Date: June 15, 2018

To: Martha Venn, Deputy Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, University System of Georgia
From: Michael Galchinsky, Associate Provost for Institutional Effectiveness, Georgia State University
Cc: Risa Palm, Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost, Georgia State University
Re: Comprehensive Program Review

This memorandum explains the reporting mechanism used by Georgia State University for the purpose
of Comprehensive Program Review in 2018.
The following Georgia State University programs underwent Comprehensive Program Review (CPR)
using the System’s CPR reporting vehicle in Spring 2017:
Bachelor of Arts with a major in Applied Linguistics (16010201)
Bachelor of Arts with a major in Economics (45060100)
Bachelor of Arts with a major in History (54010100)
Bachelor of Arts with a major in International Economics and Modern Languages (45060501)
*Bachelor of Business Administration with a major in Business Economics (52060101)
Bachelor of Business Administration with a major in Hospitality Administration (52090105)
Bachelor of Science with a major in Criminal Justice (43010401)
Bachelor of Science with a major in Economics (45060100)
Bachelor of Science with a major in Physics (40080101)
Bachelor of Science in Nursing (51380101)
Bachelor of Science in Nursing, RN to BSN (51380105)
Master of Arts with a major in Applied Linguistics (13140101)
Master of Arts with a major in Economics (45060100)
Master of Arts with a major in History (54010100)
Master of Global Hospitality Administration (52090101)
Master of Heritage Preservation (30999901)
*Master of Science with a major in Business Economics (52060101)
Master of Science with a major in Criminal Justice (43010401)
Master of Science with a major in Nursing (51380105)
Master of Science with a major in Physics (40080101)
*Master of Laws (22020101)
*Juris Doctor (22010100)
Doctor of Nursing Practice (51380101)
Executive Doctorate in Business (52029901)
Doctor of Philosophy with a major in Applied Linguistics (13140101)
Doctor of Philosophy with a major in Astronomy (40020100)

Doctor of Philosophy with a major in Criminal Justice and Criminology (43010401)
Doctor of Philosophy with a major in Economics (45060100)
Doctor of Philosophy with a major in History (54010100)
Doctor of Philosophy with a major in Nursing (51389901)
Doctor of Philosophy with a major in Physics (40080101)
In all but four cases (those indicated with an asterisk), these CPR reports were used as inputs in the
preparation of self-study study reports by units as part of the comprehensive Academic Program
Review (APR) process during the past year.
The following units successfully completed the APR process in 2018:
Department of Applied Linguistics and English as a Second Language
Department of Criminal Justice and Criminology
Department of Economics
Department of History
Department of Physics and Astronomy
School of Hospitality Administration
School of Nursing
In addition, the Executive Doctorate in Business program, which is not located within any single
department, completed the APR process.
Unlike CPR, APR at Georgia State University involves the entire unit in which the program is based Thus,
in APR, a department’s bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral, and other programs are all reviewed as part of a
holistic evaluation of the unit’s viability, quality, and productivity. The robust APR process involves data
collection, a self-study, an external review by disciplinary specialists, an internal review by the University
Senate, an action plan, and a series of implementation reports. The units must demonstrate their
contribution to the University’s Mission and Strategic Plan, and must articulate a series of goals aimed at
continuous quality improvement.
Consequently, in lieu of a CPR reporting vehicle for each program, we are submitting the following
documents for those programs housed in units that conducted APR in 2017-2018 on a unit by unit basis:
1) For each program in the unit, the signed final page of the CPR vehicle, attesting that the program
“meets” the institutional criteria for retention
2) The unit’s self-study report
3) The report of the external reviewers for the unit
4) The report of the University Senate’s Academic Program Review Committee for the unit
(The action plans will be developed over the summer and are not yet available)
As noted above, four programs were not covered by the APR process. For two of these programs (BBA
with a major in Business Economics, MS with a major in Business Economics), we are submitting an
updated CPR reporting vehicle. The two other programs (Master of Laws, Juris Doctor) are scheduled to
undergo APR in 2020.
Please let me know if you have any questions. Thank you for your consideration.
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Department of Criminal Justice and Criminology
Academic Program Review
1. Where is Your Unit Now?
1.a Undergraduate Education
1.a.1 Quality of undergraduate student attracted to the unit’s program (Freshman Index,
SAT, GPA, etc.)
The Department of Criminal Justice and Criminology (CJC) is housed in the Andrew Young
School of Policy Studies (AYSPS) and awards a Bachelor of Science in Criminal Justice (BS-CJ)
that requires students to declare an area of concentration – either the Crime and Justice or the
Legal Studies concentration. The Department also offers a Minor in Criminal Justice. The
average SAT score for Criminal Justice majors increased from 1020 in 2014-2015 to 1030 in
2016-2017. The Freshman Index also increased from 2694 to 2756 over the same time period.
GPA increased from 3.36 in 2014-2015 to 3.39 in 2016-2017 (see Appendix 1.a.1).
1.a.2 Scholarship Support for Undergraduates
Goal 1, Initiative 1 of the current Georgia State University (GSU) Strategic Plan aims to increase
the level of scholarship support for undergraduate students. Accordingly, CJC has six different
scholarship opportunities for undergraduate students. Over the past three years, the 16 students
were awarded departmental scholarships totaling $30,750. AYSPS offers three additional
undergraduate scholarship opportunities to CJC majors.
1.a.3 Student Learning, Success and, Satisfaction
1.a.3.1 Assessment of Student Learning
Our BS-CJ prepares students for careers in service within the juvenile and criminal justice
systems and various legal professions with an emphasis on effective leadership and performance
and an understanding that these skills play a vital role in a well-functioning and just society. As
to specific student learning outcomes (SLOs), the degree is designed to help students in five of
the following areas:
• SLO 1: Demonstrate knowledge and ability to synthesize information
• SLO 2: Application and analysis
• SLO 3: Written communication skills
• SLO 4: Oral communication skills
• SLO 5: Identification and evaluation of ethical frameworks
For a detailed description of the SLOs, please refer to the 2015-2016 Assessment Report in
Appendix 1.a.3.1. Our assessment of the SLOs relies on data primarily from the CRJU 3060
(Ethical Issues in Criminal Justice) course, designated as our Critical Thinking through Writing
(CTW) class. Students learn and practice three of the five SLOs (2, 3, and 5) via a two-part (i.e.,
draft and revise format) “Scruples” assignment. This task requires the student to describe and
analyze a moral or ethical dilemma using at least one of the standard ethical perspectives
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discussed in the course. A 4-component, 4-point grading rubric is applied to the draft and revised
versions. Findings from the 2015-2016 assessment reveal the target goals were “mostly met”
with regard to the Application and Analysis and the Written Communication Skills SLOs.
Target goals were only “partially met” for the Identification and Evaluation of Ethical
Frameworks SLO. Currently, no changes to the structure and content of the course itself are
planned. This is the first academic year in which the grading rubric has been applied to the
writing assignments. Also, it is the first year we have set target goals (e.g., kinds, numbers, and
magnitudes). We are currently developing an Action Plan to review the writing assignments,
grading rubric, and target goals to determine if any adjustments or changes are needed. Details
about the use of assessment findings for program improvement are discussed in the AY 20152016 Assessment Report (see Appendix 1.a.3.1).
1.a.3.2 Recruitment rates and advisement procedures
The BS-CJ is primarily an upper-division-only degree program. However, the Department also
participates in the core curriculum, offering CRJU 2200 (Social Science & the American Crime
Problem) that routinely includes a near majority of non-CJ majors. Teaching in the university
core curriculum has been an important mechanism for recruiting undeclared students into the
major. Since the course’s inception in Fall, 2003, the number of majors has increased
dramatically from roughly 400 majors to over 600 majors. Our numbers have remained
consistently over the 600 mark for some time. We also examined changes to our number of
majors relative to CRJU 2200 enrollments. Between Fall 2014 and Summer 2017, of the 1,721
non-majors who took CRJU 2200, only 20 changed their major to criminal justice (a conversion
rate of 1.2%). Though low, this is comparable to rates found in other academic units across
AYSPS. Importantly, the Department has a long history of drawing students from Perimeter
College, a pattern that preexisted the recent merger between Georgia Perimeter College (GPC)
and GSU. We regularly send faculty to participate in transfer information sessions in conjunction
with the Office of Admissions. We also send faculty to participate in Move on When Ready
information sessions and Panther Preview sessions to recruit new majors as prospective and
incoming freshmen to GSU. As a result we enroll a majority of our majors as transfer students
from GPC and surrounding 2-year institutions.
Goal 1, Initiative 2 of the GSU strategic plan focuses on improving undergraduate advisement as
well as student, retention, progression, and graduation rates. The Department takes these issues
for BS-CJ majors very seriously. The University Advisement Center provides the principal
advising for students during the first half of their baccalaureate program. For the student’s last
two years, AYSPS has developed an advisement system through its Office of Academic
Assistance (OAA). This system shows students how to find and use university resources to: a)
satisfy degree requirements, b) plan programs of study, c) discover how their interests, skills, and
goals connect to specific fields of study and careers, and d) ask appropriate questions to make
informed decisions about their programs of study. OAA offers walk-in advisement and
appointments, initial review of students to establish graduation prediction and remaining
requirements, and graduation audits to apprise students of remaining and in-progress
requirements. The department’s undergraduate coordinator works closely with OAA to resolve
transfer credit issues, course waivers, and other impediments to matriculation and timely
graduation.
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1.a.3.3 Retention rates and graduation rates
The number of undergraduate degrees conferred has risen from 133 in 2015 to 153 in 2017. The
4-year retention rate decreased significantly from 82% to 63% (2014-2016). This change in
retention rates, notably, coincides with increases in the average unmet financial need over the
same period (see 1.a.3.6 below).
1.a.3.4 Output quality metrics; placement rates and/or acceptances into advanced degree
programs
Data from the APR dashboard tells us how many of our undergraduate students who graduated in
AY 2007-2008 attended advanced degree programs. This data shows that 38 undergraduate
students were placed into 12 different graduate programs with 39.5% attending GSU for graduate
or law school. Data on degrees earned by major is available for 27 of those students, revealing
that 59.3% (n=16) of our CJ majors earned a Master’s degree, 3.7% (n=1) their PhD., and 14.8%
(n=4) their Juris Doctorate. Although these data are helpful, we lack a recent comprehensive
picture of the placement of our graduates. Beginning Spring 2018, such data will be collected
using an online query platform of alumni twice a year.
1.a.3.5 Enrollment by program, gender, and race
As noted above, the BS-CJ program has two areas of concentration. For Fall 2016, a sizable
majority (87.8%) of our CJ majors were enrolled in the Crime and Justice concentration, with the
remaining 12.2% enrolled in the Legal Studies concentration. In the wake of increased
recruitment efforts and informational sessions, we have seen a small but significant increase in
the percentage of students enrolled in the Legal Studies concentration. The BS-CJ program has
drawn an unusually diverse population of students, as Appendix 1.a.3.5 shows. On the dimension
of race, the majority of students have typically been African American. Of the 612 majors in Fall
2016, 58.2% were African American, 23.5% were White, 8.6% identified as multi-racial and
4.1% as Asian. Students in our program have been predominantly female in recent years, ranging
from 60.2% to 62.1% the past three years. We view this diversity as one of the program’s
strengths, contributing to GSU’s strategic goal of “demonstrating that students from all
backgrounds can achieve academic and career success.”
1.a.3.6 Level of financial need
Average gross/unmet need increased consistently from $20,956/$8,859 in 2014 to
$24,081/$11,402 in 2016. The department faculty finds it increasingly difficult to accommodate
financially at-risk students in classes due to them being unable to purchase required course
materials and/or temporarily being unenrolled and reenrolled from the course due to payment
issues every semester.
1.a.3.7 Student Surveys
In surveys conducted by the Office of Institutional Research (OIR) in Spring 2017, current BSCJ students rated their programmatic experiences somewhat higher than their peers elsewhere at
3

Georgia State (see Appendix 1.a.3.7). This was evidenced on all measures involving general
learning outcomes, program preparation/challenge, faculty interaction, and program quality. The
most striking positive differences appeared among students who rated their experiences nearly a
half point higher than did their peers on a) the quality of undergraduate courses in the
department, b) availability of undergraduate courses in the department and c) overall quality of
undergraduate instruction in the department.
BS-CJ alumni rated the general outcomes somewhat lower than those elsewhere at Georgia State
(see Appendix 1.a.3.7). These lower ratings pertained to the extent to which the program “made
a positive contribution to the quality of my life,” “skills learned in my program helped to resolve
issues faced in my professional life,” and led to being “overall satisfied with my degree
program.” Involving skills learned in the degree program and listing them on resumes, discussing
them in job interviews, and using them on the job, BS-CJ alumni rated their skills somewhat
lower than other alumni at Georgia State. There were several exceptions. BS-CJ alumni indicated
that they were more likely to list on resumes and discuss in job interviews their ability to work
with diverse populations. They also were more likely to discuss their research skills during job
interviews.
1.a.3.8 Curriculum Quality, as determined by internal and external benchmarks
We have used data from annual assessments of learning outcomes and other sources to examine
and revise the undergraduate curriculum in a number of ways. Our primary assessments involve
the CTW (CRJU 3060) and University Core (CRJU 2200) courses (see discussions in Sections
1.a.3.1 and 1.a.3.9, respectively). We also have implemented writing intensive activities and
assignments throughout the curriculum and investigated pedagogical innovations such as online
and blended online/face-to-face instruction. During the review period, three department faculty
(Dabney, Daigle and Shapiro) were honored with the AYS Excellence in Teaching Award.
Goal 1, Initiative 4 of the GSU Strategic Plan aims to enhance student learning through
pedagogical innovation. CJC contributes to this effort in several ways. In furtherance of GSU’s
Quality Enhancement Plan, our Department makes widespread use of Writing Across the
Curriculum (WAC) courses in our curriculum. Presently, we have faculty certified to teach 11
different WAC-approved courses (see Appendix 1.a.3.8 for a list of courses) and the department
regularly offers 2-4 WAC-designated classes per term, including the Criminal Justice Internship
(CRJU 4935) course. When taught by a WAC-certified instructor, these courses have a
significant portion of the assessment focused on written work to include at least one writingintensive assignment where draft and feedback mechanisms are required.
The department encourages students who have plans to attend graduate school to enroll in our
Undergraduate Research Practicum (CRJU 4995) course. The Practicum permits selected
qualified students to participate in a research project under the direction of a faculty mentor.
Students must meet the following requirements to enroll: completion of CRJU 3020 (Research
Methods in Criminal Justice), a 3.0 GPA, CITI certification, and consent of the instructor. Under
the direction of a faculty mentor, students typically engage in a writing-intensive project that
includes draft and feedback components. Enrollments were modest (N=10) during the review
cycle.
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Finally, the department employs widespread use of Critical Thinking through Writing (CTW)
activities and teaching approaches in its Areas I and J elective courses. Students in the Crime and
Justice concentration are required to take one course (or 3 hours of course work) in Area I and
four courses (or 12 hours of coursework) in Area J. Students in the Legal Studies concentration
are required to take four courses (or 12 hours of coursework) in Area I and one course (or 3
hours of coursework) in Area J. Most of the courses in Areas I and J are 4000-level courses
where some instructors require a significant writing component with feedback and rubrics as part
of the evaluation process.
1.a.3.8.a Degree requirements and program changes, if any
The BS-CJ features a 45-hour (15-course) common curriculum focused on the criminal justice
core, foundations of analysis, legal and criminal justice issues, plus at least one required 160hour internship experience. As part of their major, students choose from two 15-hour (5-course)
concentrations in Crime and Justice and Legal Studies. Advising for students on all degree
options is available from a variety of sources (see 1.a.3.2 above). The Department also offers 15hour (5 course) Minor in Criminal Justice (see below).
In May 2015, the University-wide Critical Thinking through Writing (CTW) requirement was
reduced from two advanced courses to one. In response, CJC identified CRJU 3060 (Ethical
Issues in Criminal Justice) as its required CTW course but chose to continue with a second
writing-intensive CRJU 4935 course via WAC program support. These classes further GSU’s
Quality Enhancement Plan, a critical part of the University’s strategic emphasis on student
success. They also provides valuable instructional mentoring opportunities for the master’s
degree students assigned to serve enrollees as writing consultants.
The BS-CJ program has undergone three significant changes to its undergraduate program and
curriculum in recent years. First, beginning Fall 2015, the Department implemented a Minor in
Criminal Justice. Second, in Fall 2017, the Department fully implemented its program area
concentrations: Legal Studies and Crime and Justice. The concentration options replace the
previous academic track options, requiring students to declare their concentration choice along
with the CJ major and permitting the concentration designation to be included on their academic
transcript and diploma. Finally, starting Fall 2017, the Department instituted several significant
improvements to the internship program and curriculum. The improvements included: 1)
consolidating the internship experience into a single writing-intensive course offering (CRJU
4935), 2) allowing students to enroll in up to two field placements, and 3) allowing students to
enroll a semester earlier in the field placement.
1.a.3.8.b List of courses
A list of BS-CJ courses offered (2015-2017) is located in Appendix 1.a.3.8.b; specific degree
requirements are available online at https://catalog.gsu.edu/undergraduate20172018/andrewyoung-school-of-policy-studies/#criminal-justice. For nearly two decades, the department has
relied on a faculty-led scheduling committee to ensure the optimal set of course offerings,
balancing student demand, the effective use of the university clock schedule, and faculty quality
of life.
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1.a.3.9 Contribution to the core curriculum/general education outcomes.
One course (CRJU 2200: Social Science and the American Crime Problem) fulfills an Area E
Social Science requirement in the University Core Curriculum. Due largely to the addition of an
online course format in 2016 that circumvents limited large classroom space at GSU, the number
of students enrolled in CRJU 2200 has increased steadily from 555 in 2015 to 693 in 2017. The
core curriculum learning outcome for Area E (Social Sciences) is as follows:
• SLO 1.1: Analyze the complexity of human behavior and how historical, economic,
political, social, and/or spatial relationships develop, persist, and/or change.
The three discipline-specific student learning outcomes include:
• SLO 2.1: Analyze contemporary crime/criminal justice issues
• SLO 2.2: Analyze contemporary multicultural issues
• SLO 2.3: Analyze contemporary global and international issues
For a detailed description of the SLOs, please refer to the 2016-2017 Assessment Report in
Appendix 1.a.3.9. Our assessment of the SLOs takes place primarily through the CRJU 2200
(Social Science & the American Crime Problem) course which is designated as a Writing Across
the Curriculum (WAC) course (see Appendix 1.a.3.9 for assessment example). The university
core SLO (1.1) was only recently added to our assessment plan and therefore was not assessed
during the past two years. This past year a new method of assessment (e.g., an informal writing
assignment) was developed and implemented for SLO 1.1. Although a grading rubric was
developed, it unfortunately was not fully implemented, limiting our ability to assess the new
method and student learning outcome. Our method to assess the three discipline-specific SLOs
(2.1-2.3) allows for the measurement of content-based factual knowledge using a series of
embedded multiple-choice examination questions. Compared to last year’s assessment, there is
evidence of improvement in meeting the SLO 2.1-2.3 target goals. A detailed description of the
assessment findings involving both methods can be found in Appendix 1.a.3.9.
At this time, no changes to the structure and content of the course itself are planned. Our use of
embedded multiple-choice questions to assess disciple-specific SLOs will remain unchanged. As
mentioned above, this is the first academic year in which the informal writing assignments were
included as part of the assessment in the in-person, WAC-supported sections of the course. Our
Action Plan will involve a full review and revision of the grading rubric and target goals with the
aim of expanding the use of this method to class sections taught at the various Perimeter College
locations. Details about the use of assessment findings for program improvement are discussed in
the AY 2016-2017 Assessment Report found in Appendix 1.a.3.9.
1.a.4 Signature Experiences: See section the following three sections.
1.a. 4.1 Research practica
CRJU 4995 (Undergraduate Research Practicum) offers selected qualified students the chance to
participate in a research project under the direction of a faculty mentor. Over the past three years,
eight students were enrolled in the course. Moreover, the department is actively engaged with the
University Assistantship program administered through the Honors College. For the past three
6

academic years, multiple department faculty (2-4) have sponsored projects in this program, with
3-8 honors students gaining valuable research experience under faculty direction.
1.a.4.3 Internships
Beginning Fall 2017, the BS-CJ requires all CJ majors to complete a 160-hour internship;
previously, students were required to complete 180 hours (for CRJU 4935) or 300 hours (for
CRJU 4940). The internship experience offers students the opportunity to apply concepts and
skills from their curriculum to their internship placement site. Students are expected to identify
their own internships, but the internship coordinator assists by providing information on possible
internship sites and communicates regularly with the student’s on-site internship supervisor.
During the three-year self-study period, 403 undergraduate students performed internships (and
registered for CRJU 4930 and CRJU 4935/CRJU4940), an average of 134 per year, providing
over 72,500 hours of service to government and nonprofit organizations. The rigorous course
requirements include: a) a program plan outlining intern responsibilities, signed by the intern’s
placement site supervisor, b) a weekly time and activity report detailing the 180 hours of work,
c) a report that describes the intern’s agency and the intern’s role within that agency, d) a final
report (e.g., resolution essay) that links the internship experience with academic work by
evaluating one major challenge or issue currently faced by the agency, and e) a written
evaluation of the intern’s work from their internship supervisor.
1.a.4.4 Study abroad
Consistent with Goal 5, Initiative 5 of GSU strategic plan (to enhance the global competency of
students, faculty, and staff), the Department offers three study abroad programs (see
http://aysps.gsu.edu/criminal-justice-study-abroad-program/ for the West Indies program,
http://aysps.gsu.edu/criminal-justice/criminal-justice-study-abroad-spring-break/ for the
Dominican Republic program, and http://aysps.gsu.edu/study-abroad/interdisciplinary-globalseminar-salvador-brazil/ for the Interdisciplinary Global Seminar in Salvador, Brazil program).
Programs are overseen by CJC Study Abroad Coordinator Cyntoria Johnson. Appendix 1.a.4.4
provides more details on the three study abroad programs.
1.a.5 Honors College
Goal 1, Initiative 4 of the GSU strategic plan calls for the formation and expansion of a
standalone Honors College. The Honors College aims to foster a vibrant community to advance
undergraduate scholarship, enhance research, foster service and compete for prestigious awards
and fellowships. The department has direct involvement in this initiative.
1.a.5.1 Honors courses and Honors add-ons taught by faculty
Faculty in our Department teach honors dimensions (i.e., add-on courses) to students seeking
honors distinction. Since Fall 2014, the department has offered honors dimensions to 29 students
across ten different courses. The department strives to offer a stand-alone section of CRJU 2200
every spring term. Due to faculty shortages, we were only able to do so once during the review
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period with an enrollment of 13. CJC faculty also intermittently offer Honors Seminar courses
(HON 3260) during the summer term.
1.a.5.4 Student participating in the GSU Undergraduate Research Conference
Since 2013, the department has sponsored 30 student appointments as part of the University
Assistantship program that offers students direct exposure to research under faculty supervision.
Numerous honors theses have resulted from this involvement. Moreover, four students have
presented their research at the Undergraduate Research Conference since 2015.
1.a.6 Undergraduate programs within the GSU context
1.a.6.1 Programs undertaken jointly with other units at GSU, list of cross-listed courses
CRJU 3020 (Research Methods in Criminal Justice) was cross-listed with SW 3500 (Methods of
Social Work Research) in Fall 2014 and 2015 at the Alpharetta Center. The majority of the seats
were filled by Social Work students who were required to take the course at the Center.
1.a.6.2 Areas of substantial overlap/redundancy with other units at GSU
While sharing some interests with other GSU units (e.g., Sociology, Political Science, Public
Management & Policy), CJC’s Bachelor of Science in Criminal Justice is a unique program at
GSU through its focus on issues of crime and justice.
1.a.7 Number of Students Enrolled in Fully Online and Hybrid Courses
Goal 1, Initiative 4 of the GSU strategic plan calls for units to find the optimal balance between
technology and human interaction in instruction so that education and student success outcomes
are greatly enhanced. In this regard, the department has offered fully online courses to 851
students, beginning in Spring 2016. During AY 2015-2016, there were 290 students taught in
two different online courses (3 sections). During AY 2016-2017, 561 students were taught in five
different online courses (6 sections). Finally, in Spring 2017, 48 students were taught in one
online course. Dr. Scott Jacques has applied for and received 3 different BOR-sponsored
Affordable Learning grants to develop these courses as low or no cost courses in terms of
required class materials.
1.a.8 Undergraduate Degrees Conferred by Fiscal Year
Over the past three fiscal years, 403 students received their BS-CJ degree. For FY2015, there
were 133 degrees conferred (116 for Crime and Justice and 17 for Legal Studies concentrations).
For FY 2016, there were 117 degrees conferred (96 for Crime and Justice and 21 for Legal
Studies concentrations). For FY 2017, there were 153 degrees conferred (128 for Crime and
Justice and 25 for Legal Studies concentrations).
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1.b Graduate Education
CJC awards a Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) in Criminal Justice and Criminology with a mission
to prepare students for careers in research and teaching in the field, a Master of Science (MS) in
Criminal Justice with a mission to engage students in generating and applying knowledge and
information that is theoretically-driven and policy-relevant for the field, and, as of Fall 2017, a
Master of Interdisciplinary Studies in Criminal Justice Administration (MIS-CJA) with a mission
to strengthen core leadership abilities and broaden practitioner knowledge of the strategies
necessary to address rapidly emerging issues in criminal justice systems. Our graduate programs
closely align with GSU’s strategic goals to (i) “significantly strengthen and grow the base of
distinctive graduate and professional programs to assure development of the next generation of
researchers and societal leaders” and (ii) “become a leading public research university addressing
the most challenging issues of the 21st century.”
1.b.1 Quality of Graduate Students Attracted to the Unit’s Programs
Graduate applications, acceptances, and enrollments have increased each year during the selfstudy period (Appendix 1.b.1-Exhibit 1). Overall, the average graduate student acceptance rate
was 46%, with 53% of admitted students ultimately enrolling into the graduate programs. The
annual graduate student acceptance rate declined from 53% in AY 2014 to 40% in AY 2016, a
drop driven by the sharp increase in PhD applicants during AY 2016 when the number of
acceptances remained steady. Conversely, graduate enrollment rates increased from less than
half of admitted students (44%) in AY 2014 to more than half in both AY 2015 (59%) and AY
2016 (55%) (Appendix 1.b.1-Exhibit 2). This increase was driven by highly successful
recruitment efforts in AY 2015 for the MS program and AY 2016 for the PhD. program, when
more than 80% of accepted students enrolled into the respective graduate program.
Among the 46 graduate students who enrolled during the study period, mean verbal and
quantitative GRE scores were in the 43rd and 27th percentiles, respectively, with a mean GPA of
3.3 (Appendix 1.b.1-Exhibit 3). Three-year trends vary across these quality indicators (Appendix
1.b.1-Exhibit 4). For instance, mean GPA of enrolled graduate students declined from 3.6 in AY
2014 to 3.1 in AY 2016, whereas mean verbal GRE scores dropped from the 45th to 33rd
percentile from AY 2014 and AY 2015 before rebounding to the 51st percentile in AY 2016.
Quality indicators also vary by degree. For MS students, overall mean GRE verbal and
quantitative scores are at the 36th and 22nd percentiles, respectively, with a mean GPA of 3.2. By
comparison, mean GRE verbal and quantitative scores for PhD students are at the 59th and 38th
percentiles, respectively, with a mean GPA of 3.5. The PhD student quality indicators are
comparable with data on the nearly three dozen other doctoral programs in our field as reported
in the Association of Doctoral Programs in Criminology & Criminal Justice (ADPCCJ) 2017
Survey Report, with mean GRE verbal and quantitative scores for newly admitted doctoral
students falling at the 62nd and 42nd percentiles, respectively, and a mean GPA of 3.5.
1.b.2 Expanding Support for Graduate Programs
In addition to funding outlined in section 1.b.2.3, CJC has pursued several strategies to expand
support for its graduate programs. First, the department has encouraged eligible graduate
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students to apply for CJC scholarships, resulting in seven graduate student awards over the past
two funding cycles from departmental scholarships. Second, CJC moved from an academic to
calendar year funding model in 2014, raising the base doctoral student stipend from $14,000 to
$18,000 annually. Third, CJC currently has three continuing Second Century Initiative (2CI)
University Doctoral Fellowships in the Evidence-Based Policy cluster. Support for 2CI, which
carries a $22,000 stipend, comes from Georgia State University and AYSPS. Fourth, external
grants currently support one doctoral student, with ongoing faculty grant activity seeking to build
additional student support in this area. Fifth, CJC routinely takes advantage of six AYSPS
Fellowships ($10k on top of base assistantship stipend) and six AYSPS Dean’s Fellowships ($8k
on top of base assistantship stipend). These awards, which can be awarded to a student for up to
three years each, allow for the competitive recruitment and retention of the most meritorious
PhD applicants.
1.b.2.1 Total numbers of graduate students by year, degree program, and concentration in
the period of the self-study
Total graduate enrollment across the self-study period ranged between 42 (FA 2014) and 50 (FA
2015). For MS (PhD) students, there was an average of 21 (24) enrolled students across the three
years. The annual breakdown by concentration (Appendix 1.b.2.1-Exhibit 5) indicates most MS
students remain undeclared as of the Fall semester, although either the thesis or non-thesis option
must be declared by the end of the first year of study. Among those in a track, more students
declared for the thesis (5) than the non-thesis (2) option. The optional MS Public Administration
(PA) track is offered in conjunction with Department of Public Management and Policy,
providing students with in-depth exposure to concepts and practices within public administration.
Declarations for this track increased from 0 in FA 2014 to 4 in FA 2016.
1.b.2.2 Percentage of graduate students compared to total number of students in the
department
Graduate students in CJC accounted for 5.9% to 7.4% of total CJC students across the three-year
study period (Appendix 1.b.2.2-Exhibit 6). Although these percentages are low, they are a
function of the large undergraduate enrollments in CJC. Among AYS departments, for instance,
the average undergraduate enrollment was 636 for CJC compared to 435 for Economics, 278 for
Social Work, and 250 for Public Management and Policy. The department acknowledges a need
to grow its graduate programs, something that should be addressed in the near term with the
addition of the MISCJA program that was launched in Fall 2017 with an inaugural enrollment of
18 students.
1.b.2.3 Graduate student financial support, by type
Most graduate students receive financial support in the form of graduate assistantships (GAs).
During the self-study period, the number of GA positions awarded to our students held steady
between 33 and 35 per year (Appendix 1.b.2.3-Exhibit 7). In any given year, graduate research
assistantships (GRAs) provide the greatest number of positions (70-83%), followed by graduate
teaching assistantships (GTAs) (11-30%). Graduate laboratory assistantships (GLAs), which
supported two students during the study period, are ad hoc positions not typically awarded
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through the department. During the study period, there has been a relative decrease in the
number of GRAs toward more GTAs, which reflects greater university support for teaching
assistantships in support of undergraduate courses with Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC)
and Critical Thinking through Writing (CTW) writing consultant designations.
Masters students work up to 8 hours per week for their assistantships. Support for MS students
includes a $4,000 stipend and tuition waiver per academic year. For out-of-state graduate
students without an assistantship, the department can grant up to two in-state tuition waivers per
year to help reduce the costs of attending GSU. Doctoral students work up to 20 hours per week
for their assistantships. Base support for PhD students includes an $18,000 stipend and tuition
waiver per fiscal year. Cooperative arrangements with the Atlanta Police Leadership Institute
(APLI) and the in-house Sage journals Criminal Justice Review and International Criminal
Justice Review provide support for three additional doctoral assistantships. The department also
has (i) two Carolyn McClain Young Scholarships that provide a base stipend of $20,000 per year
to African or Caribbean doctoral students and (ii) three Second Century Initiative (2CI)
University Doctoral Fellowships in Evidence-Based Policy that provide a base stipend of
$22,000 per year. Further, the department also has a total of six Dean’s Fellowships ($8,000) and
six AYSPS Fellowships ($10,000) designed to boost the base stipends of the best doctoral
students for recruitment and retention purposes. Thus, doctoral stipends can range between
$18,000 and $32,000, depending on which assistantship and top-off they may receive. The base
doctoral student stipend of $18,000 is equal to the median base stipend among the 37 PhDgranting departments in Criminology and Criminal Justice as reported in the Association of
Doctoral Programs in Criminology & Criminal Justice (ADPCCJ) 2017 Survey Report. Finally,
we provide student travel support to present papers at professional conferences, which has
amounted in recent cycles to $800 per student per year.
1.b.2.4 Ratio of graduate students to TT faculty
The graduate student to faculty ratio ranged between 3.8 and 5.0 during the study period.1 Except
for a relatively larger MS student to faculty ratio during FA 2015, student-teacher ratios have
remained stable across both years and degree programs. Specifics are provided below in section
2.a.2 and the corresponding Appendix.
1.b.2.5 Internships, service learning programs, research practica, field placements
During the self-study period, a total of seven graduate students obtained a self-initiated
internship with a criminal justice agency or organization for academic credit.
1.b.3 National Reputation in Professional Degree Programs
U.S. News & World Report’s most recent ranking of PhD programs in criminology and criminal
justice occurred in 2009, before the launch of CJC’s doctoral program in 2010. However, U.S.
News & World Report is collecting data for updated rankings of these program for 2018 release,
and the department expects to perform in the top half in this new ranking. This assessment is
1

Internal data were used to calculate these ratios as the APR data undercounted students slightly.
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supported by recent research ranking GSU 18th out of 40 PhD-granting programs in criminology
and criminal justice on metrics of scholarly productivity.2
1.b.3.1 Number of graduate students in professional degree programs by year
CJC does not have any graduate professional degree programs.
1.b.3.2 Pass rates on national credentialing examinations
The field of Criminal Justice and Criminology does not have a national credentialing body.
1.b.4 Student Learning, Success, and Satisfaction
1.b.4.1.a Assessment of student learning
Student assessment reports for the MS and PhD programs from the 2016-17 assessment cycle
detailing student learning outcomes, major findings, and program improvement plans are
presented in Appendix 1.b.4.1.a, Exhibits 8 and 9, respectively. Briefly, for both programs
students are generally meeting or exceeding target outcomes on learning objectives. However,
some metrics have not been collected consistently over time, and the department is working with
the Office of Institutional Effectiveness to make the assessment process more structured and
informative.
1.b.4.1.b Courses taught
CJC offers roughly 30 graduate course sections each year (Appendix 1.b.4.1.b-Exhibit 10). Total
graduate credit hours decreased from 625 in FY 2015 to 542 in FY 2016 before rising to 647 in
FY 2017.
1.b.4.2 Recruitment rates, admission requirements and procedures, and advisement
Since 2010, when CJC began admitting doctoral students, we have received between 42 and 68
graduate applications per year. During the self-study period from FA 2014 to FA 2016, these
numbers have ranged between 47 and 65. The AYS Office of Academic Assistance (OAA)
manages much of the recruitment (including running advertisements) and application process for
prospective graduate students. We primarily rely on our web presence for graduate student
recruitment, with OAA and CJC’s Director of Graduate Studies serving as primary points of
contact. Prospective applicants may call or visit campus to talk with OAA personnel in Graduate
Admissions & Program Administration and/or with the Graduate Coordinator. During AY 201617, we held six online information sessions for prospective students interested in the PhD, MS,
and MIS-CJA programs. Overall, we had 66 prospective applicants RSVP for the information
sessions, with 32 (48%) ultimately live-viewing the sessions. Although we do not have numbers
on how many individuals ultimately applied, AYS waives the $50 graduate application fee for
online session attendees to increase application rates. AYS also holds an Open House each
2

Gary Kleck & Bethany Mims. (2017). Article Productivity Among the Faculty of Criminology and Criminal
Justice Doctoral Programs, 2010–2014. Journal of Criminal Justice Education 28(4): 467-487.
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November for prospective graduate students to learn more about the programs directly from
faculty and students. During the Fall 2016 Open House, 18 students RSVP’d to attend, half of
whom had attended an earlier online information session. Lastly, AYS hosts a Spring Campus
Visit Day to bring in top prospects for the PhD program. During Spring 2017, CJC hosted four
prospective PhD students for the on-campus visits, only one of whom ultimately matriculated.
The department is reviewing ways to make this recruitment opportunity more successful.
Admission requirements for the PhD program include a statement of professional and academic
goals, an academic paper or writing sample, GRE scores, college transcripts, three letters of
recommendation, and, for international applicants, TOEFL or IELTS Academic scores. The PhD
application deadline is January 15 for Fall semester admission only. For the MS program,
requirements include a goal statement, GRE scores, college transcripts, three letters of
recommendation, and, for international applicants, TOEFL or IELTS Academic scores. MS
applicants can apply for both Fall and Spring admission under priority, regular, and late
deadlines. Finally, for the new MIS-CJA program, requirements include a personal statement,
college transcripts (minimum GPA of 2.5), two letters of recommendation, and, for international
applicants, TOEFL or IELTS Academic scores. Currently, prospective MIS-CJA may only apply
for Fall admission on early, regular, and space available deadlines; however, Spring admissions
will commence next admission cycle.
Graduate students receive advisement from both OAA and CJC’s Graduate Coordinator. They
both work together to ensure students are progressing through the program in a timely and
reasonable manner and meeting all program and graduation requirements.
1.b.4.3 Retention rates, graduation rates, and output quality metrics
The MS program typically requires at least two years for a full-time student (taking 9 credits per
semester) and at least three years for a part-time student (taking 6 credits per semester).
Consequently, graduation rates measured after the third year may represent the most meaningful
metric. As shown in Appendix 1.b.4.3-Exhibit 11, three-year graduation rates for MS students
range from 36% to 83% beginning with the FA 2005 cohort. MS students must complete their
degree within six years, and the overall graduation rate at this point rises to 84% (47/56).
Among the 38 doctoral students admitted in the program’s first six cohorts, 8 graduated (21%),
15 remain enrolled (39%), 14 (37%) left the program without a degree and 1 (3%) left after
earning a terminal MS degree (Appendix 1.b.4.3-Exhibit 12). CJC considers five years to be a
reasonable time-to-degree, and among the three cohorts that have reached this point, we have
achieved a 24% graduation rate (6/25). PhD students must complete their degree within seven
years, and the overall graduation rate for the single cohort that has reached this point is 50%
(5/10). Notably, three of the students in this initial PhD cohort remain actively enrolled after
successfully petitioning for an eighth year of program eligibility.
1.b.4.4 Placement rates
We have captured placement information for 14 of the 26 MS students that graduated between
Spring 2013 and Summer 2017. Six of these students enrolled in a PhD program, including five
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who entered our own PhD program. Job titles and current employers for the eight other recent
MS graduates include Planning and Policy Development Specialist, GA Criminal Justice
Coordinating Council; Model Fidelity Coordinator, Juvenile Justice Unit, GA Criminal Justice
Coordinating Council; Director of Corporate Investigations, Worldpay Corporation; Case
Manager, Valley Behavioral Health; Customer Service Specialist, GA Department of Law:
Consumer Protection Unit; Personnel Security Assistant, US Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco,
Firearms & Explosives; Legal Assistant, McCurdy & Candler, LLC; and Owner, 5thereal.
CJC has graduated a total of 10 PhD students between Summer 2013 and Fall 2017. Seven of
these graduates took jobs in academia as Assistant Professors at the following institutions:
Clayton State University, Georgia Southern University, Indiana University of Pennsylvania (x2),
Kennesaw State University, University of Alabama, and University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee.
Two of these placements were to a PhD granting department and all to graduate degree granting
programs. Three students have accepted positions as Research Associates or Postdocs at Georgia
State University, Applied Research Services, Inc. (Atlanta, GA), and Resource Development
Associates (Oakland, CA). These placements are respectable for a new doctoral program.
1.b.4.5 Enrollment by program, gender, and race
CJC attracts a diverse student population (Appendix 1.b.4.5-Exhibit 13). Among FA 2014 to FA
2016 cohorts, 55-57% of graduate students were White, 21-27% were African American, 7-10%
were Asian, and 5% other/not reported. The gender of graduate students tends to be female,
ranging between 69-80%. These figures were relatively stable across the study period.
1.b.4.6 Level of financial need
Overall, the average gross financial need of graduate students (Appendix 1.b.4.6-Exhibit 14)
increased by more than $1,000 from FA 2014 to FA 2015 (i.e., $14,754 to $15,862), but then
returned close to the previous lower level during FA 2016 ($15,104). In contrast, the average
unmet financial need remained relatively stable from FA 2014 to FA 2015 (~$5,800) before
rising to $6,505 during FA 2016.
1.b.4.7 Student surveys
The Graduate Student Survey was administered in Spring 2017 by OIR, achieving a response
rate of 56% compared to the university-wide response rate of 44% (Appendix 1.b.4.7-Exhibit
15). Items for which students reported either mean scores above 5 on a 6-point scale or mean
scores greater than a half point above the university average, which is indicative of high
performance, include the following: general learning outcomes (writing clearly and effectively,
locating and organizing information from multiple sources, demonstrating competence in
specific research methods), program preparation (program of study is academically challenging,
instructors stress high quality work from students), program resources (availability of graduate
research/teaching assistantships), and faculty interaction (i.e., faculty are appropriately prepared
for the courses they teach, faculty are up-to-date in emerging trends and information in the field,
administrative staff are helpful).
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Conversely, items for which students reported either mean scores below 4 on a 6-point scale or
mean scores greater than a half point below the university average, suggesting areas for
improvement, include the following: general learning outcomes (collaborating effectively with
colleagues, knowledge about the tenets of ethical practice), program preparation (my program
requirements are clear to me, my program’s curriculum is broad enough to prepare me for my
career choice), program resources (availability of graduate courses in the department), and
faculty interaction (faculty in the department motivate me to do my best, faculty are fair and
unbiased in their treatment of students, my department promotes an environment of inclusiveness
and respect, I would recommend my department to other students like myself).
The Graduate Alumni Survey was administered in Spring 2017, achieving a response rate of
44% compared to the university-wide response rate of 29% (Appendix 1.b.4.7-Exhibit 16). With
respect to all three general outcome items (see Section 1.b.4.4 for details on other parts of the
survey), alumni reported either mean scores below 4 on a 6-point scale or mean scores greater
than a half point below the university average, suggesting areas for improvement. These include
the following: my program of study has made a positive contribution to the quality of my life, I
have applied the skills I learned in my program to help resolve issues I’ve faced in my
professional life, and I was satisfied with my degree program.
1.b.4.8 Student publications and presentations
We developed a bibliography of doctoral student scholarly publications that includes works that
were completed during the students’ time-in-program or that were published with faculty based
on work performed while students. Student presentations at the American Society of
Criminology (ASC) and the Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences (ACJS during their time-inprogram were also documented. As summarized and listed in Appendix 1.b.4.8-Exhibit 17, the
number of peer-reviewed publications in which a student was an author or co-author has trended
consistently upward, increasing from 3 in 2011 to 14 in 2017. It is noteworthy that the students
have consistently published their work in respectable journal outlets. Conversely, book reviews
and other types of publications have tended to decline over this same period. Finally, since 2012,
the number of presentations at major professional conferences has held steady at between 14 and
18 each year. These statistics demonstrate our students are producing scholarship at a high rate.
1.b.4.9 Student accomplishments: exams, theses, dissertations, projects, grants, prizes, and
awards
Ten students completed and successfully defended their dissertations between 2013 and 2017, as
shown in Appendix 1.b.4.9-Exhibit 18. Within the past couple of years, CJC students have also
won a number of regional and national awards: Miranda Baumann and Michelle Block Received
the 2017 Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences Doctoral Summit Scholarship; Don Hunt
received the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) Graduate Research Fellowship in 2016 (he was
one of only six doctoral students nationwide awarded the fellowship that year); Mecca Samaria
Muhammad received a prestigious National Science Foundation Graduate Research Program
Fellowship in 2016; Jane Daquin received the Southern Criminal Justice Association’s 2016
Outstanding Graduate Student Award; Krystle Lynn Caraballo Received the American Society
of Criminology’s 2016 Ruth D. Peterson Fellowship for Racial and Ethnic Diversity.
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1.b.4.10 Doctoral student time-to-degree
For the four doctoral students awarded degrees in Criminal Justice and Criminology between FA
2013 and SU 2016, the average time to completion was 4.8 years (range: 4.0 to 6.0 years).3
Overall, the average time-to-degree for the ten doctoral students who graduated with a PhD in
Criminal Justice and Criminology from program inception in FA 2010 through FA 2017 was 4.4
years (range: 3.0 to 6.0 years).
1.b.4.11 Student outcomes after graduation: admission into further graduate education,
postdoctoral fellowships, employment
See Section 1.b.4.4.
1.b.5 Graduate Programs within the GSU Context
1.b.5.1 Programs undertaken jointly with other GSU units, list of cross-listed courses
First, CJC offers a Public Administration Area of Specialization (Track) in the M.S. Criminal
Justice Degree Program. The four non-CJC courses that make up the Public Administration (PA)
track are offered by the Department of Public Management and Policy. Second, CJC introduced
the Master of Interdisciplinary Studies in Criminal Justice Administration (MIS-CJA) in Fall
2017, with half the 30 required credit hours taught by Criminal Justice and Criminology and the
other half taught by Public Management and Policy. Finally, CJC also regularly cross-lists
courses with the School of Public Health (CRJU 8410 Criminological Issues: Epidemiology and
Prevention of Violence), the Department of Communications (CRJU 8410 Criminological
Issues: Women, Conflict, and Communication), and the Global Studies Institute (CRJU 8900
Selected Topics in Criminal Justice: Psychology of Terrorism).
1.b.5.2 Areas of overlap/redundancy with other GSU units
CJC does not have redundancy with other GSU graduate programs.
1.b.6 Number of Students Enrolled in Fully Online and Hybrid Courses
During FA 2016, only two graduate students were enrolled in fully online courses. The MIS CJA
is GSU’s first fully online graduate program and has launched with a robust cohort of 18
students.
1.b.7 Graduate Degrees Conferred by Fiscal Year

3

Note that this estimate of 4.8 differs from the estimate of 5.2 produced by GSU’s APR Dashboard because time to
degree is calculated in that system from when students first enrolled in a graduate program (MS or PhD) at GSU,
not from enrollment in the PhD program specifically. Two of the four students entered the PhD program after first
completing the MS, and thus the APR-reported figure does not accurately reflect time-to-degree for the doctoral
degree.
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As shown in Appendix 1.b.7-Exhibit 19, the number of MS degrees conferred increased from 4
to 6 to 8 across the three years of the study period (FA 2015 to Fa 2017). For the PhD, two
degrees were conferred in each of the study years.
1.c Research
1.c.1 Success of the Unit’s Research Culture
In an effort to provide meaningful comparisons to the field, the department identified 5 PhD
granting programs in criminal justice and criminology from around the country that we deem to
be peer programs (University of Central Florida, University of South Florida, University of
South Carolina, University of Louisville, Old Dominion University) and an additional 5 that we
deem to be aspirational programs (University of Cincinnati, SUNY Albany, Temple University,
Rutgers University, and the University of Missouri - St. Louis). Drawing upon data available
through the Academic Analytics database/dashboard and email correspondence with unit heads,
we gathered relevant comparison data and provide these below where appropriate. Graphic
representation of the comparison data are presented in Appendix 1.c.1, with text included below
in the appropriate sections of the report.
As noted above, archival data from the Academic Analytics dashboard was supplemented by
email exchanges with the chairpersons of the 5 peer and aspirational departments. Of note, the
CJC faculty at GSU is comparatively small relative to these other PhD granting units. Our
current staffing level of 12 tenured/tenure track (T/TT) faculty is smaller than 4 of the 5 peer
programs (mean T/TT faculty = 16) and all 5 of the aspirational units (mean T/TT faculty = 19).
The average number of undergraduate majors among responding peer departments was 761 with
an average graduate enrollment of 67. Among the aspirational departments, the reported average
number of undergraduate majors was 569 with an average graduate enrollment of 87. In Fall
2017, the 12 T/TT and 14 total FT CJC faculty served 642 undergraduate majors and 74 graduate
students.
1.c.1.1 2CI and NextGen hires, Regents Professors, Alumni Distinguished Professors,
eminent scholars, and endowed professors
During the period of this review (2014-2017), department chair Richard Wright was awarded a
Regents’ Professorship and one faculty member was hired though the 2CI program (William
Sabol in fall 2017). Dr. Sabol, an expert in crime policy, was formerly Director of the US Bureau
of Justice Statistics (a Presidential appointment) and was hired to fill an existing 2CI position
within the Evidence-Based Policy cluster formerly held by William Pridemore, who left our
department to become the Dean of the School of Criminal Justice at SUNY Albany. Also, the
department was recently awarded a faculty position and post-doctoral fellow line as part of a
NextGen funded proposal on cybercrime and cybersecurity. Recruitment efforts are underway to
fill both lines for AY 2018-2019. All of these efforts directly align with Goal 3, Initiative 1 of the
current GSU Strategic Plan which seeks to foster the development of research programs around
large and complex problems that require teams of faculty researchers across a span of
disciplines.
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1.c.1.2.a Levels of external and internal funding: grants, fellowships, and awards
External funding awarded to CJC faculty over the FY2015-FY2017 review period totaled
$1,397,254, ranging from a low of $385,475 to a high of $576,624. The table in Appendix
1.c.1.2.a breaks this down by T/TT track faculty member for the last three fiscal years.
As demonstrated by the green fields arrayed visually in Appendix 1.c.1, the CJC faculty
compares favorably to our peer institutions on a number of metrics focused on federal grant
production (e.g., number and percent of faculty with grants, total grant dollars, dollars per grant,
number of grants and dollars per faculty). We perform respectably, but not as well, in the graphic
comparing us to our aspirational departments on these federal grant measures.
1.c.1.2b Ratio of grants submitted to grants awarded
The department had just under a third of its grant proposals funded over the review period.
Specifically, 3/10 (30%) in FY2015, 3/6 (50%) in FY2016 and 0/3 (0%) in FY2017.
1.c.1.3 National/international rankings of the unit (e.g., by the National Research Council,
US News and World Report, professional associations)
See section 1.b.3 above.
1.c.1.4 Research productivity that furthers the strategic goals of the university
Members of the department regularly conduct and publish research to understand the causes of
crime and control of crime, with a focus on urban violence. Several faculty members conduct
and present research abroad. This research is diverse, and is focused on promoting evidencebased policies and practices. This orientation to societal problems and empirical work helps the
university achieve three of GSU’s strategic goals; Specifically, Goal 3 of becoming a public
research university addressing the most challenging issues of the 21st century, Goal 4 of
becoming a leader in understanding the challenges of cities and developing effective solutions
and Goal 5 of achieving distinction in globalizing the university.
1.c.1.4.a Quantity and quality of disseminated research
Over the three+ years covered by this review, CJC faculty members produced a total of 141
publications per the APR Dashboard. These included 47 peer-reviewed journal articles, 12
books, 18 book chapters, 41 non-peer reviewed articles and 23 other publications. The table in
appendix 1.c.1.4.a breaks this down by T/TT faculty member for the last three academic years.
This work has been very well cited (see 1.c.1.4.b below) and much of it appears in top journals in
the field4 including Criminology (5.019 impact factor), Justice Quarterly (3.542), Journal of
Quantitative Criminology (3.542), Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency (2.545),
Journal of School Violence (2.421), Journal of Criminal Justice (2.339) and Criminal Justice
and Behavior (2.009). Additionally, as CJC faculty are regularly engaged in interdisciplinary
4

2016 journal impact factors obtained from the 2017 edition of “InCites Journal Citation Reports” produced by
Thompson Reuters.
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research, many articles also appear in elite journals in other fields. Some examples include BMJ
(formerly British Medical Journal, 20.785), Pediatrics (5.705), Journal of Clinical and
Adolescent Psychology (4.396), International Journal of Drug Policy (3.479), Journal of Policy
Analysis and Management (3.415) and Biological Psychology (3.070). Furthermore, many books
were published by prestigious presses, including Cambridge University Press, Oxford University
Press, University of California Press, and the University of Chicago Press.
Referring to the graphic material appearing in blue fields in Appendix 1.c.1, note that for the
2012-2015 period the CJC department’s journal publication output is somewhat lower than that
of our peer and aspirational departments in terms of the number of faculty with articles and the
total number of articles produced. Given our small faculty, this is to be expected. We performed
in the middle of the pack with the peer departments and not far off the norm compared to the
aspirational departments with respect to the number of articles published per faculty member and
the number of articles per author. We also compared favorably to both comparison groups
regarding the percentage of our faculty publishing an article during the study period.
A closer look at the raw numbers underlying the tables and figures from Appendix 1.c.1 provides
further comparative information on specific to our journal production. According to the
Academic Analytics dashboard, for the period 2012-2015, the five selected peer departments
produced an average of 7.3 journal articles per faculty member (range: 2.8-14.6) while the five
aspirational departments yielded an average of 7.3 articles per faculty member (range: 5.8-10.1).
During that period, our department yielded an average of 5.8 articles per faculty member.
Note that the purple fields appearing in Appendix 1.c.1 provides a visual representation of
faculty production of books for the period of 2006-2015. The data show respectable comparisons
to our peer departments in terms of the total number of books, % faculty with books, books per
faculty, and number of faculty with books. Not surprisingly, we lag behind the sample of
aspirational departments on these book publishing measures.
1.c.1.4.b Impact of research on relevant disciplines, including analyses of citations of the
work of individual faculty members.
There is ample evidence to suggest that research by CJC faculty is having a demonstrable impact
on the field. The current (Fall 2017) 12 T/TT track faculty have been cited 24,098 times and
have an average H-Index of 17.33. Over the past five years this faculty has been cited 13,738
times with an average H-Index of 14.67. The fact that over 57% of lifetime citations have
occurred in the past five years shows the increasing prominence of work by CJC faculty. The
table in Appendix 1.c.1.4.b provides data for each current faculty member.
Referring again to the visual materials presented Appendix 1.c.1, note that the department’s
citation output compares respectably to that of our peer and aspirational departments (as
measured by article and conference proceeding citations 2011-2015). The fields shaded in pink
reveal favorable comparisons to our peer departments on all measures of citation production for
that period. Turning to the comparison data for our aspirational departments, we yield positive
results in terms of % faculty with citations and % authors with citations. We compare less
favorably to our aspirational units on measures of total citation, cites per faculty, cites per
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publication, and total number of faculty members with citations. Drilling down more deeply into
the data available via the Academic Analytics dashboard for 2011-2015, faculty members at our
peer departments produced an average of 29 citations each year (range: 8-102) while the faculty
at the aspirational departments yielded an annual average of 43 citations (range: 26-68). During
that period, the annual average for each of our faculty members was 31 citations.
1.c.1.5 Success in recruitment and retention of top faculty in the field
Since the last self-study the department has been very successful in recruiting top faculty. These
include Scott Jacques (hired from the University of Cincinnati--a top three program in our field),
William Pridemore (hired from Indiana University on a 2CI line), Richard Wright (now a
Regents’ Professor, hired from the University of Missouri, St. Louis--a top four program in our
field), Eric Sevigny (hired from the University of South Carolina), Frances Chen (hired as a new
assistant professor after graduating from The University of Pennsylvania) and William Sabol
(hired on 2CI line, prior Director of the US Bureau of Justice Statistics).
Despite this strong track record of recruiting top faculty, the department also experienced a
number of departures over the review period. Lines to hire new faculty have not kept pace with
departures and the department currently has 12 T/TT track faculty in Fall 2017 compared with 16
in Fall 2009, when the last self-study was conducted. In terms of departures, two were due to
retirement, one left for a position as Dean, one left for a position as a Vice Provost, three left for
positions as department chairs or school directors, and three left for positions at peer or
aspirational departments. As such, departures can be seen as an indication of the department
having developed our faculty to become strong leaders, who are consequently in high demand
for prominent leadership positions.
1.c.1.6.a Number of faculty promoted and/or tenured since the last self study
The department has been very successful in tenuring and promoting faculty since the last APR
review. No faculty members have been denied tenure or promotion over this period (though two
withdrew after accepting other jobs during the process). Five faculty members were granted
tenure and/or promotion to Associate Professor (Tim Brezina, Leah Daigle, Brent Teasdale,
Scott Jacques and Joshua Hinkle), while five were promoted to Professor (Barbara Warner, Tim
Brezina, Volkan Topalli, Leah Daigle and Dean Dabney). Additionally, both full time nontenure track (NTT) faculty members were promoted to Clinical Assistant Professor.
1.c.1.6.b Average time in rank, recruiting/hiring history
Sections 1.c.1.5 and 1.c.1.6.a above detail the department’s hires, departures, and promotions
since the last self-study report. The CJC department is currently comprised of 12 T/TT faculty
members and 2 NTT members. The make-up of the department skews toward senior faculty,
with seven members at the rank of Professor (including a Regents’ Professor), four Associate
Professors and only one Assistant Professor (with another set to join the department in August
2018). Both NTT faculty are Clinical Assistant Professors. Current Professors have spent an
average of 5.5 years at the Professor rank (two are currently in their first semester at this rank),
and spent an average of 9.33 years at the Associate level before promotion. Current Associate
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professors have been at that rank for 6.25 years on average, and spent 7.75 years as Assistant
Professors prior to promotion. The only current Assistant Professor in the department has
completed one year at that rank.5
1.c.1.7 Faculty participating in exchanges, where applicable to the unit
The department brought in two outstanding minority scholars for semester long visits under the
Provost’s visiting scholar program since the last self-study. Ramiro Martinez from Northeastern
University visited in Spring 2013. Martinez is an expert on violent crime and issues surrounding
immigration and crime. In AY2015-16, the department hosted Rod Brunson from Rutgers
University. Brunson is a renowned expert on police-community relations, youth violence and
neighborhood disadvantage. Upon concluding his time with us, he was appointed Dean of the
School of Criminal Justice at Rutgers. We also have two visiting scholars coming in spring 2018
through the current version of this program, Sam Myers (University of Minnesota) and Ojmarrh
Mitchell (University of South Florida). In addition to these visiting scholars, the Department has
also regularly hosted one or two preeminent guest speakers each semester, often sponsored in
part by the Criminal Justice Graduate Student Organization, the CJ Undergraduate Student
Association and/or the student honor’s society. These speakers have been leading scholars in top
programs in criminology and related fields and have included Daniel Nagin (Carnegie Mellon
University), Bruce Link (Columbia University), Rick Rosenfeld and Janet Lauritsen (University
of Missouri- St. Louis), Pamela Wilcox (University of Cincinnati), Philip Cook (Duke
University), Scott Decker (Arizona State University) and Robert Agnew (Emory University).
1.c.1.8 Faculty Surveys
A survey of CJC faculty was administered by the GSU Office of Institutional Research in Spring
2017. Overall, CJC faculty reported high ratings on most items and tended to report at or above
the university mean on most items included in the survey (see Appendix 1.c.1.8). In particular,
compared to their peers at GSU CJC faculty rated the department highly for providing resources
and time for conducting their research, while they rated the quality of undergraduate student
majors below the university average. See Appendix 1.c.1.8 for full results.
1.c.2 Faculty partnerships and professional service
1.c.2.1 Faculty participation (direction, affiliation) in research centers and clusters at
Georgia State University
The CJC department houses a 2CI position that is part of a cluster in Evidence-Based Policy.
This position is currently held by William Sabol. We are in the process of recruiting for positions
funded through the cybercrime and cybersecurity NextGen proposal.
1.c.2.2 National and international research collaborations/partnerships
5

These figures include time up through AY2016-17, including time at previous institutions where applicable. They
exclude William Sabol who joined the faculty in Fall 2017 at the Rank of Professor after a distinguished career in
the federal government and private research firms.
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Many CJC faculty members hold affiliations and other partnerships with national or international
organizations including RAND, the International Centre for Research in Forensic Psychology,
the Netherlands Institute for the Study of Crime and Law Enforcement, the Emory Center for
Injury Control, the Center for Evidence-Based Crime Prevention as George Mason University,
the Institute for Interdisciplinary Bioscience Research at the University of California, Irvine, and
the International Society for the Study of Drug Policy.
1.c.2.3 Evidence of interdisciplinary research
Criminal Justice and Criminology is by nature an interdisciplinary field. CJC faculty regularly
publish in elite journals in other fields including sociology, psychology, public health, biology
and medical journals among other (see a list of examples in section 1.c.1.4.a above). Faculty are
also involved in interdisciplinary research grants, with one example including a study of a Big
Brothers Big Sisters Program by Tim Brezina in collaboration with Gabe Kuperminc
(psychology) and Erdal Tekin (economics). This is also reflected through service and affiliations
with interdisciplinary associations (see section 1.c.2.2 for examples).
1.c.2.4 Significant professional service
CJC faculty engage in significant public service throughout our field. The department houses
two journals: Criminal Justice Review currently edited by Leah Daigle and International
Criminal Justice Review currently edited by Scott Jacques. Several faculty members serve or
have served on the editorial boards for top journals in criminology and related fields. Faculty are
also very involved in service to professional organizations such as the American Society of
Criminology (ASC), the Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences (ACJS) and the Southern
Criminal Justice Association (SCJA). Some prominent examples of service to these
organizations include Tim Brezina serving as Program Committee Co-Chair for the 2013 Annual
Meeting of ASC (several faculty have served on the program committee for ASC meetings over
the review period), two faculty members (Leah Daigle and Dean Dabney) serving as Regional
Trustees to ACJS, Dean Dabney and Leah Daigle being on the Executive Board of the SCJA,
Barbara Warner leading the founding of a new division of ASC on Communities and Place, and
Richard Wright serving on the Award Committee for the ASC’s prestigious Hindelang Award in
2016. Finally, CJC faculty serve on numerous advisory boards and councils for various
professional organizations, as well as serving as expert consultants and witnesses.
1.c.3 Recognition of scholarly excellence
1.c.3.1 Recipients of GSU Faculty Fellowships and other internal awards
Several CJC faculty have received internal awards for their excellence in teaching and research
since 2014. Examples include three CJC faculty having received the Excellence in Teaching
Award from AYSPS (Leah Daigle in 2014, Michael Shapiro in 2015, Dean Dabney in 2017),
Scott Jacques receiving the Digital Champion Fellowship from the GSU Center for Instructional
Innovation in 2016, and Cyntoria Johnson receiving GSU’s Study Abroad Program Director of
the Year Award in 2014.
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1.c.3.2 External awards, honors, prizes, and fellowships
CJC faculty have also received external awards for their scholarship since 2014. For example,
Leah Daigle was named one of the top 100 scholars in criminology and criminal justice by
Scientometrics, Joshua Hinkle received the 2015 Springer American Journal of Criminal Justice
Outstanding Article Award from the Southern Criminal Justice Association, and Eric Sevigny
received Publon’s Sentinel of Science Award.
1.c.4 Unit infrastructure for supporting research
1.c.4.1 Unit-level research and travel grants
All faculty received approximately $1,700 in travel/research support funds annually over the
review period. Additionally, graduate students presenting at conferences were typically awarded
$800 annually to support travel and professional development.
1.c.4.2 Grant support, writing, administration
The CJC Business Manager II (LaRose Raston) facilitates communications with the Office of
Sponsored Projects. The department does not have any Grant Contract Officers or other form of
dedicated research support staff and lacks the capacity to provide faculty with services such as
grant writing or searching for funding opportunities. AYSPS provides assistance with grant
applications at the college level.
1.c.4.3 Facilities, equipment, technical support, and other administrative support
During the period of review, AYSPS provided conference rooms and the department made use of
other colleges’ conference rooms in the Urban Life Building. The Department has now moved to
new space in 55 Park Place. CJC provides each faculty member (T/TT and NTTs) with a
furnished office, desktop computer, laptop, individual and networked printers, and copy
machine. The department currently has two small computer labs for graduate research and
teaching assistants and a larger computer lab in Kell Hall. The department recently relocated to a
new space in 55 Park Place in mid-October 2017 that soon will have state-of-the-art conference
rooms for the department, a shared college computer lab for students, and cubicle space for
GRAs/GTAs.
1.c.4.4 Research information resources
The department has a designated Criminal Justice librarian at the University library who serves
as a liaison. This individual has regularly solicited feedback from faculty to request book and
video purchases and inquired about the adequacy of scholarly journal subscriptions. The
librarian is also available to assist faculty and students with research and the use of library
resources for course instruction.
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1.c.5 Contributions to science and health/medical education
Frances Chen specializes in biosocial criminology and employs psychophysiological recording
and salivary bioscience research methods in her work. Her data collections efforts have involved
adding infrastructure and training several students to collect these types of data. Additionally,
several faculty members have been involved with the Emory Prevention Research Center.
1.d Contribution to Cities
The Department has deliberately carved out a substantive research niche focusing on the study of
urban crime, especially violence. The current faculty includes 10 T/TT members (Brezina,
Dabney, Daigle, Hinkle, Jacques, Reed, Sevigny, Topalli, Warner, and Wright) who produced
one or more publications during the review period that relied on urban sampling strategies to
study a variety of forms of violence. Moreover, additional scholarship centers on largely urban
phenomena such as drug crime, criminal markets, crime hot spots, social disorganization, and
specialized enforcement strategies. The department also delivers the Atlanta Police Leadership
Institute which is a progressive partnership between CJC, the Atlanta Police Department (APD)
and Atlanta Police Foundation (APF) that since 2014 has annually delivered 40 hours of
mandated on-campus leadership training to all APD Sergeants seeking promotion to Lieutenant
and 60 hours of training to all Lieutenants seeking promotion to the rank of Captain.
1.d.1 Activities with the Council for the Progress of Cities
Several faculty members have been active in the Council or the recently formed Urban Studies
Institute: Dabney, Topalli, and Wright regularly attend Council and Institute meetings and
speaking events. Notably, Volkan Topalli served on the Council’s steering committee for several
years.
1.d.2 Contributions to the Arts and Media
N/A
1.d.3 Field-Specific Contributions to Cities
During the review period, CJC faculty were actively engaged with stakeholders to provide
planning, research, and technical assistance on matters related to urban crime. For example, Tim
Brezina was part of a federally-funded evaluation of a youth mentoring program offered by the
Boys & Girls Club of Atlanta. Dean Dabney completed a 3-year contract with DeKalb County
(GA) to overhaul the strategic planning of their justice system. He has also provided technical
and research assistance to the Atlanta, DeKalb County, Fulton County, and Milton Police
Departments. Leah Daigle was the lead evaluator on an 18-month federally-funded project
designed to assess the civil legal needs of violent crime victims in Georgia. Drs. Topalli and
Hinkle participated in a multi-site, federally funded project focused on law enforcement efforts
targeting drug-free zones in Fulton County.
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1.e Globalizing the University
1.e.1 Critical Issues for Global Cities: Partnerships with other universities regarding
challenges to cities
Three department members (i.e., Jacques, Topalli, Wright) work closely with research units at
foreign universities, including the Netherlands Institute for the Study of Crime and Law
Enforcement (NSCR) at the Free University, Amsterdam and the International Centre for
Research in Forensic Psychology (ICRFP) at the University of Portsmouth, UK, tasked with
reducing street crime and violence, which are primarily urban phenomena.
1.e.3 Establishment of GSU as an International Center
Two department members (Topalli and Wright) currently are collaborating with the United
Nations Interregional Crime and Justice Research Institute to develop short courses on emerging
issues in crime and justice to be offered to criminal justice officials at various – and varying –
venues across the globe. Another department member (Sevigny) recently was awarded a Faculty
International Partnership Engagement (FIPE) grant to develop a heroin/opioid policy index
comparing laws and regulations in Australia and the United States.
1.e.3.1 International Visiting Scholars
The department currently is hosting a visiting post-doc, Marie Ouellet, a Canadian scholar from
the University of Montreal. Dr. Ouellet will join the department as an Assistant Professor in
August 2018.
1.e.3.2 International Fora
The department is home to the journal, International Criminal Justice Review. The journal is
edited by department member Scott Jacques and two other department members (Topalli and
Wright) serve on the editorial board. Wright also serves on the international advisory boards of
the British Journal of Sociology, the British Journal of Criminology, and the Oxford Research
Encyclopedia.
Within the past three years, department members have presented papers at various international
conferences, including the International Society for the Study of Drug Policy (Sevigny),
European Society of Criminology (Daigle), and the British Sociological Association (Topalli and
Wright). Wright delivered the closing keynote address at the 20th Anniversary Conference of the
International Centre for Research in Forensic Psychology on October 11th, 2017.
1.e.4. Enhancement of Global Competency
1.e.4.1 Contribution to international studies
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The department has three study abroad programs on the books, and currently offers two of them
yearly. One explores crime and justice in Trinidad and Tobago, while the other examined similar
matters in Brazil (from 2018, the Dominican Republic will replace Brazil).
1.e.4.2 Number of students enrolled in study abroad programs.
The Trinidad and Tobago program enrolled 12 students in 2016 and 7 in 2017. The Brazil
program enrolled 8 students in 2017, the first year it was offered.6
1.e.4.8 Success in recruiting top international faculty and students
The department recently hired Chinese national Frances Chen, one of the top young bio-social
criminologists worldwide.
1.f Overall Assessment of the Unit
The department has seen a lot of change over the past three years and now has 25% fewer T/TT
faculty members than it had at the time of the last self-study. Despite this, it has added a PhD
program and continues to teach large numbers of undergraduate students, produce large numbers
of credit hours, and to graduate large numbers of majors. Faculty members are actively engaged
in research and publication and play an active part in the life of the discipline, AYSPS, and the
University. At the same time, the department has continued to explore innovative approaches to
education and to pioneer interdisciplinary strategies to respond to the emergent challenges of the
new century. For example, we have been proactive in expanding our online course offerings and
in partnership with PMAP recently launched the University’s first fully-online degree, the MIS
in Criminal Justice Administration. We also are in preliminary discussions with the United
Nations Interregional Crime and Justice Agency to explore the possibility of collaborating on
short courses for criminal justice professionals across the globe. There are also plans to expand
the Atlanta Police Leadership Institute to agencies in the metro area and eventually statewide.
Further, the department, in collaboration with the Robinson College of Business and the College
of Arts and Sciences, has been awarded “Next Gen” funding to hire a cluster of senior scholars
and post-docs in the area of cybersecurity policy, with a focus on local Fintech and Health
Infomatics industries. In short, the department is not being complacent, but rather is seeking to
respond to a changing and evolving educational and criminal justice landscape. We have a strong
sense of where we want and need to go, and are attempting to push forward within the context of
the College and University strategic plan. It is our hope that as we demonstrate our success in
doing so, this will lead to further investment by the College and University.
2. HOW ADEQUATE ARE YOUR UNIT’S RESOURCES
2.a. Faculty Resources
2.a.1 Faculty Composition
CJC currently has 12 T/TT faculty and 2 full time NTT positions. This is down from 16 T/TT
faculty members when our last self-study was conducted in Fall 2009 and the need for growth
6

Internal data were used as the APR dashboard undercounted the number of participating students.
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was noted by all. For the three academic years under review, the department had 14 T/TT
faculty and 3 NTTs in Fall 2014 and 12 T/TT and 3 NTTs in both Fall 2015 and Fall 2016. Full
time faculty are assisted in undergraduate teaching by doctoral students (6-9 per term) and a
small number (4-5 per term) of part-time instructors. In terms of faculty rank, the T/TT faculty
is currently comprised of seven Professors (including a Regents’ Professor), four Associate
Professors and one Assistant Professor, while both NTTS are Clinical Assistant Professors. In
addition to being down four lines compared to the prior self-study, the department has also lost
diversity among faculty. Specifically, among the 12 current T/TT faculty nine are white males,
two are white females, and one is a female Chinese national. The NTT faculty are one white
male and one African American female.
2.a.2 Student/faculty ratio
The ratio of undergraduate students to CJC faculty members is high at 44.5 in 2014, 41.9 in 2015
and 43.7 in 2016. This is up from a ratio of 37 in Fall 2009 at the time of the last review (when
the unit also had 16 T/TT faculty members) and significantly higher than other units in AYSPS.
For instance, Public Management and Planning’s undergraduate student to faculty member ratio
in 2016 was 13.4, Economics’ was 16.5 and Social Work’s was 13.5. Comparison data from our
peer departments produced average 2016 student/faculty ratio of 43.8 (rage: 37.8-50.5). Data
from the list of 5 aspirational departments yielded a 2016 average of 26.9 (range: 21.4-35.6).
The graduate teaching and student mentorship responsibilities of CJC faculty have increased
significantly since the last review with the launch of a doctoral program in Fall 2010 and an
Online Master’s Degree Program (in partnership with PMAP) in Fall 2017. The graduate student
to T/TT faculty member (NTTs do not currently teach any graduate-level courses) ratios over the
review period were 3.8 in 2014, 5.0 in 2015 and 4.0 in 2016 (see Appendix 2.a.2).7 This has
increased from fall 2017 onward with the launch of our online Master’s in Criminal Justice
Program in partnership with PMAP. These figures are similar to our peer and aspirational
departments. For AY 2016-2017, the three peer departments that replied to email inquiries
(University of Louisville, Old Dominion University and University of South Carolina) reported
graduate student to faculty ratios of 8.8:1, 1.9:1, and 4.6:1; with a mean of 5.1. All five
aspirational departments provided the requested data, yielding an average of 4.9:1 (range: 2.08.4:1).
2.a.3 Credit hour generation data, by faculty by fiscal year
The CJC department generated between 14,800 and 15,085 total credit hours in the past three
fiscal years. A breakdown by year and instructor type is provided in Appendix 2.a.3.
2.a.4 Role(s) of clinical faculty, if present, in teaching, research, and service
The two Clinical Assistant Professors currently on faculty teach 6-8 courses per academic year.
They have no research expectations, but perform significant service for the department. Mike
Shapiro currently serves as Undergraduate Internship Program Coordinator and as advisor to the
Criminal Justice Undergraduate Student Association. Cyntoria Johnson is the director of the
7

Internal data were used to calculate these ratios as the APR data undercounted students slightly.
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Department’s Study Abroad programs and also serves as Associate Undergraduate Program
Coordinator.
2.b Administrative Resources
At the faculty level, CJC administrative resources include the Department Chair, the Graduate
Program Director, the Undergraduate Program Director, the Associate Undergraduate Program
Coordinator, the Study Abroad Coordinator, and the Undergraduate Internship Program
Coordinator. Faculty are supported by three full-time staff members, including an Administrative
Assistant, an Administrative Specialist and a Business Manager II. In addition to departmental
support, the unit also receives administrative support at the college level. The AYSPS Office of
Academic Affairs handles undergraduate student advising for curriculum-related matters, while
faculty provide advising on career options and other matters and handle all graduate student
advising. The department receives grant application and management support from the college.
2.b.1 Staff support per FTE faculty member
In fall 2017, there was 1 full-time staff member per 5 FTE faculty member (3 staff members and
15 FTE faculty: 7 Professors, 4 Associate Professors, 1 Assistant Professor, 2 Clinical Assistant
Professors and 1 Visiting Instructor).
2.c Technological Resources
AYSPS provides one large computer lab for graduate students in Kell Hall that is also used for
teaching graduate statistics and other courses. With the recent move to 55 Park Place, the
department soon will share an AYSPS student computer lab on the 5th floor of that building and
GRA/GTA lab space will be primarily replaced with cubicle space and two “bullpen” offices.
The university also provides a number of computer labs for students. The department provides
each faculty member with a desktop computer in their campus office and a laptop, as well as a
printer in their office and a networked copier and color printer.
2.d Space Resources
The CJC department currently occupies a portion of the 5th floor of 55 Park Place, occupying
half of that floor (with Social Work occupying the other half). Eventually, the Kell Hall student
computer lab will be replaced by a lab on this floor that is shared with other AYSPS units.
Department space allocations are reasonable.
2.e Laboratory Resources (both research and non-instruction laboratory space)
See section 2.c above.
2.f GSU Foundation Resources and other gifts the unit has received
N/A
2.g Library Resources: See section 1.c.4.4 above and Appendix 2.g.
28

3. WHERE DOES YOUR UNIT WANT TO GO?
3.a & 3.b Prioritized List of Goals with Objectives for Each
Goal 1: Continue to Develop a Highly Ranked PhD Program in Criminal Justice and
Criminology
One of our major goals over the next few years is to continue to develop a highly-ranked PhD
program. In order to do so, we must (1) increase external funding to support our doctoral
students, (2) improve time to graduation for those students, (3) assist students in producing
stronger publication records, and (4) place more of them in PhD-granting departments. Each of
these goals is measurable and much of the responsibility for achieving them resides with the
department itself. Beyond this, though, the department badly needs to add at least two additional
tenure-track faculty members, with a focus on increasing diversity and remaining relevant in a
rapidly evolving criminal justice and criminological landscape, where analytical and
technological innovation is changing the content and forms of crime and crime prevention.
Goal 2: Increase External Funding Received
Beyond the need to increase external funding to support our PhD program, we also need to do so
to provide additional travel and professional development opportunities for faculty members,
especially at the junior level, as well as to raise the department’s research profile and reputation.
As noted above, this goal is measurable and much of the responsibility for achieving it resides
with the department. However, it also can be fostered through more grant management support
and user-friendly grant application and administration policies, including efficient IRB review.
Goal 3: Grow and Expand the Online Master’s in Criminal Justice Administration Program
Our third major goal is to at least double enrollments in our online Master’s in Criminal Justice
Administration Program, while also improving the quality of incoming students. To do so, we
hope to attract more students from other states and nations. We already have established links
with the United Nations Interregional Crime and Justice Agency in an attempt to reach criminal
justice officials in member countries. But significant progress in this arena likely will require the
efforts of a designated program coordinator to serve as a dedicated recruiter with good
connections to the national and/or international criminal justice community.
Goal 4: Stay on the Cutting Edge of Emerging Issues in Criminal Justice and Criminology
The department’s fourth major goal is to build a program of teaching and research that remains
relevant in an evolving criminal justice landscape. As more crime moves online and criminals
exploit new technologies, there is a need for our field to adapt to keep pace with such
developments, especially in a major financial hub like Atlanta. Toward that end, we already have
met with representatives of several local financial technology (Fintech) companies and are in the
process of developing a short introductory course on cybercrime and cybersecurity for Fintech
employees here. In addition, the department, along with the Robinson College of Business and
the College of Arts and Sciences, recently applied for and received NextGen funding to hire an
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interdisciplinary cluster of senior scholars and post-docs in the area of cybersecurity policy, with
an emphasis on the local Fintech industry. This initiative also has great external funding
potential.
Goal 5: Innovations in Student Learning
Our fifth, and final, major goal is to continue to enhance student learning. A key component of
these efforts across all our programs will be to continue working with the Office of Institutional
Effectiveness to make our assessment of student learning more structured and informative and to
apply the results to enhance student outcomes and to pursue cutting-edge pedagogy. We are also
actively expanding our list of online undergraduate courses, with an emphasis on keeping the
cost of class materials to a minimum. Toward this end, one of our faculty members, Scott
Jacques, has received a number of “Affordable Learning” grants to develop online undergraduate
courses using open source materials, thereby avoiding the cost of textbooks and other readings.
4. WHAT DO YOU NEED TO DO OR CHANGE TO GET THERE?
4.a List of resources that will be required to achieve our goals and objectives
In terms of resources necessary to fully achieve our goals, the department needs at least two
additional tenure-track lines (with a focus on enhancing faculty diversity), plus a dedicated
program coordinator/recruiter for the online Master’s in Criminal Justice Administration
Program. At present, that person might be hired on a consultant basis, subject to successfully
growing the program. But to the extent that happens, we can foresee a point at which the
program will need a full-time administrator, say an NTT, who also might assume some of the
online instruction duties.
4.b Implementation plan for achieving our goals and objectives
As outlined above, we have a strong sense of what we need to do to achieve our goals, and we
have begun that process. Probably foremost is our need to increase external funding. In an
attempt to do so, we have targeted our recent advanced hires at individuals well-placed to
compete successfully for external funds. We also have taken steps to build collaborative links
with Atlanta’s world-leading Financial Technology sector in the areas of cybercrime and
cybersecurity policy, including regularly attending meetings with and giving talks before Fintech
audiences. Currently, we are advertising to recruit a senior scholar in cybersecurity policy who
will work closely with the Fintech sector. In terms of enhancing faculty diversity, we are
bringing in two outstanding minority faculty in spring 2018 through the Provost’s Visiting
Scholar’s program. We have launched the online Master’s in Criminal Justice Administration,
which attracted 18 students in its first year. It is our hope that through word of mouth and local
recruitment efforts by faculty, we can increase enrollments next year, though we believe that
significant progress in this area likely will require a dedicated recruiter. Finally, we currently
offer a number of online undergraduate courses, which have proven to be extremely popular. It is
the popularity of those courses that has spurred us to continue to develop others.
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APPENDICES
Appendix 1.a.1
BS-CJ Undergraduate Quality Indicators
FALL/FY
GRADUATION WEIGHTED AVG GPA
FY 2014
FY 2015
FY 2016
AVG SAT
FALL 2014
FALL 2015
FALL 2016
AVG FRESHMAN INDEX
FALL 2014
FALL 2015
FALL 2016

BS-CJ
3.36
3.34
3.38
1020
1038
1030
2694
2704
2756
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Appendix 1.a.3.1.
Assessment Report for AY 2015-2016

Assessment Report for GSU Educational Programs
Department: Criminal Justice and
Criminology
Program: B.S.

Contact person: Dr. Mark D. Reed

Cycle/year: 2015-2016

Email address: mreed@gsu.edu

Submission date: May 1,
2017

Program Mission and Student Learning Goals
The Department of Criminal Justice emphasizes the development of understanding about issues of
crime and justice, particularly within urban environments using multicultural, interdisciplinary
perspectives that inform science, policy, and practice. The educational mission of the undergraduate
program is to encourage critical analysis of information that is theoretically driven and policy relevant
within the fields of criminal justice and criminology. We aim to produce students who are critical
thinkers in the synthesis and application of knowledge about and issues confronting the criminal
justice system. Additionally, we want to prepare students to evaluate important ethical issues that
arise within the juvenile and criminal justice systems through education, training and research
experiences.

Student Learning Outcomes/Objectives (SLOs)
1: Demonstrate knowledge and ability to synthesize information
Students will demonstrate their retention of knowledge about the criminal justice system and salient
topical issues in the field. Students will demonstrate the depth of both their knowledge and their
ability to critically synthesize relevant information about that specific topic.
*2: Application and analysis
Students will develop and/or enhance skills in applying theoretical frameworks to contemporary
issues in criminal justice. Students will be able to not only synthesize and interpret extant
information, but also identify patterns within extant information, be able to compare and contrast
different sides of a problem, and/or generate new predictions through their presentation in a written
form.
*3: Written communication skills
Students will be able to effectively communicate their knowledge and analytical skills in written form
(paper). Students will demonstrate the ability to effectively identify issues, develop and organize
subtopics, and generate streamlined presentations of information. In addition, students will utilize
appropriate grammar and syntax, as well as the ability to adhere to APA style guidelines.
4: Oral communication skills
Students will demonstrate the ability to communicate effectively through oral presentations about
criminal justice issues and processes using the spoken word. Students should be able to orally develop
and present material that is organized, flows smoothly, and is engaging in a manner that is smooth
and uses good grammar.
*5: Identification and evaluation of ethical frameworks
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Students should be able to identify and evaluate ethical issues that arise within the juvenile and
criminal justice systems.

Program Learning Opportunities
The student learning outcomes will learned and practiced in Scruples assignment in CRJU 3060:
Ethical Issues in Criminal Justice (see the description of the assignment below).

Assessment Methods and Targets
Method: Ethical Issues in Criminal Justice Assignment
Historically, beginning in AY 2010-2011, CRJU 3060: Ethical Issues in Criminal Justice was moved into
the position of an early bookend CTW course for the department. In this course, students are
presented with a variety of ethical frameworks and strategies and in a series of assignments are
expected to select and apply these frameworks. These assignments along with a grading rubric served
as a basis for assessing our students as ethical thinkers (i.e., the identification and evaluation of
ethical frameworks). At that time, the department's Undergraduate Committee had no requirement
or expectation that these assignments and grading rubric would necessarily become standard for the
course. As it turned out, the faculty point person who regularly taught the Ethics course and designed
the particular assignments is no longer teaching the course. Beginning in AY 2013-2014, the
department designated a new faculty member to provide instruction of the course. The department
had no requirement nor expectation that the new instructor would be using the same assignments or
assessment tool. Beginning in AY 2014-2015, the new faculty member developed and implemented a
new assignment which meets the CTW requirement (see attached file named "CRJU 3060 Scruples
Assignment AY 2015-2016"). A two-part “Scruples” assignment is designed using a “draft and revise”
format. In the first assignment, students are expected to write a “Scruples” question that presents a
moral or ethical dilemma. The student then describes why the question is in fact a moral or ethical
dilemma and then analyzes the situation using at least one of the standard ethical perspectives
discussed in the course. Building upon the experience of the first assignment, student develop and
analyze a second “Scruples” question that is expected to be more sophisticated than the first. For
both “Scruples” assignments, students will submit a draft, receive comments and a critique from the
instructor, and then revise and resubmit the assignment for a grade. A 4-component, 4-point grading
rubric is applied to the draft and revised versions see attached file named “CRJU 3060 Grading Rubric
AY 2015-2016”). This set of assignments measures not only students’ ability to assess and apply
ethical frameworks, but also their written communication skills. For this assessment report, criteria
from 3 of the four components have been used to assess three of the student learning outcomes
(SLOs). The grading rubric component comprising the “Description of why the question is in fact a
moral dilemma” is used to assess the “Identification and Evaluation of Ethical Frameworks” SLO 7. The
grading rubric component involving the “Analysis of the situation using at least one of the standard
ethical schools discussed in the course” is used to assess the “Application and Analysis” SLO 3. Finally,
the grading rubric component comprising “Writing quality and style” is used to assess the “Written
Communication Skills” SLO 5.
For this cycle, data for the “draft” and “revised” versions for both “Scruples” assignments will be
analyzed and discussed. Students are expected to demonstrate improvement between the draft and
revised versions on both assignments. Students are also expected to show improvement in scores
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from the first to the second assignment, although we expect the greatest improvement to occur
between the draft and revised versions for the second assignment. One potential problem with this
comparison method is that if students score well (e.g., 3s or 4s) on the drafts, there is little to no
room for improvement; in fact, the scores may stay the same or, or in some cases, drop. The report
will note and analyze such declines in scores if they occur. Keeping these expectations in mind,
modest target goals have been set. For this assessment cycle, three sets of target goals (or six total
goals) have been identified below. Each goal will be assessed on their own, but two comparisons
between goals are also useful to show the improvements expected with the writing assignment. First,
a comparison of Goals 1a and 2a suggests a 20% increase in scores rated 3s or 4s between the draft
and revised versions of Scruples 1. Second, a comparison of Goals 1b and 2b suggests a modest
increase of 10% in scores rated 3s or 4s between the draft and revised versions of Scruples 2. Finally,
Goals 3a and 3b expect 40% and 50% improvements in the scores between the draft and revised
versions of the Scruples 1 and 2 assignments, respectively. The individual target goals are as follows:
Target for SLO 2: Application and analysis
We have identified three sets of target goals for each of the Scruples assignments:
Goal 1a: 40% of the student papers will be rated as a 3 or 4 for the application & analysis dimension
on the draft version of Scruples 1.
Goal 1b: 60% of the student papers will be rated as a 3 or 4 for the application & analysis dimension
on the draft version of Scruples 2.
Goal 2a: 60% of the student papers will be rated as a 3 or 4 for the application & analysis dimension
on the revised version of Scruples 1.
Goal 2b. 70% of the student papers will be rated as a 3 or 4 for the application & analysis dimension
on the revised version of Scruples 2.
Goal 3a: 40% of the student papers will show an improvement in application & analysis scores
between the draft & revised versions on Scruples 1.
Goal 3b: 50% of the student papers will show an improvement in application & analysis scores
between the draft & revised versions on Scruples 1.
Target for SLO 3: Written communication skills
We have identified three sets of target goals for each of the Scruples assignments:
Goal 1a: 40% of the student papers will be rated as a 3 or 4 for the writing dimension on the draft
version of Scruples 1.
Goal 1b: 60% of the student papers will be rated as a 3 or 4 for the writing dimension on the draft
version of Scruples 2.
Goal 2a: 60% of the student papers will be rated as a 3 or 4 for the writing dimension on the revised
version of Scruples 1.
Goal 2b. 70% of the student papers will be rated as a 3 or 4 for the writing dimension on the revised
version of Scruples 2.
Goal 3a: 40% of the student papers will show an improvement in writing scores between the draft &
revised versions on Scruples 1.
Goal 3b: 50% of the student papers will show an improvement in writing scores between the draft &
revised versions on Scruples 2.
Target for SLO 5: Identification and evaluation of ethical frameworks
We have identified three sets of target goals for each of the Scruples assignments:
Goal 1a: 40% of the student papers will be rated as a 3 or 4 for the identification & evaluation
dimension on the draft version of Scruples 1.
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Goal 1b: 60% of the student papers will be rated as a 3 or 4 for the identification & evaluation
dimension on the draft version of Scruples 2.
Goal 2a: 60% of the student papers will be rated as a 3 or 4 for the identification & evaluation
dimension on the revised version of Scruples 1.
Goal 2b. 70% of the student papers will be rated as a 3 or 4 for the identification & evaluation
dimension on the revised version of Scruples 2.
Goal 3a: 40% of the student papers will show an improvement in identification & evaluation scores
between the draft & revised versions on Scruples 1.
Goal 3b: 50% of the student papers will show an improvement in identification & evaluation scores
between the draft & revised versions on Scruples 2.

Assessment Findings
Data are available for two class sections. Complete data, including draft and revised versions for both
Scruples 1 and 2, are available for the Fall 2015 section. Data for the draft and revised versions are
only available for Scruples 2 for the Spring 2015 section. There were a total of 70 students (n=35 for
Instructor 1 in Fall, 2015; n =35 for instructor 1 in Spring, 2016) enrolled in the two sections (see
attached file labeled “CRJU 3060 Assessment AY 2015-2016”). However, the number of cases (i.e.,
students) associated with the findings for each goal below varies due to the limits of the data
collection described above.
Findings for SLO 2: Application and analysis – Target: Mostly Met
We have identified three sets of target goals for each of the Scruples assignments:
Goal 1a: 62.0% of the student papers (n=29) were rated as a 3 or 4 for the application & analysis
dimension on the draft version of Scruples 1.
Goal 1b: 62.1% of the student papers (n=66) were rated as a 3 or 4 for the application & analysis
dimension on the draft version of Scruples 2.
Goal 2a: 60.3% of the student papers (n=68) were rated as a 3 or 4 for the application & analysis
dimension on the revised version of Scruples 1.
Goal 2b. 75.0% of the student papers (n=68) were rated as a 3 or 4 for the application & analysis
dimension on the revised version of Scruples 2.
Goal 3a: 41.4% of the student papers (n=29) will show an improvement in application & analysis
scores between the draft & revised versions on Scruples 1.
Goal 3b: 44.6% of the student papers (n=65) will show an improvement in application & analysis
scores between the draft & revised versions on Scruples 2.
Findings for SLO 3: Written communication skills – Target: Mostly Met
We have identified three sets of target goals for each of the Scruples assignments:
Goal 1a: 89.7% of the student papers (n=29) were rated as a 3 or 4 for the writing dimension on the
draft version of Scruples 1.
Goal 1b: 87.7% of the student papers (n=65) were rated as a 3 or 4 for the writing dimension on the
draft version of Scruples 2.
Goal 2a: 79.4% of the student papers (n=68) were rated as a 3 or 4 for the writing dimension on the
revised version of Scruples 1.
Goal 2b. 82.4% of the student papers (n=68) were rated as a 3 or 4 for the writing dimension on the
revised version of Scruples 2.
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Goal 3a: 41.4% of the student papers (n=29) will show an improvement in writing scores between the
draft & revised versions on Scruples 1.
Goal 3b: 30.8% of the student papers (n=65) will show an improvement in writing scores between the
draft & revised versions on Scruples 2.
Findings for SLO 5: Identification and evaluation of ethical frameworks – Target: Partially Met
We have identified three sets of target goals for each of the Scruples assignments:
Goal 1a: 62.1% of the student papers (n=29) were rated as a 3 or 4 for the identification & evaluation
dimension on the draft version of Scruples 1.
Goal 1b: 43.1% of the student papers (n=65) were rated as a 3 or 4 for the identification & evaluation
dimension on the draft version of Scruples 2.
Goal 2a: 71.4% of the student papers (n=68) were rated as a 3 or 4 for the identification & evaluation
dimension on the revised version of Scruples 1.
Goal 2b. 67.6% of the student papers (n=68) were rated as a 3 or 4 for the identification & evaluation
dimension on the revised version of Scruples 2.
Goal 3a: 34.5% of the student papers (n=29) will show an improvement in identification & evaluation
scores between the draft & revised versions on Scruples 1.
Goal 3b: 52.3% of the student papers (n=65) will show an improvement in identification & evaluation
scores between the draft & revised versions on Scruples 2.

Analysis of Assessment Findings
This is the first year in which the assessment method and targets, as well as the grading rubric are
being used with the writing assignment. Consequently, no comparisons of the findings with previous
years’ findings are possible.
Analysis of Findings for SLO 2: Application and analysis
The results show that five of the six target goals (with the exception of Goal 3b) were met, with the
pattern of comparative results mostly consistent with expectations (i.e., with two of the 3
comparisons). First, a comparison of Goals 1a and 2a reveal that, contrary to our expectations (i.e., a
20% increase from 40 to 60%), there was no difference in the percentages of student papers rated as
3 or 4 on the application and analysis dimension when comparing the draft (62%) and revised (60.3%)
versions of Scruples 1. Second, a comparison of Goals 1b and 2b show that, consistent with our
expectations (i.e., a 10% increase from 60 to 70%), there was a 12.9% difference in the percentages of
student papers rated as 3 or 4 on this dimension when comparing the draft (62.1%) and revised (75%)
versions of Scruples 2. Finally, a comparison of Goals 3a and 3b reveal that, contrary to our
expectations (i.e., a 10% increase from 40 to 50%), there was only a 3.2% increase in the percentages
of student papers showing improvement on application and analysis dimension when comparing the
scores between the draft and revised versions on Scruples 1 (41.4%) with the scores between the
draft and revised versions on Scruples 2 (44.6%). Finally, it is worth noting that more students had
difficulties (i.e., declines in the scores) with the Scruples 1 than the Scruples 2 assignment. With the
Scruples 1 assignment, 31% of the 29 students showed a drop in their scores from the draft to revised
version, but with the Scruples 2 assignment only 14.7% of the 68 students showed a drop in their
scores from the draft to revised version.
Analysis of Findings for SLO 3: Written communication skills
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The results show that five of the six target goals (with the exception of Goal 3b) were met, with the
pattern of comparative results not consistent with expectations (i.e., with all 3 comparisons). First, a
comparison of Goals 1a and 2a reveal that, contrary to our expectations (i.e., a 20% increase from 40
to 60%), there was a 10.3% decrease in the percentages of student papers rated as 3 or 4 on the
application and analysis dimension when comparing the draft (89.7%) and revised (79.4%) versions of
Scruples 1. Second, a comparison of Goals 1b and 2b show that, contrary to our expectations (i.e., a
10% increase from 60 to 70%), there was a 5.3% decrease in the percentages of student papers rated
as 3 or 4 on this dimension when comparing the draft (87.7%) and revised (82.4%) versions of
Scruples 2. Finally, a comparison of Goals 3a and 3b reveal that, contrary to our expectations (i.e., a
10% increase from 40 to 50%), there was a 9.4% decrease in the percentages of student papers
showing improvement on application and analysis dimension when comparing the scores between
the draft and revised versions on Scruples 1 (41.4%) with the scores between the draft and revised
versions on Scruples 2 (30.8%). In general, the students did much better than expected with writing
their draft versions, but demonstrated slight declines in writing with their revised versions. Finally, it
is worth noting that more students had difficulties (i.e., declines in the scores) with the Scruples 1
than the Scruples 2 assignment. With the Scruples 1 assignment, 31% of the 29 students showed a
drop in their scores from the draft to revised version, but with the Scruples 2 assignment only 11.8%
of the 68 students showed a drop in their scores from the draft to revised version.
Analysis of Findings for SLO 5: Identification and evaluation of ethical frameworks
The results show that three of the six target goals (with the exception of Goals 1b, 2b, and 3a) were
met, with the pattern of comparative results mostly consistent with expectations (i.e., with two of the
3 comparisons). First, a comparison of Goals 1a and 2a reveal that, contrary to our expectations (i.e.,
a 20% increase from 40 to 60%), there was only a modest 9.3 increase in the percentages of student
papers rated as 3 or 4 on the application and analysis dimension when comparing the draft (62.1%)
and revised (71.4%) versions of Scruples 1. Second, a comparison of Goals 1b and 2b show that,
consistent with our expectations (i.e., a 10% increase from 60 to 70%), there was a substantial 34.5%
increase in the percentages of student papers rated as 3 or 4 on this dimension when comparing the
draft (43.1%) and revised (67.6%) versions of Scruples 2. Finally, a comparison of Goals 3a and 3b
reveal that, consistent our expectations (i.e., a 10% increase from 40 to 50%), there was only a 17.8%
increase in the percentages of student papers showing improvement on application and analysis
dimension when comparing the scores between the draft and revised versions on Scruples 1 (34.5%)
with the scores between the draft and revised versions on Scruples 2 (52.3%). Finally, it is worth
noting that more students had difficulties (i.e., declines in the scores) with the Scruples 1 than the
Scruples 2 assignment. With the Scruples 1 assignment, 51.7% of the 29 students showed a drop in
their scores from the draft to revised version, but with the Scruples 2 assignment only 8.8% of the 68
students showed a drop in their scores from the draft to revised version.

Sharing and Discussion of Assessment Findings
An electronic copy of the Detailed Assessment Report for CRJU 3060 will be posted to the
department’s I: drive for easy access by the GSU Criminal Justice and Criminology faculty, but
especially for the CRJU 3060 instructors and Undergraduate Committee members.
An annual assessment review process has been adopted. After the first-year cycle, an Undergraduate
Committee meeting will be scheduled for the later part of the Fall semester, 2016, or early in the
Spring semester, 2017 to review and discuss the findings from the 2015-2016 Detailed Assessment
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Report for CRJU 3060 and the Action Plan submitted by the Undergraduate Coordinator (see Action
Plan below). At the meeting, discussion will focus on the methods and targets used as part of the
assessment. Changes or modifications to the method and targets will be made as warranted.

Use of Assessment Findings for Program Improvement (Action Plan)
At this juncture, no changes to the structure and content of the course itself are planned. To
reiterate, this is the first academic year in which the grading rubric has been applied to the writing
assignments. This also is the first year that target goals – kinds, numbers and magnitudes – have been
set. As a response to this year’s assessment findings, an Action Plan will be developed. The
Undergraduate Coordinator will meet with the CRJU 3060 instructor to review the writing
assignments, grading rubric, and target goals to determine if any adjustments or changes are needed.
In particular, several questions will serve as a basis for discussion and the formulation of the Action
Plan:
(1) To what degree does the criteria (e.g., number, content focus and ranges) associated with the
grading rubric capture the three student learning outcomes? Are any changes or additions
necessary?
(2)To what extent do the kinds of target goals and goal comparisons capture anticipated student
progress within (e.g., comparing draft and revised versions) and between assignments (e.g.,
comparing Scruples 1 and 2)? Are additional kinds of target goals warranted?
(3) Are the minimum target goals (in terms of percentages) reasonable or appropriate? Should they
be raised or lowered, especially with respect to particular target goals?
In light of the questions stated above, two immediate observations of the assessment findings will be
given special scrutiny. First, the findings showed that the targets for the first four goals (e.g., Goals 1a
and 2b, Goals 2a and 2b) for the writing dimension were greatly exceeded, especially for the draft and
revised versions for Scruples 1. While it is possible that our students adhered to this criteria especially
well and/or are strong writers, we will review the writing rubric dimension to determine if any
adjustments (e.g., more stringent requirements) are needed or if we need to raise the target goal
percentages for this particular dimension. Second, the findings revealed that students had greater
difficulty (i.e., declines in scores from the draft to revised version on all three dimensions) with the
first rather than the second Scruples assignment. It should be pointed out that this was the first
section (i.e., Fall, 2015) and first writing assignment for which the rubric was used. Our initial thought
is that perhaps this is simply an artifact of using the rubric for the first time. This is a reasonable
explanation since such declines in scores were consistently less prevalent across all three dimensions
for the second assignment for Fall, 2015 section and for the assignments with the Spring, 2016
section. Nevertheless, this disparate finding will be reviewed.
Once the Undergraduate Coordinator and the CRJU 3060 instructor have completed their evaluation,
their findings and set of recommendations will be presented to the Undergraduate Committee for
discussion and, if necessary, adoption of changes.

Supporting Documents
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The following supporting documents are attached:
1. Scruples writing assignment (see attached file named "CRJU 3060 Scruples Assignment AY 20152016")
2. grading rubric (see attached file named “CRJU 3060 Grading Rubric AY 2015-2016”)
3. assessment data (see attached file labeled “CRJU 3060 Assessment AY 2015-2016”)
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Appendix 1.a.3.5
Racial composition of the BS-CJ Student Body, Fall 2014 – Fall 2016
______________________________________________________________________________
Race
FA 2014
FA 2015
FA 2016
Asian
4.9%
4.6%
4.1%
African American
58.7%
59.0%
58.2%
White
23.2%
23.4%
23.5%
Natv HI/PI
.2%
Am Ind/AA Natv
.4%
.5%
.2%
Multi-Racial
6.1%
5.9%
8.7%
Not Reported
6.6%
6.7%
5.2%

40

Appendix 1.a.3.7
Undergraduate Student Surveys
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Undergraduate Alumni Survey
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43
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Appendix 1.a.3.8
________________________________________________________
List of WAC-Approved Criminal Justice Courses
________________________________________________________________________
CRJU 2200: Social Science and the American Crime Problem
CRJU 3020: Research Methods in Criminal Justice
CRJU 3310: Corrections
CRJU 3350: Prisons and Jails
CRJU 3700: American Criminal Courts
CRJU 4080: Crime and the Media
CRJU 4420: Crime Typologies
CRJU 4720: Law, Justice and Social Change
CRJU 4760: Criminal Procedure
CRJU 4780: Criminal Law
CRJU 4910: Selected Legal Issues in Criminal Justice
CRJU 4935: Internship and Field Placement I
______________________________________________________________________________
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Appendix 1.a.3.8.b
List of Courses by Academic Year, Course Number, Number of Sections, Number of
Students and Average Number of Students, 2014-2017
______________________________________________________________________________
AY
Course Number
# of Sections
# of Students
Average # of Students
_____________________________________________________________________________________
2014-2015
CRJU 1100
5
148
29.6
2014-2015
CRJU 2200
7
548
78.3
2014-2015
CRJU 3005
2
12
6.0
2014-2015
CRJU 3020
8
235
29.4
2014-2015
CRJU 3060
7
178
25.4
2014-2015
CRJU 3310
5
209
41.8
2014-2015
CRJU 3100
5
111
22.2
2014-2015
CRJU 3110
5
225
45.0
2014-2015
CRJU 3210
2
57
28.5
2014-2015
CRJU 3310
5
219
43.8
2014-2015
CRJU 3350
2
107
53.5
2014-2015
CRJU 3410
6
246
41.0
2014-2015
CRJU 3610
8
221
27.6
2014-2015
CRJU 3700
5
212
42.4
2014-2015
CRJU 3710
2
73
36.5
2014-2015
CRJU 4010
1
37
37.0
2014-2015
CRJU 4040
2
61
30.5
2014-2015
CRJU 4070
1
12
12.0
2014-2015
CRJU 4110
1
59
59.0
2014-2015
CRJU 4170
1
46
46.0
2014-2015
CRJU 4210
1
31
31.0
2014-2015
CRJU 4420
2
52
26.0
2014-2015
CRJU 4430
1
40
40.0
2014-2015
CRJU 4440
2
56
28.0
2014-2015
CRJU 4450
1
47
47.0
2014-2015
CRJU 4720
3
83
27.7
2014-2015
CRJU 4760
2
85
42.5
2014-2015
CRJU 4780
2
44
22.0
2014-2015
CRJU 4800
1
31
31.0
2014-2015
CRJU 4900
2
86
43.0
2014-2015
CRJU 4920
1
29
29.0
2014-2015
CRJU 4930
5
151
30.2
2014-2015
CRJU 4935
4
132
33.0
2014-2015
CRJU 4940
3
16
5.3
2014-2015
CRJU 4990
2
2
1.0
2014-2015
CRJU 4995
1
3
3.0
2015-2016
CRJU 1100
5
156
31.2
2015-2016
CRJU 2200
7
699
99.9
2015-2016
CRJU 3005
2
18
9.0
2015-2016
CRJU 3020
7
200
28.6
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2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2015-2016
2016-2017
2016-2017
2016-2017
2016-2017
2016-2017
2016-2017
2016-2017
2016-2017
2016-2017
2016-2017
2016-2017
2016-2017
2016-2017
2016-2017

CRJU 3060
CRJU 3070
CRJU 3100
CRJU 3110
CRJU 3210
CRJU 3310
CRJU 3350
CRJU 3410
CRJU 3610
CRJU 3700
CRJU 4010
CRJU 4040
CRJU 4080
CRJU 4110
CRJU 4170
CRJU 4230
CRJU 4350
CRJU 4420
CRJU 4430
CRJU 4440
CRJU 4450
CRJU 4460
CRJU 4470
CRJU 4500
CRJU 4720
CRJU 4760
CRJU 4780
CRJU 4910
CRJU 4920
CRJU 4930
CRJU 4935
CRJU 4940
CRJU 4990
CRJU 4995
CRJU 1100
CRJU 21101
CRJU 2200
CRJU 23102
CRJU 27003
CRJU 3005
CRJU 3020
CRJU 3060
CRJU 3070
CRJU 3100
CRJU 3210
CRJU 3410
CRJU 3610
CRJU 3710

7
2
5
5
1
5
1
5
7
5
1
2
1
1
2
1
1
3
2
1
1
1
1
1
3
2
1
2
1
6
6
3
2
1
5
5
6
5
5
2
7
7
1
5
2
5
7
1

191
75
83
244
47
257
47
218
213
177
48
31
48
49
60
48
35
107
74
15
25
45
36
30
105
87
45
43
34
146
137
5
4
1
194
192
581
160
257
14
214
186
48
175
95
221
209
47

27.3
37.5
16.6
48.8
47.0
51.4
47.0
43.6
30.4
35.4
48.0
15.5
48.0
49.0
30.0
48.0
35.0
35.7
37.0
15.0
25.0
45.0
36.0
30.0
35.0
43.5
45.0
41.5
34.0
24.3
22.8
1.7
2.0
1.0
38.8
38.4
96.8
32.0
51.4
7.0
30.6
26.6
48.0
35.0
47.5
44.2
29.9
47.0
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2016-2017
CRJU 4010
2
67
33.5
2016-2017
CRJU 4020
1
48
48.0
2016-2017
CRJU 4040
1
6
6.0
2016-2017
CRJU 4070
2
99
49.5
2016-2017
CRJU 4080
1
48
48.0
2016-2017
CRJU 4110
1
32
32.0
2016-2017
CRJU 4170
1
30
30.0
2016-2017
CRJU 4210
1
40
40.0
2016-2017
CRJU 4420
2
82
41.0
2016-2017
CRJU 4430
1
46
46.0
2016-2017
CRJU 4460
1
48
48.0
2016-2017
CRJU 4720
4
138
34.5
2016-2017
CRJU 4780
2
83
41.5
2016-2017
CRJU 4800
1
21
21.0
2016-2017
CRJU 4900
3
31
10.3
2016-2017
CRJU 4910
2
65
32.5
2016-2017
CRJU 4915
1
33
33.0
2016-2017
CRJU 4930
5
122
24.4
2016-2017
CRJU 4935
5
119
23.8
2016-2017
CRJU 4940
1
1
1.0
2016-2017
CRJU 4990
2
4
2.0
2016-2017
CRJU 4995
3
4
1.3
_____________________________________________________________________________________
1
CRJU 2110 was formerly CRJU 3110
2
CRJU 2310 was formerly CRJU 3310
3
CRJU 2700 was formerly CRJU 3700
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Appendix 1.a.3.9

Assessment Report for CRJU 2200
Discipline: Criminal Justice
and Criminology
Courses: CRJU 2200: Social
Science and the American
Crime Problem

Contact person(s): Dr. Mark D. Reed
Telephone/Email: 404-4335344/mreed@gsu.edu

Cycle/year: 20162017
Submission date:
November 1, 2017

Core Curriculum Area Learning Outcome(s)
Area E: Social Sciences
SLO 1.1. Students effectively analyze the complexity of human behavior and how historical,
economic, political, social, and/or spatial relationships develop, persist, and/or change.

Discipline-Specific Student Learning Outcomes (optional)
SLO 2.1. Students understand a wide range of contemporary issues within the context of
diverse disciplinary perspectives.
SLO 2.2. Students understand a wide range of contemporary multicultural issues, including
race/ethnicity, class, age, and gender, and their relationship to crime and justice in America.
SLO 2.3. Students understand contemporary global and international crime and criminal
justice issues, including comparing crime rates in a number of countries (such as Europe, the
Middle East, Asia, Japan, and America).

Core Learning Opportunities
CRJU 2200: Social Science and the American Crime Problem

Assessment Methods and Targets
Assessment Method and Target for Area E (Social Science) Student Learning Outcome (SLO
1.1):
Method 1 for SLO 1.1: Informal Writing Activities
Last Spring 2016, an Assessment Plan was developed that described a new assessment tool
which would become part of the AY 2016-2017 Assessment Report for CRJU 2200 (see the
detailed description of the assessment method and targets contained in the “Use of
Assessment Findings” section of the AY 2015-2016 Assessment Report). As part of the action
plan, we would have one instructor at the Georgia State main campus and one instructor at
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the Perimeter College – Newton campus pilot test the informal writing assignment using the
associated grading rubric. The Georgia State instructor followed the assignment protocol but
modified the grading rubric to accommodate a large section of 125 students. As planned, six
(6) debate sessions were scheduled over the course of the semester. Each debate focused on
a controversial issue pertaining to crime or criminal justice in the United States; namely, gun
control, the death penalty, drug legalization, transferring juveniles to adult courts, and racial
profiling. The content of each debate topic was informed by the pro/con positions outlined in
the assigned textbook. At the end of five (5) of these in-class debate sessions, students were
instructed to craft a follow-up one-page position statement on some aspect of the debate
topic. The assignments were uniform in structure in that they were informed by the debate
content, presented students with a hypothetical policy initiative, and required students to
clearly identify and substantiate a for or against position. These assignments are intended as
“writing to learn” exercises in which students provided their logic and ideas in written form,
drawing upon scholarly research to support their assertions. The planned grading rubric is
comprised of five criteria – position, support, format, organization, and grammar and
mechanics – with each criteria rated using a 4-point scale (1-4). Only the first two criteria –
position and support – are the expected targets for assessment. The instructor adjusted the
grading approach to accommodate the large section of students in the class and his
corresponding workload. Instead, each assignment was worth 10 points with grades
assessed based upon a three-part rubric: 3 points for format, 4 points for support, and 3
points for style. Note that these categories and point totals do not precisely match the
assessment plan (e.g., the “format” category approximates the “position” criteria associated
with the originally planned grading rubric). With these adjustments to the grading rubric in
mind, our goal was for 80% of the students to score 50% or better on the dimensions of the
rubric, 50% to score in the 51-99% range, and 25% to yield perfect scores on the rubric
components.
The Perimeter College instructor scheduled four debates – gun control, the death penalty,
drug legalization, and transferring juveniles to adult courts. The format and content of the
writing assignment were similar to what was implemented by the Georgia State instructor
and was consistent with the protocol in the assessment plan. Please note that individual
instructors are allowed flexibility in the number of debates scheduled and some variation in
the format and content, depending upon the instructor-specific approaches to course
content, reading assignments, and teaching method. For the grading rubric, the instructor did
not use the five criteria but instead used a letter grading system (A through F) and an overall
letter grade to evaluate the writing assignment instead of the planned 4-point scale. As a
result, it is impossible to compare the results between the two classes and, in the latter case,
it is impossible to determine if the original target goals were met. Nevertheless, the data for
both classes are presented in the Assessment Findings below.
Finally, the reliability of the grading rubric could not be determined since the originally
planned rubric was not used for one section and modified somewhat for the other section.
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Assessment Method and Target for Discipline-Specific Student Learning Outcomes (SLO 2.12.3):
In general, the following method allows for the measurement of content-based factual
knowledge using a series of embedded multiple-choice examination questions. A brief
description of the method is provided below:
Method 2 for SLO 2.1-2.3: Embedded Examination Questions
The examinations in the course sections included in the assessment cover approximately
one-third (1/3) of the course, for a total of the three exams in each of these sections.
Multiple choice, fill-in-the-blank, or true/false questions for each objective are embedded
within each of the three exams in each of the sections to be included in this assessment.
Each instructor typically includes at least two multiple-choice questions assessing each of the
three student learning outcomes, for a total of six (6) embedded questions. All students in
these sections are required to answer each assessment question. Instructors have the
discretion of what questions to include; some of the questions included may be similar across
sections, while other questions may differ. Generally, it is expected that each instructor will
employ the same questions across sections and semesters. Understandably, as textbooks and
information changes, so will the questions.
Target for SLO 2.1
Each instructor will include questions assessing students’ knowledge of contemporary
crime/criminal justice issues on one or more exams in each section taught. The target
achievement goal is a 75% pass rate for each question. Questions used by instructors are
provided in the attached document entitled “Assessment Measures by Instructor Core AY
2016-2017.”
Target for SLO 2.2
Each instructor will include questions assessing students’ knowledge of contemporary
multicultural issues on one or more exams in each section taught. The target achievement
goal is a 75% pass rate for each question. Questions used by instructors are provided in the
attached document entitled “Assessment Measures by Instructor Core AY 2016-2017.”
Target for SLO 2.3
Each instructor will include questions assessing students’ knowledge of contemporary global
and international issues on one or more exams in each section taught. The target
achievement goal is a 75% pass rate for each question. Questions used by instructors are
provided in the attached document entitled “Assessment Measures by Instructor Core AY
2016-2017.”
The Department assessed the discipline-specific student learning outcomes in all of the class
sections taught by full-time faculty members at GSU (Note: Faculty at the various Perimeter
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locations were expected to use the same assessment method but it was not implemented in
AY 2016-2017). Sections taught by doctoral students were not included in the analysis.

Assessment Findings
Method 1 for SLO 1.1: Informal Writing Activities
Two instructors – one at the Georgia State main campus and one at the Perimeter CollegeNewton campus – pilot tested the new assessment tool. The Georgia State instructor pilot
tested one class and the data below are associated with the gun control debate assessment.
A total of 104 of the 125 enrollees completed this assignment. The average components
scores were 2.87 (out of 3) for format (similar to “position”), 3.6 (out of 4) for support, and
2.5 (out of 3) for style. We exceeded our benchmark goals on all three rubric dimensions. For
the format or position dimension, 82% produced perfect scores, 92% exceeded the 75%
threshold, and only 6% scored below the 50% threshold. On the support dimension, 44%
produced perfect scores, 97% exceeded the 75% threshold, and only 3% scored below the
50% threshold. Finally, for the style dimension of the rubric, 29% produced perfect scores,
64% exceeded the 75% threshold, and 34% scored below the 50% threshold.
The Perimeter College instructor pilot tested one class and the data below are associated
with the gun control debate assessment. A total of 11 students completed the assignment.
The average grade for the class was 3.27 (using a 4-point scale) for the assignment. There
were five A’s (scored as a 4), five B’s (scored as a 3), and one D (scored as a 1). As indicated
above, the overall letter grading system used does not permit an assessment of any of the
individual criteria (e.g., position, support). Also, since no target goals were set using the
letter-grade system, it is not possible to determine the merits of the findings.
Method 2 for SLO 2.1-2.3: Embedded examination questions
Findings for SLO 2.1
A total of 567 students (n=234 for Instructor 1; n=119 for Instructor 2; n=214 for Instructor 3)
were enrolled in the five CRJU 2200 sections at the Georgia State main campus during the
evaluation period. All of the sections were on-campus classes; no classes were online or
hybrid sections. The percentages of students correctly answering the embedded examination
questions by instructor (and section) are reported below (Note: Instructors 1 and 2 used the
same questions for both of their sections, while Instructor 3 used different questions across
both sections):
Instructor 1: Q1 Pass Rate: 79.2%; Q2 Pass Rate: 89.5%; Overall Pass Rate for Instructor 1,
84.3% (Overall: Met target goal)
Instructor 2, Section 1: Q1 Pass Rate: 87%; Q2 Pass Rate:
89%; Overall Pass Rate for Instructor 2, 88% (Overall: Met target goal)
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Instructor 2, Section 2: Q1 Pass Rate: 81%; Q2 Pass Rate: 92%; Overall Pass Rate for Instructor
2, 86.5% (Overall: Met target goal)
Instructor 3, Section 1: Q1 Pass Rate: 83%; Q2 Pass Rate: 87%; Overall Pass Rate for Instructor
3, 85% (Overall: Met target goal)
Instructor 3, Section 2: Q1 Pass Rate: 83%; Q2 Pass Rate: 88% Overall Pass Rate for Instructor
3, 85.5% (Overall: Met target goal)
Overall: The pass rates for all ten questions exceeded the 75% goal pass rate (Overall: Met
target goal)
Findings for SLO 2.2
A total of 567 students (n=234 for Instructor 1; n=119 for Instructor 2; n=214 for Instructor 3)
were enrolled in the five CRJU 2200 sections assessed during the evaluation period. All of the
sections were on-campus classes; no classes were online or hybrid sections. The percentages
of students correctly answering the embedded examination questions by instructor (and
section) are reported below:
Instructor 1: Q1 Pass Rate: 60.3%; Q2 Pass Rate: 63.9%; Overall Pass Rate for
Instructor 1, 62.1% (Overall: Not met target goal)
Instructor 2, Section 1: Q1 Pass Rate: 98%; Q2 Pass Rate:
80%; Overall Pass Rate for Instructor 2, 89% (Overall: Met target goal)
Instructor 2, Section 2: Q1 Pass Rate: 99%; Q2 Pass Rate:
85%; Overall Pass Rate for Instructor 2, 92% (Overall: Met target goal)
Instructor 3, Section 1: Q1 Pass Rate: 81%; Q2 Pass Rate: 77%; Overall Pass Rate for Instructor
3, 79% (Overall: Met target goal)
Instructor 3, Section 2: Q1 Pass Rate: 82%; Q2 Pass Rate: 75% Overall Pass Rate for Instructor
3, 78.5% (Overall: Met target goal)
Overall: The pass rates for 8 of the ten questions met or exceeded the 75% goal pass rate
(Overall: Met target goal)
Findings for SLO 2.3
A total of 567 students (n=234 for Instructor 1; n=119 for Instructor 2; n=214 for Instructor 3)
were enrolled in the five CRJU 2200 sections assessed during the evaluation period. All of the
sections were on-campus classes; no classes were online or hybrid sections. The percentages
of students correctly answering the embedded examination questions by instructor (and
section) are reported below:
Instructor 1: Q1 Pass Rate: 100.0%; Q2 Pass Rate: 82.0%; Overall Pass Rate for
Instructor 1, 91.0% (Overall: Met target goal)
Instructor 2, Section 1: Q1 Pass Rate: 98%; Q2 Pass
Rate: 98%; Overall Pass Rate for Instructor 2, 98% (Overall: Met target goal)
Instructor 2, Section 2: Q1 Pass Rate: 100%; Q2 Pass Rate:
99%; Overall Pass Rate for Instructor 2, 99.5% (Overall: Met target goal)
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Instructor 3, Section 1: Q1 Pass Rate: 88%; Q2 Pass Rate: 89%; Overall Pass Rate for Instructor
3, 88.5% (Overall: Met target goal)
Instructor 3, Section 2: Q1 Pass Rate: 91%; Q2 Pass Rate: 83% Overall Pass Rate for Instructor
3, 87% (Overall: Met target goal)
Overall: The pass rates for all ten questions exceeded the 75% goal pass rate (Overall: Met
target goal)

Analysis of Assessment Findings
Any analysis of the findings regarding the informal writing assignment is severely limited
since a modified grading rubric was employed in one instance and the originally planned
grading rubric was not applied in the other instance. Additionally, there is no comparison
data from previous years since this was the first year in which the SLO 1.1 was assessed.
Compared to last year’s assessment, the evidence suggests improvement in meeting the SLO
2.1-2.3 target goals. Generally, in AY 2015-2016, the SLOs involving the analysis of
contemporary crime and criminal justice issues and the analysis of contemporary global and
international issues were met and the SLO involving analysis of contemporary multicultural
issues was partially met. Specifically, the pass rates for 18 of the twenty-four questions
(75%) met or exceeded the 75% goal pass rate. This year’s assessment show that all three
SLOs were met and the pass rates for 28 of the thirty questions (93%) met or exceeded the
75% goal pass rate.

Sharing and Discussion of Assessment Findings
An electronic copy of the Detailed Assessment Report for CRJU 2200 is posted to the
department’s I: drive for easy access by the GSU Criminal Justice and Criminology faculty, but
especially for CRJU 2200 instructors and Undergraduate Committee members. Similarly,
beginning in AY 2017-2018, an electronic copy of the Report will be forwarded to Dr. Karen
Wheel-Carter (Perimeter) for distribution to her faculty, including their CRJU 2200
instructors. As evidenced in the discussion of the Action Plan below, the Undergraduate
Coordinator meets with the CRJU 2200 instructors and the Undergraduate Committee (the
lead CRJU 2200 instructor is a committee member) to discuss concerns and formulate
changes (as needed) to the assessment tool.
At Georgia State, CRJU 2200 is regularly taught during the Fall and Spring semesters, and also
during the Summer Session. The same is true at the Perimeter College locations. Typically,
four to six class sections at the Georgia State campus and up to eight class sections at the
Perimeter College locations will be subject to the above assessment plan. For this academic
cycle, 5 classes were assessed at Georgia State, but only four of the 8 sections were assessed
across the Perimeter College locations. As planned, one class included an assessment of
Method 1 and all 5 classes included an assessment of Method 2 at Georgia State. At the
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Perimeter locations, one class involved an assessment of Method 1 as planned, but none of
the classes received an assessment using Method 2. It is important to keep in mind that CRJU
2200 was taught for the first time in classes at the various Perimeter locations beginning Fall,
2016. Despite a summer workshop with the Perimeter faculty, the assessments were not fully
implemented, requiring better communication between the GSU Undergraduate Coordinator
and Dr. Wheel-Carter. As we move forward to AY 2017-2018, Method 1 will continue to be
assessed in only one class at both locations; however, all class sections across the Georgia
State and Perimeter College locations will assess Method 2. Working with Dr. Wheel-Carter,
we will make sure that the Perimeter faculty follow the protocol associated with Method 2.
An annual assessment review process has be adopted. After the first-year cycle, a joint
meeting with the CJC Undergraduate Committee and Dr. Wheel-Carter will be scheduled for
the later part of the Fall semester, 2017 or early in the Spring semester, 2018 to review and
discuss the findings from the 2016-2017 Detail Assessment Report for CRJU 2200. At the
meeting, discussion will focus on the methods and targets used as part of the assessment.
Changes or modifications will be made as warranted.

Use of Assessment Findings (Action Plan)
No changes to the structure and content of the core curriculum course itself are planned. As
a reminder, this year was the first time in which the assessment Method 1 involving the
informal writing activities was implemented. Essentially, the writing assignment was carried
out in accordance with the expected protocol. Unfortunately, the originally planned grading
rubric was not applied as expected. More discussion is needed to determine if the original
rubric will be used or modified in some significant way. With the large class section, we
learned that it was difficult to apply the full evaluation of the 5 criteria, even though only two
– position and support – were used for the assessment. We will consider reducing the
number of criteria and perhaps using a 10-point scale to make it easier for the instructor and
teaching assistants to grade the assignment. Additionally, we will determine appropriate
target goals to be met for this assessment method.
As mentioned previously, we have a full-time faculty member at Georgia State, who regularly
teaches CRJU 2200 and employs the writing assignment even when he teaches large sections.
Other faculty members who have taught the course at GSU do not require such an
assignment. Additionally, various instructors at the different Perimeter locations have taught
this course during the AY 2016-2017 cycle. The instructor who teaches the course at least
once a year at the Perimeter College – Newton location has agreed to use this assignment as
the assessment tool. Following the annual review of our overall assessment plan, this
assignment (or a modified version) will be required in the other sections and across the GSU
and Perimeter locations.
Finally, we were unable to assess the reliability of the grading rubric since it was not applied
or not used in its original form. After we redesign the rubric, as discussed above, we will
55

conduct a reliability assessment of the grading rubric in the future. To do so, the instructor
will have two readers (e.g., assigned WAC consultants) independently grade a random
sample of 10 position statements using the rubric. In a group session, comparisons of the
assigned scores will be made to determine the level of agreement between the readers. If
the results demonstrate that the instructor is applying the rubric consistently, then selfgrading can be used for several years. If the results show that the instructor is not applying
the rubric consistently, then the instructor will conduct additional training and norming with
the rubric. As other sections at Georgia State and across the various Perimeter locations add
the writing assignment, each instructor will conduct their own norming session, as described
above. Once the reliability of the grading rubric has been demonstrated in sections at
Georgia State and the Perimeter locations (including online), norming sessions will be
conducted every three or four years.
Finally, although no changes to the existing assessment Method 2 are expected, future
discussions among the Georgia State and Perimeter faculty are needed to insure that all
faculty follow the required assessment protocol; that is, full-time faculty in each of the class
sections must identify at least 6 embedded multiple-choice questions – two in each of the
three SLO areas – in the examinations. Each instructor must collect, store, and disseminate
the Method 2 data to the GSU Undergraduate Coordinator at the appropriate time. This
requirement will be communicated to the Georgia State faculty and Dr. Wheel-Carter (the
point-person for Perimeter faculty) who teach CRJU 2200.

Supporting Documents
The following supporting documents are attached:
1. grading rubric (to be revised)
2. data for the embedded multiple-choice examination questions
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Appendix 1.a.4.4: Study Abroad Programs
West Indies Study Abroad Program: This is a 3-week Maymester program open to all GSU
students regardless of major. Students travel to the islands of Trinidad & Tobago to learn about
the Caribbean culture, including its history, criminal justice institutions, and crime and justice
policies. This program began in 2013 and has enrolled a total of 53 students (of whom 46 were
undergraduates since its inception. The program had 7 students in 2013, 13 in 2014, 14 in 2015,
12 in 2016, and 7 in 2017.
Dominican Republic Study Abroad Program: This is a 10-day Spring Break program along the
southern coast of Santo Domingo, Dominican Republic. Students gain a cross-cultural awareness
and understanding of the Caribbean culture and study social justice and health disparities from an
international, comparative perspective. The program began in 2017, enrolling 8 undergraduate
students.
Interdisciplinary Global Seminar in Salvador, Brazil Program: This 10 day program, integrated
into the university’s Perspectives program, exposes students to topical issues facing the legal and
health care systems of Brazil. The corresponding PERS 2001 course is issue-oriented and
interdisciplinary in nature and is specifically tailored to students in the GSU Success Academy
and enrolled 8 students in its first year.
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Appendix 1.b.1
Exhibit 1-Graduate Recruitment
Term
Applied Accepted Enrolled Accepted Ratio
PhD Students
45%
FA 2014
22
10
5
48%
FA 2015
21
10
1
25%
FA 2016
36
9
8
37%
Subtotal
79
29
14
MS Students*
57%
AY 2014
29
17
7
48%
AY 2015
40
19
16
54%
AY 2016
41
22
9
53%
Subtotal
110
58
32
Total Graduate Students*
AY 2014
51
27
12
53%
AY 2015
61
29
17
48%
AY 2016
77
31
17
40%
Total
189
87
46
46%
* Includes data for MS students admitted in Fall or Spring.

Enrolled Ratio
50%
10%
89%
48%
41%
84%
41%
55%
44%
59%
55%
53%

Exhibit 2 Total Graduate Recruitment
60%

59%

55%

55%

53%
50%
48%
45%

44%
40%

40%
35%
AY 2014

AY 2015
Accepted Ratio

AY 2016
Enrolled Ratio
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Exhibit 3 Quality of Enrolled Graduate Students
GRE Verbal
Percentile

Term
N
PhD Students
FA 2014
FA 2015
FA 2016
Subtotal
MS Students*

5
1
8
14

GRE Quant
Percentile

57
74
59
59

52
44
28
38

7
AY 2014
35
23
16
AY 2015
31
21
9
AY 2016
45
21
32
36
22
Subtotal
Total Graduate Students*
12
AY 2014
45
35
17
AY 2015
33
23
17
AY 2016
51
24
46
Total
43
27
* Includes data for MS students admitted in Fall or Spring.

Average
Overall GPA
3.74
3.54
3.35
3.50
3.47
3.23
2.87
3.18
3.62
3.25
3.11
3.29

Exhibit 4 Quality of Total Enrolled Graduate Students
60
50
40
30

3.7
3.62

51

45

3.6
3.5
3.4

35

3.3

33
3.25
23

20

24
3.11

3.2
3.1
3

10

2.9

0

2.8
AY 2014

AY 2015
GRE Verbal %

GRE Quant %

AY 2016
Avg GPA
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Appendix 1.b.2.1
Exhibit 5 Graduate Program Enrollment
Degree
MS

PHD
Departmental
Total

Concentration
Non-Thesis
Option
Thesis Option
Public
Administration
Track
Undeclared
Total MS
Total PHD

FA 2014

FA 2015

FA 2016

0
0

2
4

0
1

0
18
18
24

2
19
27
23

4
13
18
26

42

50

44

60

Appendix 1.b.2.2
Exhibit 6 Graduate Enrollment Ratio
Student Level
Undergraduate Total
Graduate Total
Total

FA 2014
Enrollment Percent
668
94.1
42
5.9
710
100

FA 2015
Enrollment Percent
629
92.6
50
7.4
679
100

FA 2016
Enrollment Percent
612
93.3
44
6.7
656
100
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Appendix 1.b.2.3
Exhibit 7 Graduate Student Financial Support
Term
FA 2014
FA 2015
FA 2016

Total N
42
50
44

Students Receiving Financial Support
N
GRA
GLA
GTA
GAA
35
29
2
4
0
33
24
0
9
0
33
23
0
10
0
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Appendix 1.b.4.1.a
Exhibit 8 Student Learning Assessment for MS Program

Long Assessment Report for GSU Educational Programs
Department: Criminal Justice and
Criminology
Program: M.S.

Contact person: Eric L. Sevigny

Cycle/year: 2016-17

Email address: esevigny@gsu.edu

Submission date:
6/24/17

Program Mission and Student Learning Goals
The mission of the M.S. in Criminal Justice is to engage students in generating and applying knowledge
and information that is theoretically driven and policy relevant for the fields of criminal justice and
criminology. This is accomplished by (1) engaging in research and scholarly activities to address issues
of crime and justice affecting diverse populations in urban settings with M.S. students; (2) producing
students who are critical and ethical thinkers, knowledgeable about the issues of crime and justice, and
prepared for leadership positions in public and private sector agencies that address crime and justice
problems; and (3) collaborating with public and private agencies through education, training, and
research ventures that enhance our understanding of, and response to, issues associated with crime
and the administration of justice. Through these activities, the Department strives to promote basic
principles of justice that enhance the criminal justice profession and benefit the community at large.
The specific goals of the program include:
1) Critical thinking—students will be critical thinkers with regards to issues of crime and criminal justice.
2) Develop knowledge—students will be knowledgeable about crime and criminal justice systems and
processes.
3) Preparation for leadership positions—Students will be prepared for leadership positions in public
and private sector agencies that address crime and justice issues.
The articulated mission and learning goals support GSU’s Strategic Plan update of April 5, 2016. The
most directly supported goals/initiatives are (i) Strategic Plan Goal 2 “Significantly strengthen and grow
the base of distinctive graduate and professional programs to assure development of the next
generation of researchers and societal leaders” and its associated 2016 Initiative 1 “Grow and enhance
graduate programs to the level where they are commensurate with top tier research universities” and
(ii) Strategic Plan Goal 3 “Become a leading public research university addressing the most challenging
issues of the 21st century” and its associated 2016 Initiative 1 “Support a research culture that tackles
large and complex problems.”

Student Learning Outcomes/Objectives (SLOs)
1. *Critically analyze crime and justice issues and/or information utilizing theoretical, methodological,
and statistical skills.
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2. *Apply acquired research and statistical skill bases to evaluate the quality of scholarly products and
their contribution to the fields of criminology and
criminal justice.
3. *Demonstrate a working understanding of the theoretical knowledge base in criminal justice and
criminology.
4. *Provide an integrated view of crime and criminal justice systems and processes and how the
components interact and intersect to provide coordinated justice administration.
5. *Apply learned terminology and theory to real-world situations that both relate to and expand
outside the fields of criminology and criminal justice.
6. *Communicate effectively, in oral and written form, their understanding and analyses of crime and
justice issues as they apply their knowledge to
real-world problems and questions.

Program Learning Opportunities
1. Students learn critical analysis skills in core courses CRJU 8610 Research Methods in Criminal Justice
and CRJU 8620 Statistics in Criminal Justice.
2. Students learn research and statistical skills in core courses CRJU 8610 Research Methods in Criminal
Justice and CRJU 8620 Statistics in Criminal Justice, as well as through faculty mentorship in CRJU 8980
Capstone Seminar in Criminal Justice for non-thesis track students and CRJU 8990 Thesis Research for
thesis track students.
3. Students demonstrate understanding and application of theoretical knowledge in core course CRJU
8050 Criminological Theory.
4. Student learn about integrated perspectives in crime and criminal justice systems in core courses
CRJU 7010 Crime and the Criminal Justice System
and CRJU 8710 Legal Aspects of Criminal Justice.
5. Students apply learning to real-world situations through faculty mentorship in CRJU 8980 Capstone
Seminar in Criminal Justice for non-thesis track students and CRJU 8990 Thesis Research for thesis track
students.
6. Students learn to communicate effectively in written and oral form faculty mentorship in CRJU 8980
Capstone Seminar in Criminal Justice for non-thesis track students and CRJU 8990 Thesis Research for
thesis track students.

Assessment Methods and Targets
The following targets are assessed for non-thesis and thesis students using a standardized form for each
track.
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For non-thesis students, a 16-item assessment instrument (Knowledge Assessment Survey of NonThesis Students) is filled out by graduate committee members to evaluate performance in the capstone
course’s final project.
For thesis track students, a 21-item assessment instrument (Knowledge Assessment Survey of Thesis
Students) is filled out by the student’s Thesis Chair.
For each assessment method below, the target is that at least 100% of students will achieve an average
score of 2 or higher, 60% of students an average score of 3 or higher, and 20% of students an average
score of 4 across the items measuring this outcome based on the following scale: 1 = unsatisfactory, 2
= satisfactory, 3 = very good, 4 = excellent.
A. Critically Analyze Crime & Justice Issues/Data (SLO 1): Assessed based on mean scores from the
relevant Knowledge Assessment Surveys for Non- Thesis (Items 1, 2, 4) and Thesis (Items 7-11) students.
B. Apply Research and Statistical Skills (SLO 2): Assessed based on mean scores from the relevant
Knowledge Assessment Surveys for Non-Thesis (Items 9, 10) and Thesis (Items 17, 18, 21) students.
C. Understand Theory (SLO 3): Assessed based on mean scores from the relevant Knowledge
Assessment Surveys for Non-Thesis (Items 5, 6) and Thesis (Items 1-6) students.
D. Understand How Systems & Processes Interact (SLO 4): Assessed based on mean scores from the
relevant Knowledge Assessment Surveys for Non-Thesis (Items 11, 12) and Thesis (Items 19, 20)
students.
E. Apply Theory and Terminology (SLO 5): Assessed based on mean scores from the relevant Knowledge
Assessment Surveys for Non-Thesis (Items 3, 7, 8) and Thesis (Items 12-13) students.
F. Communicate Effectively (SLO 6): Assessed based on mean scores from the relevant Knowledge
Assessment Surveys for Non-Thesis (Items 13-16) and Thesis (Items 14-16) students.

Assessment Findings
Within the past four years, assessment data was reported only for 2012-13 and 2015-16, with varying
completeness and format of findings. Learning outcomes for non-thesis track students, in particular,
have not been regularly assessed, and when they have reporting has not been consistent with target
objectives. For instance, mean scores on the assessment rubrics were reported in 2012-13, but not the
percentage of students meeting defined score thresholds. A process is in place to ensure that future
assessment for these students are completed appropriately.
A1. Critically Analyze Crime & Justice Issues/Data. For thesis track students across the two years of
available data, all target outcomes in this area were exceeded. For non-thesis track students, we have
little data to make an assessment of findings.
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Target Thresholds
2.0 (Target: 100%)
3.0 (Target: 60%)
4.0 (Target: 20%)
Mean Score
# students

Thesis Track Students
2012-13
2015-16
100%
100%
80%
75%
40%
25%
n/a
3.33
5
4

Non-Thesis Track
Students
2012-13
2015-16
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
3.35
n/a
n/a
n/a

Green text indicates target were met, whereas red text indicates targets were not met.

B2. Apply Research and Statistical Skills. For thesis track students across the two years of available
data, all target outcomes in this area were exceeded. For non-thesis track students, we have little
data to make an assessment of findings.

Target Thresholds
2.0 (Target: 100%)
3.0 (Target: 60%)
4.0 (Target: 20%)
Mean Score
# students

Thesis Track Students
2012-13
2015-16
100%
100%
80%
75%
60%
25%
n/a
3.25
5
4

Non-Thesis Track
Students
2012-13
2015-16
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
3.00
n/a
n/a
n/a

Green text indicates target were met, whereas red text indicates targets were not met.

C3. Understand Theory. For thesis track students across the two years of available data, all target
outcomes in this area were exceeded (with the exception of one data point that was not reported in
2012-13). For non-thesis track students, we have little data to make an assessment of findings.

Target Thresholds
2.0 (Target: 100%)
3.0 (Target: 60%)
4.0 (Target: 20%)
Mean Score
# students

Thesis Track Students
2012-13
2015-16
100%
100%
n/a
100%
80%
75%
n/a
3.75
5
4

Non-Thesis Track
Students
2012-13
2015-16
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

Green text indicates target were met, whereas red text indicates targets were not met.

D4. Understand How Systems & Processes Interact. For thesis track students across the two years of
available data, all target outcomes in this area were exceeded. For non-thesis track students, we have
little data to make an assessment of findings.
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Target Thresholds
2.0 (Target: 100%)
3.0 (Target: 60%)
4.0 (Target: 20%)
Mean Score
# students

Thesis Track Students
2012-13
2015-16
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
50%
n/a
3.50
3
4

Non-Thesis Track
Students
2012-13
2015-16
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
3.00
n/a
n/a
n/a

Green text indicates target were met, whereas red text indicates targets were not met.

E5. Apply Theory and Terminology. For thesis track students across the two years of available data,
all target outcomes in this area were exceeded (with the exception of one data point that was not
reported in 2012-13). For non-thesis track students, we have little data to make an assessment of
findings.

Target Thresholds
2.0 (Target: 100%)
3.0 (Target: 60%)
4.0 (Target: 20%)
Mean Score
# students

Thesis Track Students
2012-13
2015-16
100%
100%
n/a
100%
80%
75%
n/a
3.75
5
4

Non-Thesis Track
Students
2012-13
2015-16
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

Green text indicates target were met, whereas red text indicates targets were not met.

F6. Communicate Effectively. For thesis track students across the two years of available data, all
target outcomes in this area were exceeded (with the exception of one data point that was not
reported in 2012-13). For non-thesis track students, we have little data to make an assessment of
findings.

Target Thresholds
2.0 (Target: 100%)
3.0 (Target: 60%)
4.0 (Target: 20%)
Mean Score
# students

Thesis Track Students
2012-13
2015-16
100%
100%
n/a
100%
80%
50%
n/a
3.67
5
4

Non-Thesis Track
Students
2012-13
2015-16
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
3.50
n/a
n/a
n/a

Green text indicates target were met, whereas red text indicates targets were not met.

Analysis of Assessment Findings
According to the limited assessment data collected over recent years for the MS program, students are
generally exceeding target outcomes on learning objectives. This is particularly true for thesis track
students who have scored higher than targets on every metric. Unfortunately, data on non-thesis
students has not been collected or reported consistently. This is a significant gap in our understanding
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of program outcomes, especially since our non-thesis students have been taking the Capstone course
taught by faculty in PMAP. We will examine our processes here and make changes as necessary.
Recently, I reached out to the instructor of record and received the Capstone project papers for the
current as well as prior three year. The Graduate Committee will score these using the rubric to provide
historical data going forward.
Based on feedback received on prior assessment reports, the Graduate Committee and Faculty will
reassess the strength and focus of our learning objectives and assessment methods. Some similar
objectives might be combined, for instance. We will also review were and how these learning objectives
are being taught, reinforced, practiced, and/or mastered. Additionally, we will review the rubrics for
each program track, assess the feasibility of harmonizing them, review our scoring methodology, etc.

Sharing and Discussion of Assessment Findings
The assessment findings will be shared and discussed among all graduate faculty. In particular, the
completed 2016-17 Long Assessment Report will be emailed to all faculty for their review. As a first
step in more formally reviewing the results and charting a path forward, the Graduate Committee will
meet during Summer/Fall 2017. We will reach out to the Office of Institutional Effectiveness to assist
in our reevaluation process. During Fall 2017, the faculty will meet as a whole to discuss the plans and
recommendations of the Graduate Committee for revamping and improving program review and
assessment. The goal is to implement revisions to the assessment process as soon as possible.

Use of Assessment Findings for Program Improvement (Action Plan)
Beginning Fall 2017, the Graduate Committee will meet continue to meet to discuss the plans and
recommendations for revamping and improving program review and assessment. We will meet with
Sara Cushing of the Office of Institutional Effectiveness to chart a path forward.

Supporting Documents
Knowledge Assessment Survey of Non-Thesis Students
Knowledge Assessment Survey of Thesis Students
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Exhibit 9 Student Learning Assessment for PhD Program

Long Assessment Report for GSU Educational Programs
Department: Criminal Justice and
Criminology
Program: Ph.D.

Contact person: Eric L. Sevigny

Cycle/year: 2016-2017

Email address: esevigny@gsu.edu

Submission date: May
16, 2017

Program Mission and Student Learning Goals
The mission of the Ph.D. in Criminal Justice and Criminology is to prepare students for careers in
research and teaching in Criminal Justice and Criminology. We anticipate that our students will become
academics or applied researchers and our mission is to provide them with training and mentoring that
will help them achieve these goals.
1. Researchers: Students will be capable of producing high quality research in Criminal Justice and
Criminology.
2. Teachers: Students will be high quality instructors in undergraduate courses in Criminal Justice and
Criminology.
3. Critical Thinkers: Students will be able to think critically about crime and justice issues.
The articulated mission and learning goals support GSU’s Strategic Plan update of April 5, 2016. The
most directly supported goals/initiatives are (i) Strategic Plan Goal 2 “Significantly strengthen and grow
the base of distinctive graduate and professional programs to assure development of the next
generation of researchers and societal leaders” and its associated 2016 Initiative 1 “Grow and enhance
graduate programs to the level where they are commensurate with top tier research universities” and
(ii) Strategic Plan Goal 3 “Become a leading public research university addressing the most challenging
issues of the 21st century” and its associated 2016 Initiative 1 “Support a research culture that tackles
large and complex problems.”

Student Learning Outcomes/Objectives (SLOs)
1. *Presentations: Students will present research at regional and national conferences in Criminal
Justice and Criminology (Goal 1).
2. *Publications: Students will publish research in peer-reviewed journals in Criminal Justice and
Criminology (Goal 1).
3. *Teaching Excellence: Graduate student instructors will demonstrate teaching excellence (Goal 2).
4. Critical Thinkers: Students will be able to critically analyze crime and justice issues and/or information
utilizing theoretical, methodological, and statistical skill bases, in written form (Goal 3).

Program Learning Opportunities
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1. Presentations: The Department’s core course CRJU 9030 Graduate Orientation Seminar includes
specific pedagogy on presentation delivery and professionalism at conferences. Students are required
to deliver an oral presentation as part of their evaluation. Additionally, first-time student presenters
who are attending a professional conference and receiving financial support from the department
participate in a dry-run of their presentation at least two weeks before the conference. In this session,
students receive specific feedback from both faculty and student peers in order to revise their
presentations.
2. Publications: The Department’s core course CRJU 9030 Graduate Orientation Seminar includes
specific pedagogy on academic writing, writing a book review, and performing manuscript reviews for
the department’s in-house journals.
3. Teaching Excellence: Students take CRJU 9550 Directed Teaching Seminar as part of our core PhD
requirements. In addition, students receive individualized teaching mentorship from their major
professors, including feedback from in-class observations of their teaching effectiveness.
4. Critical Thinking: Students take CRJU 8910 Readings in Criminal Justice in preparation for their Area
Paper. The Area Paper is required to advance to candidacy and has two core purposes: (1) assess
students’ knowledge and understanding of the theoretical foundation from which the student’s
specialty area arises, including an assessment of the key conceptual and methodological approaches
used, critical issues and debates in this theoretical area; and (2) assess the student’s ability to formulate
a compelling research question which is narrower in scope, derived from this theoretical foundation,
and which reflects the student’s understanding of this specialization and the big questions that push it
forward. Assessment of the Area Paper by the student’s committee is based on the following criteria:
breadth of knowledge, creativity/innovation, critical analysis, and written communication.

Assessment Methods and Targets
In addition to the specific assessment methods and targets described below, the present long report
afforded the opportunity to review previously submitted program assessment reports for academic
years 2012-13, 2014-15, and 2015-16, along with associated reviews of these reports. Note that very
little assessment data was reported in the 2014-15 report.
A. Conference Presentations (SLO 1): Measures the number of presentations given at professional
conferences by Ph.D. students who have advanced to candidacy, based on a review of the students’
annually updated Curriculum Vita. This will be assessed at the end of the academic year. Target:
Presentations: 100% of students will have presented at least once at a professional conference by the
time they graduate, 60% of students will have presented at least twice at a professional conference by
the time they graduate, and 20% of students will have presented 3 or more times by the time they
graduate.
B. Peer-Reviewed Publications (SLO 2): Measures the number of peer-reviewed publications by Ph.D.
students who have advanced to candidacy, based on a review of the students’ annually updated
Curriculum Vita. This will be assessed at the end of the academic year. Target: 100% of students will
have submitted an article to a peer-reviewed journal by the time they graduate. 60% of students will

70

have published a peer-reviewed journal article by the time they graduate. 20% of students will have
published two or more peer-reviewed articles by the time they graduate.
C. Student Evaluations of Graduate Instructors (SLO 3): For graduate student instructors, undergraduate
course evaluations will be used to measure teacher effectiveness based on the item "Considering both
the limitations and possibilities of the subject matter, how would you rate the overall teaching
effectiveness of this instructor?" The measurement scale ranges from 5 (high) to 1 (low). This will be
assessed after each semester in which graduate student instructors taught. Target: 100% of students
will score a 3.5 or higher (out of 5) on this item, 60% of students will score 4.0 or higher (out of 5) on
this item, and 20% of students will score a 4.5 or higher (out of 5) on this item.
D. Faculty Evaluations of Graduate Instructors (SLO 3): For graduate student instructors, this measure
is the average score of 12 items on the Classroom Observation Form filled out by faculty mentors to
evaluate teaching effectiveness. The measurement scale ranges from 5 (excellent) to 1 (highly
inadequate). This will be assessed during the academic year. Target: 100% of students will score an
average of 3.0 or higher on the 12 items, 50% of students will score 4.0 or higher, and 25% of students
will score a 4.5 or higher.
E. Area Exam Rubric (SLO 4): A rubric to assess Ph.D. student critical thinking based on committee
review of the Area Exams will be developed by the Graduate Committee. This will be assessed at the
completion of the Area Exam. Target: No targets have been set yet as the rubric has not been
developed.

Assessment Findings
A1. The following table indicates that in the two years for which data were reported in consistent
format, most targets for the number of student presentations were met. In 2015-16, 80% rather than
the targeted 100% of students who had advanced to candidacy had presented at least one paper at a
professional conference.
CONFERENCE PRESENTATIONS
First % is achievement, second % is target
2012-13
2015-16
3 presentation
100%/20%
80%/20%
2 presentation
100%/60%
80%/60%
1 presentation 100%/100% 80%/100%
# students
3
10

B2. The following table indicates that in the two years for which data were reported in consistent
format, most targets for the number of peer-reviewed papers were met. In 2015-16, 90% rather than
the targeted 100% of students who had advanced to candidacy had submitted a paper to a peerreviewed journal.
PEER-REVIEWED PUBLICATIONS
First % is achievement, second % is target
2012-13
2015-16
2 papers published
67%/20%
70%/20%
1 paper published
100%/60%
90%/60%
1 paper submitted 100%/100% 90%/100%
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# students

3

10

C3. The following table indicates that in the two years for which data were reported, all targets for
undergraduate rating of doctoral student instructors were met.
STUDENT TEACHING EVALUATIONS
First % is achievement, second % is target
2012-13
2015-16
4.5 avg. rating
62%/20%
71%/20%
4.0 avg. rating
85%/60%
93%/60%
3.5 avg. rating
100%/100% 100%/100%
# student courses
7
14

D3. The following table indicates the only data available for this metric is from 2012-13. In that year,
each target was met for faculty rating of instructor effectiveness. Note that data on this item was
collected during the 2016-17 academic year, but is not reported here. These data will be reported in
the next reporting cycle.
FACULTY TEACHING EVALUATIONS
First % is achievement, second % is target
2012-13
4.5 avg. rating
50%/25%
4.0 avg. rating
100%/50%
3.0 avg. rating
100%/100%
# faculty evaluations
4

E4. No data have been formally collected as part of the assessment of student learning outcomes on
this metric in the history of the PhD program (i.e., since 2010).

Analysis of Assessment Findings
A1. The findings for this metric indicate that students are generally meeting expectations for
being capable researchers. However, as the reviews of previous assessment reports have
suggested, the number of student presentations is a poor measure of student learning.
Calculating the percentage of PhD students who have given a specified number of
presentations does little to directly assess student progress and success in becoming capable
researchers. Moreover, there is some confusion about the population targeted for assessment:
PhD candidates or PhD graduates. The current assessment target can be read both ways and
is therefore not clear. The Graduate Committee recognizes the weaknesses in this metric and
it will undergo a wholesale rethinking in concert with goal and SLO reevaluation.
B2. The findings for this metric indicate that students are generally meeting expectations for
being capable researchers. However, as the reviews of previous assessment reports have
suggested, the number of student peer-reviewed publications is a poor measure of student
learning. Calculating the percentage of PhD students who have submitted or had accepted for
publication a specified number of papers does little to directly assess student progress and
success in becoming capable researchers. Moreover, there is some confusion about the
population targeted for assessment: PhD candidates or PhD graduates. The current
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assessment target can be read both ways and is therefore not clear. The Graduate Committee
recognizes the weaknesses in this metric and it will undergo a wholesale rethinking in concert
with goal and SLO reevaluation.
C3. The findings on this metric indicate that PhD instructors have earned consistently high
ratings from their undergraduate students. However, reviews of previous assessment reports
caution against the use of student evaluation of instructors (although for unspecified reasons).
Nevertheless, there are weaknesses in this metric, as it makes use of just 1 of 23 items in the
standardized teaching evaluation form used by the university, and it ignores all qualitative
comments. Several potential improvements could be implemented to better assess student
teaching excellence. For instance, we might assess how PhD instructors incorporate student
feedback to modify their courses and teaching approach. We can also better gauge individual
student improvement over time in teaching effectiveness. Critically, we need to formalize how
these data are used by student instructors and their mentors to provide feedback on teaching
performance while also informing assessment of teaching excellence. Future revisions of the
program assessment protocol will explore new metrics to better assess excellence in student
teaching.
D3. The findings on this metric indicate that faculty ratings show PhD student instructors
perform at a high level in the classroom. However, standardized data on this item was collected
and reported only once in prior years (2012-13), so the above finding is limited in purview and
provides no indication of change over time. Students have been observed somewhat regularly
in the classroom in past years, but the data was collected on different types of standardized
forms and/or reported in nonstandardized form (e.g., in a memo to the student). As an
improvement to earlier ad hoc practices, data was collected by faculty mentors using the
standardized Classroom Observation form during the 2016-17 academic year, but these data
will be reported in the next assessment cycle. Several potential improvements could be
implemented to better assess student teaching excellence. For instance, we might assess how
PhD instructors incorporate mentor feedback to modify their courses and teaching approach.
We can also better gauge individual student improvement over time in teaching effectiveness.
Critically, we need to formalize how these data are used by student instructors and their
mentors to provide feedback on teaching performance while also informing assessment of
teaching excellence. Future revisions of the program assessment protocol will explore new
metrics to better assess excellence in student teaching.
E4. Clearly, it is a major limitation of the assessment process that no data have been formally
collected on student critical thinking in the history of the PhD program. Part of the reason for
this is that it takes time in a new program for students to reach the point of taking
comprehensive exams. When the assessment protocol was put in place for the PhD program,
development of a rubric to assess critical thinking was identified as a future action item. This
was never developed, even as the program revised its examination procedures for advancing
to candidacy from exam to paper format. The program has now had 15 PhD students advance
to candidacy by passing the comprehensive exam/paper. Unfortunately, without any data
collected as planned to date, we can say nothing about student learning outcomes. It is a major
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oversight of the assessment process that student critical thinking has not been formally
assessed to date. The Graduate Committee will reassess, formalize, and implement a viable
assessment method for future reporting cycles.

Sharing and Discussion of Assessment Findings
The assessment findings will be shared and discussed among all graduate faculty. In particular,
the completed 2016-17 Long Assessment Report will be emailed to all faculty for their review.
As a first step in more formally reviewing the results and charting a path forward, the Graduate
Committee will meet during Summer 2017. We will reach out to the Office of Institutional
Effectiveness to assist in our reevaluation process. During Fall 2017, the faculty will meet as a
whole to discuss the plans and recommendations of the Graduate Committee for revamping
and improving program review and assessment. The goal is to implement a wholesale revision
to the assessment process so that measurement and data collection can commence under the
intended new plan as soon as possible.

Use of Assessment Findings for Program Improvement (Action Plan)
The following action items have been identified as a result of our review of feedback on prior
assessment reports and our current analysis of assessment findings:
•

The review comments for CJC’s 2014-15 PhD Assessment Report suggested regarding
Program Mission and Student Learning Goals that “goals # 1 and 3 could be written
about in terms of what the learner is rather than what the learner can do.” We concur
with this assessment and the Graduate Committee will propose revisions to these
goals. For instance, for Goal #1, rather than “Students will be capable of producing high
quality research in Criminal Justice & Criminology” we might rephrase as “Students will
be high quality researchers in Criminal Justice & Criminology.” Likewise, for Goal #3,
rather than “Students will be able to think critically about crime and justice issues” we
might rephrase as “Students will be critical thinkers about crime and justice issues.”
More broadly, the Graduate Committee will review the program’s mission statement
and related goals to assess how closely they are aligned with current program
objectives and vision as well as their consistency with (i) GSU’s mission statement and
strategic plan and (ii) AYSPS’s newly revised strategic plan. The timeline for completion
of the Graduate Committee’s review is Summer 2017, with full faculty input and
discussion completed by Fall 2017.

•

Regarding Student Learning Outcomes/Objectives (SLOs), the review comments for
CJC’s 2015-15 PhD Assessment Report indicated the following: “SLOs 1 and 2 don't
specify the type of learning involved. Might they be better stated as something like: (1)
SLO1: students will demonstrate effective research skills, (2) SLO2: students will
demonstrate effective writing skills. You might also intend an SLO regarding oral
communication skills. Simply publishing or presenting research does not provide a
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direct measure of the student's abilities.” Similarly, the review comments for CJC’s
2014-15 PhD Assessment Report indicated the following: “The outcomes related to
teaching excellence and critical thinking seem to be specific and measurable. The
outcomes related to presentation and publications are less clear cut. There could be
many factors other than the success of your program that might contribute to
acceptance rates for presentations and publications.” We generally concur with these
assessments and the Graduate Committee will reevaluate the SLOs—particularly SLOs
1 and 2—to be more specific, measurable, and student-centered. The timeline for
completion of the Graduate Committee’s review is Summer 2017, with full faculty input
and discussion completed by Fall 2017.
•

Based on prior feedback of Program Learning Opportunities from the review process,
the PLOs were revised to better reflect program delivery and to provide opportunities
that will produce more direct measures of learning outcomes. More broadly, the PLOs
will need to be revised when the SLOs are reformulated. The timeline for completion
of the Graduate Committee’s review of PLOs is Summer 2017, with full faculty input
and discussion completed by Fall 2017.

•

The reviews of the Assessment Methods and Targets section suggests that program
SLOs and assessment methods should be rethought. The Graduate Committee agrees.
We will reassess, revamp, and redesign our measurement methods and metrics
following a review of goals and learning objectives. In particular, we will reexamine the
utility of the Classroom Observation form and develop the rubric for assessing student
critical thinking based on the area exam, dissertation proposal, or final dissertation. The
timeline for completion of the Graduate Committee’s review of assessment methods
and targets is Summer 2017, with full faculty input and discussion completed by Fall
2017.

•

Prior reviews of program assessments have indicated that very little has been done in
reporting Assessment Findings or discussing Analysis of Assessment Findings, and
what is reported is limited to “questionable measures of student learning.” Because we
anticipate a wholesale restructuring of assessment student learning in the PhD
program, we expect to have little formal analysis in the next short form reporting cycle
for Fall 2017.

•

Beyond the feedback provided on previous years’ assessment reports, our assessment
findings suggest that our students are meeting stated targets in the areas of research
and teaching. However, the learning outcomes, program learning opportunities, and
assessment methods and targets are generally inadequate and insufficient to inform
program processes. Once again, it is apparent that the assessment process needs to be
revamped and revised. We will reach out to the Office of Institutional Effectiveness to
assist in making the assessment process a more structured and informative endeavor
in order to improve student learning and performance.
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Supporting Documents
Classroom Observation Form

76

Appendix 1.b.4.1.b
Exhibit 10 Courses Taught by Fiscal Year
Course
CRJU 6040
CRJU 6940
CRJU 7010
CRJU 7920
CRJU 8050
CRJU 8110
CRJU 8410
CRJU 8610
CRJU 8620
CRJU 8710
CRJU 8720
CRJU 8900
CRJU 8910
CRJU 8990
CRJU 9010
CRJU 9030
CRJU 9450
CRJU 9610
CRJU 9630
CRJU 9800
CRJU 9830
CRJU 9900
CRJU 9920
Total

FY
2015
5
3
0
0
17
15
27
0
11
18
5
19
2
11
0
8
0
7
5
1
4
18
9
185

Heads
FY
FY
2016 2017
1
0
3
1
22
15
0
2
12
12
0
8
33
24
24
9
13
14
0
0
1
0
10
23
2
3
14
11
9
0
0
10
8
0
0
9
3
9
1
0
0
0
15
24
0
9
171
183

FY
2015
15
9
0
0
51
45
81
0
33
54
15
57
6
31
0
24
0
21
15
3
12
126
27
625

Hours
FY
2016
3
9
66
0
36
0
99
72
39
0
3
30
6
52
27
0
24
0
9
3
0
64
0
542

FY
2017
0
3
45
6
36
24
72
27
42
0
0
69
8
37
0
30
0
27
27
0
0
167
27
647

FY
2015
1
3
0
3
1
1
2
0
1
1
1
2
3
3
0
1
0
1
1
2
1
3
1
32

Sections
FY
FY
2016 2017
1
1
3
3
1
1
3
3
1
1
0
1
2
2
1
1
1
1
0
0
1
1
1
2
3
3
3
3
1
0
0
1
1
0
0
1
1
1
2
2
0
0
3
3
0
1
29
32

Hours per Section
FY
FY
FY
2015 2016 2017
15.0
3.0
0.0
3.0
3.0
1.0
0.0
66.0
45.0
0.0
0.0
2.0
51.0
36.0
36.0
45.0
0.0
24.0
40.5
49.5
36.0
0.0
72.0
27.0
33.0
39.0
42.0
54.0
0.0
0.0
15.0
3.0
0.0
28.5
30.0
34.5
2.0
2.0
2.7
10.3
17.3
12.3
0.0
27.0
0.0
24.0
0.0
30.0
0.0
24.0
0.0
21.0
0.0
27.0
15.0
9.0
27.0
1.5
1.5
0.0
12.0
0.0
0.0
42.0
21.3
55.7
27.0
0.0
27.0
439.8 403.6 429.2
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Appendix 1.b.4.3
Exhibit 11 Graduation Rates by MS Cohort
Cohort

N

FA 2005

11

3-Year
82%

FA 2006

9

FA 2007

67%

4-Year
82%
67%

5-Year
91%
67%

6-Year
91%
67%

6

67%

83%

83%

83%

FA 2008

6

67%

83%

83%

83%

FA 2009

12

75%

83%

FA 2010

6

50%

92%
83%

FA 2011

6

83%

83%
83%

83%
83%
83%

83%

FA 2012

4

50%

50%

50%

--

FA 2013

11

36%

45%

--

--

FA 2014

5

60%

--

--

--

Exhibit 12 Graduation Rates by PHD Cohort
Cohort
FA 2010

N
10

Students Who
Left After
Earning MS
0%

Students
Admitted to
Candidacy
80%

5-Year
30%

6-Year
40%

7-Year
50%

0%

4-Year
30%
0%

Students Still
Enrolled as of
FA 2017
30%

3-Year
10%

FA 2011

9

0%

22%

0%

0%

--

33%

67%

FA 2012

6

17%

50%

0%

17%

50%

--

--

0%

33%

FA 2013

6

0%

50%

0%

0%

--

--

--

50%

50%

FA 2014

5

0%

20%
0%

---

---

---

20%

0%

---

80%

2

0%
--

FA 2015

100%

0%

Attrition
20%
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Appendix 1.b.4.5
Exhibit 13 Graduate Enrollment by Race and Gender
Gender

Term
FA
2014
FA
2015
FA
2016

Female

Male

African
American

Asian

White

Race
Native
Hawaiian/
Pacific
Islander

American
Indian/
Alaska
Native

Not
Reported

Multi-Racial

Total

29 (69%)

13 (31%)

4 (10%)

9 (21%)

24 (57%)

0 (0%)

1 (2%)

3 (7%)

1 (2%)

42 (100%)

40 (80%)

10 (20%)

4 (8%)

13 (26%)

28 (56%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

4 (8%)

1 (2%)

50 (100%)

35 (80%)

9 (20%)

3 (7%)

12 (27%)

24 (55%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

2 (5%)

3 (7%)

44 (100%)

79

Appendix 1.b.4.6
Exhibit 14 Graduate Financial Need
Academic
Program
MS
PHD
Total

Students
10
14
24

FA 2014
Average
Gross
Need
$15,124
$14,490
$14,754

Average
Unmet
Need
$3,409
$7,660
$5,888

Students
15
9
24

FA 2015
Average
Gross
Need
$17,018
$16,602
$16,862

Average
Unmet
Need
$4,528
$7,955
$5,813

Students
11
14
25

FA 2016
Average
Gross
Need
$15,179
$15,044
$15,104

Average
Unmet
Need
$7,408
$5,795
$6,505
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Appendix 1.b.4.7
Exhibit 15 Graduate Student Survey

(A) General Learning Outcomes

(B) Program Preparation/Challenge

81

(C) Program Resources

(D) Faculty Interaction

82

Exhibit 16 Graduate Alumni Survey

(A) General Outcomes

(B) Employment

(C) Area of Employment

83

(D) Skills and Employment

Further Education

(E)

84

Appendix 1.b.4.8
Exhibit 17 Summary and Bibliography of Doctoral Student Scholarship by Year
Summary
Peer-Reviewed Articles
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017

3
3
8
8
7
14
14

Book Reviews, Reports,
Other Publications
9
5
9
6
3
3
4

Conference Presentations
8
17
16
14
16
18
18

Bibliography of Student Publications by Year
2011
• Bernhardt, Mindy. 2011. Book Review: Flashback: Drugs and Dealing in the Golden Age of the London
Rave Scene. International Criminal Justice Review 21 (2):181-183.
• Blackwell, Brenda Sims, Brian K. Payne, and John Prevost. 2011. Measuring Electronic Monitoring Tools:
The Influence of Vendor Type and Vendor Data. American Journal of Criminal Justice 36 (1):17-28.
• Crank, Beverly R. 2011. Book Review: Hidden Truth: Young Men Navigating Lives in and out of Juvenile
Prison. Criminal Justice Review 36 (4):514-516.
• Cruze, Jennifer. 2011. Book Review: Protecting the Public? Detention and Release of Mentally Disordered
Offenders International Criminal Justice Review 21 (2):172-174.
• Dickinson, Nancy. 2011. Book Review: Working with Female Offenders: A Gender Sensitive Approach.
International Criminal Justice Review 21 (4):473-475.
• Hawk-Tourtelot, Shila R. 2011. Book Review: Police Use of Intelligence Networks for Reducing Crime
Criminal Justice Review 36 (2):213-214.
• Mummert, Sadie. 2011. Book Review: Stalking in the Netherlands. International Criminal Justice Review
21 (1):73-75.
• Myrstol, Brad A., and Shila René Hawk-Tourtelot. 2011. In Search of Respect: Examining Arrestee
Satisfaction with Police. American Journal of Criminal Justice 36 (4):371-391.
• Payne, Brian K., Wendy P. Guastaferro, and Sadie Mummert. 2011. Attitudes About Group Work among
Criminal Justice Students: The Influence of Participation in Group Projects. Journal of Criminal Justice
Education 22 (4):546-561.
• Policastro, Christina. 2011. Book Review: Female Offenders and Risk Assessment: Hidden in Plain Sight.
Criminal Justice Review 36 (3):368-370.
• Prevost, John. 2011. Book Review: The Dynamics of Desistance: Charting Pathways through Change.
International Criminal Justice Review 21 (2):176-177.
• Sriram, Shyam K. 2011. Book Review: Peyote Vs. The State: Religious Freedom on Trial. Criminal Justice
Review 36 (3):365-366.
2012
• Ballard, Ellen. 2012. Book Review: Fraud and the Subprime Mortgage Crisis. Criminal Justice Review 37
(4):530-531.
• Bonomo, Elizabeth. 2012. Book Review: Outsourcing Justice: The Role of Nonprofit Caseworkers in
Pretrial Release Programs. Criminal Justice Review 37 (3):414-415.
• Brezina, Timothy, and Miranda Baumann. 2012. Strain and Anomie Theories. Deviance Today.
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•

•
•
•
•
2013
•

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
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Crank, Beverly R., and Timothy Brezina. 2013. “Prison Will Either Make Ya or Break Ya”: Punishment,
Deterrence, and the Criminal Lifestyle. Deviant Behavior 34 (10):782-802.
Dabney, Dean A., Heith Copes, Richard Tewksbury, and Shila R. Hawk-Tourtelot. 2013. A Qualitative
Assessment of Stress Perceptions among Members of a Homicide Unit. Justice Quarterly 30 (5):811-836.
Daigle, L.E., M. Reed, S. Mummert, A.M. Azimi, and V. Topalli. 2013. Voice of the Victim: Statewide
Analysis of Victim Compensation in Georgia, Final Report: Criminal Justice Coordination Council of
Georgia.
Dickinson, Nancy S., and Richard P Barth. 2013. Lessons Learned and the Way Forward. The Children’s
Bureau.
Harp, Sarah. 2013. Book Review: Tracing Technologies: Prisoners’ Views in the Era of CSI. International
Criminal Justice Review 23 (2):197-198.
Headley, Rebecca. 2013. Book Review: Prisoner Reentry at Work: Adding Business to the Mix. Criminal
Justice Review 38 (2):252-254.
Hogan, Charles. 2013. Book Review: Drugs and Drug Policy: What Everyone Needs to Know. Criminal
Justice Review 38 (1):132-134.
Ishoy, Glen A. 2013. Book Review: Breaking Rules: The Social and Situational Dynamics of Young People’s
Urban Crime. Criminal Justice Review 38 (3):404-405.
Muftic, Lisa R., and Donald E. Hunt. 2013. Victim Precipitation: Further Understanding the Linkage
between Victimization and Offending in Homicide. Homicide Studies 17 (3):239-254.
Murray, Aislinn. 2013. Book Review: International Drug Control: Consensus Fractured. International
Criminal Justice Review 23 (2):205-207.
Policastro, Christina, and Brian K. Payne. 2013. The Blameworthy Victim: Domestic Violence Myths and
the Criminalization of Victimhood. Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment & Trauma 22 (4):329-347.
Policastro, Christina, and Brian K. Payne. 2013. An Examination of Deviance and Deviants in the Durable
Medical Equipment (DME) Field: Characteristics, Consequences, and Responses to Fraud. Deviant
Behavior 34 (3):191-207.
Posick, Chad, and Christina Policastro. 2013. Victim Injury, Emotional Distress, and Satisfaction with the
Police: Evidence for a Victim-Centered, Emotionally-Based Police Response. Journal of the Institute of
Justice and International Studies 13:185.

86

•

•
2014
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

•
•
•

•
•
2015
•
•
•
•
•
•

Topalli, Volkan, Timothy Brezina, and Mindy Bernhardt. 2013. With God on My Side: The Paradoxical
Relationship between Religious Belief and Criminality among Hardcore Street Offenders. Theoretical
Criminology 17 (1):49-69.
Warner, Barbara D, and Audrey C Clubb. 2013. Neighborhood Ties, Control, and Crime. The Oxford
Handbook of Criminological Theory: 333-.
Clubb, Audrey C. 2014. The Corporation as a City. Journal of Financial Crime 21 (2):191-203.
Daigle, Leah E., and Sadie J. Mummert. 2014. Sex-Role Identification and Violent Victimization: Gender
Differences in the Role of Masculinity. Journal of Interpersonal Violence 29 (2):255-278.
Daquin, Jane C. 2014. Book Review: Rethinking the Reentry Paradigm: A Blueprint for Action.
International Criminal Justice Review 24 (1):99-101.
Hunt, Donald E. 2014. Book Review: Real Gangstas: Legitimacy, Reputation, and Violence in the Intergang
Environment. Criminal Justice Review 39 (2):228-230.
Ishoy, Glen A. 2014. Reassessing the Purpose of Punishment: The Roles of Mercy and Victim-Involvement
in Criminal Proceedings. Criminal Justice Ethics 33 (1):40-57.
Kane, Kayla. 2014. Book Review: Fighting for Their Lives: Inside the Experience of Capital Defense
Attorneys. Criminal Justice Review 39 (1):110-111.
Mortensen, Jennifer, Lauren Lichty, Pennie Foster-Fishman, Sarah Harfst, Sara Hockin, Kelly Warsinske,
and Kareemah Abdullah. 2014. Leadership through a Youth Lens: Understanding Youth
Conceptualizations of Leadership. Journal of Community Psychology 42 (4):447-462.
Muftic, Lisa R., and Jennifer R. Cruze. 2014. The Laws Have Changed, but What About the Police? Policing
Domestic Violence in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Violence Against Women 20 (6):695-715.
Mummert, Sadie J., Christina Policastro, and Brian K. Payne. 2014. Revictimization through Education:
Does Learning About Victimization Lead to Anxiety and Identification as a Victim among College
Students? Journal of Criminal Justice Education 25 (4):435-451.
Murray, Aislinn J. and Volkan Topalli. 2014. Delinquency and Drift Theory. In The Encyclopedia of
Theoretical Criminology.
Napper, Sarah. 2014. Book Review: Chasing Gideon: The Elusive Quest for Poor People’s Justice. Criminal
Justice Review 39 (1):104-105.
Policastro, Christina, and Brian K. Payne. 2014. Assessing the Level of Elder Abuse Knowledge
Preprofessionals Possess: Implications for the Further Development of University Curriculum. Journal of
Elder Abuse & Neglect 26 (1):12-30.
Tapp, Susannah. 2014. Book Review: Why Violence: Leading Questions Regarding the Conceptualization
and Reality of Violence in Society. International Criminal Justice Review.
Teasdale, Brent, Leah E. Daigle, and Ellen Ballard. 2014. Trajectories of Recurring Victimization among
People with Major Mental Disorders. Journal of Interpersonal Violence 29 (6):987-1005.
Ballard, Ellen. 2015. Book Review: A Prescription for Dignity: Rethinking Criminal Justice and Mental
Disability Law. International Criminal Justice Review 25 (1):132-133.
Blackwell, Brenda Sims, and Kayla Kane. 2015. Power-Control Theory. In The Encyclopedia of Crime and
Punishment: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
Clubb, Audrey C., and Joshua C. Hinkle. 2015. Protection Motivation Theory as a Theoretical Framework
for Understanding the Use of Protective Measures. Criminal Justice Studies 28 (3):336-355.
Crank, Beverley R. 2015. Women in Corrections. In Women in the Criminal Justice System: Tracking the
Journey of Females and Crime, edited by T. L. Freiburger and C. D. Marcum. Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press.
Crank, Beverly R., and Brian K. Payne. 2015. White-Collar Offenders and the Jail Experience: A
Comparative Analysis. Criminal Justice Studies 28 (4):378-396.
Daigle, Leah, and Andia Azimi. 2015. Sexual Revictimization. In Oxford Bibliographies.

87

•
•

•

•
•

•
2016
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
•

•
•

Finn, Mary A., Lisa R. Muftić, and Erin I. Marsh. 2015. Exploring the Overlap between Victimization and
Offending among Women in Sex Work. Victims & Offenders 10 (1):74-94.
Muftić, Lisa R., Mary A. Finn, and Erin A. Marsh. 2015. The Victim-Offender Overlap, Intimate Partner
Violence, and Sex: Assessing Differences among Victims, Offenders, and Victim-Offenders. Crime and
Delinquency 61 (7):899-926.
Policastro, Christina, Randy Gainey, and Brian K. Payne. 2015. Conceptualizing Crimes against Older
Persons: Elder Abuse, Domestic Violence, White-Collar Offending, or Just Regular 'Old' Crime. Journal of
Crime & Justice 38 (1):27-41.
Policastro, Christina, and Brian K. Payne. 2015. Can You Hear Me Now? Telemarketing Fraud
Victimization and Lifestyles. American Journal of Criminal Justice 40 (3):620-638.
Tapp, Susannah, Brian K. Payne, and Sheryl Strasser. 2015. Preparedness to Respond to Elder Abuse: A
Comparison of Law Enforcement and Adult Protective Service Workers. Journal of Crime & Justice 38
(1):42-57.
Warner, B. D., Swartz, K., & Hawk, S. R. (2015). Racially homophilous social ties and informal social
control. Criminology, 53(2), 204-230.
Ballard, Ellen, and Brent Teasdale. 2016. Reconsidering the Criminalization Debate: An Examination of
the Predictors of Arrest among People with Major Mental Disorders. Criminal Justice Policy Review 27
(1):22-45.
Bernhardt, Mindy, and Volkan Topalli. 2016. The Situational Dynamics of Street Crime: Property V.
Confrontation Crime. In The Wiley Handbook on the Psychology of Violence, edited by C. A. Cauevas and
C. M. Rennison. West Sussex, UK: Wiley.
Daigle, Leah E., Wendy P. Guastaferro, and Andia Azimi. 2016. Victims' Compensation as a Tool of
Therapeutic Justice: Examining the Physical and Mental Health Needs of Victim Compensation Applicants
and the Role of Health in Receiving Compensation. Violence and Victims 31 (5):837-853.
Daigle, Leah E., Chrystina Y. Hoffman, and Lee M. Johnson. 2016. The Extent and Risk of Violent
Victimization among International College Students Enrolled in the United States: A Gendered Analysis.
Journal of Interpersonal Violence.
Daigle, Leah E., Lee M. Johnson, Sarah L. Napper, and Andia M. Azimi. 2016. Protective Behavioural
Strategies While Drinking: Do They Protect against Sexual Victimisation and Is This Protection Gendered?
Drug & Alcohol Review 35 (5):573-579.
Daigle, Leah E, Heidi Scherer, Bonnie S Fisher, and Andia Azimi. 2016. Intimate Partner Violence among
College Students. In The Wiley Handbook on the Psychology of Violence, edited by C. A. Cuevas and C. M.
Rennison: John Wiley & Sons.
Daquin, Jane C., Leah E. Daigle, and Shelley Johnson Listwan. 2016. Vicarious Victimization in
Prison:Examining the Effects of Witnessing Victimization While Incarcerated on Offender Reentry.
Criminal Justice and Behavior 43 (8):1018-1033.
Felix, Shanna, Christina Policastro, Laura Agnich, and Laurie A. Gould. 2016. Psychological Victimization
among College Students. Violence and Gender 3 (1):42-48.
Glasford, Demis E., and Krystle Lynn Caraballo. 2016. Collective Action from a Distance: Distance Shapes
How People View Victims of Injustice and Decreases Willingness to Engage in Collective Action. Group
Processes & Intergroup Relations 19 (1):27-42.
Hockin, Sara M, and Rod K Brunson. 2016. The Revolution Might Not Be Televised (but It Will Be Lived
Streamed) Future Directions for Research on Police–Minority Relations. Race and Justice.
Ishoy, Glen A. 2016. The Theory of Planned Behavior and Policing: How Attitudes About Behavior,
Subjective Norms, and Perceived Behavioral Control Affect the Discretionary Enforcement Decisions of
Police Officers. Criminal Justice Studies 29 (4):345-362.

88

•
•
•

•
•

•
2017
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

•

•

•
•

•
•

Johnson, Lee Michael, Todd L Matthews, and Sarah L Napper. 2016. Sexual Orientation and Sexual
Assault Victimization among US College Students. The Social Science Journal 53 (2):174-183.
Johnston, Tricia. 2016. Synthesizing Structure and Agency: A Developmental Framework of Bourdieu's
Constructivist Structuralism Theory. Journal of Theoretical & Philosophical Criminology 8 (1):1.
Policastro, Christina, Brent Teasdale, and Leah E. Daigle. 2016. The Recurring Victimization of Individuals
with Mental Illness: A Comparison of Trajectories for Two Racial Groups. Journal of Quantitative
Criminology 32 (4):675-693.
Teasdale, B., M.L. Baumann, and M.N. Harris. 2016. The Threat Control Override Model. In The Sage
Encyclopedia of Criminal Psychology, edited by R. D. Morgan.
Teasdale, Brent, Leah E. Daigle, Shila R. Hawk, and Jane C. Daquin. 2016. Violent Victimization in the
Prison Context: An Examination of the Gendered Contexts of Prison. International Journal of Offender
Therapy and Comparative Criminology 60 (9):995-1015.
Triplett, Ruth, Brian Payne, Victoria E. Collins, and Susannah Tapp. 2016. Does "Violent" Mean "Bad"?
Individual Definitions of Violence. Deviant Behavior 37 (3):332-351.
Allen, Erin. 2017. Book Review: From Witches to Crack Moms: Women, Drug Law, and Policy.
International Criminal Justice Review 27 (2):156-157.
Azimi, Andia M., and Leah E. Daigle. 2017. Mental Health and Victimization: Does Risky Lifestyle Matter?
Journal of Interpersonal Violence.
Azimi, Andia M, and Leah E Daigle. 2017. Promising Avenues for Prevention: Confronting Sexual
Victimization on College Campuses. In Preventing Crime and Violence: Springer.
Brezina, Timothy, and Andia M. Azimi. 2017. Social Support, Loyalty to Delinquent Peers, and Offending:
An Elaboration and Test of the Differential Social Support Hypothesis. Deviant Behavior:1-16.
Dabney, Dean A., Brent Teasdale, Glen A. Ishoy, Taylor Gann, and Bonnie Berry. 2017. Policing in a Largely
Minority Jurisdiction: The Influence of Appearance Characteristics Associated with Contemporary HipHop Culture on Police Decision-Making. Justice Quarterly 34 (7):1310-1338.
Felix, Shanna N, Laura E Agnich, and April Schueths. 2017. An Evaluation of a Court Appointed Special
Advocates (Casa) Program in the Rural South. Children and Youth Services Review.
Finn, Mary A., John P. Prevost, George S. Braucht, Shila Hawk, Tammy Meredith, and Sharon Johnson.
2017. Home Visits in Community Supervision: A Qualitative Analysis of Theme and Tone. Criminal Justice
and Behavior 44 (10):1300-1316.
Harris, Michelle N., and Brent Teasdale. 2017. The Indirect Effects of Social Network Characteristics and
Normative Beliefs in the Association between Adolescent Depressive Symptomatology and Binge
Drinking. Deviant Behavior 38 (9):1074-1088.
Harris, Michelle N., and Brent Teasdale. 2017. The Prediction of Repeated Violence among Individuals
with Serious Mental Disorders: Situational Versus Dispositional Factors. Journal of Interpersonal
Violence.
Hockin, Sara, Meghan L Rogers, and William Alex Pridemore. 2017. Population-Level Alcohol
Consumption and National Homicide Rates. European Journal of Criminology.
Hoffman, Chrystina Y., Matthew D. Phillips, Leah E. Daigle, and Michael G. Turner. 2017. Adult
Consequences of Bully Victimization:Are Children or Adolescents More Vulnerable to the Victimization
Experience? Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice 15 (4):441-464.
Ishoy, Glen A. 2017. Book Review: Handcuffed: What Holds Policing Back, and the Keys to Reform.
Criminal Justice Policy Review 28 (3):307-308.
Ishoy, Glen A. 2017. Exploring Morality as a Mediator of the Association between Parenting Practices
and Violent and Property Offending among a Sample of Juvenile Delinquents. Crime and Delinquency 63
(2):113-136.

89

•

Ishoy, Glen A., and Dean A. Dabney. 2017. Policing and the Focal Concerns Framework: Exploring How
Its Core Components Apply to the Discretionary Enforcement Decisions of Police Officers. Deviant
Behavior:1-18.
• Jacques, Scott, and Elizabeth Bonomo. 2017. Learning from the Offenders’ Perspective on Crime
Prevention. In Crime Prevention in the 21st Century: Springer.
• Johnson, Lee Michael, Leah E. Daigle, and Sarah Napper. 2017. Precautionary Behavior and Violent
Victimization: Do Safer Drinking Strategies Reduce Risk? Victims & Offenders 12 (3):381-400.
• Posick, C., and S. Felix. 2017. Female Victimization in Northern and Western Europe. In The encyclopedia
of women and crime, edited by F. Bernat and K. Frailing: Wiley.
• Snowden, Aleksandra J, Sara Hockin, and William Alex Pridemore. 2017. The Neighborhood-Level
Association between Alcohol Outlet Density and Female Criminal Victimization Rates. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence.
Bibliography of Student Presentations by Year
2011
• Clubb, A., & Warner, B. D. (2011). Perceptions of Crime, Crime Rates, and Self-Guardianship. Paper
presented at the ASC, Washington, D.C.
• Crank, B. R., & Brezina, T. (2011). Adapting to Incarceration: Understanding Inmates’ Adjustment to
Prison Life from a Criminal Lifestyle Perspective. Paper presented at the ASC, Washington, D.C.
• Cruze, J., & Marsh, E. (2011). College Students' Attitudes Towards Prostitution. Paper presented at the
ACJS, Toronto, Canada.
• Dabney, D., & Hawk-Tourtelot, S. (2011). Are All Cases Created Equal? Observations On How Homicide
Detectives Orient To Their Work. Paper presented at the ACJS, Toronto, Canada.
• Hawk-Tourtelot, S. R., Teasdale, B., & Daigle, L. E. (2011). Violent Victimization in Prison: The Role of
Individual and Contextual Factors. Paper presented at the ASC, Washington, D.C.
• Hunt, D., & Muftic, L. R. (2011). Integrating Victim Precipitation and Victim-Offender Overlap in the Study
of Homicide. Paper presented at the ASC, Washington, D.C.
• Mummert, S. (2011). The Influence of Gender Identity and Self-Control on Victimization. Paper presented
at the ASC, Washington, D.C.
• Policastro, C., & Payne, B. (2011). Perceptions of Intimate Partner Violence Victims: An Examination of
Myth Acceptance among University Students. Paper presented at the ASC, Washington, D.C.
2012
• Azimi, A., Daigle, L. E., & Muftic, L. R. (2012). Race and the American Dream: Can Institutional Anomie
Theory Explain Racial Differences in Offending? Paper presented at the ASC, Chicago, IL.
• Ballard, E., & Teasdale, B. (2012). Predictors of Arrest amongst People Diagnosed with Major Mental
Disorders. Paper presented at the ASC, Chicago, IL.
• Bernhardt, M. (2012). Classic Strain, Lack or Hope, And Binge Drinking. Paper presented at the ACJS, New
York, NY.
• Blackwell, B. S., Berry, B., Wareham, J., & Ballard, E. (2012). Does Physical Appearance of the Victim
Matter? Paper presented at the ASC, Chicago, IL. Thematic Panel
• Brezina, T., Ballard, E., Hogan, C., & Marsh, E. (2012). Punishment and Pessimism: Subjective
Consequences of the Revolving Prison Door. Paper presented at the ASC, Chicago, IL.
• Clubb, A. (2012). Defending the Castle: How Individual and Neighborhood Factors Affect Guardianship of
One's Home. Paper presented at the ASC, Chicago, IL.
• Crank, B. R. (2012). Relating Deviant Identities to Criminal Involvement and the Process of Desistance.
Paper presented at the ASC, Chicago, IL.
• Cruze, J., & Payne, B. K. (2012). Workplace Bullying Among University Employees. Paper presented at the
ACJS, New York, NY.
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Cruze, J., & Blackwell, B. S. (2012). Bullying Typologies: Are there Different Pathways that Lead Children
into Bullying Behaviors? Paper presented at the ASC, Chicago, IL.
Daigle, L. E., Guastaferro, W. P., Bonomo, E., & Marsh, E. (2012). Matching Offenders with Program
Objectives & Services: An Evaluation Of The Referral Process To A Treatment Oriented Prison. Paper
presented at the ACJS, New York City, NY.
Hawk-Tourtelot, S. R., & Dabney, D. (2012). Examining Prior Criminal Justice System Contact among All
Persons Party to Potentially Lethal Criminal Events. Paper presented at the ASC, Chicago, IL.
Hunt, D., & Muftic, L. R. (2012). Adult and Juvenile Victims of Homicide: A Comparison of the Settings
and Circumstances of Lethal Violence in Dallas, Texas. Paper presented at the ASC, Chicago, IL.
Mummert, S. J., & Daigle, L. E. (2012). The Relationship between Risky Behaviors, Individual
Characteristics, and Sexual Revictimization among College Women. Paper presented at the ASC, Chicago,
IL.
Payne, B., Tapp, S., Collins, V., & Triplett, R. (2012). Definitions of Violence: The Line Between Use of
Force and Violence? Paper presented at the ASC, Chicago, IL. Thematic Panel
Policastro, C., & Daigle, L. (2012). Risky Behaviors and Dating Violence among Young Adults. Paper
presented at the ASC, Chicago, IL.
Triplett, R., Collins, V., Payne, B., & Tapp, S. (2012). How Do Gender and Age Shape Definitions of a
Situation as Violence? Paper presented at the ASC, Chicago, IL. Thematic Panel
Warner, B. D., Swartz, K., & Hawk-Tourtelot, S. R. (2012). Racial Homophily in Social Networks and
Informal Social Control. Paper presented at the ASC, Chicago, IL.
Azimi, A., & Daigle, L. E. (2013). Adolescent Sexual Victimization: The Role of Social Support and Risky
Behavior. Paper presented at the ASC, Atlanta, GA.
Clubb, A. C. (2013). The Corporation As A City: A Social Disorganization Perspective Of White Collar Crime.
Paper presented at the ACJS, Dallas, TX.
Clubb, A. C., & Hinkle, J. (2013). Adaptation of Protection Motivation Theory for Understanding Home
Guardianship. Paper presented at the ASC, Atlanta, GA.
Crank, B. R. (2013). Future Expectations, Social Bonds, and Desistance from Crime: A Within-Person
Analysis. Paper presented at the ASC, Atlanta, GA.
Daquin, J. C., Daigle, L. E., & Listwan, S. J. (2013). Vicarious Victimization: Examining the Effects of
Witnessing Victimization during Incarceration on Post-Release Outcomes. Paper presented at the ASC,
Atlanta, GA.
Hunt, D., & Payne, B. (2013). Internal Fraud in the Corporate Environment: An Exploration of Sales Force
Deviance and Criminological Theory. Paper presented at the ASC, Atlanta, GA.
Ishoy, G. A. (2013). Roundtable: The Future of Peacemaking Criminology. Paper presented at the ASC,
Atlanta, GA.
Ishoy, G. A., & Blackwell, B. (2013). A Gendered Assessment of Situational Action Theory. Paper
presented at the ASC, Atlanta, GA.
Johnson, L. M., Daigle, L. E., & Napper, S. (2013). Precautionary Behaviors and Sexual Victimization: Does
'Safer Partying' Reduce Risk? Paper presented at the ASC, Atlanta, GA.
Lemke, R., Latessa, E., & Ishoy, G. A. (2013). Morality behind Bars: An Empirical Test of Situational Action
Theory among Incarcerated Adult Offenders. Paper presented at the ASC, Atlanta, GA.
Mummert, S. (2013). Roundtable: Emerging Issues in Victims' Rights. Paper presented at the ACJS, Dallas,
TX.
Mummert, S. J., Daigle, L. E., & Teasdale, B. (2013). Intimate Partner Violence Perpetration among
College Students: Assessing the Risk Factors Using a Longitudinal, Gendered Approach. Paper presented
at the ASC, Atlanta, GA.
Policastro, C. (2013). Telemarketing Fraud and The Elderly. Paper presented at the ACJS, Dallas, TX.
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Reed, M. D., Daigle, L. E., & Mummert, S. J. (2013). Voice of the Victim: Exploring Crime Victims' Needs
and Access to and Utilization of Services. Paper presented at the ASC, Atlanta, GA. Thematic Panel
Tapp, S. (2013). Women and Funding: Who's Really Bringing Home the Bacon? Paper presented at the
ACJS, Dallas, TX.
Tapp, S. N., Payne, B. K., & Strasser, S. (2013). Evaluating the Preparedness of Responders to Elder Abuse.
Paper presented at the ASC, Atlanta, GA.
Azimi, A., & Daigle, L. E. (2014). The Link Between Child Sexual Abuse and Arrest: Is Attending College a
Protective Factor? Paper presented at the ASC, San Francisco, CA.
Bonomo, E., & Jacques, S. (2014). Chess Park: The Social World of Marginalized Black Men. Paper
presented at the ACJS, Philadelphia, PA.
Crank, B. R., & Teasdale, B. (2014). Spirituality and Substance Use in Adolescence: A Longitudinal
Approach. Paper presented at the ACJS, Philadelphia, PA.
Dabney, D., Copes, H., Tewksbury, R., & Hawk-Tourtelot, S. T. (2014). A Qualitative Assessment of Stress
Perceptions Among Members of A Homicide Unit. Paper presented at the ACJS, Philadelphia, PA.
Featured Panel
Daquin, J., Daigle, L., & Listwan, S. (2014). Witnessing Sexual Victimization in Prison: What Mediates Its
Relationship with Post-Release Outcomes? Paper presented at the ACJS, Philadelphia, PA.
Dickinson, N. (2014). Pro- and Anti-Therapeutic Effects of Prosecutorial Policies on Domestic Violence
Victim Empowerment and Safety. Paper presented at the ASC, San Francisco, CA.
Hogan, C. (2014). Violence of the Streets or the Suburbs: Suburban Grown Marijunana Dealers Working
in Urban Environments. Paper presented at the ASC, San Francisco, CA.
Kane, K., Blackwells, B. S., Atkinson, J., & Burgess, E. (2014). Newspapers' portrayal of elder abuse
perpetration. Paper presented at the ASC, San Francisco, CA.
Mummert, S., Napper, S., & Daigle, L. (2014). Examining the Relationship Between Childhood Sexual
Assault and Adult Sexual Revictimization: A Life-Course Approach. Paper presented at the ACJS,
Philadelphia, PA.
Policastro, C., & Finn, M. A. (2014). Prevalence and Risk Factors for Intimate Partner, Violence Among
the Elderly: An Examination of the National Elder Mistreatment Study. Paper presented at the ASC, San
Francisco, CA.
Rene' Hawk, S., & Dabney, D. A. (2014). A Multi-method and Multilevel Examination of Homicide
Investigations on Case Outcomes. Paper presented at the ASC, San Francisco, CA.
Ross, L. E., & Kane, K. L. (2014). Exploring the Utility of Actuarial Assessments In Cases Of Intimate Partner
Homicide. Paper presented at the ACJS, Philadelphia, PA.
Topalli, V., & Murray, A. (2014). I will shoot you like a Man. Paper presented at the ASC, San Francisco,
CA. Thematic Panel
Warner, B. D., & Headley, R. A. (2014). Churches, Conventional Values, and Informal Social Control. Paper
presented at the ASC, San Francisco, CA. Thematic Panel
Baumann, M. L. (2015). Mental Disorder, Substance Misuse, and Violence: Is There a Maladaptive
Substance Use Coping Effect? Paper presented at the ASC, Washington, D.C.
Clubb, A., Hinkle, J. C., Yang, S.-M., & Esparza, A. (2015). Assessing Methodological Impacts on Findings
in Fear of Crime Survey Research. Paper presented at the ASC, Washington, D.C.
Daigle, L. E., Johnson, L. M., Napper, S. L., & Azimi, A. (2015). Do Protective Behavioral Strategies While
Drinking Protect Against Sexual Victimization and Is This Protection Gendered? Paper presented at the
ACJS, Orlando, FL. Featured Panel
Daquin, J., & Daigle, L. E. (2015). The Spatial Link Between Residential Location of Georgia Victim
Compensation Claimants & Satisfaction With CJ Agents. Paper presented at the ACJS, Orlando, FL.
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Harris, M., & Teasdale, B. (2015). The Effect of Social Network Characteristics on Adolescent Deviance
for Individuals with Depression. Paper presented at the ASC, Washington, D.C.
Hawk, S. R., & Dabney, D. (2015). Was it Worth it? An Examination of Adding Investigator Interviews to
Case File Data in Homicide Clearance Research. Paper presented at the ASC, Washington, D.C.
Headley, R., & Warner, B. (2015). Social Disorganization and Structural Factors Associated with Juvenile
Felony Arrests. Paper presented at the ACJS, Orlando, FL.
Hoffman, C., & Daigle, L. E. (2015). Racial and Ethnic Differences in the Risk Factors Associated with Bully
Victimization. Paper presented at the ASC, Washington, D.C.
Hoffman, C., Daigle, L. E., & Johnson, L. M. (2015). Investigating the Differences in Victimization Rates
Between Domestic And International Students: A Lifestyles Routine Activities Approach. Paper presented
at the ACJS, Orlando, FL. Featured Panel
Hogan, C. (2015). Roundtable: Catalyst Criminology: Change in Real Time. Paper presented at the ASC,
Washington, D.C.
Hunt, D., & Wright, R. (2015). Can a Hustler Get a Tip? Exploring the Offender Decision Making Inside the
Culture of Cash. Paper presented at the ASC, Washington, D.C.
Ishoy, G. (2015). A Qualitative Assessment of Police Officer Decision-Making. Paper presented at the ASC,
Washington, D.C.
Johnston, T. (2015). Eight in The Gate: Organizational Impact of Prisons on Correctional Officers
Perceptions Of Their Job. Paper presented at the ACJS, Orlando, FL.
Johnston, T. (2015). The Social Ecology of offender Decision Making: A Developmental Framework. Paper
presented at the ASC, Washington, D.C.
Tapp, S., & Payne, B. (2015). Training Pre-Professionals to Respond to Elder Abuse. Paper presented at
the ACJS, Orlando, FL.
Azimi, A., & Daigle, L. E. (2016). The Influence of Childhood Sexual Abuse and Social Support on Coping
Styles: A Focus on Factors that Reduce Psychopathology. Paper presented at the ASC, New Orleans, LA.
Baumann, M. L., & Teasdale, B. (2016). Guns, Mental Illness, and Violence: What is the Real Danger.
Paper presented at the ASC, New Orleans, LA.
Caraballo, K., Topalli, V., & Martinez, R. (2016). Victimization of Undocumented Immigrants and the Dark
Figure of Crime. Paper presented at the ASC, New Orleans, LA.
Daquin, J., & Daigle, L. E. (2016). Gender Differences in the Relationship Between Mental Illness and
Prison Misconduct. Paper presented at the ASC, New Orleans, LA.
Gann, T., & Teasdale, B. (2016). Mediating Effects of Routine Activities on Victimization within the
Disabled Population. Paper presented at the ASC, New Orleans, LA.
Harris, M., & Teasdale, B. (2016). The Prediction of Violence Recidivism Amongst Individuals with Mental
Disorders: Situational vs. Dispositional Factors. Paper presented at the ASC, New Orleans, LA.
Headley, R., & Tapp, S. (2016). The Death of The Chivalry Hypothesis: Recent Changes In Gendered
Sentencing Outcomes. Paper presented at the ACJS, Denver, CO.
Headley, R., & Warner, B. D. (2016). Understanding the Role of Neighborhood Churches: An Examination
of Churches, Drug Values and Drug Offenses. Paper presented at the ASC, New Orleans, LA.
Hockin, S. (2016). Understanding Youth Perceptions of Police Legitimacy. Paper presented at the ACJS,
Denver, CO.
Hockin, S. M., Hill, K., Rogers, M. L., & Pridemore, W. A. (2016). Population-Level Alcohol Consumption
and National Homicide Rates. Paper presented at the ASC, New Orleans, LA.
Hoffman, C. (2016). Send Me an Angel: The Role of Religiosity on Revictimization. Paper presented at the
ACJS, Denver, CO.
Hoffman, C., & Hinkle, J. (2016). The Impact of Policing Strategies on Officer Job Satisfaction. Paper
presented at the ASC, New Orleans, LA.
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Hoffman, C., Phillips, M. D., Daigle, L. E., & Turner, M. G. (2016). Adult Consequences of Repeat Bully
Victimizations: Are Children Or Adolescents More Vulnerable To The Victimization Experience? Paper
presented at the ACJS, Denver, CO.
Ishoy, G. I. (2016). Using the Theory of Planned Behavior To Explain Police Officer Law Enforcement
Decisions. Paper presented at the ACJS, Denver, CO.
Johnston, T. (2016). Differential Disadvantage: Examining Variation in Socioeconomic Disadvantage and
Youth Behavior. Paper presented at the ASC, New Orleans, LA.
Johnston, T. (2016). Fatalism and Desistance: Exploring the Correlates and Consequences of Fatalism In
Relation To Youth Crime. Paper presented at the ACJS, Denver, CO.
Napper, S., & Daigle, L. (2016). Bullying and Risk Behaviors: Are GLB Adolescents at Greater Risk When
Compared To Their Heterosexual Counterparts? Paper presented at the ACJS, Denver, CO.
Posick, C., Zimmerman, G. M., Daigle, L. E., & Felix, S. (2016). Exposure, Provocation, and Vulnerability:
Toward a General Theory of Victimization. Paper presented at the ASC, New Orleans, LA.
Agnich, L. E., Lory, G., & Felix, S. (2017). Personal and Political: LGBTQ+ Students' Perceptions of Safety
and Harassment in the Rural South. Paper presented at the ASC, Philadelphia, PA.
Azimi, A. (2017). Roundtable: Connections Between Peacemaking Criminology and Desistance from
Crime. Paper presented at the ASC, Philadelphia, PA.
Azimi, A., & Daigle, L. E. (2017). Child Maltreatment and Mental Health: Examining Social Support's
Mediating Effects. Paper presented at the ASC, Philadelphia, PA.
Baumann, M. L. (2017). Why Is There an Association Between Comorbidity and Violence? A Mediation
Analysis. Paper presented at the ASC, Philadelphia, PA.
Block, M. (2017). Copping out on Communities: Police and Connections to the Code of the Street. Paper
presented at the ASC, Philadelphia, PA.
Dabney, D., Teasdale, B., Ishoy, G., & Gann, T. (2017). Police Response to Crime Suspects' Appearance:
Results from an Observational Study. Paper presented at the ASC, Philadelphia, PA.
Daquin, J., & Daigle, L. E. (2017). Misconduct In Prison Among Older Inmates: Are the Predictors Invariant
Across Age Groups? Paper presented at the ACJS, Kansas City, MO.
Daquin, J., & Daigle, L. E. (2017). The Victim-Offender Overlap Within Prison: Are the Risk the Same for
Being an Offender and Victim? Paper presented at the ASC, Philadelphia, PA.
Felix, S. N., Daigle, L. E., & Agnich, L. E. (2017). Transgender and Gender Nonconforming Peoples'
Victimization Experiences. Paper presented at the ASC, Philadelphia, PA.
Gann, T., & Teasdale, B. (2017). Disability and Victimization: An Examination of Risk within U.S. State
Correctional Facilities. Paper presented at the ASC, Philadelphia, PA.
Harris, M., Teasdale, B., & Bradley, M. S. (2017). A Return to Durkheim: A Macro-Level Approach to
understanding Variation in Victimization Across Countries. Paper presented at the ASC, Philadelphia, PA.
Hockin, S. M. (2017). This Time, Our Minds Are Still on It: Social Media and Vicarious Experience of Police
Encounters. Paper presented at the ASC, Philadelphia, PA.
Hoffman, C., & Daigle, L. E. (2017). Violent Victimization and Future Expectations: Results from a
Longitudinal Study of At-Risk Youth. Paper presented at the ASC, Philadelphia, PA.
Johnson, T. L. (2017). Understanding the Role of School Discipline in the Violence Nexus: An Application
of Agnew's TCRS. Paper presented at the ACJS, Kansas City, MO.
Johnson, T. L., & Sevigny, E. (2017). How Does Professionalization Moderate the Effect of a Department's
Educational Profile on Police Misconduct? Paper presented at the ASC, Philadelphia, PA.
Johnston, T. (2017). Community Structure and Property Crime: Does Social Disorganization Matter?
Paper presented at the ASC, Philadelphia, PA.
Napper, S. L., & Daigle, L. E. (2017). Prevalence of Victimization and Use of Victims Services on College
Campuses in the LGBQT Community. Paper presented at the ASC, Philadelphia, PA.
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Tapp, S. N., & Reed, M. (2017). Vulnerability and Victimization of the Elderly: The Role of Cognitive and
Physical Impairments. Paper presented at the ASC, Philadelphia, PA.
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Appendix 1.b.4.9
Exhibit 18 Completed Doctorates in Criminal Justice and Criminology, 2013-2017
Student
Christina N. Policastro

Graduation
Term
Summer 2013

Beverly Crank

Summer 2014

Sadie Mummert

Summer 2014

Shila Hawk

Fall 2015

Glen Ishoy

Fall 2015

Elizabeth Bonomo
Audrey Clubb

Fall 2016
Spring 2017

Rebecca Headley

Summer 2017

Jane Daquin

Fall 2017

Don Hunt

Fall 2017

Dissertation Title
Victimization of the Elderly: An Application of Lifestyles/Routine
Activities Theory
The Role of Subjective and Social Factors in the Desistance Process:
A Within-Individual Examination
Can Victims' Compensation Reduce Revictimization Risk? Examining
the Role of Victims' Compensation and Satisfaction
A Multi-Method Examination of Homicide Investigations on Case
Outcomes
Applying Focal Concerns and the Theory of Planned Behavior to the
Decision-Making Process in Policing
Crime and Control at the Chess Park
Spatial Crime Forecasting: Application of Risk Terrain Modeling in a
Metropolitan County
Do Local Institutions Matter? A Multilevel Examination Of The Effects
Of Neighborhood Churches And Service Providers On Parolee
Outcomes
Inmate Misconduct and Victimization: Investigating Changes Over
Time and If the Risk Factors Are Invariant Across Age and Victimoffender Status
How Large Changes in the Functioning Economy Affect Crime Rates
in America: A National Replication of the Less Cash, Less Crime
Paradigm
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Appendix 1.b.7
Exhibit 19 Graduate Degrees Conferred by Fiscal Year
Degree
MS

PHD

Concentration
Non Thesis
Option
Public
Administration
Thesis Option
Not Reported
Total MS
Total PHD
Department
FY Total

FY 2015

FY 2016

FY 2017

Average

1

1

0

0.7

0
0
3
4
2

0
1
4
6
2

1
2
5
8
2

0.3
1
4
6
2

6

8

10

8

97

Appendix 1.c.1: Academic Analytics on Peer and Aspirational CJC Departments
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Appendix 1.c.1.4.a
Publications by Tenured/Tenure Track Faculty by Academic Year
Academic
# Tenured/
# PeerAvg # PeerYear
Tenure Track
Reviewed Reviewed Articles # Books
Faculty Members
Articles
Per Member
2014-15
14
19
1.36
6
2015-16
12
13
1.08
5
2016-17
12
14
1.17
1

Avg. # of
Books per
Member
0.43
0.42
0.08

Appendix 1.c.1.2.a
Funding by Tenured/Tenure Track Faculty by Fiscal Year
Fiscal
# Tenured/
Amount of External
Avg. Amount of
Year
Tenure Track
Funding
External Funding per
Faculty Members
Member
2015
14
$576,624
$41,187.43
2016
12
$385,475
$32,122.92
2017
12
$435,155
$36,262.92
Appendix 1.c.1.4.b
Fall 2017 CJC Faculty Member Lifetime Citation Data
Faculty
Member
Rank
Cites h-index Cites 2012 H-Index 2012
Tim Brezina
Professor
3,119
22
1,533
18
Frances Chen
Assistant Professor
168
6
164
6
Dean Dabney
Professor
899
14
471
12
Leah Daigle
Professor
2,812
19
1,994
18
Joshua Hinkle
Associate Professor
1,166
13
934
12
Scott Jacques
Associate Professor
589
13
512
13
Mark Reed
Associate Professor
1,639
14
500
10
William Sabol
Professor
4,071
23
2,689
18
Eric Sevigny
Associate Professor
630
13
544
12
Volkan Topalli
Professor
1,166
17
814
16
Barbara Warner Professor
2,203
17
909
14
Richard Wright
Regents' Professor
5,636
37
2,674
27
Departmental Totals/Averages 24,098
17.33
13,738
14.67
*Data pulled from Google Scholar on September 21, 2017
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Appendix 1.c.1.8
Faculty Surveys
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Appendix 2.a.2a
Graduate Student to Faculty Ratio
Student/
Degree Level
Graduates
Faculty Ratio
PHD
24
2.2
MS
18
1.6
Total
42
3.8
FA 2015 10
PHD
23
2.3
MS
27
2.7
Total
50
5.0
FA 2016 11
PHD
26
2.4
MS
18
1.6
Total
44
4.0
a
Internal data were used to calculated these ratios as the APR data undercounted students slightly.
Term
FA 2014

Tenure Track
Faculty
11
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Appendix 2.a.3
Credit Hours by Faculty Type
Faculty Type

FY2014

FY2016

FY2017

Full Time Faculty

11,053.0

11,150.0

10,723.0

Part Time Instructor

1,365.0

1,032.0

897.0

Grad Asst

42.0

576.0

318.0

Grad Teaching Asst

2,625.0

2,235.0

2,862.0

FY Total

15,085.0

14,993.0

14,800.0
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Appendix 2.g- Library Resources
The Department of Criminal Justice and Criminology is fortunate to have a rich collection of
resources available for teaching and research needs, necessary due to the cross-disciplinary
nature of this discipline. Based on an analysis or library holdings provided by our subject
librarian, the GSU library effectively supports the curriculum and research areas of our faculty
and students. In addition, our subject librarian is available to consult with our students and
faculty and to give presentations on the GSU library to both undergraduate and graduate
students.
For Criminal Justice and Criminology, the library, in partnership with the department of Criminal
Justice and Criminology provides access to 20 of the top 20 journals as ranked by Journal
Impact Factor. In comparison to peer institutions,8 the GSU Library provides a collection of
databases that is almost identical including key titles such as Criminal Justice Abstracts (EBSCO)
and Criminal Justice Database (ProQuest). There was only one database used by a peer
institution that is not available at GSU Library without an alternative. With our aspirational
institutions9, the GSU Library also offers most of the databases owned by this group.
In addition to databases and journals, the GSU Library provides access to monographs both in
print and online. Comparing the number of titles purchased from January 2016 to the present,
the GSU Library has purchased the second most monographs among our peer institution group
and leads our aspirational group of monograph purchased.
Peer Institutions: Comparison of Monographs Purchased

8

Peer Institutions: University of Central Florida, University of South Florida, University of South Carolina, University
of Louisville, Old Dominion University
9
Aspirational Institutions: University of Cincinnati, SUNY Albany, Temple University, Rutgers University, and the
University of Missouri - St. Louis
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Aspirational Institutions: Comparison of Monographs Purchased
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Academic Program Review
Executive Summary
On March 26 and 27, 2018, the external review team comprised of Drs. James Frank (Chair), Eric
Baumer and Rod Brunson, visited the Department of Criminal Justice and Criminology (CJC) in
the Andrew Young School of Policy Studies (AYSPS). Our review is based on information from
the Department’s Academic Program Review Self-Study Report, in-depth discussions with the
Georgia State University Provost, Vice Provost, Associate Provosts, and AYSPS Dean, and a
series of systematic interviews with CJC faculty, graduate and undergraduate students.
CJC is comprised of talented and well regarded scholars. Faculty members are engaged in a
wide range of high-quality teaching, scholarship, and service activities. The Chair and faculty
have been especially enterprising in efforts to increase the stature of the Department by
competing for university professorships and to enhance revenues by pursuing innovative
funding opportunities. The modest sized faculty (compared to the majority of doctoral granting
Criminal Justice Programs) has been successful despite their limited financial resources (e.g.,
travel and research support) and demanding instructional responsibilities. Yet, we were struck
by the considerable growth in the instructional demands placed on the faculty over the past
five years during a time in which there was a net loss of several tenure-track lines (by our
counting, after the newest tenure-track hire begins in fall 2018, the Department will remain
three faculty members short of its total five years ago, when the instructional demands were
less extensive). CJC is a productive, lean operation, but its insufficient human resources at
present appear to be limiting the dividends that could be reaped from its talented faculty and
unique location in a major urban city and very good policy school.
In our judgment, an infusion of additional institutional investments in the form of new faculty
and strategic support staff positions will be critical for ensuring success for the Department’s
relatively young Ph.D. program, maximizing the profitability of the recently launched online
Master’s program, and raising the academic unit’s stature and visibility. If coupled with
strategic actions by the Department in its hiring decisions, program marketing, and graduate
student mentoring and professional socialization, these additional resources should pay
tangible dividends in the form of significant increases in external funding, a greater volume of
top-tier publications, a deeper and more talented pool of graduate students who can be placed
at highly-ranked institutions, and ultimately, a department that is perceived by others as “the
place” for cutting- edge policy research on crime and justice.
We have organized our broad observations, conclusions, and recommendations around 6 key
goals, challenges, and concerns consistently identified by the groups with whom we met. They
are: (1) Increasing external funding, (2) Developing a more visible and coherent department
profile within the field of Criminology and Criminal Justice, (3) Attracting, retaining, training,
and placing high-quality graduate students, (4) Enhancing connections to undergraduate majors

and examining and curtailing undergraduate student attrition between the first and second
years of study, (5) Increasing gender and racial diversity among CJC faculty, and (6)
Strengthening the on-line MA program.
Increasing External Funding
There is a need to increase external funding in order to support graduate assistantships and
faculty travel to professional conferences. In addition, opportunities to work alongside faculty
on externally funded projects provide students with invaluable knowledge about proposal
writing and grant management, facilitating students’ professional development concerning the
research enterprise. Externally funded projects also frequently provide quality data for
dissertations and collaborative publications involving students and faculty. All of these
activities have been shown to increase the attractiveness and career placement of PhD. job
candidates that departments produce.
To significantly increase external funding the Department will likely need to recruit additional
senior faculty with established track records of success in this area and arrange for greater
grant support for current senior faculty members. Junior faculty are often aptly counseled to
develop solid research agendas and publication records before they are expected to shoulder
the weighty responsibility of securing external grants and financially supporting graduate
students. Thus, it could be counterproductive for the Department to place significant grant
writing expectations on its junior faculty. The recent hiring of Dr. Sabol is a good step toward
enhancing the Department’s external funding prospects, as his past experience indicates that
he has substantial expertise and knowledge regarding the grant process and should be
positioned to help mentor mid-career faculty seeking external funding. However, the
Department (and, by extension, the University) would be well served by hiring additional
faculty members at the Associate and Full Professor level who have an established track-record
of grant writing and management if the goal is to boost significantly the external funding it
attracts.
Given that the Department is situated within a well-regarded policy school and that much of
the funding available for crime and justice has a strong policy emphasis, it seems sensible for
the Department to target scholars working in high-funding potential policy areas (Dr. Sabol and
colleagues should be great resources for determining priorities). Identifying fundable research
projects should not be arduous given that several CJC faculty members have longstanding
relationships with local and state agencies, but in our judgement the department needs at least
2 additional faculty members who have the expertise, experience, and capacity to successfully
compete for significant external funding and provide leadership in this area for the talented
junior faculty the Department has assembled. It may be the case that new faculty lines are
scarce at GSU, but we urge the university to consider the potentially big payoff that could
accrue by supporting new hires of scholars undertaking cutting-edge crime and justice policy
research—this is an area of research for which there has been a steady supply of available

external funding from the U.S. Department of Justice, and with the right investments GSU could
emerge as uniquely positioned to compete for it.
Some discussions with faculty centered on the limited support in the Department, School, and
University for the administrative tasks associated with developing grant proposals and the preand post-award management needed to help faculty manage grants successfully. Enhancing
support for these functions could increase the degree to which the current faculty can develop
and compete for external funding. Additionally, effective grant support may be an important
pre-requisite for the Department’s capacity to attract new faculty who have the capacity to
compete for and manage large grants (and who may be accustomed to such levels of support at
other institutions). Some faculty raised the possibility of adding a new staff person within CJC
who would serve as a grants manager and who would help faculty with application processes,
navigating the sponsored research office within the University, and managing budgets. This
could emerge as a necessary staff position in the Department, especially if the faculty capacity
for grant proposal development increases notably, but in the interim we recommend that CJC
capitalize on the recently added staff person in the AYSPS for this purpose. We learned of this
new position relatively late during our visit and are not aware of the specific job responsibilities
associated with it. Nonetheless, we were encouraged by the Dean’s reference to the position
and see it as a valuable resource that the department could use, and we encourage CJC to be
proactive in doing so.
Developing a Unique Identity for the GSU CJC Department and Ph.D. Programs
In many respects, we saw in the GSU CJC department and Ph.D. program what we see in most
of its 40 or so competitors: an emphasis on being or becoming a strong generalist CJC program
known for competency in many areas without clearly standing above others in a given or
unique area. This tendency toward a “generalist” program is very common in our field because
sufficient breadth is a basic prerequisite for an attractive and successful Ph.D. program.
Further, it is inherently difficult for departments with relatively small faculties to achieve both
the breadth needed to yield the desired broad expertise in CJC while also developing a unique
or novel identity. With all of that as a backdrop, the time is ripe for GSU CJC to forge an identity
that sets the Department and Ph.D. program apart from the pack. At the inception of the Ph.D.
program roughly ten years ago, or at least in the several years leading up to that point, it may
have made sense to emulate existing programs. However, since then many other universities
and departments have made far more substantial investments in building their units and
graduate programs; the landscape has become increasingly crowded and the competition
among “generalist” programs increasingly steep. Trying to emulate existing programs does not
seem to be the best way forward for GSU CJC.
The department must consider the following pivotal question: why would a top student or
faculty scholar choose GSU over other, perhaps more highly ranked or regarded departments?
There could be several answers, including the Department’s intended movement in very

forward-thinking directions that capitalize on the changing world of technology and crime (e.g.,
cybersecurity policy in financial and health markets), which offer the potential for a gamechanging long-term impact. However, the one most obvious and more immediate answer in our
judgment is that the Department’s location in a highly-regarded policy school makes it
inherently unique. It should be known as the best place in the world to study crime and justice
policy in all the forms that may take, or as the department wishes to emphasize (e.g., policy
evaluation, policy analysis, policy development). This potentially lucrative niche seemed
underappreciated, or at least undersold, by the faculty with whom we met. A perusal of the
Department’s website, which serves as a key market tool for attracting top Ph.D. students,
suggests as well that this emphasis is not strongly emphasized. In fact, we did not meet a Ph.D.
student who described their primary interest in terms of policy assessment or evaluation, and it
does not appear that the department is engaged in strategic recruitment of potential Ph.D.
students with such an interest. All of this was consistent with our own perceptions of the
department: despite its location in the AYSPS, none of us currently thinks of the Department as
a unit with a strong policy focus or presence.
In our view, the doctoral program would be bolstered if the Department developed a clearer
and more unique identity. When faculty were asked about their program’s emphasis,
responses were not consistent. Some faculty members mentioned urban crime, violence, and
qualitative or mixed-methods research. A few mentioned policy analysis and evaluation. All of
these seem appropriate given the expertise represented amongst the faculty, and the
Department could market itself more aggressively by simply more clearly referencing several of
these areas. However, since the Department is housed within the AYSPS, further building,
emphasizing, and advertising to a much greater extent its connections to and strengths in
public policy , and its linkages to other programs within the School and with local public
agencies strikes us as being a smart move. Further, faculty research interests align well with
this emphasis, and given the research and reputations of the faculty, there are several
substantive policy areas that could be effectively promoted. The study of urban crime policy,
race and crime policies, violence reduction strategies, and policy evaluation generally would be
intellectual areas worthy of exploration and emphasis. Few, if any, other departments or Ph.D.
granting programs would be able to make similar claims (especially if GSU CJC made some
additional hires in the policy area, and became more centrally integrated in the AYSPS), and this
should not only enhance the Department’s capacity to compete for the top prospective CJC
Ph.D. students interested in policy analysis, but also the talented pool of prospective public
policy Ph.D. students who have an interest in crime and justice policy. This would likely
increase substantially the potential pool of qualified applicants the department attracts for its
Ph.D. program. This is likely to be the case not only from the potential applicants that may be
drawn from public policy undergraduate or master’s programs, but also because this emphasis
would be more attractive to students in public administration, political science, and emerging
social data analytics programs, all of which tend to be composed of a larger pool of outstanding
students than is the case in CJC programs. By embracing much more fully its natural policy
focus, GSU CJC would be in a unique position to compete for interested students.

The benefits of this more strategic branding and future hiring would extend beyond the Ph.D.
program. There has been a growing emphasis in the field involving the study of crime and
violence as public health problems. This can be evidenced by recent funding solicitations
involving the National Institute of Justice (NIJ) and the Centers for Disease Control (CDC), as
well as recent Public Health/Public Safety collaborations to fight crime. A policy emphasis
would seem ideal for interdisciplinary partnerships between the Department of Criminal Justice
and Criminology and Health programs within the AYSPS, especially with the CDC nearby. In
addition, the Urban Studies Institute within AYSPS would also be an ideal partner for research
proposals involving urban crime and violence.
There would likely be an additional advantage to this public policy emphasis and branding that
ties into our comments above about increasing external funding. Put simply, a substantial
portion of available crime and justice funding opportunities nationally focus on applied or
translational research with an emphasis on policy. Further building and capitalizing on a public
policy emphasis should increase the department’s desire to substantially increase grant
support, especially if CJC strategically leverages the reputation and tangible expertise that
resides in other AYSPS units.
Attracting, Retaining, Training, and Placing High-Qualified Graduate Students
The GSU CJC Department offers a residential Master’s and Ph.D. (in addition to an online
Master’s degree, which we discuss below). There are many positives associated with these
graduate programs. Graduate students expressed a favorable view of the CJC faculty, and while
mentoring was described as uneven, we learned that several faculty members were highly
invested in training and professionally socializing students. Most of the meetings we had on
campus focused on the Ph.D. program, which we emphasize in the remainder of this section. It
is a relatively young program, having been launched in 2010. Some of the early cohorts
experienced considerable attrition, but this appears to have been remedied. Current cohorts
average about 5 Ph.D. students, and the time-to-completion of the degree is on par with most
other programs (if anything, the data included in the report suggest a shorter than typical timeto-completion). The department has not yet placed a Ph.D. student in a top 20 program, but
has had reasonably good success in placing students for a relatively new program.
The Ph.D. students with whom we met indicated that they were on the whole satisfied with
their educational experiences. They describe the faculty as engaged and open to working with
them; students are actively encouraged to publish and to present their research at regional and
national conferences. We recommend that the Department continue to encourage these
activities, while also strongly encouraging (and expecting) every faculty member to devote time
to working with one or more PhD students on publications to better prepare them for the
increasingly competitive job market. This will be very useful in enhancing their experience and
successful placement on the job market. Placement is a key feature of PhD. program

reputations, and we were surprised to not hear more during our visit about the importance of
placement and the Department’s strategies for maximizing success in this area.
Placement success often is inversely correlated with time-to-degree, at least up to a point. The
average time to degree for the 10 PhD students who have graduated from the GSU CJC
department is 4.8 years. This represents a considerably shorter time to completion compared
to most programs. However, there is some reason to suspect that time to degree is likely to
rise in the near future. Specifically, Exhibit 12 (Appendix 1.b.4.3) indicates that there are 9
students who are still enrolled in the program that are in at least their 5 th year of doctoral
study, with 4 additional students who are this year completing their 4th year in the doctoral
program. The fact that time to degree is likely to rise is not cause for concern, as students in
most doctoral programs take 5 or 6 years to complete their degrees. There are clear
advantages to students remaining in residence longer, providing that they are spending that
time productively. Additional time can allow students an opportunity to acquire the necessary
professional development skills that facilitate successful academic careers in ways that course
work does not (i.e., through research and publication opportunities). We encourage the
Department and university to balance these considerations against worries about time-todegree completion, and to ensure that the 5 or 6 years students spend in the program are used
wisely and oriented toward rigorous training that yields high-quality publications.
The Ph.D. students considered the teaching course required by the Department (or soon to be
required again) to be a positive program feature. Graduate students described this class as
quite useful as it allows students to actively practice instructional delivery and become
knowledgeable about university policies that they will rely on once they enter the classroom.
Several current students remarked favorably on this class and the Department’s intention to
make this part of the required coursework. Graduate student work in the classroom is peerreviewed on a regular basis, and all PhD students are able to gain experience as instructors with
full-course responsibility prior to graduation.
While the graduate students had a favorable impression of the Ph.D. program overall, they also
expressed some concerns. Several graduate students expressed unease about poor
communication regarding Department policies and the pathway to graduation. To a large
extent, their concerns revolved around the informal nature of communication and that
students were getting varying messages, if any, from faculty mentors. While it is not unusual
for relatively new programs to experience these challenges, there are several suggestions for
ways to improve the communication between doctoral students and faculty. First, each fall a
graduate student orientation should be held for entering students where curriculum issues are
addressed. At most programs, this is developed and organized by the Director of Graduate
Studies. Second, the Department should consider a formal status hearing at the end of the
second year of study to review each student’s academic progress, plan for future course work,
areas of interest, and timelines for completing comprehensive papers and dissertations. This
should then be followed by a formal written review of the issues covered. This would be a

means to formally communicate with each student and provide consistent programmatic and
curriculum advice, while at the same time monitoring academic progress more closely to
ensure that students are meeting expectations and taking the steps needed to meet their goals.
This, too, is normally a function executed by the Director of Graduate Studies.
In addition to the above concern, graduate student survey responses indicated that there were
some problems with the student climate in the Department. Scores on survey items asking
about faculty acting in a fair and unbiased manner, faculty respecting students, and the
department promoting “an environment of inclusiveness” were all lower than the University
averages. The Department’s newly remodeled office space providing students with access to
workspace and computers in a central location may help alleviate some of the students’
expressed concerns. At the same time, if these concerns are not addressed in other ways, the
close proximity of students to each other may exacerbate existing problems. In that spirit, we
were surprised that the Department as a whole interacted socially on a very infrequent basis.
This is unusual within the field—in many programs, informal social interactions are quite
common, and often the basis for useful professional socialization and community building.
Moving forward, we encourage the Department to consider some more fundamental
challenges associated with building a stronger Ph.D. program. During the three year period
from 2014 to 2016, an average of 26 people per year applied for admission to the doctoral
program. This figure is far below the yearly average number of applications received by the
doctoral programs GSU considers peer or aspirational programs. It is not clear that the
department is doing much to attract or recruit prospective Ph.D. students. While programs
that have been in existence for decades may have the luxury of waiting for students to come to
them, newer programs would be well served to take a more proactive role in generating a
larger pool of high-qualified applicants and, once accomplished, to be aggressive in recruiting
from that pool. Developing a more coherent and unique departmental identity is an important
dimension of student recruitment (see our discussion above), as is being more strategic in
marketing the Ph.D. program. With respect to the latter, the Department should scrutinize its
website, which is the main portal through which prospective Ph.D. students learn about and
evaluate programs. From our perusal, much more could be done to market the unique
strengths of GSU CJC to prospective Ph.D. students. The Department also could consider
sending marketing materials (e.g., a letter from the graduate director) to regional
undergraduate and master’s CJC “feeder” programs, and recruiting directly from public policy
schools or professional meetings at which representatives and students of such schools
congregate (e.g., APPAM).
Beyond these measures, we encourage the faculty to take a more proactive role in the
recruitment of prospective doctoral students, especially those who are attracted to GSU to
conduct research in areas that overlap with the faculty. If each faculty recruited one new
student it would likely increase the pool of candidates. This year 28 people applied for
admission to the program and they have extended a very limited number of offers (the Director

of Graduate Studies indicated that about 5-6 offers were or will be made). The enrollment rate
of accepted doctoral students at GSU (49%, Appendix 1.b1) and the enrollment rates at most
comparable institutions, suggests the need to extend more offers if they want to meet their
target admission numbers. Indeed, the small number of graduating Ph.D. students was
mentioned by upper-level administrators as a concern.
The Department should strive not merely to increase the number of applicants to its Ph.D.
program, but instead should aim for larger high-quality applicant pools and admitted students.
Assessing the quality of admitted doctoral students is difficult. While GRE scores are an
important indicator, they should not be the sole admissions criteria, but rather one of several
that are factored into the equation. Undergraduate performance, personal statements and
faculty recommendations should also be considered. The only student admission data provided
(see 1.b.1 Exhibit 3) in the self-study report indicates that the average GRE quantitative scores
are considerably lower than one would expect for doctoral program applicants at a strong
program. In order to attract better qualified doctoral students, we believe that stipends will
need to be increased so that GSU offers are more competitive with other doctoral programs.
While an effort has been undertaken recently to increase the stipend package by making them
12 month stipends (versus the more traditional 9 or 10 month stipends) the amount offered
remains below the stipends offered at other institutions. Beyond the financials, forging a
clearer identity that separates GSU CJC from other programs and looking beyond the typical
breeding grounds for CJC doctoral applicants that make sense for GSU—Public Policy
Programs—should help to increase the depth and quality of the applicant pool and those
ultimately admitted and enrolled in the Ph.D. program.
Our visit also revealed the need for the department to enhance its retention and training of
students who join the Ph.D. program. One concern is that students are only required to
complete a single semester of doctoral statistics. This is unusual, as most CJC Ph.D. programs
require two or more statistics courses. We recognize that students seeking additional statistics
courses are encouraged to pursue opportunities within other academic units and disciplines,
but this does not make-up for the deficiency of having a comparatively meager required
statistical sequence within the Ph.D. program, and over time this could mean that the modal
GSU Ph.D. graduate is at a disadvantage compared to students trained elsewhere. It is notable
that the GSU CJC program is uniquely suited to provide other types of methodological training
to CJC Ph.D. students, and most notably excellent training in qualitative methods, but the
department should consider whether methodological breadth inadvertently comes at the
expense of requiring less than the typical statistics training.
Enhancing Connections to Undergraduate Majors and Addressing Attrition Concerns
We met with three undergraduate students, the Director of Undergraduate Studies, and several
faculty who commented on the nature and quality of the undergraduate program. The
undergraduate students were impressive and complementary of the department and its

faculty. They described dedicated teachers who were knowledgeable, engaged, and accessible.
The faculty comments about the undergraduate program affirmed a strong commitment to
students and the success of the program. Against this backdrop, three areas of improvement
were noted by the persons with whom we met: (1) reducing student attrition in the major after
the first year, (2) forging stronger connections and enhancing communication channels
between the department and students, and (3) refining the undergraduate statistics course to
better match the abilities and needs of the majors.
While overall retention rates for undergraduates seem reasonable, Vice Provost Renick shared
data indicating that CJC students exit the university after the first year at much higher rates
than is observed for other units. The department’s Undergraduate Director advised us that he
was unaware of this issue prior to our mentioning it to him. Further, we were unable to
determine the cause of the attrition, and why it would afflict first year CJC students uniquely.
Our hunch is that this may reflect a tendency for a larger share of entering students to identify
CJC as their major in a “soft” fashion, before taking any (or many) classes, and so the
department is bearing a larger share of the overall university-wide first year attrition. In any
case, if declared CJC majors are leaving the university after their first year at the high rates
implied by the data we reviewed (this should be shared with the department on a routine
basis), this represents an identified opportunity for intervention and an issue that should be
given serious attention. Several strategies could be used to address this concern, and the cost
of attempting them would be reasonable and have other benefits beyond the potential
reduction of early attrition rates. First, the Department should consider participating again in
the first year experience course. This should increase the likelihood that majors will interact
with other majors, and possibly build supportive relationships, which can increase student
retention. Second, the Department should facilitate the development of a separate CJC
undergraduate organization that meets regularly several times each term. Such organizations
can help solidify the major as an identity for new students and connect them to others with
shared experiences, which can yield much needed comradery and social support. Third, and
related, the Department, School, and University should consider making modifications to its
advising approach to ensure that CJC is being well represented. This was the chief complaint
made by the undergraduate students with whom we met. Specifically, they mentioned
significant turnover in the central advising office and major challenges in finding advisors
knowledgeable about the intricacies of the CJC program. Designating people with training as to
the requirements of this undergraduate program might help. Again, whether these strategies
will be successful in reducing attrition rates is unknown, though they may alleviate student
concerns as they navigate Departmental and University curriculum requirements.
We also encourage the Department to develop strategies for forging stronger connections to its
undergraduate major population. Undergraduate students expressed a desire to meet outside
of class with their fellow majors to make connections and access social support from those
embarking on similar experiences. They also noted that the Department could do a much
better job communicating with them about key matters related to the curriculum, career

guidance, and potential employment opportunities. The aforementioned student organization
would be a natural conduit to facilitate these things, especially if one or more faculty members
were actively involved in its activities. The Department also could consider holding occasional
informal gatherings in its new space, perhaps organized around faculty brown bags or thematic
presentations by the Director of Undergraduate Studies or others that cover key elements of
the curriculum and other important topics. Organizing such meetings for new majors might be
especially effective at dispelling misunderstanding and also reducing attrition (or at least
learning more about the challenges first year students are facing that might be behind the
noted attrition).
A final area of concern mentioned by students and faculty was the undergraduate statistics
requirement. Our review of the undergraduate curriculum in CJC reveals that it is comparable
to most other programs with which we are familiar. Namely, students are required to take a
criminology course, a criminal justice class, one methods class, a statistics course, a capstone
ethics class, and to complete an internship providing them with some experiential training. The
undergraduate statistics course was mentioned by faculty and students as a problematic hurdle
for a sizable portion of the Department’s majors. The inclusion of a statistics course in the
curriculum is consistent with most other CJ programs, and we readily acknowledge that this
course presents challenges at many other universities as well. As currently designed, the GSU
CJC class is apparently so challenging for some students that there have been ongoing faculty
discussions about changing its status as a required course and revising the course material
covered. Present policy allows students to fail this course three times before being terminated
from the program. We do not have clear advice for the Department other than to encourage
them to continue thinking about ways to better align the statistics course with the abilities of
their undergraduate majors and to consider several options for ensuring that students are able
to achieve the objectives the course is meant to accomplish. Two modifications that often are
consequential for other departments struggling with this issue are (a) reducing the typical class
size for the statistics course, and (b) beginning the course with a few weeks of basic math to
ease students into concepts that many have not been exposed to previously, or at least for
several years, even if this means covering less “statistical” material in the course. Due to the
high undergraduate enrollment (600+ majors), instructional resources are strained, so we
suspect adding additional sections to limit class sizes may be challenging (this is yet another
compelling reason to increase CJC faculty size), but this is often critical to providing the needed
attention to students with anxiety about math and statistics. Of course, the assignment of
faculty to this course should be done with caution, as this is a difficult class to teach and can be
very time consuming. While several faculty members may possess the requisite knowledge to
teach this course, not all are likely to be equally adept at delivering the material in a manner
that increases the likelihood that students will be successful. Beyond class size reductions,
those who teach the course could consider adding or expanding the introductory material
covered (we did not inspect syllabi for this course, but based on the discussion we had with
undergraduates, this is likely a modification that is needed and could be impactful).

Faculty Diversity and other Faculty Issues
It is important that state-supported universities, particularly those in diverse U.S. urban centers,
have a diverse faculty. GSU has a very diverse student body, heavily comprised of African
Americans. This is also the case regarding enrolled undergraduate CJC students. Student data
provided in the report indicate a very racially diverse undergraduate student body. Around
58.2% of students in the years examined are identified as Black or African American (23.5% are
identified as White). This is a much larger proportion of students than in most undergraduate
programs in criminal justice and criminology, and yet there is not a single African American
tenure-track faculty member in the Department and just one non-tenure line African American
faculty member in the Department. The CJC graduate student population is less diverse than its
undergraduate population, but with slightly over 25% of the enrolled graduate students selfidentifying as African American, this far exceeds most graduate programs. While there is
admittedly a relatively small pool of African American scholars within the field of Criminology
and Criminal Justice that would fit the profile of the existing student body, Atlanta is likely an
especially attractive location for African American scholars and other faculty of color. The lack
of faculty diversity was a recurring issue of concern mentioned by CJC graduate and
undergraduate students desperately seeking professional role models. The CJC faculty
expressed a commitment to increasing faculty diversity, and it would be useful for them to
ensure that current students are aware of this commitment. Given that the vast majority (four
of five) of GSU’s strategic plan goals call for greater inclusion and diversity, it is recommended
that the University provide a pool of funds with an eye toward attracting talented African
American faculty. These positions should remain “open” until cohorts of new faculty hires are
achieved. Without the necessary financial commitment to support hiring efforts to increase
diversity, the stated University goals will not be met. Beyond this truth, the CJC program’s
location in Atlanta provides a unique opportunity to build a more racially and ethnically diverse
faculty, and making investments to do so would offer another way to distinguish the
department nationally.
In addition to not having sufficient racial and ethnic diversity among the faculty ranks, the
demographic make-up of the CJC faculty also suffers from a glaring lack of gender diversity.
One of the female faculty members has indicated that she will retire at the end of this academic
year. This will leave one tenured and one untenured female faculty member. While an
additional untenured female scholar will join the faculty in fall of 2018, this leaves the faculty at
less than 25% female in a discipline in which 70% of incoming graduate students nationwide are
female. About three-fourths of graduate students in the CJC program are female. In light of
this, every effort should be made to hire one or more highly-regarded female faculty members
over the next few years. Additionally, when such hires are made at the Assistant Professor
level, the Department should ensure that necessary support and mentoring is available for
career development.
Online Master’s in CJA

The CJC Department has recently collaborated with the Department of Public Management and
Policy to launch an Online Master’s Degree in Criminal Justice Administration. The move
appears to be driven by the lure of increasing revenues, though we could not discern from our
meetings whether or how revenues generated from the program will be shared with the
Department. It would be beneficial to the Department if the AYSPS Dean clarifies this matter.
Additionally, we came away with two concerns about the current plans and implementation of
the Online Master’s program: (1) the limited resources currently being devoted to program
management, and (2) the potential strain it could place on existing programs within the
Department, and especially the Ph.D. program, given the size of the faculty relative to its other
instructional demands.
The resources currently devoted to managing the new Online Master’s program strike us as
highly insufficient to ensure its success. The market for online Master’s degrees has become
quite crowded over the past 5 to 10 years. As such, attracting students has become more
difficult. Many of the more successful degree programs (in terms of enrollment) have relied on
marketers outside of the immediate faculty who have the necessary skills to recruit students
and manage an online program. Presently, the Department’s Graduate Director shoulders most
of this heavy responsibility along with managing the on-campus Master’s and Doctoral degree
programs. This arrangement is not sustainable and is unlikely to provide the Graduate Director
sufficient time to devote to growing the online Master’s program, not to mention his own
research agenda. Several strategies are suggested. First, the current administrative
configuration with one person responsible for all graduate programs is not realistic. There is
probably a need to separate responsibility for management of the online program from the oncampus programs. Second, there is a need to consider transferring responsibility for a majority
of the recruitment activities to a School and/or University marketing staff member. These tasks
are extremely time consuming, especially during the initial stages of the program, and are likely
to be more successfully performed by someone with specific training in this area, rather than
relying solely on faculty members who typically have very little relevant experience. Third, the
program must determine the focus of this degree and the pool of potential applicants. As a
combined criminal justice and public administration degree, initial recruitment efforts might
focus on agency personnel in the city of Atlanta and throughout Georgia who are looking to
secure a M.S. for career enhancement purposes. These people may already be familiar with
GSU faculty from prior undergraduate work or from being invited to collaborate as research
partners. Once there is a track record of connecting to this group through the Online Master’s
program, it may be easier to expand recruitment efforts. Finally, there may be a need to
incentivize participation of Department faculty by explicitly stating the benefits the Department
and/or participating faculty members would receive if they are successful in growing the
program. These benefits might include extra compensation, increased travel funds, reduced
course loads, and the like.

Building on some of the themes just mentioned, we caution the Department to avoid
reallocating too many of its currently scarce human resources to the Online Master’s Program.
Even if greater clarity is provided about the specific dividends this will bring the department,
and those dividends are attractive, the Department would be wise to tread carefully. Typically,
departments are offered a share of the tuition revenue from online programs, but this does not
appear to be the case for the new Online Master’s Program. It was also not clear that other
tangible “rewards” (e.g., new faculty lines) would accrue from the Department’s significant
investments in the program. Departments should consider new ventures for reasons other
than tangible rewards (e.g., broadening its reach and enhancing its reputation), but given that
the CJC faculty already is stretched quite thin with other instructional demands associated with
a relatively large number of undergraduate majors (both in absolute terms and relative to the
number of personnel available to teach them), a residential Master’s program, and a relatively
young and aspiring Ph.D. program, we came away worried that the resources currently being
allocated to the new Online program could diminish quality and progress in the existing
programs, especially if additional faculty are not added. The Ph.D. program, in particular, will
need more resources and attention for it to continue to grow and improve, as we outlined
above. Yet, over the last year the Director of Graduate Studies and selected faculty have
reallocated notable portions of their time to the On-line program. This strikes us as a
misplaced, or at least high-risk investment, with uncertain yields that also may place the
Department’s other programs in jeopardy. To reinforce our recommendation above, the CJC
Department Chair and AYSPS Dean should consider an alternative strategy for managing the
new Online Master’s Program, or take steps to provide the CJC Department with the additional
human resources it needs to ensure that its other programs are not unintentionally weakened
by this endeavor.
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Overview. The Department of Criminal Justice and Criminology (CJC) in the Andrew Young School of
Policy Studies (AYSPS) prepares students for careers incorporating the philosophical, theoretical, and
structural aspects of the criminal justice system. CJC offers a Bachelor of Science in Criminal Justice (BSCJ) with two concentrations (Crime and Justice; Legal Studies), a Minor in Criminal Justice, a Master of
Science (MS), a Master of Interdisciplinary Studies in Criminal Justice Administration (MIS-CJA), and a
Doctorate of Philosophy (PhD). Since the last review, the number of CJC undergraduate majors has
grown to be the largest number in AYSPS, and the department launched the PhD and MIS-CIA programs.
A 2017 article ranking showed CJC as 18th out of 40 PhD-granting programs in criminology and criminal
justice on scholarly productivity. CJC has 12 tenured/tenure-track (T/TT) faculty and three non-tenure
track (NTT) faculty, a decrease of 25% since the last review.
Quality and productivity of research. CJC T/TT faculty produced a total of 130 intellectual contributions
in the review period, giving an annual average per person of 1.33 peer-reviewed journal articles, 0.3
books, 0.5 book chapters, 0.65 non-peer reviewed journal articles, and 0.45 other contributions. Faculty
have developed a substantive research niche in the study of urban crime. External funding awarded to
CJC T/TT faculty over the review period totaled $1,397,254 (low of $385,475 in 2016; high of $576,624 in
2015). The CJC faculty compared favorably to peer institutions on external funding.
Quality and productivity of teaching. An annual average of 134 students received BS-CJ degrees, with
degrees conferred increasing from 2015 to 2017. However, the 4-year retention rate decreased from
82% to 63%, a decrease that coincides with increases in the average unmet financial need over the same
period. The quality of BS-CJ majors increased slightly from 2014-2015 to 2016-2017 in three areas: SAT
scores (1020 to 1030), Freshman Index (2694 to 2756), and GPA (3.36 to 3.39). The majors were diverse
(71% minority and 61% female). BS-CJ requires a 160-hour internship experience. BS-CJ learning
outcomes (SLOs) were assessed with a single assignment administered in CRJ 3060. There was no
evidence that assessment results had been used to improve student learning. Recent survey data
suggest that BS-CJ students rate their programmatic experiences somewhat higher than their GSU peers,
with the most striking positive differences in the areas of course quality and availability. However, BS-CJ
alumni rated general outcomes somewhat lower than graduates from other programs at Georgia State.
The number of MS degrees conferred increased from 4 to 6 to 8 across study years, and two PhD
degrees were conferred in each study year. The overall mean for MS students GRE verbal/quantitative
was 36%/22%, with a mean GPA of 3.2. PhD students had GRE Verbal/Quantitative means of 59%/38%,
with a mean GPA of 3.5. The PhD student quality indicators were comparable to data reported in
Association of Doctoral Programs in Criminology & Criminal Justice (ADPCCJ) 2017 Survey Report. In the
MS program, SLOs were collected via a survey completed by graduate committee members for nonthesis students and by the thesis chair for thesis students. These methods have not been consistently
employed, and there was no evidence that assessment results had led to improved learning. SLOs for
the PhD program were measured as the number of conference presentations and peer-reviewed
publications, teaching evaluations, faculty evaluations, and an Area exam rubric. A recent graduate
student survey noted several areas of departmental high performance, but also noted areas for
potential improvement in curricula content, course availability, and faculty relationships. The most
recent graduate alumni survey also noted room for improvement for all three general outcome items,
which had mean scores below 4 on a 6-point scale (mean scores greater than a half point below the
university average).

Overall Viability of the Unit
Viability of the undergraduate program. The self-study suggests that the undergraduate program is
viable, with recent numbers showing a slight upward trajectory in terms of student caliber and
graduation rates, with consistent enrollment rates above 600 students. The program has made recent
changes to the undergraduate curriculum, including establishing concentrations, adding a minor, and
bolstering the internship program. The 2017 student survey suggested that majors were very satisfied,
but that alumni noted slightly lower than university average perceptions post-graduation due to the
skills learned in the program not being commensurate with the issues faced on the job. Retention rates
of undergraduates were also a concern.
Viability of the graduate programs. Graduate applications, acceptances (46%), enrollments (53%), and
student funding have increased each year during the review period. Graduate students in CJC
accounted for 5.9% to 7.4% of total CJC students. While these numbers were low, they were a function
of the large undergraduate enrollments in CJC. Graduate students showed an upward trend in peerreviewed publications, from three in 2011 to 14 in 2017. Graduate student and alumni responses to the
most recent surveys identified some areas of weaknesses pertaining to curriculum, career preparation,
faculty interactions with students, program resources, and general satisfaction with degree experiences
once on the job.
Unit goals (Self-Study pp. 29-30)
1. Continue to develop a highly ranked PhD Program
2. Increase external funding
3. Grow the online Master’s in Criminal Justice Administration (MIS-CJA)
4. Stay on the cutting edge of emerging issues, especially pertaining to online and technology-based
crime
5. Improve assessment of student learning; create online undergraduate courses
External review team recommendations. The external reviewers viewed CJC as a productive
department, although insufficient human resources limit its potential. The reviewers concurred with unit
goals with the following enhanced recommendations:
1. Goal 1: Increase attention to a) program marketing to increase PhD volume and quality of
applications and b) PhD graduate placement.
2. Goal 2: Maintain external funding as a critical area of focus.
3. Goal 3: Obtain additional resources to offer a viable online MIS-CJA.
4. Goal 4: Develop a more visible and coherent department profile.
5. Goal 5: Pay attention to undergraduate majors to address attrition between the first and second
years.
6. Goal 6: Increase gender and racial diversity among CJC faculty
Consistency of goals and recommendations with University Strategic Plan. APRC believes the goals and
recommendations discussed above are consistent with and supportive of the GSU Strategic Plan except
as noted below:
1. For all programs, assess SLOs early and often enough to enable using assessment results to improve
learning.
2. Assess whether admissions criteria are appropriately stringent for the MS and PhD programs.

