
DramaSoc AGM 2018 
Discussion of controversies and issues surrounding the selection of the second major 

show for 2018 

Dear DramaSoc, 

During the selection of the second major show this year, there were several mistakes, 

misjudgements and misunderstandings. These led to difficulties moving forwards into the early 

stages of the production of The Importance of Being Earnest and caused undue grievance to several 

people within the club. In this letter, I (Luke Longworth, current DramaSoc president) hope to 

outline what these issues were, what the consequences and precedents set were, and where I 

believe we need to improve to prevent these issues from happening in future. I would like to 

mention that this interpretation is my own, and I will begin a discussion of this at the AGM so that 

the wider club can have input into this. I understand that my interpretation may be incomplete, 

so please feel free to formulate a response and bring that to the discussion. I am aware that this 

document is quite lengthy, so feel free to skip to the last section for a briefer summary.  

What were the issues? 

The issues fall mainly into two categories: Firstly, a failure of the Committee to accurately 

recognise and thus mitigate bias in the selection process. Secondly, a lack of proper procedure, 

understanding and experience within the Committee to suitably deal with conflict resolution. 

For those who are not familiar with the traditional proposal process in DramaSoc, it involves 

groups of people coming together to write a proposal outlining which show they believe 

DramaSoc should put on, including a list of people who will make the show happen, a rough 

creative vision, a rough budget and any other relevant information. This proposal is given to the 

Committee by a set date, who then discuss them internally, interview the proposal teams, discuss 

further and then vote on which proposal will proceed to the stage.  

The problems with the proposal process this time were centred on the fact that several Committee 

members were involved on proposals. Of the three proposals that were received, two of them 

featured Committee members in prominent positions, either as directors or producers. The 

problems manifested as follows: Firstly, those that were proposing were allowed to act both as 

interviewees and interviewers, and secondly, the Committee members who were proposing were 

given deadline extensions. A final point was that the proposal team which did not contain any 

Committee members was not made privy to details on the other proposals, whereas by default the 

other proposal teams had this privilege due to their Committee position. 

The second issue that DramaSoc faced in this process was to do with conflict resolution and moral 

responsibility. It was brought the attention of the Committee following the voting process that a) 

the process was biased and handled very poorly, and b) one of the key leaders (a director) on the 

chosen proposal was considered unsuitable for the role by some people within the club. We 

underwent a process to learn more information from each party (including information about 

specific incidents involving breaches of conduct), before ultimately making the decision to ask this 

director to step away from the production. Unfortunately, the process was lengthy, not thorough, 

and not transparent. This resulted in the process being rather painful for all parties involved, most 

parties being left dissatisfied with the result, and an arguably improper precedent being set. 

Additionally, most of the proposal had been organised and written by the person who was asked 

to leave the production, which means that proceeding with that proposal could be considered a 

theft of intellectual property.  



 

Why did this happen? 

The Committee recognised at the time that there was potential for bias to be involved in this 

decision, and so those who were proposing were allowed to give their initial opinions following 

the interviews but were not involved in further discussion and voting. The deadline extensions 

were allowed due to the opinion on the Committee that no matter what the proposal was or who 

it was from, an extension would have been granted.  

It is my opinion that the Committee was not successful at eliminating bias from the process. The 

proposal that did not have Committee members faced an extra barrier to success in that they had 

fewer opportunities to defend their proposal, fewer opportunities to sell their proposal and less 

information from which to build their proposal. I am sure there are more barriers that I am not 

aware of or have forgotten.  

Regarding the other major issue, I think it would be naïve to think that any level of conflict 

resolution will be perfectly clean or that all parties will be satisfied in all cases. However, I think 

that the outcome (for all involved) was still less than satisfactory. The constitution outlines a 

procedure for mediation and for proper procedure when there is call for expulsion from the club, 

and neither of these were initiated. It is retrospectively clear that at least the latter should have 

been initiated. The lack of experience and guidance for the Committee meant that each step of the 

process (consultation, discussion, notice, etc.) ended up taking much longer than necessary.  

The difficulties were exacerbated by the unusual nature of this club which is simultaneously a 

university club that exists for the members of the club and the university, a theatre group that 

puts on shows, and a community of friends with shared interests and social interactions. Different 

parties favoured different facets of DramaSoc, with some leaning towards treating it as a dispute 

between mutual friends, some holding the club to act as a professional theatre society and others 

encouraging a point of view that prioritised the success of the club as a university-based 

organisation.  

What can we learn from this? 

Firstly, I think that we need to revisit the idea of what proposals are and what they look like. The 

problems this time stemmed mostly from the way in which Committee members were involved, 

so this should be amended. I believe that this change should be made constitutional, to prevent 

Committees in years to come who will likely not have heard of this proposal season from making 

the mistakes that we have. There are amendments proposed to help fix this problem. I can see a 

few ways forwards: 

1) Disallow any Committee member from being involved in proposals 

2) Require any Committee members who are involved in a proposal to take a leave of absence 

during the proposal season 

3) Shift the interview/voting process away from the Committee by electing a panel consisting 

of some Committee members and some non-Committee members to vote on the proposals 

4) Change the way that proposals are done entirely 

Some part of me would like to undertake option 4 (alongside one of the first 3) because the current 

procedure feels destined to breed bad blood between club members by forcing competition and 

business into what should ultimately be a community passion project. This is only a suggestion, 

albeit one that I hope the incoming Committee considers.  



We have a lot to learn from the conflict resolution. I am cautious to not speak too authoritatively 

on this subject, as I was complicit in making this process messy. Firstly, the Committee were not 

aware of the relevant sections of the Constitution during the process, which highlights the 

dangerous lack of understanding of the Constitution that was present this year. There is a 

proposed amendment that requires a Constitutional reading to be part of the first meeting of the 

incoming Committee, but I also want to urge each person running for the Committee to read the 

Constitution. Additionally, complaints were made about the Committee and then these complaints 

were subsequently dealt with by the Committee. If similar complaints are made in future, I believe 

that some higher level of judgment should be deferred to an independent party. The UCSA was 

helpful in providing some level of advice, but if they had been asked to be more active in decision 

making, they would be more likely to offer unbiased insight.   

Another important thing that was highlighted is the lack of clear lines of communication between 

club members and the Committee, as these issues could have been dealt with earlier than they had 

been. I believe that relevant contact emails need to be made clear on the DramaSoc Facebook page 

and website. However, I am aware that people will not necessarily think to look for contact emails 

or ways to submit feedback, so I think it is important to be deliberate about communicating to 

people involved in shows the multiple ways to seek help, advice or conflict resolution.  

Why did this document get written? 

This situation has weighed heavily on my mind since June. Since the issues were raised I have 

found it very difficult to find a suitable way forwards that adequately learns from the problems 

whilst still resolving the issues and keeping the club moving forwards. There are several key 

failures that I think summarise the issues: 

- Club members were not made aware of the lines of communication to the Committee 

available to them. This meant that issues went unresolved for much longer than necessary. 

- Transparency was sacrificed in the name of privacy, which was even then not successful. 

I believe that there were not enough times for concerned people to give their views and 

ask for information, and in the times when they could, they were not listened to closely 
enough. We need to remember that the Committee exists for the club, not the other way 

around. 

- There was a failure of the Committee to properly seek support and correct procedure 

through conflict resolution. If we had spent more time reading the constitution or if we 

had leaned more heavily on the UCSA for guidance, I think that decisions could have been 

made quicker and more impartially.  

o The key point here is that when complaints were made about the Committee, the 

Committee were the people who dealt with said complaints. This meant that the 

issues with bias persisted.  

- We set an improper precedent by tampering with a proposal without permission from 

those on the proposal.  

I wrote this for the AGM so that the wider club community can be aware of the problems we faced 

this year, and to give some context to some of the amendments that myself and other Committee 

members would like to propose. Thank you for reading this. I hope that it has sparked some 

thoughts and will spark some discussion at the AGM as to how to support the club and its members 

in 2019 and beyond.  

Luke Longworth                      26/09/2018 


