

*********************************** INSTR. MARTINDALE:	Let's get started with our conversation today.
Before we broach the subject I'm going to closing the doors. Thank you. I have a few announcements to make. If you are unaware of this event and you are interested I encourage you to attend. It's an opportunity to visit the museum of anthropology and the laboratories are within the museum building to work with archaeologists and occasionally with community members. Sometimes they focus on research in partnership with for example Musqueam. You can work with graduate students faculty and other students. You can assist in some of the laboratory endeavours of archaeology so it's a chance to have a conversation and learn about the processes of archaeology. The ones the tack task that is we typically organize are relatively accessible which makes them repetitive and a little bit mundane and you are advancing the endeavour of researchers here. Anybody is welcome you do not have to have any experience in archaeology and it's very informal and chatty. The second note I have and the links is in the website, as you know on Thursday we are moving to an online delivery. I've posted Zoom link in the Canvas
page for us we are all going to remember how to do that. From our previous experience. The organize denialists associated with 1BC will be arriving apparently. Today they are supposed to be at the University of the Fraser Valley,
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I've been receiving texts from my colleague Dr. Sara Bolillo. No updates yet. We know their activity and intent, confrontation not understand. There's an alternate event on campus I believe the Gage Building but don't quote me on that. If you are interested in visiting I want to point out Johnny Mack's statements the director of the UBC dialogue centre. Which I found quite illuminating and inspiring. So if you want to know a little more about the response the institution and some of the scholars I encourage you to read this post.
So we are in the process of this class in compiling what I think of as a toolkit of skills that we can bring to bear as anthropologists and scholars including archaeologist and this includes a number of ideas we've entertained some in greater depth than others but they are all relevant to our purpose. We want to understand the notion and the importance as most social scientists do of positionality that is the plurality of the modern era which is to understand that because we are human scholars we are influenced by perspectives of our context. Our upbringing. That provides to us hidden assumptions about the truths that we seek. We want to know about that. Partly to understand the horizons of our own misunderstanding or ignorance and also to benefit from the insight that plurality of perspectives provides to us to our endeavour to understand phenomena more fully. As



you noted the archaeologist projects is an ambitious one. The task is difficult so we benefit very much so from alternate positionalities. We considered some ideas that we framed a theoretical models and about how theory operates.
Less so about the contents, more about form and operation. These are useful tools to consider as we encounter readings we evaluate ideas as you purport to be attentive to logic and assumptions that are built into it and -- people rarely texts me but now people text me a lot. My phone pings. I don't quite know how to turn off the pinging so I apologize. It's a Yen gentle ping.
The second issue then is this notion of logic of theory and the models we inherit the assumptions within it. A similar notions positionality but one is more formally unpackable through the toolkit of social science scholarship. The third point was the notion of rhetoric and the logics of ideas between we inherit from a number of communities and
cultures the idea they are well established pathways of error within thinking known as fallacies, logical fallacies and we want to be ware of them in case we encounter them and in case we embark upon them ourselves. So good scholarship attends to the notion of fallacious logic. Some form of error. We shouldn't explore ideas even when we encounter options for critique but our ability to evaluate conclusion is improved by all of these ideas. And today our last subject that will



be helpful in framing which is notions of ethics these principles or parameters of good practice that we often hear invoked in archaeology and in other disciplines and every day life as aspiration. So today and this week I want to take a look at what people have to say and our readings about ethics and archaeology and today we'll look in a more general sense of what ethics provide us again as framing space in which we can evaluate the practices and deployments of scholarship in general and archaeology in particular.
And ethics are all around us. How do we respond how do we respond to denialists. Ethical question. Systematic injustice if we observe it. How do change behaviour over crises that are upon us as a society including climate change. I'm not debating whether it's real that is a separate argument. I think it's been established. How do you respond to it. How do we balance issues of individual freedom versus collective well-being and the rights of a community. In for example, responses to pandemic which was this was a comprehensive debate. Pervasive gun violence we can look at a number of issues, then even the denialists ask us about our relationship the rights of individuals to say things and the well-being of communities to not have to be exposed to what we might in legal framework refer to as hate speech so we have boundaries these are ongoing discussions within our society part of a legal and ethical debate that we



are having and this is a debate that is going on right now on campus where we invite protesting and demonstration so how do we accommodate people whose views we dislike like or disagree with it. Ethical questions.
Well, you might be proud of me I consulted AI. I don't know much about AIs. That is the one I found. My daughter recommended this one to me. I had my first observation about AI was that I find the AI kind of personality a little bit offputting it's a bit object seek quay he is, try toss be my friends and flatter me in ways that I finds unsettling I am not sure who is programming it. I imagine it seems to sounds a little bit about Mark Zukerberg, privilege no it alls who tell you what you should do and then flatter you if you make choices. So apparently there's ways to turn down the personality filters, I didn't go that far but I did ask this it question. I don't think the answer is necessarily incorrect. This is a sort of thing that AI does. At large language compiler. It will review innumerable resources and patterns of consensus. It will perhaps rank those sources in some form of hierarchy so it evaluates those that it has more confidence in and excludes those that are outvirus... this is the sort of scholarship that we engage in. I don't think this answer is wrong. Let me stand back a little bit so I can read it more fully.
Ethics are principles and values that guide how people ought



to behave, notions of right and wrong good or bad fair and unfair. They are about making moral choices concept of morality. These are the principles that AI suggests right versus wrong good versus bad. We'll get into this a little bit seems to suggest inequality to an argument good versus bad outcome, responsibilities or role that we might all have. Principles of fairness of justice which are foundational ideological principles that underwrite this process. Where do they come from, shaped by cultures traditions religion belief systems, laws reason philosophy personal values and experiences. Pretty good answer I thought. We'll get into unpacking it of that I asked it a challenging question, what about archeological ethics. Similar kind of idea. Moral principles. Protecting interpreting sharing information about the human past, especially if the past involves living communities, sacred sides and irreplaceable heritage. Do no harm. That is a principle outcome really and then the core principles, stewardship, respect for decent ant communities which in many cases is Indigenous communities. Protection, scientific integrity accountability ethical treatment of ancestors and professional responsibility. Then I left that line in there. It was posts were quite long which I didn't get to.
My point is that I don't have a lot of experience with AI you perhaps have more. It does a good job of



summarizing things for us giving us insight into core principles which is value I think has a lot of other than the personality traits, some of them seem to display. Sample sizes are very small. So I'm interested in having these conversations we are never going to get away from AI it already exists in our lives doing things for us and behind the scenes manipulating us in certain ways perhaps, fairly confident that every encounter we have with any kind of social media or internet access it being monitored processed and provided back to us. We are all perhaps aware of Cambridge and lit can and the 2016 election in the US. Is this a story that anybody here knows? So Facebook early on used to offer people at a fee the results of its monetary of users and it's sold it to a company called Cambridge Analytica, a whistleblower pointed out they used this information to generate psychological profilers of voters in the US and created bot counts with fabricated content to encourage specific voting patterns in the US. Specifically towards the extreme right wing. And there's some argument that the efforts of Cambridge Analytica was funded by outside actors including Russia and that it actually had tangential effect on the 2016 election which of course was won by Donald Trump. So AI has been around for a long time. Now it's constantly surveying us and giving us things and we can't get away from it. But we can use it and we are already are I am



he interested how we can deploy it in any other tools in academics, so this is why my first endeavour in a classroom setting with AI, you perhaps have had others. I'd be interested to hear more. So let's pivot from what the chatbot says to a more academic stance, not that the chatbot summary is derived from academic points of view. And many of my observations are similar. Indeed frameworks for evaluating what we might think of as right and wrong. Which itself is a moral statement about good and bad but is inherent in phenomena that we encounter. Rightness and wrongness are in certain tangible qualities of things. They emerge from notions of morality which are constructed cultural frames that give us a sense of the appropriateness of human action, cultural consequence and even societal ...
They emerge from our experiences a lot of what we know comes from our experience, the biography of who we are often influences how we see the world by traditions that we have emerged from encountered. Various meanings that we had constructs, logic that we have evaluated and been exposed to and perhaps by examples and conventions in and assumptions that we make about all of those. Even though the concept of ethics is perhaps not front and centre in our minds I think you can see from this it's pervasive in our lives, we are constantly working through these problems. Constantly evaluating them and they come to a fore in figure moments in



our lives, moments of disagreement, uncertainty, deep responsibility if ever of you become parents or have become a parent you will be faced with this complex decision or set of decisions about appropriate way to raise children may be.
That often focuses on issues of ethics as well as complex quotients around human nature and if so how do we generate humans as adults of certain kinds of qualities and character. How do we arrive at a destination if we don't start at that. There are many debates, I won't get into. The nature of humanity these are things that frame our experiences and understanding of the world through a principle we might call ethics. Can we understand them they are often visible as notions of morality but they sometimes take on a guise of other forms, assertions of control power, through systems of morality. We can't avoid that issue that sometimes differences between what is labelled good and bad or right or wrong are imposed upon us sanctioned and encouraged. Often with significant consequence. What about ethical behaviours or outcomes. Important distinction because sometimes you can do the right thing and end up in the wrong result. Similarly you can do things that are not ethical by your standard and arrive at an ethical outcome. And this is the tension between intent and outcomes. Do we have instinctive ethics as used or are we informed by our cultural upbringing. That is a really interesting question. Does anybody have a sense



on this one if so where might we go to learn about instinctive behaviours or qualities of culture that are themselves frameable through ethics. We can think of it a number of ways. Any ideas or thoughts where we night go to discover the fascinating puzzle. One place we might entertain is exploration of non-human primates our evolutionary peers. Our ancestors how did they behave. We I raise this because it enters a bit of a quagmire... living primates these include the delightful great apes, gorillas, chimpanzees, bonoboes. They are mirror genetic peers... certainly if we know anything about evolution we recognize if a common trait exists between two closely related species it probably a common ancestor. We have a common ancestor with great apes going back. I would have said when I taught courses on the subject 10 years ago 5 to 6 million years ago. It might be different. The subject of human evolutionary history changes dramatically, our sample sizes are really small. New technologies are always helping us understand and get new data out of existing data sets however those complexities notwithstanding how we understand non-human primates and closest biological relatives can be analogue for antecedents and might give us a sense of the evolutionary quandary. Anybody have thoughts on what that study might reveal for us? Anybody know anything about chimpanzees.
They are delightful. Two people with half raised hands



combined create one raised hand.
STUDENT: I was kind of thinking about I know last class we are talking about harassment in archaeology and then you bring up the primates made me think about bonobo and how if there's a super aggressive male in the group females in the group will correct his behaviour and I think it's kind of interesting that monkeys are able to curb that type of behaviour.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: Technically not monkeys but I understand. STUDENT: They generally consider we consider ourselves superior.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: They have social behaviours we can observe them they express sanction, encourage am of others that lends into what might be instinctive.
STUDENT: Chimpanzees are terrifying because gorillas and orangutans and bonoboes are pretty docile with each other they are protective of each other but for the most part they have pretty common chimpanzees I don't know if this is fax you'll I've heard they will kill each other for fun I feel chimpanzees are not the standard.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: You raise excellent point.
STUDENT: I might be wrong this is from a classroom first year we are more closely related to bonoboes we have something that they have.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: We have a lot of genetic similarity to all of the species. 97 percent. That is totally ... We have a lot of what is called junk DNA which typically doesn't get mobilized it represents our evolutionary ancestry but pretty close



relationship. The point I'm making is there are some foundational behaviours within primates that seem to indicate relational perhaps ethical space. There's a great deal of care between close kin the most dominant bond is the mother child axis and that one is the structure of most primates including most great apes creating then a space where individuals take care of each other form corporate groups and support often in times of evidence of self-sacrifice. Also opportunities in places where different groups encounter each other and engage in some degree of bios. Our datasets are rich but interestingly when you observe them or when you read the people who observe them, you get different stories it almost depends on who is taking a look. As we know. There was a great paper I used to use this one in the mid 2000s where a cheeky researcher and sometimes did a study of the outcomes of primatological analyses and evaluated against the demographic patterns of primatologists. Asking do different types of primatologists see things differently, and the answer is yes. The older male white primatologists typically saw male structure dominated in violent societies and the same data in a new generation, this would be in the 70s and 80s of female scholar primatologists saw instead a more affiliative behaviour, more social networking answer to the same ... The answer like a lot of ethics depends on who you see... And what their expectations are to influence the



outcomes.
I don't have a magic answer for you, I don't think there is an easily identifiable biological quality. I would say though that unnatural behaviour indicates care it's a foundational quality of who we are. Some might see selfishness and violence those are possible... But more foundational to that is some kind of exercise of care and support. Whether that extends beyond close genetic spaces or not is a subject of some debate. And that doesn't answer our question other than to say a lot of options are possible for us when we consider ethics.
Can we be objective about ethics and that is a challenge because anything that we bring is going to influence your expectation of human nature will influence the outcomes of ethical inquiry. Your expectations of ideological frames that might have been formed by your historical background, biography or adherence to certain visions of world and humanity getting those from spiritual points of view might inform ethics you might encounter...
Based instead on our perspectives I think it's complicated. There are they rights or responsibilities? Almost a legal debate and ethics are introduced into legal conversation as we understand the evaluation of rights. They are not the same as law but they do intrude on decisions about legal principles and as we'll talk about in this last archaeology



has a role in legal debate often invoking notions of ethics.
So I want to identify two core frames of ethical debate that we learned from philosophers. They call them because they are philosophers by complex terms consequential and deontological and they really mean consequential means outcomes. We judge ethical behaviour by the outcomes of events. Or actions. And that is why it's consequential.
Consequence to. Deontological points to the concept of ontology, frameworks of how knowledge is constructed and deontological deriving from our frameworks argues the principles of morality or nature of our choices that there are certain qualities that... Because of their essence rather than their outcomes.
In ethical work we typically identify two principles one is do no harm and the other is do good. In most context within we frame ethics in medical interventions or other kind of deployment of best practice that involve ethical choice choices, the do no harm principle takes precedent. More important not to damage than it is to try to do some positive outcome. Not because positive outcomes are improper but they are... We have a lot of ethical encounters here at the university. If you want to engage in research involving humans you have to take your research through what is the Behaviour Research Ethics Board, BREB. Every institution has one of these and every institution requires if you study



humans in some facet you must have ethical permission to do so. And the ethical review board asks you to consider your actions in the terms of she is consequential deontological principles and reminds of you responsibilities of ethical responsibilities already established by the institution such as care for individuals, such as privacy of their information, sovereignty of their data if it's a community, you might be surprised to know that many of these emerged in Canada from a researcher here at UBC who violated the principles what we now consider to be ethical through medical research using samples of blood taken from an Indigenous community and deployed them in research without permission.
Making considerable comment on them and value and scholarship from them but in the absence of the permission to do so. It was never collected them for these purposes and never been stored and his response was he didn't know created this process. Now you can't do research without being exposed to these ideas seeking permission and evaluation should you fail in some fashion.
You are also required to take tests for and courses if you apply for funding through federal grants so we are required to conduct ethical evaluations, usually online courses expose you to a lot of content and then you
answer questions and demonstrate a degree of capacity for them in order to apply for funding. This is typically in



social sciences. I imagine there's something similar in the sciences and in medical research as well. The three big agencies in Canada. We have specific policy development at UBC through the Indigenous research teaching initiative and now manifests as the Indigenous strategic plan.
STUDENT: What is this discussion of anthropology being extended to non-humanlike things. Does the ethics policies for anthropology has that been extended because I know in the
medical field there's increasingly more animal testing rules and such but if that exists in anthropology.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: Medical testing in animals is a great ethical example.
It does go on. It's less than it used to be and now there are standards of care for animals subjected to medical testing and involving their well-being in the context of whatever sacrifice we are making of them. The question though of non-human persons within an anthropological frame asks both of the personhood of other biological entities such as animals and other non-mammalian such as fish or trees and sentient landscapes the answer is no. They are not yet considered to be impacted or rather the impact of research on those non-human persons is not part of an ethical review unless it impacts people who have that belief system. Then you are impacting living people. So if you engage in landscapes and work with landscapes that are sacred and you do so to have impact on them without attention to ethic the



people who find sacredness in those places will be impacted. That is the indirect pathway that I see. You raise a fascinating question. Next time I talk to my ethical colleagues who specialize in the subject I will ask them that question.
So we have institutional policy we also have general framework resources anybody familiar with OCAP. Produced by the First Nations governing council. It's First Nations initiative. It's not the only Indigenous sort of information view of ethics. Provides us with principles of data ownership, control, access and permission is what it stands for OCAP. When you are encountering data of First Nations lands or communities, First Nations information governing council has a set of representations about how you do that and the implications therein. You can see on website and take their course. We in the laboratory of archaeology have asked all of our staff to take this course we typically encounter information that belongs to Indigenous communities, Indigenous people that have been in the repository from past work or come to us from current work we want to be aware of this First Nations responsibility in BC where most of our repository materials come from. It's First Nations in British Columbia so this First Nations approach is a relevant one for us. There are other approaches across the world and that are more generalized for the Indigenous.



Also individual agreements around ethical principles.
I'm writing a paper right now with colleagues with Metlakatla, First Nation near Prince Rupert we sought after a long relationship to formalize our partnership in a legally binding document, a partnership agreement which we created and we provided with insight both from IRSI as well as from the stewardship council Metlakatla and their lawyers we arrived at a document they were satisfied with and did not get accepted by UBC. I was prepared to give away the rights to any information research that I had created or encountered to the First Nation, and UBC did not was not willing to give me that right. Or allow me to give away that right. They said felt the institution should retain control over that information. Now, that was about ten year ago we abandon the effort we felt we hit a roadblock could not persuade the university to deal within ethical agreement partnership agreement focusing on the ethics that we valued in a way that the community approved of we abandoned it and fell back on fulfilling these terms in an informal way. I wonder we are still talking about it I was talking to... this week with a colleague at Metlakatla if now might not be a better time, that the institution may have moved a little bit with the Indigenous strategic plan and more conversations around these ideas if we might not face a different reception, but at the time any agreement that a scholar at UBC engages in signs on



to has to go through UBC's legal department and they refused to allow me to sign this document. Perhaps times have moved on. But this raises the issue of who has the authority to make choices around ethical principles. The institutional frame we encounter a lot of people in this case people who in my case denied me an option that to take a choice I thought was ethical, I took it anyway but nevertheless that who has the authority who has the credentials to guide us or direct us in ethical ways. We have some options. We have some models for where ethicals may come from. And this is to help us navigate through the complexities of the deployment of archaeology through different stakeholders in the world. We have the notion of a moral self. Emerging from natural or cultured senses of right and wrong to promote ethical assumptions it promotes ethical assumptions. It promotes this approach that the moral self is a guide to ethical behaviour tends to promote assumptions that are hidden from the moral self. It's not to say we are unethical but it tends to obscures from us some of the sources of our understanding. The seconds option is a social constitution emerging as a more formal contract charter outlining aspirational qualities. Separating in this case the moral individual from the ethic individuals.	This is what we see for example the Indigenous strategic plan is asking people at UBC to be aware of ethical responsibilities that are framed



to us in the history of institution and the country that generated that institution. So that is a form of social charter or social constitution. We can also think of them in the abstract thinking of points of principle that are unassailably ethical this tends to promote or correlate with a framework that is a vision if you will, an unquestioned vision of how the world should operate and ideologies is kind of a potent word are embedded with these kinds of baked in ideas, almost sometime underwritten about them and they can create elective visions of how the world should operate. So we encounter this all the time in our debates in society.
I'm old enough, most of you are not, to remember debates around same sex marriage. And it was a debate around morality and ethics and ideology. People who opposed it felt that it contradicted the foundational moral principles or a set of foundational moral principles they held very dear and could not seems a bit odd to look back and it. Because now it's just part as it should be of our every day life. I'm interested in because we see these going on all the time, conversations and you may not remember the conversation around this but it was... It was the amount of anti-same sex rights movements that were in the press. Now in the time of newspapers was considerable. It was not out of turn to see people arguing that these identities were abominations in the popular address which is shocking by my mind. I think one of



the most profound changes that triggered this widespread acceptance. It was a legal ruling in 2005. But before that society had shifted and it became very, very within a space of five or ten years went from being subject of great debate to something yeah, nothing wrong with that. I blame TV. Popular media transformed the non -- the heterosexual world understanding of same sex relationships by populating popular television shows and media spaces with an understandable and rich array of identities and it became shocking and then everything I think society shifted before the legal framework shifted. There was a Supreme Court of Canada ruling around the pension benefit of Ontario that when to the Supreme Court of Canada in 2005 and established the same sex unions within the country and because of the legal system we have that changed the law across the nation... Supreme Court of Canada ruled in a case in Ontario. Transformed history across Canada and overnight. Same sex rights became the law of the land. By then I think the hard work had been done going back generations to make this argument ethical from what it had been framed as which is unethical. So this creates a sort of notion of negotiated space merging through applications of responsibilities, story tellings, explorations, conversations, and open-ended practices. What moral negotiations. Space is a creatively we don't see that as much now we see ideological opposition but this is often



where ethical conversations and transformations occur.
Archaeology is engaged in it and has been for the Les three or four decades around the responsibilities of archaeology to the broader society and specifically to the... Here are some points not far off what ChatGPT had to say for us, I won't try and flatter you, our relationships between archaeologists and the many audiences that we encounter are responsible to. They involve notions of professionalism and oversight. There is no professional body or college of archaeologists as you would see in some disciplines lawyers have them, medical practitioners have those kinds of bodies which provide a degree of supervision over the actions of individuals. If you are a really ethical archaeologist there is no body that can kick you out. You belong to no body. If you are unethical dentist, you can't get you can have your practice licensing removed. So we have instead to more negotiated spaces. There has been talk of creating a body but thus far no such movement occurs. In fact it's a little bit of an open-ended space to be an archaeologist in Canada. Different jurisdictions have different legislated steps that require specific credentials. So for example, in
British Columbia, if you want to lead an archeological investigation you have a permit which is granted to you by a division of the provincial government in Victoria known as the archaeology branch. It's a bit of an outlier to the



operations of government. I believe right now it's in the natural resources ministry. Has at times been in sport and culture. Shifted around depending on who is in charge.
Right now it's in natural resources. Do you seek a permit and if you qualify as a permit holding individual based on your credentials and experience you can be awarded a permit which provides you with responsibilities, supervisory roles... and the expectation that you will conduct yourself in archeological activities in ethical manner. Typically these credentials as another aside focus on western academic credentials. You typically get a masters degree in archaeology and three years of field experience. Last fall Musqueam was able to get one of its archaeologist permitted as a recognized permanent holding archaeologist in the absence of a university degree base on many many years of experience conducting -- practising as an archeologist. So there are different pathways into this process broadly to accommodate different biographies. But we lack the supervisory ... You go to states, it's different. If you go across provinces in Canada it will be different and the systems are all run differently. They are analogous but they are run differently. We have the assessment of archaeology by non-archaeologists who hold archaeology to account. If we are in a conversation now it's this one which is the evaluation by non-archeological societies asking ethical



questions, legal questions but also ethical questions around what is it that you are doing and why are you doing it.
There was a time in archaeology where the encounter, the search for ancestors and their excavation and removal was unquestioned. Considered to be a standard practice. I started my PhD focusing on architecture because I felt that the enthusiasm for encountering ancestors and moving them, I said you can arrive at similar understandings by exploring non-ancestor contexts. An ethical stand that I took when I was a young scholar. And it was considered to be an outlier. Now, I think we have a wider recognition backed up by policy and law that such interventions are considered unethical more widely and if ancestors are encountered, everything must move in a different space than if they are not encountered. A response to legal and legislative review. Our ethics come from evaluations occurring in law and in court cases. And policy and heritage legislation. In this case by the province. Canada lacks heritage policy at the federal level. It's delegated to provinces and territories. Whereas in the US they have some laws that speak to the national landscape of archaeology applying to subsets of land within the US but we do not have that process of -- we do have the possibility in archaeology to follow along the path of the defence of same sex rights by taking legal debate to the Supreme Court of Canada and seeing collective change. As far as I can tell



archeological subjects have never made it to the supreme court. Archaeology has been informed other debates in the supreme court Canada but it never been an issue of debate itself from the nature of archaeology or archeological rights. We encounter them as notion of accountability and control of researchers, who is influencing archaeologists who are they accountable to and how is that relationship informing their understanding of ethics. It's a changeable relationship. It also involves a degree public relations, press does have still a voice. And like many domains archaeology has pivoted when confronted by public outcry. I have examples to show you in a bit around its behaviour and responded to challenges of lack of ethics over specific issues and it can be seen in behaviours, ethics are aspirational and abstract but they are evaluated by the behaviours that produce and that are consequent to them.
There is our question then: where are they, what are they and where do they come from. That is this week's conversation.	I'm giving you things to think about. I'm encouraging you to reflect on those ideas our readings will explore these. Consult them and this is link to Canadian Archeological Association. If we have a national body that sort of I was going to say oversees but not overseeing body. It creates a community of archaeologists, it's this entity. The Canadian Archeological Association, it's a professional



association. It publishes a journal. Canadian Journal of Archeology and a newsletter the name and hosts and annual meeting and had a president, et cetera. You can join it and give it money if you want to go to the meeting or get the journal or the newsletter you have to join it. Although the fees for students are very low. They quite fun. I find them fascinating conferences. They have this list in their document of ethical principles. They are echoing what we've already encountered. Professional standards of practice, focus Canadian Archeological Association on Indigenous rights and representation because the majority of people in the Canadian Archeological Association are non-Indigenous as we've seen from our conversation of last week and most of them will be working in Indigenous territories on Indigenous subjects so focusing on key issues indeed pointing to other statements that embody ethical principles including the UN charter UNDRIP that was adopted as law in British Columbia in 2019 under a piece of legislation known as DRIPA, the Declaration of Rights of Indigenous Peoples Act. Powerful.
It declared that all laws in British Columbia must conform to the ethical and actual principles of the United Nations declaration on the rights of Indigenous peoples and I will insert an editorial comment, many of them don't.
Specifically one of their real far outlier is the very piece of legislation that controls archaeology. The Heritage



Conservation Act and that one is conservation act, the government has paused the process of transforming the Heritage Conservation Act after three years of discussion for reasons I have yet to discern but the effort to turn the Heritage Conservation Act into a process into a legislative path that conforms to UNDRIP is now on hiatus after
three years of work. I'm not surprised. Fundamentally the control of Indigenous archaeology heritage through archaeology is a complicated and indeed a colonial endeavour. I don't think you could not without dramatic revolution change the Heritage Conservation Act to conform to UNDRIP which acknowledges the rights of Indigenous peoples to lands, histories, belongings, knowledge and the very thing the act takes and gives to the province so they are unlikely to give it back at least without some significant change.
Obligations to educate and improvements in equity diversity and inclusion and safety indeed the president of the Canadian Archeological Association during the tenure of this ethical process of creating these documents was none other than Dr. Lisa Hodgetts the author of that survey that we read last week. Notions of if there's an alignment between that document and the absences or the challenges facing archeological populations in Canada and this document it's not coincidental. Same author involved in both. The notions of stewardship. This is an important one here at UBC



we have a repository of archeological consequences including belongings, archives, associated materials and ancestry. We co-manage ancestral housing with Musqueam. These consequences of archeological activity are voluminous, fragile requiring careful care and curation and they don't belong to any of us. They belong to the people on whose --from whose territory they were extracted. Maybe you wouldn't be surprised to know but there's not a lot of support in the province for repositories. There's a lot of support for archaeology but not for the province. It runs the branch which issues permits, makes proponents, pays archaeologists to provide work and provides no funding for the outcomes.
At UBC we have repositories. I am a director and one of my ongoing challenges is fighting resources to run and maintain our repository and engage in the long-term endeavour of returning these things to the communities they belong to. We are engaged in a process of reaching out to communities who may not even know that some of their materials some of their belongings are with us. We did this process 25 years ago... To contact communities whose ancestors were held at UBC, I don't know ongoing endeavour. Now we are pivoting towards other materials to let people know over last century materials that end up in our institutional space they belong to them and start conversation about what we might do how do they want us to proceed. Take us a long time. Beyond my



tenure to resolve it. We do it in the absence of funding from the very agency the provincial government that benefits from archeological practice general rates revenue from archeological practice and charges people to do archaeology, so there's a lot of money wrapped up in archaeology but not any of this goes to important aspect of the consequences of archaeology. Once the impacts to the land are completed the care of the things that were encountered is ignored unfortunately. We can see why. Because once the impact to the land is completed development can proceed. Money can be made. Which is one of the government's -- one of the industries main endeavours.
So Canadian Archeological Association identifies these core issues of ethics that we must attend to as we explore the subject of archaeology. In practice ethics are really a cultural project about ethics. You can find charters, a flow chart decision tree that you can follow along, there are many. They are contradictory to each other in some cases, so ethics are about engaging in a conversation. Negotiated space around what is ethical for the participants within the framework of the endeavour. And anthropologists followed by people like -- scholars like Sherry Borken [phonetic], they are would call that kind of space a project kind of a limited, bounded cultural space where the endeavour is entertained but is influenced by the



cultural content of the people participating in it. We are really engaging in the evidence in abstract but products that deploy ethics and evaluate it. That invokes one of the key metrics that anthropologists point to. Influence of power intrude upon ethics we saw that in my recent example in repositories and the Conservation Heritage Act mentions it once, but has no direction of funding or support for them and I shouldn't say there's no support there is one provincial repository at the Royal BC Museum, but it is underfunded, underresourced and currently closed not accepting new submissions for concession because of the renovations and complex criticism that it faces.
That is an illustration of how power will influence ethical outcomes and so as an anthropologist and social science we want to be attentive. Following lines of influence can help us discern how ethical decisions are made or who gets to make them. It exists partly as a concept of principles of rules, and then the people in the room discussing them, the committee of negotiation that evaluates and arrives at their conclusion. And one of the key measures of ethical consequences is inclusion and one of the great motivations that we are facing in the world today is the lack of representation of certain populations within areas of decision-making including place like the university.
Population of scholars at UBC does not match the demographic



patterns of Canada, it's asymmetrical, as we saw last class. So positionalities within the country are not represented.
Minority points of view are not invited into the committee of conversation. Which is why I think the Indigenous strategic plan was such a powerful document created by Indigenous scholars in a which to confront the lack of voice of these issues within the institutional frame. One that is not being ignored. It is being drawn on and deployed referenced continuously to our collective benefit. Trying to overcome a foundational inequality in our institution.
We can in these efforts deflect ethics towards a more supervisory or referee role. We can see people weighing alternatives and significance balancing contradictory points of view within ethics arriving at outcome comes. Sometimes they are not clear or ethical principles will arrive at countervailing points. We must sacrifice one outcome for a different outcome. Which is the most appropriate choice.
How do we balance competing interests within our ethical notions. This is one that we all face. You remember the pandemic. You were in high school I would imagine. Maybe in university, mostly in high school. That was the debate about individual rights versus collective rights. The collective right to minimize the exposure of the population to a lethal disease and individual rights to not be burdened with requirements such as wearing masks or avoiding contact with



each other or vaccination. So these were debates around this very issue weighing alternative impacts of course in Canada we tended to weigh in on the side of collective rights sacrificing individual rights which is typically what we do in Canada. Typically we don't always but we often balance and favour, we certainly recognize collective rights at times at the expense of individual rights, but that resulted in protests. The convoy across the country because people did not want to give up their individual rights for the collective benefit. They felt they were being misled. So ethics are a debate about effects and behaviour, both anticipated and hindsight which is why we need a scholarly frame, a scholarly frame helps us navigate through these. I am not saying scholars are the people that decide ethics, heavens I don't think that's true but a scholarly approach to understanding how ethics operate and what we might learn about them is a helpful framework to explore the complexity. I'm certainly not an authority on ethics but I find the subject fascinating.
Let's take a look at some examples. We have readings of course. A review by Gonzalez-Rubial of archaeology this is from the annual review of anthropology which is a place to go if you are doing research and want introductory overview of a subject. Barbara Voss is a -- building on that last week's exploring harassment through analyses in research



studies and exploring that as an ethical point of conversation and we encounter Indigenous authors who are talking about archaeology through a frame of social justice an ethical outcome of the endeavour. We'll have a lot to talk about. Take a look at examples of ethical debate.
Looting. Ongoing challenge in archaeology. I have heard, I don't know if it it's true, that the antiquities trade is one of the best investments that one can engage in superior to the stockmarket or other investments. People curate, collect and sell objects of archaeology and it's a limited resource because nobody is making new archaeology past out of all time travel and it creates this dynamic of collection which I think is part of not sure all society. We have examples such as this popular form of pottery, called Mimbres. This is a example of one being looted by bulldozer operator in order to collect these pottery from graves from ancestral context to sell on the antiquities market. These burials often contain objects of high prices. They are so locally often to populations of people who are descended or related to the ancestral responsible space for a few hundred dollars a bowl and they will fetch hundreds of thousands of dollars on the antiquities market. So the looting is a complex process. It is by any archeological standard unethical to do this kind of looting damage. Doesn't occur just here, but across the world of the people who are doing



the looting are in some cases the descendants of the people and they are doing it they live in economic... At the same time the sales price they are getting is dwarfed by the collector price. That is fuelling the demand for these belongings and objects. Many of theme black market channelled through London. London has very few laws around illegal antiquities. Anybody guess why? I'm guessing some of you are aware of it.
STUDENT: Assuming it has something to do with the British museum.
INSTR. MARTINDALE: Exactly. The colonial project of the British empire has been stealing a bunch of stuff and store it. If it starts to enact laws about stealing stuff it would have to return everything including dramatic pieces such as Parthenon marbles sometimes known as the Elgin Marbles in the
centre-pieces in the British museum. There's a chap on the internet, I imagine he is on TikTok who makes funny comedy skits about the British Museum. Chances are they are out of date but a worthy project.
Here is an example. After the American invasion of Iraq within an hour of the fall of Baghdad apparently thieves broke into the national museum and stole an enormous number, small number of extremely valuable...	It's clear they were organized well positioned and knew where to go. Most people think that looting is commissioned collectors identify what they want and then recruit people or tap into black market



entrepreneurs who will go meet the demand. Many are some have been recovered but others disappeared right away. Via helicopters within the context of an armed invasion this looting when on. Who organized it how they got away with it, not entirely sure.
Here is Charles Borden, over here is Andrew Charles Musqueam archaeologists they worked in partnership. Charles used evidence from ancestors of the Musqueam in archeological sites to argues that Musqueam were late colonial migrants to their territory. Andrew Charles, they agreed on a lot but they did not agree on this. Andrew Charles felt that Charles Borden was fundamentally wrong. His ancestors had been in their territory since the beginning times thousands of year ago indeed they have stories in oral record of sea change levels that occurred over 10,000 years ago. So information that is clearly signalling an ancient connection to this land. They are archeological sites go back 9,000 years so we have physical evidence and continuity up to the present day. Borden felt this was true but he was incorrect. Why he was informed by scientific racism but motivated by a common colonial, the people that you colonize are themselves colonizers thereby legitimating your act. He was denigrating Musqueam claims to the land to enhance his own. As architect he created funding and power for archaeologists in this province that prior to that had not existed. He was



interested in research but he was also interested in being an empire of archaeology to the exclusion of Indigenous voices if we have tension over the Heritage Conservation Act we thank founder of the laboratory of archaeology, Charles Borden. History of complex space. One that we would now argue represents unethical application of evidence not only in its motivation but he fudged his data completely. He fabricated evidence. To create argument that didn't exist to fulfill his a priori prior conclusions. I know I used Latin there. Try to stick to my imperfect understanding of English. He tried to fulfill his prior conclusions. We can see that in hindsight... Of course biases... challenge is to ask about our own. This is an example subsequent to that.
An exhibit at MOA in the 1990s originally in the archaeology accessibility standards proposed exhibit at the Museum of Anthropology on Fraser Delta history and they had not consulted anybody who was Indigenous. And then Musqueam found out about it and said well you can't do that. You cannot create an exhibit of our history without our voice.
And the archaeologists at UBC said sure we can. And then the lawsuits started and then the archaeologist at UBC said we better not do that. What resulted was the renowned written in the earth exhibit which was inspired by Musqueam views of archaeology all the belongings that were presented in this exhibit were not the ones that were found in their



archeological sites but artistic recreations and meditations on them. They invited a number of archaeologists including the famous Susan Point to create replicas but not exact, by inspirational replicas this became the narrative of not only history but continuity and traditional scholarship in the 1990s.
An ethical issue in this case we might go today say of course you can't do that. But in the era the archaeologist of the 1990s, thought there was nothing wrong. Just taking their privileged voice and using it as a basis of telling people who are visitors to the museum, people from around the world and from Vancouver how to understand Musqueam history from their respondent of view. Today it's unethical but at the time it wasn't seen at out of the ordinary.
Machu Picchu, extraordinarily volatile and financially behemoth, so much money pours into heritage tourism around the world. To the detriment in some cases of archeological sites. 300,000 tourists, maybe more a year visit Machu Picchu. It's not a very big place and it's pretty delicate. But it's so appealing for people to go to people who have that kind of discretionary income it's on their lists there are many places around the world that are on people's lists to go so now there's restrictions around some but not all. You can't get into Stone Henge or the



Lascaux Caves but in some cases where natural economies are suppressed the tourist value exceeds territorial stance of governance and heritage professionals and that balance of ethics is a point of some conversation. What is the responsibility. Photographs, Instagram photographs of popular places have become popularized ways of narrating our engagement of world.
Here is an example this is one of the Afghan before and after destruction by the Taliban. When they took over after the Iraqi war this is one of their first actions was to destroy this heritage site. They intentionally destroyed by bombing it in order to make everybody feel terrible, make a point and impose their jurisdiction their colonial jurisdiction over the people who they were trying to control been the landscapes of Afghanistan. This kind of control by destruction echos in me I mind a lot of what we see in Canada and other colonial spaces. Not perhaps quite as theatrical as one day it's this the next day it's that. Destruction of a place of international renown but nonetheless I think there's parallels worthy of consideration.
Here is a great example, Slack Farm. This is a Indigenous site in northern Kentucky, privately owned and was sold. It's a farmland that has on it an ancient mound serpent mounds of the Ohio river valley associated with Mississipian climax connected to places like... Fantastic



urban centres of Indigenous populations in history of eastern North America private ownership in the United States allowed when the sale of the property occurred allow the owner to rent out destruction. You could pay for a day or two of looting, dig out the site, take ancestors, take objects all of which would go into private collection or on antiquities market. And it took a long time for the government to step in and change laws say you can't do that. The laws did not protect the space. Comoditized Indigenous heritage for the profit of the looters because nobody had thought otherwise yet this is not an outlier to the endeavour.
Again, don't have to go very far. This is cesna?em, great Fraser midden on the north side of the Fraser on the Alex Fraser Bridge, the one going to the airport. This is one of the earliest photographs of location. This was a road built by the preemptor of the land. A city a town created by the Musqueam preempted transferred ownership to
non-Indigenous person who among other things built a road through the midden. Over the ensuing decades and generations the midden is systematically looted by non-Indigenous residents of Vancouver. They built electric train line out there. You could take the Sunday train out with your shovel and engage in some family looting. Ancestors of this looting ended up in some cases in the Vancouver museum and they became the basis through the application of a sculptor who



was a renowned scientific racist trained with the Nazis. They became the basis Charles Borden's racial taxonomy that allowed them to argue Musqueam were colonialists just like him... Today not much of this site remains. In 2010 a piece of it was going to be sold to a developer who had a permit under the act to destroy parts of the site in order to build a condo and Musqueam protested 24 hours a day for more than ten months to protect cesna?em. Eventually the government relented did not have a law. Bought the land from the condo developer and gave it to the Musqueam. Didn't change the law but solved this particular puzzle.
Other examples, private owners who finds archeological remains on their properties face the consequences of damaging them and if they wish to build their extension, garage, often high cost of expanding their property because in Canada you don't own what is underneath the ground. If you happen to own plans on archeological site you are responsible and there's things you can and cannot do. People do them and law doesn't have a lot of teeth. But people get away with a lot. You have to still have to obligation, legal and ethical obligation but it goes in the face of property right owners. You might say well you know, suck it up. But if it were your house your family, you might have a different attitude. I've had a conversation with people on Musqueam reserve when who is living houses on the



middens on the villages of their ancestors and their argument is why can't I build an extension to my house my answer is because your ancestors built a house here too. That makes no sense to me, and I don't have the -- I am not the arbiter of that conversation it's not just an Indigenous non-Indigenous debate. So complex space of ethics.
Here is a great one Kennewick man. The ancient one found dated to over 9,000 years ago. Argued in the early instance as being a European person of a European ... By Jim Chatters the archaeologist who was consulted. Jim not a physical anthropologist and he acknowledged later that when he took the crania to a sculpturer, forensic reconstructionist to build that face he gave them a picture of this guy Patrick Stewart at the height, Star Trek, the height of the popularity of the next generation. So an American mind European meant Patrick Stewart essentially.
And he said make him look like this guy. Which of course he did. And it took a lot of law cases. It was under... legislation. It was under federal legislation which meant that the Indigenous peoples of the land that the ancient one was found had jurisdiction. Scientists archaeology accessibility standards from the Smithsonian sued the government to gain the ancient one back to pry the ancient one out of the hands by saying there's no ancestry no proof. They won. They did all sorts of studies wrote a book and



then years after their triumphant court case Danish archaeologists did a DNA test on the ancient one and shows that yes, he was the ancestor of modern Indigenous peoples. The entire court case ruling was in error. Complex ethical spaces.
We've run out of time. We'll return to this conversation on Thursday online, and I look forward to your discussion questions and conversations about the readings. Thank you.
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