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SUMMARY OF COMMENDATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Commendations

1.
The department is to be commended for its shared vision of and strong commitment to a liberal arts Anthropology major and minor.

2.  The Department is to be commended for developing and maintaining a clearly defined undergraduate major.
3.  Members of the Anthropology faculty are to be commended for the high level of professional expertise and intellectual rigor they bring to the Department’s undergraduate and graduate programs.

4.  Members of the Anthropology faculty are to be commended on their strong research and publication records in addition to their commitment to teaching and service.
5.
The Part-Time faculty in Anthropology are to be commended for both the dedication they bring to their teaching and the more general support they provide both their students and the program.
6.  The Department chair, Beth Strasser, is to be commended for her efforts to lead the Department during what proved to be frequently contentious and trying circumstances.
7. The Department, and in particular director Mark Basgall, are to be commended for the high quality of the Archaeological Research Center, and unique opportunities it brings to both the Anthropology Program and the campus.
8. The Department, and in particular museum curator Terri Castaneda and instructional/curation technician Christie Hunter, are to be commended for maintaining both a high quality museum and extensive collections, often under challenging conditions.
9.
The Department staff, Doni Santinello and Derek Bevers, are to be commended for the strong support they provide the faculty, students, and academic programs in the Anthropology Department; praise for their contributions came from all quarters.

Recommendations to the Department

1.  The Anthropology faculty give top priority to addressing the inter-faculty conflicts that currently exist within the Department.

2.  
The Anthropology Department review its curriculum with an eye toward (1) determining whether it effectively achieves the goals of  the program’s mission statement, and (2) identifying ways of increasing the flexibility in its undergraduate curriculum.
3.
The Anthropology Department, with the support of the College and the University, seek to hire faculty with the expertise to meet current or anticipated needs in the following areas: socio-cultural anthropology, physical anthropology, and the curation of skeletal remains.  
4. 
The Department put in place an acceptable academic assessment plan that meets University guidelines.
5.
The Department work with the College and University to address the need for improved storage and maintenance of its artifact and human remains collections.  

6.
The Department seek to upgrade its archaeological curation technician position to a full-time position; it should consider assigning additional responsibilities to the position if necessary to justify the upgrade.

7.
The Anthropology Department work closely with the College and University to find permanent space on campus for the Archaeological Research Center.

8. 
The Anthropology Department meet with undergraduate majors for the purpose of resolving student concerns over class scheduling.
9.   
The Anthropology Department clarify and strengthen its undergraduate advising procedures.
10.   
The Anthropology Department develop a process by which part-time faculty concerns can be heard and addressed.
11.  
The Anthropology Department consider reorganizing its office space in order to facilitate workflow and staff needs; new furniture and equipment must be considered as part of this.

12.  
The Anthropology Department work to develop ways of alleviating staff morale problems.
Recommendations to the Dean

1.      The Dean work with Anthropology Department and the University to provide the resources (including space and staffing) to (1) adequately house and curate the department’s artifact and human skeleton collections with the goal of making them NAGPRA compliant and (2) permanently accommodate the Archaeological Research Center in an on-campus location.
2.    
Dean promote the reduction of faculty conflict through the allocation of discretionary resources (faculty positions, support for mediation, or other resources).
3.
 The Dean should support the Department’s request to hire faculty with expertise in the areas of Socio-cultural anthropology, physical anthropology, and the management of its collection of human remains.
4.  
The Dean work with the Anthropology Department to increase its staff half-time ASA position to a full-time position.
Recommendations to the University 
1.  The University should work with the College of Social Sciences and Interdisciplinary Studies and the Department to provide the resources (including space and staffing) to (1) adequately house and curate the department’s artifact and human skeleton collections with the goal of making them NAGPRA compliant and (2) permanently accommodate the Archaeological Research Center in an on-campus location.
2.
The Anthropology Department is expected to have a fully-implemented assessment plan in place by the time of the next program reviewIf the Department does not have such a plan in place by then, it is recommended to the Program Review Oversight Committee that it receive no more than a conditional approval at that time.
Recommendations to the Faculty Senate

1.   It is recommended that the bachelors degree program (B.A.) in Anthropology and the undergraduate minor in Anthropology be approved for six years or until the next program review.

2.   It is recommended that the masters degree program (M.A.) in Anthropology be approved for six years or until the next program review.

OVERVIEW

The Department of Anthropology is one of sixteen departments and programs in the College of Social Sciences and Interdisciplinary Studies.  The Department views its primary missions to be 1) advancing the knowledge of anthropology through its academic programs, 2) supporting scholarship on issues of anthropological interest, and 3) disseminating anthropological knowledge to the broader Sacramento community.  To that end, the Department offers at the undergraduate level both the major (B.A.) and minor in anthropology.  In addition, it offers the Master of Arts degree (M.A.) at the graduate level.
Academic Programs
The undergraduate curriculum is organized around the four traditional subfields in Anthropology:  social/cultural anthropology, physical anthropology, archaeology, and linguistics.  In the B.A. program, parity is maintained among the first three subfields, while linguistics is represented by only a single required course in the core.  A total of 49-50 units are required by the major and are distributed as follows:

· Lower division core:   
13 units

· Method & theory:
12 units

· Breadth Requirements
 9 units

· Field/Research
 3 units

· Distributed electives
9-10 units

(3 subfields)

· Undistributed elect.
 3 units

Thus, the major requirements are very rigid, allowing the student only three free elective  units. (Only with these elective units does the student have the opportunity to add a second linguistics course to the major.)  At the time of the review there were officially 117 students in the major.  

The Department also offers an 18-unit undergraduate minor.  There are no specific course requirements other than that 12 of the 18 units must be in upper division.
The graduate degree (M.A.) has a 30-unit requirement consisting of 9 required units (three 3-unit seminars, one in each of the three major subfields), 18 elective units, and 3 units toward the master’s thesis.  Over the five years preceding the program review, graduate student enrollment fluctuated between 30 and 40.  Currently, the largest block of graduate students elect to specialize in archaeology, primarily because that is where employment opportunities are the greatest.
In addition to supporting the Department’s undergraduate and graduate degrees, Anthropology course offerings also serve the University’s General Education (GE) program.  This currently involves 19 Anthropology courses offered across 13 GE categories.   
Facilities
The Anthropology Department office and most faculty offices are located on the fourth floor of Mendocino Hall.  The floor also contains a computer lab, the physical anthropology classroom and teaching laboratory, and a smaller laboratory for faculty and graduate student use.  Fourth floor space is tight.  The Department office (MND 4010) is cramped and in recent years another room, MND 4012, was subdivided to make way two additional faculty offices.

In addition to the above, the Anthropology Department is also home to three additional facilities:  the Archaeological Research Center (ARC), the Anthropology Museum, and an extensive collection of cultural artifacts and human skeletal remains.

The ARC was established in 1995 to support faculty research, seek sources of outside funding, and provide students with hands-on field and research experience in archaeology, particularly of California and the western Great Basin.  The Center also provides support for both public and private agencies in the northern California region.  The Center operations are supervised by a director (Mark Basgall) and two additional faculty members; nine full-time support staff are also employed.  Until recently, the Center was housed in Foley Hall, but has since been relocated due to construction.  The Center oversees on average between $700,000-$800,000 in contract/grant work per year.

The Anthropology Museum occupies four rooms on the ground floor of Mendocino Hall and includes an exhibition space, workspace, and a collections repository.  The Museum is run by a faculty member on a ½ time basis, funded by the Department.  Museum funding has been erratic; throughout much of 1990s it was supported by lottery money, but currently lacks a reliable funding stream.

The artifact and skeleton collections represent an important resource, but also a major area of concern for the Department.  The lack of adequate storage facilities for the collections has long been a problem.  The collection consists of approximately 2000 boxes and trays and by one count has been relocated 26 times over the past 30 years.  Since 1991, the bulk of the collection has been stored on the ground floor of Mendocino Hall, with additional space in Capistrano Hall (for which there is no security) and, until recently, Foley Hall.   The Mendocino Hall facilities employ a mezzanine arrangement in which scaffolding has been installed to create a loft-like storage space above the laboratory/work area.  One of the external consultants labeled this arrangement as clearly substandard: space is limited and lighting and access are poor.  In his opinion it was unclear whether the facilities would meet the standards required under the 1990 federal Native American Graves Protection and Restoration Act (NAGPRA).
In addition to a lack of physical space, the present curatorial staff, which consisted at the time of the review of one half-time technician, is also insufficient to meet the demands placed on it.  Collections remain un-inventoried and incompletely catalogued.  The location of collections is not always easily known, as was the case with a set of skeleton remains sought by the U.S. Forest Service for repatriation purposes in 2005.  University resources are sorely needed to maintain the collection.
Student Profile
Undergraduate majors displayed a steady increase in numbers (11%) over the five years since the previous program review, closely paralleling trends in the College and University.  The gender ratio favors females over males by a ratio of approximately 3:1, a pattern that has been consistent over time and not unusual for the discipline as a whole.  Ethnic diversity for undergraduate majors (percent non-white) is 41%, almost identical to that for the university as a whole (42%).  Among graduate students the gender ratio is approximately even.  Ethnic diversity for Anthropology graduate students (32%), however, is noticeably below that of both the College (47%) and University (50%).

A significantly higher proportion of Anthropology students attended the university part-time (approximately 33%) compared to the University as a whole.  Retention and graduation rates, on the other hand, show some annual fluctuation but correspond closely to those for the University overall.  

Faculty Profile
At the time of the program review the Anthropology program had 16 tenured/tenure-track faculty, with a gender and ethnic composition comparable to that for the College and University (approximately 40% women and 22% non-white).  The Anthropology faculty experienced significant turnover in the time between the previous program review (2000) and the current one, with six new faculty hired during that period.
The distribution of faculty by subfield is as follows:

Archaeology: 

4

Social/Cultural:
9


Physical:
3
All of the major subfields are represented (the one linguistics specialist is included here under social/cultural), although the number of physical anthropologists is uncomfortably low, given the number of class sections offered in that area. All full-time faculty hold the Ph.D. degree in their field and an examination of their curriculum vitae reveals a high degree of engagement in scholarly activity in its various forms.  The Department also maintains a strong pool of well-trained part-time instructors.
Faculty Divisiveness
Unfortunately, the Anthropology program is currently plagued by a high degree of divisiveness among the faculty that has impeded cooperation and progress in a variety of important areas.  More than any other topic, this inter-faculty conflict dominated the discussion between the review team and all segments of the faculty.
In one sense the conflict seems to be primarily (but not entirely) generational: senior faculty for the most part on one side, many of the more recently appointed junior faculty on the other.  Based on the review team’s conversation with various segments of the faculty, the causes of the conflict seem to breakdown along a number of lines:
Generational: Many senior faculty feel the younger faculty have little respect for them and for the Anthropology program in its current form; younger faculty feel the older faculty are obstructionist and unwilling to let them have a role in department decision-making.

Demographic:  The hiring of a large number of new faculty over a short period of time (5 during a one-year period) made it difficult to assimilate new faculty into the existing department culture.

Philosophical:  Disagreements over the approaches to anthropology that should be taken in the Department.

Curricular:  The inflexible structure of the existing undergraduate curriculum with little room for electives makes it difficult for newer faculty to develop and teach courses in their areas of interest.

Personalities:  In some cases individual personalities appear to have exacerbated the situation.
The divisiveness is most felt among the Department’s social/cultural anthropologists, where ideological differences are most apparent.  This is perhaps most clearly reflected in the fact that the Department could not agree on a single essay describing the Social/Cultural subfield for inclusion in the Self Study.  Two separate descriptions (or “Perceptions”) were included, instead.  Similarly, the Department requested two, rather than the usual one, external consultants for the program review.  As one of the consultants observed, however, this conflict is simply a reflection of the much broader conflict that currently characterizes the discipline as a whole.

Unfortunately, the consequences of this go beyond a simple loss of collegiality.  An attempt at curricular revision in the year prior to the program review apparently ground to a halt due to the ill-feeling present.  In another instance, the department chair felt compelled to resign as a consequence.

The bottom line is that there is a lot of anger, frustration, and unhappiness throughout the faculty.  Fortunately, so far this does not appear to have affected the academic programs.  From what the review team was able to tell, there is no sign that knowledge of the conflict has filtered down to the students; the Anthropology majors seem generally unaware that it is going on.  Nonetheless, dealing with this issue is the greatest challenge the Anthropology faculty will face between now and their next program review.
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS FROM LAST PROGRAM REVIEW
The 2000 Anthropology Program Review contained a total of 19 recommendations on a wide range of topics.  In addition, the review team suggested the Department revisit six recommendations from the previous (1993) review, for a total of 25 altogether. Topics addressed by the recommendations included:  departmental academic planning, academic advising, career advising, undergraduate and graduate class scheduling, graduate program admission criteria, departmental staffing, and internal resource allocation.
The 2005 Anthropology Self Study (Appendix 11) indicates that the Department responded satisfactorily to the above recommendations, in most cases accepting and acting upon the suggestions made.  In those cases where the Department did not adopt a particular recommendation, the Department offered a well-supported explanation as to why it did not do so.

In four cases, however, the Department’s response to the recommendations was either incomplete or, for some reason, the department failed to fully address the circumstances prompting the original recommendation.  These are:

1.
Assessment:  Recommendation 16 from the 2000 Program Review recommended that the Department implement existing plans and continue consideration of 

       future plans for assessing student learning.  Since that time the Department has taken significant steps in that direction, although the process is not yet complete.  This is addressed in the current Recommendation #4 to the Department below.
2.
Status of Part-Time Faculty:  The previous review contained two recommendations, #7 and #19, aimed at integrating part-time faculty more fully into the life of the Anthropology Department.  The Department addressed the issues raised in the recommendation in its response to the 2000 Program Review Report, but it did not address them in the 2005 Self Study.   While the Department’s 2000 response to Recommendation #7 indicated that the issues raised were being addressed in a number of ways, the question of morale among part-time faculty still remains.  The present Review addresses this subject, along with a number of other part-time related issues, in its Recommendation #10 to the Department.
3.
Advising: Recommendation #13 from the 1993 program review (and revisited in 2000) urged the Anthropology Department to augment its advising practices.  Undergraduate advising remains an issue for the present program review and is addressed in Recommendation #9 in the current program review.

4.
Curriculum:  The 2000 Review urged a revision of the Anthropology curriculum, which took place that same year.  A number of curricular issues, old as well as new, persist today and the current program review team strongly recommends the Department once again take up the task of revising the undergraduate curriculum.  (Recommendation #2)

CONCLUSIONS

The Anthropology program is in generally good shape:  enrollments are solid, student morale is high, and it offers a conceptually solid curriculum at both the graduate and undergraduate levels.  At the same time the Department faces some serious challenges that could threaten the long-term well-being of the Anthropology program unless squarely addressed in the near future.  Most serious among these is the divisiveness that currently exists among the faculty; as one of the outside consultants has observed, similar faculty conflicts at other universities have led to the dismantling of Anthropology programs in some extreme cases and caused long-term damage to faculty cooperation and morale in others.    The second challenge is the need for resources to house and maintain the Department’s artifact and skeleton collections.  As noted above, the latter is of particular concern to both the Department and the University due to the legal obligations placed on the institution under 1990 federal NAGPRA legislation.  In addition to these major issues, a number of additional issues of somewhat lesser import merit attention.  The accompanying recommendations are intended to help the Anthropology Department address these challenges and maintain its generally high program quality.  
COMMENDATIONS TO THE DEPARTMENT:
1.
The department is to be commended for its shared vision of and strong commitment to a liberal arts Anthropology major and minor.

2.  
The Department is to be commended for developing and maintaining a clearly defined undergraduate major.

3.  
Members of the Anthropology faculty are to be commended for the high level of professional expertise and intellectual rigor they bring to the Department’s undergraduate and graduate programs.

4.  
Members of the Anthropology faculty are to be commended on their strong research and publication records in addition to their commitment to teaching and service.

5.
The Part-Time faculty in Anthropology are to be commended for both the dedication they bring to their teaching and the more general support they provide both their students and the program.

6.  
The Department chair, Beth Strasser, is to be commended for her efforts to lead the Department during what proved to be frequently contentious and trying circumstances.

7. The Department, and in particular director Mark Basgall, are to be commended for the high quality of the Archaeological Research Center, and unique opportunities it brings to both the Anthropology Program and the campus.

8. The Department, and in particular museum curator Terri Castaneda and instructional/curation technician Christie Hunter, are to be commended for maintaining both a high quality museum and extensive collections, often under challenging conditions.

9.
The Department staff, Doni Santinello and Derek Bevers, are to be commended for the strong support they provide the faculty, students, and academic programs in the Anthropology Department; praise for their contributions came from all quarters.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE DEPARTMENT:

1.  The Anthropology faculty give top priority to addressing the inter-faculty conflicts that currently exist within the Department.
The divisiveness currently to be found among the Anthropology faculty was the most serious challenge facing the Department at the time of the review.  The reasons for it are varied, as described in the overview above, but it figured prominently in all conversations the review team held with members of the faculty.    The discord has not only impaired collegiality and faculty morale, but it has proven a barrier to departmental progress on other important fronts, such as revision of the curriculum.  Addressing this issue must be the Department’s first concern.  

It has been suggested by various segments of the faculty that appointment of an outside chair might be a way of addressing this concern but, after considerable discussion, the review team has decided not to recommend this.  The team felt the likelihood too great that any outsider brought into the Department would be drawn into the factionalism as well.  Ultimately, this is a problem internal to the Department that needs to be addressed internally.  The Anthropology faculty need to rise to their responsibilities as academic professionals and develop – at a minimum – working relationships with each other; the relationships need not be warm, but they have to be respectful.   The change in departmental leadership that began during the review process may help.  Addressing some of the issues that have exacerbated the situation, such as the need for curricular revision (see Recommendation #2 below), may also help.  The example of other departments on campus that have dealt with similar interpersonal issues may offer possible strategies.  The College is urged, where possible, to provide any needed resources to support efforts to this end.
2.   The Anthropology Department review its curriculum with an eye toward (1) determining whether it effectively achieves the goals set forth in the program’s mission statement, and (2) identifying ways of increasing the flexibility in its undergraduate curriculum.

During the review, questions were raised about the Anthropology undergraduate curriculum at all levels: by students, faculty, administrators, and the external consultants.  The Department needs to examine the current undergraduate curriculum with an eye to the following:  
(1) Is the current curriculum consistent with the program’s Mission Statement, which adopts the traditional four-fields approach to the discipline, and, if so, is this still desirable?  
(2)  To what degree might the development of tracks, or at least some opportunity for undergraduate specialization at the upper-division level, be acceptable.  (This is something in which Anthropology majors who spoke with the review team expressed a strong interest.) 

(3)  How might the curriculum be modified to allow students more flexibility in building their schedules. (See recommendation #7) 

(4)  How can opportunities be increased to allow faculty to develop and introduce courses to the curriculum in their areas of specialization?
The Department should seek input from undergraduate majors as part of any curriculum discussion.  In their conversation with the review team, the students raised a variety of points that should merit consideration by the facuilty. 

3.
The Anthropology Department, with the support of the College and the University, seek to hire faculty with the expertise to meet current or anticipated needs in the following areas: socio-cultural anthropology, physical anthropology, and the curation of skeletal remains.  

The Anthropology Department has in place a complicated hiring plan extending through the year 2012 that calls for nine positions in a three-tiered ranking system.  Basically, however, the key needs seem to be in the following areas:
· Socio-cultural anthropology:  due to anticipated retirements in this area.
· Physical anthropology: to maintain curricular strength in this area, especially given its importance in the GE curriculum.
· Someone who can assure that the Department and University is NAGPRA compliant.

These specializations need not be mutually exclusive and overlap is acceptable, perhaps even desirable.  The Department should focus its hiring requests in these areas.
4. 
The Department put in place an acceptable academic assessment plan that meets University guidelines.
The Anthropology Department began preliminary work on an assessment plan in 1999 and established an assessment committee to develop a plan to assess student learning outcomes in the major in 2003-2004.  At the time of the review it had been submitted to Academic Affairs for review.
The Department has the foundation for a plan to assess student learning outcomes in the major based on two direct measures (exam grades and performance on course writing assignments) and two indirect measures (senior exit surveys and alumni/graduate student surveys).  What was not clear from the draft plan available for review by the program review team was (1) how these measures specifically relate to the learning outcomes identified by the Department and (2) the means by which the Department will incorporate the assessment results in curricular planning.  The answers to these questions may exist, but they need to be stated in the plan more explicitly.

Assistance in the development and implementation of an meaningful assessment process can be obtained from the office of Academic Affairs.  The Department is expected to have a full assessment process in place by the time of the next program review.  Given where the Department currently is in the process, the review team feels this will not be difficult.  If it does not, it will be recommended that the Department only receive conditional approval for its programs at that time, as provided for in the program review guidelines.  (See Recommendation #3 to University.)

5.
The Department work with the College and University to address the need for improved storage and maintenance of its artifact and human remains collections.  
This is an obvious need for the Department that will require close support by both the College and University.  (See Recommendation #1 to the College below.)  Storage space need not be on campus, but if it is at an off-campus site care must be taken to assure convenient access to collection for faculty, students, and other appropriate parties.
6.
The Department seek to upgrade its archaeological curation technician position to a full-time position; it should consider assigning additional responsibilities to the position if necessary to justify the upgrade.
See Recommendation to the College #1 below.  In addition to the request for space, the department should seek to increase the curatorial staff assigned to manage the Department’s artifact and skeletal remains collections.  Upgrading the current technician position from part-time to full-time is an obvious but not necessarily the only, solution.  Because additional resources will likely be required to do this, the Department is urged to make this a priority in budget conversations with the College. 

7.  The Anthropology Department work closely with the College and University to find permanent space on campus for the Archaeological Research Center.

This is another obvious need for the Department.  See Recommendation #1 to the College below.
8
The Anthropology Department meet with undergraduate majors for the purpose of resolving student concerns over class scheduling.
While students in the undergraduate major are generally pleased with the program and their morale is high, concern was nonetheless expressed over the frequency and availability of courses required for the major.  While the review team notes that this is a common complaint among students in many programs, it nonetheless feels it important for the Department to consider student concerns in this area with an eye toward facilitating student progress through the major.
9   The Anthropology Department clarify and strengthen its undergraduate advising procedures.
The Department’s standing undergraduate committee, which consists of the department chair and representatives from each disciplinary subfield, has responsibility for overseeing academic and career advising.  Students select their advisor and are urged to see an advisor on a regular basis.  The Department would like to require mandatory advising (a recommendation from the previous program review) but lacks the resources—particularly sufficient office staff to place and remove holds on student registration—to do so.  At the time of the review only three or four faculty served as advisors to approximately 120 majors. They admit that many students do not bother to see an advisor until they are ready to graduate.  According to the Self-Study, faculty generally feel they do a good job with academic and career advising.
 On the other hand, the perception among many students is that academic advising in the undergraduate major is not very good.  Students are unclear what faculty members they should see for advising and felt that the faculty advisors were not always well-prepared to answer student questions; some junior faculty advisors, for example, were unclear on the concept of catalog rights. There is clearly a disconnect between faculty and student perceptions.
The recommends therefore, that the Department take steps to identify and implement ways to strengthen its advising procedures.  Possibilities might include:
· a formal allocation of advising responsibilities among faculty;

· making a greater effort to encourage students to see an advisor on a regular 
· the development of advising materials (checklists, “roadmaps”) that can be made readily available to students;
10   The Anthropology Department develop a process by which part-time faculty concerns can be heard and addressed.
While the part-time faculty who spoke with the review team were generally positive about the Department and the role they play, they nonetheless expressed dissatisfaction in three respects:

(1)  It was often unclear among part-time instructors who is qualified to teach what courses (particularly upper-division) and the criteria by which such decisions are made;
(2)  Part-time faculty frequently do not learn until two or three weeks in advance which courses they will be teaching during a given semester.  They contrasted this with the experience at local community colleges where teaching assignments are made with much greater lead time.

(3)  As is common with part-time faculty in many places, the part-time faculty in Anthropology are unsure of their place in the Department and often feel they are overlooked or taken for granted.
While the roots of many of these problems are outside the department’s control, where possible the Department should make an effort to address, or at least acknowledge these concerns where possible.

11.  The Anthropology Department consider reorganizing its office space in order to facilitate workflow and staff needs; new furniture and equipment must be considered as part of this.
The Anthropology Department office is small and can become congested with the presence of even small numbers of faculty and students.  Space is tight and the office has no room to grow. With everything in the open, security is poor and sensitive or valuable items need to be locked up or watched constantly.  Constant foot traffic means staff are regularly interrupted, and this, in turn, greatly interferes with their ability to get work done.  

The Anthropology Department should consider reorganizing its office space in order to facilitate workflow and staff needs.  New furniture, office equipment, and the re-arrangement of office partitions (possibly requiring the Department to submit the changes as “minor cap” projects) should be included in any discussion of this topic.
12.  The Anthropology Department work to develop ways of alleviating staff morale problems.
The staff members in the Anthropology Department are efficient, proud of what they are doing, and work hard at maintaining good working relationships with faculty and students.  It is clear, however, that some staff morale problems exist.  Some of these are not department-based, but largely reflective of morale issues affecting University staff at large.  These include (1) the perception that the University has a lack of respect for staff and their contributions, (2) increasing workloads in recent years (and the perception that staff in the College of SSIS has a heavier workload than those of other colleges), and (3) the limited opportunities for advancement or compensation increase.
There exists, however, the perception that, within the Department,  many faculty take the staff for granted and do not treat them as a “part of the team.”   The Anthropology Department should look for steps it can take to show their support for the office staff and involve them in decision making whenever possible.  Staff recognition, even in minor or largely symbolic ways, can count for a lot.

A second, more concrete step would be to work with the Dean to convert the Department’s part-time ASA position into a full-time position, alleviating some of the workload on the current staff.
RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE DEAN (College of Social Sciences and Interdisciplinary Studies):
1.  The Dean work with Anthropology Department and the University to provide the resources (including space and staffing) to (1) adequately house and curate the department’s artifact and human skeleton collections with the goal of making them NAGPRA compliant and (2) permanently accommodate the Archaeological Research Center in an on-campus location. 
At this point in time, these are the most acute resource needs faced by the Anthropology Department.   The Department has lacked adequate storage facilities for its collection of  skeleton remains for years and the current facilities devoted to this end on the first floor of Mendocino Hall are woefully inadequate.  In addition, the curatorial stuff is currently insufficient to inventory and maintain the collection.  This issue needs to be addressed if only for legal purposes, given the University’s obligation to abide by the provisions in NAGPRA. The seriousness of this problem was illustrated by the Department’s difficulty in complying with a U.S. Forest Service repatriation request in early 2005.  Although desirable, storage facilities need not be on campus provided there is convenient access to any off-campus site used to house the collections.
The Archeological Research Center is an important asset to both the Department and the University, but it has been without permanent space on campus following its relocation from Foley Hall.  Because of its close, day-to-day ties with the Anthropology Department (both faculty and students regularly use the facilities), a location needs to be found for it on campus.
2.  Dean promote the reduction of faculty conflict through the allocation of discretionary resources. (faculty positions, support for mediation, or other resources).
In the mind of the review team, faculty divisiveness is the most serious problem facing the health of the Anthropology Department, at least in the near term.  Ultimately it must be addressed by the faculty themselves, within the Department.  To the extent, however, that the College can provide resources to facilitate the process, the Dean is urged to make them available.
3.  The Dean support the Department’s request to hire faculty with expertise in the areas of Socio-cultural anthropology, physical anthropology, and the management of its collection of human remains.
The Dean should support the Anthropology Department’s requests to recruit faculty in the above areas in the near future.  (See Recommendation to Department #3)  The Dean should consider subsequent requests based on the Department’s hiring plan at a later date, in light of the circumstances that then apply.
4.  The Dean work with the Anthropology Department to increase its staff half-time ASA position to a full-time position.

At the time of the program review the Anthropology Department office staff consisted of one full-time ASC and one half-time ASA position.  Increased work demands on the office staff justify increasing the ASA position to full-time status.  In addition to increased productivity, this would have the added benefits of improving staff morale (a key source of low morale is the heavy workload) and making it possible for the Department to consider in a serious way mandatory advising for all students.  (See Recommendation #9 to the Department.)
RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE UNIVERSITY:
1.   The University should work with the College of Social Sciences and Interdisciplinary Studies and the Department to provide the resources (including space and staffing) to (1) adequately house and curate the department’s artifact and human skeleton collections with the goal of making them NAGPRA compliant and (2) permanently accommodate the Archaeological Research Center in an on-campus location.
At this point in time, these are the most acute resource needs faced by the Anthropology Department.   The Department has lacked adequate storage facilities for its collection of  skeletal remains for years and the current facilities devoted to this end on the first floor of Mendocino Hall are woefully inadequate.  In addition, the curatorial stuff is currently insufficient to inventory and maintain the collection.  This issue needs to be addressed if only for legal purposes, given the University’s obligation to abide by the provisions in NAGPRA. The seriousness of this problem was illustrated by the Department’s difficulty in complying with a U.S. Forest Service repatriation request in early 2005.  Although desirable, storage facilities need not be on campus provided there is convenient access to any off-campus sight used to house the collections.

The Archeological Research Center is an important asset to both the Department and the University, but it has been without permanent space on campus following its relocation from Foley Hall.  Because of its close, day-to-day ties with the Anthropology Department (faculty and students regularly use the facilities of both), a location needs to be found for it on campus.

The need to accommodate both of these facilities on a permanent basis should be a part of University planning as it applies to the allocation of space both on- and off-campus

2.   The Anthropology Department is expected to have a fully-implemented assessment plan in place by the time of the next program review.  If the Department does not have such a plan in place by then, it is recommended to the Program Review Oversight Committee that it receive no more than a conditional approval at that time.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE FACULTY SENATE:
1.   It is recommended that the bachelors degree program (B.A.) in Anthropology and the undergraduate minor in Anthropology be approved for six years or until the next program review.

2.   It is recommended that the masters degree program (M.A.) in Anthropology be approved for six years or until the next program review.

