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A NEWBERRY LIBRARY CONFERENCE
ON THEMES IN
AMERICAN INDIAN HISTORY

February 18,19 & 20, 1988

During the last decade we have
witnessed a quantum leap in the
number  of books and articles

published in American Indian history.
Approximately 500 titles now appear
each year, but this outpouring of new
literature has had a limited impact
on our broader understanding of
American history. Textbooks mention
Indians more frequently, but the
experiences of native peoples remain
peripheral to the national narrative
and their impact on American culture
is rarely discussed. In the next
several years a series of conferences
at the Newberry Library will give
teachers a fuller portrait of
American Indian life while at the
same time offering alternatives to
simply  "plugging" Indians  into
existing texts and courses .
Specifically, the conferences will
focus  on  interpretive themes in
American Indian history, and will
examine their potential for both
illuminating native experiences and

integrating those experiences into
our history,

Building on the growing number of
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case studies of economic relations
between Indians and non-Indians, this
first "themes"  conference will
address Indian economic history.
Authors have frequently characterized
Indian economic life in the post-
contact period in terms of
dependency. They argue that native
commmities have been drawn into
relationships which undermine their
self-sufficiency and destroy their

economic independence. During the
conference, scholars of Indian
history and members of Indian

communities who confront first hand
many of the issues under discussion
will explore the extent to which
Indian economic history has been a
struggle to overcome dependency.

The conference is open to the public
free of charge. In addition, the
D'Arcy McNickle Center will offer a
50% travel and housing subsidy to a
number of conference participants.

Information from:

D'Arcy McNickle Center for the
History of the American Indian

The Newberry Library

60 West Walton Street

Chicago, Illinois 60610
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president's communique

PRESIDENT'S COMMUNIQUE

By Christine Caroppo

Hello again! Well, the 14th Annual
Symposium hosted by the Ottawa
Chapter in October was a great
SUCCEeSS ., Congratulations to the

members of the Chapter and especially

to those who served on the various
committees inveolved in organizing
that event. Well done!

Plans are already afoot for the 1988

symposium which will be held in
Toronto. The theme is "Ontario
Archaeologists Abroad”. It has been
many years since we have had a
symposium whose theme was not
directly concerned with the
mainstream of Ontario prehistory.
These "eccentric” symposia,
"Experimental Archaeology" and "Art
and Archaeology", were very
suecessful and extremely well-
attended. While it may be argued
that this is not the sort of theme

with which the Ontario Archaeological
Sociely should deal 1 think that
there are mitigating factors in this
instance. The largest of these
factors is the fact that less than
two weeks after our symposium the
Eastern States Archaeological
Federation will be having their
meetings in  Toronto, November 3 - B,
1988. ESAF is a very large
organization and 1 fear that if we
attempt to compete with them by
having a similar theme we could be in
a position of forcing members to
decide which of the two symposia they
would rather attend. 1 hope that
0.A.85. members will attend ESAF as
well as  our symposium and that those
who wish to report on subjects
dealing with Ontario archaeclogy will
take advantage of the potential of a
very large audience and submil papers
for presentation at the ESAF meeting.
The ESAF Programme Chairman is Dr.
Dean Knight and Mr. John Reid is in
charge of Local Arrangements.

Our Programme Chair is Dr. Elizabeth
Graham, a Mayanist with the Royal
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Ontario Museum, Department of New
World Archaeclogy. Dr. Graham plans
a full Saturday, October 22, 1988, of
invited speskers each of whom are
based in Ontario but who work abroad.
Some of the speakers will attempt to
draw conclusions about the human
experience in prehistory and, using
their results, show similarities or

differences with the record in
Ontario. Other speakers will compare
approaches to the analysis of
archaeological material.

There will, of course, be our
traditional Sunday morning, October

23rd, Open Session. Any member who
wishes to give a paper during that
session should contact Robert Burgar,
at the Department of New World
Archaeology, Royal Ontario Museum,
(416) 586-5730.

I think that this will be a most
exciting and innovative symposium
providing a chance to compare notes
with peers working in different
areas. There should be something of
interest for students, avocationals,
professionals and every group in
between., I hope you will support us
by planning to attend and marking
your calendar now.

As this is my last Communigue for
1987 1 would like to cast a glance
backward and have a lock at the year
in review. The past year has been
punctuated by a number of crises,

large and small, and by some
achievements for the Society worth
remarking on here. Although our

publishing programme was severely
handicapped by the death of Dr.
Richard Johnston early in the year we
now have a new editor for Ontario
Archaeology, Dr. Peter Reid. We are
grateful to Dr. Morgan Tamplin who
stepped  into the breach and
volunteered to take on the task of
completing the two volumes Dick was
working on before his death, Ontario

Archaeology, 46 and Monographs in
Ontario Archaeology, 2. We hope to

be back on our traditional publishing
schedule of two OA's per year as soon
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as is humanly possible so we beg you
to forward your manuscripts to the
editor with all due haste.

The 0.A.S. participated in the
Ministry of Culture & Communications’
review of heritage policy both at the
Chapter and Society level. We are
promised that we will be part of
future heritage policy review
proceedings and as always we are open
to feedback from the membership on
this or any other matter. In other
liaison activities the executives of

the 0,A.8. and the Council for
Ontario Archaeology met for
discussion during the Symposium. The

meeting was very informative and
provided the necessary opportunity
for our two groups to understand one
another's objectives.

In other matters, we introduced the
member's lapel pin which was a great
hit at the Symposium. It is the
0.A.8. logo in gold and white and is
about the size of a nickel. Current
stocks are rapidly dwindling so
contact Charles Garrad and proudly
sport your membership in Canada's
largest archasological organization
for only $2.00! In addition to the
member's pin we have produced a 25
vear pin which will be sent along
with a certificate to those special
members who have been with us for at
least 25 years. This year we were
pleansed to be able to present eleven
of these award pins at the Symposium
banquet. At  thal same event I was
honoured to be able to present the
Norman J. Emerson Silver Medal to
Mrs. Alice Kennedy, widow of the
third recipient of the award, the
late Clyde C. Kennedy.

At the Annual Business Meeting a
motion to increase membership fees
for 1988 was approved. This will be
the first increase in three years and
much needed in order to continue our
standard services and to promote new
ones such as the Passport to the Past
programme launched this year and to
help cover the costs of increased
comminication between Chapters and

Anch Notes

-d-

president's communique

in the form of long
and travel expenses,

the Society
distance calls

This kind of communication as |
mentioned in my last Communique is
vital to the continuance and well-

being of the Society. Lastly, it was
also decided at the Annual Business
Meeting that there will be an
election for the two Director
positions. Ballots are included in
this issue. Please read the short
statements of the candidates: Ann
Balmer, Robert Burgar, Lise Ferguson
and Lawrence Jackson, which appear
elsewhere in this issue. The other
positions are filled by acclamation.
1 would like to take this opportunity
to thank the members of my executive
for all their work this year and my
thanks go also to the members of all
of the Chapter executives for their
toil and trouble. I should single
out and congratulate the London
Chapter and the Toronto Chapter on
their tenth and fifth anniversaries,
respectively and to point out that a
new Chapter joined the fold this
yvear, the Niagara Chapter. Finally,
I would like to thank all those in
appointed positions; the editor of
this newsletter, Michael Kirby, and
many other dedicated members who work
hard for wvery little recognition.
Grateful thanks are also due to our
ever vigilant Administrator, Charles
Garrad, who always works above and
beyond the call of duty. All of you
have made my job a lot easier.

EE O B A
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The Thistle Hill Site (AhHf-5)
by Philip Woodley

Thistle Hill (AhHf-5) is a Late Archaic
site thought to be the first site in
Ontario to contain a house structure
from this early time period. The site
was located while surveying ploughed

fields for Dr. Peter Ramsden,
McMaster University, Iin the late
Spring of 1987. Permission was

obtained to begin lesting Lhe site in
August of 1987. Testing was conducted
from early August until mid-October
revealing what has been initially
interpreted as a pit house feature in
the subsoil.

A north-south transect lm by 15m was
initially excavated through what was
thought to be the centre of the site.
Topsoil was screened and the subsoil
was checked for features. While
excavating the east-west transect a
large oval-shaped feature wag
uncovered. The feature is 3.65m by
2.5m and contains a large quantity of
chert flakes and charcoal mixed
throughout a mottled mixture of humic
and some orange-yellow subsecil, with a
number of post-moulds situated near
its edge. The edge of a second feature
consisting of a similar matrix, was
found near the first feature. Because
of time restrictions the second feature
was nol uncovered, but there is a
possibility it is a second pit house.
Two post-moulds were located near the

ohifin woodley

southern end of the north-south
transect, but no cultural feature has
yet been associated with them.

A great many flakes were found on
the surface during the initial survey,
outlining approximately a 15m by 15m
area. The topsoil flake distribution
along the north-south transect gives a
distribution from 47 flakes per m2 at
the north end to 21 flakes per m2 at
the south. The centre of the transect
containg 203 flakes per metre square.
Topsoil directly asbove the feature,
excavated in 1lm squares, contained a
flake distribution ranging from 129 in
the northeast corner to 864 in the
southwest corner. Topsoil from some
feature wunits was excavated in
arbitrary 5cm levels, revealing that
most flakes are located within the
bottom 5cm. For example, unit 508-57
contained 864 flakes throughout the
topsoil, with 504 (58.33%) of them in
the 20em 25cm level immediately
above the feature.

There was insufficient time available
during the 1987 field season to take
the time and care needed to excavale
the feature properly, so it was decided
to postpone a complete trowel
excavation until the summer of 1988.
If further examination reveals more
information on Late Archaic pit
houses, which it appears will be the
case, the Thistle Hill site will be the
first in Ontario, and possibly the
entire northeast, with such detailed
structural information.
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Announcing The
1988 Ontario Archaeological Society Symposium

"Ontario Archaeologists Abroad’

October 22 & 23, 1988
at the Downtown YMCA. 20 Grosvenor St.Toronto
(Yonge north of College)

Saturday's programme will focus on the experiences of archaeologists who are based
in Ontario, but whose research interests take them outside the province to various parts
of the world. Though work from many of the world's regions, including the Far East,
Middie East, Mediterranean, and Central America, will be represented, the emphasis will be
on the nature of archaeological approaches lo common problems, and on parallels
elsewhere to the native Americans/Contact experience.

T

CALL FOR PAPERS for the Sunday Morning OPEN SESSION
Please conracr Roberr Burgar, Depr. of New World Archaeology, Royal Onrario Museum

(416) 588-57 30, Programme Charr tor this session.

TErEmTTEEE

ES.AF. 1988

The Eastern States Archaeological Federation will meet in Toronto at the
Westbury Hotel on November 3 - 6, 1988.

This will be the first time E.S.A.F. has met outside the United States in twenty-eight years.
In 1960 the Ontario Archaeological Society was very much involved with that E.SS.AF.
meeting and they are hoping that they can count on our membership again 10
participate.

Dean Knmight will be the Program Chair and will be sending out a call for papers.

symposium titles and ideas for tours and displays. The Local Arrangement Chair will be
John Reid of the University of Toronto.

EREARAAN
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ARCHABOLOGY AND EDUCATION
CONFERENCE AT THE UNIVERSITY OF
SOUTHAMPTON, ENGLAND
SEPTEMBER 18-20, 1987

By Karolyn E. Smardz

The first international conference on
Archaeology and Education was held in
Southampton, England this September.
Sponsored by the Council for British
Archaeology, The British Institute of
Field Archaeologists, Rescue and the
Southern Examining Group, this
landmark colloguium was organized by
the Archasclogy and Education Unit of
Southampton University.

Conference participants consisted of

some seventy-five professional
archaeologists, professors and
educational specialists, An
intensive three-day Programme was
made up of talks, workshops and

discussion periods.

The introductory address WAS
delivered by John Alexander, former
Chairman of the Council for British
Archaeology, and was entitled
"Archaeology and Education: Where We
Stand Now and Some Pointers for the
Future", Dealt with in the talk and
the following discussion period were
such lissues as the role of the
Leacher in introducing archaeclogy as
# classroom subject to primary and
secondary  school students, and the
role of archaeclogists in making
archaeological subject matter more
accessible to  both educators and
children.

Conference speakers included both
educators and practicing
archasologists, Talks covered such
topics as "Archaeology in the Primary
Sector” (Jake Keen of the Cranbourne
County Middle School), "Archaeology
and Teacher Training" (Peter Warner,
Archaeology Department Head at the
Homerton College, Cambridge, College
of Teacher Education), and "Butser
Ancient Farm: Uses and Abuses by
Education?” (Peter Reynolds, Project
Director of the Butser Iron Age
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Farm) . A particularly entertaining
talk was given by Alistair Black, the
Hampshire County Advisor for Speech
and Drama, on the subject of "Drama
in Archaeoclogy - Chalk and Cheese?".

Workshops were held on the afternoon
of the 19th, and provided
participants with the opportunity to
visit the Southampton Museum and the
salvage excavation of a series of
medieval merchants’ homes, and to
experience the educational programmes
offered for schoolchildren at both

locations. Other workshop choices
included "Archaeology's role in
multi-cultural education” and "The

Media and Archaeology". The choice
of which workshop to attend was a
difficult one, as the reader can
imagine!

The session on the 20th was set aside
for special guest speakers. These
included Evert wvan Ginkel (Holland,

special  representative fram the
Council of Europe), Karen Hoffmeyer
Novrup { Denmark , Hyerl Hedes
Frilandsmuseun) and myself. Jaohri
Muke of the University of Papua New
Guinea was unfortunately unable to
attend.

Owing to the special interest of the
participants in the development of

the Archaeological Resource Centre by
the Toronto Board of Education and
the Ontario Ministry of Citizenship
and Culture, I was invited to present

an additional paper entitled
"Teaching Archaeclogists to Teach” on
the 19th, and also a lunchtime
workshop on student participation in
archaeological excavation on the
20th. My main paper preceded the
workshop and was entitled
"Archaeology in the Toronto School
System”.

It is quite a task to try and sum up
the multiplicity of issues brought up
at this important conference. One of
the problems facing the British
archaeological community 1is the fact
that the present government has very
recently initiated a nation-wide core
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curriculum  for elementary school
students,  This core curriculum is
quite rigid, and there is no place
set aside fur the teaching of
archaevlogy as an independent

As an outcome of the
which followed the final
telegram was forwarded to

discipline.
discussion
paper, a

Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher
protesting this omission, and
suggesting consultation with the
Council for British Archaeology's
Education Beoard as a means for
correcting this.

Other issues raised included the

responsibility of the archaeclogical
community for publishing readable and
informative material for teachers to
use in schools. A resolution was
tabled for later discussion as to how
this would be accomplished. The
subject of establishing participatory
excavation programmes under the
auspices of regional and mumnicipal
archaeology units was brought up, and
the development of such programming
(based - in part on the Toronto
model!) was established as a goal of
future conference endeavors.

Another important subject of
discussion was how archaeological
information could serve to reduce the
interracial prejudice now being felt
in the British school system as a
result of a greatly increased
immigrant flow in recent vyears. The
focus of the multicultural workshop
and subsequent discussions was that
archaeology, as a scientific subject
which encompasses our entire human
heritage, could be presented in a
fashion which would point up the
irrelevance of racial and national
boundaries over the long term.

The final resolution of the
Archaeology and Education conference
was that an annual colloquium on the
subject should be held, and that some
sort of international association for
the promotion of archaeology and
education should be initiated.

All conference papers, workshops and
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discussion sessions were taped, and
are to be published in book form over
the next few months. A copy of this
book will then be made available at
the Archaeological Resource Centre
for consultation by those interested.

In conclusion, I would like to add
that it was an honour to have been
invited to participate in this
important colloguium. Evidently the
subject of Archaeology and Education
is both a timely one for discussion,
and a controversial one in respect to
the direction that future endeavors
in this area should take. A list of
names and addresses of conference
participants is being compiled, and
will be kept on file at the Resource
Centre.

+ %3

VOLUNTEER AWARDS NOW THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF TWO MINISTRIES

The Volunteer Service Awards and
Outstanding Achievement Awards
programs have been affected by the
recent  reprganization of Ontario
Government Ministries. The former
Ministry of Citizenship and Culture
had sole responsibility for the
programs, but that Ministry has now
been split into two; the Ministry of
Citizenship, under Gerry Phillips,
Minister, and the Ministry of Culture
and Communications under Dr. Lils
Munro, Minister. Both Ministries are
represented i1n the program this year,
after which it falls under the
Ministry of (Citizenship.

0.A.8., members will continue to be
eligible for recognition under the
program for their volunteer
endeavours, and Nomination Forms have
now been mailed to the Societv and
Chapters. The deadline for
submission of nominations is December
15, 1987.
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HERITAGE POLICY REVIEW

As you know the Ministry of Culture
and Commmications is engaged in a
lengthy review of heritage policy in
this province. The cornerstone of
phase one of this process was the
document "Giving Our Past a Future"
which was sent to all 0.A.S. members.
This document ideally was to have
been digested in advance of the
public meetings. However, as a
result of delays at the Ministry many
of you received the document long
after the public meeting in your area
had taken place. In view of what
must have been a colossal expenditure
of tax-payer dollars it would have
been politic to have been better
organized in terms of distribution
to, and involvement of, those tax-
payers.

In addition to individual members and
Chapters who submitted briefs to the
Review the 0.A.S. Executive sutmitted
the first review which follows. By
way of introduction it should be
noted that we were advised to confine
our remarks to "broad themes" of
interest to the heritage community
and to address the questions posed at
the beginning of the document,
"Giving Our Past a Future".

While writing our response we kept
these cautions in mind and attempted
to synthesize all of the responses
which were forwarded to us as well as
any - verbal comments collected in
conversation. The O0.A.8, has been
promised further opportunity for
comment during phase two of the
Review. Exact scheduling of phase
two has not yet been released.

Following our brief is one by the
Ontario Council of Archaeology, and
following that, one by the London
Chapter of the 0.A.S.

THE ONTARIO ARCHAEOLOGICAL
SOCIETY, INC.
Brief
with reference to the
Discussion Paper,
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Giving Our Past a Future
on the
Ontario Heritage Policy Review
of the Ministry of Citizenship
and Culture
September 21, 1987

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. Education and Public Awareness-
We believe that the archaeology and
the information gleaned by its
methods provide an invalusble source
of knowledge about our collective
cultural history. We feel that
archaeology contributes to  the
quality of life in this province. To
become more mainstream concern to the
average Ontarian heritage matters,
including archaeoclogy, should become
a priority issue in the early and
ongoing education of children and
adults.

We recommend that in order to foster
this the educational curricula be
adapted to stress our history and
cultural heritage and to raise the
profile of archaeology as an
important part of the heritage
commmity and invaluable to our way
of life. We sugdgest that increased
funding be made available, in
addition to that required for the

above, to allow for workshops,
travelling exhibits, local
interpretive centres, audio-visual

and print media packages and programs
and so on, about the archaeclogy of
Ontario to be made. It is important
that this funding be available in an
on-going fashion in order to permit
us to undertake long-term plans with
some asgsurance that there will be
long-term sympathy for these concerns
from the government.

2. The Ontario Heritage Foundation-
We are concerned about the mandate of
the Foundation as written and as it
is currently being applied. For
example, increasing amounts of money
are being spent on acquiring areas of
natural heritage when this area of
concern is not clearly addressed in
the mandate. We are concerned that
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areas of archaeological heritage be
given equal attention and recommend
that similar programs of tax relief
and stewardship of the properties
containing such heritage resources be
applied to archaeological sites,

We also recommend that the whole
process of licence application be
streamlined so that archaeologists
are not put in the position of having
to enter the field without licences
because the Board’s meeting schedule
is not flexible enough to meet the
demand for these licence approvals.
We also recommend that the
requirement. to submit a complete and
{final report on work carried out
under the auspices of and
archacological licence be submitted
before another licence is granted be
more stringently applied. These
reports should be made easily
accessible to scholars and a system
on-line computer links with regional
museuns or other centres might be
considered. We would be happy to act
as such a communication centre.

3. Legislation - While we applaud
the establishment of the Ontario
Heritage Act and the many good works
which have been achieved through its
existence and application we believe
that after more than 10 years of
working with the Act 1L is now Lime
to consider redesigning parts of it
and closing certain loopholes.

We  recommend that the Ontario
Heritage Act be redesigned to mesh
more efficiently with those parts of
Lthe following Acts which have a

bearing on arvhaeological matters:
the Ontario Cemeteries Act, the
Ontario  Planning  Act, and the
Environmental Assessment Act. We
also strongly urge that the
ministries most prominently involved
in activities which threaten

archaeological resources, that is the
Ministry of Nutural Resources and the
Ministry of Transport and
Communication establish a regular and
ongoing dialogue with the Ministry of
Citizenship and Culture so that their
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activities can be co-ordinated where
appropriate. These ministries should
also seek to open and/or strengthen
lines of communication with the
Federal government to assure that
federal lands possessing
archaeological resources in  the
province of Ontario are properly
assessed and administered.

4. Artifacts - It is understood at
present that artifacts are to be
curated and maintained in an
accessible fashion in perpetuity by
the excavator. This often presents a
serious and growing problem for the
institution with whom the excavator
is affiliated and where no
affiliation exists the problem is
onerous  indeed. The thought that
bags and boxes of sensitive
archaeclogical materials are being
stored by the hundreds of thousands
in locations which may be dangerous
to the health of Lhese artifacts
(basements ) as well as being
sometimes difficult to access is a
real concern to archaesologists.

We recommend that consideration be
given to a series of regional
repositories te be either designated
or purpose-built to house collections
of artifacts and serve as resources
centres with  perhaps copies of
reports submitted to the Ministry of
Citizenship and Culture as they apply
to the geographical region. These
centres  ideally should  include
conservation facilities and qualified
staff to care for sensitive
artifacts. Local museums and like
agencies who do not have conservation
facilities should also be able to
make use of these labs.

5. Hierarchy of Sites - While the
thought of placing a system of higher
or lower wvalue on  something as

intrinsically "valuable" as a non-
renewable archaeological site seems
distasteful it may nevertheless be

the most useful one in terms of
saving the most  archaeological
resources as is  possible in  the
reality of the world we live in. Anp
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ranking of sites has its inherent
pitfalls. What, for example, would
be the definition of "significant" as
opposed to "expendable"? Who shall
draw up such criteria? Any hierarchy
of importance is based upon the
knowledge-base of today and is used
te project future needs. Would it
not be a grave mistake to label a
certain category of sites as
"expendable" based on today's
agsessments only to find ten years
down the road that those sites we
squandered had become rare or even
"extinet"?

We recommend, nevertheless, that the
implementation of such a hierarchy of
sites be assessed. This system might
more easily allow for the appropriate
disbursement of funds available for
the salvage or long-term protection
of sites. This system could be made
to function along with the provinecial
inventory of sites and may somewhat
alleviate the current problem of, for
example, Borden numbers being applied
to both bona fide sites and to
isolated clusters or single
artifacts. The investigator has no
idea which is which in the area of
interest until each entry is
scrutinigzed by  hand. Indeed,
archaeologists are somet imes
reluctant to add isolated finds to
the provincial inventory because
"Bordenization" is the only current
method of entry into that list.
Potentially important patterns of
isolated finds over a larger area may
therefore go unrecognized.

6. Municipal vs. Provincial
Responsibility - There has been much
discussion recently over what seems
to be a trend toward passing the
mantel of responsibility for
archaeology over to the municipality
in whose boundaries the
archaeological resource is contained.
While it can be argued that such
management may be more efficient on a
local rather than provincial level we
must be sure not to enter into such
an arrangement in haste.

We recommend that the responsibility
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for archaeclogy only be given to
those mmicipalities which
demonstrate an abiding and long-term
interest in archaeology and which
have a sufficient population base to
support the financial considerations
of such an addition to municipal
expenditures. The responsibility for
the archaeology of those
municipalities which do not meet
these requirements should be assumed
by the provincial government. .
Clearly, some sort of matching funds
equation would have to be implemented
in order to encourage the
municipalities to take on the
responsibilities in their area.
Certain minimum requirements in terms
of personnel , budgets space
allocation, support services and so
on would have to be met by the
mmicipalities. It is possible that
certain areas of the province should
be maintained by the provincial
government, such as northern Ontario,

because of the lack of large
commmities and its scattered
population. These municipal
archaeologists would have to be
answerable to their municipal

councils but the councils' actions
archaeologically speaking should also
be answerable to the provincial
government. We also recommend that
the LACACs include at least one
archaeologist on the board and that
they should meet regularly and not at
the whim of the municipal council as
is the current situation. One last
point to ponder is the definition of
"municipality" Ffor the purposes of
the above discussion. For example,
Vaughan is a mumnicipality but it
exists within the larger mumnicipality
of York. At which of these levels of
government should the responsibility
for archaeology rest?

CONCLUSION:

The Ontario Archaeclogical Society
applauds the initiative of the
Government of Ontario and the
Ministry of Citizenship and Culture
in undertaking this review.

Clearly, it 1is time to effect major

Anch Notes



changes in both legislation and
policy in order to properly manage
our heritage resources for future
generations. We continue Lo look to
the Provincial government.  for
leadership and co-ordination between
the many agencies who act on behalf
of heritage such as ourselves. The
Ontario Archaeological Society stands
ready Lo accept any responsibility
necessary to achieve our joint goals
in heritage preservation. We are
eager to more fully play our role as
a partner in heritage with the
Ministry of Citizenship and Culture
and look forward to a future enriched
by our past.

% % %%

Brief to
Ontario Heritage Policy Review
Ministry of Citizenship and Culture

Prepared by
Ontario Council of Archaeclogy
July 27, 1987

The Ontario Council of Archaeclogy
requests that in the interests of
creating an atmosphere conducive to
the preservation of our
archaeological heritage, the
following matters be investigated by
the Ontario Heritage Policy Review
with a view to making recommendations
which are in line with the realities
of field archaesology in Ontario.

Item 1: Burials

A  recent interpretation of the
Cemeteries Act R.S.0. 1980 set out in
a letter from the Minister of
Consumer and Commercial Relations
dated May 22, 1986, to a Council
member states:

"I trust that you or your legal
council have advised the owners of
the subject land of the potential
ramifications which might ensue
should a cemetery be found on their
land... under the Cemeteries-Act".

This

interpretation has been
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confirmed by the Ministry of Consumer
and Commercial Relations in a letter
dated May 4, 1987, to the same
Council member.

Council Position

The Ministry of Consumer and
Commercial Relations interpretation
of the Act effectively terminates
prehistoric and historic archaeology
in Ontario. This conclusion stems
directly from the above ruling
because it requires archaeologists to
advise the owners of land on which
they seek permission to excavate
archaeclogical sites of their
responsibility under the Cemeteries
Act in the event the archaeologist
encounters human remains.,

Under the current Ministry of
Consumer and Commercial Relations
interpretation, the landowner is
required to register the presence of
these human burials as a cemetery
against his title of the land. This
in turn requires the services of an
Ontario Lland Surveyor to define and
sever the area set aside as a
cemetery in accordance with the Act.
It also requires the owner, or in his
default the Municipality, to fence
the area designated, to cut the grass
and brush, and to prohibit its use
for any other purpose. In the event
the landowner defaults in this regard

the Act stipulates that  the
municipality must accept  this
responsibility. At present, there is

no certainty that this de facto land
expropriation by the Ministry of
Consumer and Commercial Relations
falls within the terms of the
Expropriations Act. In any event. it
is unlikely any landowner would agree
to these draconian conditions.

There is another serious
consideration quite apart from the
above. In the event an archaeologist
attempting te comply with the
Ministry of Consumer and Commercial
Relations interpretation, requests
permission from an owner he would be
alerting the local farmers of the
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potential threat by archaeologists to
their land title. When this came to
the attention of the Ministry of
Agriculture’s local Agreps it would
soon become common knowledge to the
Agreps across the province and
farmers generally., In that event, no
matter how the problem was ultimately
reconciled by the Ministry, farmers
and other landowners across the
province could not but remain
reluctant to allow archaeologists on
their land, no matter what assurances

might be given by the incumbent
Government of Ontario. Clearly, this
problem must be solved if
archaeclogists are to avoid
alienating the landowners across
Ontario.

Hopefully the seolution to the problem
will be pursued quickly. In the
meantime, to avoid bringing
archaeclogical excavations in Ontario
to a halt, it is recomnended that
archaeologists 1in possession of a
licence from the Ministry of
Citizenship and Culture be advised in
writing that they need not take the
action imposed upon them by the
current interpretation of the
Cemeteries Act by officials of the
Ministry of Consumer and Commercial
Relations.

Notwithstanding written assurances by
the Minister of Citizenship and
Culture dated August 29, 1986 and by
the Minister of Consumer and
Commercial Relations dated August 6,
1986, that +the Ontario Council of
Archaeology would be consulted on
this matter the Council has not been
approached by either of these
Ministries.

Should the Minister of Citizenship
and Culture and the Minister of
Consumer and Commercial Relations
wish to convene a committee to
examine this problem, possibly
comprised of senior officials of the
Ministry of Citizenship and Culture
and the Ministry of Consumer and
Commercial Relations, physical
anthropologists, representatives of
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the Native community, the Ontario
Historical Society, and the
archaeological community, the Ontario
Council of Archaeology would be
pleased to participate. Hopefully a
decision on this matter will not be
reached, let alone implemented
without consultation with the Ontario
Council of Archaeology.

Item 2: Storage and Curation of
Archaeological Materials

At present archaeclogical material
and data collected by activities
licenced by the Minister of
Citizenship and Culture are not
housed, documented and curated in a
fully acceptable manner. Experience
over a long period has demonstrated
that the lack of professional
curatorial system of handling unknown
large volumes of materials cannot but
lead to the loss, theft,
deterioration of the materials and
loss of archaeclogical context.

Council Position

One long term solution would be the
designation of a series of
institutional repositories  which
would receive financial support from
the Ministry of Citizenship and
Culture. In the meantime it is
recomnended that suitable
institutions (e.g. The Royal Ontario
Museum, Museum of Indian Archaeology,
Trent University Archaeological
Centre and the Archaeological Survey
of Canada) be approached to ascertain
their willingness to provide this
service.

Archaeological licences should
stipulate a specific period during
which the archaeological material may
be held by the licencee for private
study., Thereafter this material must
be deposited in an appropriate
repository where it will be made
available to other researchers.
Frilure to comply would result in
legal action to repossess the
material and in prosecution.

It is not recommended that a new tier
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of Ministry of
Culture facilities be built and
staffed to meet the need to house
this archaeological material.

Citizenship and

Item 3: Grants

At present the Ontaric Heritage
Foundation process for allocating
grant funds to the fiscal years to
which they are applied has been
inefficient as is exemplified over
the period 1983-1987.

At present the schedule by which
funds are made available to
archaeologists fails to recognize
that the archaeological field season
in Ontario is determined by both the
seasons of the year and the need for
lead-time to prepare for the field.

Current funding procedures do not
include a reserve to provide timely

support for archaeclogical salvage
operations which arise on short
notice.

Council Position

The Ontario Council of Archaeoclogy
recommends that:

a) a method be developed to permit a
more effective and equitable
distribution of funds over the period
they are to apply;

b) the Ministry and the Foundation
be more sympathetic to meeting the
time schedules requested in grant
applications, particularly where
field and staffing constraints have
been demonstrated;

c) experience has shown clearly the
need to develop a procedure to
accumulate a non-lapsing reserve fund

to meet. unforseen salvage
emergencies,
Item 4: Licence Reporting

The Ontario Council of Archaeology is
encouraged by the Ontario Heritage
Foundation study of reporting as a
requirement of licencing.

Council Position
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It is imperative that reports which
meet standards set out by the Ontario
Heritage Act and the associated
regulations be maintained as =a
prerequisite to licencing. These
reports must be made available to
reputable archaeologists upon
request. Accession lists of the
reports on file should be published
twice a year and distributed to the
archaeclogical community.

Item 5: Licencing

Current Licencing procedures are an
improvement over past procedures.

Council Position

The Ontario Council of Archaeoclogy
recommends that archaeological
licences continue to be issued by the
Minister of Citizenship and Culture
on the advice of the archaeological
committee of the Ontario Heritage
Foundation, and that the committee
continue consultation with Ministry
of Citizenship and Culture staff
regarding the requirements for
licencing set out in the Act.
However, it is  recommended that
policies and procedures be developed
to facilitate more expeditions and
even-handed decisions by the
archaeological committee regarding
licencing. A prerequisite to
licencing should include the need for
unrecognized individuals seeking an
archaeological licence to
satisfactorily complete a course of
training approved by the Ontario
Heritage Foundation. Archaeclogical
licences should require standardized
procedures (e.H. cataloguing,
curation, publication, etc.) as a
condition of licence.

It is not recommended that the
profession become self-licencing.

Item 6:
Staff

Decentralized Archaeclogical

It is rumoured that a plan
advanced to

has been
the Ministry of

-14- Nov/Dee 1987



henitage policy

Citizenship and Culture or by the
Ministry of Citizenship and Culture
to establish a network of paid
personnel to be responsible for
conducting archaeology in
decentralized regions (e.g. counties,
Regional Municipalities).
Unfortunately, details regarding
numbers, locations, funding, and
qualification prerequisites remain a
matter of speculation and gossip.

Council Position

The Ontario Council of Archaeology
trusts that a new policy of this
significance will not be introduced
without Ffull consultation with the
discipline. Indeed, this type of
fundamental consultation throughout
the constituency appears to be the
basis for the very review of Heritage
policy which is now teking place. It
would be a travesty if a major change
in archaeological heritage
preservation procedures were to take
place without prior consultation with
the archaeclogical community.

Item 7: Access to Reports

In February 1987 the Ontario Heritage
Foundation recommended to the
Minister of Citizenship and Culture
that access to licence reports be
granted to recognized archaeclogists.

Council Position

The Ontario Council of Archaeclogy is
not yet aware of Ministry of
Citizenship and Culture action
regarding this Ontaric Heritage
Foundation recommendation. This
should pose no problem under Ontario
Access to Information legislation now
in place.

Item 8: Volunteers in Archaeology

Members of the Ontario Council of
Archaeology have demonstrated that a
valuable contribution can be made to
archaeology by volunteers.

Council Position
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The Ontaric Council of Archaeclogy
recommends that funds and qualified
supervisory and training staff be
provided for the conduct of formal
volunteer programs (e.g. Passport to
the Past program). It is important
to recognize the fact that the
credibility of these volunteers and
subsequently their works will, to a
great extent, be a reflection of the
credibility their instructors enjoy
in the archaeological community.

Item 9:
Grants

Notification of Licences and

Experience has shown that projects
are often delayed because of a
reliance on using mail to send out
notifications of licences and grants.

Council Position

The Ontario Council of Archaeology
recommends that important documents
(i.e. licences, notification of
grants, grant payments) be shipped by

courier.

The Ontario Council of Archaeology
also recommends that all Ministry
procedures regarding licences and
grants be reviewed to ensure that in
the future projects which are
scheduled to start on, for example,
May 1, are properly notified
regarding licences and grants by
April 1. To facilitate this, it is
recommended that new deadlines for
submission of licence and grant
applications be changed to October |
of the year preceding the proposed
project.

¥ X F XX

Comments on the Heritage Act
to the Ontario Heritage Policy Review
from the London Chapter of
The Ontario Archaeological Society
Inc.

In your letter requesting written

submissions from individuals and
groups concerned with Ontario’s
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Heritage, you asked for discussions
to revolve around identified areas of
concern, outlined in your working
paper submitted to heritage
organizations. However, we find this
difficult to do, since many of the
concerns in the archaeological
community stem from specific problems
arising out of a substantial change
in the very nature of archaeology
over the past decade; a change which

has moved far ahead of anything
outlined for archaeology in the
Heritage Act. As such, we find

ourselves unable to directly address
the motherhood statements in your
working paper, but rather we would
prefer to address those concerns and
thoughts we have on specific aspects
of the archaeclogical component of
the Heritage Act, as it relates to
our experiences.

Part of our inability to address the
more general topics outlined stems
from the fact that under the present
form of the Heritage Act, archaeology
ig treated as a distinct and separate
part. of Ontario’s heritage, governed
in a different manner than for the
rest of those "heritage concerns or
sectors" manifested in Ontario. As
such, archaeology has been closely
monitored and regulated through the
Archaeological Unit of the Heritage
Branch, Ministry of Citizenship and
Culture, both in their head office,
and in their five other regional

offices  throughout the province.
Further, unlike other aspects of
heritage, archaeology is identified

in the Heritage Act as something that
needs to be licenced by the
government; regulated and defined as
a controlled activity. It is perhaps
through this licencing aspect of the
Heritage Act that one can most
clearly see the change in archaeology
over the past decade, and the need
for the Heritage Act to be modified
to better service the archaeological
community.

Initially, part of the intent behind

the licencing of archaeclogy was to
regulate looting and uncontrolled
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archasological investigation in
Ontario. As archaeological sites are
a non-renewable resource, there was a
definite need to oversee
archaeclogical activities in the
province, in order to ensure the
maintenance of a functional data
base, and to preserve this valuable
heritage data on Ontario’'s
Prehistoric and Historic past. While
the intent was definitely a step in
the right direction, the
archasological component  of  the
Heritage Act has served, in reality,
to be little more than a statement of
interest in archaeology from the
provincial government, regulating
only professional and conscientious
archaeologists, with little ability
to deal with those individuals that
choose to opt out of the system, or
those who prefer to simply loot sites
(albeit with one notable exception
from the Hamilton-Brantford area).
This is certainly an obvious wealkness

of the Act, and there is a need for
the Act to be strengthened when
applied to individuals who violate
it.

However, as the licencing system now
stands, all individuals wishing to
conduct archaeology in a legitimate
fashion must follow a rather awkward
and lengthy licencing process,
required annually, before  any
archaeological activity can occur.
Further, not only is the process
generating problems at present, but
also, in 1987, "archaeoclogical
activity" actually encompasses a wide
range of endeavours. Archaeological
field work can now include research-
oriented projects, mostly from the
academic world; consulting
archaeology, which has grown in
response to archaeological concerns
being identified in the latest
versions of both the Planning and
Environmental Assessment Acts; and
conservation archaeology, which can
and is conducted by both professional
and avocational archaeologists, It
igs important to note that both the
type of archaeology conducted under
each of these three categories and
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the wvarious individuals doing this

work can almost be viewed as
different "subsets" of the
archaeclogical community. The needs,

concerns, qualifications and
abilities for each of  these
categories are strikingly different,
but all three groups must apply for
the same type of archaeological
licence. This leads to a wide range
in the quality of archaeoclogical
field work and reporting, with no
clear way of determining quality, as
it relates to either individual
qualifications or type of archasclogy
conducted. Such an arrangement is
worrisome, since the Archaeologioal
Unit of the Ministry of Citizenship
and Culture wuses the existing
licencing structure as a means of
regulating the archasological
community, This means that Ministry
staff members are asked to appraise
quality without clear directives from

the Act, while still having the
potential to seriously impact
individual archaeologists. For
example, consultant archaeologists
apply for ‘“consulting licences",
which enable them to bid for work
throughout some or all of this
province. Getting such a licence
also means an individual or

institution is placed on a Ministry
list of licenced consulting
archaeclogists, which is sent out to
firms needing to hire such services.
Simply put, if one isn't on the list,
one cannot earn a salary. For those
individuals who draw their earnings
solely from consultant work, the
licencing process is a powerful
regulatory system which impacts
directly on one's livelihood, even
though the process, as it now stands,
is faulty.

Perhaps what is needed, besides more
clearly defining the licencing
process for both applicants and those
who are asked to implement it, is a
licencing system which identifies
different forms or levels of
archaeology. For instance, one form
of licence could be strictly for
conservation activities. This could

Nov/Dec 1987

be available to most individuals who
simply want to conduct limited field
surface-survey and/or site
monitoring, and the requirements and
obligations for receiving such a
licence would reflect the limited
type of work involved. Reporting
could also be straight-forward for
this type of licence, providing just
the basic information needed (ie.
activities conducted, maps of area
examined, catalogue and photos of
material found)., However, if someone
wished to conduct more extensive work
on a site, such as partial or full
excavations, perhaps requirements
would include greater qualifications
{such as much more experience and
training), and responsibilities would
include a greater degree of final
reporting and site analysis., In many
ways, this type of excavation
archaeology for research or
mitigation purposes could fall under
a type of licence similar to that
presently being issued (only that
requirements should be more clearly
defined) . Finally, in regard to
consultant archaeclogy, perhaps a
third type of licence, aspecifically
for consultant work, could be
created, the qualifications and
requirements of which reflect the
nature of this type of assess