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INST. A. MARTINDALE: Good morning everybody. Thanks for joining us today. We are going to consider an unfortunate subject today and pivot a little bit in the course. We've done a lot of work in the first third of the course think about the framing issues around archaeology how we might bring to bear anthropological views to understand the archeological endeavour vulnerabilities its strengths and some of the commentary we've encounter around it of we looked at a few points of view. We've heard critique and review from a number of positions. We spent time talking about the importance of positionality and how we might in a contemporary theoretical frame of anthropology bring that to bear on a subject in this case archaeology. Now we are going to embark in the next section on a series of reviews of frameworks or positions within which we find archaeology embroiled sometimes deployed sometimes principles. Always interacting. Partly to understand the nature of that positionality and partly as anthropologist often do to reflect back on the endeavour. How do we understand more about what archaeology is today what it has been and might become through the lens of these outside points of view.
Within which archaeology is made meaningful and brought to bear. So our first conversation is an intriguing one on this middle part of the course. One that I'm sure you've heard
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of. I've asked you this the discussion question to consider, given you two options. I added a new one yesterday. One is to do this find an example this may have been one your examples came on the news this morning. Find an example of a belonging or object referencing something that has been looted and this just appeared this morning adds an example.
Our question before we get into the example is to ask why. What is the nature of this endeavour, how does it involve archaeology it is arguably not only tangential to archaeology, some would argue archaeology is a form of looting. We'll explore that. And why do these kind of belongings have the value that they seem to and to whom. I think that an important framework or positionality of the value of these objects.
In this case this morning this belonging a shield, a sacred object which is a living being lost in a community in the southwest New Mexico around Santa Anna Pueblo in the 1980s during a series of thefts. Many are targeted to accumulate belongings such as this. If you read the news story there's a story on the bottom of the screen, you will find out it has ab connection to Vancouver. The arts dealer, I don't know why they are referred to as art dealer, the dealer that trades in part in antiquities advertised this for sale in a brochure in 2021 but when contacted by the press claimed it had been sold shortly after it arrived in 1980s.



And that Donald Ellis the Vancouver based art dealer has no longer a record of where it went. The community is busy looking for it. There is an expectation that it is in Canada somewhere that it went from Ellis's New York dealership to his Vancouver office and then sold on privately. Is now in somebody's collection this is part of a public appeal to try to return this belonging home. Just this morning so happen with regularly these conversations. I'm not surprised
Mr. Ellis is a little bit cagey about the information. It is illegal obviously to trade in stolen goods. It is also illegal to participate in the antiquities trade in Canada but a lot of it happens. Enforcement is weak and with modern obviously digital media it's relatively easy to sell and move things outside of the scrutiny of official channels but this is a business and if this business was in receipt of antiquity and stolen good in addition and then sold, that person and that business would be in violation of Canadian law. So this is a frame where I'm sure Mr. Ellis is taking every caution and likely speaking to his lawyers. That he claims ignorance. We must accept him at his word but wonder what is going on.
This asks the question why. Why are these belongings so important. This one I believe sold for I had a number, listed for sale at nearly $100,000. Trying to check the website. $2,700. And now worth sold so it was purchased



originally from a looter for $2,700 and sold on for $70,000 US so a lot of money so can ask the question why. What are the motivations anthropological perspective to bear on this and what are the implications for archaeology.
So let's think on that a little bit. It's an important conversation. Looting and archaeology. Arguably they are related they may even be in some people's mind I struggle to disagree with this versions of the same thing. Looting motivations include economics, some form of construction of desirability around objects and collections. The whole collecting ethos intrigues me. Clearly I think they are dimensions of power across these domains of collecting. Some issue of control around objects, only not everything gets collected and the things that do often seem to associate with versions of power control that reflect the dynamics of inequality in contemporary society. Structural forces and systemic qualities that seem to facilitate or encourage or make sense perhaps of this collecting ethos involving the control and possession of specific objects.
There is a pathway from private collections into museums and arguably museology is and has been for decades in a crisis to some extent around this issue. Many museums are having conversations about this. Many collections emerge from endeavours of looters or private collectors who at a time when it was perhaps more acceptable are by modern definition



looters they end up being the basis of most museological connections. Museums are faced with this dimension of their collections their management their obligation, history. I am sure if you are taking museology courses this is a conversation to be had. Archaeology itself is implicated considerably in this. Modern origins of archeology much like museology can be traced in many cases back to what we would call looters. Looting is an ongoing issue which involves archaeology research. The data of heritage management is often the source of that looters use to find archaeological evidence and to add to their collections. Many management qualities such as the British Columbia government embargo or protect the location of archeological sites and heritage to undermine or forestall looting. Archaeologists are not outside of this conversation. Some of them have been involved in looting and there is a similarity between what archaeologist do even in a legal and formal frame with the ideas of looting much there is value being accrued in the destruction collection extraction and possession of other people's materials. Is that not similar to what we see with looting. As mentioned connections to and structural and power similarities which we can identify and explore via framework of looting seem to echo and resonate across dimensions of archaeology.
So the distinction between the two much as I think



most archaeologists who would prefer to say well we are not actually looters, it's hard to ignore those connections. As we talked about two weeks ago with a review of popular media, archaeology is depicted in a format in fictional spaces that really is just looting. Glorified looting. With a hieroglyphic notation in some cases. Things that I would like to explain to think about I have a case study to walk you through and then we'll turn on Thursday to the readings that give us insight into conversations. A complex array of positionalities and array of themes at work.
Here is another great example of belonging that disappeared from one of the Sto:lo nations, community. More than a hundred years ago. Purchased in a store by collectors who then founded the Burke Museum in Seattle, famous national museum. If you remember the ancient one we spoke of Kennewick man resided in the Burke Museum as a space of repose while the legal debates were going on Umatilla and their related tribes ultimately most aggressive, but the Burke Museum, a space associated with the university of Washington similar to the Museum of Anthropology. It ended up there and the community sought to have it returned. Here is a story. You can read the return I was intrigued by this partly because it took so long even though there was a willingness on the part of most people including the museum ultimately to have it returned. It took a long time. In



part because it's illegal to purchase things of antiquities in Canada even if you are the owner of these. This is a spiritual being. It's a statue. It's not just a rock.
Within it resides has a living spiritual entity. So to return it involved essentially a purchase. It was facilitated by Indigenous community in Washington State that acted as an intermediary to return this soul home and it was much celebrated that explains the narrative of this return and why this is so important. An example though of a correlate of this phenomena which is during the early mid ongoing colonial periods the acquisition, theft of and accumulation and collection of objects of in this case Indigenous belonging and association end up in the hands of non-Indigenous collectors, non-Indigenous institutions often of a powerful form, elites of society and their projects which include often museums. This power dimension is not one that I think we can ignore. What is going on here.
My question for you is find some examples in the discussion and I've given you an alternate. You can narrate for us an example of looting sorry, collecting. Hopefully not looting. Collecting. Collecting things is intriguing and doesn't always involve this kind of I will legality and that is	really the larger frame. Why are we motivated to accumulate and collect things where do the desires come from and are they a space to find some insight into the



dimension...	This is a consideration. Think of power, logic, positionality helping us navigate this issue. As the examples I show you before, illustrate it's not that straightforward. In this case central American pottery, the looters are the descendants of the people who built the site but they do so because of the wealth they provide to an impoverished community. There is an important notion of positionality. Even as they sell these belongings they are value increases a hundredfold as they move through the cycle of purchasing across the world and there is a very much an underground economy of antiquity. A pot that might have fetched at the site for $200 can sell for $100,000 when it gets in the hands of dealers such as Don Ellis. In certain jurisdictions this kind of trade is permitted. It's legal and in many cases it's not. This kind of activity is generally illegal damaging archeological sites in most jurisdictions without any kind of attention and to the damage being done. The exchange and economy of these objects in some cases permitted. The centre, international centre of antiquities trade is London England. The UK has few laws around antiquities partly because if it enforced any laws of its own it would have to give back most of belongings found in the British museum so it tends to avoid the issue. Which is in the heart of its own colonial enterprise written into the museum itself. We have other example that is give us



similar alternate dimensions to this conversation. This one we talked about the shortly after the military invasion of Iraq within hours the museum was looted. Which were on somebody's list. I can't help but think of a video game phenomena groups of well armed strategic interlopers appear on the urban landscape as the war is beginning and target a set of belongings which end up disappearing. Some have been recovered. Many of them disappear and end up in private hands. They didn't go and collect anything they went to the parts of the museum where they knew the most valuable desirable objects would belong. This one we've spoken of the "Written in the Earth" example. Where the presentation of materiality for this exhibit over here at MOA in the 1990s when the original archeological proposition was to show the belongings from the excavations all of which had been done without permission and participation of Musqueam, the museum exhibit itself was conceived of and created out of ...	When it was after the fact in hindsight remedied the solution was that none of the original belongings would be presented.
What we would see instead were modern artistic representations inspired by those to begin a meditation on the nature of materiality and belonging and history. So it was an important pivot away from a standard form of museological presentation of archeological data. I think if you read the article it came as a bit of the surprise to the



archaeologists that something as seemingly benign as a presentation of belongings found in archaeology to narrate a history of the Fraser region would be at all controversial. Of course that ignorance, that blindness is part of the conversation we've been having.
Another dimension of looting this notion of privilege almost unacknowledged this sense of control and possession without any kind of attention to the complication and the trauma that it invokes clearly Musqueam were motivated by a sense of dismay that their history was being presented without their concern and their belongings were being violated in the extraction of resting places and put on the display for the consumption of others without their voices involved.
We all know of this example, Bamiyan Buddhas which were destroyed by the Taliban. Their vision of the history of proprietary of value did not include these kinds of objects, so they blew them up. This caused outrage. Not the only example. There are many examples of this going on.
Including those that don't have such an obvious target of complicit and violence as I think I mentioned the entire Iraqi war destroyed a landscape of ancient Mesopotamia which use of archeological sites as strategic places to build gun placement and hide tanks. So the destruction of archeological record across the Mesopotamian area has been



severe. An issue that is ongoing with the conflicts this that neighbourhood as well. And this one an example of an owner recruiting people to loot a landscape of Indigenous history and their property upon purchase and rent out opportunities for looting at a profit. And the looters made much work of it until they were ultimately stopped but it took a few years and the damage was considerable. In this case the objects across the eastern parts of the United States involved belongings ancestors all ending up in collections. The actual excavators were unlikely to be the final destination. They were doing an economic endeavour finding stealing and then selling on the things that they encountered.
So the question that is we ask are these: why do people collect things. Why do they collect these things and what makes things or stuff valuable. Those are some of the dimensions that I'm interested in. Does anybody have any thoughts? Anybody collect anything? The subjects that we are talking about now are hard and distressful but collecting itself is doesn't need to be. Anybody have a collection they are interested in.
STUDENT: It wouldn't be mine personally but for a really long time I worked as a housekeeper so I've cleaned for a lot of very, very very wealthy people and have definitely come across some interesting things but usually when I ask people it's a mix



of I just think that it's cool and I haven't thought any deeper than that I don't want to because I know if I do I can't have the cool stuff anymore. And using art as a way to have assets that aren't held in cash.
INST. A. MARTINDALE: Several dimensions there. So the financial one these represent investment that withstands other kind of scrutiny and perhaps erosion of value. So that clear economic motive. Notion of esthetic and probably resist unpacking for the fear it will unravel and cause them to feel anxiety and distress about the choices they have made.
Typically then that occurs because people aren't collecting Pokemon cards. They are collecting objects, antiquities that usually follow a clear dimension of power asymmetry. People who have power typically will collect the belongings of the people they exploit for that power. It's a strange fetishization of one that we see across the world. I wouldn't be surprised if examples here resonate across that domain. Speaking of Pokemon cards, that is what we collected. ...	Creating kind of enthusiasm, inventory, strange economy. Rarity and the construction of exoticism seems to spur this notion. I had to do a peer review of teaching for advanced statistical course in political science department and example of the professor used was La Bubu dolls. Familiar with these. I've been to the mall. I noticed there are creature stores everywhere you go selling



versions of these. The point was the La Bubu phenomena irrespective its esthetics is a statistical puzzle. You don't know which one you are going to get that seems to generate an interest. There's a chance of getting a rare of the La Bubus which appear randomly and your options of that are 1 in 3- or 400. Whereas if you buy one you have 1 in 6. Those odds seem to have a psychological resonance we must try to find a chance of getting seems to motivate us.
This motivation, this idea of collecting is an important one to think through and I'm interested not only in an anthropological stance that explores sort of another the use of these and the exploration of these subject to elsewhere but an autoethnographic space which is a anthropological insight. Challenging as it is to put ourselves in the anthropological gaze, why do we do these things. I invite you to share your stories of collecting on the discussion board. And some of the motivations around it. These are interesting because they are benign in ways that looting is not, but I wonder if they don't capture of some of those qualities that esthetic, sense of completeness, interest in value, dimensions of desire that are implicated in notions of looting even though the two are not synonymous. Why he are these things valuable. Of all the things one could loot there is a subset of objects that have a taxonomic hierarchy within them such that certain objects are



historically and continue to be extremely valuable and finding them selling them and trade within them is an engine of the antiquities value market. They are consistent. They hold value. I have read and article that query this is that the antiquities trade represents one of the most profitable forms of economic investment that one can ...	It certainly resists forms of inflationary deflation. It resists increases in value and perhaps it increases in value to the degree that exceeds other forms of financial investment. Is it certainly has that dimension to it. Where does value come from. What makes these valuable. Anthropologist have some insights that we might build from as we explore some of these in archaeology.
Let's take a scan through some of these ideas. We've spoken previously of Marx and Polanyi but we'll talk more about that. Marx identifying value in two forms things have a function value which he called use value and they have a value because people want them. A desirability which he called exchange value. They were part of the economic exchange. He had a lot of other things to say but those were two notions. I talked in a brief class about Karl Polanyi economic relationships and value shifting with social relationships. We treat people differently depending on the social dynamics of the relationships that we have with em this. We are far more likely to be exploitative of people



who have a distant social relationship to us and less so with people who we consider to be close so family, close friends, people within our community. However, we define community we tend to treat more equitably. People who we identify as distant from us perhaps another in some fashion, in some dimension we are more likely to not care about equity and we will indeed accept exploitative relationships. This is the underwritten rule of contemporary market economics. You would never buy things that you buy at the money you pay for it if you knew the people who built it for you and the consequences to their lives of our consumption choices.
Don't feel bad, well you should, but the system is built to enure you from that reality and others as well but that one in particular.
Ancient Marcel Mauss pointed out a trade is a medium of engagement. It's about the relationships that emerge from the exchange. There is important philosophical cultural and social dimension to value. It brings people into relationship I think a shade of what Polanyi is talking about here in this case specific to the things and the notion of exchange and movement of goods as being part of a generation of a social obligation, the creation of a social relationship mediated by the exchange of goods. I think we have all been in relationships that do this gift exchange circles, are forms of this. Not so much about the gift.



Unless you are a little kid then they are all about the gift. As you get older they are about relationships. Mediating and maintaining a relationship. Creating a sense of obligation in order for the relationship to continue. Exchange transaction that comes with it. Invitation to continue.
Mauss is talking about that.
Bird-David's analysis suggest that is the things themselves become social beings they are not just independent of value and sentience, at least in our understanding of them. They take on a significance for us to be part of our lives, a personhood in some ways we are mediating not only relationships with people but by things that take on cultural qualities of identities of agency and value in ways that are part of a social dimension.
Arjun Appadurai tells us that all value is the cultural construct of our expectation that is it has very little to do with economic value. It's all been esthetic appreciation sense of cultural signification that we attend to things and thereby giving value over other things and indeed I am sure he was thinking of the modern industry of advertising when he was writing his famous articles on this subject what is advertising but just this. All mops are the same. Within a degree of parameter. All vehicles are the same. Which one all phones are the same. Which one you buy is often based on your sense of an identity that is



cultivated in you by advertising endeavours. Advertisers are trying very hard to recruit but not let you know that you are being recruited. That is the most effective form. If you see it coming you are not likely to be manipulated or you will with a grain of salt. But if you don't notice it your behaviour will change in ways that you may not be attentive to and thus have no control over.
Marilyn Strathern observes that this dimension it universal to humans. We populate the world with things that are reflections of our own cultural identity. In dimensions that we are aware of and not aware. Thus we walk around the world you and everybody else with a cloud of reflective meanings thing that we encounter we have already given signification to and as we encounter them they reflected back on us influencing our choices and decisions. It sounds a bit weird. We'll get to examples of it that will make sense, but I think all of these dimensions are part of both a looting endeavour and collecting endeavour and I would say many of these things resonate across archaeology as well. We can ask, and I'll invite you to think so on the discussion boards and perhaps on Thursday we'll unpack this more fully why and how are these ideas influential within archaeology. That is one of our core questions to explore.
Let's take a look at each of these ideas in a little bit of detail. This is not a course in economic anthropology



but I want to think more about them. Let's unpack and think through looting, and the example we've heard from earlier of the people's collections, I think has elements of this.
People collect things they may not even be able to articulate why. Even in a sense that they are somehow -- there is an inappropriateness to their ownership of things but they can't help themselves. There's something valuable and meaningful that overrides any sense ethics that they may feel that motivates them in ways that they may not be cognizant of that is the power of a cultural demain across the importance of things. We talked earlier about why archaeologists focus on things. We do so because ha is the subject of archaeology.
I want to invite you to think of the richness of things. Things are complicated. They don't have singular meanings. They are ages of culture and we are -- they populate human worlds in dramatic ways. We often can see that in contemporary measure where we watch it at work. In archeological landscape it may not be as visible to us but we can be confident it existed in different way. Different content similar form. We want to give people of history the same capacity that we enjoy today. That complicates the archaeological task but gives a richness to it. At the same time the tools of archeology struggle to fulfill that vision of materiality...	We rely often on partners in descent communities on scholarship sources, graphic sources ..



Recognizing that the archeological lens can only touch the surface of these complex arrays of meaning and indeed by scale it can be difficult. The meanings that we have over things will vary by us person to person even if we share a community of conversance about their value. It's difficult to unpack the individual from the collective in these spaces. My vision of thing will be different from yours even though we may share similarities. The complexity is considerable.
I would invite you to think of this as being a critical component of not only what archaeology represents but the horizons of ...
Let's talk about this. We've talked about this before notions of materialism. Things drive value and economic by their meaningfulness often in a functional fashion. We have models that suggest that those meanings are primary if the generation of culture. The stuff of our lives creates the cultures that we live in. We have more contemporary versions that I'll pause and say an example that have would be evolutionary approaches in archaeology but we have also counternarrative that it's more complicated. We weren't driven so much by materiality. We are in conversation with the material circumstance of our lives, dialectical. Conversational space related to the same origin of the word dialogue. And there's these two arguments that we encounter that everybody has to live within a common form



of economic rationality. Others who say no, every community creates its own economic rationality. And probably a little bit of both is true. You can't live a life entire devoid of economic rationality you might for example choose not to eat. You probably wouldn't be around too long. So within the fairly stream parameters of necessity there's lot of latitude. So economic principles which were often thought to reflect necessity and... essentially everyone has the same economic system has been challenged by many authors pointing out that each communities has its own form of rationality as early as Marcel Mauss arguing the form of substantivism.
Ultimate values intrude modestly upon issues. Interesting these motions of neo-classical economics, the formalist principles are still operational today. Define modern capitalism ...	They are created, American politics, the system of America governance is build to respond to the premise of formalist economic. We live in the world of
neo-classical economics. That the system of capitalism not only rewards self-interest, human nature is self-interest so the only economic system that we can create is a capitalist exploitative extractive one.
Not only is that a reflection of who we are. It is an inevitability. You may disagree but that is an argument going on today. I read newspapers. I'm old. I on my phone. And this is a common conversation. At what point how does



the system of economics work when it contradicts other issues that we face. Collective well-being human rights ethical behaviour. These are the points of friction I think within the modern world. Points of issue around how we consider it.
This is the Marcel Mauss famous. Malinowski used this. The Kula ring all. It is an exchange of valuable belongings circulating in opposite directions partly to exchange objects belongings of historical significance belongings that have sentience and spirit to return them ultimately to their home after travelling through the network of social relations. Mauss's point was that it was an emotional space. These exchanged were not just about giving and taking things. They were about creating an emotional space that caused people to feel a sense of belonging. They also facilitated relationship, the obligation to exchange creating points of connection, points of celebration, sharing. All the things that people do and for which they need to get something. This exchange system created that space. So objects, movement, value, none of these things are in an objective way found in the objects themselves. They are -- the objects are simply vessels within which cultural meaning is imparted. We want to attend to that.
I think something similar is going on with looting. If you ask and there are ethnographies of looters. People talking to people who do the looting. And those that are



collectors there are a number of these. Not in it for the money they can make by selling to the antiquities trade, but people who curate suites of belongings. I have read papers on -- in the American great plains area where people collect points, chip stone points, all Indigenous from Indigenous histories and the ethnographers reveal that the collectors declare they are more authentic inheritor of the Indigenous history than the Indigenous people themselves. It's a mental gymnastics that causes my head to spin a little bit. But my point is this: These are the cultural justifications these are the things that fill the vessel of stuff. That create that sense of value. That doesn't conform to objective senses of value. They are not just doing it because they can make money. They are doing it for strange sense of authenticity even when they are engaging in a clear colonialist program. Interesting. It's a puzzle that attracts anthropology and social science. Why do people do things that generate as the language goes, cognitive dissidence. ...	There's an example of value and its iterations. We talk about Polanyi's examples where he says social dimension. Three forms of economic exchange.
Reciprocity redistribution and market. He argues these are the different ways people have economic relationships they relate to social dimensions. And depending on the social relationship certain economic obligations are permissible.



You are familiar with this perhaps. Let's do a study. Everybody has reciprocity and he identified three forms. Generalized reciprocity balanced, negative. Balanced is giving without expectation of return. Of course where do we finds this in our families. Families and close social relationships give without an expectation of return. There's nothing that your parents can do for all the cost and aggravation that you have caused. Except as I look to the horizon of my own life becoming in my old age a burden on my children. It's possible I can fulfill that. There's no way I can give them a bill say here you go this is what it cost me you got to pay it back. It only exists in these close social dimensions. Balanced reciprocity is a step away and a step towards a different social economic system. This is a gift exchange. You may encounter it with friends when you go for coffee or dinner. I have a friend just texted me said time for annual trip to a rest Toronto. And we have to remember who paid last time. I don't remember. But we'll figure it out. But my point is we do it partly exchange in a way that is balanced not because we don't have the resources or because we want to keep track of the exchange but because we want the relationship to continue. And you exchange gifts. For example I am a terrible balanced reciprocator around cards. If you send me one Christmas, I will not ...
I no longer get cards because decades of not replying. I've



burned every bridge. I'm terrible at it.
So you'll find if somebody in your balanced reciprocity circle stops reciprocating they get excluded. You give them a bit of latitude but the relationship will wither and disappear. Negative reciprocity are forming these relationships looking for ways to exploit them of the bartering, haggle people down. Extreme forms of social relationship of lending that is exploitative. Loan-sharking being example of that. Redistribution economies are a step away you've got a central space where somebody accumulates
the wealth of pool or community allocates distribution across the landscape of that. A form of centralization, form of management often associated with a hierarchy creating a redistributor. Leadership as a steward of belongings partly to facilitate everybody's well-being and partly to accrue a degree of authority in doing so. And lastly where we live today, market economics. Commodity, fetishism which is the association of identity value and even culture in personhood to the exchange of specific things. This is done if you read the news, the market for example the very stock exchange has an identity. It has emotions. It acts in certain ways. No it doesn't. Has none of though things but it becomes fetishized.... as things that take on a personal	the
other dimension of market economics is this social alienation between consumers and producers. Entire economic system of



the world is designed to disenfranchise you consumer from the people who produce the goods that we buy. We collect goods we take those goods but we don't know them and we don't know them in part to facilitate the exploitative nature of market economics. Not only are they produced by a subsidized labour, global system arrays countries into forms of economic value such as if you are a citizen of certain countries your labour is worth less than others. In Canada we enjoy a high labour value it's worth a lot if you go to other countries their labour is worth a tenth, maybe 100th of what ours is.
So the economic capitalist system which allow for the free flow of money but prevents the free flow of people we are encountering that in the news about migration and borders. Creates spaces where money can go building factories so that goods can be produced for people making 100th of what you make, and then... making a profit on the way and essentially the labour of impoverished countries is subsidizing the wealth of wealthy countries. It's unsettling. And again do you believe that is because human nature or is this system constructed so that the beneficiary can continue to benefit. I have to lead to the latter myself. It has two other forms of subsidy. Not only people who are impoverished.... subsidized but there are two other obvious forms of subsidy that are coming as essentially invoices to future generations. How is the economic system subsidized? How are



future generations paying for our consumption? Two very obvious dimensions. One is through pollution. All the thing that is we buy every cellphone you've every had end up somewhere ultimately add together the waste of this society in some cases the waste streams are extraordinary and they end up in places that are intentionally polluted. We cycle. I tend to be a skeptic. I think recycling endeavours which have been around for most of my life are largely a placebo to make us feel better. Most of the things we put in recycles end up in the waste stream. Around 6 percent of your plastic when you put in the blue box. The rest goes to landfill.
Glass used to be good but they don't recycle glass anymore. It's too heavy. There's one we pollute the earth that cost of cleaning up the pollution will fall to future generations. Second is reverse of that which is none renewable. Pulling materials out of the earth in order to fuel the consumption of our modern capitalist economy and in doing so not replenishing it. As a result future generations will be deprived of the resources we seek and enjoy. Thus is the anthropological rendering of modern economics sadly dystopian. But these dimensions of value are part of what is going on in other forms of economics including within looting and antiquities we want to ask the question what is the social relationship between the people doing the exchanges.
What is the cultural sense of identity and poor between the



people who are doing the collecting and people representing the collectors. I suspect of all of these it acts like a market but in some cases the collectors feel as though it's a reciprocal one. There's emotional collection but richly anonymous and exploitative. It is a strange perversion applying these versions.
Let's take a brief look at Bird-David notion that economics are always social. Economics really are about generating kinship. Generating real or fictive, doesn't matter. Kinship is kinship. It has meaning across the domains of exchange of relationship which is why when people wanting to donate to their charity what do they do in addition that? Giving you a pin and a tax receipt. They do one thing they typically will tell you a story. Tell you a story of the people who benefit from your donation. Trying to create within that economic exchange and lure you invite you in to support. By creating a form of kinship with the people whom you are supporting. You have no guarantee the money you give will end up doing the things for the people in the picture of the brochure. But that narrative of personhood of blogging of expectation of kinship is one that Bird-David argues is one of the core quality of value is there part of people's lives. Valuable if it isn't people will invite it in. They will create it expect it. I think collectors fit into this category. There are two domains to



looting. One is exploitative power across dimensions of colonialism where collectors collect the things ...	The other is across dimensions of fictive kinship history.
Enthusiasm in many circles for things like air tree and pottery. Pottery and belongings that track not so much an relationship of exploitation but relationship of fictive genealogy and ancestry. Enthusiasm for finding one's original ancestors even though there is no historical or biological connection. We see this in broader conversations as well about political discussions around issues of democracy, going back to the ancient Greek and the contemporary holders of that lineage are modern American and modern western democracies. That is not true. At all. But it is a fiction that generates a sense of identity. A sense of belonging. A sense of connection that divides the world into people who are part of your community and those who are elsewhere. So we have collecting across both of those dimensions. This notion that Bird-David unravels for us is the idea that the models that we understand of our exchanges are simplifications of the reality and the anthropological endeavour is to unpack the nuance of that conversation even as the ...	Don't fully understand them. That is a bracing idea, that an external view might have insight into people's lives this they themselves don't hold. There is a degree of paternalism there and can be a form of exploitation. But as



we have spoken of in other classes when the dimensions of these relationships empower one over the other the people subjected to those relationships of power have greater insight into them than the people who enjoy the relationships of power. This quality of being able to perceive what others cannot about their life social security a recurring dimension of an anthropological investigation and so we can understand these divisions a little bit. One example that Bird-David points out this notion of western capital economic principles and Indigenous principles as being separated are in fact overstated. For example, here in British Columbia there are clear examples of market economics of commodity exchanges.
Long ago thousands of years ago people were exchanging materials in a form of commodity exchange ...	As a market for specific resources up on the northern coast an example that is well known is oolichan grease. A little fish. They spawn in gravel beds and estuaries in enormous numbers in the spring. Runs in March. And such quantities that you can rake them into boats. Such enormous numbers. They were produced in huge volumes and rendered because they were small fish but greasy, got an oily quality. You can render them separate the oils out of them creating a product that is not only highly nutritious fish oil but one that is tasty and a preservative for other perishable goods. This material was exchanged all across the northern parts of British Columbia



and down into the south. The trails upon which this material moved are known in the literature as grease trails if you've heard that term it's because the avenues of shipping of the oolichan grease. A form of commodity exchange which outside economists did not identify as such because they could not conceive that communities based largely on kinship would have market economic principles. This invites us to complicate anthropological theories of economics in ways that we have yet to fully complete. Fascinating conversations about where we go.
Lastly Marxism. Show you the picture that we talked about before the key issues here are the economic engines exist as a form of inherent conflicts. Marx was identifying in the 19th century relationships between industrial production industrial revolution which caused a class of labourer he is to do the work of production and then a category of people who own the buildings, the entrepreneurial elite who made enormous amount of profit often at the expense of well-being and livelihood at the people doing the work.
Marx identified this Marxism was a form of explanation for this relationship as inherently exploitative. He had the idea that was always go going to be exploitative unless it could form a magical communist endeavour. He suggested in the ancestral past of human history what is known as primitive communism although they don't use that much



anymore, there was an ancestral human relationship that was also not exploitative, but in between we've got these forms of inevitably exploitative economics and of course we have modern examples of this conflict. We are in fact the labourers of the tech giants, making enormous amounts of money on the consumption that they have on our.... they are spying on us, using your habits to sell you things and psychological profile you. And they are gathering the data of your habits to package up and sell. Largely to advertisers. Even if you say I don't want the advertising to be associated with me, it's done. In doing so it's recruiting you as the consumers of their product in a form that is intentionally addictive so people can make money.
Who are these people. They are the paragons of the modern world. Not the visionaries of society. They seem largely people with undesirable qualities. People like Elon Musk. Perhaps not the best paragon of human identity. Not particularly innovator. He leveraged public money. If you look at the history. A form of corporate welfare to generate his wealth. The technological expertise of others to generate extraordinary power. He has created interesting dimension of this, a contrapersonality around his ...	Which I find intriguing even if it is hollow. That quality of having these notions of the people who benefit from this inherent conflict as being visionaries.



In the 19th century these were the industrial capitalist, the railway magnates, the people did different era exploit and now we see them because their names are on buildings and they have ancestors -- their descendants have used the wealth to populate philanthropic endeavours. But they are based on this essential conflicts. The conflict has a relationship between how things are made and who controls the things that are made and it general rates in Marxist original vision all the forms of society all the principles of social structure that we identify although modern
neo-Marxist would say these feedback. There is a reciprocal dialectical loop between these. Part of the feeding back is the notion of delusion, the notion that we are somehow uninformed about the natures of the economic entities.
You have not -- the true nature of the system is not being revealed to you as consumer because you might not like it. These are the tensions. Where in here do we see value. Value is driven by conflicts. It's driven by and reflects exploitation and we see that in dimensions of looting. We also see this as a model for archaeology. Modern archaeology is just this. Gives the control of the production of archaeological knowledge typically to people who did not produce the archeological knowledge. It creates this conflict which in Canada is across -- often across boundaries of colonialism generating that notion of inevitable conflict



to which some people benefit in a considerable way and others are essentially exploited. Creating inequality and has infrastructural component. We are in one right now.
Universities. Certifications, dimensions of our disciplinary frame. All of these are models built out of a capitalistic system. The very sense of contemporary archaeology is an edifice that comes from this exploitative mechanism. Of course has with in this narrative that we are not so bad as we seem. We are just doing the best we can. Or that we have the insight that others lack. This dimension explains many qualities of contemporary archaeology and self-justifications it also explains some qualities of looting suggesting that the two are not that far apart. As somebody who has lived in this box I have benefitted from the social relations of production around archaeology I have a good job, I have with all and I have consult of different forms financial and cultural and social. I have benefitted very much from this. Despite my efforts to create partnerships and equities, I have arguably participated in the false consciousness of making my narrative more laudatory and obscuring this inherent quality within it. This is not a confessional space. I want you to know this is a dynamic that is going on today. I do a lot of work, nations call me up I work with ask me to assist on things like their legal dimensions. I always do it I always do it at no cost. Not because I am a



nice person, but because of this. I've already benefit I already tell them I already benefitted from your exploited history of the least I can do is not give you another invoice for that work. I don't want to doesn't happen that often and the reason there's entire industry creating expertise around legal debate that models it itself on this. Not to suggest that I'm better than others but rather that few recognize this inherent conflict as clearly as on economic space around notions of value and authority as essentially Marx did in the 19th century. This is one of the reasons that Marxism continues to be popular and much cited influence on explaining contemporary society and also why people don't like it. I think it cuts a little too close to the truth and causes people to turn Marxism into a pejorative. Because it actually asks if you are a beneficiary of the economic system whether you are an exploiter of it. The answer is typically yes. Most of us in this room would fit into that kindergarten in some dimension.
So this is way too many points. I got excited about this slide. Arjun Appadurai examples....	Marx suggests the value is engine of conflict that creates winners and losers, Appadurai is talking about the other dimensions of significance and value. Nature of applicants, social relations. Biography, notions of authenticity and belonging. Symbolic associations and meanings, novelty, exclusivity



which we find in the La Bubu doll industry. Situated knowledge. Notions of persuasion. His point is that value is both defined by sets of cultural rules and generates its own new sets of rules. Iterations of previous examples. Not really about economics at all. About some ...	Creates a sense of meaning that is identified by people within these frames sociopolitical symbolic and not really about economics at all. It's a elusion. Economics are elusion for other dimensions of signification that we are creating on top of things that we have.
I have one more slide to mention here.
This one I've shown you before. Talking about agency and structure as engine of this conversation. I want to illustrate here now today this box, if you are believing if you think of Appadurai's argument as having value, you are working your way down if you are resistant to that and formalist economic or evolutionary you'll work with your way up. Causalities that drive this Marxist we can put into this or inned middle that there is a biological logic, argument about necessity that it forms organizations that create cultural justifications that form the rationality by which value is assign. Appadurai would say no it's the other way, we create the rationality or irrationality and everything falls from that. It's a conversation about meaning first and foremost. Creates economic value as a result of that



conversation about meaning.
Complicated argument I am just touching on these issues. In other classes you perhaps have this opportunities I want to invite you into the realm of thought about how we might explain why things have value so we can ask on
Thursday the question what is going on with looting. More broadly with collecting.
And this is my last before I break to my case study which I get started on today. We'll complete on Thursday. This is my last point of anthropological reference ...	We live in the world that our consciousness of the world resides in our cognitive ability to make a model of the world. We don't see the world. We see a rendering in our minds of the world and that this creates then a conversation where our senses of the things around us and who we are as we navigate through it complicated Hutchins and Clark extended mind hypothesis which was taken by anthropologist to point out we are constant conversation of the meanings of the things that are around us and they have agency of who we are. Abstract conversation, but let's consider do you have a favourite of something. I have a long and somewhat complicated relationship with coffee cups. When I go to the cupboard I have a favourite coffee cup. If it's not there, I have a backup. And then if that is not there I might have one that I'll use and if they are not there I will get irritated and



why does coffee cup have that kind of control over my life. I don't remember giving the inventory but we have a lot of different coffee cups we don't have all the same. Do you have that? And it's like some of you have all the same coffee cups so you don't have that conversation. Perhaps you have clothes. I like certain ones. But they have esthetic quality about them that I enjoy. I have an affinity for them. If it's not there I get irritated I will wash it and use it because that makes me feel better. I've given that authority, that agency to a thing because I'm living in a world populated by things that I have given agency to. I
walk through the world conveying on to things including other people all sorts of signification and meaning then I am receiving that information back to me. In some cases I don't know. I am not fully aware. That is part of the richness in this distributed nature, nature of culture. Do you have favourite things? I see nods. Would you share with us any of the favourite things that you have that cause you to make that choice that I do.
STUDENT: Mugs for sure.
INST. A. MARTINDALE: Fellow traveller in the coffee world. STUDENT: Forks. I like specific size.
INST. A. MARTINDALE: I have a spoon thing. Especially if I'm having soup. I have a spoon that I like the others I don't like. If it's soup, I got have that. Why that is ridiculous that



is irrational, but the point. It has a value and meaning for me. The coffee cup story I had grad student years ago from Texas she gave me a cup that had from Texas and it was massive and I thought that is a great cup my children were young I needed a lot of off fee so I thought that was fantastic I lost it I was devastated that cup meant a lots to me, not only did it invoke the relationship with this person and a sense of enthusiasm she was Latina, speaking of family connections to Mexico, fascinating stories the cup had all sorts of place names on it. When I lost it I felt devastated. It was just a cup but it had meaning in it for me.
STUDENT: When I'm sitting at the dinner table one specific seat that is my seat I feel uncomfortable if I'm in the wrong seat.
INST. A. MARTINDALE: Great example. We give not just things but arrangements of things. Structures of things. We give the material world around us all sorts of authority about us.
That create for us senses of appropriateness, senses of belonging distance and uncomfortableness. This is the conversation we go on with things. Thing that is conversation that is happening around collecting typically collecting of things gives people a sense of positiveness, well-being, sense of perhaps it's from issues of control or structure maybe even beneficiaries of exploitation but a sense of comfortableness, sense of appropriateness sense of



well-being that people themselves may not be fully attentive to. Fully cognizant of. Dimensions of the culture of who they are outsiders may be able to perceive in the aggregate. We can see it in not just individual examples but generalized trends. The notion of looting. Not anything gets looted certain kind of things get looted. That tells the pattern, the recurring qualities of looting give us insight into the cultural force that is not just one person's weird relationship with stuff but many people across demographic patterns of similarity. I am glad you all share my weirdness around things. The other things that things disappear, you have a favourite sweater and then after it will wear out I got it get another favourite sweater. It is volatile.
Ongoing, a process of life where we are constantly finding and populating value in our lives on to things that become meaningful for us. So it's not surprising then that we find within thingness certain kind of dimensions such as looters seem to find. Value. Why is that shield from New Mexico worth $70,000. Why would organized crime go and steal it.
And then sell it. Why would Douglas Ellis kind of misdirect the financial history of that transaction. Why is it worth so much. Those are the questions that we are getting to with these ideas. Is worth it is worth value in different dimensions. That helps us anthropologically unpack some of these ideas.



So we gain insight into humans via things.
Archaeology and looting together. I have a few minutes left. This example on Thursday I'll pick this up, I want to tell you a story of cesna?em. Cesna?em is a famous space. Long long history. A major village or town with its origins at least going back 2400 years ago. It's possible it was abandoned or repurposed some of it turned into a cemetery.
Hazard to say recent history. Hard to tell recent history known in Musqueam community for its rich past but the material landscape has been extraordinarily damaged. The upper two thirds have been cut off and removed by colonists. Damaged in that upper component as we understand it included ancestors burial mounds and the like. So it's role its life history is not fully understood. Part of road construction when the land was taken officially out of hands of Musqueam people and given away to settlers through preemption much it was explored by various quasi-archaeologists Charles Hill Tout identified it as a space of great antiquity and exploited it for its materiality and then Howard Liesk --Harold Liesk amateur who excavated possibly as many a 2,000 ancestors donating some but not all to the Vancouver museum part of the Vancouver museum's complicated history where the remainder went we don't know. But we've heard there's some terrible stories of where where they might have gone. In population was actually the basis of Charles bore done



Musqueam were a different race arguing that they are not actually the ancestors of contemporary Musqueam people. So all this destruction baked into the history of colonialism and exploitation. Here is pictures to help you navigate. It was encountered by archaeologists in 1898. This is the story of a place that is severely looted by looters including archaeologists. They are essentially he one in the same in this place.
Here is an example of it. This is Harlan Smith employee of Franz Boas who was in the Jessop North Pacific expedition tasked with compiling inventory of belongings for the Smithsonian national museum and he did so by illegitimate means. Dug them out of the ground. He would buy them off people, if they wouldn't let him have them he would dig them. Sometimes under the cover of darkness. He was a grave robber but renowned also as one of the provinces first archaeologists. This is a example of the parts of cesna?em that are missing. All of it is gone. Things that were found belongings of extraordinary richness and there is a description from Harlan Smith's work, 15 feet of materiality including things like this buried figure and stone cairn gone missing and other belongings of Musqueam. Here is picture of one of the first roads that goes through. This is Southwest Marine Drive. Cut through the landscape of cesna?em. There is the road, this is all an archeological components. This



is a massive shell terrace village or town enormous dimensions and all of that is gone. It's gone partly under the auspices of road building partly through looting partly through archaeology. All of it kind of together. Borden shows up in the 1940s -- this is before Borden. This is the 1910s. This house I think is still there. This is the area of the village by the 1910s the top two thirds has been removed. Some that have goes into road building some of it goes into gardens as fill fertilizer and some of it just because people exploited and looted. Terribly traumatic story. This rail line which is still there is an important dimension. It's electric rail line that goes from Vancouver downtown out this is terminal stop on the river and people brochures people would use to vacation down here on a day trip in order to excavate. They would come here with their shovels and picnic basket and dig out ancestors belongings from this place. It was a collective colonial form of looting that was encouraged in part by the arrival of the electric train and. Part of every day life in Vancouver in the early 20th century. Borden shows up, by this time houses have been built along it, he begins a project of excavation and investigation in part because development is going to replace these houses with commercial buildings and he sees this as a destruction of this landscape and also missing opportunity to find out more via the tools of archaeology



before the destruction takes place. He partners with Musqueam and they work together to some extents on Thursday I will tell you more about the story of this phase of the history of this place and you will I think agree with me that it's not that different from the earlier phase. The values assigned to these Musqueam places people and belongings are not that different whether it's a looter or archaeologist.
We'll leave it there for now. And return on Thursday where we will discuss this and take a look at some other things.
********************************
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