
Department of History and Art History Guidelines  
for the Evaluation of Research and Teaching 
for the Purposes of Promotion and Tenure 
(Approved by the department, 4/22/22) 

This document is intended to provide departmental specificity to the guidelines outlined in the 
Faculty Handbook and the CHSS Promotion and Tenure Guidelines for Tenure-Line Faculty. 
The Faculty Handbook stipulates that “tenure-track candidates for tenure and promotion to the 
rank of associate professor without term must exhibit genuine excellence in teaching or in 
research/scholarship.”1 

Research 

Definition of Scholarship, Principles of Its Evaluation, and Departmental Criteria. The 
professional organizations that oversee the disciplines of History and Art History offer the 
following definitions of scholarship. The American Historical Association (AHA), the largest 
organization of professional historians in the world, specifies that scholarship in History is “the 
discovery, exchange, interpretation, and presentation of information about the past.”2 The 
College Art Association (CAA), the primary professional organization for art historians, 
describes scholarship as involving the dissemination of information about, and analysis and 
interpretation of, works of visual art and material culture, with attention to their materials, 
methods of production, and historical contexts. Regardless of a scholar's field of study/method, 
the Department of History and Art History supports the AHA's dictum that scholarship should be 
regarded as “a process, not a product.”3 

For the purposes of tenure and promotion to associate or full professor, it is necessary to evaluate 
the products of a faculty member’s scholarly process. This evaluation should be holistic, 
following the principle that it is the process and its outcomes, rather than any single type of 
product, that matters. Quality is also more important than type. In History and Art History, as in 
other disciplines in the Humanities and Social Sciences, there is a “gold standard of evaluation: 
qualitative peer review by experts in the field of the candidate.”4 Thus, while the scholarly 
process can produce many different kinds of products, large and small, in varying media and for 
varying audiences, the key criteria for promotion and tenure are 1) that the work is scholarly, 
contributing to “the discovery, exchange, interpretation, and presentation of information about 

	
1	George	Mason	University	Faculty	Handbook	July	1	2021,	Section	2.4,	p.	25.	
2	American	Historical	Association,	“Scholarship,”	in	“Statement	on	Standards	of	Professional	Conduct	
(updated	2019),”https://www.historians.org/jobs-and-professional-development/statements-standards-
and-guidelines-of-the-discipline/statement-on-standards-of-professional-conduct	.	
3	American	Historical	Association,	“Tenure,	Promotion,	and	the	Publicly	Engaged	Academic	Historian	
(updated	2017),”	https://www.historians.org/jobs-and-professional-development/statements-standards-
and-guidelines-of-the-discipline/tenure-promotion-and-the-publicly-engaged-academic-historian	.	
4“What Counts? Evaluating Public Communication in Tenure and Promotion,” Final Report of the ASA 
Subcommittee on the Evaluation of Social Media and Public Communication in Sociology.”  
https://www.asanet.org/sites/default/files/tf_report_what_counts_evaluating_public_communication_in_tenure_and
_promotion_final_august_2016.pdf 	
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the past,”5 and 2) that it is judged to be excellent through peer review. To these two key criteria, 
the Department of History and Art History at George Mason University adds criteria of 3) 
sustained engagement with a particular set of questions, sources, or ideas; 4) evidence of a 
research trajectory; and 5) evidence of visibility and impact in the candidate’s field of study. 

In the past, historians and art historians in this department have most often met criteria #3 and 
#4—sustained engagement and a research trajectory worthy of promotion to associate professor 
with tenure—through the publication of a monograph and evidence of progress on a second 
major research project. Candidates for full professor have likewise been required to have 
published a second monograph or a substantial number of other high-quality publications and to 
have a demonstrated record of visibility and impact in their field. 

Although the monograph continues to make sense for many historians and art historians in the 
Department, it should be understood as one possible example of a research product that 
demonstrates sustained engagement and evidence of a research trajectory. There are other 
possible examples of products, such as major curatorial projects and highly developed digital 
projects, that meet these criteria. Scholars in the Department of History and Art History work at 
various places on a spectrum of research outputs, and an individual’s place on this spectrum may 
shift during the course of their career. Rather than siloing individuals or types of products, the 
focus of evaluations for tenure and promotion must remain on whether the research output meets 
the criteria for excellence. Candidates must present a portfolio of scholarly products that fulfills 
the five criteria outlined above, regardless of whether that portfolio contains a small number of 
large products or a large number of smaller ones.  

Peer Review. For the purposes of tenure and promotion, the Department recognizes two key 
forms of peer review. The first occurs while scholarly work is in preparation, while the second is 
part of the university’s process for reviewing cases for tenure and promotion. 

Publication in journals and books that are peer-reviewed is widely accepted as an indication of 
meeting rigorous, independently applied standards of good scholarship. Just as scholarly 
products can take various forms, the peer review process can differ for books, articles, exhibits, 
digital humanities projects, and other works. Research products such as exhibition catalogs, 
museum exhibits, and digital projects undergo extensive pre-publication scrutiny from curatorial 
teams, editorial departments, funding bodies, institutional and agency reviewers, external 
consultants, and specialists in the field. As such, though the review process is not anonymized, 
the CAA, for example, stipulates that such products should be considered to have undergone a 
process equivalent to that of traditional peer review. To achieve peer-reviewed status, a 
candidate’s publications or digital or public-facing scholarship must have been submitted to 
qualified reviewers in a rigorous review process. When presenting their portfolios for promotion 
and tenure, candidates are obliged to distinguish carefully between works that have and have not 
been peer-reviewed and to be transparent about the nature of the peer review of their work. 

	
5	American	Historical	Association,	“Scholarship,”	in	“Statement	on	Standards	of	Professional	Conduct	
(updated	2019),	https://www.historians.org/jobs-and-professional-development/statements-standards-
and-guidelines-of-the-discipline/statement-on-standards-of-professional-conduct	.	
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For the purposes of promotion and tenure, reviewers of the candidate’s portfolio should be drawn 
from fields that relate to the candidate’s achievements and publics; in some cases, this means 
they will be located in institutions of higher education, whereas for other candidates, museum 
professionals or public or independent scholars may be the most appropriate reviewers. In such 
cases, two or three of the required five outside letters may be from experts who do not work in 
academia. Peer review of digital and public history projects must involve evaluation by content 
specialists as well as digital humanities scholars who can evaluate the multiple components of 
digital scholarship.  

Demonstration of Impact. Candidates for promotion or tenure must demonstrate the impact of 
their work. Qualitative or quantitative evidence of the prestige or impact of the press, 
publication, or venue of communication can help demonstrate the quality and reach of a given 
work. For digital and public humanities scholars, quantitative evidence such as website traffic or 
visitor statistics and feedback can also be useful metrics. However, qualitative evaluation by 
experts is the most appropriate measure of impact for all scholarship in history and art history. In 
addition to expert evaluation of the candidate’s full research portfolio by a diverse, highly 
qualified body of external reviewers, qualitative evidence of a scholarly work’s merit, visibility, 
and impact may include, but is not limited to, published reviews, testimony before government 
agencies or legislatures, and changes in scholarly or organizational or educational practices that 
have resulted from the candidate’s work.  
 
Articulating the Nature, Context, and Significance of Research. In all cases, candidates and 
the Department of History & Art History’s Reappointment, Promotion, and Tenure Committee 
(RPT) should work together from the point of hire to determine how the candidate’s work will 
meet the criteria outlined above, especially the criteria of sustained engagement and 
demonstration of a research trajectory, as well as how and by whom the candidate’s portfolio 
will be peer reviewed. All candidates, including those writing monographs, must articulate the 
significance of the research and its particular form and context. That said, candidates assembling 
more varied portfolios may be especially burdened by the weight of tradition and the fact that 
presentation of a large, single-authored product such as a monograph typically makes it easier for 
peer reviewers to assess the excellence and impact of a candidate’s work within a field of study. 
The discussion that follows is intended to help candidates, the departmental RPT committee, and 
the Department with the task of articulating the nature, context, and significance of the 
candidate’s research. This discussion is not meant to provide an exhaustive list, much less a 
checklist, of scholarly products that could comprise a candidate’s portfolio. 
 
Art historians and historians may both engage in public history, which entails time-consuming 
community engagement work and is necessarily collaborative in ways that may be unfamiliar to 
other scholars. It is imperative that both the candidate presenting a public history portfolio and 
the Department, through the letters prepared by the RPT committee and the Chair, not only 
acknowledge this time commitment but also explain what community engagement entails. The 
American Historical Association defines community engagement as “an intellectual partnership 
between scholars and a wider community”6 in which the scholar brings “their ‘disciplined 

	
6	American	Historical	Association,	“Tenure,	Promotion,	and	the	Publicly	Engaged	Academic	Historian	
(updated	2017),”	https://www.historians.org/jobs-and-professional-development/statements-standards-
and-guidelines-of-the-discipline/tenure-promotion-and-the-publicly-engaged-academic-historian		
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learned practice’ into interactions with various communities.”7 Such work might include, but is 
not limited to, curating exhibitions and installations; developing public programming for 
museums or nonprofit organizations; preparing reports for government bodies, academic 
institutions, and nonprofits; forming extensive partnerships with educators at all educational 
levels; providing expertise, advice, and consultation for local historical or preservation societies, 
governmental and non-governmental agencies, and community groups; or contributions to 
podcasts, documentaries, and media.  
 
Another consideration is that public history projects require partnerships with institutions and 
venues in order to disseminate the work. This takes time, and the work might not come to light in 
a predictable timeframe. For example, scholars in the Department might be approached by 
institutions to create proposals or exhibition scripts, and these projects may end up shelved. The 
Department should take these forms of work into account and highlight the amount of effort 
required to develop and bring these projects to fruition as well as the extent of peer review these 
work products may have undergone. Additionally, the Department should be aware that the 
evidence of public history exhibitions may come in the form of interpretive documents and 
scripts, and these must be recognized as significant results of public history work. 
 
Similarly, digital scholarship in the fields of history and art history takes varied and innovative 
forms and a candidate needs to contextualize their work in ways that relate it to legible forms of 
knowledge creation. Such work might include, but is not limited to, the creation of data 
visualizations, maps, network graphs, and 3D models; the design of browsable interfaces for the 
arrangement and representation of data; the creation of collections and online editions; the 
development of software for the organization and description of sources; and the creation, 
analysis, and presentation of new data sets and interpretations of these sets. These forms of 
digital scholarship generate knowledge by creating, selecting, arranging, or interpreting data; 
identifying and making accessible sources or sets of sources; and presenting new interpretations 
of historical and art historical material. 
 
In addition, substantial digital projects also typically require scholars to obtain outside funding, 
which almost always involves a rigorous peer-review process. Candidates and the Department 
should highlight and contextualize their record of successful grant proposals and provide other 
context around digital contributions that can help make the value of their scholarship more 
legible. Digital scholarship should be evaluated in its native digital medium, as evaluators need 
to understand how a project works, what capacities it possesses, and how well those capacities 
perform. Furthermore, it is important to note that digital work often exists in a process of 
continual revision and therefore does not always exist as a finished product. In cases when 
iterative products require extensive additional labor, the candidate must make clear the nature 
and extent of that additional work. 

The department recognizes the value of collaborative research and production. The assessment of 
whether or to what extent a candidate’s work on a particular collaborative project fulfills criteria 
for promotion and tenure must be made on a case-by-case basis. This determination will be based 
on an evaluation of the scholarly significance of the project, the amount of work required, and 

	
7	Ibid.	
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the specific contributions made by the candidate, especially their independent intellectual 
contributions. Candidates must provide a clear account of their own contributions to any work of 
scholarship produced collaboratively. Additionally, to evaluate collaborative work on 
transdisciplinary projects, the Department may need to solicit two or three of the required five 
letters from qualified scholars in the relevant disciplines. This will be determined by the Chair of 
the Department with the counsel of the RPT committee. 

Additional relevant context about candidates’ scholarly processes and products may include 
information about practices of peer review, editorial control, and circulation. For the purposes of 
promotion and tenure, forthcoming publications that have been definitively accepted in writing 
and have been through all stages of the peer review and revision process may have the same 
status as publications in print. Candidates for promotion and tenure whose files include 
publications not yet in print must provide a letter from the publisher or journal editor providing 
clear information about where it is in the production process.  

Finally, to reiterate a point stressed above, the RPT committee should work with candidates from 
the point of hire to make sure their research plans and process will result in products that can 
meet the department’s criteria for promotion and tenure. A discussion of the criteria should be 
part of standard job negotiations and ongoing, regular review during the pre-tenure period. Such 
reviews should consider the need to adjust workload distributions and expectations. Faculty 
members serving as program directors should receive course reductions if they are to perform 
their duties and still pursue their research goals. This may be especially important for those 
facing the demands of community engagement. 

Teaching 
  
A judgment of “genuine excellence” or “high competence” in teaching should be based on a 
range of considerations.8 No single category of teaching evidence and no single kind of evidence 
is in itself sufficient to make a judgment about the quality of a candidate’s teaching. Candidates, 
in consultation with the Chair, should ensure that they have engaged in a sufficient amount of 
teaching to be reviewed for promotion to a given rank and tenure. Evidence of teaching 
effectiveness as defined by the Faculty Handbook (citation) may come from a variety of sources, 
some of which are outlined below (*asterisked items are required for promotion and tenure 
decisions). Genuine excellence in teaching at the college level requires similar levels of scholarly 
activity as is required for genuine excellence in research. 
  
Evidence of Teaching Quality 
  
1. *Written materials given out in class, including syllabi. 
2. *University-mandated instrument measuring student response anonymously. 
3. *Peer review through classroom visits by faculty colleagues. 
4 Written comments provided by students anonymously on item #2 (the whole population, not a 
sample). 
5. Letters of support from students, alumni, and colleagues (solicited and unsolicited). 
6. Student focus groups. 

	
8	George	Mason	University	Faculty	Handbook	July	1	2021,	Section	2.4,	p.	25.	
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7. Evidence of student learning outcomes: knowledge and skills gained by students enrolled in 
the candidate’s classes or under the candidate’s mentoring. 
8. Presentations on teaching at academic conferences. 
9. Publications on teaching in reputable outlets. 
10. Funding for curricular development, piloting teaching methods, or advising. 
11. Advising and mentoring of students outside the classroom. 
12. Supervision and instruction of teaching assistants, mentoring of graduate students and faculty 
on teaching and advising. 
13. Development and implementation of new curricula, courses or programs. 
14. Service on and chairing of graduate student committees: comprehensive examinations, thesis, 
and dissertation. 
15. Teaching outside the university. 
16. Other evidence of teaching effectiveness (awards, recognition, letters of support from 
students/alumni, building support for educational partnerships within and across institutions). 
17. Teaching effectiveness across a variety of classes (e.g. large and small, face to face, hybrid or 
on-line, undergraduate and graduate). 
  
The department has a policy for peer review of teaching that applies generally to all faculty and 
becomes part of their annual review each year. It is the responsibility of the RPT committee to 
use these materials in making a recommendation when a faculty member comes up for review. 
  
Peer Teaching Evaluations: Candidates for promotion to the associate level should undergo 
annual review by their peers. At least two different observers and the department chair must 
evaluate the candidate prior to the tenure decision; ideally each observation should be performed 
during different semesters; at least one performed during the three most recent semesters. 
Candidates for promotion to full professor should expect to have undergone regular peer 
teaching observation. 
  
Student Evaluations: Student evaluations will be considered but will never stand on their own 
as the sole indicator of teaching effectiveness. 
  
Dissertation/Exam Committees: Participation in dissertation and exam committees necessarily 
varies by field. The department strongly recognizes the time and labor involved in guiding 
students through field exams and dissertation writing. Candidates who have devoted significant 
time and energy to work on dissertation and exam committees are invited to put forward 
evidence of this work as part of their dossier for evaluation of teaching excellence.  
 

	


