September 3, 2009

Brent,
In light of Don’s message asking the Theatre Department to revisit our production workload assignments for this coming year, I’d like to ask you to approach the Workload Committee and request a review of our program, particularly as it relates to Faculty Workload Model, 20.1.3. Don’s request presents a great opportunity to clarify these issues.
In 2003, the Theatre Department had two full time faculty members, a full time shop foreman and a part time costumer. Then dean, Joe Peterson, agreed that the programs responsibilities warranted 54 hours of production load to produce the shows needed to fulfill our curricular and community service obligations. Since that time the theatre program has more than doubled its faculty, while still working within the original workload allotment. To stretch the available production load resources to accommodate an additional faculty member, as Don is requesting, will fundamentally damage the ability of the theatre program to execute its mission.
What developed from the 54 hour allotment was the model that major production assignments, directing and design, would each be assigned three hours of work. This model acknowledged that there was an obvious difference between directing or designing a main-stage, full length, multiple set show and a more simple black box production. However, in making production assignments I have attempted to balance the production size so that it is as equitable as possible. 
I believe it is relevant to point out that an advantage of this model is that it allows faculty members to avoid the pitfall of teaching 12 credit hours and receiving a 2 hour production assignment, and then wondering how to find that one extra hour of workload. 
So, in a typical semester, resources would be assigned as follows:
Fall Semester
1. Program Administrator	3 hours
2. Costume Design/Build	9 hours
3. Show “A”
 Director	3 hours
 Set Design	3 hours
4. Show “B”
 Director	3 hours
 Set Design	3 hours
 Music Dir./Choreographer	3 hours

This adds up to 27 hours per semester, 54 hours per year. 
The problem with this model is that there were a number of inequities built into it. For example, the assignment given to the costumer was designing and building all shows (4), manage costume purchasing and budgets, plus supervise work study students. In any other program this would have been a full time job and the person doing it would have also had a staff assistant. Wanting to see the program succeed, and following what has been the best and worst Dixie College faculty tradition, the costumer was willing to donate the extra time needed, in the belief that the sacrifice was worth what would be built. Similarly, the shop supervisor was tasked with supervising the scene shop and work-study students, managing budgets, and building all productions. In addition to this he was also responsible for lighting design and execution, sound design and engineering, and occasional set design responsibilities. This should have been at least two separate jobs, if not three.
Under this model, with the willing commitment and sacrifice of the faculty and staff, a very viable and active production season was produced. The argument could be made that the program should have cut back its production offerings to better reflect the resources available. But how do you grow and improve a program by cutting back?
In 2007 we added two additional faculty members, Michael Harding and Brent Innes. Michael’s responsibilities were to direct two shows a year. Brent’s responsibilities, in addition to teaching, were to serve as Technical Director, taking over many of the shop management responsibilities, and to also serve as Lighting Designer/Supervisor for all productions. There were two other important changes. One was that Music Direction for productions was changed to a credit generating teaching assignment. The second was that a staff costuming position was also created, and a full time person hired. Because of commitments made, and a program policy limiting the number of creative assignments, the services of the original costumer were retained, but reduced to designing two shows a year and assisting as needed in the shop. So, on average, the workload hours were divided as follows:

Fall Semester
1. Program Administrator	3 hours
2. Costume Design/Build	4.5 hours
3. Tech Dir./Light Design	6 hours
4. Show “A”
 Director	3 hours
 Set Design	3 hours
5. Show “B”
 Director	3 hours
 Set Design	3 hours
This specific example, if followed closely, would consume 24.5 hours per semester, or 49 hours per year. This would change a little from semester to semester, depending upon needs. Working under the 54 ceiling gives the program a little flexibility to respond to unplanned challenges and opportunities. I would add at this point, because they were staff positions, the workload assigned to the scene shop supervisor and costume shop supervisor were not taken out of the assigned 54 hours. 
The initial workload model for the 2009-10 year was to have used 51 hours of production load. What has changed is that Don is expecting us to take the full time faculty costumer's workload out of the assigned 54 hours. As he requested, I have gone over the workload proposal several times, trying to find a way to carve 22 hours out of the existing workload in order to provide for the new position. I am unable to find any way of doing this without fundamentally undercutting the program.
The fact that we were able to absorb the first two theatre faculty members without asking for additional resources should illustrate how carefully we have worked to responsibly manage the workload we were assigned. 
I would like to add the following points to the justification for additional production workload. First; although production load is not tied directly to classes, student FTE is generated by the production program. There are a full range of production workshop courses, for which faculty do not receive workload, offered each semester. I believe that it is also important to mention that there is a strong pedagogical tie between courses and productions. In the same way that a laboratory provides practical experience needed for science students to integrate lecture with application, theatre students need productions to learn the real world application of the art and craft of their profession. It may be relevant to also reinforce the fact we are training students in a profession. We have very few students who are in these classes “just for fun.” Second; at the direction of the College’s administration, our curriculum has developed significantly in the past several years, particularly in the area of upper-division offerings. We need additional production resources to increase the quantity and, even more importantly, the quality of experiences provided for students. Theatre production activities are essential to our academic program, and it is the faculty that makes them happen. Third; the model of faculty working in scenery, costume shops and acting with students in productions, is typical of academic theatres and also has important pedagogical implications. One of the most obvious is that it allows the faculty member to model the skills, techniques and behavior discussed in class, adding a finishing layer to the instructional process.
The counter argument could be made that the theatre program should move to a more commercial model and pay for needed personnel out of box office receipts. This model is wrong for a number of reasons. The pressure to choose scripts based on their commercial viability would have a profoundly negative effect on the program. We would be forced to choose productions primarily based on their box office appeal, and not on their literary or artistic value. The effect would be the further glutting the community’s supply of well known, but over exposed material, and removing their opportunity to see new, little known, or more thought provoking scripts. It would probably curtail our production of classical scripts such as Shakespeare, as these works often have limited commercial appeal. This would also raise questions regarding academic freedom, as faculty members would likely loose their ability to research and explore new or cutting edge material. It would also restrict the faculty’s ability to choose the productions experiences, students need for their growth. I might add also the obvious loss of liberal arts connection, something we have tried very hard to maintain. All of which point out that the department’s production season is strongly tied to course curriculum and pedagogy. 
As we have discussed this issue in the past, I recall you mentioning that when you came to Dixie the faculty model was a 40/60 split, with 60% of load going to production. Currently, with five faculty members, the annual available load is 150 hours. The current ratio is approximately a 66/33 split, with over 66% going to teaching. This equates to the program loosing almost half of the production support it previously received. What I would ask you to request from the Workload Committee is a balance between the two. Would you please request an increase in the program’s production workload from 54 hours to 75 hours? This will allow us to continue functioning as we have been for the past six years. In order to avoid this problem in the future, I would further ask for a policy change adopting a 50/50 model where each new faculty hire would bring that division of resources with it.  This will allow the program to continue functioning at the same level of excellence, while also providing a mechanism for the program to grow as needed.
I have worked hard to ensure a careful stewardship of the resources entrusted to me. There is no “fat” in this request. This request is necessary for the long term viability of the program, and vital if we are to offer a Baccalaureate degree.
Thank you for your assistance,

Varlo Davenport
Director of Theater


