


General Remarks.

The Department of Anthropology is most grateful to Professor Madeleine Cumyn and other
members of the Cyclical Review Committee, including external evaluators Dr. Peter Gose
and Dr. Paul Brodwin, for their generosity and hard work in their evaluation of our
Department and the carefully considered comments they offer in their report. We were
very pleased to meet with the Committee during their site visit, during which Committee
members asked insightful questions and clearly were working in the sincere desire to help
us to determine our current weaknesses and to chart a productive course of development as
a Department into the future.

In the interests of keeping this response as concise as possible we will refrain from
rehearsing arguments made in the original self-study document. The following comments
are therefore limited to direct responses to the points contained in the Committee’s report
and in the two External Reviewer reports written by Dr. Gose and Dr. Brodwin respectively.
The subtitles used below have been adopted largely from the review Committee’s main
report.
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1. Course listings

The Committee observed an imprecision in the Department’s course listings. One confusion
noted stems from the fact that honours students “are take up to 9 credits of 300- and 400-
level courses in other Departments, subject to Departmental approval” (p.4). We wish to
clarify, however, that this is not a requirement, but rather an option for students who have a
particular interest, say, in medical anthropology or Latin America, to take courses outside
the Department which (if deemed by an advisor to be in keeping with the theme of their
specialization) can be credited as part of the 60 total credits needed for the honours
program. It is therefore not appropriate for Anthropology to supply students with a list of
courses they could take to fulfill this option since this list would be almost infinite, the
possible courses being entirely dependent on the undergraduate student’s chosen specialty
within their honours program.

In general terms, the Department recognizes the need to do a spring cleaning of its course
listings as they appear ‘on the books’ (including on the Department website), and ensuring
that more recent courses that have been added to the list appear in appropriate
categories—such as Ancient China appearing as an ‘Area’ course. To some extent this
process was jump-started this year with the request from the Dean’s office to cull from the
existing list all courses that had small enrollments or that were no longer being offered. We
have done this, and have made efforts to regularize our practices in regard to course
numbers used for Special Topics and Honours courses, which were previously chosen in an
often ad hoc manner.

2. Course scheduling
The statement in the report that “this year, several of the (few) archaeology courses have
been offered at the same time” (p. 5) is incorrect (if desired, we would be happy to supply a
copy of the schedule this year, with the archaeology courses highlighted). In the past, when
the schedule of course offerings was done by the Department itself, offering two
archaeology courses at the same time never occurred, other than occasionally listing an
introductory (200 level) course at the same time as a seminar, because the introductory
course is a prerequisite for any seminar. Since the University has taken control of course
scheduling with an automated program, the chances of overlaps have increased, but no
overlaps occurred this year. There has been only one problematic case that we have been
able to find. In Winter 2011, History of Archaeological Theory (ANTH 359), taught by
Professor Couture, and Archaeology of Japan and Korea (ANTH 399) taught by Professor
Bennett were offered at the same time. The latter course is jointly offered with East Asian
Studies and was a late addition to our listings that year. Because of the joint listing, it had to
fit the East Asian Studies schedule and, unfortunately, that schedule dictated when the
course could be given. We were aware of the problem at the time, and have taken steps to
coordinate with East Asian Studies to insure that this does not occur again. We are
therefore confused by this particular claim in the report, which describes a “problem” based



As emphasized in the Department’s own self-study report, the issue of advising is an
important one, and we firmly believe that advising could be much improved.
Undergraduate advising represents an increasingly arduous task, both time-consuming and
problematic since many university wide processes are continually changing and the roster
of UG advisers shifts every year. While we would like to provide advice that is consistent
and as up-to-date as possible, the reality is that advisors are not always fully informed
regarding new rules made at the university level. Nor do we consider out time is best spent
in simple bureaucratic approval tasks rather than in mentoring our students. In short, if the
student experience is a priority for the University, we request the Faculty to undertake a
review of the tasks currently performed by our undergraduate Advisors in the interests of
maximizing the possibilities for mentorship advising by our faculty. We believe that certain
time-consuming tasks, for example, could be performed more efficiently outside of the
Department.

3. Advising and Honours supervision
Contrary to the impression the Committee received during their site visit, advising had NOT
undergone any restructuring this



untenured faculty member is past their third-year reappointment review. Because we have
so few faculty members, it is impossible to relieve any one of us, including non-tenured
faculty, of administrative duties completely. It is a norm in the Department, however, that
no junior faculty be allocated administrative roles of considerable burden such as
Undergraduate Program Coordinator or Graduate Program Coordinator.

6. Other issues.

Laboratory space for archaeology and credit for archaeology field schools:

The Department underlines the Committee’s observation that lab space for archaeologists is
sorely insufficient. Such dedicated space is used for analysis of materials but also for
storage. This issue is pressing especially in view of the fact that these needs will certainly
increase with the arrival of our visiting (3-year appointment) archaeology professor this
September, and then when another archaeologist is hired to replace Professor Michael
Bisson, who intends to retire in 2014. We will expect that new faculty member to have an
active field program, which implies the necessity of additional archaeology lab space.

The Department agrees with the Committee that participation in fieldwork is an important
part of undergraduate training in archaeology. In the past five years formal credit for a
“field class” (under the generic ANTH 380) has been given to students involved in Prof.
Costopoulos’ research at James Bay and “Parc Safari” (Hemmingford). Because those
projects had finite durations we did not create a specific “Field School” course number,
since that could not be offered on a regular basis. The Department encourages
undergraduates to enroll in field schools offered by other universities, and routinely
approves the transfer of either 3 or 6 credits depending on the duration of the school.



informally the future direction of the Department’s archaeology program, but there is no
universal agreement on this at this point. There is no easy way to resolve the critical
question of how to balance depth and breadth in the program as represented by course
offerings and the research specializations of faculty members. While in 2014 the
Department will lose Professor Michael Bisson to retirement, it is not reasonable at this
point to expect, as the Committee suggests, that a future archaeology “replacement” hire
should bear the load of teaching human evolution (which represents a wing of archaeology
more akin to physical anthropology than to the current specializations of other Department
archaeologists), unless that is part of that person’s research specialization, which might not
be the case. We will note that the archaeology sub-unit is still in the midst of finding its feet
again after losing faculty to administrative appointments, a health leave, and other
circumstances. We will welcome a new 3-year visiting professor in the fall (2014), who will
help us shore up the program for little while.






to ensure that all faculty members are fully aware of the guideline details, especially as rules
and expectations have changed considerably even over the last five years.

C. Graduate student recruitment and funding

The Committee endorses the Department’s goal of raising the caliber of its graduate
students. Members also suggests three interrelated strategies toward achieving this goal: 1]
attracting a greater applicant pool from which to choose; 2] strengthening and streamlining
the program to make it more appealing to prospective candidates, and, 3] offering more
competitive funding packages.

The Department agrees with the Committee’s observation of a tension between pressures
by the university to increase our graduate student cohort and Department desires to ensure
adequate funding for our graduate students, especially in light of the strict time-to-
completion deadlines we have been dealing with since 2009. From the Department’s
perspective, this tension stems from our awareness that adequate funding has been a key
factor in helping graduate students complete their programs on time since in the past
underfunded students were forced to divide their time between study and work as either
teaching assistants, course instructors or even outside of the Department, often slowing
down their progress considerably. Contrary to the Committee’s suggestion, the Faculty’s
latest funding formula to determine the amount of funding for particular Departments
(which has been in place for the last 3 years) has been shared with the Department, and is a
version of the formula used by the university. We are thus very aware that the more
graduate students we accept, the more funds we receive from the University. And yet these
funds in themselves are still insufficient in terms of the extent they offset the total funding
needed for graduate students. The remainder of students’ funding package must come
largely from teaching assistantships, and because these funds have declined in the last
couple of years, we have been reluctant to increase our graduate student intake. Yet our
policies are not written in stone, and we have felt we have been in a constant state of
responding to circumstances as they have shifted over the past few years. Despite our
commitment to a minimal funding package, we are committed to the principle of admitting
as many students as possible to our graduate programs. With this in mind, we plan to
consult directly



agree that for a variety of reasons (evidence of funding success, etc.) it would be beneficial
for us to keep a more exact record of funding tracks of each student, and are currently
exploring with
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previously were seminar participants.

iv] “Without compromising the independence of the faculty, it may be possible to
align its research profile with the priorities of these agencies. Establishing a stream
of post-doctoral fellows, of course, could produce innovative seminars, collaborative
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In terms of aligning our research priorities to match the research profiles of our funding
agencies, the Medical Anthropologists are strong grant writers and have had considerable
success in securing funding from external agencies. We will continue to grow and expand to
gaining funding for our research initiatives, without having to mold ourselves perfectly to
available funding agencies.
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