






ANTH 303L - Jan 13, 2026

..................................................... INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	All right, everybody, let's get
started with today's conversation, thank you for

joining us today.	We're going to take a look at a couple of issues that are are relevant from our conversations from last week, and the readings we'll look at on Thursday.	We'll coin with anthropological approach, but focussing on the operations of what we might think of theoretical which are important to understand the evaluation of archaeology is deployed, and also as an assessment of the frame works within which archaeology can be evaluated, so we'll use these as a tool.	We'll take a look at a few articles, one
by myself and my colleague George Nicholas, a fascinating piece by Denny Dem..., and a kind of domains of archaeology and its demographic impacts through the work of Hodge etc. and others.
We're going to actually take a look at a case study this week that helps us navigate some of these issues on an extreme point of view.	We'll take a look at rose detention school denialists, which mobilize some of these ideas, and some of these datasets, in order to make a case, and the case is in my view an incorrect one, and I think for many of you impalatable
 (
Verbatim
 
(
draf
t
)
 
transcript
 
-
 
ANTH
 
30
3
L
 
-
 
Jan
 
1
3
,
 
2026
)

 (
Accurate
 
Realtime
 
Reporting
 
In
c
.
 
-
 
(60
4
)
 
68
5
-6050
) (
Page
 
10
)







one, residential schools in Canada is fictionally stated or overstated to the advantage of indigenous peoples, a bit of a perversion in my mind how Canada's history preceded and what we need to learn from it including processes of racism and colonialism.	But it's useful to evaluate because partly these people exist and partly because they're an example of an effort to use data, logic theory to advance an
argument that I think emotionally most of us would reject, and while emotional responses are important, we do need to think through evidence and logic and thinking in order to understand why arguments have strength, or why they are weaker, so we want to evaluate the cases as we look at different points of view of what archaeology is, what it can do and made us of.	We want some tools to help us understand how
to evaluate strengths and weaknesses in argumentation, that's where this week's conversation is going to take us, residential school denialism, as it would happen, an unusual event occurred, we'll move our class on January 22nd entirely online, what has happened is we've been -- a number of people on campus including myself have been identified by a group of people who are advocating denialism, they intend to show up on campus, and their habit is confrontational, they








live-stream and capture video of people to get into arguments with, who represent opposing points of view. And this I mentioned last class or a last week I was invited to a debate with these very people, I turned down the offer, I was at Simon Fraser University, I turned it down because it's not a debate, there is no debating in this format.	These people deny facts,
they reject the premises of basic logic, such as

statistical principles, all they really want is confrontation, emotion, they want to catch people out to make you look as though you misspeak or are ignorant, and repackage them for got you," to appeal to the demographic of supportive of their vision.
This occurred -- I was finding this out on

Friday, I'm not the only one that is being targetted, others are.	They attempt to go to the dialogue
centre, First Nations house of learning, department of anthropology, looking for people and I'm on their
list, so we won't be here, I know if you share my view, there might be a small part of you that finds a confrontation with these people might be appealing, but I don't think we gain much from it, and I also think it would put all of you and all of us in a vulnerable position if they try to get in and conduct their -- well, you've seen these kind of videos,








confrontational videos.

I think it's going to be restricted to January

22, I have a colleague from the universitied of Fraser Valley, who did a lot of work in the Kamloops residential school, she only teaches on campus she has been targetted by this group.	This group is not
just -- I'm not quite sure who they are, we'll know some of them, I'll show you in a minute, they seem reasonably well funded, associated with a political party, 1 BC, so they have political representation in one way, painter degree of legitimacy in some people's eyes, and this is a protest on campus, I'm not sure what it's called, an event, and of course campuses are places where we should entertain, we talked about last class conflict and debate, we should be able to disagree but also recognize certain foundational principles including fact, the nature of evidence, formats of logic, errors of logic.	And basic principles of scholarly treatments such as
turn-taking, if we can't agree to those it's not a

debate, these people anticipate a confrontation.	I've been doing this for more than a decade, and only recently become on the radar so to speak, and I'll
show you why.

In Aug of this year -- I've been working with








among, the Penelakut tribe last year they asked me to present at the march, so we crafted a text, together, and agreed to it, and I spoke at the event on August the 4th of this year, I actually spoke at another
event organized by the Penelakut on Salt Spring island on national day of truth and reconciliation, I used exactly the same text, the reason is is that --
there's my text, you can I wanted a lack of ambiguity,

I wanted one version of the text to exist, one of the strategies of denialists is to get you to say the same thing in different ways and finding opportunities to disagree, to suggest there's uncertainty or error.
You can read the text if you wish.

This group of people appeared here at U Vic, and they're associated with a political party, they staged some sort of demonstration, one was arrested, there
was a degree of confrontation, violence, I'm not sure, security was called, and UBC are trying to understand how to respond to this, while at the same time
preserve academic freedom and freedom of speech.	This

is a balance.	I'm not operating at that level.	I was speaking to an sociate dean yesterday and their advice was we do not seek out confrontation, avoid it, don't give them the space to make their case, to seek what they're getting which is not a debate, a conversation,








but these kinds of dramatic videos so they can repackage them for profit, I presume.
This is their website, part of a website that I had maintained for a while, and as you can see, coming January 22nd to UBC, all this sort of stuff, we'll
talk more about this on Thursday.	Of interest to me

is that they start with one of my web pages, the partnership with Musqueam, and highlight it in this fashion, the first impression is good Lord there must be something dramatically wrong here.	All the things they highlight are very reasonable statements, I wrote them carefully, there's nothing bizarre nor warranting or highlighting or circling in red, but, yeah, they're using that kind of evaluation, that kind of presentation to sort of foemet, foment some kind of disagreement.	Our approach is to avoid the 22nd.	I must say it's odd for me to say this.	If they show up outside of that time, they appear to know where I am and where I teach.	There's a small possibility
they'll show up on another day and conduct their

actions.	If they do, we're going to -- I find it very odd to say this, if they show up, by the way I told my family this, and my daughter wanted to be here if they showed up, but I don't want a confrontation, if they show up on class, we'll end class, we'll just leave,








we'll call security, I'll call security from my phone, there is a blue phone outside across the hallway, you can push the button, security will show up and we'll have them -- they can come to campus, but they can't come into our class-room.
If you're willing and something does happen on

the small chance it does, I encourage you to videotape it on your phone, the more views we have of this, the records provide an important counterpoint to claims that people might make.	It's a hard conversation to have and I apologize, this is the world we live in.
Any thoughts or comments on this?	I know if you

share your concern, you may want to talk to me or my department or someone in the faculty, you're welcome to do so.
I don't think they will be here, I think they'll

be here on the 22nd, but I don't think they'll be back again, but I don't really know we'll talk more about the denialism on Thursday.	We'll try to take a closer look at arguments, and why based on the principles of scholarship we might be able to disagree with them.	A lot of what passes for opinion or expertise these days seems to be ideologically formed, so plays to one's untested expectations or assumptions, and often misrepresentations the principles of scholarship.








Poor evidence or illogic patterns of argumentation that makes no sense.	Principles of logic go back to millennia, most societies have systems, we tend to inherit the Greek ones, strength in argument and weakness, we can review them as we encounter them with denialism, I asked.
Archaeology, what it is, which is our question for this week, I wanted to consult some indigenous scholars whose vision of archaeology I think captures some of the challenges we face, positionality, both vulnerability to misunderstanding and to strength, an important addition to perception, to our understanding of the phenomena that the we're studying.	I'm consulting a series of scholars and try to understand some of those voices what we might think of as being
an archaeological project I think our questions were

well done, I enjoyed reading your comments, many of you I thought had key issues of our subject, of our domain of what anthropology, its purpose might be. Many of you invoked the readings really well and
appropriately, and many of you explored these subjects in meaningful ways, so I'm encouraged, grateful for
the time you spent on it.	We understand I think from our readings and from our experiences in anthropology, that this is it an endeavour that tries to understand








humans individually and in these broader contexts of culture and society, and that there are influences on that endeavour, including the positionality of the viewer, the anthropologist, the limitations and values of various methods, the data that we compile, and ultimately the inheritance that we occupy of the ideas that we think are meaningful or valuable, and if
you're approaching it from a discipline, as Gupta

pointed out, it's a certain way of understanding the world.	It's not the only way.	It not only be scholarship about humans, but it is an inheritance that we contend with.	I'm sure if you've taken
anthropological courses again you might do a review of the history of the genealogy of ideas anthropology. Those are influential.	Two reasons, they generate
ways of thinking that we sometimes inhabit for good or

ill.	But they also are places where ideas that we might entertain have been evaluated, tests, advanced, or in times discarded, and so we don't want to reinvent the wheel, we don't want to make mistakes from the past, strengths as well as limitations to inherits a genealogy of ideas.
Many of you I thought arrived that the point, applied endeavour, our purpose is to do something, to do something to improve the world in some fashion, and








to atinned to things such as the fundamental inequalities that we encountered in our society, and I share that, I think we try to make the world a better
place.

I wanted to observe that a lot of our questions, I think this builds on the comment on denialism.	It comes from emotion, but it's not the only thing we need.	Maybe we need to associated with a feeling, we need toe unpack that and understand why.	I don't want you to dissuade from emotional thought, I think our brains are extremely complicated, they arrive in understandings in ways we sometimes don't perceive.
It often comes through from a feeling, but we need to do the work and step back, why do we think or feel we're right or wrong, what's the evidence, what's the
logic.

So we'll be spending a bit of time as anthropologists do, this week, and exploring it more specifically with case studies and examples on Thursday.
Post your comments after class, I thought last week went really well, and I'm excited to continue on. I've added a lot to this assignment, so it's not a trivial grade, but it's not a hard grade to get.	You have to do it every week mostly.	But it's not








difficult to get a good grade.	We can do this basic work of engagement and understanding, and it's valuable, and I want to reward you for it.	That's the
plan.

We have this from last class to consider.	We know that anthropology is about ethnography, an evaluation of case studies, whether we actually conduct ethnographic work or look at some other form of focused, detailed analysis.	This is an important quotient in anthropological approach.	The assumption
is that in the small, we see echoes of larger cultural and societal influences that may not be perceptible to us when we look at the big scale.	And I'll use some examples as we go through the course on what that is. We'll take a look at some of these ideas.
One of the principles that we do is engage in

participant observation.	We're part of the endeavour, but at the same time somewhat outside of it.	And the reason for this value or the value of this
ethnographic stance think a lot of what mediates our

understanding are principles that we may not be fully aware of.	These are what is known as less discursive, sometimes non-discursive, or principles of affect, things that generated understanding, emotion being among them, that we don't you always know about








ourselves.	So the outside view helps reveal some of those principles that are operating who we are as individuals and groups and as cultures that are not as available to us if we're embedded in it, and the participant observer tends to see it more clearly. That's the concede, perhaps the insight as well it comes from a point of ignorance.	When you don't understand, you have to try -- because you haven't lived in a context, you need to understand the basics, the things that people assume that are not -- that
they take for granted, you need to figure out consciously.
An example that perhaps you have experienced, maybe you are inhabiting right now, if you travel to a different culture, a place where things are done differently.	And the first experience might be disorientation, and then a series of epiphanies how
the system of culture is operating, what people mean,

what they do, what their conventions are.	And the people who do them may not be able to tell you because they're not aware.	But you as the outsider who has no understanding of context, with ignorance in a sense, you gain insight in this incremental, almost
child-like way.	And there is a key important quotient

of where this knowledge comes from.	Why do we have








knowledge.	Some of it emerges from the period of time when we were very young, when we have no
reconciliation of it.	What's your first memory? Probably 3, 4, if you're lucky, five years old.	So you have many years of life where you learn a lot and you have no recollection of it.	What consequences does that have on who you are and how you act as a cultural being today.	Arguably it's quite profound. It doesn't stop at that point, it's ongoing, dynamic, emergent, changing, but part of who we are.	So outsiders gain a degree of insight into this.
The second piece we had from last week is we are

in a period of theoretical post-modernism in which we recognize that the subjects we're studying are complex and their products are messy.	As much as we might
want them to be predictable and straightforward, most

of us are not, and that makes the subject of anthropology a challenging one.	Most of anthropology is really about trying to figure out groups of people, and hopefully the patterns of those people, and ultimately maybe the driving forces that generate
those patterns, and it would be lovely if there were a

coherent structure that all of respond to.	Maybe

there is, but we haven't figured that out yet.	So the endeavour is a complex one, that's what makes it








delightful, but also challenging.	We arrive at this understanding after a series of macronarratives imposed on anthropology and sciences explains the way humans are, I'm sure you encountered this idea before by other anthropologists with specific positionalities, who recognized what we are seeing in macronarratives were the replications and assumptions of positionalities of people who are benefitting from systems of asymmetry.	Classic example would be influences and ideas about society that were
male-dominated, which were very common up to the 1950s and '60s, and we started to see feminist scholars,
wait a minute, this isn't how...and you're just projecting.	That epiphany and revolution took a hold in '60s, and '70s, and social sciences more broadly earlier and became now -- really the modern iteration of what we talk about when we think about theoretical points of view.	We think this postmodernist space, where we're unsure about claims of universal explanation.		We query them and recognize the importance of power in the construction of these narratives of why and how people are, and we're attentive to the voices that come from outside, they don't benefit from those narratives that help provide insight into what they are and how to unpack them.








The goal is not to take them down but to gain insight. If our own biases are limiting how we see the world.
We want to move on and find a more truthful, a more representative understanding of the phenomena of humans.
So those are the two things that we inherited

that we talked about last week. This week I want to look at what theoretical frames might be that inform our understanding of the world.
The word "theory" has a lot of different roles,

a vernacular role, which means hypothesis in a technical sense, someone says an interesting theory, they mean that's a hypothesis you're entertaining, a theory in a scholarly is a series of statements often with causality linked to them that have withstood a lot of testing in an attempt to disprove them. Scholars are much more effective at refuting argument than demonstrating argument.	It's just the nature of scholarship in some ways.	So these are forms of logical thinking based on assumptions, causalities,
and ultimately consequences, so models of explanation, if you wish.
They define how we know what to look for when we're interested in a phenomena, and this is one of the ways they can be self-serving. If you have an








argument that says these are the important data, and you only look for those, chances are that those data are important, so they can be a little self-serving, they tend to come out of schools of thought, we inherit them, often from the capital "T" in theory, I
think most faculty and instructors are a little bit --

we look at theory from a little bit of the side.	I was in undergraduate we were taught a different way. That edifice was a eroding even when I was your age. I wonder can we think of examples of what I mean now by theory in a sense?	Anyone have any thought what
theory in this format might represent or an skomple of

STUDENT:	Feminist.

INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	Feminist critique and theory is a series of statements of positional confrontation of after series of explanations, but it does also have within its umbrella a number of important theoretical frames.	If you've ever taken a course, if you haven't I encourage you to do so, Allison Wylie, philosophy department.	Standpoint theory, and this is what we've talked about in terms of the range of positionality, a form of philosophical approach to understanding why people see the same phenomena from different points of view and how we can navigate that and gain insight. That's an example of a good theory.	Anybody taking a








course from Dr. Wylie?	Look for them, she does occasionally teach a fourth-year archaeology course, it's often ARCL 410 or cross-listed as such.	I know Allison is a dear friend of mine, also very, very modest person, but easily one of the most renowned philosophers of the planet, rarely get a chance to meet 1 of that repute, if you get a chance, I encourage you.	She would be embarrassed that I was advocating to take a course from her.
Gravity, is it a theory?	No, I see some

shaking.		It's not a theory, it's an observation, gravitational theory is the explanation of why mass attracts, one of the four fundamental forces of nature.	That's the limit of what we know about
gravitational theory.	Of course we live in it.	Not a theory but an observation about forces that are operational that are themselves driven by a
theoretical understanding.

Evolution, yes, the modern synthesis which emerges from Mendellian genetics to the biomolecular genetics from the 1950s and now epigenetics, the transformation of legacies by the experience of individuals which was at times confrontational -- sorry I'm getting into weeds -- to what genetics was thought to be is very much a theoretical frame.	It








has with stood considerable, it's a recent development this notion that as we inhabit the world, our experiences are somehow also encoded into our genetic complement, such that if we have offspring our
children inherit some form of that, my understanding of slim.	But it involves, for example, the transmission -- generational transmission of trauma, which is a powerful effect on our lives, and can be replicated or echoed in some way of resonance in later generations.
While we have an evolutionary theory which you have earn countered in high school if not more recently, it's still developing, not a finished product.		But it is certainly one way that everyone, barring a few people, have a degree of consensus around.	I pause because I remember early in my curation of the radiocarbon dates that expanded to the world from Canada, I was contacted by the director of the creationist museum who wanted access to the system so that the intent was to disprove evolution using our radio carbon, I brought this to the board and what do you think, and the consensus was it's just	data, people, we our job is not to control how people interpret it but to present the evidence, and I did
ask them to tell me if they were using that evidence








in any publications or articles, and I haven't heard ifrm them since, I should track that down a little
bit.

And of course do we have theories in anthropology?	Mosts are in the humanities, how people and societies exist.	Marxism, which is a legacy theory, although it has has a lot of content, it was a refutation at the time of early 19th century of capitalist economics, and we still live in that. Marxism has for many scholars a great deal of value in understanding modern society because it unpacks --
some people think quite critically -- the nature of

capitalist economics.	We have practice theory, which we've encountered in other places I'm sure, the notion that behaviours that we engage in, habits of our lives generate our understanding of culture to some extent, we can talk about that, things like cultural ecology, the idea that our experiences of the world emerge from our navigation through the landscape of resources, of harms, of risks, of benefits, as much as animals navigate the world, of course we are animals that have emerged, not only do we engage in navigational
strategy today, but we have legacies, genetic legacies of that strategy that seem to echo in whom we are and there's a lot of interesting work that is done on








evaluating and calibrating these.	So we have all these theories in our work.
Does it help?	Sometimes theory seems to confuse than advances, but I think it does.	Most of what
we're studying is more complicated than our current explanations, so we benefit from proposals that are theoretical, evaluations of those proposals, and the effort to find coherence and consensus.	To be honest, although I spent most of my life that there is no theory that applies to all humans because the one we inherit in archaeology is more evolutionary, as we'll talk down the road echo some of the principles of neocapitalism project into all humans, at the same
time I like us to be successful in the endeavour of

finding a unified theory, not because I want us all to be common, but it makes my job easier.	Archaeology is the study of fragmented nonrepresentative data.	And I often don't have enough data to understand why people did things.	If everyone did everything for the same reason, I don't need data because I know.	But I don't think we're at that point, we are still wondering why people do things they do, for irrational reasons, myself and perhaps you, so our explanations change day to day or year to year or moment to contempt, or context to context, and that makes it as exciting and








delightful and also strange and capricious, and difficult to understand.	That's why we're curious about anthropology, it certainly is for me.
The theory itself is a subject, there are people

who are theoreticians, thinking about these arguments, not really doing the data collection, but instead, trying to unpack the logic of others, indeed Allison Wylie is an example, although she loves field work, she's joined me and enjoys the field work, in fact is embarking on field philosophy, which I find fascinating, but much of her practice is reading
others and understanding what they mean, creating a

theoretical evaluation of the claims different scholars are making.
Most of us think of it as a tool.	Perhaps not

so much now, but in generations past become advocates. They become ideological, part of their purpose is to demonstrate the correctness of their theoretical arguments, and I find that an interesting premise, it is in fact part of the adversarial system of scholarship, and it is in our court cases and courts
is if you get different points of view arguing their

vision to the fullest extent that they can, including critiquing the other point of view, then the outside observer, the judge or others of scholarship can at








times arrive at the most correct interpretation.

So while I don't myself have the burning ideological desire to teach you a theory that I hold dear, sadly, I also respect those who do because it plays an important role in the work of our scholarly purpose.
Can we define theory?	That's where it gets pretty complicated, the definitions of theory are very general or specific, it's a theory of relationships,
we stumble as scholars, trying to explain our

theories, we often understand them intuitively, but then we try to understand.	I have a picture that I think will help you.	This is what I talked about last class, now written a little bit more -- I'm going to stand over here, so I can see both screens, a little bit more clearly for kind of what I think is an interpretive process.	 We start with observations at the bottom, subject in this case humans, and we want
to end up with an interpretation.	And our observations could be infinite, but what we choose to think significant is defined by a word known as epistemology.	That's how we define knowledge, that's what we find meaningful from not.	It's important but slightly confusing word, how you define what is data essentially, or what is knowledge.








From that in archaeology at least, but also in social sciences more broadly, we look for patterns in our data.	We collect data through method and then ask are there recurring patterns in our data.	If
something happens once, it might be important, but if it is a recurring phenomena, then I think across scales of space and time and numbers of people, then it gives us a chance to say this is an important phenomena, a pattern of significance that we want to attend to.	Once we have patterns, then we want to make sense of them.	And that is a process of interpreting the patterns.	Why do people do the things that they do to arrive at an understanding -- to live their lives that they do.	If that is the purpose, the tool is theoretical.	That's where we might bring into bear something like Marxism.	I'll use that as an example.	Part of our understanding of economics is this inflationary space in which the value that we attribute to things exceeds their utility.	Marx defined two forms of value, use value, the labour-saving qualities or the purpose of things, and then exchange value.		I'm not going to give you a class on Marxism.
Exchange value is things that made it more

valuable.	We all know what this is, because we're all








subjected to it through advertising.	What is advertising but trying to get you to buy something you may not need or something for which there is perhaps a cheaper and just as useful alternative.	That is the essence of exchange of value.
If we agree there's this economic system that

adds value and thus cost to things based not on their utility, but on there's aesthetic or association with certain emotional states, which is essentially advertising, I'm thinking now of course of advertising which I know which is television or heavens radio advertising, I don't know anything about modern online advertising.	You'll all have to navigate that on your own.	The principles operate on themselves, attribute value on things beyond their purpose, and if that's true, if you believe that, then Marxism might be the way to explain why people will make seemingly irrational choices, why buy the iPhone -- I just got one.	Everybody in my family has it so it makes it easier to send things back and forth.	I think my children wanted me to get it so they could inherit it. It's not much better than the cheap Motorola Android, that I had and used for many years, maybe they're
doing that for the android I'm not sure.	Clearly

Apple has captured this quotient that we resist and








yet are subjected to. I don't need that, and yet are subjected to because we find ourselves -- we'll find their siren songs appearing in different ways, we may not even know.	 Good manipulation is the absence of realizing it.	How our preferences are curated.	I heard many anthropological margins get into
advertising because we teach people how to deconstruct motivation and understanding, and use those skills to get people to buy stuff from us.
This is where we might place theory, then, this

division between patterns and interpretation.	This making sense of things.	If we're ethnographers, we might actually see patterns, if we're archaeologists we're down here and importance of methods to get us to the point of data and patterns.
But you're already thinking this notion, you

know, expectation of theory is probably how we see the world, it is actually circular, and theory is the
cycle which takes us from observations, based on our epistemology to our methods that generated data, Theoretical framework with capital "T", creating our interpretations, but our interpretations are based on assumptions, and our assumptions are going to influence the questions that we ask which define our epistemology.	So theories are actually circular, and








thus generative, but also at times self-serving. That's where we -- that's the reason why positionalities are important, because they're often associated with this cycle.	Certain ways of knowing the worlds, certain positions in the world generate self-serving that in and of itself is insulated from critique with its own cycles of interpretation can sometimes bring to bear a way of disrupting what gets disrupted, not just the logic and causality, but the assumptions, the...how do we find them.
What do you think of as human nature?	Generally benign?	Avaricious, self-serving?	How do you think
of the best approach to parenting?	That's the best way to see people's assumptions, because how they approach parenting reveals what they think of as being the fundamental qualities of the unformed human.	It might surprise you to know that the American political system, less so in Canada, but it's built on a model proposed by Adam Smith that people are kind of crappy, pardon me for using "crappy".
The people are selfish and do not have the collective interest in mind.	And so the American system that is in distress, as you know, they engineered it so terrible people would take positions of power.	Will it withstand the current generation of








terrible people in positions of power? we shall see in the coming years.
But it was built -- and one might argue it's a self-fulfilling process.	If you anticipate that, maybe they will become terrible, I'm not sure.
But the point is that's an expectation or

assumption that other societies don't have.	Is it

true of humans and other societies are ignorant, or is the American model the outlier?	This is why positionality is so important in the social sciences.
I will leave that one.	We can spend the rest of the day talking about American politics.	Let's pause. We'll talk about the denialists which will align with other people.
What does this do, this is some of the tools or purposes?	They provide explanations for why things exist in the patterns they do.		They are cumulative, they tend to build on previous generations' of ideas, but they can also pull the rug out from the idea, and everything that is built on it is suspect.	They are synthesizeable, create more ambitious apperati, they operate over different space.	And this is our goal really, to some extent, to come up with synthetic models.	And they provide order which is the messiness of being human.	We have a little bit of dichotomy.








In one hand we're really volatile, messy in our iterations, in what we do forms of community, forms, government, behaviours, it's extraordinary over space and time.	You only have to sit and watch with generations of new technology emerging that all new forms, even language forms are emerging.
I remember early on, none of you will do this, in the era of texting, people would send me messages via text to my e-mail in text code because it was before we had buttons.	So abbreviated forms, and I
had to figure out how to translate their work, because they had invented a new form of linguistic connection, so they can make use of the flip phones.	This is generations ago.
The point is there's a lot of volatility in human expression, but at the same time, there's extraordinary repetition and patterning, routine and how do we navigate through that.	Is one more important than the other?	Are they synthesizeable, contradictory, the theory helps us in that endeavour.
That's why we're thinking about that today.	These are tools that we will use to evaluate arguments that we encounter, and our subject of course in this class archaeology how people will mobilize it to our
purpose.








On Thursday we'll use these tools on a fairly easy subject.	The denialists, is it any good and ask these questions on it.
Where is it?	It's everywhere.	You cannot be

not just bring out the theoretical, because we're argued that our assumptions are informed by them.	So sometimes these are in places we don't know.	We contain this informations, depending on how you were raised, how you were taught, your life experience, your assessment of yourself and the world around you, you have arrived at understandings that are theoretical.	So it's all quite delightfully complicated.
One of the theoretical spaces actually an

ethnography which has a parallel outside of our storytelling.	Story work is itself is powerful form of informing people about events, but also providing people with a theoretical underpinning, which is why it's a real parallel between anthropology and storytelling.	In societies that don't have it as a discipline, they have storytelling, and those two I find are quite parallel to each other.
The data that challenges, those words you've perhaps encountered with a thick description, this notion that there's a richness to event that needs








unpacking rather than just saying clearly simply what happened.	But dwelling on it, meditating, unpacking its nuance, which is what stories often provide.	They give us that thick rich ethnographic insight that provides us with not only an understanding of the event, but also the theoretical assumptions from which we can build interpretations.	So we might even know we're learning those theoretical points of view.
And statistical terms is a challenge for us. Where do these ideas emerge?	Are they true to us as individuals.	Some are.	We all have our own vision of the world.	Where are the commonalities of community, and how do they intersect.	You're all part of different networks.	Some of them will be very different.	We're building one, we're creating our own conventions of conversation which will last for the 13 weeks we're together and slowly it will dissipate. Perhaps we replicate it in other classes or other
times we meet each other or other kinds of engagements of these issues.	But you're all part of an
innumerable intersecting communities, each of which is seeking to create	a coherence, some of which are in discordance with each other.	And that's the challenge of complexity that anthropology explores.
This is a pretty good picture.	I like this one.








When I was young I was doing field work,

archaeological fieldwork.	I would tell you a slightly amusing story.	I agreed to volunteer for a nation who had hired an archaeological consulting company to do some research in this part of the northern coast.	 And they had positioned us on a float -- fishing lodge float dock, which was ramshackled, the proprietor of which was this fellow whose name was Leonard.	He was an odd duck, also I think probably an alcoholic.	He spent most of his time drinking, and then acting in a strange and bizarre way.
She was one of our archaeologists who had no

patience for Leonard.	She was completely irritated with yet another ridiculous thing Leonard was saying, probably in his intoxicated state.	I don't think he was ever sober.	There was also a criminal on board
the boats.	He was clearly hiding from the police.	It was an unusual ethnographic space.	I show this
picture because I'm just absolutely delighted.	That's the anthropology in me -- anthropologist in me.		I couldn't get enough of this weirdness of the circumstances.	I was trying to do archaeology, but also really fascinated by the dynamics and strange things that were going on.	Still with my colleagues
we talk about Leonard.	In fact, one of my grad








students said, "Can we get Leonard back?"	And the answer was a very firm no.	It's an unsafe endeavour.
The other thing is while we're moving around here in the ocean, nobody's driving the boat, which I think is a good metaphor for scholarship, at least for the kind I seem to partake in.	I'm not sure where we're going, but that's part of the delight.	The expectation of not knowing is itself a gnosticism that we have certainty.	So the absence of certainty is not in itself a failing, it can be a sophisticated theoretical model.
Let's take a look at a few other points of view

on this issue.	 If you look back over the years, the decades, the centuries now, of anthropological and social science scholarship, we can identify a certain pattern that evokes theoretical conversation between certainty and uncertainty, between conviction that there are explanatory universalities to the homan experience and a suspicion of those claims.	You might perhaps know that the first instance in the late 19th century of anthropology, the anthropology society formed in London, was n explicitly racist endeavour designed to prove that certain people were lesser than other people.	You are not surprised to understand
that they're populated by the upper echelons of London








society that believed that white people were better than everyone else.	You certainly have heard Boas and his cultural relativism in the early 20th century
which was an explicit refutation of those claims.

So race becomes the generalizable explanation theory.	Why are humans the way they are?	Race.	So said the anthropology society.	And Boas said no, it's not about that, but relativism.		We need to appreciate the point of view, it's the absence of a universal understanding is what Boas proposed in the early 20th century.		We have this notion of functional structuralism, which it suggested everything humans
did was for a purpose, functional purpose.	It fulfilled some kind of need, or it echoed archetypical ideas that we inherited or propagated.	They linked together in the late '40 and early '50s as functional, structuralism, a universal or universalizing theory.
Then in the '50s they suggested it's not true.

Everyone's experience is different, everybody's structures were different, everybody had a different kind of a vision.	And there were even proposals for different psychological types, psychological typology, which didn't last very long.	But for the '50s and early '60s was popular, replaced by another universalizing principle, evolution and cultural








ecology to a lesser extent.	Everything humans did wasn't just based on a functional purpose, but that it emerged from models, mid to late 20th century when the modern synthesis of the DNAs.	We see in the late '50 and early '60s, anthropologists and social scientists arguing that culture is emergent from evolutionary principles, that we are responding to these biological instincts that are replicating across all of human conditions.	I'm not sure about you, but now we're in this phase where we've refuted these efforts from -- the still hold sway but start to fade in the 1990s, postmodernist, feminist, indigenous critique, and
there are some efforts that kind of middle spaces, and I'm curious to know if there's a modern universalising synthesis that will emerge, or if we've learned our lessons that they're too complicated, a
universalizing.	They're popular partly because they're so useful. Universalizing logic, universalizing model of society, of humans, helps us
do our work faster, better.	We can be more ambitious.

Unfortunately if we're wrong, we're simply telling stories about other people, in a way, that's unfortunate and incorrect.
So that's the challenge that we face, the

challenge of theory, really, is to wonder where we are








in that space, where you might be in that space.	And I don't want to dissuade you.	You might be an advocate for an evolutionary approach.		If that's true, there's many articles and authors you can consult, schools of thought you can go to, and professors you can take courses from.	They are still advocating for this point of view.
Here we tend not to be too content with that

notion.	We tend to be still more in the position that it's right now too complicated, and these universal theories, like evolution, simply replicate modern visions onto other people, modern western traditions
to other people.

So that's a little bit of a picture of where these things are.
We have some examples that we've mentioned

already of how we might embed within ourselves some of these principled structures without us fully knowing about them, some of the sources of knowledge that we contain within us that might reveal either these cultural positionalities, or heavens, even a universalised principle of the human condition.	We know about some of these, these are places where we -- knowledge about ourselves and the world about
ourselves reside without us being fully aware of it.








The language that you'll encounter from social scientists like Pierre Bourdieu, or Antony Gittens.
We struggle to talk about it, we struggle to describe these principles.
I used an example already -- two, space queueing and spatial territoriality.	The rules of queueing.	I never encountered them as a rule.	We can write out what the rules of queueing are, in Canada.	I had a student from Israel, and she said they're very different there, because no one wants to stand in line for fear, -- this was many decades ago, although I expect violence is common in Israel -- of terrorism attacks.	You do not want to stand in a group, an idea of queueing.	They vary by community, society to society.	Are they universalized, particular cultures, where are they embedded?	How do you learn the learns of queueing in Canada or Israel or other place?	We're trained to them.	We're trained in them,
indoctrinated.	As children, you're told not to jump ahead, you're sanctioned.
And I would bet that you don't break the rules of queueing, especially if you've grown up in Canada. You'll break other rules, but you're not going to break that one, which is funny.	Why?	It's a trivial rule.	Why not break it all the time.	We typically








don't.	You'll break other rules like speeding and parking illegally and maybe downloading copyrighted content, without any concerns or minimal concerns, but you won't break that one.	And that reveals something to us about how this level of knowledge is baked in to our understanding of the world.	That's important, because that's what we're after with these theoretical visions, how do we unpack these ideas, how do we
define the nature of some of the qualities within the positions that are informing, whether theoretical or cultural or a little bit of both, informing how people understand the phenomena that we're considering.
I mentioned last class spatial territoriality. People are not always sitting in the same place, good for you.	If you grew up in a family and went to school in institutions like churches where everybody had the same place.	We see it also in purchase tickets.	You sit in a certain spot.	But there's
nothing, you know, here defining where you should sit. But we've talked about the sense of discomfort if you get habitually used to a certain place, and all of a sudden someone sits in your place, you feel like
that's not right.	Gittens speaks of this as a space of discomfort, a sense of not appropriateness, as a way to indicate to us that there's something powerful








going on beneath the surface of our cultural experience.
Where does it come from?		Probably we're taught it in school, at home, always had your place.	I remember when my children were little, we would always have family events, Thanksgivings and celebratory meals, and they liked to set the table, and they liked to assign the seats.	And because they were, like, four, twins, and 5 and 6, they figured out a seating plan based on who they wanted to sit beside and away from.	And it changed every year.	It totally freaked my mother out.	She couldn't sit in the same place every meal.	This is my seat.	Well, not this year.
And you could see she was discomforted by the notion

that she had to move around.

But that's an illustration not my kids being cheeky, although they were -- and they still are now that they're near adults -- but instead of the embedded understanding that existed in somebody like
my mother without her being fully aware of it.	We all

inhabit this knowledge in different ways.	And of course one of the places that it emerges most profoundly, is in issues of race.	Where does it come from, it exists to some extent at this level as well. While my example of seating plans at family dinners is








trivial, issues of race are not.	These are profound.

So there is a conversation I had with colleagues and friends who say I raised my children, if they're white, to not see colour.	And I always think, yeah, it's not going to happen.	It doesn't work like that. Of course you're going to see colour.	You'll live in
a world that teaches about race and racism.	The only way to deal with it is to live in a world where you're not being racist is to attempt to confront it, to
raise it to a level of consciousness and understanding

of how the world is operating, the asymmetries that are indoctrinated in people.	To raise black civil rights language how the world truly operates, not how we would perceive or prefer it to be.
So these levels of knowledge impact all forms of human experience.	We're talking about them here because they're powerful in anthropology.	And because they exist within the positionalities that we will encounter in this class.
One of the things we'll discuss on Thursday I

think is why the denialists are denying things.	What is it about these people.	If it's not evidence, why do they argue things that are clearly not correct?
The answer will be, I think, because of their

understanding of the world does not align with the








evidence of the world, and they want to live in a world that they believe to be than what they can see. And in fact, they can't even see the world that is there.	They only see the world that they want to see. That's a powerful dynamic within humans.	And do we want to understand that as scholars, so we can understand other points of view, and we can reflect it back on ourselves, where our limitations might exist. Those are the things we're trying to do.
What is archaeology is my question for this

week.	It's a lot of things.	Looking forward to hearing your thoughts, your conversations.	We talked about the purpose of anthropology.		Now I'll ask you about the purpose of archaeology.	It's a subset, if you will, I put it very much within anthropology.	But it's not always the case.	Some archaeologists feel it is independent of anthropology.	And there are different forms of anthropology.
There's indigenous anthropology, which may not comfortably fit with archaeology.	We encounter historical and classical archaeology, the European and western histories.	These are different kinds of archaeology.	They're not all directly associated with anthropology.		It's a range of visions, a range of viewpoints itself, not a singular thing.	We want to








be able to explore what they bring.	If you read my paper with George Nicholas, we ask that question: Is there a way of creating taxonomy of not only archaeologies, but of their assumptions, an understanding of what they bring to the subject that might be different from each other.
And there's a table -- I apologize for writing that article by the way, you'll be wondering what are I'm saying.	But there's a table.	Remember what I
said last class about going to the tables?	Go to this

table, a taxonomic table of four kinds of archaeology. That's the core of the paper.	If you can figure it
out you understand my purpose.

I wrote a complicated article for two reasons, partly because it's a habit, and I apologize.	At this point in my career I write a lot of complicated
things, but I was in the midst of some very, very -- still am -- of very contentious legal events, and I felt that my arguments were mistreated by lawyers who were not anthropologists nor scholars, and I wanted to write them an article that would make them work and defend my ideas so they can be less manipulative.	I may have gone a bit overboard.
I wanted to make it harder for the lawyers to

misuse my work, and I think I did that. But I also








made it harder for anyone to use my work, and for that

I apologize.

Take a look at the table, think it through.	If it gets too much, send me an email.	We'll talk more about it on Thursday when we discuss the paper.
The archaeological subject, then, is a range of

things.	It has all of these possibilities, even ones that are undefined.	We have a lot of different approaches that we'll explore, bring this up more on Thursday, what archaeology is.	It is a study of the past, material evidence, methods in the field and labs, solving puzzles with quite long inferential chains, the idea of going from observation to interpretation.	A long chain, a lot of steps to go,
ideas about human nature, culture history, assumptions really, assumptions about behaviour, science of materiality, colonial legacies, and of course critiques, if you are subjected to archaeological studies, such as, in Canada, indigenous views on what archeology is, has been and could be.	It's all these things, a systemic way of answering a way your -- the question for you.
The last couple of slides I want to have for you were -- oh, moving along quickly today, which is
great -- is that archaeology today, like anthropology,








has not always been what it is, and tomorrow it will not be the same thing as today.
It's earliest iteration in 19th century were

very speculative, formed by ideas that were really, by our standards, outrageous, thinking of time.	There
was biblically the history of the earth is only a few

thousand years ago rather than billions of years old, and human history was only centuries rather than millions.
In the early 20th century, we found this less

theoretical frame, this less universalizing frame of description.	This is when archaeologists went out and collect lot of information and were attentive to methods of exploring and describing what they encountered.
It aligned with a big sort of endeavour this

area came with the global depression of the 1930s which, in the United States and other countries, saw the government hiring a lot of people to do work because there was such a lot of unemployment.	One of the things they had to do was describe archaeological sites.	So the earliest professionalization with archeology associates with this economic collapse of the 1930s, and much of the great descriptive era of archaeology, of compiling where sites are, what they








contained, drawing maps, collecting pictures.	This

was all compiling collections.	This was partly a move to provide employment for people in this early phase.
By the mid 20th century, the archaeologies of

the '50s and '60s were not content with the idea of simply compiling creating a description and patterning or content with interpretation based on assumption. They wanted an explanatory frame, a reason, a logic a theory.	The logical theory that dominated the mid century was evolutionary, but at least it was one, explanatory that sought for why history was being interpreted by archaeologists in the way that it was.
And we are now in what we might call the interpretive phase.	A period where we have, again, suspicion of these macronarratives.	We are cognizant of, again, the relative qualities and importance of positionality in the past and in today, and the challenges of understanding something as complex as human history from fragmented, imperfectly sampled gestures.	It's a really important challenge, but also possibly conceit.	Imagine your life; right?	What you are and everything you represent.	Who you are is echoed to some extent into the materiality of your life.	We talked about it last week a bit.	The material inventory of your life captured some but not








all the qualities of your culture, your experience in the world.
If we take that materiality and subsample it down to the things that might get discarded, and end up in the ground, which is where the record resides, then we've lost a great deal of it.
If we subsample it further and say what are the material things that you own would resist decomposition and disintegration such that it would preserve for maybe hundreds or thousands of years. We're even further removed from your life.	And if we take that record of things that have resisted decomposition and disintegration and examined a small and imperfectly and tiny subset of that evidence, would we be able to tell your story?
Maybe in some ways we would capture qualities of

your life that might echo a truth of who you are.	But I think we would all agree that a lot of who you are would not be visible to people looking at that set of data of your life.	And that is what archaeologists attempt to do.	We attempt to tell a story of people's lives from that sample.	It's very small, it's imperfect, and it's not representative.
So inevitably, modern archaeology and the

interpretive phase is cautious.	It's cognizant if we








fill in the gaps of what we don't have in evidence with ideas about humans, explanatory ideas about humans, we might end up making mistakes.	We might end up projecting onto the past our assumptions about humans operating rather than what actually operated.
Do we have any confidence that people of antiquity

were the same as us?	In some ways yes, genetically quite similar to who we are.	But culturally, linguistically?	Did they believe the same things that we believed?	That is the debate that resonates most profoundly in archaeology, and the temptation in archeology is twofold.	And it doesn't occur in cultural anthropology.	If you don't have a lot of data, what do you do?	 More ethnography.	If you are
an archaeologist and you don't have enough data, it might not even exist, and so it's harder.	That's the first challenge that we face.	I got excited about the first challenge.	What's the second challenge?	I'm flustered now.	Let me think my way through my thought process.
I've lost my train of thought.	If I know myself, it will pop back in.
The challenge of archaeology is that it is imperfect, it has other pathways to talk to people, which we can't do, and there's another thing I'm








completely forgetting.	I apologize.

The challenge of archaeology is profound on this point: We struggle to -- oh, that's the answer -- [chuckling].	I knew if I stood around awkwardly long enough, the penny would drop.	If I'm wrong as an ethnographer, there's a chance increasingly so,
because the modern ethos of anthropology is to work with people whom who we are doing ethnographies of, have them review our content, and they can push back and say, actually you are telling my story incorrectly.	But in archaeology, that's much more difficult.	The people whose stories we tell aren't with us anymore.	We can certainly talk to their descendants and ask if the stories we're telling make
sense, and in many communities, memory and history the scholarship of history is rich, so they can provide a profound insight about the potential errors of our interpretation.	But in a lot of archaeology there isn't any.	As archaeologists we have free rein
without the scrutiny.	That creates a latitude or and

a lassitude that may not exist in other forms of anthropology.
As a small aside, I have occupied two labs in my career in which the archaeologists prior to me conducted seances to speak to the dead.	I'm not sure








what that tells you about me, but some archaeologists get so frustrated by this challenge of not hearing the voices of the past, they take extraordinary steps.	I don't think many archeologists are doing it, but I've have occupied two spaces where people conducted these.
The challenge is real, and in its absence, we

often fill in the gaps of what we think.	If our expectations of what history of humanity is are informed by knowledge we are not aware we hold, then we might be projecting things onto the past that are
both unwarranted and possibly unfair, and we might not even know it.	And to get back to our circle point, that's why multiple positionalities are a useful form of how we think of archaeology, why we're embarking on
this.

My last slide, and look, my timing is pretty good.	We have two models, then, of how archaeologists operate.	And as anthropologists of archaeologists, we want to know this.	And they echo these two
principles.	This is the language that archaeologists

will use.	One is the universalizing form, and the other is a more constructive form.	The language is, professionalism, and post-processualism, although we sometimes talk about it...interpretation.	It still resonates in anthropology.	It seemed to be old hat








for anthropologists, and indeed I think modern versions of archaeology, such as indigenous might be tired of debate.	But it still resonates across, and so we want to encounter it.	I wrote an article in
2014 when the courts engaged in archaeology.	They invoke models of humanity that were popular in the
1950s and making errors as a result.	So we benefit from understanding not only what archaeologists are thinking today and looking ahead, and also how they thought in the past, because these legacies resonate.
Processualism, then, is this generalizeable model, the notions of universal principles of humanity that are made manifest in the production of
materiality that we can then reconstitute in reverse

and say, if we company see the materiality, we can interpret the culture, all all that is meaningful about culture.	So it is an attenuated view of culture.	It tends to focus on need, necessity, economics, the things that allow people to survive. It has a vision of the world that humans of the past were on the edge of survival.	Errors of judge ended up in catastrophic consequences, which sometimes is true.	But my vision of history is such that most peoples of the archeological past lived shift they
lived a pretty good life, not always.	But they had an








economic system that was generating surpluses.	They were not living on the edge of starvation, they were not susceptible to the whims of nature, they were actually succeeding and choosing to live in a wealthy frame rather than being constrained by circumstances at every turn.
It still operates in archeology today.	And now we spoke a lot about the we sometimes called the
post-processual, which is there are no universals to the human experience, and a lot of the claims to universality look just like the society of archaeologists proposing them.	And so it is a study of the past and a refraction of the discipline today. That's what I introduced last week, and this is a way
to bring in full circle to that conversation to seeing it within the domain of what archaeology is.	And from now we're going to look at some case studies, take a look at denialists that amplify, and they echo these two principles.	This and hopefully we'll be prepared when we encounter other ways of thinking about archaeology, other ways of proposing and deploying archaeology.	We'll have some tools that will help us understand how to unpack those claims and those purposes to better understand the role of archaeology in today's society, which is the purpose of this








course.

Ta-dah.	I finished a little bit before time, which for me is rare.	I'm really speaking slowly.
Oh, I didn't do very well.	I got the raised eyebrows.

Any questions in the last minute?	If not, I will remind you because some of you who came in late. January 22nd we're meeting on line because of a potential protest that is directed at UBC around residential schools, and these protestors have identified me as one of their potential targets, along with many other people.	Because of that we'll meet online.	I'll remind you.	I'll send out the Zoom link through Canvas, and otherwise I'll see you on
Thursday.
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