






ARCL 420 - Jan 27, 2026

.............................................. INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	Let's get started, our
conversation we're going to take a look at some of the

ways that archaeologists have explained history in British Columbia, a way of kind of framing the information we're going to encounter in the coming weeks.	By a review of some of the exiting pathways worthy of a review, not blind acceptance, but we're all very good at critique, which is how scholarship proceeds.	It has an adversarial component and that's a healthy choice.	We'll take a look at those things, and encounter some of our readings on Thursday.	We also have our first case study.	Keatley Creek, is an interesting one, a place of great significance in the interior valleys along the Fraser River, subject to a considerable degree of archaeological investigation
for many years, and we approach it in part as a debate

between three points of view.	We'll talk about that in a second.
Before we get there, there's an upcoming meeting on the...plan which I invite you to consider joining. It intersects with this class, but we can accommodate that if you wish to go.
And an observation about office hours.	I seem
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rarely to be here or available at this time.	I apologize.	People keep asking me to attend important meetings, which I must.	But if you do want to speak to me, please send me a note.	We can find time to
talk outside this hour by Zoom or after class.	We can find a way to connect.	And I encourage you to do so
as we work through the case studies.	Who is doing the Keatley Creek example?	Excellent work.	Thank you for being our brave first responders to the task.	I encourage you to work together and think about this.
The reason I want us to look at this example at this stage in this course is partly because of the extraordinary legacy of decades of work in fascinating material landscapes.	You'll forgive me for getting so excited about the richness of the material culture. History is another thing, but our avenue is through an exploration of materiality.	So most of us as archaeologists get excited about stuff.	This is fascinating landscape of architecture, of occupation, of use and of meaning, both meaning to people who
lived there and their descendants today, and also meaning of archaeologists who have uncovered, explored and revealed the material complement of this complicated place.
So it is a puzzle.	I was going to say an








enigma, it's not really that.	The data are not necessarily enigmatic, they're complex of considerable occupation of space and time.
Come on in.	Forgive me for closing the door.

I'm anxious the protestors might show up to harangue me, or us.
A place of considerable nuance and detail for its material record presented to us in architectural form and complex inventories of belongings in complicated arrangements of stratigraphic layering. These are puzzles to be decoded using archeological methods and logic, but it's also intriguing because it represents to us the rare space where a vociferous debate about interpretation has occurred.	I think vociferous debate, they exist, but typically don't appear so clearly in publications such as this one.
We have two archaeologists featured in Keatley Creek: Brian Hayden from Simon Fraser University who is an exploration -- who frames his exploration interpretation as a form of political ecology, and by that I'll summarize briefly and we can explore more fully on Thursday.	He means that people are
contesting the allocation of resources, the production of resources, and the navigation through environmental circumstance with political consequence. Indeed








political economy is a bit of a euphemism popularized in the 1970s when arguments around conflict over production and economics were, and perhaps continue to be, a bit of a political hot potato in the United States because their antecedents are Marxism.	And to be a Marxist in American politics is to invite critique.	We'll not go down that path today, and why it's identified as a kind of a pejorative in American consciousness, but it is fundamentally a conversation about conflict over resources and their production,
the creation of economics that anticipate and maybe even expect people to be in disagreement, and they're both in the production and allocation of that value is something that is unequal.	And Marx was a 19th
century scholar who was seeking to explain the industrial revolution, and its extraordinary inequalities, and Marxism was a product of that time, packaged and then reused by scholars.	It became popular in North American social sciences in the 1960s and '70s when the revolutions of theory were
occurring.

Political ecology is to some extent a euphemism for Marxism, but it has different iterations.	It focuses more on ecological systems and the complexities of natural abundance, the constrain of








these conflicts and maybe even foment them.	And it also has a direct attention to the political ramifications and the political structures that underpin economics.	True Marxism sees economics driving the agenda of culture; neomarxism, including political economy, sees this as a dialogue, more of a reciprocation.	So political can influence economics which can be influenced by politics, etc.
So a relatively contemporary materialist view of a landscape, in this case, of a society in the Keatley Creek area that encroaches on wild resources,
including many here, abundances that are constrained

by time and place, salmon perhaps being the most dramatic of those.
And Hayden embarked on an explanation. It involves how people manage the vagaries of their circumstance --
STUDENT:	I'm so sorry.

INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	-- I shouldn't have locked the door -- it's actually kind of fun.
So Hayden is exploring is exploring kind of how these conditions apply, especially in a society that
is drawing on nature, managing nature, not intervening in nature to the same extent that farming communities tend to today, but using the natural abundancies,








augmenting, channeling than perhaps in order to survive, and in this case, to thrive.	And the conversation around how that is managed, which is a conversation that many social scientists have about many economic circumstances in many...		Economics are foundational, some would say one of the most foundational, if not the most foundational conversation that drives others.	I don't think I
would go that far; I don't think Brian Hayden would go that far, but he's identifying it as a priority for us investigating.	So production, resource use, storage control, economic activity, labour.	These are all the pieces that somebody interested in the subject...and Keatley Creek has an abundance of information.
His student has a disagreement, and sees it instead as an example of a more evolutionary frame. And this is exactly what in the previous class involves people, not so much in conflict with each other over resources, as in collectively facing challenges of finding resources.	So the dynamic of conflict is not between people over nature, it is between people and nature. And in parentheses here, Keatley Creek illustrates this history and this explanatory model, and of course Brian Hayden would disagree.








We have a third point of view which sometimes it seems both of these scholars ignore, which is indigenous communities themselves and their understanding of their own history.	Both of these models are materialist in that they assume the
material circumstance of life is a significant

influence on the cultural gestures and capacities of the communities that live within.
Other scholars suggest that these constraints are overstated. Society is not really about survival, it's not on the edge.	Economic wherewithal does not give people the leverage to exploit each other and to contain society in its own vision.
STUDENT:	Sorry.

INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	No, it's alright.

And the anthropological argument here that archaeologists attend to circumstance as a significant parameter of cultural history is itself overstated,
the argument being that their ancestors had solved puzzles through ingenuity and sustainability and their history is largely about what to do independent of economic constraint.
Three different models to consider.	You guys will find the first two clearly demonstrated in literature; the third a little bit less clear, but








things to think about.

So for the presentations case studies, you can use PowerPoint, to show images.	I'm saying five minutes because I know it's going to go longer, but don't overstay your welcome.	Try to contain it from 5 to 10 minutes.	We'll have an opportunity have questions.		It's a challenge to make your case succinct.	You can tell I suffer that challenge.	I want to try and be better at it.
That's where we're going on Thursday, and it's

going to build some of the arguments that we face today, because the datasets that archaeologists arrive at here in British Columbia lend themselves to the first two arguments, because we study things, and we focus on materiality.	And so it's typical for people to see significance in the things that they can perceive and archaeologists by the definition of what have we do as a discipline, focus on material things, so we allocate to materiality a significant influence on culture, so much so that these two arguments indicate that they are driving history in ways that we want to attend to and think about.	We shall see.
We'll learn more and explore more.

Let's take a look at this notion by considering some contextual data that help us consider the








significance of the relationship between material history through archaeology and contemporary societies, and the explanatory frameworks that we might deploy to better understand those histories.
Anybody heard of the Delgamuukw decision?	I see some nods.	Delgamuukw was a chief, Gitxsan chief, who led a lawsuit against Canada.	Gitxsan is up in the north middle part of the province, Hazelton areas, Smithers area.	If you heard of the Suitsan [phonetic] protest or pipeline expansion, they're a Gitxsan.
In the 1970s they began assembling a court case to respond to the government's encroachment of their territory, arguing that they never gave it away to anybody, and they deserve to have it back.
To do so, they marshalled considerable amount of information through their own legal system, the oral record which we'll learn more about next week.	Their history, their scholarship, and the rights, the legal rights that that record preserved and indicated.	And there were I think 67 houses that were represented in the original case, compiling, through their elders and the knowledge preserved by oral tradition, all of
their stories that were their law, that demonstrated to themselves and to outsider why they own the territory that they owned.	It was an extraordinary








endeavour, capturing the voices and records of people whose knowledge was extensive, and in some cases, passed during the long periods of the trial.
It went on to the Supreme Court of British

Columbia, and to the court of appeal and ultimately to the Supreme Court of Canada, which is the sequence,
the court cases proceed through.

The court case itself was held in Victoria, and the chief justice at the time was Alan McEachern, and he has become renowned for his, how shall I put this, well colonial space, dismissive and at times seemingly racist statements that he made in reviewing the testimony of the Gitxsan communities.	They spent
three yours presenting their knowledge to the court.

I feel -- there's that movie.	What was that movie?

Come on in.

The Lord of the Rings -- no, it's the Hobbit, I feel a little bit like that.	It's fun.	Who else will show up?	I wonder.
Three years of testimony presenting their

stories in their way and their law, and largely their testimony was dismissed by McEachern who argued that, interesting as they were, they were fictional, he had no basis to allocate them any historical or legal merit, which I think to our ears is pretty shocking.








This was in the 1990s, 1991.	He pointed to archaeology, and there was some archaeology in the court case to justify that choice, because archaeologists had consistently argued that one cannot make connections between an archaeological record and the people who live there today.
And he identified several key figures.	Bruce Trigger, probably most renown archaeological theoretician, and...Fladmark, geoarchaeologist from Simon Fraser University, again, a senior and renown figure, both echoing that you can't make connections between the archaeological past and the contemporary indigenous population.	And McEachern used that in part to justify why he dismissed the testimony of the
elders and the knowledge brokers and the chiefs ruling that there was no evidence that they ever lived on or owned their land.
This was appealed to the supreme court, and then

to -- pardon me, to the court of appeal and then to the supreme court.	And in the supreme court the decision of 1997 known as the Delgamuukw decision, argued that while the court doesn't really understand how oral traditions work, it cannot dismiss them out of hand, and it sent the ruling back to the supreme court of BC to rehear, which has never happened.








But the ruling has a lasting effect, forcing Canadian jurisprudence to recognize that oral traditions have considerable significance, but provides very little guidance how the court makes use of that information, but that it cannot simply ignore them.	But the effort to ignore them found favour among archaeologists, a lasting impact, I think, and still think a legacy, even as we encounter archaeologists arguing that we need to attend to
colonial legacies and ongoing processes, they struggle

with this -- this association between contemporary peoples and archaeological past, perhaps less so than in the past, but mobilization of it is challenging. And this is part of the challenge.
There was an argument in 1939, that one shouldn't, through best practice of archaeology, ever makes connections between contemporary peoples and peoples of the past, known as the McKern taxonomic method.	And this issue is longstanding and is part of a colonial illusion, I think, around disenfranchisement.	Famously, perhaps you heard of
the myth of the mound builders?	Eastern Mississippian

archaeological record includes many massive mounds, some...morphic often associated with what looked like palatial grounds or urban centres.	And in the 19th --








well, in the 17th -- pardon me -- the 18th century, American colonialists wondered who had made them, unable to acknowledge that they might have been made by indigenous people, who they were actively
displacing from their land.	It took them more than 70 years before they created a report of study.	They commissioned a number of studies through the
geological survey, and I think in 1881 a survey report

concluded that indeed these places had been

constructed by the most obvious candidates, indigenous peoples who by this point, 100 years later, had
largely been displaced from their lands.	And so the

concession was perhaps less significant than it had been earlier.
And in place of an indigenous connection, there was a lot of conversation about who these people might have been who build these mounds if it wasn't indigenous.	It must have been some kind of mound builders, and who they were, the stories are legion.
STUDENT:	Lost tribe of Israel.

INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	Yes, that was one, Irish monks, some kind of vanished race.	Notice that it displaces ownership, and it also suggests that contemporary indigenous peoples were colonizers of indigenous people.	We saw the same thing here with Charles








Borden and his racial analysis of Musqueam people, so an example.
Textbooks continue to make this distinction, you have encountered them.	Borden himself embarked on proof of this disconnect, using biological terms which were clearly racist and wrong.	Chronological data through radiocarbon dates, which was fudged, and artefact which was nonrepresentative.	The answer that he sought was not in the evidence that he found, and
so he spun the evidence or ignored the evidence in

such a way to legitimate his story.

So these are continually been reinforced, and we continue to encounter them today, this foundational erasure of people associated with these objects.	We see the same thing going on with the news item where ancestors were located in Kamloops, that they couldn't have been indigenous -- ancestral to the indigenous community, in part, to indemnify land owners from the impacts of an archaeological investigation.	They must have gotten it from somewhere else.
So this story I think is one that percolates across archeological domains that we need to be thoughtful of, because it infuses with archaeological conversations, and when archaeologists are used external models to explain indigenous history








untethered from the history of indigenous peoples themselves, we create opportunities for this erasure.
Let's look at some of the way that we might want to think about.	We have methods, they give us data, provide us with issues of representation, and importantly, notions of uncertainty.	This is Borden's major failing: He had data but no representation.
Much of archaeological data is not

representative.	Keatley Creek may be is a bit a representative.	There was so much work done. We might have a pretty good picture of what the archeological evidence has to say, but often debates hinge on the patterns that observations coalesce into, the representation.
We have theory which gives us these causal assumption and logic, we have ethological taxonomy, examples of how to divide the world into different forms of human society.	And most anthropologists focus on economic differences, hunter gatherers which there are foragers, pastoralists, peasant farmers,
dry-land farmer, irrigation farmers, industrial farmers.	All of these are divisions of human experience in society based on economic and material circumstance which create patterns which archaeologists build out of and come with their own








implied guidance on how to interpret the identity of those communities, as we saw with Binford's [phonetic] example, or the political correlates and social correlates of them.
On the north-west coast we have this.	We are part here -- or the data that archaeologists have discovered -- are part of a conversation that is known as complexity.	We'll talk more about that today. Complexity is a trope that indicates the
sophistication of indigenous societies based on

economic surpluses, largely here in British Columbia. It's a part of a conversation going on around the globe that archaeologists have engaged in where some societies seem to generate enough economic capacity that they can move beyond simply finding sustenance and add onto their lives different qualities of sort of the consequential to surplus productions, buildings, activities that are not related to food production, hierarchies that absolve some individuals from the actions of food production.
Complexity, as we'll talk about in a little bit, is a bit of a portmanteau of all that language, focussing in much of literatures on societies that
have qualities that you see in farming communities,

but in the absence of farming.	As we'll see, farming








actually did exist here in British Columbia, but it's not recognized very much by archaeologists.	I think there's probably a lot more resource management/farming going on than many archaeologists have acknowledged.	We have evidence of farming going back over 3800 years ago in the Fraser Valley, indigenous communities had farming.
So this notion that they're hunter gatherers and

they're complex, again, is not so much a reflection or description of the data, but a projection of what archaeologists see in order to help their interpretive models.	And of course we'll be talking about challenges to these orthodoxies through interpretation and standards of interpretation as well as the positionality and different points of critique.
This is a review, so I won't spend much time on

it.	Just reminding us that theory is this relational logic that links to interpretation through epistemology, and what we might call a middle-range theory or pattern-making data, and is also informed by the assumptions that we make.
Typically we arrive at theories through testing

hypotheses.	I think we'll encounter in this class a lot of archaeologists demonstrating their hypotheses, fewer of them testing them.	In fact, hum, I can think








of one archaeologist here in British Columbia who has tested hypotheses based on a representative sample of data, and that would be me ha, ha.	We'll talk about that next week.
But other than that, I'm pretty much in the wilderness.	Archeologists discover patterns and say, hey, this is real and it demonstrates my...	We'll see that in the Keatley Creek, I think.
And we have these principles from the refutation of these orthodoxies noting that human societies is very complex, not in the north-west coast complexity sense, but an...model, universal explanations are
lucid.

And we often see scholars projecting onto the past their own assumptions, which is a part of our conversation.	We've got these two examples; right?
We talk about this constructivist, where choice is the engine of history, how people negotiate and arrive at an outcome, how they design their societies, how they constrain their options.	This is where history is made, and the evolutionary which suggests, no, those things must be subjective to an external review, a critique of circumstances to create an evolutionary argument.
To some extinct this is our debate for Thursday.








You don't have to frame it as a debate.	This is a little bit of Hayden versus Prentice.
And we can attend to a little bit about this. The key issue here is that these forms of logic, we want to arrive at notions of deduction where we create explanations of our observations in terms of
principles that we're dealing with.	To do that, we need statistically robust data and often controlled variable tests and experimentation that isolate the driving forces of whatever phenomena we're studying. Archaeology doesn't lend itself to those tests.
A lot of our work is up here in inductive.

Describing patterns in the data, and often in archaeology we get revolution because new evidence is found that transforms our understanding.	That reveals to us that our understanding is based on nonrepresentative samples.	And that is very much true for the British Columbia landscape as well.
We have a little bit of this which is emerging, adaptive logic, logic constrained by prior expectations or assumptions that we actually can't control from.	In terms of statistics, this is exploratory data analysis or descriptive statistics. This is inferential or analytic statistics.	And anybody know what this one is?	This isn't a class on








statistics.	Bayesian models.	Bayesian statistics. Each of these ways of thinking has behind it a rich theoretical and methodological and statistical body of literature that we can deploy.
In archaeology, typically it is our data that is modest.	We have lots of fancy ideas, not very much evidence.	And so statistics can help us reveal those limitations.	And as we'll see next week, I'll show
you what a reasonably robust statistical sample looks like, and the endeavour to get it.	We're still working on the process, it's not absent of a final outcome; we need to work more.
We have this argument as well, which is that differences in society and taxonomies of human society help us understand the organization of history, and
the cultural content of that history, why people are

the way they are, and what is the nature of that similarity on difference.	...anthropologists focus on the dimensions of taxonomy similarity or difference, based on socio-economic arguments.	Social theorists tend to look at how pathways of power manifest and are constrained as an example of similarity and difference in society.	And archaeologists really tend to focus
on this.	It's not very theoretical, patterns of

things in time and space, with the assumption that








similarity of things in time and space equals cultural coherence.
If people are doing the same kind of thing in time and space then they're the same kind of people, and maybe that's true, but there's no evidence of that.	And I know in your life, I'm sure you've encountered people that have similar things but are very different, or very similar people who have different things.	People are complicated.
This you've perhaps encountered as well, which

is a handy division of the world.	Comes from the

1950s and '60s.	Salons and Services model taxonomic typology.	Way out of date, still enthusiastically embraced by archaeologists, partly because our data are so modest, and so our interpretative frameworks are pretty superficial.
Marshall Salins [phonetic] eventually rejected this, and went on a career repudiation when he was young.	This was his argument.	And the argument built on the Binford one I showed you a few weeks ago, which is that human society is divisible kind of by a scalar model.	We've got bands, tribes, chiefdoms and states. That seems antiquated and ethnocentric in language, based on these scalar divisions -- obviously we live
in states -- that have economic organizational








correlates.	Bands tend to be in hunter, gatherer, fishers; tribes tend to have that and farming. Typically chiefdoms are rare on a more of a farming economy, and states move towards farming and indeed industrial or irrigation farming systems.
And we can then scan the ancient world and

identify example of any of these, and really put any example of human expression into this taxonomy.	And the cool thing about this taxonomy, if you agree with it, is that these material or economic organizations tend to have social patterns associated with them, which can be manifest in the archaeological record, political organization patterns manifest in the archaeological record and indeed archeological correlates.
We have got the same data interpreted in

different ways because the correlates are interpreted differently by Prentice and by Hayden.	They see the same evidence, but they suggest it's pointing to different dynamics within this or taxonomy like this, that the engines driving these differences are different, even though the outcomes are similar.
You've probably encountered this. It's a great what we call heuristic, a nice handy model that might work but typically is too simplified, and we want to








build on it.	Archaeologists tend to fall back on these examples because it's hard to find evidence of archaeological records giving us this kind of information so that we can start asking well, do we have any evidence of the kinship arguments, of the notions of how...is it achieved by people's actions or ascribed by lineage and inheritance.	Is there egalitarian principles at work, or are they bureaucratic or stratified.
These are all abstraction what people ask of the

archaeological record, and they're not self-evident in archeology.	So let's take a look at some examples
that help us navigate through this issue.

This, by the way, is the Charles Borden sequence that he developed from his study of Musqueam sites in associations with Andrew Charles.	Now it goes back
14,000 years.	He identified -- and we'll go from the beginning.	We're going to navigate through these dimensions through this course to help you understand these patterns.	We have two areas of interest that Borden worked in, the Gulf of Georgia and the Upper Fraser Valley.	 He identified similar trends in both. They already have an asterisk beside Charles Borden's name because we know he kind of fudged his data and he had prior expectations that he didn't fully disclose,








and maybe isn't even acknowledge to himself.	So there's always uncertainty how accurate these are.
You might be surprised that this is still deployed by archaeologists, find it commonly in CRM literature. You find it in taxonomic of archaeologists that say I'm working within one of these phases.
This one, a little bit fallen into the wayside. This one not only is an architecture of time for the delta, we encountered up in Prince Rupert.	It's used as an analogue for what people are doing all around in British Columbia, and indeed in places further afield. It starts with this notion of an early adaptation.	I won't go into the details this time around, where people are highly mobile, known as focussing on coarse heavy tools, hence the pebble tool, moving into more sedentary spaces where resources are exploited that allow people to start building permanent dwellings and associated activities to go with that.	Here we have the...Gulf island, that early establishment of sedentism emerges in early villages, places where people start to coalesce in larger numbers, relational dynamic between them and between houses and village to village, becoming more and more enmeshed, arriving at
a climax of higher order of complexity, of hierarchy

and inequality, even, involving issues such as








slavery, and the production of exotic items for interregional trade.
And then this is one that version manifest in societies that have direct and obvious connections to contemporary peoples.	This was the line that Borden drew.	These were somebody else, the mysterious peoples of the past, and this was Musqueam.
We now know that this is all in the case of

Musqueam territory, Musqueam history.		This is the sequence.	And you can see in my narration of it, elements of that prior conversation.		The taxonomy is built into this, of moving from smaller scale, less stratified societies into more stratified, larger communities with greater hierarchy.	And you can see also notions of progressivism, of transformation.	And you might ask yourselves if this dynamic is true, why is it occurring?	That's the theoretical part.
And we will see with Hayden and Prentice two

different versions of why societies change.	Similar but different from each other.
So this is the sort of architectural narration not only of this part of the world, but of the pillars of British Columbia archaeology, a sequence from
simple to complex with this notion of complexity, and

that is manifest in economics and materiality and








demographics. That simplification to complexity is a transformation of society, not only in material ways, but also in political and social relationships.
And this later phase, Marpole and Gulf of

Georgia phases of the delta region anyway are heralded as examples of hunter/fisher/gatherer societies, achieving a considerably high degree of what archaeologists call complexity.	You perhaps have encountered it in introductory archaeology textbooks. Anyone encounter that?	Anybody use the Chasen book.
I like the Chasen book.	I'm in it so always use the

Chasen book.

Let's take a look at some evidence, and then we'll move back to our conversation.	Here are some earliest examples of houses in this region.	This is the Hetem [phonetic] site, two houses sometime around
5600 to 4700 years, based on radio carbon dates.

There is a lower terrace where we've got so much permanent but reusable seasonal camping, and the structures are small, suggesting small social group, proposed to be a nuclear family.	We've got example of features such as storage pits and hearths, but no massive storage facilities, indicating that the
surplus was probably consumed pretty quickly, not a

delayed return on economy, in which food production is








stored for considerable periods of time.	This is the area.	I have a picture of the house.	There's an example of the house in its excavated forms.	If you haven't encountered archeological evidence, this is an example of a partiality of...	The whole house was never fully excavated, but enough of it to give you a sense of these circles of...of the perimeters of the house, and then the polygon represents an occupational surface, an impacted area which which people lived, squeezing the floor down, and then creating space, not only for the accumulation of debris, but also housing posts and the pits and the facilities, and ultimately the superstructure would have held the roof with the door...
STUDENT:	What was the colonialist name for that site?

INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	I've forgotten, Mauer [phonetic], Hetem [phonetic] is the indigenous site name.
So you can see if we're dealing with earlier

sites that are even less complicated than this one, this is pretty modest, two of these, that's the location, that's 5, 6,000 years ago.
We move through time, we end up with sites that

looking like this, bigger, more people.	Instead of two, we've got a dozen or more.	This pit house, the other was more rectangular space.	There's an








interesting dynamic with the pit houses. Archaeologists have assumed that pit houses, because they're round -- anyone seen them in a museum?	They can be as big and deep as this room, and circular, and they typically are constructed by the excavation of
the material in the middle, and put out on the side to

create a berm, and then a central pillar to which poles are lashed, and then a roof is created.	The door is often through the roof in the centre.	You walk up a ladder and down a ladder to get down to the space. ...Typical of the interior, great, apparently, for thermodynamics.	So a place to stay cool in the hot summers, and hot in cold winters, so great in the northern interior of the province, and commonly found up there.
Because they're different from the rectangular

houses that we see on the coast, which again are defining...because their adaption...circumstance not built for thermodynamics but built for rainfall. Houses that will shed water, and not so much worried about thermodynamics, although that is part of the conversation, spaces that attend to the local environment.	And archaeologists for the longest time
proposed that these	were so different -- and they are

different -- a shed roof house...is a long linear








shape with a set of roofs that point down to the river or water course that the rain falls out....pooling in the floor of the house.	Very different architectural style, and many architects thought they were different people, because they built such different people, villages were discovered that had both of them.
[Ding, ding, ding] Good Lord.	They just found something that's exciting.	I don't know how to turn it off.	That's coming from a community that I work with.	They just found something archaeological.
So I think I've -- I don't know how to do it. I'm going to try to get there tomorrow to take a look at it.	During a construction they discovered clearly an archaeological component.
This is, the next, if you will, phase, Lecarneau [phonetic] beach house, the small houses together, strung together, each house might look a little bit like this scale.	These unusual archaeological
drawings where only part of it is revealed, but you can see the dimensions, the shape of the central hearth, the circularity, and then the bold you can read the contour lines, bigger manifestation of the architecture.	And even something like this.	This is down towards Point Roberts and Tsawwassen along the
golf course, a series of these houses, rectangular, in








some cases multiple rows.	Houses get bigger, larger, more robust architecture.	The timbers bigger, the storage facilities are greater, so there's more evidence of economic capacity by the amount of labour involved in building them.		The higher population density that they clearly seem to support, and ultimately the storage of foodstuffs suggesting that people have created an economic solution to collect, and store them to live on for other times of the year, capitalizing on seasonal abundance of available resources, more logistically sophisticated and complex at least approach to solving the environment.
You can see in these pictures a little bit -- here is a picture of the house -- of how archaeologists arrived at this story of a sequence of simple to complex and a narrative that the political
dimensions of this world arrived at a place exploiting resources and giving the communities extraordinary economic capacity.	Discretionary income, ultimately allocated to things like architecture, and in some cases, to hierarchy, to the creation of roles of significance within communities.	Here is an example
of one of them, partial structure.	In this case it's

a rectangular house, post holes, perimeter, walls, and then central features involving major fire pits.	Most








of them had a central one for collective use, and then smaller stations, if you will, architectural subunits around the perimeter, and the houses would be two
times the size of this room, in some cases three.

So we see the scale of each house growing, the infrastructure increasing, and the collaboration and collection of these spaces together to bigger and bigger villages, suggesting increasing capacity within the system.	And here is an example of one of those sort of landscapes.	This is what it would look like. This is a place called Scowats [phonetic] a village where you can see landscapes of contour containing, in this case, both burial mounds and architectural forms, homes for the living.	Homes for the living and ancestors as well simultaneously.
So that gives you a sense of the evidence that

archaeologists are working with.	We'll encounter more of this as we go specific case studies that will feed into this narrative, but also will contradict this narrative.	Some of the evidence that people found now suggest that, first of all, we see villages that look like egalitarian simple ones that are contemporaneous with these big supposedly hierarchical one, and if there is a sequence going on, why are they contemporaneous.








We see evidence of large villages in the very distant past, six, seven, even 8,000 years ago, suggesting that the arrival of the large village forms in the last 2,000 years is not the truth.	The narrative actually must have changed in order to accommodate new evidence.	We see examples here we can test hypotheses more easily that demonstrate them.
These are somewhat curated stories that involved

a degree of selection of information and an ignorance of others or ignoring of others, to help us preserve these legacies.	I am surprised, to be honest, why this story continues to have currency.	It's not
right.	It's not correct.	Chronologically, spatially. The content of each of these fields is clearly not unique to the field itself.		The division of time is largely meaningless.	We inherited this because Borden told us what was going on.		People seem still to another dimension.	It replicates a complexity of complexity.	It replicates our expectation that this history is complex.
So we'll remind ourselves of some of these things, methods to test hypotheses, if you wish to do that, models tend to anticipate outcomes.	Complexity is a model.	But they can be circular, projections of our assumptions.








Taxonomies tend to describe correlations between the material and the cultural, but they require robust datasets to be representative, and theories tend to explain them all of the above in ways that explore consequences.	None of the first three are really adequate for most of British Columbia.
And so the exploration of theoretical endeavour tends to be premature.	We can't help ourselves, because we're scholars and academics, and theory is exciting, and why not create possible scenarios.	But they tend to take a reification.	Archaeologists like Borden claim they're true and then they have ongoing legacies.
I recently published a paper, as an aside, I

think I'll use it -- with a grad student we looked at rock art.	We did it during COVID when we couldn't do much else.		We did rock art analysis.	We got a really exciting dataset, involved some new methods using drones and photogrammetry.
In the end we had an explanations for what some

of the art meant, but we didn't say in the paper what the rock art meant.	Well, we had two examples.	One we related with what the rock art meant, because we
had oral records from the community what it was.	Here

is what these stories, these narratives, this is what








the indigenous scholars tells us this means, and we'll reproduce that for you.
And then we had other examples of rock art that we had no oral records for, but we had an idea.	And we talked with each other quite a lot about this, and
we concluded if we published our idea, which is a cool

idea; it could be right.	If we published our idea and said hey, this is what we think is going on, it would enshrine that idea forever.	At least for a time. People would refer to our idea and say this is what these things means.	Even if we wanted to disagree, it would be an uphill battle.
That seems to be the way scholarship works. People propose hypotheses, even speculations, and take on a degree of certainty, especially the absence of robust datasets.	And that's the story of today's conversation.	The north-west coast and the interior
of British Columbia in many cases lacks adequate

datasets for us to really arrive at adequate explanations.
So we try little ones, we try tentative ones, and that's fine, but they do take on, as we see with Prentice and Hayden, that it exceeds the limit of the datasets themselves.	So this is the constrain that we work under.








I'll give you an example.	Here is a good one. In the 1960s a guy named Stuart Piddocke here at UBC, wrote a paper arguing using indigenous feasts, known as potlatches existed.	He was using... Brian Hayden is quite excited about them.	But Piddocke, suggested that potlatches are form of economic risk management. And Piddocke said that potlatches are places where people gather -- we know this from information -- to celebrating and share food in abundance and to give
away gifts.	This is a dynamic that is associated with

status and well being, and celebration.	Some feasts have parliamentary roles, some are honorific, essential roles, some are legal debates, not just a singular category.	They have a different range of roles in society.
But Piddocke said all of that stuff as important

as it might be, they're underlain by a key issue. They exist largely so that food can be redistributed as it is needed, to compensate for food shortage.
That was Piddocke's argument, and it's what was

called a functional argument.	It said that religion or believe acts to mask the economic purpose that underwrites the feasts.	They are not really about feasting, they're about making sure that shortfalls are attended to.








Michael Oren in the 1970s argued not about north-west or coastal history at all, he argued that the logic of Piddocke's logic which may seem persuasive is completely nonsense.	It's one of my
favourite articles from 1975.	I don't really remember

1975.	I wouldn't have been reading Michael Oran, Defeating the functionalist Dragon.	And he argues that it's teleological.	There's a circularity built into this argument that potlatch is a economic risk management.	It's a projection of Piddocke's expectation, not a discovery...I won't dwell on it here.	But it's an argument that is self-serving. He's simply discovering his own assumption.	His
assumption that it has a risk management role, and lo

and behold that's what they do.	There is no recursive testing.	This is anthropological, the same logic applies to archaeology as well.
I sat around a fire with a Sunshan [phonetic]

elder and a significant leader in the community in the

1990s, named Wayne Ryan, a significant scholar of his own people, an accomplished fisher, a community elder, and a fellow with a great sense of humour, and also an adventurous soul, curating his land, travelling across it, and so when the community wanted to send somebody along with me as a young man to do archeology, Wayne








volunteered, partly so he could keep an eye on me, so I wouldn't do anything ridiculous, partly to keep me safe, and partly to keep me from doing ridiculous things and because of his own scholarship and curiosity.
So sitting by a fire on the Skeena River one

day, I read him Stewart...article.	I said, hey, there's this guy, this anthropologists, who tells me that your potlatches aren't really about...connections or relationships or spirituality, they're all about an economic, risk management policy....they could be
both. Oren suggests there's no evidence...

But I suggested this to Wayne.	I suggested this is what this guy is saying.	What do you think?	And
he couldn't stop laughing.	When the community wanted to send me along with me as a young man, Wayne volunteered, partly to keep me, partly that might put my life in jeopardy, and partly because of his own scholarship and curiosity.	So sitting around the fire on the Skeena river, I read him Steward Piddocke's article, and I said hey, there's this guy, this anthropologist who tells me that your potlatches
aren't really about the feasting or the connections or the relationship or the spirit al, they're about a
risk management policy, and you might be saying they








could be both Orans suggest there's no evidence.	But this is what this guy is saying, what do you think he thought a lot of what I was doing was a great source of...I came with him with all these bonkers ideas that scholars had proposed about his people and history.	I was happy to relate them to him knowing that they
would invoke laughter and amusement.	And he just thought it was first of all, outrageous that someone would say something about his society and culture, and secondly he couldn't plumb the depths of the foolishness involved in making these claims, because these were people who didn't know his society or his history or his people.	They didn't understand
anything about what he was doing.	And he found it

very amusing whenever I related these things.	So I made a habit of finding things, encountering ideas that spoke about what outsiders thought of Sushan people and telling Wayne.	He knew I was coming.
There would be a twinkle in his eye when I would show up with a crazy story about what anthropologists said about his community.
And I have tried in my life to avoid making

Wayne laugh at me.	He's passed, sadly, but I always tried to say things that were sensible, based on the evidence I had assembled, not based on my expectation








of the evidence.	And I always sought to attempt to disprove myself as best I could.	I should be my fiercest critic so my evidence would withstand the scrutiny of Wayne, and I spent a lot of time imperfectly working with the content of his scholarship to better understand what was going on.
We have a little bit of time.

Let's take a look at this one.		Complexity I want to unpack.	If there's a trope to British Columbia archeology, it's this one.	You can see the material correlates, economic, storage systems, you can talk about resources management approaches and
technology therein.	All of these are used as evidence of this concept, that history is complex, a
progression from simple to complicated, and certain instances of British Columbia history, indigenous First Nations history, represent stages on that path, and that that path is a progression that all history all human society must go through.
We see these same notions of progression based

different arguments.	In the 19th century it was based on race, we've got anthropological arguments based on value, E. Gordon Child talked about progression on technology, Alfred Kroeber thinking of its power, and modern anthropologists of the late mid 20th century,








now even today, think of it as being economic.

And the apex form is always the contemporary society.	The reference point back is always us.	If that sends off a warning signal in your mind that there is ethnocentric built into this, it probably is true, that we are using as a benchmark of all human evolution -- human history, pardon me, whether we use evolution or not -- contemporary modern society, the society of archaeologist by which to evaluate others, and you would be right.	And that this is essentially vulnerable to ethnocentrism.	We're projecting onto people standards that are irrelevant to their own society.
Here is an example.	Marshal Sahlins, after he

worked with...Service to build that taxonomy that he then disagreed with, went about disagreeing with himself in this fashion.	He argued that affluence is not about surplus production or complexity, it's not about having more, it's about the relative need versus the demand.	And he argued that the most affluent societies were technologically the most modest nomadic hunters and gatherers of central Africa, he said they were the wealthiest of communities.	They lacked materiality, they didn't have buildings, they didn't have a lot of heavy infrastructure, everything they








had, they carried with them.	His point was their affluence was visible in the studies that revealed how well they spent their time doing, which was not much. They worked about two to two-and-a-half hours a day. Just kind of pause there for a second because you're all busy, as am I.	I would love to work
two-and-a-half hours a day and that would be my job. I would consider myself really affluent if that was adequate in my life.	I could do other things -- and they did -- hung out with their friends, conducted family endeavours, explored the world, contemplated
the world, engaged in scholarship, slept in, all these

great things.	Their life span exceed many other communities because they led a healthy and unstressful life, largely, and their populations were healthy, healthier than many societies, lacking chronic
illness, lacking chronic injury, again, because they led a lightly trodden worlds.
So Sahlins inverted his own logic by suggesting that affluence is not about stuff, but a balance between need and want and stuff, arguing that a lot of what people ascribed value to, is unnecessary.	So I think we're all vulnerable to that.	We live in a
world that constantly asks us to consider that we need

more, and that our lives, as they currently are, are








inadequate.	And in order to get the things that we need, we have devote more energy to collecting the resources, in our case the cash economy, money, so that we can then deploy it to get the things that we're convinced will make our lives better, and we spend a lot of time in that segment.	And his point was that affluence inverts it, and if you want a
metric by which we can evaluate economic success, it's

not simply net output, it's things such as this. Suggesting, then, that ideas that are predicated on notions of the increasing accumulation of resource capacity and its deployment are...complexity is fading.	It's still around as a conversation.	We encounter much of it in archaeology.	Let's explore what it looks like because it's...	There are two
textbooks that I could have used for this course, both

of which dwell on this issue considerably.	I've chosen not to, because I think it is out of date.	It is a jargon, a piece of technolanguage.	It began in the 1960s and ultimately the north-west coast especially, but other interior populations became known around the archeological world around the exemplars of complex societies based on hunting,
fishing and gathering, even if we put the caveat there

was farming involved as well.








It comes with the trait list, a notion of progression, increases in scale and an association of institutionalized social, political and economic inner
core.

That was another point Wayne found really, really offensive, that we were somehow, anthropologists were somehow suggesting his society was unequal.	He was really, really frustrated that notion, that outsiders could tell him that his community didn't care for its own.	He recognized there were different roles and capacities within his community, but he felt that in its traditional role, it was not unfair and not unequal place, even though anthropologists and archaeologists had given his people that definition.
These are the elements of a complex story, and

Keatley Creek fits into this category, an example of all these things.	Sedentism, which implies a political structure of land ownership.	Many
communities here would suggest that's absolutely true,

both sedentary and land ownership.	Surplus

production, and then trade.	All of these are parts of things we've already mentioned.
Some notion of food production.	We have

examples of farming, a few species, typically plants,








Wapato are farmed in the river valleys of the Fraser, and their offshoots.	These are semi-aquatic plant with a big tuberous bulb, flowering water lily essentially, with a big potato-like bulb.	And we now know that 3800 years ago, people of the Katzie area built and redirected water to create sleuths, built pavements under the water, stones, so they could curate these wapato plants, and more easily walk
through the water up to their knees, and leverage them out of the ground, because the roots tend to embed in the earth.	So they could more easily harvest them, created a farm field 3800 years ago in Katzie.
I think I mentioned when the farmer fields get flooded in the Sumas, because it's nature returning to the older, underwater kind of farming.
We have other examples of plants, Kamos bulbs

appear to be farmed.	Tobacco is definitely harvested. In fact, a lot of plants are curated in the northern territories.
I have a colleague, Chelsea Armstrong from SFU,

who is an ethno archeological botanist, and she has told me you can find a village based on plant cover. There's a constellation of plants that people would curate and locate, transport to their village to keep their village populated with food and supported.








They include fruit trees and rice, and there is a whole inventory of these in an argument around the village, creating -- even though the village may not have been there for hundreds of years, the plant cover remains.	And she showed me you can identify where the archaeological sites are based on the plants.
So there's as lot of this example of control of resources.	We have dogs were clearly domesticated, and in some cases treated, to some extent, as farm animals.	Not so much for food consumption, but for for their wool.	The famous Coast Salish wooly dog, a small hairy dog, separated from the Coast Salish village dog, which was a larger, less hairy dog, and raised on the....
The thinking is you don't want the village dogs reproducing with the little hairy dogs for fear thereby reducing the hairiness of the small dog which
was the basis of the collection of an important source

of raw material for garb, including ceremony garb.

So farming not absents, although underrecognized by most of these arguments.
The data typically, as I say, doesn't really

conform to the model.	We have examples of the inversion.	Namu has evidence of economic surplus production long before it was supposed to have








emerged.	We have Salish examples of architecture and technology, farming, long before the sequences that Borden and others have identified would narrate.	In my work up north we have dramatic examples of big villages showing up really early in the Holocene, indicating that there really isn't any progression. People are just making different versions.	We have
lots of examples, between different forms of villages,

suggesting what we're seeing is continuity, not progression.
Aubrey Cannon from McMaster University has argued that complexity is not really a product of economics at all, economic capacity was invented to do things that people wanted to do, whatever it might be. And it wasn't the people who were responding to economic capacity, driven towards complex gesture, but rather the reverse.	They were choosing an economic path to facilitate whatever their ambitions were.	And in the case of Namu, which we'll encounter, he argued the main purpose of economic complexity is not more people or hierarchy or inequality, but so that people could have a ceremonial winter season, get together in large groups, have feasts, connect with each other, trade, hang out, tell stories, socialize, maintain the well-being of each other as individuals and the fabric








of their communities.

So their economic complexity was not at all about responding to circumstances, or being driven by economic agents, but instead it was a strategic deployment of specific kinds of economic solutions for a predetermined outcome that had nothing really to do with inequality or the others hallmarks of complexity.
I think I have another slide here that builds on

these.	So we have these problems then, that there's an implication of simplicity of ethnocentrism that's built into this, and sort of a static quality to indigenous history in British Columbia, a linearity perhaps, or a unidirectional inevitability to the history of indigenous people which is a constrain that we rarely put on history.	History can go in all sorts of directions, but for some reason, archaeologists in places like British Columbia have seen it go in one direction, and we may now have big villages in the distant past, and maybe they were replaced by small villages.	We don't have enough evidence to suggest
one way or another, but this notion of linear progression is imported into the data, not discovered in the data.	It implies that humans, at least in British Columbia, exist on a scale of sophistication, that some people are less complex than others, and








thus simpler, or to use a pejorative word, more primitive, suggesting a scale of value.
Again, we talked earlier about colonial expectations and their positions on the indigenous history.	This is a mechanism of that.	Even archaeologists who wouldn't agree or, pardon me, who would agree with the notion, we have to decolonized and be more thoughtful about our impositions of
inequality on indigenous communities, can still employ some of the mechanisms by which those inner qualities are visited on indigenous communities.
So it asks also for correlations between

technology and culture, which may or may not exist, and in doing so, in crafting this narrative, it consistently ignores evidence.
I've encountered this ignorance or this omission

of evidence in archaeological language and publications and textbooks.	I've also encountered it in courts of law, where arguments are made where the consequences of error are significant.	Ownership of land, the economic capacity to make decisions about, infrastructure projects, and the benefits or penalties that derive from misassigning legal ownership and rights to communities.	So it's not just an archaeological conversation, but an archaeological








conversation with significant consequence.

So complexity doesn't really capture a lot of what is going on.	I've said that so I'll skip over
that.

Here are some of the qualities that we can identify in what is known as the developed north-west coast pattern or the complex pattern of north-west coast.	This includes the interior as well, characterized by these abundant but patchy redistricted resources, production techniques that involve sophisticated technological solutions.	The development of permanent architecture, the construction of systems that have inherited social inequality.	That's not a direct discovery of archaeologists but rather an interpretation of archeological evidence, evidence in some cases of class divisions, perhaps because in one case we do have a lot of history of slavery, and indeed narratives of nobility versus regular or common people, and evidence of status and wealth distribution.
It's not absent of evidence, but not as

compelling as the arguments of complexity deployed here would suggest.	So we're going to explore, as we navigate through this story of history, some of the








cases that are part of this narrative, part of this story about history here in British Columbia.	And we'll evaluate them for how they fit to this model.
I'm not ready to jettison the entire model

completely. I'm writing a paper, near completed, with a graduate student of mine, how we want to retain even as we try to dispense with some of its implications
and errors, but at the same time it's not

straightforward.	Complexity itself, then, is pretty complex.
I'm going to skip past some of these very laborious languages.	And I think I can wrap it up
there.

On Thursday we're going to take a look at these readings, and I want to navigate through some of the issues that emerge from this hypothesis.	We've got a core debate is archaeology science, McKechny, and what happens to science when we include people in our models.	We're going to take a look at a different vision of the north-west coast and British Columbia history through a different model of explanation from complexity, focussing on issues of anarchy and anarchism as a metaphor for understanding more about the political dynamics.
We'll take a look at Sim Schnider's view of some








of the philosophical underpinnings of why we might be avoiding, or not attending fully, to some of the evidence that we encounter, and take a look at Allison Wylie who gives us a model and explanation for what
not only is going on, but how to solve it.	That's our place on Thursday, and we'll hear about Keatley Creek as we take a look at this literature.
Anybody have any thoughts?	Tuesdays tend to be

a little intense, I'm sorry. STUDENT:	Do you know Allison Wylie?
INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	I do. I know Allison Wylie well because when I was a grad student, she was the hero of archaeologist.	 She came to my university when I was a master's student, and I was late.	I was often late then.	I was teaching, I think, and I showed at the room and literally she was sitting in a chair, and she's embarrassed when I tell the story, all the grad students, and I showed up, I there's no way I can...there was this guy on the side.	I didn't recognize him.	 And I spent an hour to talk to her husband, Sam.	Years later Allison came to UBC, and
now we're colleagues, I think good friends, a

significant scholar who helps us understand why narratives such as complexity and progression and what we've encountered today are replicated often without








the critique that they warrant.	So you have a chance to take some courses.
STUDENT:	I have taken.

INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	A rare opportunity.	She's a lovely, humble person.	And she's interested in archaeology.	Which is cool.	Other thoughts or comments?
We'll encounter these ideas and the theoretical

issues that underlie them as we go.	Take a look at thematic issues across the course of British Columbia and some case studies, and I want us to be able to draw on these ideas as points of reference.
I'm see you guys all on Thursday.
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