Psychology 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
	7%
	85
	16%
	195
	34%
	406
	43%
	514
	100%
	1200

	
	Social Science
	2%
	47
	5%
	100
	34%
	725
	56%
	1208
	100%
	2161

	Related Instruction
	Human Relations 1
	16%
	4
	4%
	1
	28%
	7
	52%
	13
	100%
	25

	
	Human Relations 2
	19%
	4
	5%
	1
	33%
	7
	43%
	9
	100%
	21

	Grand Total
	4%
	140
	9%
	297
	34%
	1145
	51%
	1744
	100%
	3407








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
	75%
	223
	76%
	659
	100%
	38

	
	Social Science
	88%
	579
	90%
	1260
	93%
	94

	Related Instruction
	Human Relations 1
	75%
	3
	80%
	16
	100%
	1

	
	Human Relations 2
	67%
	2
	76%
	13
	100%
	1

	Grand Total
	84%
	807
	84%
	1948
	95%
	134



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
	74%
	662
	88%
	211
	76%
	47

	
	Social Science
	90%
	1296
	86%
	487
	95%
	150

	Related Instruction
	Human Relations 1
	80%
	12
	75%
	6
	100%
	2

	
	Human Relations 2
	77%
	10
	71%
	5
	100%
	1

	Grand Total
	84%
	1980
	86%
	709
	90%
	200










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
	73%
	251
	78%
	661
	100%
	8

	
	Social Science
	91%
	683
	89%
	1182
	84%
	68

	Related Instruction
	Human Relations 1
	71%
	5
	88%
	14
	50%
	1

	
	Human Relations 2
	67%
	4
	85%
	11
	50%
	1

	Grand Total
	85%
	943
	85%
	1868
	84%
	78



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
	69%
	279
	80%
	641

	
	Social Science
	90%
	657
	89%
	1276

	Related Instruction
	Human Relations 1
	71%
	10
	91%
	10

	
	Human Relations 2
	69%
	9
	88%
	7

	Grand Total
	82%
	955
	86%
	1934



AI summary of available qualitative data (excerpts from faculty survey): PSY 201, PSY 202, PSY 202Z, PSY 215, PSY 216, PSY 228, PSY 233
1. AI is actively reshaping assessment design (PSY 233, Andria Woodell)
Andria Woodell described undertaking "major overhauls" to her courses specifically to address AI's impact on assignment integrity, shifting toward skills-based assessment rather than mastery-based assessment, and flagged this as an emerging, unresolved challenge she's actively monitoring — one of the only explicit mentions of AI as a disruptor in the assessment data.
2. Term-to-term variability with no consistent explanation (PSY 201/202, Matthew Novak et al.)
Running the same assessment across two terms, the department found no consistent demographic deficits but did see variability they couldn't fully explain — candidly noting they checked statistical significance and found none. However, they are still meeting as a department to discuss it, treating awareness per se as a safeguard against future problems.
3. "Success" over-preparation — a good problem (PSY 201/202, Matthew Novak et al.)
An unusual finding: alumni feedback suggests COCC's psychology program prepares students so well that some report boredom or disappointment when their next institution has less interactive, less supported classrooms — prompting the department to build a more robust alumni-support system (COPE) rather than scale back rigor.
4. Early-alert referral system flagged as clunky for advisors (PSY 201/202, Matthew Novak et al.)
Faculty acting as academic advisors (not just instructors) reported friction using the early-alert referral system, since referrals are designed to come from course instructors — the program is asking that the system be expanded to accommodate advisor-initiated referrals and broader course coverage.
5. Late work/attendance, not comprehension, driving "unsuccessful" outcomes (PSY 228, Andria Woodell, W25)
Andria Woodell traced nearly all non-proficient outcomes directly to late submissions, poor attendance, or missing work rather than a knowledge gap — including one student who never attended and didn't withdraw — suggesting engagement/completion interventions may matter more than content redesign for this course.
6. Small-sample caveats stated candidly and repeatedly
Multiple instructors (PSY 216, PSY 233, PSY 215 Fall 2025) explicitly warned that sample sizes were too small to draw firm conclusions — one instructor called their own data "largely meaningless" due to sample size — a pattern of appropriate epistemic humility worth noting in the compiled report.
7. Consistent "exceeds" gap tied to Pell status across multiple PSY215/228 sections
Across several reports (PSY 215 Winter 2026, PSY 228 Winter 2026), instructors independently found that while baseline proficiency was equitable, Pell-eligible students consistently exceeded expectations at lower rates than non-Pell peers — a recurring pattern across course sections rather than a one-off, suggesting a program-level (not just course-level) opportunity for targeted advanced-level scaffolding.


