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INSTR. MARTINDALE: Welcome everybody. Good to see you all. We are going to talk this week about theoretical issues and how they impact archeological interpretation on the northwest coast.
We talked about last class legacy ideas that we inherit from previous generations of archeologists and critiques of those ideas and forward looking decisions and we want to consider both of them, not because we feel particularly wedded to the legacy ideas, but because we want to understand the trajectory of thinking in northwest archaeology as we talked about last class we want to understand the positionality of archaeologists who have come before us. To evaluate the quality of their work to calibrate our own efforts and to draw inspiration from them where we can. Merits in their work and avoid some of the missteps that we think they made. We will be thinking of those things but our point of departure is evaluation through theoretical lens. That is important and complex subject. Has many iterations. You ask archaeologists ... Some of the ideas that have been mobilized by archaeologists to understand divisionist history here in British Columbia. I start off as an enthusiast of theory. I was of the generation where critique was emerging so our endeavour was to identify the limitations existing archeological thought to push the boundaries through my
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career I've become less certain theoretically and a lot more cautious wondering if I can say anything sensible about other people's history using archaeology. That itself I think is a theoretical statement. So theory is not just about mobilizing ideas to advance an interpretation but it is about evaluating questions that we can ask, the kind of data that are available to us, the kind of limitations on our own thinking and if you remember from last class we explored some the ideas of archaeology in Canada and British Columbia through negotiations of position positionality and some of the challenges that positionality represents. Especially when posed within the framework of an unequal system in society. We certainly inhabit that with First Nations archaeology in British Columbia. Most archeologists are Indigenous not all and most of the subject of archaeology in British Columbia is Indigenous and as we talked about last class ...	These are associated with development associated with the university itself, associated with who gets to authority to claim an understanding of the past. So it's an area that is fraught with significance. And our purpose is not just to unravel and I know that is an important role. We want to explore the weaknesses of proposed argumentation and conclusions we want to find the flaws, identify the limitations of positionally. That is an important quotient that comes from ...	More important is that by understanding



the limitations of specific positionalities and entertaining the insight of others we actually do a better job. I would suggest we do a more scientific job although multi positionalities are sometimes mobilized as a way of refuting science, I think that accommodates a scientific perspective. Because our purpose is to understand more fully, more richly the subject our inquiry. As we talked about a little bit last week the subject it complicated, partly because it involves people, they are delightfully complicated, but archaeology is difficult the subject of our study the data sample that we did he tell is modest to the ambition of our...	Add to that the disparities across the colonial division of our positionalities because we inherit a discipline that is largely steeped in a non-Indigenous world view and it's exploring an Indigenous history we face a lot of challenge. I don't think we should shy away from it.
These conversations advance our effort. Rather than being content with imperfection or inadequacy, perfection is too strong a word, we should strive for that. Notions of positionality come from. Most people react with a degree of trepidation around notions of positionality, it tends to be complicity in an fair system. It exists but my point is not to make you feel uncomfortable not entirely, being uncomfortable is not necessarily the wrong thing but point you in a better direction for more understanding. Before I



get into the subject we are going to talk more about the issues and theory today and we'll look at our reading list on provide with you a case study Thursday, I have a small announcement to make, I made it this morning in class I'll make it again here we are moving January 22nd class online.
Remember online classes. They are all possibly of an era where we had a lot of them. The reason we are doing so so because we have heard that a group of struggle together find a word for these people, they sort of frame themselves adds protestors or activists I would retain that word for somebody trying to do some good in the world I don't think these people are. They associated with the one BC party a political party Dallas Brodie I believe is MLA associated it. They are styling themselves as denialists of residential school history and their schtick, approach, is to act in a performative way around notions of debate. But it isn't.
It's more of a confrontation designed to create discomfort and get people to trip up and say get confused and look like they don't understand what they are talking about. They will show up at places accuse people and yell at them. Livestream it and record it and repackage it for their audience. If it were a debate, we would have scholarly terms of agreement around notions of evidence, faculty, logic, basic principles such as the statistical concept of representations. These are absent from this kind of discussion. I was invited to



debate these people at SFU a group of them wanted to invite. Maybe it's going to go ahead, I declined. I knew it wasn't a debate. But it was something else. It was in fact, yeah.
Kind of a performative confrontation. The reason they are coming here to UBC is confront a group of people and institutions including the dialogue centre First Nations house of learning they have put my name on their list and department of anthropology. I said this morning there is a small part of me would be interested to see them show up on our door and put their video cameras in our face but I think it's probably not a good idea for any of us. Certainly not in a classroom setting so we are going to do I talked to the vice presidents or associates dean in our faculty yesterday and her advice is avoidance. Don't give them what they want so we will pivot away and go back to online for one day.
It's possible as I mentioned this morning that they will show up anyway. They have picked a day when I teach. They have listed me as a person they want to confront. I can't tell you if they are going to show up here. If they do, we will remind them the door is locked which is good I'll lock the door. To our benefit. I will actually keep the door closed I might keep it locked and it will be -- I think it will be distressing for all of us but we will close stop class, we will remove ourselves security likely will follow them certainly on the 22nd they will be followed by UBC security



wherever they go. But of course in an institution like this we want to balance freedom of speech, academic freedom, these people want to cross the line. I like debating not so much in person I prefer writing I feel more comfortable making the case thoughtful and careful. But they might show up here.
If they do we'll stop class we'll remove ourselves security will be called. I now have their number so I know how to reach security and we'll just dissolve our event for our class for the day and move on.
STUDENT: I'm confused. Are we to come in on January 22nd? Why we --
INSTR. MARTINDALE: If they come on another day. They have declared they are going to come on the 2 2nd but they might come another day. They named me as a person they want to confront. They know when I teach where I teach where my office is, we don't know what they are going to do. I wanted to forewarn you.
If it happens that is our plan. We will shut down remove ourselves and not engage. That is what I will tend to do. We'll stop class. It does seem like a concession, I think that is an important ...	I have been working in residential schools for some time now but I've never said ...	But last year I was asked by the elders committee at the Penelakut Tribe so provide a summary of our work in March for the children in honour of the children who went missing from the school that is constructed in their land Skipway is called Kuper Island Industrial School. Penelakut Island have an



island formerly Kuper Island. Remains are still within that community. I have been working the community elders for more than ten years to search the grounds to locate missing children and we have found unmarked graves and my report is presented here you can read the text if you wish. That is me. It was written there's two reports Ashley Widworth wrote the archival analysis. We wrote the land analysis. We worked with the Elders to come up with a text that we agreed to and it's the only thing I ever sent on the subject. I gave this presentation on the 4th then I gave it again at a separate event on Truth and Reconciliation Day so I gave the same text the goal here I anticipated sort of a denialist critique not to give them opportunity to catch me saying same thing in different ways to suggest there's uncertainty and ambiguity I want to be careful about what I say. They still have used my words against me. I'll show you this. They were at UVic last month. One arrest. And they appear to be arriving on campus. In my other class in the morning we are actually talking about denial itch it's a useful space because they are using our data to arrive at a conclusion I wouldn't agree with so that asked the question how do with he know whose argument is correct. That is the role of theory, isn't it. So that is why we take a look at these ideas look at these areas of logic we evaluate them to better understand which are stronger and which ones are not. Which ones are



weak. Where improvements lie within our logic and evidence and evaluation of our interpretations and conclusions. So it's kind of a timely those slightly distressing events. I have a page, this is their page on their website. They are the anti-woke people I suppose. I don't know what they call themselves. They have this is one of my website pages and as you can see they have highlighted sections. The pieces they have highlighted are really not very controversial. It looks like oh my goodness something terrible is going on with this text. You can use radar. To identify burials, been done for decades. Residential schools do contain cemeteries, not controversial. In many cases the children are missing the locations are not known to tear families. We also known of clandestine burials and GPR has been very successful. So these are really straightforward statements but they present it in such a way it looks like something untoward is going on. This is their ethos. Their approach. That is Francis Widdowson, she is a former academic who is fired from her job. She claims she was fired for saying things that people didn't like but in fact she was fired for her harassment she was a bully but she claims she was fired for proposing ideas from people. This is a page that denounces UBC. Go down to the bottom there's a page that denounces me too. There I am. I've got my own page. I don't really -- I'm not on social media. Looking pretty good there back on August 4th.



Telling people how bad I don't know what they are doing actually. This is good how does the identification of possible probably likely graves differ. I wrote an article in 2003 in the International Journal of Archeological Prospection that defines these concepts, which is a shame because I made reference to these concepts knowing that I had a backed up peer reviewed publication for them to read.
Anyway, we will be monitoring the situation as it goes seeing what happens as a result. I know it's distressing especially if you are Indigenous these kinds of voices are disturbing but yeah. We will do our best to mediate them. I understand that on the 22nd most other places that they have identified on their list will be close or have limited access. That includes the dialogue centre First Nations House of Learning, even anthropology and they have identified the museum of anthropology and library of archaeology these places will have limited staff and restrict the access. So will they come back. They haven't gone back to UVic. I will mention my colleague Sara Bolio at the University of the Fraser Valley who did the original radar work at Kamloops residential school, she can't go on campus with security because they hound her. And she only teaches online. I don't know that we'll get to that here but I cannot exclude the possibility. So I wanted to forewarn you of that. Any thoughts or comments as we proceed? I would suggest I told



mentioned in this morning. She wanted to be here then she showed up it would be excited. If they do show up I would vise you to turn your phone on because it would be cool to get more information and typically whatever they say will perhaps contradict the kind of information events might actually occur a video would be useful.
STUDENT: In addition to the recording in the entire... misinformation and try to get you to slip up. If everyone was recording and we started trolling them and get them out of here. I don't think it would be very hard.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: I think we are on the right track there. They are not interested in understanding. Not interested in evaluating the truth although they claim to. Not interested in scholarship. They have formed an idea that they believe to be true. We can talk about why another time and now they are looking for evidence that supports their claim and they are looking to challenge anybody who has evidence that refutes their claim. So that is not scholarship that is ideology at work. Belief rather than moving as we do evidence to conclusion. They are moving in reverse.
Circular form of logic. Theology or tautology, which means that you are going backwards logically they are forms rather known to be flawed so yeah, they are quite right. Not here to learn. And not you can't convince them, I don't think this they are wrong. I don't think that is -- my colleague



at SFU said maybe you can make them see your point of view. I don't think so. They don't want to. What they want is to appeal to other people who might be on the fence this about this issue. Who might be able to capitalize on uncertainty. Also after money. The more outrageous they are, the more traffic they get on their sites. Unfortunately we do live in a world where outrage has been monetized. Negative emotions provoke a stronger reaction than positive since attention is the new economy not surprising that a lot of internet space is taken up with negative things because that draws our participation more likely to draw our participation than
positive imagery. How do we know they make sense or not make sense that is a theoretical question. Let's proceed with notions of theory.
I'm hoping to get through all this today given we were off to a late start. Reading comments I really like them thank you for your participation it is a participation effort. I'm looking for you to engage with the readings think through them to provide your commentary, I like the summary, assessment of them I want to hear what you have to say about them, thinking through their value to your point of view. To the endeavour that you identify for our class.
That is really helpful for me, I'm gratified by it. I only mark the top 10 you got some latitude if you didn't submit this week. If you have a problem or something comes up you



can always reach out to me about why and I'll provide you with accommodation. This week we've got four readings which is a lot I encourage you to find a way to be efficient in your reading, scan through them, think through them, identify the core ideas be efficient with your time. If anyone wants to try AI summary and compare to your own notes. That would be cool. I would look forward that. Maybe I'll try that on one of my articles. I will see if the AI generator can figure out what I was saying. But I digress. This summary is good but we want to get to the thesis what is the main argument or a corollary of what that argument. Side point.
Want the logic, relevance. The data methods of theory. Assumptions is it a sound argument, again what is the value for you or discipline. If you can arrive at the last one somehow that is a great return. Great result. So please engage. One page for all the articles. So you have a choice you can do one article. Two articles. In our discussion groups we'll do the discussion groups again I will ask relatively equitable distribution if you only do one everybody else does that article we are going to have a bit of a problem so I'm asking you to be thoughtful about the wide range of literature that we are engaging. I'm providing you with my notes and we'll have our conversation along with our case study I'll talk about that down the road.
Let's take a look at theory. This is not from BC,



from Ontario. Example of an archeological result. It's the Caradoc site. Identified and published by Chris Ellis who is a CRM archaeologist got a PhD, I forget the name of his company. Significant archeological consulting company in Ontario...	Management structure divides that way he has found through this CRM research found this site. It dates to remarkable 10,000 years ago at which point the continental ice sheets were not that much further north. This is a modern map. And they found 57 stone objects. Here are some of them. Buried in a pit. And in the recon instruction of that material the stones themselves they were able to identify if you read the article it gets into the kind of lithic analysis language of bipolar damage, the key is each piece was put on two stones and hammered in the middle. That is how they broke. You might say well maybe they broke because people were using the pointy parts to do something with one would do which is perhaps hunt. Answer is unlikely because recon instruction of the flaking patterns of the stones and these are flakable stones which means they have capacity to be reduce through impact and pressure to create really sharp edges. Things like cherts, flints, obsidians are glass like ...	And they are suitable for turning into really sharp points. So we have functional tools that were broken in this manner and that is the question. What does it mean? Anybody want to venture a guess or suggest perhaps a



hypothesis. Oh, over here.
STUDENT: Could you repeat the question, please.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: What does the pattern mean? 57 stone points all broken in apparently the same fashion. Put on two things I'm going to try to demonstrate it for you, here are the two things. Look I have a projectile one and hit on the top to shatter them. You can see in this example they are broken right down the middle.
STUDENT: So they were modified in some way for a different use.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: Some different use. Is this purposeful. First of all it seems intentional, is it intentional to a functional purpose is perhaps what you are asking. Why would they do that. The answer is maybe but they took what appear to be perfectly good stones other thing to mention is they came from 167 kilometres away. That is where the raw material came from. Came from up here what is now the United States.
Removed quite far away from the source. Wasn't like people were finding stones around and smashing them up. They were moved across a long distance, fashioned into these lovely symmetrical shapes and broken in this fashion. Fred.
STUDENT: I would go with the default ritual explanation.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: Why would you say this it is a bit of a default.
STUDENT: It needs further exploration but taking material from far away implies that it's important.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: It has a certain labour value. If I say to myself



I've run out of my stone and I'm 167 kilometres away I need more stone well that is a bit of an effort. How far can you walk in a day.
STUDENT: ...	Break something that has utility but sacrifice an attempt to release power.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: You are on a fascinating track. Not disagreeing with you but we are starting to get into interesting.
STUDENT: I wonder if they were trying to modify the stones and just kept making error he is maybe they are all reject.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: I use this example before I never heard that and I like it a lot. Just people trying or now that I think about it kids got into the materiality and started messing around with it and broke it by accident.
STUDENT: Made very good to cover their tracks.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: This does seem first of all like they already know what they are doing making these tools which is hard enough. To shatter them in this course fashion suggests intentionally.
STUDENT: I immediately thought multiple groups of people coming together and burying the hatchet so to speak.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: Symbolic.
STUDENT: Preventing the functional use of intentional use.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: Stopping them from working. I like the idea might be converting them to something else although and you can take a big stone smash it up in little stones and make pieces to



produce something else. At some point you got to stop smashing them and make use of the little pieces that was not going on here. These are all possibilities yeah they are all really exciting possibilities. How will we know which one is right? There isn't really a way, is there I want to point out a couple of things. The ideas of what happened to the stones we have certainty. Why because lithic reconstruction is something we are good at in archaeology. It's is scientific interpretation, the cause is percussive and pressurized force on stone and that effects of that force on stone is something that has a direct relationship. In fact you can become a stone knapper and get skill you can be pretty confident if not the technique they use the effect their technique is the same as was done in the past because stone only shatters in certain patterns and the biomechanical properties of our hands even leveraged with hammer stones and other things have a pretty narrow field. Only so many things that we can do with the capacities that we have against the physical properties of stone. So to arrive at the conclusion and nobody really questioned this, there was some suggestion about why but nobody questioned about whether these things were broken in this fashion. Are we sure that they were broken in this fashion. And Ellis's article is all about, yeah, we know exactly how they were broken. We don't know why. Now when we move into that second question that is



interesting we start to get into these far less certain far more speculative strings start invoking sacrifice where does that come from, analogy if you will. When do we give up something that is valuable to us. Perhaps in an association of some sort of a meaningful gesture, when you help somebody else or sacrifice or do without our own well-being in order to invite benevolence in some other form. Religious space to help others or to invite intervention in support on a spiritual plane. That is a possibility. That is a big distance to travel. Notice as we get into more speculative realms into the more cultural realms we are asking ourselves to look for generalizability ...	And people living more than 10,000 years ago in what is now Ontario. That is a long distance to travel. We don't know what we are essentially say something that sacrifice material gestures of sacrifice are a human commonality so that we can explain this gesture in our terms. I'm not sure we can but I do know theory is the space we can evaluate these ideas. That is why theoretical ideas are important that is why in archaeology we tend to live in these two spaces. In more scientific we can demonstrate certain qualities of the past in this case we know these stones were shattered in this way. For some archaeologists that is enough. That is the end of what we can do. Because we can't really go much further than that if you are like me, I kind of want to know why. That is the



part that I find really rich. Why would people do that. It seems counterintuitive to me, seems irrational to my frame of understanding where these things have value and purpose and to replace them is at a great cost. Why would somebody intentionally break them. That I find curious. That asks me to step away from certainty and move into the spaces of interpretation that anthropologists are more comfortable with. That is the synthesis we find in archaeology. The challenge is knowing when we are in one and not the other.
And the question we ask is can we bring a scientific certainty to cultural behaviour and cultural meaning. Some anthropologists, some archaeologists would say sure we can. Others would not be so sure.
Let's take a look in the time we have. I'm trying really hard not to talk super fast but I have a feeling I'm not going to get through all of my slides today. We'll so if we can hit some of the high notes. The role of theory is this it allows us to take observations and create interpretations from them. And we typically go along is a series of steps, epistemology, refracts observation into data. Middle space that involves methods and patterns. We have a theory with a capital T in anthropology that asks us to explore our interpretations. What is missing is foundational ...	What we assume to be going on often will feed into our epistemologies. Our expectations will drive



what we see. If we believe economics are a key quality in human history, chances are we are going to spend a lot of time looking at things that are economic, do you think answers will involve economics it will be self-serving. This cycle of how ...	Inform observations to generate the very answers we think we are looking for but have already assumed is why multiple positionalities are important to bring to bear because it asks us to get outside of this cycle of assumption and epistemology. Theorizing is primarily about testing hypotheses. We can't demonstrate whether this was a form of sacrifice. We have better luck trying to disprove that idea that is because science in general logic science in particular logic in general is better at showing where things are wrong than showing how things are right. Statistical puzzle I won't unpack for you now. Which means we are better off refuting. ...		You find that in science all the time.
Archaeologists not so good. Archaeologists typically come up with a great idea and want to go demonstrate it. That is a weaker form of logic we want to bring to bear some of these critique on the principle of ideas and that come from theory. We are in a post-modernist status and we are now in a stage in our interpretative history where we recognize that human culture is pretty complicated. Not easily modelled around general patterns of structuralization or driven by common causalities but there have been proposals. Universal



explanations have remained elusive but they are a valuable goal partly because the challenges of archaeology if we know why people do things in all cases makes the tasks of archaeologist easier. If we are wrong, we are engaging in a form of ...	We don't want to do that. That is why it's important to be clear if our assumptions are universalized if they are true or not. And of course we know this point scholars are vulnerable to projecting ...	Self-centring self-fulfilling circularity. What he want to understand what happened in the past we want to understand the past from our archaeology data we want to compare our interpretations to other ways of knowing the past we are going to do all these things. Look at archeological methods explore archaeology in context of other knowledge such as oral records and want to bring to bear the theoretical lens on to the archaeologist itself, we talked more about that last class. I want to give you an example about from an article Bruce Trigger, famous archaeologist wrote in 1984 he pointed out that -- he had two observations. Archaeologists don't talk about history. This is 1984, very long time ago. I have a recollection of 1984. He argued that archaeologists typically don't talk about history in their work. This was explanatory phase where science was the new mode of being archeological.
Archaeologists are published in a lot of articles not really talking about history. Isn't that the subject. And the



second point was this, is that when you look at the different ways that archaeologists over time have proposed to understand history they all seem to align with the dominant social and cultural frame that they live in. Earliest archaeologists that we find in the 20th century tended to be British and define history as the success of technology over other solutions which really define British empire. He pointed out that Soviet archaeologists saw the past as conflict between people over economic productivity and exploitation of each other which essentially defines Soviet Marxism and he pointed out that North American archaeology was largely about the projection of neocapitalist principles which essentially saw all people of past of entrepreneurs looking to make the best out of a environment of shortage to leverage, words that have resonance in capitalist economics to generate surplus, to exploit. These are all principles that mid century archaeologists in the United States and Canada proposed and the Trigger made the point these people are living in a world driven by new evolutionary principles and capitalism. A period of blossoming success because of the echoes of Second World War that drove American capitalism to great heights which now appears to be falling. His point the archaeologist of the day were seeing the world in their own eyes. We see the world as we live in it. His point was in order to understand the past we have to figure out where



in our theoretical arguments ...	We have to be better at the principles of science. Testing our hypotheses assembling evidence finding patterns making logic.
STUDENT: Couldn't you also say Tigger --
INSTR. MARTINDALE: I liked that you call him Tigger. He was ...	Sorry I lost my train of thought.
STUDENT: I was going to say he is talking about how each of these forms of archaeology were filtered to the time they were living in isn't he looking the a their filter through his lens.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: It's a lot of easier to look at other people to see their biases than to turn the lens into a mirror and ask what art ours. We can see others much more than our own. We can explore over the course but it's a fascinating correlate of this idea. The challenge is to be scientific is profound which is why positionality multiple positionalities are important role in being better. That is the path I am going to take. We have the two models. Archaeology as a science where we look for the science of history with look for explanatory laws to explain unknown patterns in human past all of them. I don't know but you I don't feel my life is explicable by generalized laws. I am not sure, I feel uncomfortable with the idea my life is completely explicable in terms of a logical matrix. We want to create testable hypotheses ...	Seeing the world unadorned by our positionality. Many people today would say that is a bit of



a difficult bar to reach. We always see the world by our positionality. Especially when it comes to humans. Let's use the example we can arrive at a pretty ambiguous conclusion about how those stone tools were made and broken that is pretty clear, why were they broken we are going to bring to bear even as we try to be objective our expectations of human nature. Our expectations of culture, our expectations of the people who lived 10,000 years ago. Those are going to come to bear on our interpretation even in ways that we don't recognize. The alternate version is archaeology as anthropology, those meanings are contingent to the places and people that have them. We don't know what happened at the Caradoc site. Where might we go for
answers to that, we might even though it's a long time ago consult Indigenous peoples of Ontario who may have legacy ideas. They may have in British Columbia communities have actual stories that come from over 10,000 year ago they recount the events of their ancestors over 10,000 years ago. That is an obvious place to go if we are intent on understanding history. Not everybody in general. Bit more work more of a challenge but it might be much more value. We focus on detailed case studies rather than generalizability principles. ...	Two different ways of looking at archaeology in British Columbia. These are two current debates and even if they are not debates that people are



having like sort of a theoretical argument they infuse themselves in the way that archaeology is conducted interpreted and communicated here in British Columbia. The last piece is expectation that that there are different cultural truths than we currently know that might be out there. That has a vulnerability. This one is vulnerable projecting our ideas on to other people, this one is a vulnerability to naivete. Trying to recount other people's histories that is a big obligation. It comes with this charged mandate. You are taking the responsibility of claiming to understand other people's pasts. These two ideas I've reverted them, tend to have two different theoretical frames in this which they work. I've confused myself. So the more historical interpretive ones tend to see human culture as driven by notions of agency or affect. The idea that it's not by the way agent based models which is a different norm of this. In which choice has consequence and people create the lives that they lead based on the choices they make which is the privilege we would grant ourselves.
Our lives are to some extent driven by the choices that we make. And those of our communities. We have parameters obviously but still we have a lot of discretion over what we do with our lives so our cultural expression is a product of our agency our ability to make choices for ourselves, to create volatility and change when we need to and as



appropriate. And the other more scientific approach tends to fall into this model, an evolutionary model in which the choice is predetermined by external criteria. That is essentially what evolution is. Evolution is a model that suggests that transmission of difference is based on the selective criteria. Relationship between the circumstance of life and the capacities of the individuals living and only some choices perpetuate because they are successful against some standard of metric. Surplus production. Misconstrued as survival of the fittest but we'll talk about this. Let me illustrate.
This is an example of all the logics that I just talked about using the example from our own world, you all know evolution in action. You've encountered this in high school. I don't want to bring you back to periods of trauma but here we go. We have here a population that is capable of choose antibiotics. No cognition going on because it's slightly terrifying if despite what popular media would have you believe it's unlikely that a zombie apocalypse will be the downfall of our world. But it is entirely possible that the antibiotic apocalypse will come upon us through the overuse of these medications. What we have here is a population in this case of bacteria of which the resistance to an antibiotic is rare. Apply the antibiotic only some of the bacteria persist but you will arrive at a new antibiotic



that is resistant to the antibiotic. There are many many bacteria that are gradually if not dramatically increasing their resistance. Partly because we use a lot of this. We put a lot of antibiotics in the world we are generating the system of differential persistence. But it's not about really the choice. The option already exists selective criteria differential persistence. Those are the three postulates that Darwin proposed in the origin of the species. So here we have the biological ...	Evolution as far as we need to go that and my cheeky asides to the coming antibiotic apocalypse. Not that we need any more terror in our lives.
Probably closer than we think.
Culture, if we take that model and create an analogy to culture. I'm going to try ...	When we have culture as evolution we can have any choice we want. Make up any kind of idea that we like, but the circumstances of our lives will evaluate which of those ideas are beneficial and which ones are negative. Detrimental. Only the beneficial ones will persist through time. If we know what the external criteria are and the mechanism. Evaluation of choice we can predicts history. That is the deductive logic. Universe analysing logic that archaeologists often search for and when they search for it they often find it in evolutionary analogies.
It makes sense. Except this is the cheeky agency based people who say wait a minute, it's not so much which choices



get selected by some external criteria, it's how people make choice. That is what generates history. If they can convince enough people to could do them, history. It's not about assessing the economic benefits of their choices within parameters, against external criteria, the prime driver of history is choice people make through agency as free willed individuals. The answer is probably a little bit of both.
We have parameters within which we must make some choices. Again, not exist without certain criterias for our survival. And at the same time we come with a lot of choices that are really detrimental that would end our lives. Perhaps we are on a path now.
I apologize for my cheeky asides to American politics. But the point being that the choices that we make within certain parameters that have a lot of latitude our interpretive approach or theoretical approach sits between these two poles. Do we see history as being driven by circumstance or history as driven by the choices of people who inhabit it, or some blends of those to some extent. That is the space we find archaeology general today and archaeology in British Columbia specifically. We inherit a legacy of this. There's a lot of evolutionary archaeology in British Columbia we are now in this stage where we are reviewing these data. We have a few outlier voice that is with will encounter we have contemporary voices that point



out a lot of these are based on essential neoclassic models which are the models of contemporary archaeologists rather than the history of First Nations people of British Columbia. Before I move on any thoughts or questions about this.
STUDENT: I once wrote a paper in an anthropology class a year or two ago using culture as evolution and they didn't like me. They called it very reductionist and they kind of X'd out my whole --
INSTR. MARTINDALE: You have identified a common critique of archaeologists. This dynamic if we distill the basic principles of how archaeologists have thought about history in British Columbia, these are two common themes that come out. More discretionary choice versus the confrontation of... or some space in between. There are a few voices that look for blending.
STUDENT: Wouldn't blending those two make the most sense because people are independent agents but we are independent agents within whatever sphere you are in.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: Absolutely. Yes, you have to life within certain parameters you have to have certain amount of food shelter certain nominators of reproductive partners these are parameters we have to live within temperature regimes so we have to figure out ways to survive but within that space there's lot of latitude. That is what we are seeing, not so much in evidentiary archaeology, this approach tends to see



the people on the edge of survival. One wrong move and history will disappear. But this vision instead it sees people as having a lot of discretion, lot of surplus a lot of capacity to make mistakes or do things that are economically irrational. We do a lot of economically irrational things because we can get away with it because we have a lot of wealth. That seems to be a similar context of what happened in Indigenous past in British Columbia you don't get too many non-Indigenous archaeologists arriving at that conclusion.
They see it as being privation. Shortage and necessity and the challenge of survival partly there's evidence of occasionally but partly to justify deploying more generalizable logics that are explanatorily powerful but somewhat ethnocentric. Getting away with circumventing of their intellectual responsibility.
Now we are seeing people past complicated people are making interesting choices what perpetuates at historical legacy is not because they are responding to necessary see. It's not because the choice would be disastrous, it's because they have chosen a historical path. They have values certain things. We will read an article by ...	Namu begin many many thousands of years before most archaeologists would have acknowledged that economic surplus capacity existed. So people 4 to 5,000 years are earlier in the central coast were generating surplus of volumes. What do people do with



economic surpluses? What are some of your options?
STUDENT: You could share it.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: You can share it. Give it away. Do things with it. Collective projects with it. You can embark on all sorts of collective endeavours. You can work less. The introduction of this is an example not from here but the introduction of steel axes to Indigenous peoples in northern Australia improved their ability to do things that stone axes would do by shortening the amount of time they need to spend making stone axes. What did they do with the extra time.
STUDENT: Board games.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: No, they slept. So my point is that you can do whatever you want with economic capacity. You can make choices that are important to you. These communities were funding complex and extensive ceremonial relationships and seasons they were taking the winter off to live together and to feast to tell stories to connect to improve their
well-being. To build things. To go on kind of spiritual vacation. Who wouldn't want to do that over the winter. Instead here we are working hard.
STUDENT: But it also creates hierarchy.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: It can. But it doesn't always have to. There are examples of societies with economic surplus capacity where the economic surplus is it not allocated equitably. I don't have to work about but you can work I can take the time off



I'm in charge. It can generate hierarchy. We have a lot of examples where economic surplus is not in many cases people do one of two things they contain it within a manageable level so no one can take it over or they embark upon ridiculous and unnecessarily labour intensive projects. Can anyone think about one?
STUDENT: Pyramid.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: Stonehenge. Pyramids were largely a make-work project for out of work farmers during the seasonal flooding of the Nile has taken more evidentiary root. It was proposed, now there's evidence. I don't know much about Egypt. But the point is this looks like it's for an individual but maybe it has backup effect of supporting people and funding them during a time period when they cannot make enough wherewithal for themselves. Stonehenge has a similar effect. What is Stonehenge. Largely a chronometer. If you are going to plant things you do need to know what time you are. That is important for farming so you can build a celestial chronometer. You don't need to build stones they come from Wales. ...	So as not to allow leadership or symmetry to take hold but in France and in mainland Europe hierarchy is formed much more rapidly than they do in the south of the UK in part we think because Stonehenge sucked up all the ...
There are ways around surplus capacity to defuse hierarchies. So these are all possible explanations. My point though is



that which one archeologists advance has something to do with their evidence. Their logic and has quite a bit to do with their assumptions. Their theoretical assumptions about what kind of people the people they are studying are. If they are people who do not have a lot of agency sophistication but instead are living a life on the edge of survival, then this will be more appealing to you. Does that not sound a little bit of an ethnocentric colonial vision ...	If you think people have a lot of opportunity latitude creativity and capacity and opportunity to do those economically we are talking about ourselves we are potentially talking about people of Indigenous passed in British Columbia and that is what Indigenous scholars are arguing when we look back.
Which person do you see. Less to do with evidence and often a lot more to do with positionality, which is why I keep returning to that notion.
I'm going to end on this slide to give you an example. Of how these arguments get deployed. I'll bring it back in later classes so we can make sure we cover them.
Archeological approaches to history or largely based on materialism partly because that is our dataset we don't get to talk to people now we are talking more. But our evidence comes from materiality and assumption is materialistic. We think that the circumstances of people's lives influence their cultural frames. If we didn't we wouldn't study their



materiality. Is it the only thing, no but it's something that influences people's lives.
In 1980 Louis Binford proposed this of hunter gatherers. Most communities in British Columbia in archaeology First Nations in BC gathered resources through hunting collecting they fit that these category. It's a bit of imperfect and legacy category I want to use it as an example. He said well there's two kinds of hunters and collector gather people. Foragers and collectors. More nomadic residentially mobile don't have a lot of stuff, go from resource to resource collecting as they go. Collectors are people who live in villages have permanent architecture, build facilities large population densities more technology they dent to collect resources and bring them back to their village. He said archeologically you find divisions based on resource... patterns in places where resources are scattered evenly across the landscape in a low density you find foragers. In places where they are patchy in space and time you find collectors and here in British Columbia which ones do you think we have? We got a lot of collectors because our resources are patchy in space and time. You've been to a salmon stream at the wrong time of year what do you see?
Water. But you go at the right time of year, it's a lot of fish. That is a great deal of fish. Patchy resource distribution. His point was not only are foragers have this



kind of mobility but they are egalitarian their... structure is more equitable. And collectors produce lots of resource surpluses they have hierarchical models of society. Makes a lot of sense. It's a good example of universalizing generalizable principle. Maybe not a law but a pretty good one. Point is if this is true we all we need to know is this resource distribution and we can figure out social structure. Wouldn't that be cool. We just need to look at where resources are distributed. Binford before he died did a book that did just that. The point is that it's a great idea does it work. How would we know. What might we look for. To ask if Binford was right or wrong.
STUDENT: I guess you could look for data that shows where groups were and what the environment was like around them, whether it was more patchy or spread out.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: Do we see egalitarian societies in patchy resource distributions. Well, yes we do. Do we see hierarchical societies in fine grained, yes, we do. This whole model as logical as it seems is inadequate and probably not the very generalizable principle binford proposed. The most hierarchical hunting and gathering society that we know, does anybody know where it comes from? The most hierarchical political system associated with the hunting and gathering society in archaeology?
STUDENT: Would be the Comanches in the US.



INSTR. MARTINDALE: No. Southern Florida. They build cities out of shell. The Calusa, hierarchical very very fine grain. Lot of food but it it's very, very fine grain resource. Always there in space all there in time it does not lend itself to a patchy distribution and it has a very hierarchical society.
So the point is we can disprove with greater strength that we can prove our arguments for explanation are powerful and can be seductive. We like to see if we come up with them we like to think they are right. Even if they are not.
We'll pick this conversation up on Thursday. Take a look at some arguments. Do some of the readings thank you for your time. I'll have a key.
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