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Internal Academic Review 2005-2006
Department of Drama
Internal Academic Review Committee Report to Senate

The Internal Academic Review (IAR) of the Department of Drama is now complete. The
Internal Academic Review Committee (IARC) has taken into consideration all of the
submissions related to the IAR of the Department of Drama and respectfully submits the
following report. The IARC Report to Senate is intended to supplement the findings of
the attached Review Team Report and to provide a mechanism for the Head of the
Department and the Dean of the Faculty of Arts and Science to jointly report on the
progress in addressing the Review Team recommendations (please see the “Outcomes”
section of this report).

Summary of the Internal Academic Review of the Department of Drama

The Senate Internal Academic Review Committee (IARC) agrees with reviewers’
comments on the high level of student engagement in a program which successfully
melds theory and practice. Of particular note is the impressive mix of expertise within
the faculty complement and the level of scholarly and creative activity, both on-campus

and off, and internationally.

The IARC encourages the Department of Drama to engage in its own long-term strategic
planning process within the context of the University’s Strategic Plan, “Engaging the
World”, and to explore its future academic development with regard to the addition of a
graduate program, an expanding role in interdisciplinary studies and improvement of the
Unit’s facilities and equipment. As recommended by all reviewers, the IARC agrees that
any substantive progress on these fronts will require additional resources. The IARC
suggests that the Unit’s full participation in discussions and decision-making related to
the proposed Arts Campus at the Tett Centre presents a tangible opportunity for the
Department of Drama to raise its profile and publicize its accomplishments in scholarship

and production.

The IARC congratulates the Department of Drama on an excellent Internal
Academic Review and encourages the Department and Faculty to explore ways to

address the recommendations outlined in the Review Team Report.
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Outcomes of the Internal Academic Review of the
Department of Drama

Joint response submitted by the
Dean of the Faculty of Arts and Science and the Head of the Department of Drama

Under major recommendations one and two the Faculty Office is committed to reversing
the rising student-faculty ratio in the department and to expanding staff’s ability to
undertake the various construction, technical, promotional, and administrative
responsibilities that flow from DRAM’s impressive number of student productions.
Discussions to address such shortcomings will take place as part of the annual budget and
staffing strategy and the Faculty Offices recognizes in particular DRAM’s acute staff
needs.

The Faculty Office also recognizes that DRAM’s space allocation, particularly in terms
of quality of space, is insufficient for the department’s needs. DRAM is involved with the
planning of the Tett Centre project and the Faculty hopes to take advantage of the
opportunities afforded by the Tett Centre to redress DRAM’s office and performance
space needs.

Involvement with the Tett planning likewise presents an ideal opportunity for the
department to undertake a long-term planning exercise that can address the University’s
“Engaging the World” strategic plan in ways that facilitate the department’s renewal and
expansion. As well, DRAM has already seriously embarked on laying the foundations of
a graduate program with a recent retreat devoted entirely to outlining course structures
and teaching strategies for a possible M.A. offering.

Follow-up on these recommendations and issues will take place during annual budget
and staffing strategy meetings between the Dean of the Faculty of Arts and Science and
the Vice-Principal (Academic)
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Review Team Report
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Executive Summary

The Department of Drama at Queen’s is vibrant in teaching, research, and production.
Well-developed courses in both “theory” and “practice” provide students with a balanced
training unusual among Canadian universities. Enroliment in Drama courses increases
every year. Faculty members have published scholarly books, articles, and plays, and
generated grant income for both research and productions. Three professors serve as
Artistic Directors of professional theatres, and all faculty are involved in supporting
student productions.

Notwithstanding these strengths, the department is seriously understaffed, and its
facilities are inadequate. Without renewal, it will not be able to maintain the current level
of excellence, or capitalize on the many opportunities for growth and renewal that lie
before it..

Major Recommendations

1. That the university reverse rising faculty-student ratio in the department with the
addition of two faculty lines.

2. That the university augment and reclassify staff positions in the department, which
are crucial to its functioning.

3. That the department complete a new “five year plan” to guide it toward positive
program renewal and expansion.

4. That the department undertake a critical and visionary review of physical space
requirements, considering not only the possibility of moving to a new site but
opportunities for improvement and expansion on main campus.



Appendix Jb
Page 132

Review Process and Terms of Reference

The internal academic review team of the Department of Drama completed their
work between November 2005 and February 2006. Their work was guided by
process information detailed in the Queen’s University Senate document, Internal
Academic Review (1998).

This review is the first internal academic review completed for the Drama
Department at Queen’s.

To complete this report the review team referred to the Drama Department Self
Study and relied heavily on the external consultants’ report, personal
observations, and communication with consultants, students and faculty. The Self
Study was written with great care and completeness and was very useful in our
review of the department. The Review team considers the external report
(attached) to be an accurate description and account of the Drama Department at
Queen’s; its recommendations are thoughtful, salient, and worthy of serious
consideration.

The review team members were:

Dr. Robin Dawes, School of Computing

Dr. Stephen Elliott, Faculty of Education (Chair)

Dr. Laura Murray, Department of English

Ms. Kathy O'Brien, Advancement (Staff)

Ms. Sonia-Liv Rannem, Undergraduate Student (SOCY/PHIL)
Dr. Peter Richardson, School of Business

Mr. Graeme Ward, Undergraduate Student (CLAS/HIST)

The external consultants for the review were:
Dr. Judith Milhous, City University of New York
Dr. Anne F. Nothof, Athabaska University

The external consultants visited the Drama Department on November 14 and 15,
2005. During their visit they toured program facilities, reviewed curriculum
documents, consulted with faculty and students from the Drama Department, met
with faculty from other associated departments and University administrators.
Some members of the review team observed a few of the consultation sessions
between the external consultants and the Drama Department as well as
participated in the Department facility tour.

On Tuesday November 15, 2005, the Internal Academic Review team met with
the external consultants.

On Thursday December 8, 2005, the Internal Academic Review team met with
members of the Drama faculty to resolve any outstanding questions and to
consider ideas still requiring clarification.
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e The review team met three times as a committee to discuss the process, share
thoughts on the department, and consider issues associated with the review.

General Observations on Department Performance

e Overall the faculty achieves a great amount with very little to work with in the
way of facilities and funding from the university.

e Research productivity has been good.

e They have developed a strong reputation for undergraduate studies.

e Enrolment has continued to climb —among both introductory courses and full
time students.

e Excellent teaching standards have been maintained in the face of declining
faculty-student ratios but this has caused some “compromises” in program
delivery.

e The Department continues to mount a substantial number of high quality
productions with facilities that are best described as ‘poor’ and with little
university financial support.

Morale in the Department is high and its faculty are dedicated to maintaining high
standards across all their endeavours
Our overall assessment may be represented in the following chart:

Drama Department OTWS
Opportunities Strengths
®Hiring to better serve Drama 101 and ®Faculty with diverse experience and

provide more frequent offerings of core 3 | interests

th
and 4™ year courses ®Quality of the student body

®Better f existin : .
Slier tse oT exIsting space ®Reputation — among potential students

®Graduate program and in the community
Threats Weaknesses
®Failure to replace retiring faculty ®Poor state of facilities — inadequate by

) . ) contemporary health and safety standards
®Continued increase in faculty-student porary y

ratio ®|_ack of support from the University — not

. . L n ‘priority” for fundin
®|_oss of reputation leading to decline in seen as a “priority” for funding

quality of student enrolment ®Faculty is not co-located
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Observations and Recommendations in Specific Areas
Faculty

The skills and commitment of the faculty in the Drama Department well serve the dual
focus of the Department on theory and practice. Many of the faculty members are both
practitioners and scholars. They possess significant experience in acting, directing,
playwriting, set and light design, which bears positively on their courses. As one
member states, the faculty are “in the business” of theatre, they are up-to-date, and “not
cut off in an ivory tower”. In the past, the majority of the department was composed
mostly of theatre practitioners, yet now a Ph.D. is required for new positions.

There are four full professors out of ten tenured or tenure-track faculty currently working
in the faculty. The Drama Department has experienced a lack of new faculty in the past

decade, due to budget restrictions. Enrolment has increased significantly, but the budget
has not been increased in ten years, and the number of faculty has not increased in seven
years.

Recently, the Drama Department has hired theatre practitioners on a contract basis for
teaching specific courses due to insufficient numbers of full-time faculty. Although the
Department is greatly enriched by the contributions of visiting artists, certain programs
within the department rely heavily on these part-time faculty members, who may have
lesser commitment to the program, given the lack of guarantee of renewable employment.
Additionally, this reliance on contract positions may breach the Employment Equity
policy in the Memorandum of Agreement between the University and the Faculty
Association, where “systematic discrimination . . . in regard to any employment matter
including salaries, merit, rank, appointment, promotion, tenure of continuing
appointment” should be eliminated.

Due also to faculty shortages, the Drama Department employs undergraduate students as
TAs for first year courses. There are certainly pedagogical benefits to such an
arrangement, but this increases the workload of fourth year students, which may detract
from their focus on their own studies. Also, feedback from first-year students suggests
some dissatisfaction with their undergraduate TAs. A graduate program within the
department would eliminate the need to employ undergraduate TAs.

Staff

There are four staff members in the Drama Department, all holding contract positions.
Like the faculty, staff are stretched to their limits with the vast increase in student
enrollment. Staff are nevertheless committed to the department and occasionally forgo
vacation time to maintain the functioning of the program. The staff are an important and
integral part of the program yet “the reality of their responsibilities and workload is not
reflected in their position descriptions or their contracts”(external report). It is
recommended that at least two more staff members be hired to meet the increasing needs
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of the Department. As well, the hiring of a full-time technician and a secretary would
relieve the pressure on the existing staff

Scholarly and Creative Activity

The level of scholarly and creative activity within the Department of Drama is
remarkable considering the intense workloads and time constraints faced by all members
of the Department. Such activity creates important opportunities: linkages between
learning and experience enhance the authenticity of the program; allow students to see
the value of critical thinking as well as theatrical production; provide faculty with breadth
and exposure within university and community (locally, nationally, and globally); and
improve the likelihood of additional funding to support department and its activities.

Many members of the Department maintain strong activity in academic publishing,
research and theatrical production. Their involvement is recognized nationally and
internationally. There is a concern that research may be compromised as the need for new
faculty and succession planning grows. Research must continue to be a priority in the
hiring practice for this Department.

The Department has experienced continued success in attracting a variety of funding
through arts and academic institutions. Monies that have been attracted through more
non-traditional venues are not currently recognized by Queen’s Office of Research
Services. It is important that the university recognize this Department as unique, where
the confines of traditional research, teaching and financial support must be expanded, due
to the nature of the drama discipline and the methods required educating and operating
within this discipline. The excellent balancing act between production, research, theory,
teaching and community involvement has allowed the Department to maximize grant
support.

There exists a symbiotic enrichment of the community through the active involvement of
faculty and students in scholarly publications, playwriting, and artistic direction.
Involvement extends from on-campus production to the Kingston and Gananoque
communities, to Vermont. There is active involvement in assisting community theatre
productions, high school theatrical productions, involvement with the Thousand Island
Playhouse and sponsorship of the Herman VVoaden National Playwriting Competition.

Curriculum/Student Experience

As mentioned earlier in this report, the Drama Department program consists of well-
developed courses in “theory” and “practice” that provide their students with a productive
balance of philosophy and training in Drama. Students at Queen’s seem happy with the
program offered by the department indicated by an increase in enrolment after first year,
when students change their Majors, or Minors to Drama. The students appreciate the
strong personal connection and mutual respect between students, faculty and staff. There
are, however, certain points that must be reemphasized if one is specifically addressing
the issue of curriculum or student experience.
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First and foremost is the issue of professor/student ratios. Although this is a problem that
is increasingly seen as systemic in many departments across Queen’s University, the
uniqueness of the problem in the case of the Department of Drama should be noted. The
first-year introductory course, (mandatory for a major and medial in the subject), DRAM
100, now consistently has over two hundred students. While this number may not seem
overly large for a first-year class, the course was originally designed to offer students a
great amount of both theory and practical instruction with smaller groups of students
interacting together and with their professors. Due to a lack of personnel as well as the
increase in enrollment, the department has been forced to place all the students in one
room for lectures, while using fourteen senior undergraduates as lab instructors. This
new reality has created an environment that has reduced important individual contact
with department professors. As a result, students following a Minor degree in Drama
might be discouraged by the numbers while potential Majors are forced to wait until
second or third year for their abilities to begin truly to blossom and develop, when they
are exposed to the kind of smaller grouping that they require.

Increasing enrollment combined with low human resources has also resulted in a more
limited offering of courses at the senior level and an unfortunate but necessary
discouragement of non-majors or medials. Although the faculty in the department carry
full teaching loads, it is becoming increasingly difficult to offer some of the senior and
area-specific courses such as lighting/production. This constraint has also made it
increasingly difficult for non-majors or medials to take many courses beyond the first-
year DRAM 100. In either case, the result is the same, as some students are being
prevented from receiving the kind of experience they want from the department.

Facilities

While faculty and students of the Drama department report varying degrees of
dissatisfaction with their facilities, the external consultants were very concerned about
“the need for a capital equipment budget dedicated to maintaining the facilities necessary
for performance, and to ensuring that the theatres meet the Equity regulations on access.”
They note further that “the faculty is dispersed in three buildings, and the classroom and
office space in Theological Hall is inadequate, and in some cases probably unhealthy.
Students and staff note the stale air of lecture room 102 (“a disaster area’), and a small,
noisy seminar space which also functions as the Rotunda theatre lobby is ‘unbelievably
awful’”. These facilities are an embarrassment to the University, and wholly inadequate
for undergraduate students and faculty, let alone for a graduate programme. There is also
a need for a practical research lab and for technical equipment in each room.

Consistent with the external consultants comments and recommendations regarding
facilities in the Drama Department we also recommend the Department to undergo a
critical and visionary review of physical space requirements with a goal to better serve
the expanding needs of the program. It may be advisable to attempt to keep the faculty
office spaces together and possibly move some program support facility areas to nearby
buildings (eg. Costume and /or set design to Carruthers Hall). The IAR committee does
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not endorse the idea (not addressed in the Self Study) of moving the Drama department to
a renovated Tett Centre; this would require considerable study as it would have complex
effects for many dimensions of the program. Our main concern here is that the Drama
faculty, staff, and students be fully involved in the decision-making process about
facilities.

Program Futures and Recommendations

The IAR Committee envisions three broad possibilities for the future of the Drama
Department at Queen’s:

Status Quo (no new resources)

The department’s current level of effectiveness in teaching, research, and artistic activity
is simply not sustainable without new resources and new lines. As student numbers grow,
the department is being forced to rely on more part-time teaching labour, which will
mean less coherence and collegiality, and fewer resources for students. Student, staff, and
faculty satisfaction will decrease. Upper-year courses will grow or be offered less
frequently, and students will graduate less skilled. Faculty will be even more stressed,
with insufficient time for research and creative work, and more strident student demands;
attrition may result. The department will not be in a position to continue or expand its
various outreach to the broader university and community: production numbers will be
reduced, students from other disciplines will be excluded from courses, and no new
collaborative interdisciplinary projects will be possible. This would be a grotesque waste,
because with a fairly minimal investment, the university could facilitate the development
of what is a very strong department in terms of morale, research, teaching, and
contributions to arts.

Renewal
a) Undergraduate Focus

With some investment in faculty (2 additional lines, replacement of retirees, and one new
staff) and physical infrastructure (either renovation/expansion of current facilities, or
relocation), the Drama Department could continue to serve undergraduates at Queen’s,
and to make dynamic contributions to the university and broader community. Its
admirable balance between theatre history and criticism on the one hand, and production
on the other, could be fleshed out beyond its somewhat skeletal state at the moment.
There is definitely room for growth in the collaborative programme with Film Studies,
“Screen and Stage,” and for more projects in conjunction with Education. With sufficient
resources, the department could offer courses to non-majors, and thus serve a very
valuable role in the university more broadly.

b) Graduate Program Addition
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This scenario is built on the previous: that is, a graduate program could really only be
added with renewal first at the undergraduate level, since both require an increase in
faculty, and the reputation to draw good graduate students would be most effectively built
on the foundation of a dynamic undergraduate program. Reduction of the teaching load to
2:2 could permit faculty to pursue research without needing an eighth day of the week,
and would bring the teaching load in Drama to the Arts & Science norm. With these
changes in place, the department might consider developing a Master’s degree, after
deciding what the focus or relationship would be between “theory” and “practice.”
Alternately, the Department might collaborate with others to participate in a Cultural
Studies, Musical Theatre, or Text and Performance program. This collaborative avenue
might be the best way to generate the advantage of graduate student presence (intellectual
energy, T.A. labour, funding) without overly stretching the faculty or sapping the
dynamic undergraduate program. It might be the seed for a future independent graduate
program.
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Prioritized Recommendations
Tactical/Shori-term:

1. Reverse rising faculty-student ratio:University to make funds available to support the
hiring of two additional faculty. This action may improve class size, course offerings,
and faculty research time, allowing maintenance of the department’s standards .

2. Undertake a critical and visionary review of physical space requirements. It may be
advisable to attempt to keep the faculty office spaces together and possibly move
some program support facility areas to nearby buildings (eg. Costume and /or set
design to Caruthers Hall). This initiative must come from within the department.

3. Invest to improve existing space and ensure compliance with health and safety
standards: the University has a responsibility in this area.

4. Increase the support staff compliment by two additional staff members (1 technical, 1
office support) in an effort to relieve some of the program demands currently placed
on faculty, students, and existing support staff. There is also an urgent need to
reclassify the existing staff positions and make them more permanent in order to
address the reality of the associated work responsibilities and their importance to the
program.

Strategic/Longer-term:

1. Complete a new “five year plan” to guide the department and the university toward
positive program renewal and expansion.

2. Open up senior courses to the wider University student body in order to facilitate
interdisciplinarity.

- 3. Continue to consider ways of increasing the Department profile in the community as
well as the university.

4. Pursue the implementation of a graduate program in Drama (possibly in conjunction
with other university Departments), with the understanding that it will not be done at
the expense of the undergraduate program and that additional funding will be made
available to ensure the success of the program,

We join with the external consultants in congratulating the members of the Department of

Drama for their extraordinary accomplishments and contribution to the cultural and
intellectual fabric of the University and the community.

Respectfully submitted by: '

The Drama Internal Academic Review Team Dr. Stephen Elliott (Chair)

Dr. Robin Dawes, Dr. Stephen Elliott, Dr. Laura Murray, Ms. Kathy O'Brien, Ms. Sonia-
Liv Rannem, Dr. Peter Richardson, Mr. Graeme Ward,
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