﬁmmmﬁwomi.iEmmeﬂ degree granted, public status, and regional accreditin g agency—ito
determine if they are correlated with departmental level of responsiveness.
) In order to provide a common point of departure for examining how higher edu-
cation has responded to external pressures to assess, brief overviews of the assessment
reform movement and neoinstitutional models of responsiveness are necessary.

The Assessment Reform Movement: History, Definition, and Process

Early initiatives in assessment reform began in the early 1980s as a number of national
reports sounded alarms regarding declines in national competitiveness in education
Reform groups called on higher education to increase its expectations of mgamma.
and to assess what students know and are able to do. Many considered the calls for
assessment ﬁ.rm latest fad, but three decades later, pressures for assessment continue to
mount. Regional accreditation requirements for assessment have become more pre-
scriptive, and wealthy foundations continue to fund activities to advance ocﬁnomumm
assessment with increasingly specific agendas.

Even E.ocmw many faculty members were surprised by these calls for outcomes
asSEsSIIent, 1 some ways its emergence was completely predictable. Performance eval-
uation &Hmm.@ was expected in many public and private sectors. In addition, there were
several empirical indicators that reflected reasons for concern with the U. m0 education
system. Q.mzﬁu polls showed a precipitous decline in confidence in the na.&.mq of pub-
lic education during the 1970s. In 1981, for the first time since the poll question had
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been asked, only a minority of respondents (42%) reported “a great deal” or “quite a
lot of confidence” in public education {(Gallup 2013). Most institutions showed similar
losses in confidence, but this change in support for public education has continued
over the years and only 32% reported “a great deal” or “quite a lot of confidence”
in public education in the 2013 Gallup survey. Why were the early 1980s a turning
point? Economic and political pressures can account for some of the change in public
support, but a 10-year decline in test scores on college admission exams and superior
international competition in education achievement helped to legitimate the reformers
rationale (Stedman and Kaestle 1985).
Several national commissions and task forces studied the escalating concerns
of government, business, and education leaders. The 1983 report from the National
Commission on Excellence on BEducation, 4 Nation at Risk: The Imperative for
Educational Reform, was widely publicized and concluded that “If an unfriendly foreign
power had attempted to impose on America the mediocre educational performance
that exists today, we might well have viewed it as an act of war” (National Commission
on Bxcellence on Education 1983, 9). While much of the report focused on K-12 educa-
tion, employers testified that a college degree was not a reliable indicator of competence.
Clifford Adelman, who helped staff the commission, observed that commissioners were
concerned that few colleges “required a student to demonstrate true proficiency in any-
thing asa condition of receiving a degree” (Adelman 1983,17). The commission’scritique
of higher education was blunt and implicated most stakeholders. Regional accrediting
agencies were criticized for basing their decisions primarily on proxy or indirect meas-
ures; state enrollment-based funding formulas were judged to provide few incentives for
focusing on the pursuit of quality, and faculty were maligned for grade inflation and
overemphasizing the major to the detriment of general education. Over a period of three
years, multiple national reports reiterated similar themes including a demand that higher
education programs provide systematic assessment of student achievement in addition
to grade reports and credit hours (Adelman 1986; Association of American Colleges
1985; National Governors’ Association 1986; National Institute of Education 1984).
Definitions of assessment are numerous, but most definitions view it as a multi-
faceted process. Barbara Wright, a former director of the American Association for
Higher Education (AAHE) Assessment Forum, defines assessment as “a process of
1) setting goals ...; 2) gathering evidence ...; 3) interpreting the evidence...; and then
4) actually using those discoveries to change the learning environment so that stu-
dent performance will be improved” (Wright 2000, 299, emphasis in original). The
establishment of the outcomes desired for student-learning anchors the process. The
evidence that is gathered to measure achievement of the learning outcomes must
be interpreted and ultimately connected to continuous improvement efforts. The
distinguishing element of process definitions of assessment is that the collected meas-
urements are merely one step among several. Programs can generate volumes of evi-
dence, but unless faculty and staff actively analyze the data and apply it to the way
they do their work, assessment will be a symbolic, compliance exercise. DiMaggio
and Powell (1983) studied two underperforming public schools during implemen-
tation of coercive pedagogical requirements. They observed that implementation
by public schools ultimately depended on how individual teachers interpreted the
requirement and applied it in their classrooms. Applying this to higher education,
faculty members play the pivotal role in determining how curricular planning and
assessment pressures are interpreted and applied to student learning in and out of
the classroom and to program curriculum. Thus, collecting assessments may be
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ﬂ.&om& a decoupled, acquiescence activity. As a defensive strategy, this acquiescence
disposition decreases the likelihood of closer scrutiny. But what are the long-term
consequences of this strategy for student learning, faculty, and universities?
) The process approach is made more explicit by the term “outcomes assessment” as
it connects the evidence collected to an intentional outcome. Ideally faculty stipulate
their program’s expected student-learning outcomes to begin the process of assess-
ment, However, several studies find that it is also likely for assessment results to stimu-
late the process of faculty clarifying desired learning outcomes (Deardorff and Folger
2005; Mdcu.m and Knight 1993). The second stage is for faculty to identify curricular
and co-curricular vehicles through which the program seeks student acquisition of the
outcomes. Once assessments are collected, they need to be discussed, analyzed, and
connected to potential ways to examine and improve student learning. u
Currently, after three decades of outcomes-assessment reform, the expectations
moﬁ. outcomes assessment have become institutionalized in the requirements of all
meuo.w& accreditors in the United States. Institutional accreditation is conducted by
six different regional agencies, but each requires the establishment of student-learning
outcomes for all degree programs, the assessment of student achievement of the out-
comes, and the use of assessment evidence to improve programs and student success.
Failure to do so threatens institutional accreditation, without which no enrolled stu-
dent may receive federal financial aid. Outcomes-assessment language can also be
seent In requirements for program review, specialized accreditations, state regulations,
state Mmamonumuom funding programs, and professional association statements of icmmm
wamnrnm.s After three decades, assessment can no longer be dismissed as a fad and
the time has come for political science to study how its faculty and departments have
responded to pressures for curricular planning and assessment reforms.

Political Science Department Responsiveness and Neoinstitutional Theory

H.wa. dependent variable is informed by neoinstitutional theory and focuses on the
mwmoﬁgm of political science. Two recent surveys offer evidence that provides a begin-
ning point for evaluation. Relevant literature in political science, neoinstitutional the-
ory, and utilization of Web site content analysis is reviewed.

«n 2009, the National Institute for Learning Outcomes Assessment (NILOA)
wzgm.woa results of a national survey of senior academic officers to learn about assess-
ment in colleges and universities (Kuh and Tkenberry 2009). The second survey studied
the responses from program chairs or assessment coordinators at the program level on
ﬁ.umﬁ .amoamE happens in departmental and program assessment” (Ewell, Paulson, and
Kinzie 2011, 7). The report Down and In: Assessment Practices at the Program N@&
shows that more than 80% of departments reported having “established, an agreed-
upon set of intended student learning outcomes,” 8% claimed to be developing them
mma. 6% reported “no efforts in this area” (9). As was the case with the 2009 study om
senior academic officers, the 2011 report on academic departments highlighted the gap
between the relatively high levels of assessment data collected and the relatively low lev-
els of use of the data for campus decisions (Ewell, Paulson, and Kinzie 2011; Kuh and
Fﬂwm.a m.ooov. It also found that use of assessment results varied mwmﬁmnmuw@ among
disciplines in amount and type. In fact, the “social science” disciplinary cluster was
found ﬁ.o be the least likely of the 11 disciplinary clusters to report use of assessment.

This gap between substantial amounts of assessment data collected and less than
expected use of the resulting assessment data suggests several questions that this

e T
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research seeks to investigate regarding the extent to which institutions actually inter-
nalize the evidence and principles associated with student-learning outcomes. Are fac-
ulty actively establishing learning outcomes? Are they committed to the development
of curricular and pedagogical changes to achieve them? Most importantly, do faculty
use assessment results to improve their programs and student learning? The NILOA
survey data show that department-level respondents are more likely than senior aca-
demic officers to cite “program improvement,” “faculty interest,” and “institutional
improvement” as being assessment motivators of “high importance” (Ewell, Paulson,
and Kinzie 2011, 8). This suggests that when implementing assessment reform, depart-
ment-level efforts emphasize program improvement and faculty interest as much as
pressures external to the university.
In political science, one can see in a search of its annual conference proceedings
and journals that there has been rather limited interest in the design of intentional
curricula and student outcomes assessment. American Political Science Association’s
(APSA) Political Science Education Section has a small presence at the annual meet-
ing; nevertheless, the vast majority of political scientists do not seem to consider out-
comes assessment worth much of their time or energy. Prior to the creation of the
APSA’s journal PS in the late 1960s, fewer than one article a year was published in the
American Political Science Review (APSR) on teaching and learning issues between
the years 1906 and 1968 (Ishiyama, Breuning, and Lopez 2006). The “Wahlke Report,”
published as part of an initjative by the American Association of Colleges to study lib-
eral learning in the major, offered recommendations for enhancing learning in political
science by adopting a more structured curriculum, culminating in a capstone course
(Wahlke 1991). More recently, the American Political Science Association has sought
to fill the void in attention to assessment and curriculum with its addition of an annual
national conference devoted to issues related to teaching and student learning and, in
2009, published Assessment in Political Science by Deardorff, Hamann, and Ishiyama.
However, recent studies on curricula in political science conclude that relatively lit-
tle change has occurred in the political science curriculum, distributional curricula
are the norm, and few link curricula to outcomes (Hummer 2012; Ishiyama 2005;
Ishiyama and Breuning 2008; Ishiyama, Breuning, and Lopez 2006; Ishiyama et al.
2007; Ishiyama and Hartlaub 2003). Ishiyama, Breuning, and Lopez (2006) argue that
curricular reform efforts are not likely to garner deep interest from the discipline since
“the structure of incentives in the discipline mitigates against pursuit of educational
issues” (663). Similarly, Leonard (1999) asserts that civic education curricular reform
has not been supported by the academic elites within the discipline nor by tenure and
promotion criteria on most campuses.

Universities, like all institutions, exist in an environment of diverse expectations
and pressures and institutional theorists debate the degree to which organizations’
responses are predominantly determined by external pressures. Initially, institutional
theorists portrayed responsiveness as a sector-wide adaptation process often moti-
vated by organizations’ needs to maintain legitimacy (e.g., DiMaggio and Powell 1983;
Meyer and Rowan 1977; Meyer and Scott 1983). Scholars from the neoinstitutional,
strategic tradition stress that organizations make purposive choices in response to
external pressure (Goodstein 1994; Modell 2009; Oliver 1991; Pfeffer 1981). Oliver
developed a continuum of organizational resistance strategies that ranged from active
resistance to passive conformity, and Goodstein relabeled the continuum “strate-
gic responsiveness” and empirically tested Oliver’s model with some success. More
recently, scholars have applied the continuum to studies of health care and education
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responsiveness (Brignall and Modell 2000; Cartwright and Young 1999; Modell 2001).
Thus, neoinstitutional models offer opportunities to better understand and to analyze
political science’s responsiveness.

To explore more fully the level of internalization of assessment principles and
behaviors, we examine departments’ descriptions of their programs on university
‘Web sites to determine whether they incorporate outcomes statements, intentional
curricular structures, assessment evidence, or other demonstrable use of student-
learning outcomes or curricular planning into their program descriptions and claims.
We expect programs that are committed to assessment and student learning to offer
program descriptions on Web sites that are different from programs that are less
committed to assessment. This methodology permits an additional means to study
increased levels of commitment to assessment reform beyond the data collected in
surveys.

Increasingly, research on universities (and other service-based firms) utilizes con-
tent analysis of Web sites to study communication of information and values about
academic programs. According to a CRM Metrix (2003) survey of a random sample
of U.S. Internet users, consumers chose Web sites over other advertising media as the
best place to learn about their favorite brands. Its ability to reach large target audi-
ences and its low cost make it the primary means of communicating to prospective
students (Chapleo, Duran, and Diaz 2011; Padmannavar and Joshi 2011; Van Rooij,
Williams, and Lemp 2010). A recent study of social work programs argues that Web
site descriptions are “critical communication tools” used by programs, academic or
otherwise, and that they offer a “snapshot of the public face” of the discipline (Wike
et al. 2013, 440-441). De Chernatony (2009), in her studies of the role of the Internet
in branding, asserts that educational institutions and other service-based firms seek to
use their Web sites to promote a cluster of rational and emotional factors that make
their service a “unique and valued experience” (104). Braddy, Meade, and Kroustalis
(2006, 525) found that “information about organizational values, policies, awards, and
goals affected viewers’ perceptions of organizational culture.” While the focus of their
study was organizational recrnitment, their research supports the use of Web sites to
study values and goals of organizations. Similarly, Chapleo, Duran, and Diaz (2011)
found that universities promote research and teaching when communicating their
brand on the Internet. Thus, the methodological approach of analyzing Web sites to
discern academic programs’ values and approaches to student learning is supported
by many recent studies.

We posit that if Web sites embed outcomes, link them to curriculum, measure

performance of the outcomes and use the results, then there is evidence that assess-

ment reforms have substantially affected how political science thinks about and
structures its program’s purposes, curriculum, improvement processes, and claims of
success. If there is no evidence of influence from years of pressures to engage in out-
comes assessment, we can conclude that responsiveness to assessment is consistent
with theorists’ characterization of passive or defensive compliance. The difference is
significant as processes related to an acquiescence disposition are primarily defensive
in motivation and bureaucratic in form. One option is to “decouple” responses to
external pressures from the core practices and institutional logics of the university.
In this way, the development and reporting of performance measures can be con-
ducted as a legitimacy-seeking activity that does not require fundamental change to

professional norms or core departmental activities (Meyer and Rowan 1977; Modell
2001, 2009). ,
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Literature Review and Hypotheses: Independent Variables

Public status has been hypothesized to have an impact on the adoption of assessment
practices. Public universities do come under increased demands for wonozaw.wEQ in
a number of states as a result of state requirements, funding monBEw.mu mwa university-
system mandates. DiMaggio and Powell (1983) posit that the oﬁm.mENmnoum are more
likely to conform when they are more dependent upon @m no.umﬂ.gmuQ applying the
pressure. National survey data also showed that public institutions were ahead of
private institutions in implementing assessment in the Gwo.m. E,Hﬁumim.m NEQ Knopp
(1996), in their national survey for the American Council of Education, included
a question asking institutions to identify whether they changed the E.ﬁm of atten-
tion given to “assessment/student outcomes” in How.m when owﬁﬁmwma S:.W Gmm.. The
responses to this question were broken down by public E.E private and by Emﬁa.uommm
type thus offering additional opportunities to see the differences between public and
private university responses to assessment pressures. ﬁ&m.u asked to wﬁ;ﬁﬂm ﬁum w.w<&
of change over the last 10 years, the percentages of public <mnwpm private Bmwwcﬁomm
reporting greater attention to “assessment/student oﬁooBmm. was m.%\c for wn&xo
institutions and 7% for private institutions. Given the substantial funding that public
institutions receive from state government, state coercive owwmo.amm, and survey amﬁ.m
showing increased assessment by public institutions, a Eﬁo@%ﬁ. that public status is
correlated to increased responsiveness to external pressures is Ho.mgomr )
However, several prior studies do not show significant gmmmunm.m. Omagnmﬂﬁ
(1998) found no statistically significant difference between ﬁz,cbm m.na private universi-
ties in level of responsiveness to external pressures to assess. .mB\EmH? Peterson and
his colleagues (1999) did not find evidence of a significant difference ,cmgmmm levels
of assessment in public and private universities even Eo.zmw. they showed m_ﬂmawwoom
in the types of assessment they conducted. Private Bmaﬁ:m.omm were more likely to
use time-consuming, qualitative assessment techniques; public institutions were more
likely to use national surveys and exams. Public universities also were more likely to
submit institution-wide and course-level assessment reports, perhaps as part .om state
reporting requirements. Overall, the Peterson study oou&.zmmm that, although different,
public and private institutions do similar levels of reporting at the oom.mmm.u mnboor. and
program levels (Peterson et al. 1999). Ishiyama et al. (2007) .mozma no significant differ-
ence between public and private institutions’ likelihood of E.&:aEm omﬁ.m:.vwm courses
in a political science degree. These data support a Eenaummmm mu.wﬁ mc,c:n institutions
are no more responsive to assessment pressures than private institutions. ] .
Given that the dominant regulatory authority in the assessment arena is regional
accreditation and that regional accrediting agencies apply the same criteria and pro-
cesses to both public and private institutions, this study hypothesizes that there will be
no difference between public and private institutions:

H1: There is no relationship between public status and level of curricular
planning and assessment responsiveness.

Institutional type is another important independent variable to nOmeQ,. Hrn data
from the 1996 American Council for Education (ACE) survey support a conclusion that
nondoctoral-granting institutions are more likely to respond to assessment pressures
than are doctoral-granting institutions (El-Khawas and Knopp 1996). Peterson and
colleagues (1999) found that faculty at doctoral institutions were less knowledgeable
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about assessment and accreditation requirements than faculty at master’s and bacca-
laureate institutions. In 2007, Ishiyama and his colleagues found that doctoral-granting
departments are less likely than other institutions to include capstone courses in their
curricula. A year later, Ishiyama and Breuning (2008) found that institutions that only
offered bachelor’s degrees were more likely to adopt more time-consuming, qualitative
methods of assessment than were doctoral-granting institutions.

At least one study found no significant difference between doctoral and non-
doctoral institutions. Cartwright (1998) found no statistically significant difference
in institutional responsiveness between institutions with research missions and those
with teaching missions.

Oliver (1991) posits that responsiveness will be greater when assessment practices
are perceived to enhance the achievement of the organization’s mission. Thus, this study
expects research institutions will have lower levels of responsiveness to assessment pres-
sures than nondoctorate-granting universities that tend to emphasize teaching:

H2: Doctorate-granting institutions will have lower levels of curricular
planning and assessment responsiveness than nondoctorate-granting
institutions.

Regional accrediting agencies currently play the primary regulatory role in higher
education, and as noted above, without their accreditation, an institution’s students
may not receive federal financial aid. There are six regional accreditors that operate in
the United States, and they began to require assessment of student learning in the latter
part of the 1980s as a result of the Department of Education requiring the accreditors to
do so. Several prior studies have attempted to discern the impact of regional accreditors
on assessment. Cole, Nettles, and Sharp (1997) found that there are important differ-
ences in assessment criteria and practices among the accrediting agencies and that these
need systematic study. Peterson et al. (1999) studied assessment in the various regions
and found that there were important differences among accrediting agency regions and
reported use of assessment. Affiliation with the Southern Association of Colleges and
Schools (SACS) region was significantly correlated to increased use of assessment while
affiliation with the North Central Region (North Central Association Higher Learnin;
Commission [NCAHLC]) was negatively correlated with assessment use. ‘

Over the last decade the Department of Higher Education has placed increas-
ing pressure on the regional accrediting agencies to hold universities accountable for
student-learning outcomes. The accrediting agencies and the Department of Higher
Education’s relationship has had some turbulence, especially since 2006 and the Spellings
Report (U.S. Department of Education 2006). The federal government expects accredi-
tors to play a more regulatory role, while the accreditation agencies’ perspective is that
it is more appropriate for them to play the role of peer assessor than regulator (Eaton
2011, 2013). To date, the accrediting agencies’ emphasis has been to get institutions to
show that they are involved in outcomes assessment and continuous improvement pro-
cesses rather than requiring specified outcomes, assessments, and performance levels.

While the six agencies have increasingly similar assessment standards, they have
their own language, personnel, and procedures. North Central Association Higher
Learning Commission’s (NCAHLC) assessment standards, for example, emphasize
using assessment to evaluate and improve curricula, pedagogy, and other aspecis
of the student-learning experience (NCAHLC 2011). The Western Association of
Schools and Colleges’ (WASC) written standards currently require institutions to
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have m?agﬂ-_aém outcomes at three levels: course, program, ,mm.m the institution
(Western Association of School and College 2012). The wmmoﬁmno.u .&mo nﬁu.moa
institutions to use assessment data to show that graduates are attaining mmm.o&ma
learning outcomes. The Southern Association of Oozmmmm. mba mnwOnrn. OoBHEmme
on Colleges (SACS) currently focuses on having imstitutions .cEﬁn a Quality
Enhancement Program (QEP) to increase use of results of mumn.a wﬁooaom from
assessment (Southern Association of Colleges and mauoo.w Commmission on ﬂo:ammm
2012). The Middle States Commission on Higher m_.mzomﬂ.ow (MSCHE) requires that
programs assess student achievement of knowledge, skills, and competencies and
that assessment is part of improvement processes (SUNY Orange: Assessment 2013).
The New England Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) mum.mpm Northwest
Commission on Colleges and Universities (NWC) have similar Hm@EHmBm.Em. (New
England Association of Schools and Colleges, NST ﬁﬂmﬁcmmﬂ Commission on
Colleges and Universities, 2010). Given the relative similarity of the standards mm.m
processes observed in accreditors’ policies, this study expects there to be no statisti-
cally significant difference among the agencies:

H3: There is no relationship between a school’s accreditation region and
level of curricular planning and assessment responsiveness.

This study offers one means to evaluate the impact the m.mmmmmuuma movement m._mm
had on the way political science departments describe mumﬁ. programs m”mm provide
claims of program success. One possibility is that political science is resisting engage-
ment with the outcomes-assessment movement by active resistance or ,Q wmmm:.a@
ignoring its demands. Or we might observe that political science has mnmEmmoaa with-
out changing core activities, thus complying with assessment demands in a decoupled
strategy. For those pursuing an acquiescence strategy, Mmmmmm.BmE data are generated
and reported but are not connected to outcomes, muw curriculum, or Ewmo.,\mmbnuﬁ
agendas for the department. If we find outcomes-infused program aomnnwmo.u.m.
assessment-generated evidence of program success, or changes in program mmwmﬁ.ﬁ-
ties and reforms, then we have evidence of a disposition of internalization. The resist-
ance, acquiescence, and internalization dispositions guide .Em mmS&oqummﬁ of a sim-
ple index that will be used to discern the level of responsiveness of political science
departments.

Methodology: Measurement and Operationalization

This study uses a stratified random sample of baccalaureate, Emmﬁn,mu mua aooﬁ.ﬁwﬁ-
degree granting institutions that offer four-year bachelor’s mmmawmm.E political science.
Using the 2010 Basic Classification System found on the Web site wm m.Hm ﬂmgmmﬁ
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching , a random sample of institutions was
drawn from the following lists of specific types of institutions:

Baccalaureate colleges—-Arts and Sciences;
Master’s Large;

Master’s Medium;

Master’s Small;

Research/Very High;

Research/High.
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From a list of 266 “baccalaureate-arts and sciences™ colleges, a random sample of 61
were chosen using a random number generator. A list of 724 master’s degree-granting
institutions was created by combining Camnegie’s “Master’s-larger,” “Master’s-
medium,” and “Master’s-small” lists; 165 universities were chosen using a random
mumber generator. Finally, from a list of “Research/Very High” and “Research/High”
doctorate-granting institutions, 40 universities were randomly sampled, again using
the random number generator. After eliminating schools that were not located in the
United States and those that did not offer political science degrees, the final sam-
ple consisted of 241 universities with 57 baccalaureate-level institutions, 157 mas-
ter’s level institutions, and 27 doctorate-granting institutions. The total stratified,
random sample of 241 degree-granting institutions was used to test the study’s three
hypotheses.

The dependent variable in this study is “curricular planning and assessment
responsiveness.” Using a sample of political science departments drawn from a
random number generator and Carnegie Classification lists for baccalaureate,
master’s, and research universities, each university in the sample that had a politi-
cal science major was evaluated to determine its level of curricular planning and
assessment as evidenced by the information provided on the department’s Web
site. Web sites offer an important opportunity to use program descriptions that
are specifically designed to help communicate with prospective and current stu-
dents. Ishiyama and Breuning in their research on political curricula write that
“since many students narrow down their choice of colleges by examining their
web sites as a prelude (or sometimes alternative) to a campus visit, web sites are
becoming an important tool for universities to advertise and explain their majors”
(2008, 167). Using Web sites permits one to view actual program descriptions that
current and prospective students see rather than relying on survey reports of assess-
ment activity. While it is possible for programs to have an intentional curriculum
and use assessment without it being incorporated in the department’s Web site,.
an engaged department that internalizes assessment principles and practices is
expected to frame their curricular descriptions in ways that reflect these commit-
ments and values.

Another potential issue is that there may be a time-lag in the program descriptions
being rewritten to reflect department modifications made in response to the outcomes-
assessment movement. Program reviews and accreditation seif-studies may generate
these types of updates and so institutions and department’s level of responsiveness
may vary depending on where they are in their reporting cycle. In any case, since the
assessment movement has been a coercive pressure in higher education for decades,
one would expect sufficient time to have passed to observe some adjustment in pro-
gram descriptions on Web sites. Even with their limitations, they should be a good
reflection of departmental purposes.

The following ordinal scale was used to code the curricular planning and assess-
ment responsiveness variable:

0=Department Web site included no stated learning outcomes or links to assessment
or curriculum; .

I=Department Web site offered a few generally stated outcome goals, typically in a
narrative style, but had no links to assessment or curriculum;

2=Department Web site stated clear student-learning outcomes but did not link them
to assessment or curriculum;

i
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3=Department Web site stated clear outcomes and linked them to curriculum and/or
assessment.

For the schools in the sample, the Web sites of their political science programs were
reviewed for the presence or absence of student-learning outcomes as part of the pro-
gram’s descriptions. If outcomes were included, a judgment was made as to whether the
outcomes were vague or explicit. The site was also reviewed for the presence or absence
of connections between outcomes and the curriculum. Finally, the coder looked wo,m the
presence or absence of a connection between outcomes and mmmmmmﬂamﬁ. Two nmamnm inde-
pendently scored the Web sites. Based on the coded data and mmBm Em. oEdoEw.H and
assessment responsiveness index described below, each program’s Web site was mmm_muma
a responsiveness score. When there was a disagreement, a third no.amn scored the site.

The scale scores “0” and “1” each represent two types of resistance to assessment.
In each, there is no impact on conceptions of the curriculum as awmon.&ma to prospec-
tive and current students. A “2” corresponds most closely to an acquiescence @Omﬁ:ﬁ
as outcomes have been explicitly developed. However, there is no mSmmwmm o.w coupling
outcomes to curriculum or assessment. A “3” corresponds with internalization as out-
comes are generated and connected to either oﬁn&o&ﬁ.ﬁ or Wmmmm.mBm.E. .

Hbmm@mummﬁ variables in this study include @Eur.o status, institution type, and
regional accrediting agency. The Carnegie Huoﬁw.ammou. mOw the >a<mbnm8o5 ) of
Teaching and Learning database enabled us to classify institutions of higher macnmno.m
on several variables, including their public status and highest degree granted. Public
universities were coded a “1” and private schools were coded a “0.” )

To operationalize the variable, highest degree granted, aooﬁogﬂm-mmmugmwmwmmaow
institutions were coded as a “0” and baccalaureate and master’s ammnmm,memmb.m insti-
tutions were coded as a “1.” We also present the data on each of the three E.mngao.m
types using dummy variables and as an ordinal variable. When used as an ordinal vari-
able, PhD is “0,” Master’s is “1,” and baccalaureate is “2.” o )

The federal government requires each regional accreditation agency to include
outcomes-assessment requirements in their accreditation ﬂmuama.mm. .H..wEmu one soEa
expect this pressure on universities to be similar regardless of their regional accredita-
tion agency.

The six regional agencies and their more commonly used acronyms are:

Middle States Commission of Higher Education (MSCHE);

North Central Association Higher Learning Commission (NCAHLC);
New England Association of Schools and Colleges INEASC);
Northwest Accreditation Commission (NWC);

Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS);

Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC).

The potential impact of each of these variables on the mmwmuamnﬁ variable “cur-
ricular planning and assessment responsiveness” was tested using an oa.n_,.mm _wma-
tic regression. Ordered logit was used because the dependent variable _m.anmr
Ordered logit or proportional odds models are used when the dependent variable _.umm
more than two responses but is less than continuous. Furthermore, an order wucm.ﬁm
between the responses but distance between them is unknown (Agresti 1996; Bruin
2006).
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Data and Results

of E.o 241 political science departments studied, Figure 1 shows that 55 (23%) did not
mention any student outcomes on their departmental Web sites. Another 119 (49%)
offered narrative style, vague goals such as “preparing students for professional
careers,” or “citizenship” that were usually displayed in their mission statement or
wan. page of their Web site. Schools receiving a “1” also did not link the goals or
HmmHEw.m outcomes to curriculum nor did they frame or define their programs and suc-
cesses in ways that incorporated assessment evidence. Most of these schools, as well
as those that received a “0,” focused their attention on the achievements and interests
of faculty. Measuring implementation of assessment through department Web sites
omm.wmm a different conclusion from recent surveys that suggested a significant majority
of institutions have established student-learning outcomes for all students.
) This difference between this study’s findings and the survey data discussed above
is consistent with the neoinstitutionalists’ decoupling strategy where departments con-
duct outcomes assessment at a minimal level but decouple it from their core activities.
Departments using decoupling strategies are expected to report that they conduct nec-
essary assessments and use the data in program reviews. But Eoogonmbw student-
learning outcomes in descriptions or goals of the program reflects a higher level of
wmmmmwaaﬁ with the ideas and processes of outcomes-assessment reform. Furthermore,
linking outcomes to curricular opportunities to develop and achieve them requires an
even higher level of commitment from faculty. This study uses a methodology that per-
mits some insight to whether departments are engaging the assessment-reform move-
ment at levels of responsiveness that go beyond resistance and acquiescence strategies.

] The data in Figure 2 regroup the categories to reflect the theoretical categories of
resistance, acquiescence, and internalization. This is done by simply adding the first
two categories together. What is revealed is that 174 of the 241 (73%) political sci-
ence departments show minimal or no commitment to principles of student-learning
outcomes and curricular planning as reflected in program descriptions on political
science department Web sites.

Explicit outcomes and intentionally linked curricular design were found on a

number of Web sites. In this study, 42 (17%) departments explicitly identified stu-
dent-learning outcomes but did not link them to curriculum. Thus, how integrated the
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Figure 1. Level of curricular planning and assessment for political science departments.
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Figure 2. Regrouped levels of curricular planning and assessment for political science departments.

outcomes were with the program’s curriculum was not made clear, but even outcomes
statements are an important response as they can increase the coherence of faculty
and student effort and do reflect one of the most important elements of the assessment
movement. Ten percent of the programs studied did offer clearly articulated student-
learning outcomes and discussed how the curriculum and co-curriculum supported
achievement of them. Thus, 27% of the programs were generally meeting expectations
of the educational reformers at least in their Web site descriptions of their programs.

Tt is also true that the findings from this study do lend support to prior studies
that concluded that assessment frequently is not embraced by faculty and the use of
assessment data does not match the reformer’s view of assessment’s potential. Only
3 of the 241 departments explicitly linked program description and claims to actual
assessment evidence. This lack of use of outcomes assessment as part of descriptions
of programs and claims of success (238 out of 241) is something that needs further
study. This is especially puzzling for disciplines like political science that advocate pol-
icy analysis, the use of social scientific methodologies, and the application of research
results to policy and program improvement. Not only have the majority of political
science departments resisted embedding the values and practices of the assessment
movement in their program descriptions but they have also resisted the values and
practices associated with the discipline’s own norms.

The three independent variables this study examined—public status, institutional
type, and accrediting region—produced several interesting findings. Table 1 examines
the first hypothesis, specifically the private/public dichotomy. Past research produced
inconsistent findings in this area. Some (e.g., El-Khawas and Knopp 1996) have shown
that public institutions are more responsive, while others have demonstrated no signif-
icant difference exists between the two types (e.g., Peterson ef al. 1999). Interestingly,
results found in Table 1 offer modest support for the former rather than later research.
‘While public institutions show a higher proclivity for having no stated outcomes, they
are also more likely to have clearly stated goals and integrated curriculum. Conversely,
private schools often (58%) state a few limited goals and outcomes but rarely move
beyond this stage of planning and assessment. The chi-squared and gamma values
offer significant if weak support for the argument that public institutions are better at
planning and assessment.
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Table 1. Cross-tabulation of curricular planning and
assessment by Carnegie classification

Planning and assessment ~ Private  Public  Total

No Stated Outcomes 26 29 55
19% 28% 23%
Limited Outcomes 79 40 119
58% 38% 49%
Clearly Stated Outcomes 21 21 42
15% 20% 17%
Integrated Curriculum 11 14 25
8% 13% 10%
Total 137 104 241
Chi’*=8.95 Pr=.029* Gamma=0.028
*p <.05.

The second hypothesis focuses on institution type and the level of degree granted
by the institution. In Table 2, lower levels of engagement in the assessment move-
ment by research universities is relatively clear. The most responsive group of research
universities (19%) offer clearly stated student-learning outcomes and that scored a 2
on the index. None integrated a discussion of outcomes with the curriculum or with
assessment. Master’s level universities scored higher on the responsiveness index than
research level institutions with 19% scoring a “2” and 13% scoring a “3.” Baccalaureate
schools offer a middle ground between the two. They show lower levels of respon-
siveness than Master’s level institutions but higher levels than PhD universities. The
chi-squared and gamma values support the hypothesis that PhD programs are less
responsive than Baccalaureate and Master’s programs.!

Table 2. Cross-tabulation of curricular planning and assessment by
Carnegie classification

Planning and assessment  Baccalaureate Masters PhD  Total

No Stated Outcomes 8 32 15 55
14% 20% 56% 23%

Limited Outcomes 38 74 7 119
67% 47% 26% 49%

Clearly Stated Outcomes 7 . 30 5 42
o 12% 19% 19% 17%

Integrated Curriculum 4 21 0 25
% 13% 0% 10%

Total 57 157 27 241

Chi*=27.56 Pr=.000*** Gamma=—0.158
**5p < 001
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Table 3 shows how the index scores were distributed across the six regional
accreditors. Since the regional accreditors vary significantly in the number of schools
within their geographical territories, there is also wide variance in our sample.
Nonetheless, two accreditors appear to have a stronger impact on assessment and
planning than the others. NWC and WASC schools are much better at clearly stating
their goals and integrating them into the curriculum than the others. Both of these
accreditors have nearly three fourths of their schools in at least the “clearly stated
goals” category while none of the four other accreditors reach this threshold for one
fourth of their schools. The chi-squared value adds support to the argument that
accreditors matter.

The multivariate ordered logistic regression was used to test the Eﬁoﬁmmnm con-
trolling for other factors (see Table 4). Three different models were used to test varia-
tions in the degree-granting indicator. In all three models, the public status variable is
positive but insignificant. This is interesting because the variable was significant using
a bivariate analysis as shown in Table 1 above. This might explain why some research-
ers have found support for the difference and others have not. Basic analysis does
support the idea but a more in-depth model that controls for other factors illustrates
the relative weakness of the variable.

Hypothesis 2 on institution type shows that degree-granting level of the institu-
tion as defined by Carnegie classification is significantly related to assessment and
curricular planning responsiveness. It does not matter how the variable is meas-
ured. Master’s level institutions are the most responsive and PhD institutions are the
least responsive. What is also interesting is that there is not a significant difference
between Master’s and Baccalaureate institutions. Finally, it appears that two accred-
iting agencies have schools that score higher than the other four. These two accredi-
tors, the Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC) and the Northwest
Accreditation Commission NWC, are significantly more likely than the other agencies
to have universities with higher levels of assessment responsiveness.

Trying to identify the reasons why WASC- and NWC-accrediting agencies
are significantly related to curricular planning and assessment responsiveness
will require additional study. It is possible that there is an interactive effect with

Table 3. Cross-tabulation of curricular planning and assessment by accrediting agency

Planning &
assessment MSCHE NCAHLC NEASC NWC SAC WASC Total
No Stated 12 20 7 1 14 1 55
Qutcomes 24% 25% 33% 11%  23% 5% 23%
Limited 28 41 9 1 35 5 119
Outcomes 56% 51% 43% 11% 58% 24% 49%
Clearly Stated 5 15 1 4 7 10 42
Outcomes 10% 19% 5% 4% 12% 48% 17%
Integrated 5 4 4 3 4 5 25
Curriculum 10% 5% 19% 33% 7% 24% 10%
Total 50 30 21 9 60 21 241

Chi’>=44.14 Pr=.000%**

*rp < 001,



18

C. C. Young et al.

Table 4. Multivariate ordered logit results on curricular planning and assessment

Model Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Huc.vmo vs. B 0.1774 0.1765 0.1230
Private SE, 0.2605 0.2709 0.2733
Highest Degree Granted 1.737%%* - -
(dichotomous) 0.4273
Highest Degree Granted - 0.5194* -
(trichotomous) 0.2270
Baccalaureate - - -0.1978
0.3040
PhD - - —~1.780%**
. 0.4324
Accredit Agency —-0.0143 -0.0467 -0.0064
SACS . 0.3694 0.3656 0.3696
Accredit Agency 0.1504 0.0272 0.1681
ZO.PH.H.H.O 0.3475 0.3429 0.3487
Accredit Agency —-0.0351 —-0.1811 0.0015
NEASC 0.5239 0.5213 0.5261
Accredit Agency 2.159%** 1.929%** 2.174%%*
4<>wﬂ. 0.5004 0.4865 0.5013
Accredit Agency - 2.048%* 2.017%* 2.075%**
NWC - 0.6720 0.6850 0.6717
Pseudo R-Squared 0.06 0.08 0.08
N o 241 241 241
Log Likelihood ~279 -273 273

NMaMm.m *MSCHE is the accrediting agency reference dummy variable is thus omitted in all the
models.

*p<.05. *¥p<.01. ¥*¥p< 001.

state-required assessments. So, for example, WASC data could be driven by the require-
ments or persuasive academic officers of a large-state system of higher education like
the California State University System. Variation among accreditation regions may
also be impacted by recommendations from consultants, accreditation conferences, or
more detailed agency materials used in preparation for site visits.

Limitations

mﬁm with these findings, it is obvious that there are other influences beyond the ones
studied here. The study did not look at the impact of campus leaders or the size of the
%@B@E or university. It would also be helpful to examine the impact of faculty
perceptions of peer university practices, levels of faculty trust in administration, propor-
tion of contingent faculty, and university resources allocated to assessment and curricu-
lum %&&o@uummﬁ. Finally, examination of other disciplines to compare their Web site
ammn.mﬁcomm of programs with those of political science would provide more definitive
findings as would studying the variance among departments on a single campus.
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Tmplications

As faculty and others attempt to respond to the ever-increasing pressures on higher
education to prove their worth, the use of social scientific methodologies to dem-
onstrate the effectiveness of our programs will become ever more important. If
some universities become successful in using assessment data to acquire (or keep)
resources and to attract and keep students, other universities may follow their lead.
The next decade could produce a very different set of incentives for adoption of
assessment, not just because a governing authority requires it but as a way to per-
suade students to attend, parents and students to pay, and legislatures and donors
to invest.

If we apply Modell’s (2001, 2005, 2009) observations on the process of develop-
ing Sweden’s quality audits and performance measurement systems in higher educa-
tion, it suggests that passive compliance on the part of faculty and universities cedes
performance measurement development to others. In the United States, significant
initiatives to bring about reform in higher education by groups such as Tuning USA,
NILOA, and Lumina place wealthy foundations in the lead position to use their
considerable resources to leverage changes they desire. Political science needs to
consider what its strategic responses will be. Is resistance to outcomes assessment
as measured by a lack of explicit student-learning outcomes, little development of
intentional curricula, and virtually no strategic use of assessment data on depart-
mental Web sites the best strategic position for the discipline?

‘What would the discipline’s status be if we decided our interest would be
advanced by embracing outcomes assessment and curricular planning? Would it
not be advantageous to have evidence of the types of student learning we excel in
providing? Our failure to do so may not be intentional, but we need to ask ourselves
whether we are prepared for the turbulent years ahead. Will resistance and pas-
sive acquiescence leave us in a position of ceding control of the higher education
agenda to powerful organizations outside the academy whose efficiency agenda
is rapidly ascending? Ironically, it might just be the “offensive” use of assessment
data through a responsiveness strategy of internalization that could help political
science attract students, status, and funding to our programs. It might also be the
most effective way for us to increase our role in the nation’s dialogue on higher
education.

Note

1. As suggested by a reviewer, we also tried another control variable, university ranking, to
determine if reputation affected vulnerability to assessment pressures. We used the U.S. News
and World Report rankings of universities from 2012. For purposes of robustness, we added this
variable to the multivariate models using three different coding procedures and none of them
yielded major changes to our analysis. In the first attempt, university rankings were simply
included. The variable ranged from 1-238. The variable was insignificant and none of the other
variables changed. In the second attempt, the sample was divided between national and regional
universities, The rank variable was not significant in either sample. However, one change was
present. The NWC accreditation group was no longer significant in the national universities
sample but it did remain significant in the regional university sample. The final coding proce-
dure for university ranking included both regional and national universities. The national uni-
versities maintained their original ranking and the regional universities had 100 points added
to their score. This procedure was used because graduation rates and ACT scores of the best
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regional universities appear similar to those national universities ranked around 75-80. This
procedure also yielded an insignificant ranking variable and no significant change in the other
variables.
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What Have We Been Writing About?: Patterns
and Trends in the Scholarship of Teaching
and Learning in Political Science

JOHN CRAIG
Higher Education Academy

It is more than 10 years since Kehl (2002 ) identified the increasing number of schol-
arship of teaching and learning (SoTL) papers being produced by political scientists.
As noted by Hamann et al. (2009) and Whitman and Richlin (2007), this trend has
developed further with increasing levels of research and publishing activity in political
science education being observed in a number of national contexts. This is reflected in
the content of the International Political Education Database (IPED), hosted by the
UK Political Studies Association Teaching and Learning Group, which includes over a
thousand journal articles on teaching and learning political science. This article aims
to provide an up-to-date survey of the scope of this literature and to identify the key
themes that have emerged as the focus of study. It argues that, while this now consti-
tutes an impressive body of academic literature, there remain areas that require fur-
ther development. These include the need for further consideration of the distinctive
characteristics of teaching and learning in political science, continued development of
research quality within the field, and a greater degree of scholarly debate within the
literature. Attention to these issues, it is argued, will support the further development
of this field in future years.

Keywords disciplinary pedagogy, publications analysis, scholarship of teaching
and learning

Political Scientists have talked, written and debated about how and what they teach
since the early years of the discipline. However, from around the turn of the current
century, a “new commitment” to the scholarship of teaching and learning (SoTL)
within the discipline was being detected (Whitman and Richlin 2007). This article
aims to quantify the growth in peer-reviewed journal articles on teaching and learning
political science within this period, analyzing the pattern in publications by journal
and content of articles. Prominent and emerging trends are examined before the article
turns to discuss three areas for further development in the literature.

In analyzing patterns and trends in publication, this article focuses on the eight
years from 2005 to 2012 inclusively. There are two main reasons for this. Firstly, the aim
of the article is to provide an up-to-date analysis of the field rather than an account
of the historical development of this literature over a longer time frame. Secondly,
the period since 2005 is the period is which the Journal of Political Science Education
(JPSE) has been published and as such it allows for an assessment of the contribution
of the journal to the overall field of study and an analysis of the context within which

Address correspondence to John Craig, Higher Education Academy, Innovation Way,
York Science Park, York, YO10 5BR, UK. E-mail: john.craig@heacademy.ac.uk

23



