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Introduction/Context

The department administers one MA program and participates in a joint MA program with the art history portion of the Art Department which administers that program.  We currently have 56 students and another fifteen in the art history portion.  In addition to our regular tract we have an MA in history with a specialization in social studies which attracts very few students and, consequently, will not be separately assessed.  The master’s program requires 32 credits three 500 level cross-listed courses and five 600 level courses.  This is a change made two years ago when the mix was split evenly between 500 and 600 level courses.  Our assessment of the change which was implemented in Fall, 2005 is that it has been very successful.  Over the past twelve months the Graduate Committee of the History Department evaluated the program.  These discussions used the assessment reports from the past four years as well as other relevant information to improve our program.

New Program Initiatives
We began AY 2007-2008 with several initiatives.  First, the Committee discussed minimum grades for the program and after considerable discussion recommended and  the Department approved that "To receive credit toward the Master of Arts in History, students must maintain a cumulative GPA of at least 3.0.  No course with a grade below a B- may count towards the Master of Arts in History and only one B- grade in a course may count towards the degree."  The change is wending its way through the University and will be implemented when approval is granted.  Second,  we evaluated the new master’s curriculum implemented  in Fall, 2005 which increased the number of 600 level courses from four to five.  The new emphasis increased student knowledge and contact with historiographical perspectives.  Our conclusions buttressed by our second year of exit interviews are that the changes have enhanced the program.  Third, 

the Graduate Committee examined the requirements for our cross-listed 500 level courses and concluded that the current set of recommendations is sufficient.   Fourth, by Spring, 2008 we collected our second set of exit interview responses from our graduating students.  We conclude that these twelve interviews continue to indicate students are overwhelmingly satisfied with the program.  The markedly positive comments emphasized the excellence of the faculty and the high quality of the courses in the program.  There are no obvious changes to be made - we will

 continue to require exit responses and continue to evaluate them. On e general criticism of the program is that more courses should be offered in the daytime for graduate students and that a greater variety of courses should be offered at the 600 level.  This suggestion is not likely to be implemented since the program is constricted by the size of the History faculty.  Moreover, since about one half of our students work full time day time classes would make it impossible for them to attend.  The exit interviews from 2007-2008 indicate that nine of the twelve graduating students found the program helped them to read more carefully, better organize and communicate their findings, develop research strategies, and become better in oral and written communication.  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Fifth, after considerable discussion,  the Department decided to implement a mentor program which will pair a faculty member with each new graduate student.  The Department believes that mentors will enhance student experience and will give students another source of advice beond the Graduate Director.  We will evaluate this program next year.  

Program Goals

Goal #1 An ability to identify relevant primary and secondary sources to be used in a historical research project. 
This goal was developed in 2004 by the faculty of the History Department.  In 2004, 2005 and 2006 we reviewed this goal.  We conclude that it is appropriate. 

Outcome measures: We analyze the variety and the viability of primary sources appropriate to the topic by using the citations and bibliographies submitted with the research papers. We also see if the relevant secondary materials, especially the most recent ones, were included.   These 2004 outcome measures proved useful and there is no need to modify them.

Research methods: Since many students in HIS 695 took incompletes we include information on the 2007 papers here and will await a full contingent of papers before undertaking a thorough evaluation.  Four members of the Graduate Faculty of the Department read and evaluated the eight  papers submitted for HIS 695, for Spring, 2007. The papers were randomly assigned to faculty members and names removed. The evaluation asked each reviewer to apply a rubric of specific definitions and rate the essays excellent, adequate, or inadequate.     

Findings: The 2007 review rated 5 papers excellent and 8 adequate with none inadequate.  The reviewers agreed with our earlier evaluation and thought the papers could have a stronger sense of the historical background of the particular topic and a stronger historiographical presence.  The 2008 review rated 3 papers excellent, 3 adequate, and 2 inadequate.  The reviewers concluded that the quality of some of the papers was a function of the limitations of the students who wrote them after considerable guidance.  Generally the writing was coherent and the use of primary sources reasonable.  The lack of a substantial and appropriate group of secondary sources meant that the scholarly context was sometimes too narrow..   
Review: The Director of Graduate Studies will report the results to the History Department.

Actions: The Graduate Committee will continue to review these essays and by Fall, 2008 will ask the Department for suggestions which might improve the evaluations of these papers.

Goal #2: An ability to analyze/evaluate historical evidence in order to formulate a coherent argument.  
Each research paper submitted in H 695 will have a clear, analytical thesis which incorporates primary and secondary material and acknowledges alternative interpretations.  It will be clearly written and well-organized. This goal was developed in 2004 by the faculty of the History Department.  

Outcome measures: Using the same format our Departmental reviewers judge the structure, coherence and style of the essays.  Using the same blind review process used for Goal #1, these outcome measures were developed by the faculty in 2004 and there has been no need to modify them.

Research methods: Three members of the Graduate Faculty of the Department read and evaluated one-half of the papers submitted for H 695, the research seminar. The papers were randomly selected and names removed.  During Spring semester, 2007 after all incompletes were submitted and graded a comprehensive analysis was completed.  The evaluation asked each reviewer to apply a rubric of specific definitions and rate the essays excellent, adequate, or inadequate. 

Findings: In 2006 three faculty members reported 4 excellent papers, 6 adequate papers  and 3 inadequate papers.  The reviewers thought that papers needed more care in writing and that much of the structure while adequate was not compelling.  Some papers suffered from too little research and careless writing. The 2007 analysis rated 7 excellent, 5 adequate and 1 inadequate.  The 2008 Analysis Rated 1 Excellent, 5 Adequate and 2 Inadequate. What concerns the committee is that many times in the 2008 papers the primary material was too limited and reduced the contributions made by the paper.  So while the analysis was reasonably done the overall impact of the findings was limited.  

Review: The Graduate Committee was concerned that more papers were not rated as excellent.  We will continue with annual review of these materials and the Director of Graduate Studies will report overall findings to the Department.   

Actions: Between 2004 and 2008 four different faculty groups have read the H695 papers. The recommendation, as predicted in last year’s review, is the need for increased emphasis on writing as students prepare these papers.  The Spring, 2005 H 695 did implement this heightened emphasis and the evaluators did notice improvements in the writing of all papers deemed excellent or adequate in the evaluations for 2008. The Committee will advise faculty who teach H 695 to emphasize the need to ensure that the primary materials reflect broader issues.  Moreover, a renewed emphasis on a clear analytical thesis statement needs to be made. 

 Goal #3: Was substantially improved by the Graduate Committee in Spring 2006. It now reads:   An ability to analyze and articulate a thesis about a body of secondary literature on a particular topic in history, as well as an ability to identify the cumulative “dialogue” in this literature. 

Outcome measures: We implemented the new rubric when H 601 is offered in Fall, 2006.    
Research: Five members of the Graduate Committee read and evaluated all of the papers submitted for H 601 in the Spring, 2007.   Each reviewer applied the earlier rubric of specific definitions and rated the essays excellent, adequate, or inadequate.  The Director of Graduate Studies meets with the review committee first and then reports overall findings to the Department. 

Findings: The 2004 analysis that 11 papers were adequate, 4 inadequate and none excellent.  The 2005 analysis rated 8 excellent, 19 adequate and 3 inadequate (10 papers judged by 3 readers).  The 2006 analysis rated 1 excellent 5 adequate and 3 inadequate. The 2007 results rated 5 excellent, 5 adequate and 1 Inadequate.  The 2008 analysis rated 5 adequate and 6 inadequate. We discussed these results and took the actions included in the Actions section below. 

Review: Continue with annual review of these materials; Director of Graduate Studies meets with review committee first and then reports overall findings at a Department meeting.  

Actions: Over the last five years four  different faculty committees read the selected essays. We will continue to monitor the quality of these essays. After the 2008  review the Committee decided to ask the faculty member who will be teaching H 601 in Fall, 2008 to join the Committee and participate in its discussions.  From that discussion several suggestions emerged: students should concentrate on the most recent scholarship, many topics seem very broad and might benefit from being narrowed, a concentration on monographs is recommended when possible, and the faculty member might gain perspective from looking over the collected historigraphical papers of previous H601 classes to see how others have taught the course and what the students produced.  The session was very productive and is likely to produce papers which conform more closely with Goal #3. We concluded that goal #3 as currently stated is viable

As was stated in the New Program Initiatives Section, the Department made its masters program more rigorous by having students take one more 600 level course and one less 500-level course.  We have evaluated its effectiveness in AY 2006-2007 and concluded that except for limited course selection students are satisfied with the content and rigor of 600 level courses.   
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