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INSTR. MARTINDALE: Okay. Let's get started with our conversation today.
If you are interested again I'm doing my homework if one of you I thought you might be interested in seeing some more ground penetrating radar results. This assignment is from an area in France that apparently contains the remains of both a Roman Villa and medieval church a grid of data collection lines over here represent direction of the data collection and then we created three dimensional composite of the results. This is one of the lines the red one in profile and then this is all 61 of the lines assembled into a grid. I think I can see the church. I think it's right here. I think it is this right here. There's care for building there and more walls here then there's a big circle. It took me a while to get the data rendered and then this week's challenge from the instructor is to visualize the at different frequencies electronic form of remote sensing of geophysics sends out band of frequencies and catches a reflection we are asked to isolate different bands of frequency so that we can evaluate what is going on on the subsurface a little more clearly. I'm not sure where the Roman Villa is, I wonder if the church could be a trick. Could be that the Roman Villa is above the church. Maybe that is it. It gets weird. I'm going up and that is just plow zone tractors across farmer's field somewhere in France. Radar. It's a cool method and I
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thought ...	Partly because it is with the segue into today's conversation before we discuss today's subjects I wanted to point out two upcoming events. Might be interested in. On the left you'll so a poster for an annual event that is hosted by the laboratory of archaeology every year this is I believe it's 21st version. Comes in March. This case it's the 1th. Where archaeologists present their results to each other and we encourage students to be contribute so we often will see undergraduates presenting their honour's thesis work or graduate students presenting their graduate work. And other configurations of that are possible too. Students might be doing research with faculty in laboratories we sometimes see that or contribute to other papers. So then we'll hear from other folks in the community who will present, it's a day of conversation about archaeology. This year it's being hosted at Musqueam. If you are interested in going to the culture centre on the 14th of March please do.
If you want to contribute a paper there's a QR code you can track down and you can always talk to me if want more information. The keynote speakers this year will be a panel kitchen table talk as they are framing of archaeologists and people interested in archaeology from Musqueam. It will be a chance to hear some important voices on how archaeology has impacted them and their vision for archaeology. They have been in relationship with archaeologists at UBC since the



1940s. It's interesting they have a lot to say. I know all of these folk and they are wonderful people but also accomplished academics their point of view is important. If that doesn't lure you, the food it free.
On the right-hand side I just received in this morning there is an event next Monday, quickly at the I believe it's at the First Nations house of learning although I'm not supposed to say that. It's on issues of denialism and residential school denialism each sure it it's anticipation of what we are speaking of. You have to register through the QR code limited access obviously for security and should be a really important event. I will be there. Going to be a little late because I have another commitment but I will be showing up towards the second half. I'm going to miss the lunch. Two things to think about if you have time to put them on your calendar.
All right. Let's proceed then with our conversation today. So I want us to begin the course by considering archaeology as we look at the various stakeholders to look at this and get a bit of experience with this central debate or conversation. In some cases even a revolution going on within archaeology in Canada and British Columbia about Indigenous evaluations of this domain. So we've been looking at a few perspectives in your readings. I have a few to talk about today that engage with this. We are doing it for two



reasons that I mentioned last class. One because various positionalities will at times limit the kind of information that we can understand receive, fascinating quality of human culture. And secondly the alternate positionalities is assembling of alternate positionalities improves our understanding of any particular phenomena certainly around the subject of cultures and humans that seems to be very true. And we have a little corollary of that which is what we call anthropology associated science subaltern perspectives or perspective people who are subjected to systems of inequality often perceive the nature of that asymmetrical power and structure more readily than people who benefit from them. I think you've experienced this. If you have been hard done by in some situation you were aware quite quickly of what is going on and often of the nature and the kind of structure of the inequality. Perhaps you are being caught benefitting from inequality and not being aware of the privilege of that space that you are inhabiting. That is the other side of it. We know in anthropology to understand one's own positionality is challenge. That is why we are embarking upon a conversation about archaeology in Canada its role in society and around the world. Our discussion question today is about purpose of archaeology, a segue from last week's anthropology and our case study is going to take a look at, timely, I didn't intends this, residential school



denialism. Partly because that is a positionality and we want to understand not only why it exists but how it works in a cultural operation but how we can evaluate the merits or lack thereof of its argumentation. One of the critiques of plurality of positionalities anything goes, can anybody's narrative of an event of a phenomena be equally valid. The answer is there are standards by which we can evaluate the strength or weakness of ideas and logic. We'll be talking about little bit about those today. It's not a free for all we don't have to respect views of denialists just because they have a different positionality but we want to understand them. That is where scholarship has advanced. We've got some readings to consider. I missed one. One by Hodgetts on here too. Danny Desmarais. And evaluation of the encounter of people with ... including violence, sexual violence within the discipline of archaeology through a survey that was sent some years ago.
Let's remind ourselves this complicated process the archaeologists engage in, it makes archaeology susceptible to the influence of positionality is the challenge of its own interpretation. We are dealing with a modest dataset the position is grandiose we want to talk about cultures in the past from the fragmented remains of people's belongings and material lives that is quite a distance to travel. Not lot of opportunity within that interpretive cycle and for



creative but also for the projection on to the past of contemporary suggestions that are suggested. We want to be able to evaluate them to bring them to light and consider their strength through testable scenarios. Are they what makes them robust. I'm going to close the doors. Feeling anxious about these crazy people.
Of course we have options in archaeology as we perceive we will encounter archaeologist who are intend in understanding only behaviour. That is their view of the past. What did people do which is less ambitious and probably easier to alive at. We also encounter people who are interested or making projecting ideas about sociopolitical economic organization. Something more familiar to those of you in the social sciences anthropologies of the world. Perhaps ultimately our ambitious is to really be anthropological to understand identity the belief systems ideologists. I don't mean belief in the sense of religious or spiritual relief. I'm including that, but belief how the world operates. As we talked about last class we all inhabit ways of expecting the world that operate at belief systems about proper practice, certain expectations of each other of ourselves and these sometimes are unsupported by empirical evidence but they have learned and been taught subscribed to sometimes we are not fully aware of the depth of our affiliation with those ideas with



those expectations so this is why archaeology particularly is vulnerable to the influence of people's projections on to the day LEA set. Anthropologies have one check they often talk to presenting their research on hopefully those people have a voice and evaluation of those ideas if they disagree they can make that known. It was not always the case. I think it is today but in archaeology the people we are actually studying are no longer with us we encounter the ideas through the legacies of scholarship and communities but that is a distance. We bring theorizing into the conversation as I'm sure you are aware theorizing can be irritating it has a lot of jargon involved technical language place holders for complex ideas. Itself the endeavour of archaeology can be a complex place with a lot of different ideas being assembled methods my example of ground penetrating radar is one. Not every archaeologist knows how to use that. It's something that is emerging our scholarship of it as applied to something like archaeology is developing which is why I'm taking this course yet at the same time it's a small piece of a very, very large and complicated endeavour and that requires us to assemble different things methods, data into synthetic forms which benefits from theorizing. The task is challenging perhaps impossible. Can we really cross the distance that we want to do archaeologically. I've suggested in paper that I've asked you to read not being able to do



what we aspire to is a strength. Sometimes we do the best work when we cannot achieve what we hope to do. We have to be cognizant of that limitation to make us of it.
Archaeology itself is a set of assumptions that comes with genealogy of expectation and scholarship that we somewhat inherit although it is being robustly unpacked in different places and has been for decades around the world we are in a place as I mentioned last class where there are a lot of different kind of archaeologies. I think it's rich. There are commonalities but different ways of understanding things and there should. It's complicated and the endeavour, the discipline is fairly nascent. We've only begun to fill out the sophistication around the challenge, methodologically empirically and interpretively. For us in this class that space gives people a lot of room to make archaeology do what they want it to do. How do they deploy it, interpret it, constrain it, how do they channel it to their purpose what is their purpose that is the question that we are asking in this class we'll take a look at it with a denialistic example today. Theorizing a endless process of refine. It is an ongoing challenge. Some academics who spend their lives thinking about theory which I think is fantastic but I am not sure it's for me. I was quite excited about the idea but as I get older and do this more I feel a greater confidence in evidence and in data than I ever did in theory. But I make



use of those. So let's proceed to our discussion question then anybody have any thoughts I haven't looked on your answers on what is the purpose. Maybe we should ask a bit of a trick question purposes to archaeology. Rather than a singular purpose. I've spent a couple of weeks telling you how complicated to ask you to come up with single purpose thoughts that you have on this subject. Anybody want to broach an idea for us? Now we I read a book once I've read a few books on teaching and the book told me that whenever a professor asks a question in expectation of discussion they typically wait about five or 10 seconds which is not enough time so they suggest you should wait up to 45 seconds.
STUDENT: I had to think a couple of seconds but basically I mean in our article I noted a really interesting point made by Trigger that it's a difference between what historians do because we explain history we kind of use the material remains that we observe and the sort of things that we go through to piece together history to understand other historical cultures, but then it's also relevant to modern day cultures that derive from those other ancient cultures.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: I think you've hit upon an important point which is archaeology is framed for itself one of its core roles purposes is explanation of humans. That is a pretty ambitious endeavour. Other scholars have tried anthropologists and social scientists to explain humans



nobody has got the complete picture yet but archaeologists perhaps because of the latitude that we have given this modesty of evidence and the grandeur of our ambition we have a lot of space we can say things hey, let's explain people as our core ambition. As I talked about last class this is cycle back and forth on this point. At times archaeologists are proposed universalizing ways to explain humans. If you can't see or encounter or discuss with the people you are talking about too what they are doing and why they are doing it you have to have argumentation, you have to have deductions if will that help inform your interpretation of their behaviour and to do that is really to draw on sort of generalizable principles that come from other archeological examples. Ethnography our encounter with other societies.
Ethnographic and anthropological examples. Therein is the rub. We often see these generalizing arguments in hindsight as really the flight, the expectations and assumptions of the day. So 19th century archaeologist were largely deploying a racist model, in order to explain humans in the early 20th century we saw more of a functional approach where everything technological approach everything had a purpose under the guise of culture or hidden within culture but core purpose was at the base and that was what archaeologists explore. By the late to administrate 20th century the proposal was we were reflect thing not just purpose but the evolutionary



response to circumstance and necessity generating either instinctive behaviours or adaptive culture strategies that were acting like evolution in biology. It was either the direct expectation of our genetic output or it was analogous to a genetic evolutionary framework. And now that still persists by the way, so too does the functional argument still resonates with some archeological ideas a lot of archaeologist asks what is the purpose. The obvious utilitarian purpose. We still encounter racism and racialized taxonomies. They are hidden but still baked into this conversation even though people might refute that or reject it I think it's still apparent. I haven't yet seen the next iteration of this universalization. But it is a bit of a dramatic space. I retreated on this subject I thought our purpose might be explanation now I'm pretty contents to describe things I'm trying to get better at description.
Figure out what the material evidence might have to say about the behaviours and thus the patterns in behaviour then I remain somewhat cautious perhaps agnostic about what the explanation of those behaviours are. But I'm curious. I don't want to dilute the endeavour. But it is a bit of a conceit because other social scientists I don't think would claim that territory nor that ability. We in archaeology perhaps can see people getting away it it because there's so much more voice for ... people studying it don't have a



conversation with us although I think we are hearing it from the Indigenous archaeologists. Great point. Other thoughts on this? Wow I went to town on one comment. In the back.
STUDENT: What you were saying there is the point that ... talking about how archaeology a common way of describing is giving voices to those who are not speaking but it's those voices have already been heard and have been spoken by those communities and directly connected communities and families and it kind of serves as a white colonial authority figure almost to overwrite, subvert some of those voices that are already speaking and out as and serves as this blanket figure as well to smothering blanket almost.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: Really does. Engages both the erasing of other points of view and displacement, the exclusion of other points of view, specifically in this relationship where you see
non-Indigenous archaeologist exploring Indigenous territory and history in colonial space such as Canada. I agree with you. In my own research I was agnostic about what my purpose was as an archaeologist I wasn't sure I would become an archaeologist to be honest but I arrived fairly quickly at a role that I felt comfort which is working with communities and doing what they asked me to do. Finding their purpose and assembling it was things that might to the discipline seem mundane, inventories of heritage landscapes refinement of method so we could do better at these task that is they



prioritized. Working for capacity building, reciprocal caps building when I was younger I didn't respect or realize that I was learning as much as I was sharing my insights around archaeology. It's a maturing of my own scholarship I think that came after I was a graduate student. And exploring history not so much as an archaeologist but my work largely with communities I work up on the northern coast is seeing the material evidence for their oral tradition they know history they don't need me to tell them about their history or past. What they benefit from is my ability to help them locate those places and the material consequences of those historical events that they have already have a record of in the landscape. That is partly if I talk to them and hear from them a scholarly endeavour. There's enthusiasm around seeing that land and seeing those places and being -- having that material view of their history which is different from the curation of the knowledge through narrative. But I know very clearly my real purpose I'm deployed to confront encroachment typically in legal cases or against policy, the implementation of policy by provincial or state governments that is really what we are doing. We've been doing this probably for 20 years now. Just building cases to defend rights knowing that this will become a piece in that confrontation. I'm involved in two court cases right now which is terrible that again I am not the initiator of. My



role is simply to provide not to the communities themselves they know their history but to the colonial state what it is that archaeology can provide to enhance and perhaps in the mind to justify claims of oral records because they are not recorded as being fully truthful although we can talk about the legacy of reel rulings in Canada that speak to archaeology and indeed speak to the evidence within oral traditions and their intersections.
One more? Everybody is looking at their shoes. I have a list. Why don't I do that. Break the tension. Here is some lists of things that I've made in the years past you can read them. There are many and I think that is a key point there are many facets to this question but I'd like us to keep it in mind because when we encounter archaeology being deployed by other stakeholders archaeologists themselves it's often to a purpose. People are using it for a reason. If we know more about the reason we can better unpack the positionality and perhaps unwritten assumptions that are baked into that landscape. Here is a few examples. Including the self-serving endeavour of archaeologists to make careers for themselves. Lots, and I will look forward to reading your comments on this subject. There are really so many of these. But the key isn't so much as to know what the archeological purpose is in a general sense but to be able to ask that question as we encounter people making



archaeology, making use of archaeology. If we can figure out more about their purpose we will benefit from it. Here is an example. Yes. I remember this. The wreck of the HMS Erebus and terror. Now a historic site. Fascinating story of some people. Are they British, I suspect so they went up to the north. I think they were looking for perhaps the northwest passage or North Pole. Explorers. And they sank and I think most of them died. And their knowledge of these ships was lost, wasn't really lost because at the time when they found them they found them because the communities local Inuit communities already preserved the story of these crazy people showing up and dying in their land they were able to tell the archaeologist when they asked many decades, hey they are over here and sure enough there they were. And what is interesting to me is that this came later. It's now heralded in the modern website. The Indigenous knowledge is being celebrated for insight although it was after thought to the original endeavour. I'm also intrigued by this. That is a very large boat accompanied by many small little boats all going off doing underwater archaeology. If there is an expensive kind, resource extensive, costs a lot of money it's this. Take it to the arctic and your bill is going to be high. This is a priority for Canada. I'm intrigued by that. I don't think it's of that important a site as archaeologist just trying to be relatively objective. I don't think it's



that significant in Canadian history what attract it's this kind of insight and focus. Well, I suspect because it's echoes of a colonialized history. At that time when we had conservative government they changed the name of the Museum of Civilization not unproblematic to the Natural Museum of History with a focus on Canadian history which meant colonial history. Pushed back on by people of the museum.
Civilization was a problematic term, but George MacDonald now deceased, a colleague of mine, when he became the national director and renamed the National Museum of Man, National Museum of Civilization. He his point was everybody has civilization, not just restricted to west or Canada. It's everybody's. I think that sparked a conversation of value but it is wasn't always interpreted in those ways. So these endeavours and the priority of the nation around archaeology is visible in what it celebrates. This an example of that.
I remember hearing if you ever heard radio program, now they are podcasts. Guy name Bob MacDonald Quirks and Quarks. I see some nods. Comes on every Sunday. He interviews academics what a job he is quite delightful. He interview the academics that did this they were all talking about fantastic research. I wrote to Bob. Cool radio program but I'm curious there are so many extraordinary discoveries around the world I never heard any of them on your program before except this one why did you pick it. And



what about all those great examples of Indigenous history.
Still waiting for a reply. That was about I don't know
ten years ago. I don't think Bob is going to get back to me on that point. So read into that what we can.
So this is where an example of the very issues the purposes of archaeology here the purpose is really building kind of a national narrative of a particular frame and it's staking lots of money to do so. We see other examples of purposes and that is something we want to pay attention to. There's my side story. Let's take a look at the case studies I want to give you a summary. We'll move on to conversation about our readings.
Denialism and the question here that I'm asking is what is the nature of this logic or we might call it I will logic. How are they arriving at conclusions, presumably using evidence, they cite my work at times and they arrive at a notion. How do we make use of that and understand that.
How do we evaluate and confront this especially if we move or begin from a point of view where we think they are wrong which I think is typically what scholars do we bring emotion to it. I don't agree with it I think it's wrong. That is a good place to start we want to proceed through a more logical understanding of the claims of denialism and some form of reputation. They are engaged in the very same thing. They are disagreeing with people who argue that residential



schools were places of deep trauma I apologize for raising this subject if you are connected to residential schools. Places of deep trauma that were state sponsored for more than a century for a purpose. To disenfranchise Indigenous peoples of their culture rights laws ability to push back on colonialism. That was clearly the purpose of these places.
So why would they have people who deny that history since it seems well they exist. Here is a slideshow of just inventory from the CBC. There's more. In fact at times when it first surfaced conversation among colleagues and friends was that this was a minor role, a small group of outliers whose voices were really not very significant and yes, I think that is still is to some extent true but we have significant politicians this is a senator whose voices are being heard.
The protest that might occur next -- I think of a protest that something that advances benefits society or demonstration. We are trying to make things better. I am not sure what you call the event of the 22nd. Cited here. This is what they did in the Victoria in December. Lost my train of thought.
Now I remember, they are associated with a political party, 1 BC. This is a group of people that has now elected officials in the province. I believe they have two MLAs they are gaining a degree of legitimacy, gaining an audience and as I understand it from colleagues they have sympathies



within the conservative party in British Columbia. So they are not -- it's not restricted to this small group. In fact I believe that's elected MLA from North Vancouver island who ran on a platform of denialism and was elected for their conservatives. How do we respond to this. How do we review this idea and frame it as the use or misuse of archeological data and logic. Any thoughts? The difficult issue.
STUDENT: I kind of mentioned what is maybe going to happen on the 22nd to my roommate the other night and his response was like why would there be residential school denialists he couldn't even fathom why people would want to do that and I said that my guess is maybe that Indigenous nations the truth and reconciliation commission is ending up giving money to these groups to make reparations and that is kind of what I think these people's motivations are they don't want a flow of money going to Indigenous groups of people.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: I think that is a component. There a is fear and they are instilling that fear that this will represent a right to Canada to non-Indigenous Canada and non-Indigenous Canadians.
STUDENT: Off of that point as well, denialism is often for a political motive is always to instill fear and blame a place to leverage their own agenda. So in denying residential schools for absolutely valid monetary reason it makes sense it doesn't make sense but in one breaking down the thought process it makes sense why they would target a community that



it's to us is so clear because if they -- if the political party has a group to blame then they can insight fear into the people they are trying to rally.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: Good point. Many political groups do finds targets.
Our own political system south of the border to vilify somebody else is to enhance or engage one's base, so targeting in order to speak to their own recruitment and certainly we know I don't know much about social media, it general rates more attention if it's negative. So this is an example of people using negativity in order to I think traffic to their websites and generate funds.
STUDENT: I think at least from my experience surprisingly it's pretty common to kind of experience some of this stuff and my interpretation has always been it's like there's of course people that are cynical about it they don't believe it but there's a large amount of people who do and I think it's primarily from this particularly white colonial sense of pride and by accepting this there's a feeling of being uncomfortable that comes with it and you know, a lot of these white colonial people have never been uncomfortable this that way so it's so kind of shocking to them that they it must be can't be true and so by denying that they are avoiding that uncomfortable sense avoiding to reckon with it and I think it's an extreme case but that is still the case that people deny that we are still within a colonial system and still



colonial things that we are experiencing. It's just a more extreme version of that.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: I agree there's emotional component. Profound one that is at its core. A fear. Also kind of a since of willful disbelief that Canada seems not to be able to fulfill the narrative of its own aspirations. What do we hear, polite society, we are value, equity and equitability. This history clearly demonstrates that is not true and hasn't been true and so I think there's emotional resistance to that history that people respond to by simply denying to be true. Partly because of the fear that it will compromise their own well-being but also I think it challenges their sense of what they constructed and what has been constructed for them about the history of this society and this country and they don't want to believe it, how do they respond, they deny. They deny the evidence. We have a lot of hands go up.
STUDENT: Then also off of that settler colonialism it's kind of on a broader scale of relegating the trauma and misjustice of the past. Saying okay, well, Indigenous people suffered this in the past so it must have been people in past doing it it's not us, it was them.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: So true, this is a common conversation we hear from UBC professor Dr. Glen Coultard that this is actually one of the key deflections of colonialism that if happened in the past it's no longer -- we know it is ongoing dynamics and



benefits of it benefits of accrue to this day continue to disenfranchise people to the benefit of others. The most common example is the land base of the country. Which is taken by theft and to which we all benefit as a society and so how is that reparation ever going to be remediated. That is an outstanding question. I think I saw this hand first.
STUDENT: I think we see this a lot with all sorts of communities that experience privilege where there's a fear of being treated how we treat racialized communities and you see it as well with ... where it's like if we give power to marginalized community what is going to happen to us. Obviously I'm first to acknowledge how unfortunate and ridiculous that is but I do think it's becoming more an more of a thing as we have more conversations about social justice is that fear of like my rights are going to be taken away to give rights to these people because there's not that knowledge or logic of oh, that doesn't how that works. And I think people there is a level of losing certain rights and privileges if you live in a more equitable society, you do lose certain rights and privileges and people aren't comfortable with losing those.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: This was a point raised before the privileges and benefits in some in Canada accrue, they don't want to give up, this is a defence of that privilege, that untoward perhaps or unevenly distributed benefit. Great point. Yes.
STUDENT: I think even to that point before that before even get together



a point of realizing that one's privilege is going to shift or change in acknowledging this truth, just acknowledging the truth in general I feel human nature it's hard for memo to admit they are wrong from a small scale to a big scale for them to admit their thinking is wrong and that the evidence is here even on just a person to person level and small social interactions just admitting fault it takes a level of humility that some people have really difficult time with displaying so it makes unfortunate sense to pivot to defence just from the get-go even ignoring the loss of privilege and all of the privilege that was accrued from other people's suffering.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: It's a great point. It seems to be the trend of the time. There's this movement towards defence and zero sum distribution of things and the only way to succeed is to take from others and to defend the inequitabilities that you benefit from that seems to be the common political narrative. We are seeing it in the current US administration largely their approach to everything. So I agree with you. And I agree with you that there's an emotional status based on fear and based on greed and selfishness.
STUDENT: To get what you said about this essentialist logical mindset but then also how they are using archeological evidence to quote/unquote prove their point. I think there's this hierarchy of deducted imperial quantitative evidence that has



started in the enlightened era and has persisted where it's emotions and theory are disregarded because people think they can achieve objective truth through the scientific method and so I think part of this particularly where archaeologists are being denialists it's like this you are ignoring the emotions of the residential schools and instead you are trying to focus on concrete evidence and so you a lot of denialists want to ... even they would be highly traumatic just to prove this and achieve this scientific purity that they uphold.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: Great point. I work with colleagues like Keisha ...
Our point from the beginning has always been we are not adding anything new to this conversation you don't need archaeology and radar to prove anything. We know this history all we are is bringing spatial clarification to the locations of places where children might be. So the idea that the technology or the endeavour of archaeologist providing proof in this case is ignoring the testimony and historical records going back over a hundred years we know clearly the truth it's a willful ignorance and deflection into archaeology to use the uncertainties and the lack of archeological work to argue there is no understanding but if fact that is a rich understanding.
STUDENT: It feels that the denialist groups their whole thing being that is not ... they are acknowledging that without



simultaneously acknowledging feelings are facts completely doesn't matter how you guys feel completely ignoring that.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: Now we are getting to a really important point. I want -- I can't spend much of the class talking about it but I want you to think about this this is the issue. How do we they working with evidence we know emotion motivation consequence perhaps the history of this narrative but how are they making it sound legitimate. Well, they are doing it through what are known as rhetorical fallacies. Rhetoric comes to us from the ancient Greeks as the way that argument is presented. The logic of interpretation if you will. Not the only path but it's established one but I think for our purposes it has an interesting set of what are called fallacies. Logical errors that are often deployed to make one's case seem robust. Let's click on the link. Does it work. Here we go.
Here we are. I like this website it's friendly it has colourful buttons and cheery type of font. It's also pretty comprehensive so provides us with many many examples of the kind of rhetorical errors or logical errors that are often deployed in argument to arrive at incorrect conclusions. This is a handy toolkit for any scholar. One to adhere to if you don't make these rhetorical fallacies but to know about so you can unravel the erroneous arguments of others. We were encountered a few of these. They have



identified them by different categories but some will be familiar to you, scan down through the list. Where are some good ones here. By the way, denialists use them all. They use so many of these rhetorical fallacies that if we do in fact I'm embarking on a endeavour to unravel all of their claims based on these standards to show that they are just making every error known to logic and this is a logical structure that has been around for thousands of years. Not like they shouldn't know about this stuff, this is what good scholarship is. Anecdotal evidence. Somebody says that is your argument is base on anecdotal evidence which means it's it's not representative, it's an example but not representative of the pattern. Outlier in statistical terms to a pattern it might have happened but it's not common. As a result it's not the driving force. So we do see denialists saying we've got examples of people who say they had a good education in residential schools ergo nothing bad happened to anybody. That is anecdotal. One or two people they might find evidence that doesn't mean that those outliers determine the core pattern, those patterns still exist. So there's an example of a common error. Various forms of these. So many. They are fun to read through. Let me try to find another one. There is a good one. Just lying. And they do that too. They state things that are incorrect. Last class I think I showed the performative, the way to sort of suggest



the evidence was wrong even though the evidence they pulled from my website was very reasonable they made an allusion. That is a confirmation buy as. That is argument that assert people's examine representations says look your right even though you are wrong. Generates enthusiasm and adherence for if but this one I is surprisingly common. In fact I don't want to speak too much about contemporary politics but this is what Donald Trump is doing, largely saying what is wrong over and over and over again and people seem because of their confirmation bias and other rhetorical evidences some of them enough of them to elect him seem to believe him and that is the endeavour one of the endeavours one of the tasks one of the avenues that denialists are pursuing as well.
Many of you heard of red herrings before.
Combination of different, ground penetrating radar can't for certain identify a grave, so it's of no use. Well, you know, not true. You can be 99.9 percent confident you have a radar signal of a grave. And that has been done for decades. It's tool used to map out unmarked graves across the world. Done so with great success. A little bit of statistical uncertainty in the ability for radar to interpret things doesn't mean it's completely useless and that is a red herring. The other one is this one circular logic ... two wrongs making a right. Add hominem. Here we go. We see that a lot. That is to say well it's people who proposed are



fools and that is why they are attacking people who do this work. They go after individuals they challenge them, they ridicule them. That is their purpose to show up here on the 22nd to get embarrassing individual I don't remember or unflattering people of people who are making reasonable claims can say look these people don't know anything so they must be wrong. So these kind of approaches are well established in thought and scholarship and my suggestion to us is that we think through some of them as we encounter these arguments. Most common, they lie, they ignore evidence, use anecdotal evidence, engage in ad hominem attacks appeal to existing biases, reinforce those biases and they misunderstand. Willfully misunderstand. There's a common misunderstanding we have measurement error in any tool used in science. Your ruler has a measurement error.
Smallest unit of measurable quantity. But it has the word error in it so they find people arguing about radar using the word error they say it's full of errors. It's not being wrong it's a statistical concept that uses the same word for a different mean and they conflate those in order to advance their purpose which is not about learning. Not about understanding. Not about debate. It's entirely about advancing their own assumption. And there's a form of rhetorical logic for that too circular logic. These are all where you make assumption, assumed the conclusion and you go



out and prove it. Irrespective of the evidence that you might encounter. That is what they are doing. So there's already a good playbook rule book by which we can evaluate these claims and that is something that I'm intrigued by now. To make more use of in the time ahead. I've been trying very hard to ignore this conversation but I don't think I can any longer. I'm going to try to find a degree of bravery that feels uncomfortable I am not the only one, many people get much worse than I do, my colleagues, Keisha, Sara... as Indigenous scholars as woman. They face far more because I'm a white man. I'm also not on social media, but they are and Keisha said this week I'm not even on social media anymore because I can't. The torrent of abuse that comes in through Twitter or the other platform that is she might us is too toxic no point being on it anymore. That kind of targeting, ad hominem attack it designed to discourage people to dissuade us and I don't think it should. So I'll go back to where I was. I encourage you to look at this and think through what these are. So forms of logic well identifiable useful in any argument the forms are really all of them. We can find examples of each of the kind of rhetorical fallacy in denialist logic. I think that is a pathway that we can use. The key issue is that we don't we already know the truth. There's no debate about the truth of this history.
Well understood. Established earlier than the rice report of



1908. There's a long and voluminous documented history. We don't need to prove anything. It's already been done. And to say otherwise is to ignore considerable evidence.
Selective evidence is another form of rhetorical fallacy.
So hopefully that help navigate through this one a little bit and give you a bit of a sense of again some of the tools that we have. We don't have to just simply acknowledge them or respect their point of view. We can argue that their conclusions are flawed and in fact this is the very thing that I would not be able to get away with in a debate with Francis Widdowson because she would yell at me. It's complicate and so when SFU asks me to go and debate her I said no because I knew in wouldn't happen. It would be something else. These issues are meaningless to denialists they are meaningless because they confront their preferred answers. Now, that is an extreme outlier but we all face this in our work we all face ideas that we agree with even in the absence of evidence because we've learned them they feel comfortable they explain the world as we understand it. That is the challenge. It's not just denialists who face this challenge, all of us face the challenge of facing the biases that we inhabit and inherit. It's multiple positionalities, help illuminate them. They are a challenge towards a richer understanding of whatever phenomena we are interested in studying.



Let's take a look at our readings. Hodgetts et al 2020. This one come as a surprise to anybody? Little bit. Sigh he some heads nodding. Head shaking no. This is yeah, it is found it both ... I know Lisa and I know the entire group of people and I found yeah, the conclusion was perhaps a little bit arresting but not that surprising. There have been other studies indeed studies for example showing the extraordinary amounts of sexual harassment in field settings in including in field schools so something that has been reviewed around the world. Certainly in North America.
These are context where abuse can happen. This was a survey of positional experiences in Canadian archaeology. They did some demographic efforts to try to find out more about who was responding based on a set of metrics. Age was one. They did men, women, non-binary. And this was the pool. They talked about then sexual orientation as a division and ethnicity or race. One measure that you can immediately see is that they are skewed. These data are specifically skewed towards white people and historically have been skewed towards men. There is an interesting pattern here which is slowly changing society much like this class is moving towards much greater gender asymmetry and there are far more undergraduate women and non-binary students in arc archaeology at the undergraduate level graduate level now at the post dock level and junior scholarly level but the senior



scholars are still largely all men. This is through in the CLM industry of owners it's changing slowly. Generational change that is occurring. Part of this exclusionary space that archaeology presented to the discipline or was representing the discipline in past decades. So archaeological language, ideas that we inherit already have a positionality that is the key message. They are not neutral, not objective, they come from a particular frame of society because a particular cadre of people created them. And that is just a brief sense so we'll move on. And then the question was essentially have you faced discrimination in the workplace. That includes schools. And the answers are yeah, a lot of people have reporting experiences based on gender, far more women than men, age, seniority, ethnicity sexual orientation. So you can see the numbers are significant.
Largely women are experiencing this more than men but it does not exclude men. The kinds of perpetrators involved here.
Typically dominated by men which again explains this chart that it's typically women who are subject <Suffix>ed to this kind of harassment. And non-binary individuals and we see that it involves everything from verbal harassment I think a scaler chart to sexual violence. Frequency of discrimination in different categories. Again profound asymmetry. Men never been an issue, women, majority are reporting that these are occurring. It occurs not only in academia but also in



CRM so in the private sector as well as university settings. And you can see the numbers are really quite dramatic. Not perhaps unexpected. They occur across society. It's one of the most under reported crimes in the country and in modern society. This is a survey so it's not about who reported to the police, it's about who reported to the survey what their experiences were.
All I've done this paper is showing charts, lovely charts that I find very accessible. Rates at which they are reported. You can see no. Most people do not report and so this is one of the few places these kinds of surveys where these data emerge. And this is the context in which you find field sites, institutional context both or some other place. More often this is another cities have shown people are nor vulnerable in field settings probably because the surveillance infrastructure is not around reporting capacity is not there sense of dependency they create are there. The relationship between the people who are per traitors and those who are subjected to typically suggests hierarchies of power. People in power are targeting people who are of lesser power by whatever standard you want to think of power but usually by seniority or relationship and career stage in the CRM more than academics.
So slightly arresting but perhaps not uncommon. Any thoughts on this? How we respond to it. I would suggest



it's pervasive. I think if you have been subjected to this kind of harassment it's a very common phenomena. Here is interesting oh, how many black archaeologists exist in Canada. None. 3.5 percent of the population. So there are constituents of history that are not represented in this discipline, and when we talk about positionality and asymmetries this is examples of why they occur. Not only the proximal issue of the kind of violence that exist because of those asymmetries that people are subjecting others to but the very nature of the demographic composition archaeologists revealed in this survey. Important for us to know as we navigate through archaeology is important for you know if you are interested in archaeology as a career and I would encourage you if you are subjected to these kinds of harassment behaviours to seek out support, we have many at the university and to consider reporting if it's something that you are capable of doing.
Any thoughts on this result? Did it come as a surprise when you read it? I saw yeses and I saw nos. Anybody want to speak to either of that.
STUDENT: I feel like the particular statistic of it being field sites being particularly I guess dangerous or sites of this discrimination was unsurprising. I think I've already heard that both in archaeology and in anthropology if you are doing fieldwork as an anthropologist, there's conversations about



you are going to experience something, whether it's one of your informants or a supervisor or you know, there's Paul rad Radnows [phonetic] sleeping with his informant and things like that. So I think the field site being like this space of clinical lawlessness was unsurprising and that is already kind of get told that or warned about that. It's like for me at least a consideration if I'm considering field school or fieldwork it's just like oh, if I go on this one site thing to Romania, I will be without a lot of resources.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: It certainly is a place of vulnerability and it shouldn't be but it is. Perhaps that is wrong word. A place where perpetrators feel licence perhaps because of the circumstance. It's a danger that we face.
STUDENT: This is kind of -- like none of this was -- not saying this isn't important but none of this was surprising to me because it's not just in this fields that this exists. This is a reality that women and gender ... face in every space especially if you are racialized or marginalized. So I do think reading it felt for me as someone who has encountered this a lot in my life, but I do think archaeology and anthropology sometimes is not discussed about the gender --it's a lot of times people discuss it they face a lot of hardships being in science and that should be discussed but I also think it's not just them, it's exists in all fields.
And even if women are becoming more prominent they still face



sexism from the inner spaces.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: Thank you. And I agree with you. This is a symptom and it rarely is raised in archaeology so to not to say it's groundbreaking work but it's not groundbreaking in how ...
as we think about positionality as we consider the importance of perspective this is a dynamic and that is my point.
Positions of positionality often across asymmetries of power are not denied. They are steeped in histories violence and trauma. Power is exploitative. And we are seeing this and so we can ask ourselves I think what does this do for how ideas are debated, shared inculcated within the discipline. What does this tell us what the people whose archaeologies we are reading about whose interpretations are telling us about gender in the past. Does this inform us in some way, I think it does. I don't have an answer for how we navigate through it other than conversations around it and awareness of it.
STUDENT: I worked at CRM in in the Lower Mainland for a co-op I think many of the female archaeologists that I worked with shared this kind of stories and warnings and I think the way that it was described seemed almost like a future of archaeology that something was unavoidable unfortunately. And something that they all shared working on construction sites as well the Lower Mainland which is also male dominated field where women are unrepresented as well as archaeology all over BC, northern BC something that they have experienced in various



ways which is very unfortunate.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: Yeah, the notion that it's just the way it is. That is clearly inadequate. It is illegal and it should be identified but unfortunately as we see in so many cases that when people who are subjected to this behaviour do raise their hand up do go to police do report it they are as most recently in the trial of hockey players they put themselves on trial, their lives are tormented then the perpetrators accused in this case seem to get off without any repercussions.
STUDENT: I think it also connects to the other reading in the sense that like it was talking about how --
INSTR. MARTINDALE: I'm going to push the button.
STUDENT: She was talking about how a lot of her example is Indigenous people don't finish their degrees because of a lack of support in talking having this conversation and I think that is shown in the representation of the data of the percentages of marginalized or racialized groups in the fields.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: Very much so. And I wanted you to read this paper because of all the scholars who put this kind of experience in the paper in demographic age this would be closest to who you are typically so I wanted you to read this paper for her experience as a student undergraduate but into the graduate school as Indigenous scholarly who has she says can pass white what her experience is like. Again echoes the



conversations that we had with Hodgetts work in discrimination in different ways.
STUDENT: I think I wasn't really surprised by the results of the study archaeology existing as predominantly male dominated field and men were typically the perpetrators, I think it really just goes to show how the disciplines is like set up in the reading they mention that there are increasing number of women that are in education, different levels but the there was a 2 to 1 ratio for men at the highest professional level I think that goes to show how women and marginalized people have to work even harder to gain a position and what the other reading is saying they have to justify their position within the field which typically men don't have to do, I think really goes to show the discrimination that is still pervasive in education and also in the workplace.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: Unfortunately in our society. It's true I'll tell you a small narrative my daughter learns from home. She is in high school, she won't go to school for this reason. Just so her choice is to not have a high school experience as many of you might have had because it's too toxic, too hostile for who she is. That is unfair. Why can't she have the benefits of high school experience. But she is resolute in not, she finds other things to do but she will always never had have that because of this issue. You raise the same point, who else is the door closing on in archaeology, in academics,



this is something that influences the kind of archaeology that is conducted. There is a reference in Hodgetts' article to SAS event known sexual perpetrator sexual assault perpetrator showed up at SA conference, society for American archaeology. Biggest one in the world typically has 4 to 5,000 people. Massive prestigious he was there and the people that he haired attacked were there, the ASA didn't do anything. That is where this paper found its motivations in part was that how can you not as an institution respond to these obvious it wasn't this wasn't a debate, this was somebody who had been accused and convicted of sexual harassment and violence and they felt they couldn't exclude this person. Alaskan archaeologist from the conference. So these are constant sort of stressors and threats to people who are just trying to do -- to live, go to school, get a job, contribute, pursue interesting ideas, and the question we have sort of two issues. One is the dynamic which is a significant one in Canada and archaeology and that corollary how it is influencing the stories that archaeologists tell how it's influencing the interpretations that archaeologists struck. Do we have to wait for generational change for new demographic matters to occur. Perhaps. Certainly there's been an effort to do so. We have UBC recruitment tool called Canada research chair, it's a federal agency that funds the recruitment of prestigious and significant scholars to the



universities can recruit. UBC has a policy that only individuals of minority status that accept these until the faculty demographic matches the demographics of Canada. And we are not there yet. So any thoughts on Demarais's paper?
STUDENT: I found this one quite relatable because like her I pass completely for white I think but I have a lot of
Tsleil-Waututh family and every time I mention in this seems to even in a place where it seems like most people understand it still can cause problems for me but it's just part of my past so it's a bit annoying so I found this one quite -- this one hit a little bit too close to home.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: Important piece of scholarship and I'm grateful for your story but it's also important to know your experience is not unique and she brings to light a kind of a not only the systemic asymmetries she is that fair to says inequalities harassment but that others like her are facing something similar and yeah, it's a slightly different dynamic if you do not appear in other people's eyes as in the case of Demarais, Indigenous, it changes a little bit the dynamic not in a positive way. I don't think that is her point either. I wants you to read this because it provides us with insight into the positionality and into the notion positionalities are not navigating neutrally through the world they are navigating through systems of power which often disenfranchise. We can talk about that on a national culture



historical but I wanted to ground this in the individual. If you've experienced this then you have my sympathies and care and if you haven't then hopefully this will illuminate it.
This does not get talked about. Not surprising to me this article appeared in a special volume that Lisa Hodgetts and Katie Kelvin [phonetic] wrote, it took non-male scholars to bring this story into archeological organizations flagship journal. I think if it hadn't been for them we wouldn't have this conversation. So we need -- this is again an illustration of the importance, the positional perspectives provide. I remember talking to Lisa and Natasha on the list and Keisha, you don't know, you need to know. You don't experience and people need to understand. This was around the time of Black Lives Matter and MeToo movement. Their point was this is pervasive. In our field and many of us conduct ourselves as we are happily bobbing along doing things in a positive way to some extent they are but that obscures the deep challenges that our engagements that our system engagements culture expectations and frames generate for people. I've very cleverly unless there's another thought on this article or comment on it. Left myself only three or four minutes to talk about my own paper. It deserves no more.
There is one table I pointed you to and it's this one. This a very long and cumbersome way of talking around



these issues the point is not to make an argument but to raise ... in this case George and I took a look at what we saw as what is called a parametric taxonomy. That is creates four different kind of archaeology and the metric was on the across the top from left to right the question is what is the relationship between the archaeologist and the people they are proposing to study. In this case we have people whose relationship is distant. And in this case the relationship is close. And then in the vertical axis we have claims of the relevance of that distance. People say it doesn't matter, low relevance people say there's high relevance and that gives us in our view four kind of archaeology and the respondent was they all hold each other to different standards. That is the key. The things that archaeologists exclude from the discipline if they have no proximity to the people they study and they declare that proximity is irrelevant, are the very things if they have the proximity they value. In this case we have archaeologists who essentially study people from a distance. Typically in explanatory frame, the science of culture. We call it orthodox. This is the main stay of archaeology and everything else is a little bit outlier. Although this one is changing. This is the modern. Non-Indigenous form of archaeology, distant form of archeology where archeologists claim it's important but don't flow what to do. I would put



myself into this category. I know that the absence of a relationship between myself and the people I study is significant barrier I am not entirely sure how I should solve that puzzle. I suggest to you I spend more time with description and explanation that a solution. I refer to these as naivety but you might say what about the
non-Indigenous archaeologists who think there's importance and they recognize it suddenly we are into historical and classical archaeology. These are people who whether in truth or in aspiration have a connection to people they are studying they do so through an orthodox model and typically allow the subject to be really complicate. In this case the subject not very complicated. Usually the subject here is Indigenous archaeologists are not Indigenous, subject is not allowed to be complex. In this case the subject is allowed to be complex but the archaeologists don't know what to do with that. The in this case the subject is allowed to be complex that complexity as a difference isn't recognized this takes us to this point when Indigenous scholars become archaeologists they know it's relevant. And they recognize the proximity is important they sophisticated their understanding of why and how to deploy that knowledge and indeed in our paper we suggest this is the broader umbrella under which all archaeology might reasonably be placed. This is the future of archaeology. A recognition of the



importance of proximity between the scholarly and the subject they study and a recognition of that relevance and the consequences therein. So that is -- if you read it, I apologize, it's a long and cumbersome way of arriving at a core point in anticipate alienation to be honest of being in court where I had to make this case to judges and lawyers who didn't believe there was anything but one kind of science, one kind of archaeology who might have doubted the significance of positionality in the interpretation of phenomena. I wanted to give them a challenging read which I think I did. But I wanted to be able to make the case that these are important metrics visibly so you have to look around the world of archaeology you find four different kinds where the standards of interpretation, what is permissible, varies not by the subject but by the relationship of the archaeologist to the subject. Out of time. Positionality.
Important.
I'll see you all next week, thank you for your time.
*********************************************
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