History Assessment Data: 2022-2026
This report compiles all available assessment data for the discipline. Tables 1–5 present Canvas data generated by instructors scoring a designated assignment. The qualitative excerpts following the tables summarize major themes from end-of-process faculty surveys for each course or course group, generated with AI assistance.
Table 1 shows how all students performed against the listed Learning Outcomes, using four scoring categories: no basis for assessment (assignment not submitted), outcome not demonstrated (did not meet expectations), outcome demonstrated (met expectations), and outcome exceeded (superlative work). Both percentage and raw count are given for each category.
Tables 2–5 show the proportion of assessments that met or exceeded expectations, broken out by demographic group. The "no answer" or “not asked” column reflects students who did not report that demographic information at enrollment — it does not indicate whether they completed the assessment.
Please review this data, note any disparities between groups, and reflect on instructional or curricular changes that could improve performance on Learning Outcomes or reduce disparities. Each discipline or program is asked to complete a survey documenting this reflective practice.
Table 1: Performance of students on College-wide or CTE program specific Learning Outcomes:
	 
	 
	No basis for assessment
	Outcome not demonstrated
	Outcome demonstrated
	Outcome exceeded
	Grand Total

	 
	 
	% of Total 
	count of assessments
	% of Total 
	count of assessments
	% of Total 
	count of assessments
	% of Total 
	count of assessments
	% of Total 
	count of assessments

	Discipline Studies
	Cultural Literacy
	32%
	73
	2%
	5
	26%
	60
	40%
	93
	100%
	231

	
	Social Science
	34%
	73
	 
	 
	19%
	41
	46%
	99
	100%
	213

	Grand Total
	33%
	146
	1%
	5
	23%
	101
	43%
	192
	100%
	444



Table 2: Demographics, by race, of students who “demonstrated outcome” and “exceeded outcome” for each Learning Outcome
	 
	 
	Students of Color
	White
	No Answer

	 
	 
	Outcome demonstrated & Outcome exceeded
	Outcome demonstrated & Outcome exceeded
	Outcome demonstrated & Outcome exceeded

	 
	 
	% of Total 
	count of assessments
	% of Total 
	count of assessments
	% of Total 
	count of assessments

	Discipline Studies
	Cultural Literacy
	94%
	29
	58%
	103
	91%
	21

	
	Social Science
	100%
	30
	56%
	90
	95%
	20

	Grand Total
	97%
	59
	57%
	193
	93%
	41



Table 3: Demographics, by gender, of students who “demonstrated outcome” and “exceeded outcome” for each Learning Outcome
	 
	 
	Female
	Male
	No Answer Provided

	 
	 
	Outcome demonstrated & Outcome exceeded
	Outcome demonstrated & Outcome exceeded
	Outcome demonstrated & Outcome exceeded

	 
	 
	% of Total 
	count of assessments
	% of Total 
	count of assessments
	% of Total 
	count of assessments

	Discipline Studies
	Cultural Literacy
	68%
	59
	66%
	89
	50%
	5

	
	Social Science
	67%
	55
	66%
	80
	50%
	5

	Grand Total
	67%
	114
	66%
	169
	50%
	10



Table 4: Demographics, by generation in college, of students who “demonstrated outcome” and “exceeded outcome” for each Learning Outcome
	 
	 
	First Generation
	One or both parents earned associates degree or higher
	Not Asked

	 
	 
	Outcome demonstrated & Outcome exceeded
	Outcome demonstrated & Outcome exceeded
	Outcome demonstrated & Outcome exceeded

	 
	 
	% of Total 
	count of assessments
	% of Total 
	count of assessments
	% of Total 
	count of assessments

	Discipline Studies
	Cultural Literacy
	65%
	56
	60%
	71
	96%
	26

	
	Social Science
	65%
	54
	58%
	60
	96%
	26

	Grand Total
	65%
	110
	59%
	131
	96%
	52



Table 5: Demographics, by Pell grant status, of students who “demonstrated outcome” and “exceeded outcome” for each Learning Outcome
	 
	 
	Received Pell Grant
	Did Not Receive Pell Grant

	 
	 
	Outcome demonstrated & Outcome exceeded
	Outcome demonstrated & Outcome exceeded

	 
	 
	% of Total 
	count of assessments
	% of Total 
	count of assessments

	Discipline Studies
	Cultural Literacy
	45%
	34
	76%
	119

	
	Social Science
	43%
	29
	77%
	111

	Grand Total
	44%
	63
	76%
	230



AI summary of available qualitative data (excerpts from faculty survey): HST 103, HST 105, HST 102, HST 106
1. HST 103 is the one "fell short" result in this batch, driven by non-completion rather than poor comprehension. Hammerman notes students who completed the project mostly did well, but many opted not to finish it — echoing the completion-vs-comprehension pattern seen across many other departments. 
2. AI use is flagged as a specific validity concern in HST 102. Hammerman observed students completing a 60-question exam in 10 minutes, which she interprets as evidence of pasting questions into AI tools rather than genuine engagement — she's actively working to make assignments "AI proof" going forward, a concrete methodological response to a named threat. 
3. An age-related pattern noted in HST 103: students over 40 excelled while students under 18 scored around 50%. Hammerman flags this as "interesting" without further interpretation — worth noting as an observed but unexplained pattern. 
4. Remote/online course delivery limits Hammerman's visibility into both student identity and institutional-support use across multiple courses. In HST 105/102 and HST 106, she repeatedly notes she doesn't know the online students personally and can't speak to their engagement with tutoring or advising — a recurring, delivery-mode-specific data gap (similar to the remote-instructor issue seen in HIM 210). 
5. HST 105 shows a pattern where struggling students may reflect broader course performance, not a one-off issue. Hammerman notes that students who scored lower on the assessed project also seemed to be struggling throughout the term — suggesting the assessment result may be a reasonably accurate signal of overall student engagement rather than an assignment-specific anomaly. 
6. A consistent, blunt framing across HST 106 and HST 103: "if they did the project, they met the outcome." Hammerman repeatedly reduces the assessment logic to completion as the deciding factor, reinforcing that for her courses, the main lever affecting results is student follow-through rather than instructional design. 
7. No planned instructional adjustments beyond AI-proofing and completion encouragement. Across all three reports, Hammerman's stated goals are modest and process-focused (wanting more students to complete assignments, making courses AI-resistant) rather than content or pedagogy changes — suggesting she views the current course design as sound and completion/academic-integrity as the primary levers.

