Humanities 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
	Arts & Letters
	8%
	38
	3%
	13
	38%
	189
	50%
	248
	100%
	499

	
	Cultural Literacy
	3%
	4
	22%
	25
	41%
	47
	34%
	39
	100%
	116

	Other
	Communication 1
	4%
	7
	18%
	29
	51%
	84
	27%
	44
	100%
	164

	
	Communication 2
	5%
	7
	9%
	14
	68%
	105
	18%
	28
	100%
	154

	
	Information Literacy
	3%
	7
	8%
	20
	41%
	101
	48%
	120
	100%
	248

	
	Writing 1
	1%
	18
	3%
	37
	79%
	1105
	14%
	193
	100%
	1407

	
	Writing 2
	5%
	12
	4%
	11
	47%
	121
	44%
	114
	100%
	258

	Grand Total
	3%
	93
	5%
	149
	62%
	1752
	28%
	786
	100%
	2846







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
	Arts & Letters
	87%
	111
	90%
	293
	72%
	33

	
	Cultural Literacy
	82%
	23
	74%
	59
	50%
	4

	Other
	Communication 1
	100%
	39
	70%
	81
	89%
	8

	
	Communication 2
	100%
	35
	81%
	91
	100%
	7

	
	Information Literacy
	89%
	51
	89%
	153
	85%
	17

	
	Writing 1
	89%
	300
	93%
	926
	99%
	72

	
	Writing 2
	92%
	47
	91%
	171
	89%
	17

	Grand Total
	90%
	606
	89%
	1774
	87%
	158



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
	Arts & Letters
	85%
	153
	89%
	247
	86%
	37

	
	Cultural Literacy
	75%
	39
	74%
	43
	67%
	4

	Other
	Communication 1
	100%
	16
	74%
	103
	100%
	9

	
	Communication 2
	50%
	7
	89%
	119
	100%
	7

	
	Information Literacy
	84%
	72
	92%
	135
	93%
	14

	
	Writing 1
	85%
	334
	95%
	902
	100%
	62

	
	Writing 2
	88%
	81
	92%
	144
	100%
	10

	Grand Total
	84%
	702
	91%
	1693
	94%
	143



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
	Arts & Letters
	85%
	132
	89%
	305

	
	Cultural Literacy
	67%
	26
	78%
	60

	Other
	Communication 1
	79%
	53
	77%
	75

	
	Communication 2
	89%
	56
	85%
	77

	
	Information Literacy
	88%
	89
	90%
	132

	
	Writing 1
	90%
	598
	94%
	700

	
	Writing 2
	87%
	90
	94%
	145

	Grand Total
	88%
	1044
	90%
	1494



AI summary of available qualitative data (excerpts from faculty survey): ENG 104, ENG 106, ENG 212, ENG 250, ENG 254, ENG 256, ENG 260, HUM 261, HUM 263, HUM 268, HUM 269, WR 122Z, WR 227Z, WR 240, WR 242, WR 243
1. Assignment choice, not student ability, is blamed for a cultural literacy shortfall (ENG 212, Stacey Donohue)
Donohue was explicit that her final assignment — where students picked their own book — was a poor instrument for assessing cultural literacy for all students, and that the shortfall reflects the assignment design rather than actual student capability. She's requesting to assess based on the whole term's work rather than a single final assignment going forward.
2. Missing prerequisite at the 200-level creates a preparation gap (ENG 212, Stacey Donohue)
Donohue noted this 200-level literature course has no required 100-level prerequisite, leaving many students underprepared for literary analysis — and she connects younger students' stronger Arts & Letters performance to their more recent exposure to literary analysis in high school.
3. Self-selection into literature electives may inflate outcomes (ENG 250, Kristin Dorsey)
Dorsey candidly suggested that students who elect a literature course likely already read and engage with cultural material, so strong outcomes may partly reflect who enrolls rather than what the course teaches — a notable methodological caveat about assessing self-selected elective courses.
4. Assessment format (written vs. oral) changes what the data can show (ENG 250, Kristin Dorsey)
Dorsey observed that students were "much less eloquent and thoughtful" on a written final exam than she's seen in oral final exams used in her other literature courses, and plans to shift toward oral assessment to get a more accurate read on student learning going forward.
5. Small sample size may be masking an advising/placement issue (ENG 254, Malinda Williams)
Williams noted several students dropped a 200-level literature course early in the term because they weren't prepared for its reading/writing demands, and suggested better advising — steering students by course content rather than open seats — could prevent this kind of mismatch, especially for courses with recommended (but not enforced) prerequisites.
6. Outcome gaps tracked with engagement, not demographics (ENG 260, Stacey Donohue)
Donohue found that the handful of students who didn't meet the cultural literacy outcome correlated with missed coursework rather than any demographic category, and specifically noted first-generation students met outcomes at rates equal to their peers — reframing a potential equity flag as an engagement issue instead.
7. Weekly low-stakes practice with feedback drives strong proficiency in intro-level courses (ENG 104 & ENG 106, Donohue and Agatucci)
Both instructors attributed strong outcomes (92% and 89% proficiency respectively) to repeated low-stakes practice — weekly mini-essays with feedback in ENG 104, and preparatory assignments in ENG 106 — with Agatucci planning to add an even earlier low-stakes essay paired with an exemplar and video walkthrough as a model for students.
8. Information Literacy is the consistent weak point across WR 122Z and WR 227Z, with audience awareness in professional/technical writing suggested as a contributing factor in WR 227Z.
9. Composition faculty are self-aware about a gap in demographic-analysis expertise (WR 122Z, WR 227Z) — Hazlett's team explicitly stated robust demographic analysis "likely requires more specialized training than is currently available within the department," and are considering collecting their own demographic data directly rather than relying on incomplete Institutional Effectiveness data.
10. A small Canvas usability issue surfaced through student comments (WR 122Z) — students struggled to locate instructor feedback, prompting a planned instructional nudge on notification settings.
11. Specialized creative-writing content limits access to tutoring support (WR 243, Keri Donovan) — screenwriting vocabulary is unfamiliar to general tutors, so the department leans on its own internal support instead.
12. A move toward student-led assessment of creative work (WR 240, Christopher Hazlett) — considering having students collectively score their own creative work to build ownership of process.
13. Strong outcomes paired with a precise craft-language goal (WR 242, Eileen Sather) — 89% demonstrated proficiency, but the next-cycle goal targets active use of poetic terminology, not just recognition.
14. Structured peer review/workshopping produced a measurable within-course improvement (HUM 263, Jacob Agatucci) — students performed at a noticeably higher level on the second graded essay after Agatucci added an in-class workshop step he hadn't used for the first assignment — a rare direct before/after comparison within a single term.
15. Multiple HUM instructors report no visibility into demographic/institutional-support data (HUM 263, 268, 269, Jacob Agatucci) — Agatucci repeatedly notes he doesn't grade with demographics in mind and has no access to disaggregated data or information on students' use of institutional supports, a recurring transparency gap specific to these small elective courses.
16. Non-submission, not comprehension, explains the only proficiency gaps (HUM 268, Digital Games Culture, Jacob Agatucci) — the only students who didn't demonstrate the outcome were those who never submitted the assignment, echoing a completion-vs-comprehension pattern seen elsewhere (Music, Psychology).
17. Honest small-n caveat paired with a scaffolding fix (HUM 261, Christopher Hazlett) — with only 4 students (a mixed background group), Hazlett declined to draw demographic conclusions and instead plans to add an earlier, lower-stakes creative assignment to better prepare students for the term's larger final project.
18. Shared metacognitive-awareness goal across HUM electives (HUM 261, HUM 268) — rather than separate content changes, both instructors' stated next-step goals center on helping students better recognize and articulate how their creative or analytical projects demonstrate the learning outcomes — a common growth area across these humanities electives.
19. Genre-specific analytical framing as an ongoing curricular refinement (HUM 269, Graphic Novel, Jacob Agatucci) — Agatucci is deliberately working to distinguish graphic novel analysis from traditional literary analysis, focusing future assignments on the medium's unique "synesthetic" (visual + textual) qualities rather than treating it as prose fiction.
20. Consistent theme of instructor blindness to institutional support data across small/elective courses (HUM 261, 268, 269) — none of the three HUM instructors could speak to whether tutoring, advising, or other institutional supports played a role in student success, suggesting a possible communication or data-access gap between elective-course faculty and institutional support offices.

