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A.  Academic Unit Description and Strategic Plan 

Please evaluate the following: 

 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 
Improvement 

Vision, Mission and Goals ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Strategic Plan ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

The Department of History's Graduate Program is in alignment with the overall goals of the Graduate School and 
Texas Tech's mission and in general. All faculty are aware of the need to increase graduate enrollment and shorten 
completion time to degree. In fact, the Department of History has devised a practicable plan to address the influx of 
students in coming years (c.f. Appendix A "strategic plan").  
 
During the on-site visit and review, two main areas that need improvement were identified: 

1) There seems to be a lack of disciplinary focus as they pertain to the Department's vision mission and goals for 

graduate education. From all the materials provided for the review and from the on-site visit, there are not a 

clear particular geographical regions or themes identified as strengths of the Department of History. While 

some areas stand-out as possibilities (e.g. military, environmental, borderlands) there is no consensus among 

faculty regarding concrete trajectories of study for graduate students. This issue became more clear during 

the on-site discussions when untenured faculty stated their desire for the Department to declare one or 

more areas of focus, several tenured faculty expressed concern about a declaration of region(s) or theme(s) 



and the possible constrains such specificity would impose on graduate education. The discussions also 

brought to the attention that whether the Department delineates an area(s) of focus or a wide-range of 

options—some areas stand-out as possibilities (e.g. military, environmental, borderlands)—there is an 

important disjuncture between the untenured and the tenured faculty regarding concrete trajectories of 

study for graduate students.  

2) The documents provided for the review show considerable thoughtfulness at the tactical level. More 

specifically, it is evident that the department chair and the rest of the leadership have been quite resourceful 

in solving problems and making helpful changes in rather difficult circumstances. For example, developing a 

complex book-keeping to get regular faculty to a 2-2 teaching load represents an excellent piece of 

managerial leadership. At the strategic level, though, there aren’t many commendable goals in the 

documents provided for the review. Both documents do not clearly set forth a vision for how the department 

will become a leader in research and graduate education, and known as such nationwide, which are essential 

components to compete for external funding whether from the state or elsewhere. On-site discussions 

provided insights about faculty lacking clear expectations from the college and/or the university regarding 

the department’s graduate programs. It is recommended to begin to develop                                                                                                                                                  

, with the tenured and untenured faculty, a set of goals the achievement of which will set this department 

apart in the region and country, whether by building great strength in a handful of areas, or through creating 

an unusually effective approach to graduate education in general. Whatever the case, this need to be 

articulated in both strategic planning documents and advertised clearly on the department website and 

elsewhere. 

 

 

B. Program Curriculum 

Please evaluate the following: 

 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 
Improvement 

NA 

Alignment of program with 
stated program and 
institutional goals and 
purposes 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Curriculum development, 
coordination, and delivery 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

Student learning outcomes 
assessment 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Program curriculum 
compared to peer programs 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 

In general, the Department of History’s curriculum is very carefully thought out and rather more rigorous than most 
MA/PHD programs. The emphasis on World History at the PhD level is forward-thinking and will help with placing 
graduates, and the combination of more coursework than many programs and four separate written comprehensive 
exams is demanding (programs tend to be either heavier on coursework or more demanding in their system of 
comprehensive exams, not often both). Remarkably, the graduate students feel that the program requirements do 
not slowed them down in getting their degrees done. 
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In the areas of curriculum development, coordination, and delivery two areas in need of improvement were 

identified: 

1) Increasing the number and frequency with which required courses are offered. Some required courses such 

as HIST 5304 and 5307 (MA) and 6301 (for MA and Ph.D.) as well as the sequence in U.S. history 5311, 5312, 

5313 have been regularly offered every year with high enrollments. However, students provided insights 

about the need to need to offer courses in the graduate program that can be used to satisfy area or thematic 

requirements such as History 5308 (Historical Studies of Religion) History 5318 (Studies in History and 

Memory), 5329 (Studies in U.S. Sea Powers), 5334 (Studies in Mexican-American History), 5340 (Studies in 

Ancient Roman History), 5343 (Studies in Russian History). These courses have been not been offered or have 

had very low enrollments in the past six years. While it is clear that some courses are far more popular 

among students than others, it is also worth noting that several courses within U.S. history also have 

relatively low enrollments (but more than the previously mentioned courses), including: History 5314 

(Studies in Post-US History) and 5315 (Studies in Texas History), History 5317 (Studies in Frontier and 

Western History), and History 5319 (Studies in Native-American History).  

2) Some tenure-track faculty articulated the need for a more equitable division of graduate students among 

supervisory faculty. Junior faculty expressed concern that there simply is not enough communication 

between senior and junior faculty regarding the formation of graduate committees. As a result, many faculty 

are overburdened with graduate student responsibilities (advising, thesis supervision, teaching of seminars), 

while other feel as though their potential as graduate educators either is not recognized or circumvented 

altogether by their tenured peers.  

 

In the areas of assessment of student learning outcomes one area in need of improvement was identified: 

1) An overall assessment of the graduate program in history utilizing direct and indirect measures does not 

appear to be part of a regularized cycle. While it is useful to compile and analyze data such as degrees 

awarded, job placement after graduation, publications, papers delivered at professional conferences, along 

with fellowships and awards (c.f. Graduate Program Review 2012-2013, Department of History, p. 14; 32-34) 

an annual method of assessment may prove useful (c.f. Program Review, p. 44) in determining which 

graduate courses address specific learning outcomes. 

 

 

One of the next steps for the department is to give this excellent curriculum a more distinctive focus and giving the 

existing curriculum, the department is now well positioned to do this. 

 



 

C. Faculty Productivity 

Please evaluate the following: 

 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 
Improvement 

NA 

Qualifications ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Faculty/Student Ratio ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Publications ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

Teaching Load ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

External Grants ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Profile ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Teaching Evaluations ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Professional Service ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

Community Service ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

 

.  

 

The History Department’s 2/2 teaching load is commensurate with Texas Tech tier-1 status. This is favorable 

compared to other departments in the College of Arts and Sciences where the typical teaching load is 2/2 for new 

faculty for the first two years and 3/3 subsequently for all tenure-track and tenured faculty (with opportunities for 

reduction to 3/2). In this regard the chair’s efforts to maintain a 2/2 teaching load to increase faculty research 

productivity and retention need to be commended. While junior faculty seemed to be in agreement that the teaching 

load is adequate, some of the senior faculty expressed dissatisfaction and mentioned teaching loads being too heavy.  

This seems a little unwarranted in the light of comparable research and teaching requirements across the Big 12 

universities. 

 

 

 

External grants: This committee concurs with the external reviewers in recognizing that external grants in the 

humanities have been adversely affected with budget cuts and other sequestration policies. Consequently we 

understand that it is difficult to obtain such grants. However, excessive reliance on university grants to the exclusion 

of other efforts to secure research funding is likely to be counter-productive for the department in the long run. 

There doesn’t seem to be a culture of external grant applications in the department; instead the focus is on 

competing for the pool of Faculty Development Leaves in which, understandably and fairly, junior faculty are given 

preference. In our conversation with senior faculty we found that there is a sense of entitlement with regard to 

university support for research in the form of leave and course buyouts, which seems a little egregious in these times 

of budget cuts. The committee feels that senior faculty inculcating a culture of external grant applications will set a 

good precedent for junior faculty in the years to come. This will also help bring up the national profile of the 

department.  

 



Profile: The department has excellent, well-qualified faculty members across ranks. However, in order to raise the 

national profile of the department there should be some effort at national and international recruitment of graduate 

students. Most of the applicants in the graduate program have regional affiliations which makes it clear that the 

History program is well-known in this part of the country. However, given the specializations of various faculty in 

world history, it would be beneficial for the department to attract a wide array of students from various geographical 

regions around the world. This would make the department’s graduate student profile more recognizably diverse, 

such a focus on graduate recruitment would also help in dispelling the perception of some junior faculty that senior 

faculty are “hoarding” students and thus not allowing junior faculty to supervise graduate research. All faculty 

contributing to research supervision considerably raises the profile of the department as research-focused. 

 In addition, a quick review of the careers of graduate students in the Self-study reveals that very few of them 

go on to take up academic positions. While the aim of any graduate program is not (and should not be) to exclusively 

create junior faculty, perhaps this can be seen as one of its aims in order to further raise the profile of the 

department as imparting training for a successful academic career.  

 

Another way to raise the profile of the department is to discuss the possibility of online courses at the 

undergraduate and graduate levels which attract non-traditional and off-campus students. These courses would 

publicize Texas Tech’s history program nationally, increase student enrollments, and provide faculty with some 

flexibility in terms of scheduling. In our discussions we found out that senior faculty are, for the most part, opposed 

to the idea of the online instruction. This attitude seems a little discordant with the increasing use of technology for 

quality instruction at top tier institutions across the US.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

D. Students and Graduates 

Please evaluate the following: 

 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 
Improvement 

NA 

Time to degree ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Retention ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Graduate rates ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Enrollment ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

Demographics ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

Number of degrees 
conferred annually 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

Support Services ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Job Placement ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 



 

The History department is performing very well with respect to providing professional and financial support to its 

graduate students. This is evidenced not only by the data contained in the Graduate Program Review document but 

was also expressed in a meeting with the department’s graduate students. The meeting was attended by 

approximately 85% of the current graduate students and the students unanimously expressed that they are 

extremely satisfied with the educational opportunities and professional support provided to them. Given the relative 

high ratio of graduate student headcount to tenured/tenure track faculty (2.76 during 2011/12, as compared to 2.05 

for Iowa State University and 1.45 for Texas A&M) this speaks very highly of the faculties commitment to the 

graduate program.  Analyzing other relevant data shows that the department has made significant improvements in 

key areas without sacrificing graduation rates, retention, or job placement of its students. During the 2006 – 2012 

time period, the department awarded on average 9.67 Master’s degrees and 3.67 Ph.D. degrees. Both averages are 

well above the benchmarks set by the THECB. The department increased its graduate student enrollment by 

approximately 5% and at the same time increased the percentage of graduate students who receive funding from 

40.77% in 2006 to 61.25% in 2011. Data regarding applications, admittance, and new students enrolled shows that 

the department has been able to decrease its admittance rate from 68.97% in 2006 to 51.16% in 2011. At the same 

time the percentage of accepted students who enrolled increased from 42.50% to 72.73%. These numbers indicate 

that the department, despite growing its graduate enrollment, has been able to be more selective in which students 

to admit and that those who have been admitted increasingly are accepting the department’s offer. While the data 

does not allow to draw a direct conclusion what the reasons for these positive trends are, one can conjecture that 

the department’s reputation with respect to graduate student support, faculty engagement with graduate students, 

and job placement of graduates play a significant role in this development. These trends also indicate that the 

department will be able to improve upon the demographics and diversity of its graduate student body in the near 

future as one of the outside reviewers suggested was necessary. In addition, the decrease in the percentage of 

applicants accepted combined with the increase in the percentage of accepted students who actually enroll will 

certainly lead to a more qualified graduate student population and ultimately result in even better job placement of 

the department’s graduates. 

 

 

 

 

E. Facilities and Resources 

Please evaluate the following: 

 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 
Improvement 

NA 

Facilities ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Facility Support Resources ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Financial Resources ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Staff Resources ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

Developmental Resources ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 

Facilities and Facility Support Resources: From the committee’s conversations with faculty and students 2 general 

trends emerged: 1. lack of classroom and meeting spaces in Holden Hall where the department is currently housed. 



2. Lack of print and electronic research resources to produce innovative historical work. Both these are related to 

decisions outside the purview of the department and hence call for institutional responsibility. In the ultimate 

analysis without adequate institutional support in the form of physical and research infrastructure it becomes 

difficult, if not impossible, to raise the profile of the department. Faculty will not be able to submit ground breaking 

proposals for external grants if they do not have the research resources in the form of books and electronic 

databases. Students will not apply to study at the Department of History if the resources here are not adequate to 

the kind of research they are interested in. In effect this creates a self-perpetuating cycle of mediocrity where 

students with regional interests apply for admission to the graduate program, whereas those with cutting edge 

research agendas go elsewhere. Finally, the disconnect between the library acquisitions staff and the faculty also 

impacts faculty productivity and retention.  

 

 

 

 

F. Overall Ranking 

 

 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 
Improvement 

Overall Ranking ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

 

The History department’s graduate program, evaluated by criteria concerning academic unit description and 

strategic plan, program curriculum, faculty productivity, students and graduates, and facilities and resources is 

performing “very good”. The overall ranking of “appropriate” is due primarily to external constraints that the 

department faces. The department’s total number of tenured/tenure track faculty remained constant over the 

six year period under consideration (29 in 2006/07 as compared to 29 in 2011/12). During the same time period 

the department’s total SCH increased by 11.76% (from 30,204 in 2006/07 to 35,626 in 2011/12). Graduate 

student enrollment increased by approximately 5% and graduate students per tenured/tenure track faculty 

increased from the already high ratio of 2.71 to 2.76, which is significantly higher than those of comparable 

graduate programs. Despite the high graduate student to faculty ratio, the faculty has managed to be productive 

in terms of publication and research activities. The graduate students enrolled in the program strongly indicated 

that the department provides excellent support for their studies and commended the faculty for the support of 

the student’s research endeavors/interests. The department has also managed to be more selective in the 

admission of applicants for its graduate program and has been able to increase the percentage of students who 

are admitted and subsequently enroll by almost 30%. Given this trend, it seems that a further increase in the 

academic qualification of future recruiting classes can be achieved which then will result in even better job 

placements of the department’s graduates. 

.  

The department’s operating budget has been reduced by over 36% since 2006, resulting in decrease from 

$3081.62 per faculty in 2006/07 to $1084.87 in 2011/12.  As mentioned above the current graduate student to 

faculty ratio of 2.76 is very high. As indicated during meetings with the graduate students and faculty, there is a 

significant shortage of office, meeting, and classroom space. Additional problems arise from a lack of access to 



electronic and print research resources. For the department to be able to increase its research productivity, be 

successful in securing external funding and expanding its graduate program additional resources have to be made 

available. Specifically, and increase in the department’s operating budget to the 2006/07 level is desirable and 

additional tenure track positions should be allocated to the department in order to reduce the graduate student 

to faculty ration to at least 2.0. Of course, adding additional faculty and perhaps graduate students will only 

worsen the space shortage, an issue that has to be addressed as well.  


