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I.  DESCRIPTION AND ORGANIZATION 
A.  Degree Offerings 
Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Science, Master of Arts, Doctor of Philosophy. 
B.  Administrative Structure 
Locate the unit within the structures of the University (e.g., English, Humanities, College of Arts 
and Sciences).  Describe any important formal and informal relationships the unit has with other 
departments, institutes, centers, or other units within the university.  Briefly describe the 
administrative structure(s) of the unit.  Summarize the structure and function of major 
committees.  Describe and explain any significant changes in these structures or relationships 
which have occurred over the last five years.  Describe any planned or desired changes in these 
structures or relationships. 
The History Department is part of the Social Sciences division of the College of Arts and Sciences.  
During the period under review History faculty have served as directors of Asian Studies, the 
Center for Asian and Pacific Studies, Ethnic Studies, European Studies, German Studies, 
Humanities, Latin American Studies, Religious Studies, and Russian and East European Studies.  
History Faculty also serve as executive board members and participating faculty in most of these 
programs, as well as in others such as African Studies, Comparative Literature, and Environmental 
Studies.  The History Department serves as the “tenure home” of faculty whose primary 
responsibilities lie partly or wholly in other units, including the Labor Education and Research 
Center and Women’s and Gender Studies and has in the past done so for Ethnic Studies faculty.   
Department Head:  The chief administrative officer in History is the Department Head, who is 
nominated by the Department and appointed by the Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences.  The 
normal term is three years.  The Department Head works closely with the Associate Head, the 
Director of Undergraduate Studies, the Director of Graduate Studies, as well as a number of 
departmental committees, most importantly an elected Advisory Committee.  All committee 
assignments other than the Advisory Committee and Sixth-Year Post-Tenure Review Committees 
are appointive; appointments are made annually by the department head. 
Associate Department Head:  assists the department head in administrative matters and consults on 
policy and personnel issues.  Her chief responsibility has been course planning and scheduling, and 
coordinating GTF assignments with the Director of Graduate Studies.  The current Associate Head 
has taken responsibility for the Department’s “Blackboard” website for internal department 
affairs.  Department Heads do not necessarily choose to have Associate Heads; one recent 
Department Head did not, and performed these tasks himself. 
Director of Undergraduate Studies:  combines responsibility for advising undergraduate majors 
and minors with oversight of the department’s undergraduate curriculum.  In connection with 
advising, organizes and oversees various advising forums (e.g. peer advising, fall Week of 
Welcome for incoming students).  Works with the department’s staff (particularly the 
undergraduate coordinator) in maintaining files for History majors and minors, and oversees 
fulfillment of graduation requirements and commencement awards.  As direct overseer of the 
department’s curriculum, coordinates and troubleshoots the process of submitting proposals for 
new and changed courses to the college- and university-level curriculum committees.  Is assisted in 
these tasks by a committee appointed by the department head. 
Director of Graduate Studies:  exercises responsibility for all matters involving the graduate 
program, including policy, curriculum, and admissions.  Responsible for GTF (Graduate Teaching 
Fellow) assignments, made in consultation with the Graduate Student Guild and in coordination 
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with the Associate Department Head and Department Head.  Responsible for labor relations with 
the Graduate Teaching Fellows Federation (GTFF, the graduate student union, which has a 
collective bargaining agreement with the university).  Works with the department’s staff 
(particularly the graduate coordinator) in monitoring student progress toward degrees.  Oversees 
two subcommittees:  the Graduate Policy Committee, which handles questions of policy and 
curriculum, and the Graduate Admissions Committee, which handles admissions and financial aid 
offers.  Financial aid offers must be ratified by departmental vote, though not graduate admissions, 
which are decided by the Graduate Admissions Committee itself. 
Advisory Committee:  elected annually by the voting, tenure-track members of the Department.  Has 
three members, with one spot reserved for an untenured colleague.  By departmental custom,  
members are not elected to serve in consecutive years.  Assists and consults with the Department 
Head on policy and personnel matters, sometimes making decisions as a proxy for the department, 
and sometimes in order to prepare business for a department meeting.  In collaboration with the 
Department Head, conducts periodic merit reviews and submits recommendations to the Dean on 
the merit portion of salary increases. 
Other regular administrative assignments performed by faculty include the Library, Speakers and 
Events, Technology, and Travel Committees, and the Affirmative Action Officer.  As needed, 
committees for job searches, promotion and tenure, and sixth-year post-tenure review are also 
appointed. 
C.  Comparator Programs 
For the undergraduate program, identify similar programs that are offered at other colleges and 
universities in the state or region.  For the graduate program and faculty identify those 
programs, nationally or internationally, that are perceived to be the unitsʼ peers.  In each case, 
describe how the unit is similar to and/or different from these programs?  Describe what 
specifically makes any of these elements (undergraduate, graduate, faculty) distinctive or 
unique relative to these comparators. 
By virtue of our size and the type of school we represent, Oregon’s undergraduate history program 
is comparatively unique.  The UO has the state’s flagship liberal arts college.  Oregon State 
University’s History faculty is smaller (18) and has a strong specialization in the History of 
Science, befitting OSU’s mission as a technical and agricultural school.  Perhaps the most direct 
regional comparator is the University of Washington, which has approximately the same number of 
majors (500) as we currently do, and a larger undergraduate enrollment (approximately 8000 
students annually, vs. our 6183 in 2005-06), but has a much larger faculty (approximately 40, vs. 
our 26), employs more adjuncts, and has a much larger graduate program (100).  They have a lower 
minimum GPA for history majors (2.25 vs. 2.5) and require less geographical diversity in their 
coursework.  Their larger faculty enables them to require both a junior and a senior seminar for 
undergraduate history majors. 
Our closest peers and comparators among graduate programs are the University of Washington, the 
University of California/San Diego, and the University of Arizona.  In the case of the first two, we 
compete for students particularly in the areas of East Asian history and U.S. West, our two most 
notable areas of strength.  Our program has a stronger focus on gender in both areas of 
specialization.  We are smaller than both programs in terms of numbers of faculty and graduate 
students.  
D.  Role within the University 
Units have a variety of roles and responsibilities within the university, and may contribute to the 
mission and strategic priorities of the university more directly in some areas than in others (e.g., 
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undergraduate education or graduate education; basic or applied research; enriching the lives of 
Oregonians; international awareness, etc.).  What are the unitʼs perceptions of the Universityʼs 
strategic priorities; and how does the unit contribute to fulfilling those priorities?  Identify specific 
ways in which the unit contributes to the mission of the UO. In both cases, focus on those things 
the unit does particularly well, or that you believe are relatively unique or distinctive. 
The History Department makes strong and distinctive contributions to many areas of the 
university’s mission.  We represent the University of Oregon to the scholarly world at large:  many 
of our members have national and international reputations, and serve or have served on the boards 
of prominent national boards and journals.  (For details, see below, section III.D.1.0).   We 
encourage and reward excellence in scholarly productivity, and our success is demonstrated by the 
fact that of twenty salary awards from the UO’s new Fund for Faculty Excellence, three went to 
members of our department--more than to any other unit in the university.   
As an undergraduate teaching program, we have carved out a distinctive identity among social 
science programs in two ways:  through our commitment to teaching analytical writing, and through 
our commitment to having the bulk of our courses taught by regular faculty rather than by adjuncts 
or graduate students.  We have achieved both while supporting a dramatic increase the number of 
majors and maintaining our course enrollments.  (Since 1995-1996, the number of History majors 
has increased from 292 to 436, or 80%, compared with a 28% increase in the number of majors in 
all social science departments at the UO.)  Our graduate program has special areas of strength in 
U.S. West and East Asia, which contributes to the university’s regional and international linkages, 
and we have become increasingly successful at recruiting international graduate students from 
Pacific rim countries.  We have made key contributions to many of the university’s diversity goals:  
members of the History Department (Summers) and members of the Ethnic Studies faculty with 
tenure homes in History (Garcia) have served as program directors for Ethnic Studies in recent 
years; we have other close relationships with the Ethnic Studies program; and we have made a 
commitment to teaching world history as a means of helping Oregon’s students understand the 
diversity of the international community.   
E.  Funding and Budget 
Using the data provided, briefly summarize the unitʼs budget including sources of funds, 
expenditures relative to student credit hours and faculty FTE, and grant and contract funding.  
Comment on recent trends in these figures. 
Our sources of funds are basically three:  general fund income provided by the College of Arts and 
Sciences, including salaries and operating expenditures; profits from summer session offerings; 
and private donations.  Neither our salary budget nor the funds for operating expenses are adequate 
to cover our operating costs.  (Three examples:  the college’s policy on the salary component of 
retention offers has been to require a contribution from the department, usually at least 50% (plus 
the cost of personnel benefits), and over time this has created a permanent, structural deficit; the 
department ordinarily pays for two additional GTF positions, including benefits, from its own 
budget; and the funds allocated for supplies and services cover approximately 50% of our actual 
expenditures, which are modest and reasonable.)  The result is that the department’s recurring 
budget deficit must be covered by salary savings from grants and leaves as well as summer income 
and private donations.  It is important for us to maintain and, if possible, increase our profits from 
summer school.  The importance of private donations has risen dramatically, a trend that is certain 
to continue. 
The department teaches undergraduate students more cost-effectively than do the social science 
departments in general, the college, and the university.  For 2004-2005, the social sciences’, the 
college’s, and the university’s direct instructional cost per student credit hour was 2.6%, 28%, and 
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50% higher than History’s.  We are proud to note that we achieve these lower costs even while 
maintaining the department’s distinctive commitment to teaching writing and having the bulk of our 
classes taught by our regular faculty. 
F.  Infrastructure 
Describe and comment on the facilities dedicated to the unit, the types and amounts of technical 
support, and the types and amount of administrative support.  Describe any significant changes 
in these over the last five years.  Describe any planned or desired changes in these elements.  
What are the most pressing needs? 
The department is fortunate to be housed in McKenzie Hall, the former law school building which 
was renovated to house our department, Ethnic Studies (a much smaller unit with which we have 
close ties), and classroom space.  For the faculty, this provides far more satisfactory office space 
than we had in our former quarters; the faculty are overwhelmingly happy with their offices.  We 
have a dedicated department seminar and conference room, which we were able to renovate using 
private funds.  We enjoy priority scheduling for two rooms for small classes and sections in 
McKenzie Hall all day long, and for a third room after 2 p.m.  Our office staff is well 
accommodated.   
The picture is unfortunately different when it comes to our graduate students.  We are able to give 
them individual office space, and a graduate student lounge, in a wing of the floor where faculty 
offices are located.  Compared to other UO departments, these are very favorable arrangements.  
However, there is a serious noise problem:  that wing of the building is shared with the American 
English Institute, an ESL program that brings tuition-paying international students to the UO.  
Their classes are quite noisy, and their students use the hallways and common spaces outside our 
graduate students’ offices for recreational purposes, making enough noise that those offices 
become unusable at times.  Repeated and persistent efforts by History to get the problem addressed 
have been rebuffed.  The noise problem represents a significant grievance for our graduate students.  
Faculty offices at that end of the building are sometimes affected as well. 
We have a loyal and hardworking staff that consists of a department manager (Martina Armstrong), 
a graduate coordinator (Rebecca Lynn) who also takes on a host of other responsibilities, and an 
undergraduate coordinator (Sharon Fipps), all full time.  Increasingly cumbersome and intrusive 
university and state policies take a heavy toll on staff time.  We employ a part-time student technical 
assistant (currently Zach Zimmerman), and two part-time student office helpers, whose wages are 
not entirely covered by our regular budget and must be paid in part by other departmental funds.   
G.  Special Concerns (Optional) 
Describe any particular issues or concerns that the unit wishes the review committees to 
address or give special attention.  
As the rest of this report will detail, the department faces challenges in the coming years that involve 
finding ways to build on our existing strengths.  In particular, we would like to highlight three 
issues: 
1. how to effectively enhance the analytical writing component of our undergraduate program, 
which is part of its distinctive identity within the social sciences, and how to strengthen our 
undergraduates’ exposure to research methods; 
2. how to increase the size of our graduate program while, at the same time, maintaining the higher 
standards for admission that we have introduced since the 1990s, especially in light of the funding 
problems we face in this area; 
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3. how to plan for faculty staffing in the medium-term future, when a series of anticipated 
retirements will present us with an opportunity to rethink the distribution of research and teaching 
fields we represent. 
 
II.  CURRICULAR PROGRAMS 
A.  Undergraduate Program  
1.0  Description and Rationale for the Curriculum 
    •1.1  Degree Programs and Options for Majors 
Describe the bachelorʼs degree program options including the total number of required credits 
and credit distribution among any options.  If more than one option or specialization track is 
available, list each option or track and their curricula separately (use attached Appendix format).  
Briefly explain the rationale for the structure of the major requirements, including any 
prerequisites or proficiency requirements.  Indicate the scheduled frequency at which courses 
within the curriculum are offered.  What is the typical size of classes within each segment of the 
curriculum?  Describe any opportunities for independent study, research, honors programs, 
international experiences, and/or participatory learning experiences that exist within the major 
curriculum. 
History requires undergraduate majors earning a bachelor’s degree to meet or exceed standards in 
six areas:  credit requirements, including total numbers of credits and credits earned in upper-
division courses; chronological breadth; geographical breadth; a research paper, normally written in 
the context of a seminar; a minimum grade point average in History courses; and demonstrated 
competence in a foreign language. 
The department currently requires all majors to complete at least 45 graded credits in history 
courses.  Twelve of these credits may by completed at the lower-division level (100- and 200-level 
courses), but the department has no fixed requirement to take any lower-division courses; students 
may take upper-division courses to fulfill any or all requirements for the major.  (Most students 
enter the major with at least some lower-division coursework already completed, sometimes in the 
form of Advanced Placement or International Baccalaureate transfer credits.) 
The major emphasizes the department’s more specialized and rigorous upper-division courses 
(300- and 400-level).  All students in the program must complete at least 33 graded credits at this 
level, 21 of which must be earned in 400-level courses.  Among these 400-level courses, at least one 
must be a 5-credit HIST 407 seminar.  A standard minimum course plan would be: 
 � 12 lower-division credits (3 4-credit courses) 
 � 12 300-level credits (3 4-credit courses) 
 � 21 400-level credits (4 4-credit courses and the 5-credit HIST 407 seminar) 
However, the major provides the flexibility to allow students to complete more upper-division 
credits and fewer lower-division credits, and/or more 400-level credits and fewer 300-level credits, 
depending on their own goals and interests.  This flexibility is one of our program’s strengths, and 
it extends into the area of specific course requirements. 
In addition to these minimum credit requirements, the major requires a degree of geographic and 
chronological distribution in a student’s upper-division courses.  All majors must complete a 
minimum of 8 credits of their upper-division coursework (usually two courses) in “history before 
1800.”  They must also complete at least 8 credits of their upper-division work (again, usually two 
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courses) in each of three regional fields, selected from a list of 5 such fields:  Europe, U.S., Africa, 
Asia, Latin America.  This requirement is intended to add breadth to our majors’ work as well as to 
encourage students who might be inclined to study only one kind of history (all United States 
coursework, for instance) to explore the history of other places and cultures.  These requirements 
can be expressed schematically as follows (a checklist of requirements for the major is included as 
an appendix to this report):  
 � 8 credits (two courses) in history before 1800 
 � 8 credits (two courses) in each of three regional fields, selected from a list of five:  
        Europe, U.S., Africa, Asia, Latin America 
Students have a wide variety of specific course offerings from which to choose in every field, giving 
them the flexibility customize their coursework in ways that support their own interests and goals.  
Further, students may use courses taken to fulfill the history before 1800 requirement to satisfy the 
geographical requirements; for instance, a course on medieval Europe course may also be counted 
as a European field course.  Similarly, students may count their HIST 407 seminar work towards 
these course requirements; thus, a seminar on an ancient China topic would also count in both the 
pre-1800 and Asia field categories.     
Majors may opt to pursue either a Bachelor of Arts (B.A.) or a Bachelor of Science (B.S.) in 
History, but all must complete two years of a second language regardless of their degree choice.  
The minimum standard for second languages can be met by finishing the third term of a second-
year university language sequence with a grade of C-/P or better.  Students may also meet this 
requirement by being placed beyond the second year in an examination administered by one of our 
language departments, or through overseas study.  All majors must maintain a GPA of 2.5 or better 
in history courses taken at the University of Oregon.  (Those maintaining a 3.5 or better GPA 
qualify for Honors in History; see below.)  The major also includes a residency requirement:  21 
upper-division credits, including 3 courses numbered 410-499, and all courses taken to fulfill the 
research paper requirement must be taken at the University of Oregon.  
The research paper is normally completed in a HIST 407 seminar.  In exceptional circumstances, a 
term paper written in a colloquium (HIST 408) or in a 400-level lecture course may be expanded 
into a research paper.  Students must secure approval from the Director of Undergraduate Studies 
for this option, as well as the agreement of the instructor who will guide the student’s work.  If such 
permission is granted, students enroll in Reading and Conference (HIST 405) for at least 2 graded 
credits.  This procedure is permitted only when there are strong pedagogical reasons for pursuing 
it.  A mid-C or better is required in courses taken to fulfill the research paper requirement. 
History has been very successful at offering a rich variety of upper-division courses that allow 
students to fulfill these flexible requirements for the major.  This is particularly worth noting 
because the size of our faculty has remained relatively constant over the past ten years, despite a 
steady rise in undergraduate enrollments at the university and a sharp rise in the number of history 
majors.  Our success has been facilitated by the flexibility of our requirements, which mandate 
types of courses but not specific courses or topics.   
Class size varies not only by level but within levels as well.  As is typical at major public 
universities, we offer large, lower-division surveys in U.S. history, world history, and Western 
Civilization, which typically enroll 200-225 students in recent years. Other lower-division offerings, 
such as our surveys in Asian and African-American history, have been smaller, typically capped at 
100.  All of these large 100- and 200-level courses provide discussion sections, a smaller setting of 
no more than 25 students.  Sections are generally taught by GTFs, although sometimes a section is 
taught by the faculty instructor as well.  Our policy of providing sections in such courses sets limits 
to our ability to increase enrollments, in a general climate in which all UO departments have been 
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under pressure to increase their enrollments.  We maintain this policy because we believe strongly 
in the their pedagogical value.  A small number of lower-division courses are capped at 40 (e.g. 
HIST 245, “Russia, America, and the World”).  Upper-division courses also vary in size.  300-
level courses range from enrollments of approximately 40, to mid-size course of around 100, to 
larger courses of about 170 for topics in high demand, such as Latin America or War in the 
Modern World.  400-level courses are almost always kept at a maximum of 40 students.  These 
courses are both more specialized and more thoroughly designed with our majors’ interests in 
mind.  The 400-level classroom will also have at least some graduate students pursuing 500-level 
present among enrolled students, a fact that also dictates smaller, more specialized enrollments.  
HIST 407 courses are typically capped at a maximum of 13-15 students. 
Majors may opt to enroll in HIST 405, “Reading and Conference.”  This course was mentioned 
above in connection with the research paper requirement; however, this independent study-style 
option is not restricted to seminar-like work.  Students sometimes take HIST 405 to explore areas 
of interest that are not supported by regular course offerings.  They may develop a research project, 
conduct a series of directed readings in a field, or pursue historical field internships.  Students are 
allowed to complete up to 6 graded credits in HIST 405, though most professors assign 4 or fewer 
credits for a quarter’s work in this kind of course.  HIST 405, when taken for a letter grade, may be 
counted toward all applicable upper-division requirements for the major.  The teaching of HIST 405 
is voluntary:  professors who agree to direct a student’s work in such a course do not receive in-
load teaching credit.  Thus this kind of course depends on both the student’s ability to carry out 
independent work under the direction of a faculty member, as well as that faculty’s member’s 
willingness to volunteer his or her time. 
The History major also includes an Honors degree option for capable and highly motivated 
students.  Majors with a sustained GPA of 3.5 or better in their History Department courses may 
opt to work for Honors.  In addition to the GPA requirement, Honors students are required to 
complete a major research thesis. Recent examples have averaged 50 pages in length.  (Students 
pursing Honors in History sometimes take HIST 405 to earn credit for their research work.)  
Honors thesis work is supervised by a committee of three faculty members, a major advisor and two 
readers, who conduct a thesis defense when a student has completed a draft of his or her work.   
Students enroll in HIST 403 (thesis) for 2 P/NP credits during the term in which they will defend 
their theses.  Theses often begin life as a seminar paper, but students occasionally undertake 
completely new projects.  
Finally, while the major has no requirement that students pursue international educational 
experiences, the current Undergraduate Director strongly recommends that majors embrace this 
kind of educational opportunity whenever possible. Over the last decade, the University of Oregon 
has become one of the leading public universities in this area.  Students can choose from a large 
menu of overseas study programs in Europe, Latin America, Asia, Africa, and Oceania.  As noted 
above, history majors may fulfill their language requirement by successfully completing an overseas 
program.  But many of these programs provide students with opportunities to take other kinds of 
courses, including history courses.  Credits courses offered by these approved, affiliated overseas 
programs are considered by the UO to be “in residence.”  History fully accepts them toward the 
fulfillment of our requirements.  Thus a 300-level “History of Golden Age Spain” course taken in 
the Oviedo program would count as both as history before 1800 and as a Europe field course for 
the purposes of the history major. 
   •1.2 General and Service Education  
What roles, if any, do general education offerings and service courses to other disciplines play 
in the curriculum?  Describe the general education and/or service course offerings and briefly 
explain the rationale for these courses.  Describe any recent trends in these types of offerings, 
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including enrollment trends. 
Our department’s curriculum plays a number of roles at the University of Oregon.  Many of our 
history courses fulfill the UO’s general education requirements, such as the Social Science portion 
of the Group Requirements.  Most of our lower-division courses, as well as a significant number of 
our 300-level courses, are accepted as group-satisfying credits.  Many of our courses, including 
some 400-level courses, fulfill the UO’s Multicultural Requirement to take courses in two of three 
areas:  American Cultures, Identity and Pluralism, or International Cultures.  There has been a slight 
increase in the number of History Department courses fulfilling these general education 
requirements since they were adopted, an increase resulting from our faculty’s development of new 
courses and, in some cases, revision of existing courses.   
Enrollment in history courses that fulfill the UO’s general education requirements has been 
consistent and strong.  Most fill to capacity, which is true of almost all of the department’s courses, 
regardless of their general educational status. These courses also serve as significant recruiting 
grounds for prospective history majors.  A few examples of enrollments in our surveys provide an 
idea of the numbers involved: 
 
Course   Average Enrollment, 1996-2007 Total Enrollments, 1996-2007 
 
HIST 101 (W. Civ)  193     2,119 
HIST 105 (World)  168     1,849 
HIST 202 (U.S.)  178     1,962 
HIST 250 (Af.-Am.)  110     1,231 
HIST 382 (Latin Am.)  140     1,559    
  
History Department courses also fulfill course requirements in multi-disciplinary studies programs, 
such as Asian Studies, European Studies, International Studies, and Latin American Studies.  
Individual history courses have also been cross-listed in other departments and programs, including 
Women’s and Gender Studies, Judaic Studies, and Religious Studies.  Some of our courses are 
prerequisites for overseas programs (the IUSI Querétaro program requires students to have 
completed at least one term of the HIST 380 series of courses, for instance).  Overall, students from 
a wide variety of units benefit from our curriculum. 
 
   •1.3 Interdisciplinary and International Components 
Describe the extent of the unitʼs participation in interdisciplinary courses or curricula and the 
rationale for the development of and participation in these courses or curricula.  Describe any 
components that provide international experiences for majors. 
In general, the department does not allow courses taken in other departments and programs to count 
toward the requirements for the major.  However, a small number of courses taught in other 
disciplines are regularly cross-listed for history credit, when they are taught by one of our own 
faculty or by a historian employed in another unit.  Thus, certain historical courses offered in 
Women’s and Gender Studies, Judaic Studies, Religious Studies, Humanities, Classics, the Honors 
College, Romance Languages, and even Physics (history of science courses team-taught by a 
member of our department and a physicist) have been accepted for credit toward the history major.  
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Many of our own courses are inherently interdisciplinary in terms of their approach and content.  
As in the profession at large, our teaching has broadened from an older focus on political and 
institutional history to examine issues of gender, race, class, ethnicity, and culture.  It is not 
uncommon for members of the history department to assign novels, plays, travel literature, 
ethnographies, and other non-standard kinds of texts, as well as to use film and images to support 
historical narratives and analysis.  These interdisciplinary components of our curriculum provide 
breadth, depth, and intellectual excitement to the study of history.   
   •1.4  Use of Technology 
Describe the extent to which technology is being used to deliver the undergraduate curriculum.  
Comment on the use of class management technology (i.e., Blackboard) in the undergraduate 
curriculum.  Identify all courses that are delivered predominantly or exclusively via distance 
learning.  Discuss any plans to increase or decrease the use of technology and/or distance 
learning. 
The University of Oregon has been actively encouraging faculty to adopt instructional technology 
in the classroom.  It has supported this goal by providing informational and training workshops, as 
well as modest fellowships for enhancing instructional technology skills, and by installing 
sophisticated equipment in most classrooms.  The department and its faculty are responding in a 
variety of ways.  We have a rich and informative website providing information about our programs, 
courses, and faculty.  More of us are using technology in the classroom, including using Power 
Point to support our lectures and presenting online resources in class.  Many faculty construct their 
own course websites, or use the Blackboard system made available by the university.  The 
department has a standing Technology Committee to oversee the department’s policy in this area.  
Apart from our participation in the programs of the Bend campus, which incorporate some distance 
learning (see below, section III.D.2.0), History currently does not deliver any courses electronically 
to non-resident students. 
 
2.0 Student Characteristics 
   •2.1  Number of Students and Enrollment Patterns   
Discuss trends over the past 10 years (or since the time of the last review) in the numbers of 
students within the program and degree options.  Discuss enrollment patterns such as 
enrollment at different levels of the curriculum, enrollment in individualized study and other 
specialized courses, and whether or not students are customarily enrolled for summer as well as 
other quarters. 
Since 1995-1996 the number of history majors has increased dramatically, rising from 242 to a 
current total of 481 (the latter is the most recent number available from university sources), for an 
increase of 99%--in other words, the number of history majors has doubled in just over a decade.  
This increase testifies to our success and effectiveness as an undergraduate teaching department, 
particularly because we have achieved this while maintaining the emphasis on writing in our course 
offerings.  At the same time, it has also put a strain on our program, since the number of majors to 
be taught and advised has grown so dramatically while the size of our faculty has remained roughly 
constant.  Student credit hours have also risen, though at a slower pace:  from 21,159 in in 1995-
1996 to 24, 651 in 2005-2006, for an increase of 17%.  The proportion of lower-division to upper-
division credit hours has remained roughly constant, with around 40% of our credit hours delivered 
at the lower-division level. 
   •2.2  Demographic Data 
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Describe the demographic characteristics (including gender, age, race/ethnicity) of 
undergraduate majors.  Highlight any characteristics on which majors in the area may differ from 
the University as whole (e.g., higher percentage of non-traditional students) 
Diversity is an issue within the body of our majors, as it is as for the university at large.  Over the 
past ten years the vast majority of majors have self-identified as “white” or “Caucasian,” and the 
proportion of those who do so has remained steady at around 85%.  This means that history majors 
are ethnically less diverse than all social science majors, where the most recent corresponding figure 
is 75%.  The proportion of women among history majors has remained roughly constant over the 
past decade, at around 38%-40%.  This makes us somewhat less balanced than the UO social 
sciences division as a whole, where women represent 47% of all majors.   However, our gender 
balance is more representative if we look at degrees granted and take our peer institutions as 
comparators.  In 2004-2005 we awarded 42% of our bachelor’s degrees to women, a proportion 
which was identical with our peer comparators.  (These institutions, selected by the university, are 
listed in the statistical material appended to this report.)  By comparison with those peers, 
significantly fewer of our bachelor’s degrees went to members of ethnic minorities (7% vs. 18%).  
This most likely reflects the relatively lower degree of diversity in the UO undergraduate population 
at large, by comparison with those peers. 
   •2.3  Diversity Initiatives 
Describe and comment on the extent and quality of the unitʼs efforts to attract, retain, and 
graduate members of traditionally underrepresented groups. 
History has recently submitted a proposal as part of the university’s formulation of a diversity plan.  
(A copy of our proposal is appended to this report).  We do not have the staff or the funding to 
allow for aggressive recruitment of majors from under-represented groups, either on campus or off.  
This problem was among those we considered when we discussed our proposal for the diversity 
plan.  Our consensus was that the single most important measure we can take, and one that is partly 
within our own control, would be to strive to increase the diversity of our faculty.   
   •2.4  Academic Quality 
Discuss data available on the academic characteristics of majors within the program including 
entry test scores (e.g., SAT), average entering GPA, GPA at graduation, and if applicable, 
placement test scores (or comparable metrics for performance-based disciplines). Compare 
these characteristics to those of closely related departments, and the university as a whole.  
Also include a discussion of trends over time and any other indicators collected by the unit. 
Over the period 1998-2006 (using the earliest and most recent data provided to us), there appears to 
be a clear upward trend in both the mean SAT verbal scores and high school GPAs of freshmen 
who have enrolled as declared History majors.  (The same trends are more pronounced among 
transfer students.)  Our mean SAT verbal scores are clearly above those of freshmen entering in the 
social sciences as a whole (611 vs. 580), although the high school GPAs of our entering majors are 
slightly lower (3.39 vs. 3.45). 
   •2.5  Graduation Patterns 
Describe trends in the number of degrees and the length of time required for degree completion 
since the time of the last review or within the last 10 years.  What are the approximate attrition 
rates from the major?  Compare these indicators to those in closely related departments and the 
University as a whole.  
Time to completion of a degree in History has been slightly lower than in the social sciences, the 
college, or the university since 2003-2004 (History:  4.5 - 4.8 years, vs. 4.9 years for the other 
units).  Retention rates for the major are high (mid-80%s to low-90%s) and have fluctuated slightly, 
for the most part with the same range as those of the social sciences.  One notable figure is the 
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relatively lower percentage of seniors retained in the most recent year of data (2005-2006), when 
the our figures for seniors remained in the recent range while those for the social sciences, the 
college, and the university all rose.  It is too soon to tell whether this represents a trend. 
3.0  Academic Support Staffing 
   •3.1  Teaching 

What proportion of courses at each level (e.g. lower division, upper division) are taught by 
tenure track faculty, adjuncts, instructors, and/or graduate teaching assistants?  If non-
instructional staff has responsibility for delivering some elements of the curriculum, describe the 
nature of their involvement and the rationale for this practice.  How are decisions regarding 
course assignments made? 
With very few exceptions, tenured and tenure-track members of our faculty teach our lower- and 
upper-division courses.  This means that students enrolled in even our entry-level introductory 
courses may well find a full professor at the podium.  Regular faculty may also take on one 
discussion section in the courses they are teaching.  The majority of these discussion sections are 
taught by Graduate Teaching Fellows (GTFs), who in almost all cases are graduate students in our 
department.  (We occasionally look outside the department for GTFs, in programs such as Asian 
Studies; this was rare until recently, and has become necessary somewhat more often as the number 
of students in our graduate program has gone down.)  The department regularly employs one 
Senior Instructor (Dracobly), who is a fully qualified research scholar with a Ph.D.  He teaches a 
regular menu of lower- and upper-division courses (see section III, “Faculty”).  The department 
has sometimes employed adjunct faculty, who are required to be holders of history Ph.D.s.  Our 
employment of adjuncts has declined over the past four years, largely due to budgetary constraints.  
Currently, the our remaining adjunct appointments are either regular agreements with other 
programs (one course in American Jewish history, shared with Judaic Studies) or emergency 
appointments.  This trend was reinforced by our commitment to regularize Dracobly’s appointment 
as Senior Instructor.  (For the previous several years, he had regularly been teaching a substantial 
course load each year as an adjunct.) Graduate students in the History Department teach 
independent courses during the regular academic year only in rare and exceptional circumstances.  
We allow advanced Ph.D. students to offer a few courses during summer session.  
The figures are quite striking:  a far higher proportion of our courses is taught by tenured and 
tenure track faculty than in the social sciences or the College of Arts and Sciences as a whole.  For 
2005-2006, the figure for lower-division courses was around 80% for History, compared with 60% 
in the social sciences and a mere 43% in CAS.  In the same year, for upper-division courses, the 
pattern holds:  again, 80% in History vs. only 59% in the social sciences and 57% in CAS.  This is 
a remarkable difference.  The preponderance of tenured and tenure-track faculty as classroom 
teachers is one of the distinctive strengths of our program.  Of course, this strength also has costs:  
the department could expand its course offerings (or, possibly, make more time for faculty 
research) if we were to allow advanced graduate students to teach lower-division courses on a 
regular basis.  Many social science departments at the university have chosen this path under 
pressure to increase enrollments and decrease costs.  Our instructional approach is conscious and 
deliberate, and based on our beliefs about the quality of undergraduate instruction.  We believe that 
the quality of undergraduate education is enhanced when students are taught by active research 
scholars. 
Faculty members volunteer to teach introductory surveys in their own fields and in world history.  
Each year they are asked to propose a list of courses they wish to teach in the coming academic 
year to the associate department head.  Faculty are not normally assigned to specific courses by 
either the department head or associate head, but rather have the primary responsibility of offering 
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classes supporting our responsibilities to majors and our general education students.  One sub-
group, the European historians, meets each year to coordinate course offerings for the coming year.  
These voluntary mechanisms have worked smoothly for us. 
   •3.2  Advising and Other Services 
Who provides academic advising to undergraduates?  Does the faculty or other staff serve in 
additional roles, such as mentor, internship supervisor, other?  How are decisions made 
regarding the assignment of academic advisors and service in other roles? 
The Director of Undergraduate Studies (at present, Prof. Robert Haskett) oversees the department’s 
advising and deals with all general issues.  He is assisted by specialist staff member in the 
department office (currently Sharon Fipps) as well as by a roster of undergraduate volunteer Peer 
Advisors.  He is responsible for assigning all majors to individual history faculty advisors.  In turn, 
all members of the department are assigned a list of undergraduate majors whom they advise. 
4.0  Assessment and Reflection  
   •4.1 Quality of the Undergraduate Curriculum 
What procedures does the unit use to evaluate a) the quality of undergraduate courses and 
degree programs; b) the progress of individual students toward a degree; and c) the long-term 
effectiveness of the program?  Describe the results of these assessments.  How satisfied is the 
unit with the breadth and quality of the various parts of the curriculum?  Describe the ways in 
which issues such as the development of critical thinking, communications skills (written and 
spoken), cross-cultural awareness, and/or individual-based research and learning have been 
addressed.  Discuss how grade inflation has been dealt with in the unitʼs undergraduate 
courses.  Highlight any areas of specialization and/or features of the unitʼs undergraduate 
programs that make them distinctive or unique. 
The History Department collectively maintains high standards for its course offerings and 
requirements.  Alongside our commitment to having our courses taught by regular faculty, 
History’s distinctive identity as an undergraduate program in the social sciences is defined by its 
commitment to require our students to do substantial writing.  Students are required to complete 
challenging reading and writing assignments, including papers and essay-style examinations, in all 
of our courses, including lower-division surveys.  Professors teaching at every level assign papers 
and essay-style examinations.  All majors must complete a research paper in a HIST 407 seminar in 
order to graduate.  Our goal is to encourage the development of a capacity for critical thinking and 
analysis in our students.  
Student evaluations of courses, which are mandatory, are one means by which individual faculty as 
well as the department as a whole can assess the strengths and weaknesses of our curriculum and 
teaching.  These evaluations include both numerical and written components.  We also conduct peer 
reviews of instruction, based on class visits, on a number of regular occasions:  annually for junior 
faculty; for purposes of promotion and tenure; and as part of post-tenure reviews.  Deficiencies are 
discussed with the department head.  The faculty has a strong record of taking seriously any 
criticisms and suggestions related to classroom instruction and of making necessary adjustments. 
The success of our majors is measured by several exit requirements for the degree:  the minimum 
GPA in history courses, which is higher than the basic University of Oregon exit GPA; the 
fulfillment of the credit and course requirements, as described above; and the successful completion 
of a research project in HIST 407.  This last exit requirement is the culmination of the department’s 
commitment to educate majors in the art of historical analysis.  Students in these small enrollment 
seminars (capped at 15 or fewer students) read, analyze, and collectively discuss historical literature 
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related to the general theme of the course.  At the same time they are asked to develop their own 
independent research projects under the direction of the faculty member.  Students are expected to 
base as much of their research as possible in primary source materials.  These research projects 
usually result in papers averaging between 20-25 pages in length, exclusive of notes and 
bibliography. 
The department’s overall GPA for courses at every level closely tracks that of the university at large 
(see the data in Appendix D).  Two differences from the university’s pattern stand out.  First, in 
courses from the 100- to the 300-level, significantly fewer students earn A or A-minus grades in 
History courses than they do in the university at large.  (However, a higher proportion earns Bs, 
which explains why the GPAs track so closely.)  Second, the proportion of 400-level courses taken 
on a P/F basis is much lower in History than in the university as a whole.  This is almost certainly 
because students must take these courses for grades if they are to count toward fulfilling the 
requirements of the major.  
   •4.2 Curriculum Changes 
What significant changes have taken place in course offerings and degree programs over the 
past five years?  Explain the rationale for these changes and their relation, if any, to recent 
trends and developments in the field, to ongoing assessments of student learning and the 
curriculum, and/or to trends in the placement of graduates.  Are there desirable changes in the 
undergraduate curriculum that have not been accomplished? What has prevented the 
implementation of these changes?  What changes, if any, are being considered or planned for 
the next 3-5 years. 
The requirements for the history major have been stable over the last seven years or so, and we 
currently plan no major changes.  The only significant change in our requirements was to increase 
the scope of geographical distribution in coursework we require of our majors, a step we took in 
2001.  Within these parameters, however, we continually renew and revise our course offerings.  
History faculty collectively devote enormous time and energy to their undergraduate courses.  Most 
members of the faculty regularly update and/or revise their courses to reflect new approaches and 
knowledge in their fields.  They regularly teach new, experimental courses under the generic course 
numbers HIST 399 or HIST 410 (these courses are counted for all relevant major requirements). 
Eventually, these new or substantially revised courses become the basis for formal new course 
proposals and become part of the department’s regularly-offered curriculum.   
During the last few years, however, we have become increasingly frustrated by the extra-
departmental process for approving new courses.  After having passed departmental scrutiny, new 
course proposals are subject to two further levels of review by college- and university-level 
curriculum committees.  In recent years, these committees have become far more intrusive.  
Unhappily, they have begun to micromanage new course proposals to such an extent that some 
faculty have seriously considered withdrawing new courses proposal from consideration, since they 
can teach the same content under the generic numbers mentioned above.  We have consulted with 
our colleagues in other departments, and it is clear that the problem is widespread, and by no means 
restricted to History.  Many of our faculty feel that this practice is part of a larger trend to infringe 
departments’ control over their curricula.  The problem is significant, as it could tend to discourage 
curricular innovation. 
   •4.3  Quality of Instruction and Advising 
What procedures are used to judge the quality of instruction and academic advising within the 
undergraduate curriculum (e.g. course evaluations, classroom visitations, post-graduation 
surveys of students, etc.)?  Discuss the results of these assessments.  Comment on how this 
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unit compares to similar departments and the University as a whole. 
The procedures for conducting student course evaluations are described in the section II.A.4.1, 
above.  Procedures for supervising the quality of GTF instruction are described in the section of 
this report on the graduate program, below.   
Student satisfaction with History’s undergraduate offerings is high.  The electronic version of the 
spreadsheets containing the institutionally-provided data for this report makes it possible to 
compare History’s overall numerical scores with those of other units, including all of the other 
major social science departments:  Anthropology, Economics, Geography, Political Science, and 
Sociology.  The standard evaluation poses two summary questions about overall satisfaction with 
the course and the instructor, asking for students to rank these on a 10-point scale.  A comparison 
shows that in virtually all cases History receives the highest mean scores on both questions, and for 
both lower-division and upper-division courses.  For 2005-2006, out of twenty comparisons, 
History’s score is lower in only one case, and in three cases other departments’ courses or 
instructors received the same mean score as History’s.  In the remaining sixteen comparisons, 
History’s scores were higher.  These data confirm History’s general reputation as an excellent 
teaching department. 
A note about the data:  the social science divisional means provided in the data set must be 
erroneous, since the figures are higher than those of any of the individual departments. 
   •4.4  Student Learning 
Describe what the graduates of your programs should know and be able to do when they leave 
the university.  How does the unit assess the extent to which students have met these 
expectations?  Include a discussion of any department-specific indicators that have been 
developed (e.g. exit exams or blind reading of senior essays) as well as university-provided 
indicators of the quality of the graduates.  
Undergraduates who graduate with a major in History will have received an education that gives 
them both a knowledge of history and a set of skills that will enhance their ability to pursue a 
variety of careers and to act as citizens.  We require them to study history predominantly in our 
more demanding upper-division courses, and to acquire both geographical and chronological 
breadth.  They should be able to evaluate evidence critically, through exposure to primary sources 
documents.  They should therefore also be able to make critical evaluations of arguments based on 
evidence.  They must demonstrate the skills necessary to research and write the seminary paper we 
require of all majors.  We test these skills in our upper-division courses and in the HIST 407 
seminar they take to satisfy our degree requirements. 
   •4.5  Student Satisfaction 
What steps does the unit take to assess graduating studentsʼ perceptions of the quality of their 
experiences?  What are the results of these assessments?  Have any changes been made in 
the undergraduate program based on these measures? 
See the previous sections for our evaluation procedures and results.  While we cannot point to any 
programmatic changes based on these evaluations, individual faculty do take the numerical and 
written evaluations of their courses seriously and incorporate the lessons learned from such 
feedback when teaching future courses. 
   •4.6  Postgraduate Placements 
Describe any data available on the postgraduate academic and career placement of students.  
Are there specific trends in these placements?  Does the unit assist in the placement of 
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graduates?  To what extent are alumni, visiting committees, or advisory boards involved in 
evaluating the quality of the unitʼs graduates in the work place?  
As a department we are very interested in the futures of our students.  We write letters of 
recommendation for graduating seniors who are applying to law school, to secondary educational 
programs, to history graduate programs, and to other programs such as the Peace Corps.  While the 
department of does not have the resources to track students after they leave us, the UO Foundation 
and Alumni Association generously provided us with information about the careers pursued by its 
members who are former history majors.  The sample size is small and respondents are self-
selecting, so the results should be read with caution.   Nevertheless, the range of career choices 
proves to be quite diverse, suggesting that it may in fact be roughly representative of the career 
paths pursued by our graduating majors.  Professions reported by alumni ran the range from 
middle/secondary teachers (such as a social studies teacher employed by Irvington High School), 
through museum and library work (such as a former history major who now works for the U.S. 
Holocaust Memorial Museum or another who is a development officer for central Oregon’s High 
Desert Museum), government service (like another history degree holder who is now a Special 
Assistant and Legislative Liaison for the State of Alaska), the law, the clergy, sports (a golf 
professional and two coaches), the military, and business (a Vice President at Haines Central 
Oregon Distributing, and a Marketing Manager for Microsoft).   The breakdown is as follows: 
Education 
Teaching, Middle/Secondary:  28 
Teaching, Preschool/Elementary:   1 
Administration, Middle/Secondary: 3 
Coaching, Middle/Secondary Level:   1 
Teaching, College/University:  8 
Administration, College/University:   3 
Coaching, University Level:   1 
Graduate Student: 3 
Museum/Library:   6 
Subtotal: 54 
Business and Professional Careers  
Business:   71 
Self-Employed/Consultant:   7 
Journalism:   2 
Television/Media:     2 
Subtotal: 82 
Other Career Paths 
Law:  14 
Government Service:   7 
U.S. Military:   2 
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Clergy:   2 
Union Organizer:  2 
Non-Profits:   2 
Medicine:   1 
Veterinary Medicine:   1 
Firefighter:     1 
Subtotal:  32 
Total: 168 
This survey suggests that while what might be called a typical career for history majors—teaching 
or education-related work—is indeed common, graduates working in the business sector, law, 
government service, or other non-academic fields may actually represent the majority of careers.  
History majors can thus pursue any career to which they apply themselves, particularly those in 
which analytical skills, an ability to organize information, to write clearly, and to do research are 
desirable. 

B.  Graduate programs 
NOTE:  In this section, we felt that the goal of a thorough and effective report on our graduate 
programs would be better served by employing a somewhat different set of headings than those 
suggested by the standard guidelines for the report.  However, our presentation covers the essential 
topics set out in those guidelines.  For reference, we include the text of those questions at the end of 
this section. 
Program Overview 
The History Department offers both M.A. and Ph.D. degrees. The M.A. program aims to train 
students to write research papers and articles of high quality. To gain an M.A., students must 
complete a minimum of 45 graduate credits (at least 30 in History) and meet certain other 
requirements.  The department requires that a three-course sequence (HIST 612/613/614) be taken 
in the first year. The first course is an introduction to recent trends in the writing of history; in the 
next two, each student produces a lengthy research paper, supervised by two faculty members 
(her/his own advisor and a faculty member who is assigned to both HIST 613 and 614). One 
additional graduate-level seminar or colloquium (HIST 507, 607, 508, 608) must be taken before 
graduation. All M.A. students must pass an examination in at least one foreign language, but 
advisors may, and often do, require advisees to demonstrate competence in more than one foreign 
language. In the second year of study, our M.A. students spend most of their time on research and 
writing. They have the option of producing a Masters thesis or two article-length research papers.  
The doctoral program has a limited number of course requirements. In theory, doctoral students 
must complete the HIST 612/613/614 sequence. In practice, since most entering doctoral students 
have already produced an M.A. thesis, they are usually excused from taking HIST 613/614, but are 
asked to enroll in HIST 612. Doctoral students must also complete at least two additional graduate-
level colloquia or seminars and take three courses in their minor field of study. The department 
does not require doctoral students to complete a fixed number of credit hours in History in order to 
graduate, but the graduate school does have various credit requirements that must be observed: 
students must be continuously enrolled, taking a minimum of three credits each quarter; at some 
point in their degree programs, they must devote three consecutive quarters to full-time, in-residence 
study (and take at least nine credit hours per quarter); and they must take a minimum of 18 hours of 
dissertation credit. The department’s foreign language requirements for Ph.D. students mirror 
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those for M.A. students—that is, competence in at least one foreign language is required of all, but 
advisors often require proficiency in more than one language. 
Beyond meeting the requirements discussed above, doctoral students are expected to demonstrate 
knowledge of the bibliography and major historical trends in both a major and minor field. The 
minor field requirement involves not only the completion of three courses but also the production of 
either a course syllabus or bibliographic/historiographic essay in that field. Doctoral students must 
also complete a major field syllabus project and be examined on the syllabus in an oral 
examination. Then, approximately a quarter after defending the major field syllabus, doctoral 
students take an oral examination in the major field. When all those requirements are met, the 
students are advanced to candidacy. But one final requirement must be met before students can 
begin to work full time on their dissertations—a dissertation prospectus requirement, which should 
ideally be completed by the end of the term following advancement to candidacy. 
Until recently, we did not admit students with a B.A. directly to our doctoral program, and that 
remains the rule.  In 2003, the department introduced a direct B.A.-Ph.D. degree track, intended for 
extremely qualified students who have not yet received an M.A. in History. Such students are 
offered admission and five years of departmental funding as they pursue both an M.A. and Ph.D. 
degree. Two B.A.-Ph.D.  students entered the program in the 2004-2005 academic year, one in the 
next year, and two in the current year.  
A director of graduate studies (DGS), appointed for a three-year term, is charged with administering 
the program. The director oversees two committees: a graduate admissions committee composed of 
four faculty members (including the DGS) and a graduate policy committee composed of three 
faculty members (again including the director). A member of the office staff who holds the title of 
Graduate Coordinator assists the DGS. However, that staff member has other responsibilities and is 
able to devote only about fifty percent of her time to the graduate program. 
Funding 
Most of our graduate students are supported by graduate teaching fellowships. Except when they 
are granted a leave of absence (to do research, for example) or are awarded one of a small number 
of university fellowships, graduate teaching fellows (GTFs) are required to teach in the fall, winter, 
and spring quarters of every academic year. In most cases, they assist in the teaching of large 
survey courses. In courses that include discussion sections, GTFs oversee two of those sections, 
each of approximately 25 students. In courses without such sections, GTFs assist professors in 
grading examinations and papers. (They are responsible for the grading of up to 85 students.) The 
department takes teaching seriously and devotes a considerable amount of time to training our 
GTFs. In a week-long orientation program for new graduate students, several sessions are devoted 
to teaching, and a follow-up session, convened by a senior graduate student, is held about half-way 
through the first semester. Professors are expected to meet at least once a week with the GTFs 
assigned to their courses to discuss the readings to be covered in discussion sections and to receive 
guidance about grading papers and examinations. Over to course of a quarter, professors also visit 
one or more discussion sections of every graduate student they supervise, and at the end of the 
quarter they file reports on their teaching. 
For the past decade or so, the central administration’s allocation to the History Department for GTF 
support has covered the expenses of approximately 18 full-time graduate teaching fellowships. The 
fellowships include a tuition waiver, assorted benefits (including health insurance), and an 
academic-year stipend of $10,000-$11,000. (The exact amounts are specified in a contract 
negotiated biennially by the university administration and the Graduate Teaching Fellows 
Federation (GTFF), the organization representing the GTFs; the level of support increases in three 
steps depending on a student’s degree status.)  Over the same period, the department has, out of its 
own budget, provided support for 2-3 additional GTFs each year.  We also pay our GTFs more 
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than the amount established by the collective bargaining agreement between the university and the 
GTFF.  We give each of the department’s GTFs a stipend supplement of 6% above the 
contractually stipulated figures. M.A. students receive GTF support for a maximum of two years. 
Ph.D. students receive full support for three years and can apply for an additional year of support at 
a somewhat lower stipend level (and, in exchange, do less teaching). As mentioned above, students 
on the B.A.-Ph.D. track receive 5 years of full GTF support. 
The department has two graduate student prizes, which are awarded annually at commencement, the 
Turner and Lang Fellowships.  They are supported by private donations, and provide modest 
financial awards. 
The level of university funding for the History Department’s graduate instruction is inadequate. It 
limits the size of the program. (And in so doing, it also limits our undergraduate enrollments.)  We 
enroll, on average, only ten graduate students each year for the simple reason that the amount of 
money available does not allow us to enroll more. (Nowadays, graduate students—especially good 
ones—will rarely enroll in a program that does not provide them with funding.) The inadequacy of 
funding also has a negative effect on our efforts to recruit topflight applicants, particularly doctoral 
students, since our support packages are not comparable to those of institutions with whom we 
compete in the academic marketplace. Among History departments in AAU universities, one can 
observe three basic types of support packages. Among elite private institutions, top students receive 
academic-year stipends in the range of $21,000-24,000 and summer awards of several thousand 
dollars more; in exchange, they have to do nothing more than focus on their studies. Many state 
universities and some privates offer hybrid packages, combining teaching assistantships in some 
years with full (“free-ride”) scholarships in others (typically, in the first year of doctoral work, 
when students are getting acclimated to graduate study, and the last, when they are writing their 
dissertations). The University of Oregon finds itself in the third tier, relying almost exclusively on a 
compensation package that requires students to work in exchange for their stipends, which are 
about half as generous as those offered by tier-one institutions.  
One qualification needs to be added. The department is somewhat better able to compete for 
students in East Asian history than in other fields, due to the fact that the university has recently 
become a Title VI Center in East Asian Studies. As a result, each year a total of 6 FLAS awards 
(which provide a stipend of $15,000 for the academic year and require no teaching) are distributed 
to graduate students around the university. Two students in the History Department currently hold 
these awards, which are renewable (although renewal is not assured). 
Student Recruitment 
The department’s admissions committee oversees the admissions process. In making decisions on 
admissions, the committee relies on a variety of indicators. GRE scores, GPAs, TOEFL results, and 
other quantitative measures are taken seriously, as are letters of recommendation, evidence of 
language training, and writing samples.  The department requires that all candidates submit a 
statement of purpose as well as a formal paper, ideally one that provides an indication of the 
candidate’s research skills and ability to analyze and synthesize. In all stages of the admissions 
process, but especially in the final one, those writing samples are carefully scrutinized.   
Over the past decade, the department has struggled with the issue of how to attract first-rate 
graduate students. The struggle was extremely challenging in the period 1998-2001, when the pool 
of applicants was small:  an average of 70 students. More recently the pool size has grown 
considerably, a development that is almost certainly related to the striking increase in the number of 
History majors in U.S. colleges and universities. (See Perspectives, October 2006, 12-13.)  Hence, 
for the period 2002-2007, an average of 110 students applied to the graduate program, and in two of 
the last three years, the totals were 130 and 127.  
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Such a significant expansion of the pool size does not automatically translate into a yield of better 
students, however. By most quantitative measures, the quality of applicants granted admission to the 
program has improved.  For the four-year period 1999-2002, admitted students had an average 
verbal GRE score of 616 and an average quantitative GRE score of 574. For the following five–year 
period, the average verbal score increased to 626 and the average quantitative score to 640.  (For the 
past three years, the averages were 639 and 652.) Still, data on admitted students are not the same 
thing as data on enrolled students. One constant over time has been our failure to recruit many of 
the best-qualified students in our pool. We lose them to better-endowed, often more prestigious 
institutions that offer much more attractive funding packages, and we invariably wind up giving a 
sizable number of our graduate teaching fellowships to students who are on our waiting list. 
Quantitative measures provide suggestive evidence about that recurrent phenomenon. In 2004, for 
example, the average verbal GRE for admitted students was 627; that for students who actually 
enrolled was 624. Quantitative GRE scores dropped off from 600 for admitted students to 567 for 
enrolled ones. In 2005, the drop-off was even more dramatic: verbal scores fell from 632 to 596, 
and quantitative scores from 623 to 559. Thus, despite a doubling in the number of applications to 
our graduate program, the quality of our students has not necessarily improved. Other graduate 
programs have been the principal beneficiaries of the enlarged applicant pool. 
For the past two years, concerned about this “drop-off” phenomenon, the department has adopted 
the practice of limiting the number of our admission offers. In effect, we only admit students with 
genuinely outstanding credentials. Last year, the approach yielded an entering class of seven very 
strong students. The average verbal GRE score of the group was 652, and the average quantitative 
score was 636. We are hopeful that we will achieve equally satisfactory results in the current round 
of admissions. One potential danger with the approach is that we may not recruit enough students 
to fill the available GTF slots. But we are willing to take the risk.  
Student Characteristics 
Enrollment patterns have changed considerably in recent years. In the 1970s and 1980s, most of the 
students enrolled in the graduate program specialized in U.S. and European history. By the late 
1990s, due in part to the changing composition of the faculty and in part to changing trends in the 
field at large, the number of applicants and enrollees in European history began to decline 
dramatically and those in Asian history and, to a lesser extent, Latin American history began to 
increase. The last nine entering classes (those from the 1998-99 academic year up to the present 
one) included a total of 98 students. Of that number, 51 focused on US history, 23 on European 
history, 18 on Asian history, and 6 on Latin American history. More recent data perhaps provide an 
indication of the future direction of developments. In the department’s current round of admissions, 
25 students have received offers of admissions, 9 in U.S. history, 4 in European history, 10 in 
Asian history, and 2 in Latin American history.   
Over the past several years, two distinctive areas of strength have emerged in those parts of our 
program devoted to East Asian and U.S. Western history.  In East and Southeast Asia, the presence 
of five historians with international reputations and connections (and for a time a sixth, Dirlik, who 
has now retired) provides visibility that has increasingly enabled us to attract--and sometimes to 
recruit--excellent international students.  In the U.S. West field, our faculty’s particular focus on 
issues of race and gender goes back to the 1990s.  It enables us to distinguish the identity of our 
program from that of others in the region.  We have also continued to attract strong students in the 
European and Latin American fields, but in recent years East Asia and U.S. West have become our 
signature strengths.  
The demographic composition of the student body merits some comment. Out of the 98 students 
enrolled over the 9-year period, 53 are male and 45 female. Despite ongoing efforts to recruit an 
ethnically diverse student body (including a judicious use of “Fighting Fund Fellowships,” 
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supplementary awards offered by the Graduate School for the explicit purpose of promoting 
diversity), an overwhelming majority of the graduate student population (81 out of the 
aforementioned 98) have been Caucasians. The non-Caucasians include 14 Asians and 3 Hispanics. 
For the past decade, the department has attempted to increase the proportion of doctoral students in 
the graduate program. The results of the effort have not been entirely successful. Between 1998 and 
2006, out of the 98 students who entered the program, only 33 were Ph.D. students. There has been 
a slight increase in the proportion of doctoral students since 2002, and our hope is that the trend 
will continue. But one ongoing obstacle to success is our uncompetitive funding package. 
Curriculum  
Our graduate program’s curriculum is tailored to the small size of the program.  Around the time of 
our previous decennial program review, we undertook a major streamlining of the requirements for 
both degrees, and particularly the M.A. degree.  We replaced unnecessarily cumbersome hurdles 
with a system that would enable us to focus on our strength, which is the strong dedication of our 
faculty to supervising and mentoring graduate students on an individual basis.  We offer “readings 
and conference” courses, schedule extra weekly sessions of 400/500 courses for enrolled graduate 
students, oversee the development of syllabi (which are required of Ph.D. students), and read drafts 
of M.A. theses and Ph.D. dissertations.  We do all of this outside our normal teaching load. 
At the same time, our small size also creates problems, and one might say that our graduate program 
is ruled by the tyranny of small numbers. That tyranny affects our curricular offerings.  Over the 
past decade, the total number of students in the graduate program has hovered between 30 and 35. 
Of that total, at any given time, only about 20 are available to enroll in formal graduate classes (600-
level classes intended only for graduate students). The rest spend most of their time working on 
their theses and dissertations. But, in reality, given the requirements of our degree plans and the 
composition of our student body, in a given quarter at most 10 of our students might be able to take 
an elective graduate course, and frequently the number is smaller. Furthermore, given the additional 
fact that our students have different sub-fields of specialization, it is a formidable challenge to come 
up with a list of classes that might attract more than 3 of them—which is to say, 2 fewer students 
than we need to have in order to offer a graduate course. Realistically, the only graduate classes that 
can be assured of attracting 5 students are HIST 612, HIST 613, and HIST 614, the required first–
year sequence. 
Over the past decade, four different directors of graduate studies (McCole, Pascoe, Ostler, and 
May)  have wrestled with these realities.  Faculty members have developed courses intended to 
appeal to students in different History fields as well as other disciplines. Some of them have 
attracted 5 or more students; at least as many have attracted fewer than 5 and the classes have been 
cancelled. We have asked the graduate students for suggestions about courses. They make excellent 
suggestions, but when we ask them whether they would enroll, they are noncommittal, citing a 
variety of obligations. Our graduate students earn most of their graduate-level credits by taking 
400/500-level classes (advanced undergraduate/graduate courses, which have additional 
assignments for the graduate students who enroll) and reading and conference courses with 
professors.  Both types of coursework have value, but they do not provide the invaluable experience 
of a class designed specifically for graduate students.  The strength of our program lies in the 
individual faculty-student mentoring that our small size facilitates.  However, this virtue has its 
costs.  Finding a way to provide more seminar experiences remains a high priority for the 
department. 
The graduate policy committee has developed a new curriculum model that attempts to address 
these problems. Some of the suggested changes are radical, involving, among other things, the 
elimination of HIST 613 and 614. The department will begin considering the proposal during 
spring term this year. 
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For all our graduate students, training in research is primarily the responsibility of advisors and, in 
some cases, co-advisors. The training takes place both in formal classes (e.g., HIST 613/614) and 
in reading and conference sessions. While we make an effort to expose our students to a wide 
range of approaches, we also operate on the belief that students in each particular sub-field usually 
need special knowledge (linguistic, methodological, bibliographic, etc.) that can best be imparted by 
our resident sub-field  specialists.  The department has an internally-funded annual award for 
excellence in graduate student teaching, the Kirker Prize, which is presented at commencement. 
Assessing Student Performance and Departmental Performance 
One of the principal responsibilities of the DGS is to oversee the progress of the M.A. and Ph.D. 
students. He or she must monitor their work in HIST 612/613/614 by consulting regularly with the 
instructors of those courses, and must also confer with advisors. Instructors of History courses are 
expected to provide written evaluations of all History graduate students enrolled in them, and these 
are furnished to the DGS. The DGS also writes an annual performance review of each student, 
assessing progress toward degree. If any problems become apparent during the course of the year, 
the DGS meets with the student.  
Invariably, a few students encounter serious problems. Sometimes the problems can be overcome, 
sometimes not. Since 1998, the attrition rate among graduate students in the department has been in 
the range of 10-15%. About half of the students who leave are M.A. students, and about half are 
Ph.D. students. Attrition has been somewhat higher in the past three years. Two M.A. students 
resigned after doing poorly in the HIST 612-14 sequence. Another M.A. student was offered direct 
admission into the University of Wisconsin’s Ph.D. program and decided to leave. Finally, last 
year, three Ph.D. students left the department along with their advisor. The advisor opted for early 
retirement when he learned that the university had not renewed his endowed chair and counseled his 
students to transfer other institutions. 
Over the years, student satisfaction with the program has been relatively high.  Understandably, 
students grumble occasionally about the low level of funding, the amount of time they must devote 
to teaching, and the scarcity of 600-level classes. Since 2003, the graduate school has conducted 
annual exit surveys of graduate students who have completed their degrees to gauge their views of 
the graduate school experience. The surveys for 2003, 2004, and 2005 indicated considerable 
satisfaction with the department. In 2003, 91% of the graduates gave a high rating to the 
department; in 2004, 88%; and in 2005, 100%. The results for 2006 were disturbingly low: only 
50% of the graduates gave the department a high rating. But those results were undoubtedly 
affected by the disgruntlement and, ultimately, the departure of the aforementioned professor and 
reflect his graduate students’ evaluations. 
Over the past five years, we have an excellent record of getting our M.A. students to complete their 
degrees on schedule.  This success is largely the result of two reforms:  our streamlining of 
requirements, and our progress in attracting students who, on average, are better than they were at 
the time of our last review.  We also have an excellent record of placing many of these students in 
very good Ph.D. programs elsewhere (UCLA, UC Santa Cruz, Michigan, and Northwestern, to 
name four recent examples) with top-level packages of financial support.   
Ph.D. students typically take six years or more to get their doctoral degrees. (Since the B.A.-Ph.D. 
track was only recently introduced, we don’t have data on the amount of time the students in it 
spend in completing the program. But up to now, two of them have finished the M.A. part of it in 
two years and were also able to make some begin work on the doctoral requirements during that 
period.) One reason that our doctoral students take so long to finish is that the departmental 
requirements are stiff. The question of whether they should be streamlined will be part of our 
upcoming departmental discussion of the graduate curriculum. A second is that their teaching 
responsibilities, which are demanding and which they face every term, slow down their progress. A 
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third is that, like graduate students at most doctoral programs in History, they find it increasingly 
difficult to find funding to enable them to do their research, which often requires them to travel to 
archives in distant countries. A fourth is that we—the department and the university—don’t provide 
them with enough financial support.  
The department has taken measures to address these problems.  Given the limited means at our 
disposal, we have made real progress.  One measure, begun three years ago, was to extend the 
amount of time that doctoral students could potentially receive support from the department from 
three to four years. Doctoral students are not guaranteed that additional support (which includes a 
tuition waiver, health benefits, and a stipend set at 62.5 % of a normal GTF stipend); they must 
submit an application. But, up to now, we have given it to every student who is making satisfactory 
progress toward completion. A second policy change has related to research funding. Recognizing 
that many accomplished students may not receive one of the relatively limited number of major 
government- or foundation-sponsored research awards that are available (Fulbright, SSRC, etc.), we 
decided to set aside, annually, a pool of $8,000-$12,000 for the explicit purpose of financing 
doctoral research projects. Again, the funding is not guaranteed; students must submit applications. 
We have already held two competitions, and have awarded a total of $17,000 to seven doctoral 
students.    
One measure of the strength of our program within the university is our doctoral students’ success 
in winning internal fellowships.  The most important of these is the UO Graduate School’s 
Doctoral Research Fellowship.  It is a dissertation completion grant, which provides a very small 
number of exceptional students a year of support, free of obligations, for the final year of their 
work.  Each department may put forward the name of one student.  We had a remarkable streak of 
six consecutive awards, running from 1996-2001 (Easley, McElderry, Rawson, Goodlett, Pebworth, 
Cermak (declined)), and in 2005 another of our students (McKenzie) won the award.   
Our placement rate for doctoral students is fairly good. With only a few exceptions, our students 
have found academic jobs. Peter Bogue is professor of history at the University of Colorado; Brett 
Walker, a leading historian of Japan, teaches at Montana State; Eric Cunningham, another historian 
of Japan, is assistant professor at Gonzaga. On the whole, our students secure employment at solid 
second-rung schools—Beloit College (McKenzie), Auburn, and branch campuses of large state 
universities including Washington State (Easley) and Montana State (Duncan). Several have non-
tenure track appointments, sometimes by choice. One very talented U.S. historian left a tenure-track 
job in Canada, choosing instead to teach part-time at several schools in the Portland area.  Another 
talented recent Ph.D. combines an administrative post at the University of Oregon with part-time 
teaching at the Bend campus. We expect even better things from the students on our B.A.-Ph.D. 
track, who are, in our view, truly exceptional. 
Assessment, Reflection, and Needs 
Our graduate program does many things very well.  Our faculty’s dedication to individual 
mentoring, the recent successes of our M.A. program, the distinguished accomplishments of many 
of our doctoral candidates, and the emergence of East Asia and U.S. West as concentrations of 
strength all place us in a position to build a larger program of a higher quality.   
To do this, the department’s graduate program requires a considerably higher level of funding. To 
be competitive with second-tier AAU graduate programs, we need to be able to offer packages of 
support for doctoral students comparable to those of other institutions. We should also aim to 
increase the size of the graduate student body. It is clear that the current applicant pool is large 
enough to justify such an expansion. It is also clear that the benefits of expansion would be 
considerable. We would be able to provide our students with a much better curriculum.   
An enlarged graduate program would doubtless play a more central role in departmental affairs. As 
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things now stand, we have a department of about 25 faculty members and a graduate student body 
of about 30. Only half of those faculty members currently serve as advisors of graduate students.  
Those faculty who do not serve as advisors work with our graduate students in other capacities.  
However, we must continue to look for ways to involve more of our faculty directly in the graduate 
program. 
One of our major concerns is the fact that the enhancements to graduate funding we have been able 
to provide are not based on dependable sources.  As explained above, we create at least two extra 
GTF positions each year; we supplement the salaries of our GTFs by 6% above the contractual 
amounts; and we have created an annual fund of $8,000-12,000 to support doctoral research.  
Funds for these purposes come from a combination of sources:  savings from faculty leaves, 
summer session proceeds, and private donations.  We are committed to continuing these initiatives, 
but our ability to do so needs to be placed on a more secure basis. 
[B. Graduate Programs 
 
1.0   Description and Rationale for the Curriculum 
 
1.1  Masters:  Describe the masterʼs degree curriculum including the total number of required 
credits and credit distribution among various fields or subfields.  If more than one option or 
specialization track is available, list the options or tracks and their curricula separately (use 
attached Appendix A format for this purpose).  Note any required research experience (or 
performance or creative activity) such as a thesis, terminal project, internship, or other 
experiences outside the classroom.  Indicate any associated professional certification or 
licensure requirements.  Include any additional information concerning curricula emphasis which 
would aid in characterizing this program as practice or research oriented.  If there is substantial 
dependence on some other unit or program, comment on this relationship.  Finally, explain the 
rationale for the structure and sequence of the curriculum for the masterʼs degree, including any 
prerequisites or proficiency requirements.  
 
1.2  Doctoral:  Describe the doctoral curriculum, including the total number of required credits 
and credit distribution among various fields or subfields.  If more than one option or 
specialization is available, list the options or tracks and their curricula separately (use attached 
Appendix A).  Indicate whether the masterʼs degree is usually completed before proceeding to 
the doctoral degree program and explain any differences in requirements between students 
entering with or without a masterʼs degree.  Explain the rationale for the structure and sequence 
of the doctoral curriculum, including any prerequisites or proficiency requirements.  Describe all 
requirements for advancement to candidacy (e.g., written examinations, oral examinations, 
required papers, proposals), including recommended or required deadlines for completing each 
component.   
 
1.3  Instructional Relationships to Other Programs:  Describe how graduate instruction and 
research, performance, and/or creative activity in this unit relate to other programs 
(undergraduate, graduate, professional, postdoctoral) within the unit, in other University units, or 
with other OUS institutions.  What is the rationale for these relationships? Identify other 
programs where students frequently take minor fields of study or other program options in the 
unit.  Describe the extent of the unitʼs participation in interdisciplinary programs at the graduate 
level.  List any courses in the program that are requirements, prerequisites, or frequently 
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recommended for students in graduate degree programs outside this unit. 
 
1.4  Research Participation:  What types of formalized research training do graduate students 
receive before they begin work on their theses or dissertations?  Describe the nature and extent 
of this training, how it differs for masters and doctoral students, and the rationale for the specific 
nature of this training.  If any of these training experiences are not a part of the regular 
curriculum, how are these experiences supported and how are students selected for them? 
 
1.5  Teaching Preparation:  How is the development of graduate studentsʼ teaching abilities 
addressed by the program?  What types of teaching experiences do graduate students have 
during their program, and what percentages of the students get those experiences?  Describe 
any awards or other types of support for graduate studentsʼ teaching. 
 
1.6  Funding:  Describe the stipend support packages available for graduate students and the 
number of each type of appointment (teaching and research assistantships, fellowships, 
traineeships) available annually.  Describe the procedures used to allocate the support and any 
information as to how the level and type of student support compares to that offered by closely 
related units, the university as a whole, and comparator universities. 
 
2.0 Student characteristics  
 
2.1  Number of students and Enrollment Patterns:  Discuss trends over the past 10 years (or 
since the time of the last review) in the numbers of students within each segment of the 
graduate programs.  Discuss enrollment patterns such as enrollment at different levels of the 
curriculum, full-time and part-time ratios, and the extent to which students are customarily 
enrolled for summer as well as other quarters.  What is the optimal size of the graduate program 
at each level (Masters, Doctoral)?  If the current program differs from the optimal size, how does 
the unit plan to move toward that goal? 
 
2.2  Demographic Data:  Describe the demographic characteristics (including age, gender, 
race/ethnicity) of graduate students.  Highlight any characteristics on which graduate students in 
this unit may differ from graduate students in other units within University. 
 
2.3  Diversity Initiatives:  Describe and comment on the extent and quality of the unitʼs efforts to 
attract, retain, and graduate members of traditionally underrepresented groups.  Discuss any 
initiatives that focus on international students, or providing international experiences for enrolled 
students. 
 
2.4  Academic Quality: Discuss data available on the academic characteristics of graduate 
students applying to, and accepted by, graduate programs in this unit (separate these data by 
Masters vs. Doctoral if appropriate).  Include information on criteria used to make admissions 
decisions (e.g., entry test scores, average entering G.P.A., placement test scores, portfolio, 
audition).  Include data on applicants, students offered admission, and those who accept, 
including measures of selectivity and yield. Compare these characteristics to those of similar 
departments and the university as a whole.  Also include a discussion of trends over time and 
any additional indicators collected by the unit. 
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2.5  Graduation Patterns: Describe trends in the number of degrees and the length of time 
required for degree completion at each level of the graduate program since the time of the last 
review or within the last 10 years.  What are the approximate attrition rates from each portion of 
the graduate program?  For the doctoral program, what percentages of students successfully 
reached advancement within four years, and what percentages completed the degree within 
seven years?  Compare these indicators to those for closely related departments and the 
University as a whole. 
 
3.0  Academic and Support Staffing  
 
3.1  Teaching: What proportions of courses in each segment of the graduate program are taught 
by each of the following: tenure track faculty, adjuncts, and instructors?  How do these 
proportions compare to those for other similar units within the university?  If non-instructional 
staff shares responsibility for delivering the curriculum, describe the nature their role and the 
rationale for this practice.  If graduate teaching assistants are involved in teaching any graduate 
courses, describe the nature of that involvement and the rationale for this practice.  How are 
decisions regarding course assignments made?   
 
3.2  Advising and Mentoring: How are advisors assigned to graduate students and what is the 
advisor/advisee ratio at the graduate level?  What is the role of the advisor in the unit?  Describe 
the nature of any workload adjustments that the unit makes for faculty service on dissertation or 
thesis committees? 
 
4.0 Assessment and Reflection 
 
4.1  Quality of the Graduate Curriculum: What procedures are used to evaluate a) the quality of 
graduate courses, mentorship, and advising; b) the progress of individual students toward a 
degree; and c) the long-term effectiveness of the program?  Describe the results of these 
assessments. How satisfied is the unit with the breadth and quality of the various parts of the 
graduate curriculum?  What proportion of the graduate curriculum consists of courses that 
contain only graduate students (i.e., 600 level)?  If a significant proportion of courses are not 
graduate-only (i.e., 400/500 courses), describe what requirements are added to these courses 
to assure that graduate level training is taking place.  Describe the ways in which issues such as 
time toward degree, attrition, involvement in research, and job placement have been addressed.  
Identify any areas of specialization and/or features of the unitʼs graduate programs that make 
them distinctive or unique. 
 
4.2  Curriculum changes:  What significant changes have taken place in the graduate 
program(s) over the past five years?  Explain the rationale for these changes and their relation, 
if any, to recent trends and developments in the field, to ongoing assessments of student 
learning and the curriculum, and/or to trends in the placement of graduates.  Are there desirable 
changes in the graduate curriculum that have not been accomplished? What has prevented the 
implementation of these changes?  What changes, if any, are being considered or planned for 
the next 3-5 years. 
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4.3  Quality of Instruction and Advising: What procedures are used to judge the quality of 
instruction and academic advising within the graduate curriculum?  Discuss the results of these 
assessments. 
 
4.4  Student Learning:  What outcomes are expected for students at each stage of the graduate 
program and how does the unit assess the extent to which students have met these 
expectations?  Include a discussion of any departmental specific indicators that have been 
developed (e.g. exit exams or blind reading of comprehensives).  To what degree have 
graduate students published research (or presented creative work) before graduation? 
 
4.5  Student Satisfaction:  How satisfied are graduating students with the quality of their 
experiences?  How do these measures compare with data from similar units and from the 
university as a whole? 
 
4.6  Postgraduate placements:  Provide data on the placement of graduate students over the 
last 5 years.  How does the unit assist in the placement of its graduates? To what extent are 
alumni, visiting committees, or advisory boards involved in evaluating the quality of graduates in 
the work place?] 
 
III.  FACULTY 
This section should describe and reflect on the quality and adequacy of academic staffing within 
the unit.  As an attachment to the self-study narrative, units must provide an alphabetic list of 
faculty members, their ranks, and the number of masters and doctoral committees they have 
headed and/or served on during the past five years.  Current curriculum vitae (CV) for each 
tenure-track faculty member should follow the text and all appendices.  Also include CV for 
instructors, adjunct faculty, and any others (e.g. emeriti, participating or courtesy faculty) who 
regularly teach for the unit. 
A.  Numbers and Status 
1.0  Size and Composition 
Describe the size and composition of the unitʼs faculty in terms of ranks and areas of 
specialization within the discipline.  To what extent are non-tenure track (e.g. visiting, part-time, 
adjunct) faculty a part of the unitʼs programs?  Do faculty members from other university units 
serve important roles within the unit?  What is the typical duration of involvement for non-tenure 
track faculty in their roles?  Describe the rationale for the unitʼs staffing plan. 
The department currently has 26 full-time tenure-related faculty.  Of these, there are 9 tenured full 
professors:  Dennis (Colonial America; American Indian History; Environmental History), 
Goodman (Modern China), Haskett (Latin America, Mexico, Meso-American Ethnohistory), 
Maddex (nineteenth century United States, Civil War), May (Southeast Asian history, history of 
U.S. foreign relations, and Chicano history), McGowen (Modern Britain and India), Mohr (U.S. 
medical and legal history, Civil War and Reconstruction, 19th Century Social Policy), Nicols 
(Ancient Rome), and Ostler (U.S. West, Native American); 15 tenured associate professors:  
Aguirre (modern Latin America), Asim (premodern China), Fair (Africa), Goble (Japan, East Asia to 
1600), Hanes (Modern Japan), Herman (twentieth-century U.S., social and intellectual), Hessler 
(Russia and USSR), Kimball (Russia), Luebke (early modern Europe, Germany, Holocaust), 
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McCole (European intellectual, cultural and social, twentieth-century Europe), McNeely (early 
modern Europe, comparative and world history), Pascoe (U.S. West, gender, race), Pope (U.S. 
business and economic), Sheridan (France, European economic), Summers (U.S., African-
American); 2 tenure-track assistant professors:  Rowe (early modern Spain and Mediterranean), 
Wolverton (medieval Europe).  We currently have no vacancies, but two departures are virtually 
certain (Fair, Summers).  In terms of geographical specialization, 8 faculty are in U.S history, 10 in 
European (including antiquity), 5 in East and Southeast Asia (in addition, one Europeanist 
(McGowen) who teaches a modern India course), 2 in Latin American, and 1 in African.   In 
addition, we have 1 senior instructor:  Dracobly (modern Europe, history of war) with a regular 
.67 appointment (European and military history).  His contract is formally subject to regular 
renewal, but his strong teaching record creates a presumption in favor of doing so.  One of our 
positions is a chair supported by an endowed fund:  the Beekman Chair of Northwest and Pacific 
History, held by Associate Professor Peggy Pascoe.  A fund for a second chair, dedicated to the 
history of the U.S. West, is currently being endowed by contributions from a single private donor; 
we are probably within five years of being able to conduct a search.  Professor James Mohr holds a 
College of Arts and Sciences Distinguished Professorship. 
Other faculty who regularly teach in History include associate professor Elizabeth Reis (U.S 
women’s history; gender and sexuality) whose appointment we share with Women’s and Gender 
Studies; History provides her “tenure home,” and she regularly teaches two courses per year in 
History.  Bob Bussell, who is Director of the UO Labor Education and Research Center, also has a 
tenure home in History.  He teaches one course per year in the department.   Historians with 
positions in the Clark Honors College have the status of non-voting participating faculty in our 
department.  They have the option of teaching one course per year in History, but seldom do so due 
to their obligations to the Honors College.  The only true adjunct appointment that we regularly 
make is Bill Toll, under an agreement with the Judaic Studies Program to share the cost of offering 
one course on American Jewish History each year.  With this exception, History does not regularly 
employ adjunct faculty or other non-tenure track faculty as instructors.  This practice makes us 
unusual in the social sciences division, the college, and the university at large.  It represents a 
principled commitment, which the department has discussed and reaffirmed in the recent past, to 
make regular faculty responsible for virtually all classroom instruction apart from discussion 
sections.  (See above, section II.A.3.1.) 
2.0 Recruitment, Retention, Tenure, and Promotion 
Describe the rates at which the unit has successfully recruited its top choices for new faculty 
over the last 10 years (or since the last review).  Where have new faculty received their training 
and/or been employed prior to coming to the UO?  Describe the unitʼs record of retaining faculty, 
and discuss any plans or strategies for continuing or improving on this record.  Provide data on 
the success rates (successful vs. tried, and time to promotion) for junior faculty receiving tenure 
and/or tenure and promotion, as well as the rates for faculty being promoted to full professor. 
History has made 9 hires in the past decade.  Of these, 8 were our first choices, and one was a close 
second choice.  The faculty, their doctoral institutions, and the years they were hired were: Ellen 
Herman, Brandeis (1997), David Luebke, Yale (1997), Ian McNeely, University of Michigan 
(2000), Martin Summers, Rutgers (2000), Lisa Wolverton, Notre Dame (2000), Karl Appuhn, 
Northwestern (2001), Arif Dirlik, University of Rochester (2001, now retired), Ina Asim Würzburg 
University, Germany (2002), and Erin Rowe, Johns Hopkins (2005).  Those who were previously 
employed came to us from Harvard (Herman), Würzburg (Asim), Bennington College (Luebke), 
Duke (Dirlik), and Rutgers/Newark (Summers).  Two further hires came here from postdoctoral 
positions at the Harvard University’s Society of Fellows (McNeely, Wolverton).   
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Our record of retaining faculty is mixed.  We have had three successful retentions in response to 
outside offers:  Harvard University’s Committee on Degree in Social Studies (McCole), Brown 
University (Herman), and Rutgers/Newark (Summers).  We have lost two faculty to other 
institutions:   NYU (Appuhn), Michigan State (Fair), and are almost certain to lose another to 
Texas/Austin (Summers).   We are extremely vulnerable to outside offers for two reasons:  
resource constraints (low salaries and inadequate research funds), and the absence of an effective 
partner/spousal employment policy.  As a proactive retention policy, the university recently created a 
new Fund for Faculty Excellence, which provides salary enhancements to high-profile faculty who 
are considered at risk of being raided.  Of the 20 initial awards university-wide; History faculty won 
three, more than any other unit in the University.  History is justifiably proud of this recognition.  
However, by its nature this program cannot cover more than a few of our faculty whose 
accomplishments make them targets of outside recruitment. 
History’s assistant professors have been very successful in winning tenure and promotion.  Of 10 
cases that have gone forward since 1997, 9 were successful:  Aguirre, Asim, Fair, Hanes, Herman, 
Hessler, Luebke, McNeely, Summers), and the decision on the tenth was deferred for one year and 
is currently pending (Wolverton).  The latter case raised serious concerns among our faculty about 
the transparency, internal consistency, and fairness of tenure evaluations at the levels of review 
above the department.  Times to promotion have varied considerably due to hirings of candidates 
who began at Oregon with credit for teaching experience in tenure-related positions elsewhere.  
Within the past five years, five Associate Professors have been promoted to full rank (Dennis, 
Goodman, Haskett, McGowen, Ostler).  
3.0  Diversity 
How do the proportions of women and minority groups on the unitʼs faculty compare to the 
University as a whole, comparator institutions, and the field nationwide?  What specific plans 
and programs does the unit have in place to increase the proportions of traditionally 
underrepresented groups in the faculty and to support their professional development? 
The figure for the proportion of tenured women faculty in the department is somewhat below that of 
History Departments at our comparator institutions (in 2005-2006, 31% vs. 36%), although quite 
close to the proportion of tenured women at the UO (in 2005-2006, 30%).   For untenured women, 
the number of untenured faculty in our department is too small to provide reliable comparisons 
(both of our untenured members, Rowe and Wolverton, are women).  The department displays 
slightly less ethnic diversity among its tenured faculty (9% self-described as non-white) than the 
UO Social Sciences (10.5%), the College of Arts and Sciences (11%), or the UO as a whole (12%).  
More important than the small differences in these percentages is the small number (2) of tenured 
faculty describing themselves as non-white.  This means that the ethnic diversity of the faculty is 
highly sensitive to departures, and one departure (Summers) is virtually certain.  The same holds 
true of gender diversity:  small numbers of departures will have a large effect in percentage terms, 
and a large impact on our actual diversity.   
The department has filed a proposal for the University’s forthcoming Diversity Plan that outlines 
measures aimed at increasing the diversity of the faculty.  Among its specific suggestions are the 
following:  assertively pursuing a search to fill our vacancy in African-American history; creating a 
post-doctoral position in African-American history that would continue the department’s two-year 
experiment in appointing one-year visiting assistant professors with reduced courseloads in that 
field; extending this model to Latino/Chicano history, which would complement our department’s 
growing strengths in Latin American history, our strong ties with Latin American Studies, and our 
strengths in the history of race and ethnicity in the U.S. West; and pursuing cluster hires with other 
departments and programs.  Ethnic Studies, History, English, and Romance Languages are 
currently approaching the administration with a proposal for a cluster hire.  (The department’s 
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proposal for the diversity plan is included as an appendix to this report.)   
Earlier in this decade, an informal, self-organized working group of women faculty in our 
department examined and addressed issues of particular concern to women.  They found evidence 
of salary inequities at the assistant professor rank, and presented recommendations to the dean and 
department heads that resulted in positive changes. 
B.  Research and Scholarly Work 
1.0  Current Research 
Provide a brief description of notable and/or unique ongoing research, performance, or creative 
activity in the unit.  Describe three to five major accomplishments in this area over the past five 
years by faculty and/or graduate students. 
We are strongly committed to our role as a research faculty.  All of our members have ongoing 
research programs, and our departmental policies encourage and reward this research.  The 
following self-descriptions provide an overview of the topics of research interest being pursued by 
individual members of the department.  
Aguirre:  Social history of Peru and Latin America; history and legacy of slavery and racism; crime 
and punishment in historical perspective; political imprisonment and human rights 
Asim:  Chinese pre-modern history and material culture; focus on social history and archaeology of 
the Song and Ming dynasty; documents of unofficial historiography 
Dennis:  cultural and political history of colonial America and the U.S.; colonialism and Native 
history of early America; commemoration, public memory, and memorialization 
Fair:  gender and popular culture in early twentieth-century Zanzibar; social history of African 
women  
Goble:  medicine and society in pre-modern Japan; Buddhist and Chinese thought and culture in 
the East Asian macro-culture; dissemination and adoption of materia medica via the medical Silk 
Road; city and culture of Kamakura; medieval Japan 
Goodman:  social, cultural and intellectual history of Chinese modernity; gender; print culture; 
comparative colonialism; urban history 
Hanes:  modern Japanese urban history, with a focus on urban planning, urban policymaking, and 
the production and consumption of urban space; history of Osaka; comparative modern urban 
history 
Haskett:  Mesoamerican ethnohistory (precontact and colonial eras), with a particular focus on 
colonialism and historical philology through the analysis of Nahuatl-language records; the socio-
cultural impact of involuntary labor systems on indigenous communities; post-conquest Nahua 
thought; indigenous reception of Christianity 
Herman:  history of human science; norms and normalization; therapeutic culture; mental health, 
mental illness, and the state; child and family welfare 
Hessler:  Soviet cultural relations with Africa, Asia, and Latin America; consumption, trade, and 
black markets in the Soviet Union; social history; twentieth-century Europe 
Kimball:  political mobilization of a Russian "public" and the tsarist state’s relationship to it, 1844-
1914 
Luebke:  Reformation, Counter-Reformation, and confessionalization; popular culture in early 
modern Europe; political movements and cultures of communication in the pre-revolutionary era 
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Maddex:  southern Presbyterianism, 1837-1889: proslavery discipleship and its aftermath; former 
confederate leaders in national politics, 1870-1890 
May:  colonialism (internal and external); indigenous worldviews; asymmetric historical encounters; 
warfare 
McCole:  European intellectual cultures; history of social thought and cultural criticism; civil society 
in Germany; urban history and urban studies 
McGowen:  eighteenth-century British legal and cultural history, comparative history of 
punishment, the rise of humanitarianism 
McNeely:  global comparative history of institutions dedicated to the organization of knowledge; 
intellectuals and the design of institutions (academic, political, civic, medical) in early 
modern/modern Europe 
Mohr:  nineteenth-century U.S. political and social policy; Civil War and Reconstruction; U.S. 
medical and medico-legal policy; history of public health 
Nicols:  extra-legal and asymmetrical bonds that provide structure to any society (e.g. patronage, 
especially in a civic context); emerging interest in the intersection of culture and science, and how 
new scientific and counter-intuitive ideas affect and transform the cosmological consensus (e.g. 
heliocentric models and quantum mechanics) 
Ostler:  U.S. western expansion; Native American history; comparative history of genocide 
Pascoe:  the construction of race, gender, and sexuality in history and law; 20th-century U.S. West 
Pope:  history of advertising, marketing and consumer culture in the United States, late nineteenth 
century to the present; history of nuclear power, its advocates and its opponents; history of the 
American left 
Rowe:  cultural and political history of early modern Spain; the cult of the saints in premodern 
Europe; connected histories of Mediterranean peoples 
Sheridan:  European artisans through the era of industrialization; worker autobiography; French 
workers' associations and press; history of the idea of Europe; French political economy 
Summers:  African-American intellectual and cultural history; gender and masculinity; race and 
sexuality; race and mental illness; African diaspora 
Wolverton:  political, social, religious, intellectual, and economic history of the Czech Lands 
(Bohemia and Moravia) from the tenth to thirteenth centuries 
The following are highlights of recent research activity over the past several years.  While our 
members continue to pursue the traditional avenues of productivity through monographs and 
scholarly articles, we have chosen these projects because of the ways they link research to teaching 
and other forms of outreach. 
1. The Adoption History Project:  From 2001 to 2003, Ellen Herman was the recipient of a major 
research grant from the National Science Foundation, Program in Science and Technology Studies. 
Her research project addressed two related but distinct historical questions about science and social 
welfare in modern U.S. history. First, why did psychologists, behavioral geneticists, sociologists, 
and social workers insist that making adoption scientific was necessary to managing the risks of 
turning strangers into kin? Second, what basic questions about nature, nurture, and human 
development did studies of adoptive kinship answer? The NSF funds released Herman from half of 
her courses and created unusual training opportunities for two graduate students in the department, 
who worked closely with her over the entire two-year period of the grant. The first results of the 
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NSF grant included a website, The Adoption History Project (launched June 2003), and a number 
of journal articles and book chapters. The final product is a forthcoming book, Kinship by Design: 
Child Adoption in Modern America. 
2. The Death Penalty, Past and Present: Randall McGowen was awarded an NEH fellowship in 
2005 to work on a manuscript entitled “’Death for a Scrap of Paper’:  Forgery and Capital 
Punishment in England, 1700-1840.”  His book will use the history of forgery to investigate why 
England, in the first third of the nineteenth century, ceased to employ the death penalty for serious 
property offenses.  He argues that this under appreciated transition marked an important moment in 
the reform of the criminal law, and an even more significant chapter in the rise of humanitarian 
sensibility.  Forgery became a capital crime in the early eighteenth century, and it was the principal 
offense around which the controversy over the gallows took place after 1800.  A study of the 
treatment of the crime thus illustrates changing penal ideas and offers a way of measuring the 
impact of evolving notions of property.  The research has fed both ongoing publications and 
McGowen’s undergraduate teaching on the death penalty.  He won a UO Wayne Morse Vision 
Grant to support the teaching of his “Death Penalty in America” course, and has taught other 
courses on the history of the death penalty.  As a product of this work he has also collaborated with 
David Garland (NYU law school) and Michael Meranze (UCLA) to organize a conference in May, 
2007 at the NYU Law School on the death penalty in historical perspective. 
3.  The Mapping History Project:  Initiated ten years ago by Professors John Nicols and James 
Mohr, this ongoing project produces interactive modules that illustrate changes over time in ways 
that traditional static maps could not.  Each module addresses a single historical issue (the spread of 
slavery in the US, Romanization in the ancient world, patterns of European colonization in Africa, 
and so on).  Each module consists of an introduction, dynamic maps, charts, and graphs of various 
sorts (some require the student to move a time line; some offer interactive overlays; some use 
“flash” techniques to illustrate small but significant historical developments within larger changing 
patterns; some are simple before-and-after maps; and so forth), and a conclusion.  Mohr and Nicols 
see this project as an exploration in ways of bringing new scholarship to audiences it would not 
otherwise reach.  Many of the modules involve the integration of new research and older materials 
not easily available in other forms.  The URL for the project’s home page is 
http://mappinghistory.uoregon.edu/english/index.html.  The project is an ongoing one.  It has won 
support from the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation, the Norman Brown Family Fellowship 
Fund, the University of Oregon Educational Technology Fund, and the College of Arts and 
Sciences. 
4.  The “Colorful Lanterns at Shangyuan” CD Project:  Ina Asim has produced a digitized edition 
of an entire seventeenth-century Chinese handscroll, "Colorful Lanterns at Shangyuan."  The 
bilingual English/Chinese CD is part of a city portrait of the secondary Ming capital, Nanjing.  Her 
undertaking was driven by two questions.  First, how could a visual source of highly fragile material 
be made accessible and didactically readable for a wide audience interested in Chinese history and 
Chinese pre-modern material culture? And second, what medium would guarantee a high quality 
rendering of the painting's details as well as the availability of all explanatory texts in English and in 
Chinese, without incurring the extensive compromises that would be required by working with an 
academic publishing company? The CD shows the scroll in an electronically “washed” version 
that allows to study all details of the scroll in high resolution. Multiple objects depicted in the scroll 
are explained in pop-up tablets when touched by a cursor. In addition, explanatory background 
texts and maps are stored in pull-down menus. All texts are available in an audio version as well. 
The CD can be used in the classroom instruction and for individual study. It has received positive 
feedback from a wide audience and is used at Harvard, Columbia, UC San Diego, Ohio State, 
Würzburg University (Germany), and elsewhere. 
5.  Recent Book Prizes:  Three of our faculty’s recent books have won prizes.  James Mohr’s 
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Plague and Fire:  Battling Black Death and the 1900 Burning of Honolulu's Chinatown (Oxford 
University Press, 2004) received the Oregon Book Award for nonfiction, the Francis Fuller Victor 
Prize.  Jeff Ostler received the Caughey Prize of the Western History Association for The Plains 
Sioux and U.S. Colonialism from Lewis and Clark to Wounded Knee (Cambridge University 
Press, 2004).  Finally, Martin Summers received the American Historical Association's Pacific 
Coast Branch award for his book Manliness and Its Discontents: The Black Middle Class and the 
Transformation of Masculinity, 1900-1930 (University of North Carolina Press, 2004). 
2.0  Interdisciplinary Projects or Programs 
Describe interdisciplinary research projects or programs with other units on campus or with 
other universities or agencies.  How successful is the unit in developing and supporting these 
types of activities?  How important are these kinds of interdisciplinary relationships to faculty 
and graduate students in the unit?  What changes in this area, if any, are being considered or 
planned for the next 3-5 years. 
Our faculty has extensive commitments to interdisciplinary work in the College.   We frequently 
provide the leadership of many interdisciplinary programs.  In recent years historians have served 
as program heads in Asian Studies, the Center for Asian and Pacific Studies, Ethnic Studies, 
European Studies, German Studies, Humanities, Latin American Studies, Religious Studies, and 
Russian and East European Studies.  In addition to those assignments as department or program 
heads, our faculty have also served on the boards of those units and of others as well, including 
African Studies, Environmental Studies, European Studies, International Studies, and Judaic 
Studies.  One member of our department (Luebke) served a term as a voting member of the German 
and Scandinavian Department.  Many of our faculty also devote substantial teaching time to these 
programs, among them Laura Fair in African Studies; Ina Asim and Bryna Goodman in Asian 
Studies; Martin Summers in Ethnic Studies; George Sheridan and John McCole in European 
Studies; John Nicols, John McCole, and Matthew Dennis in Humanities; Julie Hessler in Russian 
and East European Studies; and Glenn May in Southeast Asian Studies.  The time our faculty 
spend directing and teaching in these many interdisciplinary programs makes significant demands 
on the department’s resources, and that is an important indication of our commitment to promoting 
them.  Some, though not all departmental faculty would like to see our graduate program do more to 
encourage, and perhaps require, coursework in other disciplines as a regular part of the graduate 
curriculum. 
3.0  Funding 
Describe and evaluate the level of internal and external funding for research or 
performance/creative activity for faculty in the unit.  Are the faculty and unit competing 
effectively for external support?  What are the unitʼs goals, if any, for internal and external 
research funding?  How does the unitʼs performance in this area compare to other similar units 
within the University, the University as a whole, and comparator departments at other 
universities.  
All faculty currently receive a total of $1500 annually in research and teaching funds from a 
combination of university and college contributions.  We make a number of departmental 
contributions in addition to this amount.  Our Travel Committee allocates funds to support travel to 
deliver papers at conferences.  It currently has an annual budget of $12,000, which enables us to 
subsidize all first requests up to $800 for domestic travel and $900 for international.  The College 
also provides an additional $350 to support travel to one international conference per year, though 
these funds are limited and allotted on a first-come, first-served basis.  The department has at its 
disposal research funds supported by two private endowments, the Brush and Endeavour 
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Fellowships.  Most recently, these have provided a total of three fellowships per year at $3000 each.  
Junior faculty receive summer research support from the university in their first summer.  All 
faculty are eligible to apply for such support in subsequent years of their appointment; these awards 
currently pay $4500.  The College of Arts and Sciences also has a Junior Professor Development 
grant that pays up to $1000 annually.  The Oregon Humanities Center provides two types of grants 
for faculty:  research fellowships, which provide a term free from teaching and an office at the 
center; and teaching fellowships, which provide a summer stipend to develop interdisciplinary 
course proposals related to the humanities.  The department regularly provides support to upgrade 
or replace faculty computers, with variable amounts of support from the college.  As of this year, we 
have a new policy that establishes a regular four-year replacement cycle, assuming the college can 
be counted on to provide half the funding.  Overall, while internal research funds are available, they 
are modest and their sources are fragmented.  The university’s financial support for research is 
limited, and is not adequate to our needs as a research department. 
Graduate student research funding is available through a variety of sources.  The department 
recently made a commitment to provide an annual fund of from $8000-$12,000 to support 
dissertation research; these funds are awarded competitively.  The Oregon Humanities Center 
awards graduate fellowships that provide $750 in thesis or dissertation support plus an office for a 
term.  The Graduate School awards a small number of Doctoral Research Fellowships intended to 
support the final year of writing.  Our students have a good record of success in winning these 
fellowships (for details, see above, section II.B., “Assessing Student Performance and 
Departmental Performance.”) 
It is difficult to make effective comparisons of our effectiveness in winning grant support, given the 
relatively low levels of such support for historians.  The NEH (Goodman, McGowen, Luebke) and 
NSF grants (Herman) won by our faculty suggest that we can compete effectively.   
4.0  Transfer of Knowledge 
 The Mapping History Project:  The UO has signed formal license agreements for the use of 
the Mapping History” project’s modules (usually at no cost) to at least twenty academic units here 
and abroad.  (For more details on this project see above, section III.B.1.0.) A three-year lease with 
Longman Publishers, which was negotiated through the Office of Technology Transfer, allowed the 
UO to recoup its investment in the project.  Other funds from these agreements have gone to 
support student assistants working on the project.  According to Joe St. Sauver, who maintained the 
UO academic website for most of the period under review, the Mapping History project has 
consistently been one of the most often “hit” sites associated with the UO.  While the project has 
not been a major producer of income, it has managed to repay some of the investment involved.  
Moreover, it has used technology transfer to broaden the educational contribution of the UO 
History Department to a national and international audience.   
 The Adoption History Project:  Ellen Herman was approached by the CEO of a commercial 
online website, adoption.com, with an offer to purchase her Adoption History Project website for 
incorporation into his own, which she declined. 
C.  Teaching 
1.0 Teaching Load and Distribution 
Describe how the teaching loads of faculty within the unit are determined, including the number 
and level of courses.  Does the pattern of teaching assignments differ among members of the 
unit and if so, what are those differences and what is the rationale for this distribution? 
The normal teaching load for all members of the department is five quarter courses per academic 
year.  Individual course releases are given for purposes specified in the department’s course release 
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policy (for example, one course release for major departmental administrative responsibilities such 
as associate head, graduate director, and undergraduate director; one course release for each of the 
first two years of teaching world history, a particularly demanding assignment; and one course in a 
term following a sabbatical).  None of these represent permanent reductions in the teaching load.   
Each winter term, all faculty are asked to submit a proposed schedule for the following year’s 
teaching.  The associate department head, in consultation with the department head, makes sure that 
teaching assignments are reasonable and equitable in light of our obligation to meet the needs of 
many sorts of students:  general education students, history majors and minors, and graduate 
students.  Responsibility for lower-division surveys is shared by faculty at all ranks.  We rotate this 
responsibility informally, and for the most part voluntarily.   One regional group, the Europeanists, 
meets to plan offerings and ensure coverage of large courses and seminars for the coming year.  
The department head and the associate head, who arranges course scheduling, are responsible for 
monitoring equity in assigning survey, upper-division, and small course teaching. 
2.0 Teaching Support 
How does the unit support and reward the development of quality teaching?  To what extent 
have faculty, GTFs, and other instructional staff used these mechanisms and what have been 
the results? 
We do a variety of things to support and reward excellence in teaching.  First, evaluations of 
teaching are a factor in all our reviews, including annual reviews of tenure-track faculty, promotion 
and tenure reviews, and post-tenure reviews.  These include both quantitative and qualitative student 
evaluations as well as peer visits by departmental colleagues, who provide written reports.  Second, 
we provide a targeted incentive to maintain direct contact with lower-division undergraduates by 
providing one half-course release for teaching a section of a survey course in which one is 
lecturing.  Third, we encourage diversification of offerings by giving one course release for each of 
the first two years that a survey course in the world history sequence is offered.  Fourth, we have a 
long-standing departmental practice of not requiring new junior faculty to teach large surveys until 
they develop confidence in the classroom by teaching smaller, upper-division classes closer to their 
specialties.  Conversely, our tenured faculty shoulder the responsibility for survey teaching.  Fifth, 
we encourage and support applications to University funds that promote innovative teaching, and 
our faculty have been successful in winning them from a variety of sources.  Some examples:  
Bryna Goodman won a Williams Council Grant for her course on Modern China in Film; Alex 
Dracobly has recently been awarded a Williams Council grant to develop his lecture course on the 
history of modern war; Randy McGowen has received a Wayne Morse Vision Grant to support his 
work on courses on the history of the death penalty; and Ellen Herman received an Oregon 
Humanities Center grant to develop a course on the history of childhood, which is now part of our 
curriculum.  Sixth, we provide teacher training as part of the required orientation for incoming 
graduate students.  Seventh, we reward superior GTFs with the annual Kirker award at 
commencement.  Eighth, we regularly nominate our faculty for university teaching awards.  Three 
of our current faculty have won the Ersted Award, the most prestigious teaching award for 
untenured faculty at the UO:  Elizabeth Reis (2004, joint appointment with Women’s and Gender 
Studies), Carlos Aguirre (2002), and George Sheridan (1986).  Daniel Pope is a past winner of the 
university’s Burlington-Northern Distinguished Teaching Award for tenured faculty, predecessor 
to the current Herman award (1989). 
D.  Service 
1.0 Community Service 
Describe the extent to which the unitʼs professional expertise is made available to the 
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community, state, and nation through lectures, concerts, service to governmental boards, 
scientific/professional associations, or any other means.  Evaluate the quality of this service and 
indicate how it contributes to the unitʼs instructional and/or research programs? 
Members of the History Department make extensive service contributions beyond the campus.  At 
the local, state, and regional level, our faculty participate in a large variety of both regular and 
occasional activities.  The full record can be read in the attached faculty cvs, but the following 
examples may give an idea of the range of our commitments.  Some members devote time to giving 
outreach talks at public libraries around the state; others serve as consultants for such varied entities 
as regional museums and university projects to foster creative high school curricula.  Nationally, 
one of our colleagues recently served as a consultant for the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Museum.  
Two colleagues make regular appearances on radio broadcasts devoted to historical and regional 
subjects.  One serves on the Oregon Judicial Department’s citizen review board for foster care and 
juvenile justice, a task which is related to her research interests.  The department has no organized 
forums of its own to promote outreach and community service; rather, individual members respond 
generously with their time. 
 
Even more extensive is our faculty’s service to the profession on a national and regional level.  
They play leadership roles on the boards of numerous national organizations, including the 
American Association for the History of Medicine (Mohr), the North American Conference on 
British Studies (McGowen), the History of Science Society (Herman), Frühe Neuzeit 
Interdisziplinär (Luebke), the Coordinating Council for Women in History (Pascoe), and the 
Western Conference of the Association for Asian Studies (Hanes).  They also serve on program 
committees of various regional and national organizations, including the American Historical 
Association, the Berkshire Conference of Women Historians, and many others.  Finally, they serve 
and have served on the editorial boards of important professional journals including Central 
European History (Luebke), Isis (Herman), Bulletin of the History of Medicine (Mohr), Journal of 
Policy History (Mohr), the Journal of Asian Studies (Goodman), Western Historical Quarterly, 
Pacific Historical Review, American Studies (Pascoe), Hispanic American Historical Review and A 
Contracorriente (Aguirre).  Peggy Pascoe is among the co-editors of American Crossroads, the 
University of California Press’s important series in Ethnic Studies.  In addition, our members serve 
as referees for scholarly journals and university presses, as well as for promotion and tenure 
reviews. 
Finally, the department has an extensive and distinguished record of service to the university.  To 
name just a few prominent recent examples, David Luebke and Randy McGowen have served terms 
on the Dean’s Advisory Committee, the body which advises the Dean of Arts and Sciences on 
promotion and tenure cases; and Ellen Herman has served on the Faculty Personnel Committee, 
which performs the same function at the university level, advising the Provost.  Matt Dennis has 
recently played prominent roles on the Provost Search Committee that led to the appointment of a 
new provost this year; on the Faculty Advisory Council which provides direct advice to the 
University President; on the President’s Working Group that produced the current working 
document for the university’s diversity plan; and on the University Senate’s Executive Committee.  
George Sheridan served a term as the university’s Vice Provost for International Affairs.  Bob 
Haskett has served as chair of the Foreign Studies Programs Committee and on the search 
committee for the Vice Provost for International Affairs and Outreach.  These examples give a good 
idea of our faculty’s involvement in key matters of university governance. 
2.0  Continuing or Executive/Professional Education 
To what extent is the unit involved in offering continuing education and professional 
development courses or programs?  List any courses offered through continuing education.  
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Describe any courses or programs designed for professional or executive education.  Identify 
any of these courses or programs that are offered in locations other than the Eugene campus, 
or via distance technology.  Describe any changes that are being considered or planned for the 
next 3-5 years. 
History as a department does not participate in continuing education programs.  However, the 
University of Oregon is a partner institution at the Oregon State University-Cascades Campus in 
Bend, Oregon and in that setting we take part in an off-campus program.  A member of our 
department, John Nicols, held the initial position of Director, Division of Humanities for the Central 
Oregon Programs.  The Bend program offers courses that enable students to earn a UO History 
minor.  UO upper-division History courses have been offered at the OSU-Cascades Campus since 
the inaugural academic year in 2001-2002.  Upper-division history courses have been delivered 
both on-site and via live, two-way IP videoconferencing by a variety of regular and contract faculty.  
From our department, there have been two participants:  Kevin Hatfield, a recent UO Ph.D., began 
offering three courses annually in American West, Pacific Northwest, and Environmental History in 
Winter Term, 2004.  To support the establishment of the History minor at Bend in 2005, Hatfield 
also began delivering the History 407 Seminar biennially in Spring term 2005.  Professor John 
Nicols has also taught several courses via IP videoconferencing in Ancient Greece and Rome as 
well as in special studies.  Since 2005 a cohort of students has been pursuing a History minor in 
Bend.  Three Central Oregon Students have also fulfilled the History major requirements by 
moving or commuting to Eugene for their final term or terms.   
3.0  Consulting 
Not applicable. 
E.  Assessment and Evaluation 
1.0  Evaluation Criteria 
Describe how (and how often) the unit evaluates the quality of its faculty in teaching; research, 
performance, and/or creative activity; and service.  How are the results of these evaluations 
used by the unit?   Attach a copy of the standards for promotion and tenure that have been 
developed with the approval of the appropriate Dean and the Provost.  Attach a copy of the 
standards used for post-tenure review.  Provide a copy of any other standards or forms used to 
evaluate teaching, research/performance or service. 
Faculty at all ranks receive regular evaluations.  University policy requires faculty to conduct 
student evaluations of all of their courses, with quantitative and qualitative dimensions.  Summaries 
of quantitative scores are made available online; quantitative scores, and all signed qualitative 
evaluations, become part of the faculty member’s personnel file.  Junior faculty are reviewed by the 
department head annually until promotion.  In the third year of their appointment, a faculty 
committee conducts a major evaluation of their progress toward tenure; renewal of contract for a 
further three years is contingent upon satisfactory progress.  Tenured faculty receive post-tenure 
reviews every three years.  Third-year reviews are conducted by the department head; sixth-year 
reviews are conducted by an elected committee of tenured faculty and the department head.  In the 
case of sixth-year reviews for full professors, modest salary increases are awarded for satisfactory 
or excellent performance.  Details of policies on faculty reviews, including the department’s 
promotion and tenure standards, can be found in an appendix to this report. 
2.0  Assessment 
Provide a brief overview of the quality of the research, teaching, and service of faculty in the 
unit.  How do assessments of faculty teaching compare to similar departments and to the 
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University as a whole?  Highlight any areas in which faculty have provided exemplary service to 
the university, the discipline, the public.  How does the research, performance or creative 
activity in the unit compare nationally or internationally to research in the discipline?  Describe 
any external rankings of the unit.  What are the unitʼs goals for faculty in the research/creative 
activity area.   
History’s faculty have established a strong, impressive record in the area of research.  All of our 
members have active research programs.  Our record of publication in the traditional formats of 
scholarly monographs and articles is vigorous, and the recent book prizes won by several of our 
faculty provide evidence of the attention this work has attracted.  Several of our faculty have won 
grants from first-rank national agencies in recent years (NEH, NSF).  And as the projects outlined 
in section III.B.1.0 above demonstrate, we have also been finding creative ways to communicate the 
results of scholarly research to larger audiences.   
In the area of teaching, History has established a deservedly high reputation as an undergraduate 
teaching department.  Quantitative student evaluations show that at both the lower and upper 
division, our mean scores are higher than those of all the other major social science departments--
Anthropology, Economics, Geography, Political Science, and Sociology.  (Important note:  the data 
for the social science divisional mean scores in the appendix to this report are clearly flawed.  The 
electronic file for the data makes it possible to view the scores for all social science departments, 
and when examined it turns out that the mean score for the division is higher than that of any of the 
departments.)  We have made a firm commitment to the quality of instruction, as demonstrated by 
our emphasis on writing, our seminar requirement for all majors, and our commitment to having 
regular faculty teach the bulk of our courses.  We have three faculty (Pope, Aguirre, and Reis, a 
joint appointment with Women’s and Gender Studies) who have won the university’s distinguished 
teaching awards.  We have been vigorously engaged in developing new courses and in winning 
internal UO grants for developing creative course proposals. 
In the area of service, we have provided leadership at every level within both the college and 
university, and we have a strong record of service to the profession and to the community at large  
(see section III.D.1.0).  Among these service contributions, we would particularly emphasize the 
roles so many of our faculty play as heads of interdisciplinary and area studies programs on 
campus (see section I.B). 
3.0  Faculty Development 
What does the unit do to encourage and develop research, performance or creative activity?  
How well are these incentives working?  Describe any deficiencies in facilities and resources 
that negatively affect the unitʼs attempts to reach its research objectives. 
The History Department has worked hard to encourage and reward research.  We devote a 
substantial portion of the department’s discretionary spending to supporting faculty research, as 
explained above.  Our travel policies provide funding to professional conferences, and our general 
research funds help defray other expenses.  In 2004, we instituted a policy that provides one course 
off in a term following sabbatical.  In effect, this enables faculty to extend sabbaticals by a term free 
of teaching (though not from administrative responsibilities) and prolong periods devoted to 
research. Our standards for promotion from associate to full professor are squarely focused on 
research.  We require a second book or its equivalent in major scholarly articles; there are no 
“service promotions. ”  In conducting periodic reviews to allocate funds in the merit portion of 
general salary increases, the department allocates a higher number of points to research than it does 
to teaching or service, which provides a further incentive to achievement in this area.  More 
generally, we have created a departmental culture in accord with the UO’s standing as a research 
university.  Our ability to recruit job candidates from first-rate institutions suggests that they see 
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our department as one that is committed to promoting research.  Despite the significant overall 
problem of a lack of resources, we have established a remarkable record of achievement. 
4.0  Adequacy of Staffing and Resources 
Is the unit staffed adequately to meet the needs of various fields of specialization in the 
discipline?  How will the unit maintain an appropriate distribution of specializations if available 
resources remain essentially constant? 
Only the very largest history departments can legitimately feel that they adequately meet the needs 
of even the major fields of specialization.  In terms of faculty size, we are a mid-sized department 
that has maintained some of the features of those traditional history departments that focused on the 
United States and Europe, while making some steps toward extending our geographic reach.  Our 
largest clusters of faculty are in U.S., European, and East Asian history, with a significant presence 
in Latin American history and a single position in African history.  We are heavily weighted toward 
modern history:  only four members of the department do most of their work in periods before the 
seventeenth century.  We would like to be able to further broaden our geographic and thematic 
coverage.  Among the fields often mentioned by members of the department are Islamic world 
(perhaps, but not necessarily, in the Middle East); South Asia; and women’s history.  We would 
also like to be able to extend coverage within geographical areas where we are already strong.  Most 
often mentioned by some is the need for a position in Latino/Chicano history.  Some of the 
challenges involved in addressing these issues are discussed in the final summary to this report (see 
section IV, below). 
Retention has been a major challenge over the past few years, and we expect this to continue 
unabated in the future.  Oregon’s chronically scarce resources are the major problem:  low salaries, 
low levels of research support (particularly compared to packages provided by outside offers), and a 
low level of support for the graduate program are the major factors.  Many feel that the university 
does not respond well in retention cases.  Nevertheless, those colleagues who leave often wish they 
could have stayed, which suggests that we have built a strong departmental culture despite the 
institutional obstacles we face. 
A significant problem in meeting our staffing needs results from the fact that our faculty so often 
serve as program heads elsewhere in the university (see the discussion in III.B.2.0 above) and 
typically receive course buyouts for doing so.  While this service benefits the university at large, 
and is strongly supported by the department, it often leads to gaps in our course offerings. 
If we cannot realistically anticipate receiving funds to add faculty positions, then our strategy for 
diversifying our geographical range will have to involve using the occasion of retirements, and 
perhaps departures, to shift positions currently devoted to other areas.  Given the age structure of 
the faculty, we expect to see a cluster of retirements taking place three to six years from now, 
opening as many as five positions.  (Again, see the summary in section IV, next.) 
 
IV.  SUMMARY 
Reflect upon and summarize the major strengths and weaknesses of the degree programs and 
the unit as whole, and the issues that the unit is likely to face in the next five years.  Review 
briefly the unitʼs objectives for the next 5 to 10 years.  What changes might help the unit attain 
these objectives.  If changes require resources, identify possible sources for any additional 
resources.  If changes will free-up resources, discuss how those resources would be 
reallocated. 
A.  Strengths 
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History is a strong department with a deservedly high reputation among the social science 
departments at the UO.  The wave of recruitment and rebuilding that began in the 1990s under Jim 
Mohr’s headship has succeeded in producing a department that excels at research, teaching, and 
service.  We have consistently been able to recruit our top choices for open positions, in part 
because candidates, like department members, find this a stimulating and collegial place to pursue 
their teaching and research.  We have a large core of faculty engaged in vigorous research 
programs, who publish extensively and have achieved national and, in some cases, international 
reputations.  We have a clear and distinctive conception of our role as an undergraduate teaching 
department within the social sciences, and the rapidly rising number of history majors in recent 
years tells us that our students agree about the high quality of our program.  We have a graduate 
program that, since the mid-1990s, has steadily refocused its attention on improving the quality of 
the students we admit, on building areas of core strength in areas such as U.S. West and East Asia, 
and on recruiting students more widely, including international students; and despite daunting 
financial obstacles, our efforts have met with some success.  Finally, the excellence of our faculty 
and our programs has won recognition from the university, as indicated by our three Faculty 
Excellence Awards; from outside grant agencies, including the NEH and NSF; and from our 
donors, who have endowed faculty research funds and a forthcoming chair.   
B.  Challenges, Decisions, and Priorities 
The greatest obstacle to sustaining these successes is the university’s chronic lack of adequate 
financial resources.  The effects can be felt in all areas of our program.  Given this constraint, we 
have done remarkably well:  “do more with less” has been our watchword for years, and we have 
worked hard to meet that challenge.  It is true that the financial constraints we face are not entirely 
beyond our control as a department.  There is much we can do to help ourselves.  We understand 
that meeting our goals for the future will require us to take an active role in increasing our revenues 
from outside grants and salary savings, summer session revenues, and the generosity of our donors.  
Donor relations may be a particularly promising avenue for us to pursue.  Nevertheless, there are 
limits to what we can do without increased institutional support.   
 Undergraduate program:  The signature strengths of our undergraduate program--our 
commitments to writing and to having faculty do the overwhelming bulk of our undergraduate 
teaching--also constitute a vulnerability, paradoxically enough.  They tend to make us a less 
“efficient” provider of undergraduate instruction in quantitative terms, particularly in relation to 
other social science departments.  Remarkably, we have maintained our course slightly exceeding 
the mean for efficiency in the social sciences and far exceeding it with respect to the college and the 
university.  We have done so with a faculty roughly constant size even as enrollments have grown 
and the number of majors we serve has risen dramatically.  In the face of these combined pressures, 
we will have to work constantly at articulating the reasons for our choices, both to ourselves and to 
those outside the department.  We will have to continue monitoring and improving the way that our 
undergraduate instruction meets these goals.  If we are going to devote significant faculty time to 
this policy, and base our reputation as a teaching department on it, we must be sure that our 
program and our outcomes reflect its priorities. 
 Graduate program:  With a maturing faculty based on a strong core of advanced associate 
and recently promoted full professors, our challenge is to use those strengths to build a stronger 
graduate program.  As our faculty continue to establish international, national, and regional 
reputations, we must find ways to increase the number of highly qualified applicants and especially 
to increase the yield in response to our offers.  The most formidable obstacle to our doing so is 
chronic under-funding.  The section of this report on the graduate program explains the large gap 
between the financial aid packages we offer to prospective students and those offered by programs 
with which we compete--and aspire to compete.  We must do everything we can to improve the 
financial packages we offer--and our success will be limited unless we do.  We must also do a 
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better job of communicating the strengths of our program--a small program where graduate 
students get a great deal of direct faculty mentoring--to targeted groups of prospective students.  
Finally, we must continue to find creative ways to build a curriculum suited for a small program.   
 Faculty:  Here there are three issues. 
  1.  Fields:  Perhaps the single most important challenge facing the department will 
be to decide on field priorities when it comes time to replace the colleagues who will retire three to 
six years from now.   If we are to make wise use of this opportunity, we will need to start the 
discussion before the wave of retirements begins.  The last round of departmental deliberation about 
this issue dates to the early 1990s.  We have not stood still and simply replicated ourselves since 
then--for instance, our successful decision to search and hire in early modern Mediterranean 
Europe represents a successful new departure.  But we are clearly approaching another tectonic 
moment.  Naturally, there are competing preferences and agendas for any shifts, and differing views 
on the wisdom of redirecting resources from our traditional areas of strength.  We will face difficult 
questions about hiring in geographical areas where arriving faculty would find colleagues, library 
resources, supporting language instruction scarce.  Cluster hires with other departments and 
programs may help here, but these are not questions that can be dismissed lightly.  We will face 
questions about our identity in a rapidly changing profession, and it would be best to face them 
openly in order to maintaining a working consensus about them. 
  2.  Retention:  We expect retention to remain a major challenge in the coming years.  
The simple fact is that while our faculty’s reputations have advanced, the university’s salaries have 
continued to lag and even fall further behind those of our comparators.  The gap is largest at the 
upper ranks:  associate professors’ salaries are further behind our comparators than those of 
assistants, and full professors’ are even further behind. The university recognizes this problem, but 
has limited means for addressing it.  One welcome measure is represented by the new Faculty 
Excellence Awards, which are intended as a proactive retention strategy.  They represent a 
promising initiative, and we are gratified that so many historians received recognition.  But the 
problem is more general, and addressing it effectively will require more general measures. 
  3.  Diversity:  The relatively small number of faculty from traditionally 
underrepresented groups will remain one of our most significant challenges in the coming period.  
The ethnic diversity of our faculty is notably limited; recruitment and retention will require a 
combination of resources, ingenuity, and institutional will.  The department’s proposal for its 
portion of the university’s forthcoming diversity plan outlines a series of meaningful, practical 
measures that we are committed to pursuing.  While the gender balance in our department is close 
to that of our comparators, we should aspire to a higher standard.  The danger is that a relatively 
small number of departures would hurt our gender balance dramatically. 
With these challenges in mind, we would like to conclude by returning to the larger picture.  The 
History Department has built a record of strength in all areas, and of distinction in many.  We have 
done despite years of chronic underfunding in Oregon’s system of public higher education.  In the 
areas of teaching, research, and service we have made enduring contributions to the University’s 
mission.  The strong faculty we have built gives every reason to expect that we will continue to do 
so in the future. 
 
 


