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SOCY 510 – Applied Sociology 

Course Description 

The objective of this course is to equip students with a broad understanding of sociological 

research that can be applied to a wide range of chosen professions. Students in this course are 

expected to be nearing the completion of their undergraduate degree. This course is designed to 

showcase the multiple career options available to students with sociological research training in 

the fields of academia, policy work, and non-profit research.  

There is an emphasis in this course on the study of program evaluation and related research 

methods, which will be used as a vessel to expose students to different career pathways. The 

delivery of the course material will be in a hybrid lecture/seminar format. The instructor will 

frame the material at the beginning of each class, the students will lead and generate discussion 

on the various points of the readings. Students will complete four assignments that will allow 

them to demonstrate their understanding of the course material, as well as select a week to lead 

the class discussion via peer-to-peer presentations. 

There is no expectation that students come equipped with prior experience/exposure to courses 

related to policy/program evaluation. This course is meant to serve as an introduction to the 

application of sociological research training in the professional workforce or advanced academic 

study. Although some topics may be familiar to students, others are likely to be completely new. 

These factors will be considered by the instructor when grading assignments and providing 

feedback. 

Learning Outcomes 

Students taking this course will: 

- Study different types of program evaluations that can be used to inform academic articles, 

scientific studies, policy papers, grey literature, audits, government reports, and briefing 

materials for senior executives/public officials;  

- Gain a comprehensive understanding of the general operations for program delivery, policy 

development, audit/evaluation, non-profit research, and government organizational structure; 

- Understand the key deliverables needed in order to communicate complex ideas effectively 

in a short amount of time; 

- Be able to respond to program audits and evaluations. 

Assignments 

In order to meet the learning objectives of this course, all assignments must be completed and 

submitted to the instructor. All assignments will be completed in Times New Roman font size 

12. The assignments should be double spaced and standard one-inch margins (Logic Model and 

KPI Development and Audit/Evaluation Response are exempted from the double spaced and 

margins expectations). 

The required assignments, and corresponding component of the final grade, will be as follows: 
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1. Logic Model and KPI Development – 25% 

2. Audit/Evaluation Response – 25% 

3. Policy Development Package, Program Evaluation Proposal, or Policy Paper – 30% 

4. Self-Evaluation – 5% 

5. Participation – 15% 

Logic Model and KPI Development 

Students will develop a program logic model and draft key performance indicators (KPIs) to 

evaluate program performance. When drafting KPIs, at a minimum the following should be 

included: 

o Conceptualization; 

o Measurement dimensions; 

o Specific KPIs; 

o Description of operationalization;  

o Level of measurement. 

The expected length of this assignment is two to three pages (including a one-page logic model). 

Students are advised to not exceed four pages. 

This assignment will be given in Week 3 and will be due start of class Week 5. 

 Audit/Evaluation Response 

Students will be given a mock audit/evaluation and be expected to develop a functional 

management response action plan (MRAP). To achieve a passing grade, the MRAP must meet 

the following three criteria: 

1. Address the underlying concern outlined in the audit/evaluation; 

2. Present clear objectives and deliverables required to address the audit/evaluation 

recommendation; 

3. Be written/structured in a way that closure of the recommendation (and the entirety of the 

audit/evaluation) is achievable. 

Students will also be expected to develop a corresponding Proof of Completion (PoC) template. 

The expected length of this assignment is three to four pages for portrait orientation and two to 

three for landscape orientation (recommended). Students are advised to not exceed six pages.  

This assignment will be given in Week 6 and will be due at the start of class Week 8. 

Policy Development Package, Program Evaluation Proposal, or Policy Paper 

Students will choose to complete one of the following three assignments: 

i) Policy Development Package 

Students will be presented a current sociological issue by the instructor and be tasked to 

create a proposal package to develop a policy in response to said issue. This package will 

highlight the importance of the issue, the current state of research on the topic, and will 
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propose a detailed policy solution. Students will describe the process to develop that 

policy, highlighting the necessary research and programing steps in order to have the 

policy fully implemented. The package will have the following key components: 

A) A one-to-two-page briefing note on why the issue is important (why is policy 

development justified?); 

B) A logic model for the proposed policy, as well as supporting KPIs; 

C) A four-to-five-page outline of the proposed policy and implementation strategy; 

D) A one-to-two page cost-benefit analysis of the proposed benefits of the policy, as 

well as identifying relevant policy owners/stakeholders; 

E) A timeline of key deliverables, and a strategy for performance measurement; 

F) A slide deck summarizing the package in no more than 5 slides (including title 

page). 

The expected length of this package (not including the slide deck) is 12-15 pages.  

ii) Program Evaluation Proposal 

Students will construct a mock program evaluation proposal from a current sociological 

issue provided by the instructor. The proposal is expected to present a detailed research 

plan demonstrating how students would evaluate a particular program. This includes a 

detailed methodology, as well as KPIs to measure program success. At a minimum, the 

proposal should include the following: 

- Research question (Why is this evaluation important?); 

- Brief summary of relevant research; 

- Purpose of the evaluation (What is this evaluation attempting to discover?); 

- Independent and dependent variables; 

- Unit of analysis (What is being evaluated and why?); 

- Description of measurement process for the independent variable only: 

o Conceptualization 

o Dimensions/KPIs 

o Operationalization and level of measurement 

- Description of evaluation design and why this design was chosen; 

- Discussion of threats to design validity and limitations of the evaluation; 

- Description of data collection methods. 

The expected length of this assignment is 10-12 pages (not including title page and 

bibliography).  

iii) Policy Paper 

Students will write a policy paper outlining a specific social issue from a list provided by 

the instructor. It is expected a clear position/argument will be present in the paper. A 

summary of research will not suffice for a passing grade. At a minimum, the paper should 

include the following: 
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A) A one-page executive summary; 

B) A one-page description of the problem (literature review); 

C) A two-to-three-page overview of policy options (including relevant program 

evaluations); 

D) A one-to-two-page outline of key considerations for decisionmakers (including 

strengths/weaknesses of examined program evaluations); 

E) A one-to-two-page policy recommendation (including justification). 

The expected length of this assignment is 8-10 pages (not including title page and 

bibliography).  

This assignment will be given in Week 10 and will be due December 12th @ 4pm EST. 

Self-Evaluation 

Students will conduct a self-evaluation to reflect on what they learned in this course, during the 

semester, and during their time at Queen’s. There is no expectation for this assignment other than 

honesty. It is hoped that students will convey an honest reflection of who they are, what their 

thoughts might be, and how they believed they handled the challenges undergraduate study 

presented.  

This is a pass or fail assignment. If the standard of honesty is met, students should have little 

trouble achieving full marks. There is no expected length for this assignment, it can be as long or 

as short as needed. However, the expected minimum is at least two pages. It can be written in an 

email format to the instructor using informal language.  

This assignment will be given in Week 11 and will be due at the start of class Week 12. 

Participation 

Students are expected to attend class and be active participants in seminar discussions in order to 

achieve the necessary participation marks to pass the course. Students are expected to have 

completed the readings prior to class and come prepared to offer thoughtful discussion every 

week. For every class a student fails to attend, or does not participate, marks will be deducted. 

Half of the participation grade will be weighted on a peer-to-peer presentation the students will 

deliver for a selected week. Multiple students will present every week, and will each be assigned 

a single reading. The presentations can take many forms (PowerPoint, informal discussion, 

debate format, etc.) but at a minimum will include the following: 

1. A summary of the reading; 

2. A description of the key issues presented in the reading; 

3. The research methods used by the author to arrive at their conclusions; 

4. A brief evaluation of the strengths/limitations of the author’s methods; 

5. Key questions arising from the reading. 

Students will be allocated ten minutes to present their material, and will oversee a ten minute 

discussion amongst the class on the specific reading. The presenting students will be graded 
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solely on their presentation and their facilitation of the discussion. It is expected students in the 

audience will be respectful of their colleagues and will be supportive during the discussion. 

Students may register for readings beginning in Week 1 and up until Week 3. 

Grading 

All components of this course will receive numerical percentage marks. The final grade students 

receive for the course will be derived by converting their numerical course average to a letter 

grade according to Queen’s Official Grade Conversion Scale:  

A+ 90-100% B+ 77-79% C+ 67-69% D+ 57-59%   

A 85-89% B 73-76% C 63-66% D 53-56% F 0-49% 

A- 80-84% B- 70-72% C- 60-62% D- 50-52%   

 

It is university policy that a student may request the instructor to re-grade their assignment. If a 

student wishes the instructor to re-grade an assignment, the following is expected: 

 

1. Students wait at least two weeks after the assignment has been returned before requesting 

a re-grade; 

2. Students identify which portion of the assignment they believe was improperly graded, 

citing the grading rubric; 

3. The request for a re-grade, along with the information in point 2, must be communicated 

via email to the instructor. 

 

If unsatisfied with the re-grade, students may also have senior faculty members of the 

Department of Sociology re-grade the assignment.  

Accessibility Needs  

Queen's University is committed to achieving full accessibility for persons with disabilities. Part 

of this commitment includes arranging academic accommodations for students with disabilities 

to ensure they have an equitable opportunity to participate in all of their academic activities. If 

you are a student with a disability and think you may need accommodations, you are strongly 

encouraged to contact Student Wellness Services (SWS) and register as early as possible. For 

more information, including important deadlines, please visit the Student Wellness website at: 

http://www.queensu.ca/studentwellness/accessibility-services/  

Academic Integrity  

Queen’s University treats cases of academic misconduct very seriously. See the Queen’s 

University webpage on academic integrity for guidelines on avoiding departures from academic 

integrity and the processes for addressing academic offences: 

https://www.queensu.ca/secretariat/policies/senate/academic-integrity-

policy#:~:text=General%20information%20on%20academic%20integrity,%2C%20facilitation%

2C%20forgery%20and%20falsification 

http://www.queensu.ca/studentwellness/accessibility-services/
https://www.queensu.ca/secretariat/policies/senate/academic-integrity-policy#:~:text=General%20information%20on%20academic%20integrity,%2C%20facilitation%2C%20forgery%20and%20falsification
https://www.queensu.ca/secretariat/policies/senate/academic-integrity-policy#:~:text=General%20information%20on%20academic%20integrity,%2C%20facilitation%2C%20forgery%20and%20falsification
https://www.queensu.ca/secretariat/policies/senate/academic-integrity-policy#:~:text=General%20information%20on%20academic%20integrity,%2C%20facilitation%2C%20forgery%20and%20falsification
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If students have any questions about what is or is not permitted in this course, please do not 

hesitate to contact the instructor.  

Plagiarism is a serious academic offence and will not be tolerated. Suspected cases of 

plagiarism will be processed according to the above-mentioned policies. 

Required Reading  

Required readings and assigned weeks are listed below. All readings assigned must be completed 

before the start of class on the relevant week. 

The textbook assigned for this class is Research methods for criminal justice and criminology 

(2014; 7th ed.) by Michael G. Maxfield and Earl R. Babbie, and is available for purchase at the 

Queen’s University Bookstore. 

All other required readings will be posted to OnQ.  
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Week 1: Introduction 

No assigned readings. 

***Reading/Presentation schedule open for registration*** 

Week 2: Debates in Program Evaluation 

*Required Readings 

Maxfield, M. G., & Babbie, E. R. (7th ed.) (2014). Research methods for 

criminal justice and criminology. Cengage Learning. (Chapters 1, 2 and 

13) 

Smith, N. L. (1989). The Weiss-Patton debate: Illumination of the fundamental 

concerns. Evaluation Practice, 10(1), 5-13. 

*Additional Readings 

Patton, M. Q. (1988). Reports on topic areas: The evaluator's responsibility for 

utilization. Evaluation Practice, 9(2), 5-24. 

Weiss, C. H. (1988). If program decisions hinged only on information: A 

response to Patton. Evaluation practice, 9(3), 15-28. 

Week 3: Logic Models and KPIs 

*Required Readings 

Maxfield, M. G., & Babbie, E. R. (7th ed.) (2014). Research methods for 

criminal justice and criminology. Cengage Learning. (Chapters 4 and 5) 

Millar, A., Simeone, R. S., & Carnevale, J. T. (2001). Logic models: A systems 

tool for performance management. Evaluation and program planning, 

24(1), 73-82. 

*Additional Readings 

Kaplan, S. A., & Garrett, K. E. (2005). The use of logic models by community-

based initiatives. Evaluation and program planning, 28(2), 167-172. 

Rodriguez, R. R., Saiz, J. J. A., & Bas, A. O. (2009). Quantitative relationships 

between key performance indicators for supporting decision-making 

processes. Computers in Industry, 60(2), 104-113. 

*** Logic Model and KPI Development assignment given*** 

***Reading/Presentation schedule registration closed*** 
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Week 4: Audits and Evaluations 

*Required Readings 

Mayne, J. (2006). Audit and evaluation in public management: challenges, 

reforms, and different roles. The Canadian Journal of Program 

Evaluation, 21(1), 11-45. 

Indigenous Services Canada. (February 2019) Audit of Economic Development 

Programs. Audit and Assurance Services Branch. 

*Additional Readings 

Canada Border Services Agency. (October 2018) Evaluation of the Officer 

Induction Model. Internal Audit and Program Evaluation Directorate. 

Canada Border Services Agency. (December 2016) Audit of Immigration 

Enforcement. Internal Audit and Program Evaluation Directorate. 

Week 5: Sampling and Design 

*Required Readings 

Maxfield, M. G., & Babbie, E. R. (7th ed.) (2014). Research methods for 

criminal justice and criminology. Cengage Learning. (Chapters 7, 8 and 

11) 

Farrington, D. P., Gottfredson, D. C., Sherman, L. W., & Welsh, B. C. (2002). 

The Maryland scientific methods scale. Evidence-based crime 

prevention, 13-21. 

Jensen, H. H. (2002). Food insecurity and the food stamp program. American 

Journal of Agricultural Economics, 84(5), 1215-1228. 

*Additional Readings 

Ariel, B., Sutherland, A., Henstock, D., Young, J., Drover, P., Sykes, J., ... & 

Henderson, R. (2016). Wearing body cameras increases assaults against 

officers and does not reduce police use of force: Results from a global 

multi-site experiment. European journal of criminology, 13(6), 744-755. 

*** Logic Model and KPI Development assignment due*** 

Week 6: Surveys and Interviews 

*Required Readings 
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Maxfield, M. G., & Babbie, E. R. (7th ed.) (2014). Research methods for 

criminal justice and criminology. Cengage Learning. (Chapters 9 and 

10) 

Mollborn, S., Mercer, K. H., & Edwards-Capen, T. (2021). “Everything Is 

Connected”: Health Lifestyles and Teenagers’ Social Distancing 

Behaviors in the COVID-19 Pandemic. Sociological Perspectives, 64(5), 

920-938. 

*Additional Readings 

Kitchin, H. (2005). Needing treatment: A snapshot of provincially incarcerated 

adult offenders in Nova Scotia with a view towards substance abuse and 

population health. Canadian Journal of Criminology and Criminal 

Justice, 47(3), 501-526. 

Shults, R. A., Sleet, D. A., Elder, R. W., Ryan, G. W., & Sehgal, M. (2002). 

Association between state level drinking and driving countermeasures 

and self reported alcohol impaired driving. Injury Prevention, 8(2), 106-

110. 

*** Audit/Evaluation Response assignment given*** 

Week 7: Descriptive Statistics and Policy Papers 

*Required Readings 

Maxfield, M. G., & Babbie, E. R. (7th ed.) (2014). Research methods for 

criminal justice and criminology. Cengage Learning. (Chapter 12) 

Robertson, R., Brown, S., Valentine, D., & Vanlaar, W. (2018) Status of 

Alcohol-Impaired Driving In Canada. Traffic Injury Research 

Foundation.  

*Additional Readings 

Nesbitt, M. (2020). Reviewing Bill C-59, An Act Respecting National Security 

Matters 2017: What’s new, what’s out, and what’s different from Bill C-

51, A National Security Act 2015?. The School of Public Policy 

Publications, 13. 

Long, L. (2009). The 24/7 sobriety project. Pub. Law., 17, 2. 

Week 8: Inferential Statistics and Complex Evaluations  

*Required Readings 

Maxfield, M. G., & Babbie, E. R. (7th ed.) (2014). Research methods for 

criminal justice and criminology. Cengage Learning. (Chapter 14) 
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Kaufman, E. J., & Wiebe, D. J. (2016). Impact of state ignition interlock laws 

on alcohol-involved crash deaths in the United States. American journal 

of public health, 106(5), 865-871. 

*Additional Readings 

Vanlaar, W. G.M., Hing, M. M., & Robertson, R. D. (2017). An evaluation of 

Nova Scotia’s alcohol ignition interlock program. Accident Analysis & 

Prevention, 100, 44-52 

Bergen, G., Shults, R. A., Beck, L. F., & Qayad, M. (2012). Self-reported 

alcohol-impaired driving in the US, 2006 and 2008. American Journal of 

Preventive Medicine, 42(2), 142-149. 

*** Audit/Evaluation Response assignment due*** 

Week 9: Applied Research and White Papers 

*Required Readings 

Robertson, R. and Valentine D. (2017) DWI Dashboard Strategic Guide: 

Addressing Gaps in the DWI System. Traffic Injury Research 

Foundation. 

Hobbs, R. (2010). Digital and Media Literacy: A Plan of Action. A White Paper 

on the Digital and Media Literacy Recommendations of the Knight 

Commission on the Information Needs of Communities in a Democracy. 

Aspen Institute. 1 Dupont Circle NW Suite 700, Washington, DC 20036. 

(pages vii – 15; 36 – 58) 

*Additional Readings 

Baldock, M., & Woolley, J. (2013). Reviews of the effectiveness of random 

drug testing in Australia: the absence of crash-based evaluations. ACRS. 

Marques, P. R., Voas, R. B., Roth, R., & Tippetts, A. S. (2010). Evaluation of 

the New Mexico ignition interlock program (No. DOT HS 811 410). 

United States. National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. Office 

of Behavioral Safety Research. (Pages 1-9, 32-38, 71-81, 124-127) 

Week 10: Program Operations, Pilot Projects, and Policy Development 

*Required Readings 

Minister of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Mandate Letter (2019): 

https://pm.gc.ca/en/mandate-letters/2019/12/13/archived-minister-

public-safety-and-emergency-preparedness-mandate 

https://pm.gc.ca/en/mandate-letters/2019/12/13/archived-minister-public-safety-and-emergency-preparedness-mandate
https://pm.gc.ca/en/mandate-letters/2019/12/13/archived-minister-public-safety-and-emergency-preparedness-mandate
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Wasonga, J., Ojeny, B., Oluoch, G., & Okech, B. (2014). Kenya comprehensive 

school health policy: lessons from a pilot program. Journal of Public 

Health in Africa, 5(1), 43-46. 

*Additional Readings 

Canada Border Services Agency. (March 2021) Canada Border Services 

Agency 2021-2022 Departmental Plan. Government of Canada: Office 

of the Minister of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness. 

McLaren, J., Lichtenstein, J. D., Lynch, D., Becker, D., & Drake, R. (2017). 

Individual placement and support for people with autism spectrum 

disorders: A pilot program. Administration and Policy in Mental Health 

and Mental Health Services Research, 44(3), 365-373. 

*** Policy Development Package, Program Evaluation Proposal, or Policy Paper 

assignment given*** 

Week 11: Briefing Notes and Slide Decks 

*Required Readings 

Graham, A. Briefing Note Style Guide. Queen’s University: School of Policy Studies. 

Valentine, D. (2019) Road Safety and the Lifeworld: Unintended Consequences 

of Canada’s New Drug-impaired Driving Legislation. Proceedings of 

the 2019 Canadian Association of Road Safety Professionals 

Conference. Calgary: Canada. 

*Additional Readings 

Valentine, D. (2019) Canada’s drug-impaired driving legislation: A brief 

analysis of recent changes. Ontario Road Safety Forum – 5th meeting. 

University of Toronto: Toronto, Ontario. 

Valentine, D. (2022) Briefing Note: Regulatory Limitations of Canada’s Drug-

impaired Driving Regime.  

***Self-Evaluation assignment given*** 

Week 12: Job Searches and Applications 

No assigned readings. 

***Self-Evaluation assignment due*** 

Week 13: Wrap-up 

No assigned readings. 
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*** Policy Development Package, Program Evaluation Proposal, or Policy Paper 

assignment due December 12th @ 4pm*** 


