
QUESTIONS TO GUIDE UNIT/PROGRAM AND FACULTY 
LEVEL SUBMISSIONS 
Current economic and budgetary conditions and challenges are unlikely to change in the near or distant future. 
At the same time, the Premier has set the ambitious goal that 70% of the population wil l graduate with a 
post-secondary qualif ication; and the Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities (MTCU) projects that 
between 2008-09 and 2015-16, university applications in Ontario wil l rise by 42,000 – 58,000. Our abil i ty to 
respond to this increased demand while reta ining our commitment to quality requires that we look closely at 
what we do, how we do it and how well we do. We must be clear-minded and strategic. We cannot do 
everything, so we must choose our areas of focus. Whi le being mindful of the tremendous diversity, which 
characterizes this institution, across Faculties and even within units, we must forge a coherent common vision 
for the future. 

The fol lowing questions are provided to guide the Academic Planning Exercise. A comparable template, 
suitably adapted, wil l be provided to administrative units for input into broader university planning. 

The submission deadline for unit documents will be determined by Deans. The Deans’ submission deadline to the 
Vice-Principal (Academic) is April 15, 2010.  
PLEASE NOTE: This MS Word template is being provided to assist you in compiling and drafting your answers 
to academic planning questions.  Save this document to your computer as you would any text file and send to 
colleagues for comment, etc.  Once you have finalized your unit's answers to the questions, go to the appropriate 
submission form page at www.queensu.ca/forms.  Select the appropriate form and copy your final answers from 
your MS Word document into the appropriate boxes on the submission form.  
 

1 How will your unit or programs contribute to Queen’s mission of research, scholarship, teaching and service 
to the community, province, nation and broader world? What steps will you take, through the delivery of high 
quality programs, to attain these goals?1,2 

 Speak specifically to: 

 a Program structures (areas or fields for emphasis; de-emphasis or discontinuation) 

N.b. The response of the Department of English is made in the context of Queen’s mission as it is articulated in 
the motion passed by Senate on 25 January, 1996: “The University will build on the strength that is 
Queen's - students, faculty, staff and alumni - to be among the best of internationally known universities in 
Canada, recognized for: the exceptional quality of undergraduate and graduate students and programs in 
the arts, sciences and professions; the intellectual power and value of research and scholarship by faculty 
members and students; the exemplary service of the University and that of its graduates to the 
community and the nation and the community of nations.” 

The projected full-time and continuing adjunct faculty complement in English for 2015 will be 27 (assuming no net 
new positions, 3 retirements, 3 conversions from GRR to Continuing Adjunct, and 1 promotion from Continuing 
Adjunct to Full Professor).  This number will be minimally sufficient to continue offering the comprehensive 
undergraduate and graduate programs in English literatures that are the cornerstone of this Department’s national 
reputation (approximately 36.0 undergraduate and 9.0 graduate full-course equivalents). As recent OCGS and 
IAR reviews confirm, the “exceptional quality” of our programs is based on exposing students to literature from a 
large range of communities, historical periods, and geographical regions, a range that is ever-increasing as the 
field of literary studies expands to include writers, forms, and traditions previously marginalized or unknown. 
Engaging with literatures across a range of histories and traditions, as well as through a range of disciplinary and 
interdisciplinary approaches, enables students to develop the cross-cultural and historical literacies that are 
essential to becoming informed global citizens.  Re-orienting ourselves as a ‘niche’ Department would undermine 
our very ability to contribute efffectively to the Queen’s mission. 

 

 

 b Interdisciplinarity  



 

Interdisciplinarity is to a large extent inherent to literary studies and has been practiced in this Department for 
many years in both teaching and research.  Five of our faculty are formally members of the Cultural Studies 
graduate program, and many have developed informal teaching collaborations with faculty in other departments. 
English courses often incorporate the comparative study of other artistic media such as film, painting, 
performance, architecture, graphic arts, and music, and the study of social, political, economic, and/or intellectual 
history is a fundamental component of virtually every course taught in the Department. But we also find that 
administrative structures, and now budgetary restrictions, make it extremely difficult for courses that are 
interdisciplinary in content to be populated by students from disciplines other than English, let alone be taught 
collaboratively by faculty from more than one discipline. This is a tremendous loss for students and faculty alike, 
precluding one of the most valuable aspects of interdisciplinarity, the exchange of ideas, perspectives, and 
expertise across disciplines. For instance, Pat Rae’s course in “Literary Modernism” (ENGL 366), which explores 
modernist literature through the lens of movements and experiments in the visual arts, is effectively closed to 
students who are not concentrating in English. A casualty of the budget crisis is one of our most famous and 
successful interdisciplinary courses, IDIS 303 (formerly 203) Math and Poetry, taught collaboratively by Maggie 
Berg and Peter Taylor for a number of years. This course brought together a large number of undergraduates 
(approx 90 each year) from across the disciplines in Arts and Science and Engineering to engage in critical 
thinking and debate across disciplinary divisions that are normally impermeable. Poetry and math were treated as 
the foundational "languages" of arts and science respectively. The poetry part of the course served the role of 
demonstrating the nature of the discipline of English to people who are not arts-oriented. Many students left the 
course with a new appreciation of the complexity of studying literary texts and the transformative power of 
literature for them as individuals. Given the tremendous success of this course, and the praise it has garnered as 
a landmark in interdisciplinary teaching within the Faculty, it is all the more ironic that the course has not run (and 
likely will not run) while budgetary cutbacks are in effect. Many of our faculty are interested in developing new 
interdisciplinary courses and teaching with colleagues in other departments, and are open to doing so for 
pragmatic as well as intellectual reasons.  But the fact remains that at the undergraduate level such cross-
departmental collaborations are severely hampered by current administrative structures.  
 
Graduate students and faculty in English are engaged in a range of interdisciplinary research projects, including 
collaborations—at Queen’s and elsewhere—with researchers in the fields of law, medicine, sociology, philosophy, 
music, drama, cultural studies, geography, development studies, gender studies, history, indigenous studies, and 
environmental studies. These collaborations have resulted in major research grants for Queen’s, notably the first-
ever CIHR to be won by a humanities Principal Investigator (Rosemary Jolly), SSHRC-funded conferences and 
workshops being held here (“American Exceptionalism,” organized by Sylvia Söderlind; “Animal Studies,” 
organized by graduate students in English, to be held in June 2010), invitations to speak at international symposia 
in other disciplines (e.g., Pat Rae speaking at the William James Centenary conference, “Revisioning 
Pragmatism,” in Hamburg in June 2010), and the publication—still rare in the Humanities—of co-authored peer-
reviewed journal articles, essay collections, and monographs. Within the graduate program, we have attempted to 
consolidate these sorts of interdisciplinary (and international) connections through our recently-developed 
Research Forum, a year-long series of lectures that our MA and first-year PhD students are required to attend, 
and in which they are exposed not only to faculty and post-doctoral work being produced within our own 
department, but to the research of distinguished speakers in other fields. This year, for instance, our students 
have attended a variety of talks on global development issues that were hosted by, among others, the History 
department and SNID, as well as the upcoming Brockington lecture given by world-renowned postcolonial scholar 
Mary Louise Pratt. Another distinctive feature of our PhD program is the Special Topics Presentation, undertaken 
by doctoral students in the second semester of their second year. After a year of coursework, followed by a set of 
written exams in their chosen field of specialization, our students undertake a semester of supervised 
independent research on a topic that is of broad relevance to the doctoral dissertation. This research culminates 
in an oral presentation given to the Department.  Most often transhistorical and interdisciplinary in nature, and 
frequently involving as committee members faculty from cognate disciplines, these STP presentations are unique 
to our program, and are a particularly good example of the way in which we privilege innovative, interdisciplinary, 
and inquiry-based approaches to learning at the graduate level. 

 

 

 

 c Curriculum reform and inclusivity  

 



We are currently engaged in a self-initiated review of our undergraduate program that has and will continue to 
include discussion of diversity issues.  The incorporation of global perspectives and the study of cultural 
difference is, however, already present in our curriculum. To cite just one example at the level of content 
in individual courses,  Ruth Wehlau’s “History of the English Language” course pays special attention to 
cultural difference. Working from the assumption that some of the students in the course will end up being 
teachers and may encounter students with dialects other than standard English, especially Caribbean 
dialects, the course deals with these dialects, and with the controversies surrounding Black American 
vernacular. The class as a whole deals with the question of standard English. Discussions about linguistic 
difference allow the class to consider the fact that standard English is constructed, not natural, and that all 
dialects are ‘good English.’ Students learn that there are reasons for maintaining a standard, but speaking 
Canadian standard English is no longer seen as possessing a moral high ground. Many of our literature 
courses that are not obviously ‘about’ issues of diversity do in fact teach students to denaturalize their 
local, immediate experiences and presuppositions about cultural identity, and also to develop the 
analytical tools for recognizing and critiquing linguistic systems as artifacts with ideological powers. 

At the level of program structure, courses in postcolonial literatures are a component of one of the categories in 
our distribution requirements, and we recently introduced a seminar course in indigenous literatures to the 
same group.  Queen’s English was a pioneer and remains a leading Canadian department in postcolonial 
literary studies. We have held a CRC in this area, and our faculty in the contemporary and postcolonial 
fields maintain an interdisciplinary and international focus on modernization and its ecological, economic, 
and political consequences in diverse global communities. With roughly one third of our faculty working in 
non-British literatures, we can clearly claim expertise in global literatures in English, and we are enlivened 
by the possibilities of teaching newer areas such as queer theory, literature and disability, and literature 
and the environment (a topic with crucial but often overlooked significance for matters of social justice). 
Importantly, our undergraduate colloquium (organized by students) has been on the topics of Literature 
and Environment (2008) and Literature and Disability (2010).  The colloquium on Literature and 
Environment prompted us to make this the theme of the following year’s departmental speakers series. 

 

d Degree Structure (e.g., credit hours) 

The Department does not plan to initiate any change in degree structure or credit hours.  We would hope that any 
such change, if initiated at the Faculty or University level, proceed with due consultation and sensitivity to 
the sheer time required to develop the specific intellectual abilities needed to master various disciplines. 
In the discipline of English, students must experience a sustained engagement with literary language in 
order to learn to apprehend the linguistic and rhetorical structures that destabilize superficial 
comprehension. Similarly, the kind of analytical writing we teach is not a natural or instinctive skill, but a 
skill requiring a lengthy learning process in which students have ample opportunity to practice and in 
which they receive extensive supervision.  Of course there is no way to quantify in absolute terms what 
length of time or number of contact hours are necessary for a quality undergraduate education in 
literature, but given that literacy skills have noticeably declined in the incoming cohorts, it would be 
counterintuitive to decrease—for purely financial reasons—the number of credit hours needed to 
complete a degree in our discipline. 

 e Course format (length, weight, delivery mechanisms, location, etc.) 

 

The impetus for our present curriculum review was a change in our workload standard from 3/2 to 2/2 (the 
disciplinary norm for research-intensive English departments), approved by the Department in May 2006 
and involving a major change in the delivery mechanism of our first-year foundations course, ENGL 110. 
The new delivery mechanism for ENGL 110 (2 lecture hours plus 1 TA-led tutorial per week) has proven 
to be immensely successful, with all constituencies (faculty, students, and graduate student TAs) 
reporting great satisfaction with the professional, pedagogical and intellectual value of the lecture/tutorial 
structure.  The Department has not explored or entertained other variations to course format, although 
some discussion has occurred of offering a new second-year foundational course in the history of English 
literatures with a less-intensive writing component than is currently the norm for second-year courses. 
The Department recognizes that the budget crisis may necessitate some adjustment in the level of writing 
instruction we are able to offer our students, but we are deeply committed to preserving the level of 
writing instruction in every year of our program as currently stipulated in our Working Practices guidelines. 

 



 f Innovative teaching and learning techniques (i.e. e-learning, field study, exchange, capstone experiences, 
co-curricular activities, etc.) 

 

A number of our faculty have taken major roles in educational leadership, both at Queen’s and within the 
profession as a whole, including the development of electronic materials such as an instructional DVD of 
images designed by Leslie Ritchie to complement the texts in the Norton Anthology of English Literature. 
We have developed a suite of correspondence courses sufficient to earn a Minor concentration, and we 
encourage and support student exchanges, having found that they enrich not only the lives of the 
individual students concerned, but also the overall dynamic of our program. While many of our large 
lecture courses make use of interactive technologies to enhance students’ learning, we face challenges in 
terms of developing online supports for our courses: we have no computer support, and faculty members 
are at present left to their own devices in terms of mastering WebCT and other interactive teaching 
technologies. Even for faculty who are somewhat conversant with the relevant technologies, developing 
useful online course materials entails three to four times as much work as a regular course. E-learning 
requires faculty to develop a host of new skills (including basic programming, graphic and document 
design, image-editing, audio and video editing) that are not directly related to our teaching and research, 
and that at present are not adequately compensated. We would also caution against the assumption that 
e-learning is necessarily ‘innovative’.  In many cases, it merely uses new technology to deliver a very old-
fashioned kind of teaching and a passive style of learning. For some topics, levels, and disciplines, it 
works well; for others, it would represent an impoverishment of current teaching standards and would 
deprive students of the kind of active learning that is an irreplaceable component of a quality 
undergraduate education in the humanities. 

 

 g TA support and adjunct teaching 

 

The quality of our undergraduate program at the 100- and 200-levels depends heavily on TA support. Our first-
year course, which has an average enrolment of 700 students, features tutorials of no more than 28 
students, led by TAs in Year 2 and 3 of their PhD program. This is an extraordinary experience for the 
TAs, and the students in the course we have taught in this format for 3 years have praised highly the 
small-class learning experience, for many the only such experience in first year at Queen’s. TA support in 
our 200-level courses, with enrolments typically at 90-100, is absolutely essential to the provision of 
intensive writing instruction. The English undergraduate program quite simply could not function without 
the current complement of TAs.  

 h Infrastructure (physical) 

The report of the IAR team in 2003 concluded that “the physical resources are considered inadequate for parts of 
the undergraduate and graduate delivery of courses” (p. 5). Apart from aesthetic upgrades to our 
graduate classroom, there has been no appreciable improvement to the teaching space in Watson Hall, 
nor are there a sufficient number of properly equipped large lecture halls or seminar rooms to enable 
many of the pedagogical strategies (e.g., breakout groups) that enhance student learning. The lack of 
WiFi in Watson Hall and the prohibitive cost of installing cable internet connections in our graduate 
classroom has created significant challenges for those instructors wishing to use the very interdisciplinary 
approaches and e-learning technologies that the University asks us to embrace. The degradation of the 
teaching infrastructure at Queen’s for all disciplines must be addressed.  

 

2 What are your areas of demonstrated excellence in research and graduate teaching? 

 Identify no more than three. 

The Queen’s English department graduate program has established a nation-wide reputation for its 
comprehensive historical coverage of English-language literature. Every year students have access to a 
range of courses that cover all the main historical fields of English-language literature, as well as Theory. We 
offer comprehensive exams and supervision in the following areas of specialization: Medieval Literature, 
Renaissance Poetry and Prose, Renaissance Drama, Restoration and Eighteenth-Century Literature, 
Romantic Literature, Victorian Literature, Modern British Literature, Modernism, Colonial and Early 
Nineteenth-Century American Literature, Canadian Literature, Postcolonial Literatures, Literary Theory and 
Criticism, and Feminist Literary Studies. Given that our program’s strengths have consisted precisely in our 



ability to offer comprehensive, gap-free historical coverage of English-language literatures to our students, it 
is a difficult undertaking to isolate only three demonstrated areas of excellence when it comes to such 
coverage.  For this very reason, our current OCGS appraisal brief identifies our fields of strength in three 
overarching chronological categories: 1) Literatures in English to 1750, 2) Late Eighteenth- and Nineteenth-
Century Literatures in English, and 3) Twentieth-century and Contemporary Literatures in English. These 
three fields cover the full historical and geographical range of literatures written in English and thereby reflect 
our identity as a strong comprehensive department. The department’s research strengths are equally 
distributed across the three chronological fields. 

 

 a What metrics do you use to establish “excellence”?3 

Excellence in graduate teaching and supervision in the discipline of English can be measured by the record of 
student achievement in competitions with rigorous review procedures: SSHRC and OGS awards, 
admission to prestigious PhD programs (for MA students), peer-reviewed conferences and journal 
publications, postdoctoral fellowships, and tenure-stream academic appointments.  Our graduate 
students have performed exceptionally well in all categories, so much so that the external consultants for 
our last IAR compared us favourably in terms of prestige and the quality of our students with the larger 
and better-resourced English departments at Alberta, Toronto, UBC, Western, and McGill. 

 

Although the ‘metrics’ for excellence in research in our discipline, as with most Humanities disciplines, are 
changing in response to new dissemination technologies, the reorientation of federal research dollars 
from individual, inquiry-driven research to collaborative projects with explicit social value, and a decline in 
academic book publishing, there continues to be a premium on books published by academic presses 
and articles published in peer-reviewed journals. Invited talks at major scholarly meetings, research 
grants, competitive fellowships, and research Chairs are also indicators of research strength. As with the 
‘metrics’ for excellence in graduate teaching, these indicators can be useful, if not entirely reliable, 
because they they are founded in a peer review process.  While common in the sciences, citation counts 
are a poor indicator of quality in Humanities research, as are quantitative indicators generally. See the 
CFHSS report on “Performance Indicators and the Humanities and Social Sciences” explains 
(http://www.fedcan.ca/index.php?action=artikel&lang=fr&id=364#Critiques%20).  

 

 

 b Are there parallel areas of strength in other units in your Faculty or elsewhere at Queen’s that might merit 
this being a University area of emphasis? 

Obvious areas of strength that parallel ours are to be found in the other humanities, languages and performing 
arts departments in the Faculty of Arts and Science (e.g., Linguistics, German, Spanish and Italian, French, 
Drama, Art History, Music, History, Philosophy). Less obviously, but of equal importance, it can be noted that 
an area of demonstrated excellence in English such as the linked fields of Contemporary, Postcolonial, and 
Indigenous Studies fits in well with the concerns of new interdisciplinary programs such as Cultural Studies 
and Global Development Studies, as well as with work being done in cultural geography and world history in 
departments such as Geography and History.  At least two specific parallel areas of strength can be 
mentioned here.  There is a critical mass of faculty and ongoing cross-disciplinary discussions in early 
European culture at Queen’s in the departments of English, History, Philosophy, Gender Studies, French 
Studies, and the History of Art (which has two endowed chairs in Baroque studies). We should be able to 
mount an excellent program, or even develop a Centre, in Early European Studies, one that could profitably 
be linked with the BISC.  Such a Centre would fit exceptionally well within the research cluster “Society, 
Culture, and Human Behaviour” identified in Queen’s Strategic Research Plan (approved by Senate on 27 
February 2003). It is disturbing that this research cluster finds no expression in the “areas in which Queen’s 
already excels” identified in “Where next?” (p. 16), although, according to the Strategic Research Plan, the 
cluster “includes one of the largest number of scholars at Queen’s” (p. 8). We could also mount a superb 
program in the medical humanities. We have parallel strength in SKLHS, medical history, and narrative 
medicine, the field is fundable with medical money, and no other Canadian University does it. It must be 
based in Arts and Science, not Medicine, to thrive, and may form the kernel of an outstanding public health 
program not confined to biostatistics and cancer in the future. A program in medical humanities would fit 
superbly within the “Enhancement of Human Health” research cluster.  Needless to say, any such initiatives 
will only succeed with appropriate levels of administrative and financial support, including funded release time 
for faculty involved in their development. 



 

 

3 Outline the current and future relationship between research and teaching in your unit and programs.  

 Speak specifically to: 

 a Undergraduate participation in research (current and future) 

It is less common in English than in social science or science disciplines for undergraduate students to participate 
in faculty research, largely because we do not normally conduct research with groups of students and 
postdoctoral fellows, and grant funding for Research Assistants is likely to go to doctoral students.  A 
discipline-specific understanding of this matter is imperative:  in the Humanities, research is frequently 
carried out by individual researchers, and much of our work can and has been done without the support 
of research grants. That said, undergraduate students have been involved in faculty research in a number 
of productive and intellectually rewarding ways. Two examples can be cited, both involving collaboration 
with the Drama department. Leslie Ritchie’s research on the uses of prologues and epilogues in 
eighteenth-century drama resulted in her writing a play on the subject, Before and After. The play was 
directed by Judith Fisher and performed by her students in 2008. Ritchie subsequently used the 
information gained from the play’s rehearsal and performance to write an article on learning through 
performance, and also developed new approaches to teaching eighteenth-century drama in 
undergraduate and graduate courses. Another instance involved students in a Shakespeare course 
performing Hamlet for a research project on the typographic setting of letter-reading scenes in early texts 
of the play. Undergraduate students have also participated in faculty research conducting bibliographic 
searches, compiling primary materials, making transcriptions, and editing. Future participation of this kind 
will depend upon the nature of research undertaken by our faculty.  Each year, undergraduate students 
organize a colloquium centred around a topic of their choosing. Topics in the past two years have been 
Literature and Environment, and Literature and Humour; this year the topic will be Disability Studies. 
These colloquia provide an opportunity for students and faculty to discuss an emerging area of research 
as equals and have been highly satisfying events. A final example: a PhD student who was a collaborator 
on a multi-university project on the history of Canadian publishing involved three undergraduate students 
in research at Queen’s Archives. 

 

One outstanding example of undergraduate participation in research is the work done by students in a course on 
Canadian English (LING 202; funded from the budget of the Strathy Language Unit, a research unit of the 
Department of English). Students in this course undertake original research projects at the Strathy Unit, 
and the best of their papers are published annually in the series “Undergraduate Working Papers.” Six 
volumes are in print; volume 7 is published in electronic format  Topics include African English in Nova 
Scotia, Yiddish terms in urban Canadian English, an inter-tribal trading language in pre-Confederation 
British Columbia, and the language policies of the CBC. (See  
http://post.queensu.ca/~strathy/topics/other_publications.html). 

 

 b Graduate student role in the relationship between research and teaching (current and future) 

In the discipline of English, graduate students provide one of the strongest links between research and teaching, 
both in bringing their own research to the undergraduate classroom and in the development, through 
independent teaching assignments, of their qualifications for academic careers.  Our doctoral program 
has a carefully calibrated series of teaching assignments involving progression from lesser to greater 
pedagogical responsibility, beginning as marking TAs in Year 1, serving as Tutorial Leaders in Years 2 
and 3, and assuming full responsibility for a course, normally in their area of specialization, in Year 4 or 5. 
Because doctoral students are concurrently researching their dissertations, their courses are richly 
informed by the most current research in their field. 

 

Most faculty in English experience a strong relationship between research and teaching in their own work, and 
this frequently involves teaching and supervision of graduate students. It is not uncommon for published 
articles to have originated with a problem first encountered in the classroom or in conversation with a 
supervisee. Graduate students have worked as RAs on many of our research projects, and their skills 
have been invaluable. For example, Tracy Ware has employed graduate students in his various editing 
projects to perform the important tasks of proof-reading and checking sources, but also to comment about 



other aspects of the editions and thus contributing to their scholarly worth. Rosemary Jolly’s research 
team on HIV/Gender Based Violence in South Africa includes graduate student interns who are directly 
involved in the field study component of the research. As is reported in our 2009 OCGS Brief, English 
faculty research has provided close to $150,000 for doctoral student support in the form of Research 
Assistantships since 2002 (Table 5a, p. 22). 

 

 

 c Role of postdoctoral fellows and research associates if applicable 

Postdoctoral fellows have made significant contributions both to our teaching programs and to the scholarly 
community in the Department, but in our discipline they do not normally work in direct collaboration with their 
research supervisors as they do in the sciences.  All have given public talks on their research, most have 
taught undergraduate courses in their areas of specialization, and several have participated actively in 
departmental reading groups and colloquia. A notable example is Eli MacLaren, SSHRC postdoctoral fellow 
working under the supervision of Laura Murray, who for the past two years has organzied a series of talks and 
workshops in the field of Book History. The events in this series have drawn faculty, graduate students 
(including a doctoral student in Computing who demonstrated a newly developed electronic reader), 
librarians, archivists, and private researchers from the Kingston community with a special interest in the 
history of books, reading, and publication. 

 

 

 

4 What international activities is your unit engaged in (please feel free to use material generated for the 
November 2009 query from the Principal to Deans) and what additional activities would it wish to engage in, 
given resources? 

Several of our faculty are involved in major international research collaborations; nearly all of us have a significant 
international component to our research and teaching (some details are provided above in sections 1b and 
1c), and many of our faculty each year are invited to speak at international scholarly meetings. In 2009-10, 23 
international students have taken English courses. The Strathy Language Unit serves as an international 
resource on Canadian English. Its corpus of Canadian English and reference collections are regularly used by 
international scholars, including most recently scholars from China and Germany. In June 2010, the Unit and 
the English department will co-host an international conference at Queen’s on “English Dictionaries in Global 
and Historical Context.” The program includes speakers from Italy, Saudi Arabia, Lebanon, China, and 
Russia. Other international conferences and workshops hosted by faculty and students in the English 
department include “American Exceptionalism” in 2006, “Copyright’s Counterparts: Alternative Economies of 
Creativity in Theory and Practice,” 2008, and “Animal Studies,” forthcoming in 2010.  All three were/are 
SSHRC-funded. Faculty in English have won Fulbrights and other international research fellowships.  One 
member is currently on a Visiting Canterbury Fellowship at the University of Canterbury, Christchurch, New 
Zealand. 

5 What factors distinguish your unit from similar ones in other universities? 

 

English at Queen’s is distinguished from departments of similar size, composition, and institutional support quite 
simply in the outstanding quality of its research and its students.  This was the finding of the external 
consultants at our IAR in 2003: “The Department enjoys a superb national and international reputation for the 
quality of its research and its students and it has been successful in placing its graduate students in 
appropriate positions” (p. 1). In terms of prestige, the consultants state that Queen’s English is comparable to 
the much larger and better-funded departments at Alberta, Toronto, UBC, Western, and McGill. In terms of 
size, resources, and research intensivity, however, we compare more closely with English departments at 
Simon Fraser, Calgary, McMaster, and Dalhousie. None of these departments, however, enjoys our 
reputation in research and teaching.  The IAR consultants confirm that we have been punching above our 
weight for several decades. It needs to be pointed out here that any compromise to the quality of the 
education we can provide and the research we carry out, both of which are inevitable if the current financial 
climate continues, will inevitably lower our standing among Canadian English departments. 

 



6 The Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities (MTCU) is interested in multilateral partnerships between 
universities and between colleges and universities as mechanisms to improve student access to and mobility 
in the post-secondary sector (i.e. university transfer credits, college credit transfer toward baccalaureate 
degrees, college offerings of baccalaureate degrees)4. Are there opportunities within the evolution of your 
academic programs to consider these types of partnerships? 

At present, this is a challenge for us. With no new hires, and increased pressures for undergraduate enrolments 
from a growing Arts and Science cohort, we have had to shut down access to our program for transfer 
students, second degrees, and the like. 

 

 

7 Some funds will be centrally allocated beginning in the 2011/12 budget year for new initiatives and 
established or emerging areas of excellence. State how you would allocate any net new resources awarded 
to your unit. 

 

We could greatly benefit from resources to hire IT support, particularly to improve our website (including bringing 
it into compliance with the Access for Ontarians with Disabilities Act), and to assist with the development of 
web interfaces in support of our courses. We are also greatly in need of resources to improve the teaching 
technology in our graduate seminar room.  Both of these improvements would help us better to advertise and 
deliver the top-quality teaching programs for which we have earned an outstanding reputation. All of our 
“established and emerging areas of excellence” would benefit from these new resources. If more significant 
amounts of money become available, particularly for new academic positions, we would compete vigorously 
for them. (English has a superb record of winning QNS appointments, including a nominee ranked in the top 
three in the aborted competition of 2008-09.) 

 

 

8 Provide a brief response on behalf of your unit to the general content of Where Next?, paying particular 
attention to areas in which you see the potential for your unit to move forward using existing resources. 

 

A number of major criticisms have emerged in the responses to Where Next? I have received from my 
colleagues, and I concur with them all: 

 

1) The process and timeline for the development of a University Academic Plan is flawed and should be 
reconsidered. Departments in the Faculty of Arts and Science have had about a month in which to prepare a 
detailed response to Where Next?, with practically no information about the use to which our responses would 
be put in future budgetary planning.  Also problematic is the restricting of responses to individuals and Heads. 
Both of these factors have made it extremely difficult for a culture of collaboration to develop in response to 
the budget crisis that, according to the rhetoric of Where Next? and by the Principal’s admission, is the major 
impetus for this review.  A culture of collaboration is precisely what is needed if we are “to move forward using 
existing resources,” and yet the University planning exercise has begun with a process that does just the 
opposite. 

 

2) The insistence in Where Next? that we “be alive to this context” (of economic, social, and technological 
revolutions) problematically implies that “what next?” is a purely futural question. In the midst of all these 
revolutions, we are not being asked questions regarding what in Queen’s rich history we might wish to 
preserve (let alone restore). Being unable to afford traditional elements of a university’s conception of itself 
differs drastically from deciding that the former were inutile or otherwise hindering. The ideology of futurism as 
an implicit foreclosure of looking back returns throughout the text in ways that are deeply unsettling in the 
context of an academic institution of this stature. 

 

3) Where Next? has appallingly little to say about race and diversity issues, and this at a University with a 
troubling history of incidents of racially motivated violence and prejudice. 



 

4) The suggestion that faculty get out and talk to students in common ground venues to foster intellectual 
community is an excellent one. Many of us have lamented the loss of time for this kind of interaction with 
students, but we believe that reversing the trend will take more than wearing buttons on lapels. The real issue 
is faculty workload, and this is inherently related to the sharp decline in resources to support the core 
academic work of the University. A genuine commitment to rebuilding the conditions for a renewed scholarly 
community at Queen’s must attend not just to the provision of new kinds of social space, but also and more 
importantly to providing faculty—and students—with the time to inhabit them. 

 

5) Many of the stated principles and assumptions in Where Next? have not been arrived at through a process of 
due consultation.  The four principles listed on p. 4 are, in theory, unobjectionable; their specific articulation in 
the planning document, however, is not consistent with policies already in place at the University, namely 
Queen’s mission statement as it was approved by Senate in 2006. Similarly, the four “possible institutional 
priorities” for academic distinction do not align with the University’s Strategic Research Plan of 2003, which 
identifies a far more nuanced and inclusive (not to mention approved) set of research clusters that captures 
the full range of scholarly work being done at Queen’s. Humanities research is completely absent from the 
areas of ‘academic distinction’ identified by Principal Woolf.  It is also unsettling that these areas have been 
identified without reference to any ‘metrics’ of excellence in terms of which we as academic units were 
required to assess our own strengths. In short, Where Next? seems to have done simultaneously too much 
and not enough to launch the academic review process.  Framing the document as a conversation-starter is 
laudable, but in too many ways the conditions for genuine conversation at this most vital of times are simply 
not part of the planning process.  We urge the Principal to reconsider the process and the timeframe to 
ensure that the planning exercise produces a real revitalization of this University. 

 

 

 

1 If applicable address program accreditation in the context of the itemized list provided. 
2 Please project your tenure-track and continuing adjunct staff complement ahead five years and calculate the total number of courses that 

can be offered given planned budgetary reductions. 
3 Empirical data from OCGS and IAR reviews as well as other assessments are appropriate. 
4 Recent documents presented to MTCU from the Council of Ontario Universities (COU): Reaching Even Higher: The next multi-year 

funding plan for post-secondary education (not yet posted to the COU site); and Colleges Ontario (CO) www.collegesontario.org/policy-
positions/ 
position-papers/new-vision-for-higher-education.pdf provide greater detail on this initiative. A further reference on this topic is the recent 
McGill-Queen’s publication: Academic Transformation: The forces shaping higher education in Ontario. Ian Clark et al. 2009. 
http://mqup.mcgill.ca/book.php?bookid=2363. 


