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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 ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

Please elaborate if you have identified any items in this section as Excellent.  

Click here to enter text. 

  

 

Please elaborate if you identified any items in this section as Needs Improvement. Provide recommendations in the 

area of Strategic Planning.  

My concern here is not that there aren’t many commendable goals in both documents.  Indeed there are, and at 

what might be called the tactical level they show considerable thoughtfulness.  But as strategic documents—

documents that set forth a vision for how this department will become a leader in research and graduate education, 

and known as such nationwide—they have little to offer.  In the ever more competitive contest to get funding, 

whether from the state or elsewhere, being excellent at something(s) is going to be essential.  I see no vision for 

excellence in either document.  I suspect that this is as much the fault of the institution as of the department.  Over 
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and over while on campus I heard that neither the college nor the university had made clear what their expectations 

for the department’s graduate programs are.   

 

To elaborate on the above, let me say that, in fact, it seems to me 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.  Coming up with a way to get the regular faculty to a 2-2 teaching load, even if it requires complex 

book-keeping because of state and university requirements about how much teaching faculty do, was an excellent 

piece of managerial leadership.  The next step, I think, is 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.   

 

Other comments (optional) 

Click here to enter text. 

 

 

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 

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 

 

Please elaborate if you have identified any items in this section as Excellent. 

I find this curriculum to be 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).  I was impressed as a result to find that the graduate students did not feel that the program 

requirements slowed them down much in getting their degrees done.   

Please elaborate if you identified any items in this section as Needs Improvement. Provide recommendations in the 

area of Program Curriculum.  
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Click here to enter text. 

 

Other comments (optional) 

As I suggested above, however, I do think that the next step for the department is to give this excellent curriculum a 

more distinctive focus.  Having thought through the curriculum itself so thoroughly 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 ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

 

Please elaborate if you have identified any items in this section as Excellent.  

Click here to enter text. 

 

 

 

Please elaborate if you identified any items in this section as Needs Improvement. Provide recommendations in the 

area of Faculty Productivity.  

In general, the faculty are well-trained and clearly very qualified to be working in a PhD program.  There are certainly 

some quite distinguished faculty at Texas Tech.   But two related concerns seem obvious:  too many very senior 

associate professors and very little effort to seek outside funding for research.  Both these facts make it significantly 

harder to recruit good graduate students and place them.  Associate professors with more than 8-10 years really 

need to be urged to do the work necessary to be promoted to full rank.  This is essential not only for their morale and 

for the good of the scholarly community of the department, but also in order to recruit strong graduate students.  At 

not a few institutions faculty with more than 10 years as associate professors would not be allowed to direct PhD 

students.  But whatever the university's rules about that, the real problem is maintaining a scholarly profile sufficient 

to attract graduate students from across the country.  In a discipline that emphasizes books, that second book is 

fundamental to maintaining such a profile.  Once again, however, I suspect that the broader institutional 
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environment bears some of the responsibility here.  Unless the college deans are supporting department chairs in 

using annual reviews to put pressure on unproductive faculty it is difficult for chairs to adopt such means.   

Furthermore, my impression is that for a short time the Office of Research was very supportive of humanities 

research, but that support seems to be under real threat at the moment.  Finally there appears not to be much of a 

department culture of seeking outside research awards.  Securing these awards is not only the best way to get the 

work done necessary for being promoted, but they, by themselves, raise a faculty member's profile considerably.  Of 

course the competition for NEH, ACLS, and other such awards is ferocious--substantially more so than many of the 

main NSF programs--but they are not impossible to obtain by any means for faculty members at state research 

universities.  But doing so requires a strong departmental culture of doing so and, if possible, real support from the 

Research Office (staff who have real knowledge of how these award competitions work, staff with the skill to actually 

work with faculty members on crafting these applications, just as is done with the large science awards), and a 

university administration that counts the securing of these awards, worth peanuts financially compared to science 

and engineering  grants, as similar in prestige--which they certainly are--to winning a multi-million dollar NSF award.   

Having this kind of departmental and institutional environment in place is just as important to getting people 

promoted to full rank as individual scholarly initiative.  Perhaps these things are in place at Texas Tech, but I found 

little evidence for it while I was there, and I was looking for it. 

 

Other comments (optional) 

Click here to enter text. 

 

 

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 ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

 

Please elaborate if you have identified any items in this section as Excellent.  

Click here to enter text. 

 

Please elaborate if you identified any items in this section as Needs Improvement. Provide recommendations in the 

area of Students and Graduates.  
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With some exceptions in the Big 10, Pac 10, and here and there elsewhere, the history departments at nearly every 

state research university need to be doing a better job of placing their students (very much including my own 

department), so to say that Texas Tech should be doing a better job of placement is not as damning as it might seem.  

But I do think the department’s record in this area is a particularly suggestive result of some of the larger problems 

I've mentioned above.  Without much of a clear departmental vision of what it wants to be excellent at, the sense 

that I heard from faculty members that most of their graduate students come (and will continue to come) from Texas 

and that they will take jobs in Texas when they graduate becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy.  My impression—and this 

may be incorrect--is that no one in the higher administration has asked any more than this from this department, but 

it is capable of so much more.  While much smaller in size than the departments at UT-Austin and Texas A&M, this 

department is as big as that at Georgia, for example, a department that places students throughout the country.  

Georgia's department may well have more resources, but the biggest differences are in the area of ambition and 

vision.  Georgia has a very good profile in training historians of the American south and in other areas and is able to 

place them at research 1 universities.  On the basis of what I see in the self-study document and what I observed on 

campus, it appears to me that the history department at Texas Tech has not been aspiring to do this.   The problem 

with low expectations is that they eventually make it hard to achieve whatever expectations do exist, let alone 

transcend them.  If Georgia's department at a flagship research campus seems an unfair comparison, consider that 

the University of Pittsburg's history department, which has fewer faculty members that Texas Tech’s, is extremely 

good at placing students across the country including research 1 institutions, especially in Colonial American/Atlantic 

history.   Texas Tech has an extremely well thought-out graduate program, a strong faculty, and sufficient size.  It 

should be able to do this in some areas as well.  The fact that no Texas Tech history graduate students have earned 

national dissertation research fellowships or completion fellowships suggests to me that the faculty have not been 

encouraging them to apply for these awards.  If true, this is another sign that expectations need raising.  

 

Other comments (optional) 

Click here to enter text. 

 

 

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 ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

Please elaborate if you have identified any items in this section as Excellent.  

Click here to enter text. 

 

Please elaborate if you identified any items in this section as Needs Improvement. Provide recommendations in the 

area of Facilities and Resources.  
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It's not clear to me whether the operating budget, which has been slashed, includes faculty travel, but if not it is far 

too small.  The chair has done a great job of making this tiny budget go far, but comparable departments have 

operating budgets of $100,000-140,000.  This department needs a similar level of funding. 

 

 

Other comments (optional) 

The facilities are in general adequate, but there are some areas that badly need to be addressed: 1] The notorious 

room 151, where some 20 graduate students  all have desks and all meet their undergraduate students, is a massive 

and on-going violation of FERPA law.  These students need to be distributed among offices that have no more than 

three grad students each.  This is not at all the fault of the department, I am sure.  The institution needs to address 

this immediately or risk law suits while perpetuating a pedagogically awful environment in which TAs meet their 

students.  2] From all constituencies in the department--grad students, assistant professors, and senior faculty--we 

heard that the library is woefully inadequate to graduate teaching in history.  There is no clearer sign of a lack of 

institutional commitment to sustaining excellent research in the humanities.  Many people complained about how 

often books in the library catalogue are now lost.  More seriously we heard of two disturbing trends:  an 

unwillingness of the library to actually acquire books, rather than electronic resources, but at the same time an 

unwillingness to acquire the electronic resources that are necessary specifically for historians (databases of 

newspapers, large bibliographical databases such as the International Medieval Bibliography, large collections of 

historical sources).  This won't do.  If the university wants the department to do the work of training professional 

historians, it needs to insure that the library acquires the tools to make this possible. 

 

 

F. Overall Ranking 

 

 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 
Improvement 

Overall Ranking ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 

 

Please provide summative conclusions based on the overall review. 

As will be clear from the foregoing, there are many things that I see this department doing very well:  their 

MA/PHD curriculum is excellent; graduate students feels that their financial support is good; it is hiring extremely 

good new faculty members; it is giving its graduate students excellent hands-on guidance in becoming 

professional historians; the chair has shown excellent managerial leadership in a period of unprecedented 

challenges for departmental leadership.  There is room for improvement, none the less.  A faculty culture of 

seeking and obtaining outside funding needs to be developed; senior associates need to be encouraged and 

helped to produce the books that will allow them to be promoted to full professors; the institution needs to 

support the institution much better financially and help it solve its space issues; and, most importantly, this 

impressive department needs to take the next step in its evolution by developing a much clearer and more 

ambitious strategic vision. 
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Please provide summative recommendations based on the overall review.  

My recommendations are implied in much of what I have said above but I will repeat them here:  The office 

space for teaching assistants to meet their students simply must be improved.  The chair needs to work with the 

dean’s office to improve the likelihood that senior associate professors will be promoted in a timely fashion.  The 

institution in general needs to do a much better job of helping history faculty (and graduate students) seek and 

obtain outside funding for their research.  The department itself, but with much encouragement and some 

guidance from the college and institution, needs to develop a strategic vision that matches the quality and size of 

its faculty.  Library resources for historical research and graduate education must be improved.   

 

 

 


