ANNUAL CONFERENCE 1999

NAMHE held its annual conference this year at the Arts Centre of the University of Nottingham on 4 May 1999.  The theme was “Music and the Other Arts: Shared Concerns in Pedagogy and Research Practices”.  The conference began with a brief address by Sir Colin Campbell, Vice-Chancellor, who welcomed delegates and expressed his appreciation of the way in which the conference was addressing the needs of the Performing Arts in general.  

KEY ISSUES

NAMHE Chair, Graham Barber, introduced the conference by setting out the key points for the day.  In bringing together representatives of other Performing Arts subject associations to consider both pedagogical and research matters, Graham expressed the hope that we would be able to learn from each other and that we might identify many shared concerns.  Various disciplines would be able to demonstrate their models of teaching and research and delegates would have an opportunity to make connections and seek common factors.  The broad aim was to see if generic principles might emerge.  Graham welcomed the guest speakers for the day and also Nick Harris (QAA Directorate) and Professor Diana Knight (Chair of the AHRB Studentships Panel).  
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SESSION 1: WHAT’S HAPPENING IN ARTS TEACHING?

The following presentations were given during Session 1: What’s Happening in Arts Teaching? (Chair: Piers Hellawell, The Queen’s University of Belfast)

Dr Amanda Glauert

MMus Tutor

Royal Academy of Music

As a musicologist co-ordinating an MMus in Performance, it is tempting to try to ease the path for students and provide them with ready-made justifications for their performance choices.  From the ‘learning outcomes’ point of view it is obviously easier to judge whether performers show ‘a knowledge of the sources’ or ‘an analytical understanding of the structure’, than whether they ‘convey a sense of artistic integrity’.  Studies in Analysis, Performance Practice and Performance Traditions, can seem to define material or a text for students which they can then proceed to demonstrate in performance.  However, if one widens the musicological sphere to include Aesthetics, then one has to ask whether a ‘text’ actually exists in such an a priori fashion or whether it is not partly created by the conviction a performer brings to it.

From such an aesthetic viewpoint, the creative ‘material’ that any performer deals with has to include the questions they experience surrounding a text and its nature, and one has to encourage students to find ways of dealing with such difficult questions fruitfully. This may mean exploring case-study examples from as wide a range of contemporary performance practices as possible.  Or it may mean raising students’ awareness of how the theory/practice debate has evolved, and is evolving.  The history of musical aesthetics would suggest that musicians have always tended to want to simplify or objectify their understanding of creative processes, as though ‘intuition’ and ‘analysis’ could continue to be held apart - even though there are illuminating examples of performers who have sought to articulate more fluid layers of interaction between intuitive response and critical reflection.

The pianist Artur Schnabel advocated a pedagogy of ‘exploring the extremes’ - he sometimes told his students to trust their intuition entirely, sometimes demanded rigorous analysis from them.  He believed a performer should activate such extremes when working with music, because in following the ‘path of most resistance’ they could find their own kind of ‘moderation’ or ‘balance’. The tension generated by such a dialectical approach to performance education upsets what can be in danger of becoming a complacent Gesamtkunstwerk - performers finding their answers in musicology and musicologists their raison d’être in performance.  Nietzsche pilloried Wagner’s Gesamtkunstwerk, his circular matching of means and ends, as a flight from criticism. And while seeking to justify our practice-based courses in the light of the current debates over ‘standards’ and ‘quality’, we might beware of manufacturing solutions for our students that undermine the nature of the artistic enterprise itself.  While helping students equip themselves with every kind of tool and discipline - whether tools of technique, analytical methodology, historical knowledge or aesthetic understanding - one has to recognise that these may not necessarily combine easily, and bringing them together in a pedagogical context can heighten the contradictions and tensions students experience as they work on their performances.  Yet through opening students to continuing critical enquiry, one can raise their awareness of how such tensions relate to the nature of the artistic process itself.  And such assurance, gained through reflection, can prove crucial in enabling them to harness the tensions creatively in performance.

Dr Susan Melrose 

Head of Graduate Studies,

Rose Bruford College

The establishment of widely agreed criteria for higher degree programmes in Drama, as in the performing arts generally, is an extremely difficult process.  A practice-focused but academically acceptable Masters programme, for example, has to satisfy the demands of the profession as well as the criteria for academic writing at postgraduate level in the field.  Friction between ‘university’ and ‘professions’ is rendered more complex when other issues come into the equation: the RAE 2001, the QAA Postgraduate Qualifications Framework, and the AHRB.  It is worth noting that both the RAE panel for Dance, Drama and the Performing Arts and the AHRB are seeking to foster practice-based research in theatre and performance studies.  However, the QAA consultation paper seems to prefer traditional, written research and to risk thereby to marginalise practices more generally associated with the performing arts.  However, this perceived bias is not only evident in QAA documents, but can also be detected within some departments of theatre studies in the university sector.  Ideological and generational divisions within the subject association could be said to parallel those within the wider academic community.

Typically, the absence of agreement as to the necessity for a basic technical mastery across the Drama and Theatre sector and the corollary of that lack of agreement as to what mastery means are linked to judgements of taste and value which cannot be divorced from the knowledge-political positions of the departments concerned.  And although there is considerable work available in the field concerned with judgements of taste and value, a further aspect to ‘Theatre Making’ and ‘Theatre Studies’ militates against that enquiry.  It relates in part to theatre’s generally collaborative modes of practice; it relates in part to the delicate relationship which emerges between group members.  It relates in part to the little-theorised aspect of ‘Theatre-Making’ in teaching contexts, which is the necessary investment of the director’s enthusiasm and the requirement, furthermore, that the assessed student lives up to that enthusiasm.  

No creative practice in Theatre Studies can be put forward as PhD-worthy or RAE-worthy in itself for the simple reason that the frames provided by the university institution mean that the work proposed in that institution is never undertaken in and of itself.  Its objectives as well as its outcomes are peculiar to the operative frames.  

I would argue, in consequence, that it is in the researcher’s interest to position and frame that work discursively, acknowledging its status as metapractice, or practice which interrogates other practices.  In order to deal with the sorts of interventions typified by the recent QAA strategies, it is necessary to develop in turn the sorts of metadiscourses with which the QAA deals and to recognise the QAA’s strategies.  In the Arts, where other-than-discursive knowledge practice are engaged, there is a need and responsibility to make all our practices transparent and accountable.

Dr Darren Newbury

Research Training Co-ordinator, 

Birmingham Institute of Art and Design

The Research Training Initiative was set up in January 1995 to investigate the research training needs of postgraduates in Art and Design, and to publish appropriate learning resources.  It came out of concerns about higher degrees in an area that was relatively new to research degrees, within the broader debate around the nature of doctoral study and what constitutes an appropriate body of research skills which students might reasonably be expected to acquire (and institutions deliver).

The use of case study examples of completed projects offers a way of dealing in more depth with research in the broad field of Art and Design without prescribing a fixed range of research methods.  This seems appropriate given the relative novelty of research degrees in Art and Design (around twenty years with the main exception of Art History in a humanities tradition) and the difficulty of achieving a consensus as to what specific methods of training would be relevant across the range of current students.

Case Study One - MPhil
The student aimed to provide the appropriate means of documenting in plastic form a contemporary commercial environment.  Her accompanying written document explored the context (the relationship between aesthetics and social purposiveness) and the methods used (exploration of forms of visual modelling; observation of everyday life in an insurance company).

Case Study Two - PhD
The student made a survey of Soviet monumental sculpture, tracing its origins, growth and patronage, whilst critically appraising its value and role in Soviet society.  This was supported by research by studio practice of the plastic language, scale, processes and an investigation into the devices used to dictate spectator response.  The resulting thesis accompanied an exhibition of the student’s studio work.

Case Study Three - PhD
From a dissatisfaction with existing theories from the perspective of a practitioner, this student developed a new theory of production for Hellenistic and Roman mosaic glass.  Her method was to replicate glass bowls using simple and appropriate technology which were then compared and contrasted with original pieces and their stated production methods.

In conclusion, the test of research degrees in Art and Design, and in any subject area, is to what extent they provide a framework through which the subject can move forward, and within which individual researchers and practitioners can learn and develop the appropriate means for carrying this out.

DISCUSSION

The need for acceptable terminology was identified as a problem to be overcome in the criteria for higher degrees.  Although practice and theory come together in other sectors, ‘professional intuitions’ are difficult to articulate in the Arts.  It was also pointed out that a higher degree with practical elements requires more funding/resources than purely theoretical degrees, and that students and institutions alike would need clearly defined criteria.

SESSION 2: WHAT’S HAPPENING IN ARTS RESEARCH?

(Chair: Professor Anthony Pople, University of Nottingham)

Professor Chris Bannerman

School of Art, Design and Performing Arts

Middlesex University

Professor Bannerman was involved in establishing the Centre for Research into Creation in the Performing Arts, in association with the South Bank Centre.  The Centre’s ongoing research brief includes the archiving and mapping of arts practice, including the creative work of its research associates (six professional artists with substantial track records).  Work and methodology used in the creation of work by the associates will be documented and analysed through a series of seminars.  The intention is to engender understanding of creative processes and products through rigorous investigation.  Other work in this area has already been done which can be revisited and re-examined. Through his research for Dance UK on knee injuries, Professor Bannerman experienced the strong polarity of views and lack of consensus evident at times in the scientific community.  Perhaps the Arts sector tends to overemphasise the subjective nature of its research. There are shared understandings in the Arts which perhaps aren’t always articulated fully but professional judgement is built on firm foundations.  The absence of absolute knowledge does not negate the value of relative knowledge; in fact, it may make it more important. 

The funding system of the Arts Council (of which Professor Bannerman is a member) is being restructured but research bids are often successful.  The Council’s view of research is that it should improve the quality of the end product.  The rise of ‘research’ as a concept has given rise to a matrix of supporting systems focusing on areas of activity which may be discrete or overlapping.  Expertise may usefully be shared across sectors, perhaps allowing for more creative outcomes.  Individual disciplines must clarify their own practices across the performing arts in higher education but should encourage the funding agencies to share best practice.  Working together will achieve much more.

Professor Martin White

Department of Drama

University of Bristol

Professor White chaired the Standing Conference of University Drama Departments’ working party on Performance Practice as Research.  It presented its finding to SCUDD’s recent AGM and they were accepted for communication to HEFCE in advance of the next RAE.  Professor White is also a member of Research Panel 7 of the AHRB which deals with Music, Dance and the Performing Arts.  After the RAE 1996, it emerged that people were uncertain about how best to present practice-based research.  How could they be sure it would be treated in the same way as more traditional research?  The Drama sector has formulated a series of proposals to address this problem.  The Drama subject association (SCUDD) working party started from the last RAE definitions, in which research is considered to include the invention or generation of ideas, images, performances and artefacts where these lead to new or substantially improved insight.  Throughout their discussions, SCUDD took the view that the onus was on the researcher to make the case.  It is for the individual to decide if creative work has a predominantly research imperative.  In theory, any creative practice would qualify as research if it could be seen to give rise to other forms of discourse.  Over-prescriptive guidelines would be therefore inappropriate.

How should the work be submitted?  SCUDD had recommended creative work could be accompanied by an A4 sheet explaining the work, with a rigorously argued account of its particular research processes and outcomes indicating how the project meets the definition of research.  Aims and objectives were to be detailed as well as outcomes e.g. performances, reviews, etc.  The ‘international dimension’ is potentially problematic where practice-based research is concerned.  It cannot be right to have a rule on international quality that prohibits certain kinds of research work qualifying.  The SCUDD report took the view that the Panel should be much clearer on their interpretation of HEFCE’s guidelines for international quality.  Inter-disciplinary research poses difficulties as different criteria apply to different disciplines but this problem could be alleviated if panels agree joint strategies that address the structural issues involved in the RAE, above and beyond the key factor of the composition of assessment panels.  The SCUDD working party welcomed the proposed wider consultation between panel chairs.  Above all, the quality of the research should be paramount, not the question of where it was performed or published.  The Drama sector hopes that statements regarding practice submitted as research will be expressed more positively in published criteria than they were in the last RAE in order to underline the significance of such submissions and their clear parity with other forms of research and outcomes.  

Dr Barry Smith

Director of The Live Arts Archive

Nottingham Trent University

Academics and creative people within the Arts sectors are, by nature, thinkers.  It is important to remember that innovation and taking risks are vital elements of research.  However, it is clear that research goes in waves and responds to fashion.  Often, researchers feel they are alone but they are most probably experiencing the same problems and working towards similar goals as others.  The same applies to the creative artist.  The Live Art Archive’s work of preserving a period of performance work over 10/15 years is no longer a rare activity: the practice has spread throughout the sector to the extent that many departments now had collections of their own.  

The RAE measures outcomes and the AHRB offers the means to get there.  There is a research imperative to the Live Art Archive.  New forms of performance developed in the UK during the late 60s which have gained significance since, but no detailed records necessarily exist. 

 

The Live Art Archive’s research imperative was to gather information on the developments taking place during the late 70s and early 80s and to create a data resource for future students.  

What does the future hold?  Collaboration seems to be the way forward - the competition between institutions in recent years has turned in favour of a desire to seek the best.

DISCUSSION

The question seemed to be: what sort of research is valued?  The Drama sector’s approach (the use of written support as evidence of intent and outcomes) is one ‘defence’ against certain forms of criticism of performance-based research.  As research in the Arts is done by peer review, it is important to dispel the fears and prejudices of researchers within the sector.  Shared and agreed standards within a subject area are an important defence. 

During the day, delegates held discussions in break-out groups.  The following points formed the basis of feedback presentations:

Pedagogical Methods in the Arts

· Methods (of teaching, delivery, assessment, course design, etc) are critically dependent on context (course, institution, level, etc.).

· Acquisition of ‘knowledge’ best achieved through practical experience and understanding.

· N.B. Centrality of “Study Skills” (i.e. learning to learn) e.g.


HOW TO:

i. practise

ii. listen

iii. communicate

iv. locate information

v. develop intellectual curiosity

vi. develop awareness of teaching/learning       process

vii. recognise and deal with ‘interconnections’.

Learning and Teaching Support Network (Drama, Dance, Performing Arts and Music)

· Invitation to bid issued by HEFCE on behalf of funding bodies - deadline 28 May 1999.

· Subject-based support for learning and teaching in HE.

· Follow-up to CTI Centres and TLTSN, but emphasis on Teaching and Learning rather than IT.

· Aims to promote high quality learning and teaching by providing subject-based support for sharing innovation and good practices.

· 24 subject-based centres and a Generic Learning and Teaching Centre.

· Centre 21 is for Dance, Drama, Performing Arts and Music - NAMHE agreed to support any good bids.

· Possible and likely bidders include Lancaster; Glasgow/Surrey; Goldsmiths; and Dartington.

· SCUDD were not allowed to bid but were acting as honest broker on behalf of the Drama community.   

· GSMD were not eligible but were interesting in being involved.

· HEFCE would allow more than one bid to go forward to Phase 2 of the selection process but would ‘encourage the bidders to work together to produce a single ... bid that has the broad support of the appropriate subject disciplines’.

· Conference suggested that likely serious bidders get together after NAMHE deadline of 10 May and SCUDD IT group meeting of 14 May.

Practice-based Research Degrees and their Support  

· Concerns included types of doctoral programmes and types of degree awarded; external examiners (particularly in relation to doctoral performance); issues of originality, technique, expression; outcomes (e.g. composition); homogenous research; distinguishing virtual and actual; epistemological problem in relation to performance (taking away from centrality of the art).

· Creativity: lack of explicit definitions; assumption of ‘an absolute definition’.

· Need to define in terms students understand.

· Definition/articulation of benchmarks.

· Would it be possible to define some areas generically (i.e. across the Arts) with some specific definitions for each Arts discipline or activity?

· Importance of the point of entry standard.

· PhD is the degree as far as overseas students are concerned.  

· The titles (e.g. PhD, DMus) imply value systems.

· Process and product debate: ‘the process should be documented’.

· Older universities have fewer problems with establishing criteria for performance/composition doctorates - or do they?

· Do we have to have documentation of both process and viva voce?

· Availability of external examiners for assessment?

· Proposal: NAMHE should create a group to share experience, resource, etc.

Research Outcomes: Value Judgements (RAE)

· Initial concerns were treatment of performance and composition; unacknowledged ranking of venues/journals; lack of unanimity/clarity of criteria; collaboration with scientists (analogous problems of definition); teaching and learning strategies; and pedagogical materials.

· A clear statement of criteria is urgently needed.

· Does performance research equate with quality? with authenticity?

· Status of new recording of work submitted in score at previous RAE?

· Effects of authenticity movement on research content of performance.

· Status of works composed for amateur performers (however expert)?  

· Science research: process widely understood; not so composition or performance!

The Research Process: Innovation and Brilliance (the new AHRB)

· Music rather restrictive in thinking; small departments; solitary research; uncertainties until now about what counts as research.

· Widen ideas of ‘performance’ from just authenticity, historical performance, 20th century.

· Collaboration between performers - possibly a regional basis?

· Remember research income important in own right.  Research Councils will probably allow equal division of income between departments/universities (rather than a ‘lead’ university).

· Need to discover how to offer interdisciplinary projects satisfactorily e.g. with psychology, social science departments.

· Remember can use research officers/fellows - we are rather anti-collaboration of this kind!

· Need to let AHRB know the kinds of research we want funded (see last newsletter).

· Look at current list of the first funded projects from the AHRB - could be instructive.

Trends, Tendencies and Synergies

· Support should be sought from AHRB for joint applications e.g. music and technology.

· Pitching of an application should be governed by the project itself and its integrity, rather than trying to couch it according to the various criteria set up by the AHRB.

· Research is an individual culture and should not be driven by accountability.

· Universities are now much broader e.g. incorporate a lot of performance practice.

· Similarly, conservatoires now incorporate a lot of musicological study - could be developed into various forms of collaboration.

· Conservatoires give greater performance experience by their very nature - important to learn from each other.

· Sister disciplines (drama, dance and music) could collaborate more - links in with cross-cultural awareness.


At the conclusion of the conference, there was a NAMHE Business Meeting.  The Chairman reported a successful and busy year.  In particular, he noted the co-ordination of responses to QAA consultation papers; the establishment of an informal register of external examiners in music; dialogue with the AHRB; dialogue with the HEFCE regarding membership of the RAE 2001 panel; and the launch of a three-month project ‘Mapping Diversity in UK HE Music’.  

Colin Beeson (Secretary and Treasurer) presented the accounts for the year to 31 July 1998, which were approved.  Approval was also given to constitutional amendments arising from the decision at the 1998 conference to put in place automatic co-options to the Committee on regional grounds.
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