






ARCL 420 - Mar 17, 2026

..................................................... INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	Well, good afternoon,
everybody -- oh, we've got a few minutes.	Catch up on

reading.	Well, we'll wait a minute or two.

Well, I think we're ready to go.	So hello, everybody.	Before we jump into our conversation of this week, I'll remind you that the student experience instruction -- instruction survey is available for all your courses, including this one.	I encourage you to participate, these are important for the university to provide guidance to instructors and quality of
teaching for this and all your courses.

This week we'll explore a complex and fascinating subject around issues of politics, organization and legal principles, and I'm thinking within indigenous First Nations communities.	And these are challenged because they're complicated,
political structure involves issues of social systems, economic connections, landscape, relationships.	And they're subjects around which archaeologists don't see much direct ...but they inform a lot of archeological thinking on how history operates in one time and how
it changes through time.	So it's a subject that is

attend to, even though our data on it is modest.	That
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doesn't stop archaeologists from doing what we've seen them do in other contexts of this course, and other courses, which is fill in the gaps with ideas about what is operating.	That can be beneficial.	It allows us to advance through hypothesis and development of theories, but also some disadvantages in that it tends to be vulnerable to the projection of undeclared assumptions onto, in this case, the indigenous past from the perspective and position that is largely occupied by non-indigenous peoples.
So there's a balance, it's a subject of great significance and great importance, but one that archaeologists struggle to explore effectively, I think, and in doing so, leave a lot of opportunity for curiosity, which is grand, but also for assumptions, which can be challenging.	Our case study this week is going to be the Beadwell [phonetic] of the site of
D -- I've forgotten the name.	This is an

extraordinary wealthy context, the political arrangements, economic arrangements, social arrangements, and the conversations that people are having in their lives, in this case ancestors, and about how their culture operates, society operates,
and the roles of people within it that are appropriate

to their expectations.








So we get windows, little windows into the political process through a number of sources.	So our readings for this week involves...this is the one, the Bead one.	We'll hear that from our case study as
well.

The other spaces where we ideas around this involve notions of conflict, especially organized ones, including issues of defence and warfare.	These are arguably a form of political, extreme form of
political manoeuvring, but nonetheless find a bit of a

home in understanding the relationships between communities on what we might think of a sociopolitical or political space.	Again, archaeological thinking on this subject is not very well developed, and I'm cautious of considering the ideas that archaeologists are using, deploying ones they encountered in ethnography, and broader ethnological research, creating taxonomy of people, typology of political systems and then making associations, not in the presence of evidence, but in the presence of expectation about different types of communities that might be operating in the past.
The voice that's typically missing is the one from indigenous points of view, and there aren't many examples other than through ethnographic lenses of








what an indigenous political or legal structure might look like.
I'm going to provide you one on Thursday from my own research, which was part of a legal, Reece versus Canada resolved in 2022, in which I embarked on an effort to define the operations and practise of the Tsimshian law, the legal systems that were operating
in the area in Prince Rupert prior to colonization.

I was able to do so with a degree of efficacy because of the rich oral record that still exists for those communities.	So mine was really an accounting effort.	I wasn't inventing evidence, I was compiling evidence.	I was provide a translation for an outside audience, an outside case, the nonindigenous court, on a set of data who were available to me through
archival documents.

Our other pathways to similar ends, but I'll tell you about my experiences and outline partly because there aren't too many other cases that are based on clear evidence from indigenous sources. Ethnographies do this, but they're often filtered through the relationship of particular individuals and somewhat gathering bias, if you will, of the ethnographer who is interested in all facets, holistically, of a community and for which a political








exploration is a minor component.

My intention in this project was to find out whether and in what dimension Tsimshian exists, and so I had a particular purpose.	I think others are doing similar work, but mine is one that I'm most familiar with.	And I think it's one of the most recent comprehensive examples.
So we'll take a look on Thursday these readings,

case studies, and today I wanted to go through the ideas of what the pattern are for political structure that we do encounter here in British Columbia from archaeology, some of the causes that anthropologists have and archaeologists have pointed to to help us understand why these patterns exist and if there is a relationship of transition across the history of occupation and ownership of the province.
And then ultimately we'll spend some time taking a look at the some of the evidence, again, that being relatively modest and indirect.	But it doesn't stop
us from thinking of these things.	And it's an

important -- I think our thesis today, which is that archaeology, I think, thrives when it attempts to do things that it struggles to complete.	It sounds a bit backwards, but when we aspire to understanding history that is beyond the ability of evidence that clearly








elucidates it, we are pushing the endeavour, and we are respecting the complexity of people in the past, which are I think two areas that our discipline benefits from.
Let's take a navigation through some of these ideas.	We'll start with patterns that archaeologists use to explore political and legal dimensions, and the principles of conflict emerge here as well.
Here is a set that I've encountered around issues around the Pacific coast and in the British Columbia region that archaeologists have proposed. These are explanations why we see certain political orders.	A book in the 1990s, a foundational book by Archie Matson and Gary Coupland, economics was an adaptive response.	Politics were the organizational principles the communities needed in order to fulfill their requirements and principles of their economic solutions to a complex landscape.	Which makes some sense, and I don't disagree that politics needs to fulfil this kind of component.	The expectation of that is the extent of the political domain, perhaps
creating a more superficial view than we today like to

look at.	Others like Brian Hayden and Herbert Maschner had to argue that politics reflect that, human nature in the economics of opportunity,








providing us with notions certain career... And Hayden, as we've encountered from a case study, from quite a while ago now, argue that people tend to seek what he refers to aggrandizement, tend to seek control, positions of power and influence over each other.	And politics in his mind is the manifestation of that ambition, and that ambition is universal, all humans have it.	And what we see in political orders
in general, and specifically here in British Columbia, and indigenous history, is it's manifestation through strategic efforts to control the political process.
And he points us to, again, economics as a point of

leverage.	If you can control economics, you can control other parts of the human endeavour.
Herbert Maschner, much like Prentice, argues from a more evolutionary perspective, that people adapt to these circumstances because it's instinctive behaviour.
And thus the political systems moving, as he identifies, towards more hierarchical forms of organization, are really just an inevitability of our biochemistry, I think, that we will always seek to get more for less, and the political projects that we engage in are simply iterations of that.
Jean Arnold argued that really what we're








seeking, how people treat their families, kin groups, and how they treat people who are not kin.	As those relationships become more significant, economically socially and politically, then the dimensions of their structure and organization take particular form and shape, to resolve this tension, at times to exploit
it, and ultimately to live with it.	You can't treat everyone in the same way or you will perhaps enter into your own undoing, and that instead, it's the boundary between them what she thinks of as kin, or
who you're related to you, and the others that creates this confluent political structure.
Kanes [phonetic] argued that politics is a form of stewardship, that successful political systems and politicians, people who run leadership, aren't doing it for their own benefit, not entirely, they must
serve collective endeavouring, and the most successful political systems are ones that attend to everyone's needs, maybe not evenly equitably, but skillfulness is not in exploitation, but in management.
I pause when I say that because I know all of these people -- or I knew them; many of them passed now -- and they were all reflecting their owner personalities.	Brian Hayden was a preformative -- I better be careful; he might be alive -- he had








agrandizing quality about himself.

Herbert Maschner was very much a seemingly kind of aggressive "this is the way humans always are."
Ken Ames was a gentle thoughtful person.

And so you can see they're imagining a political system that reflects their own enthusiasms for what is human nature and what is appropriate in how we engage with each other.	I only thought of that as I thought of this now.
Gary Coupland, later work.	In early work he was

thinking more evolutionary or perhaps not thinking too much.	In the end he kind of moved towards more of a Ken Ames argument, where there's tension between individual endeavours often to the exploit of other people, or take advantage or not benefit them, and the balancing of collective responsibility and collective rights.	There's tension between a hierarchical form and what we referred to as a more communal form is an essential dynamic that we see in political structures. And the best and most efficacious solutions are the ones that find balance.
Colin Grier and Damon Lepofsky see this as not

just a singular endeavour, but in fact a process operating on multiple scales on multiple forms of relationship, and there's a great deal of generative








quality in that.

So we see in the Salish area down here, they identified networks across regional patterns when those are useful and valuable, while people...and who
they live with in their homes and who they share their territories with, the local relationships that mediating who they are.
And indeed those are dynamic, and we see that to

some extent today as there's been an attempt by the colonial state to kind of identify fixed indigenous communities into the construct of First Nations or band structures.	It doesn't always map clearly on what was dynamic and emerging process.	People had different forms of affiliation across their social
political networks that rose and fell depending on the circumstances of their needs.	They had a lot of
choice and control especially down here in the Salish area.	And so the idea you can come along and just map out what those are, put boundaries around them and positions of authority within them, it's itself something of an artificial oversimplification of a complex reality, one that people still chafe against today when traditional law, traditional political structures come into conflict with band or elected officials.	So the band system was imposed by the








colonial state as a form of homogenizing the leadership and creating a system that the state can then engage in.
In some cases communities aligned their band

organization with a traditional political authority, a leadership system that was part of who they had always
been.

In other communities it bifurcates into different forms, elected leadership, traditional leadership.	They sometimes are one, they sometimes are in tension with each other.	All of these things
that were part of a traditional system of organization

that didn't always fit comfortably into what the colonial state was expecting.	Given that it funded
and gave power to the elected leadership, that tension is still present.
There are some Nations, to give you an example, that have a band structure, but the band structure is simply an administrative front for traditional leadership.	You talk to the band, you're talking to the administrators, and the authority rests with traditional forms of leadership.	But in other cases, the band is the leadership of the nation.	And in some communities there are multiple versions of leadership: Traditional, elected, etc., and tension therein.








So these systems clearly are dynamic and heterogenous.	The idea that a singular one might capture everything may be an oversimplification.	I'll put a small asterisk beside that, because as you move to the north, the communities there are much less flexible on this form.	Their political systems are fixed and not as mobile as we find down here in the Salish area.
And so we have across the Province of British Columbia different ideas about what political structure is, and different models that were operating, in some cases, for that looks like thousands of years with different degrees of latitude and flexibility.
So the very thing we're interested in may not have a single answer.	That makes sense.	Why would a large group of people across enormous territory like British Columbia have a singular form of political structure, unless there was something common going on for all humans in all times, which I would, frankly, be suspicious of; we would expect to see difference
rather than similarity across distinctions.	Indeed, I

think we do.

The Angelbeck and Grier article we encounter where there's tension between these sort of structures








of order, inevitable disassociation that they have, they're always artificially elevated and constructed, and they always seem to collapse, they are always on the edge of what they refer to as anarchy.
So the effort to create order is constantly having to bail out the boat, because entropy pushes us towards disorder and dissolution of hierarchy and structure.	It's a constant endeavour to keep the political system operating.
Which I find -- I know we had challenges with

that article, and I agree with you, but I still find a bit of an inversion of what other thinkers have proposed, one that I find...	I tend to follow Cannon, and...and his point is that politics is what people choose it to be.	Yes, they have to respond to their economic circumstance, but the constraint of economics is overstated, he would argue on the north-west coast. Namu...illustrate in his mind how... was built into
the system thousands of years before.	And so the political structures that people arrive at are the ones that they choose to live with, the ones they negotiate.	And they're motivated by a number of forces, including if we listen to indigenous sources, by the manifestation of spiritual and cosmological arrangements.	There's a deep and powerful notion of








sacredness to the existence of humans, and to their operation and how they relate to each other and to the natural world.	And that is a motivating space for finding what is the most appropriate form of political and ultimately social relationship between people.
I'm going to give you an example on Thursday of

Tsimpshianic law. It does tie very clearly back to the principles of cosmological and spiritual order. The Tsimpshianic legal system is different from the
Canadian legal system.	It operates as a legal system,

but its foundational pillars are, I think, quite different on this front, and it doesn't make them any less...they still operate as a legal system. ...I'll give you an example of that on Thursday.
So if we take a look around the world, we've encountered some of these arguments before when archaeologists make attempts to find order in political structures, we get things like this, which, you know, I have a degree of sympathy for, because it's a complicated landscape of humans, and we do a lot of things and we've been around for a long time, it's tempting to dividend people into political types
based on scale and kinds of administrations, there's a political organization component to each of these types, based on relationships to economics, social,








and even thankfully for archaeologists, a degree of spatial arrangement.
So the argument here is that, in these models, that politics is connected or political structure is connected to other structures arriving at perhaps a taxonomy that might help us.	And I use these as not so much a definitive answer to what is going on with humans, but more a heuristic, there might well be patterns between different communities.
Certainly if we take a look at states, states

exist in part because we've got social differentiation of a significant economic component, what many people would call a class-based system, and these are heavily administered spaces, so there's a lot of bureaucracy
to integrate the components of specialization and manifestation of particular function within the administration of a state.	There's a lot going on. They're often based on economic system that generate these consistent and reliable surpluses...labour...like farming.
So we can see an association across politics, social systems, and economics that makes some sense. So, again, I'm synthetic to these.	I don't know that all of humanity is divisible into these.	I'm not sure that an assumption of that will necessarily guide us








as we explore the unknown of what is perhaps the history of archaeology in British Columbia.
But I do get some sense that there's something going on.	We have got small-scale societies where people are nomads.	This actually is the part that is hard.	This one is fairly easy.	We have examples of highly nomadic, essentially families moving around collecting resources and meeting occasionally through their mobile year in places of concentration for exchange and connection, but living a fairly nomadic life-style, which we see in an archaeological space for much of human history.	This is palaeolithic history, these people who don't build towns, don't build villages either, there's a lot of mobility, movement.
And a social organization based on kinship,

probably not a lot of political differentiation.

People are working together for collaborative purposes and they are typically drawing on resources they find, rather than a food production system. That seems to
be part of human history.

We also know these things exist because we live in these, administered states, and we can see them in the archaeological and historical record in different places, ancient places like Mesopotamia, or the Inca








empire of South America, into Africa, Zimbabwe, and the Bantu kingdoms, and places like ancient Egypt and Greece.	These are places where we see the formation of these urban centres, organized their own food rationing.	There's arguments that perhaps they're associated with irrigation, wood foedel (?) hypothesis...heavily administered.	These are recognized.	 It's the in-between places that are more difficult to define.
And that is where we find much of British

Columbia history is in here.	We don't see too much of a state, or anything that could be considered a state.
I actually wrote a paper a while ago with Ken Ames before he passed away, about whether the Prince Rupert harbour communities represented the forestalling of transition, that they could have
become more, concentrated more urban, but instead seem not to have taken that step.	I argue it was a discretionary political choice.	They felt it was not for them.	They could have but they didn't.	These things emerge out of human endeavour.
So the argument, the taxonomy, creates

relationships, and it also creates a kind of implication for causality.	One of these engines is driving all of the rest if it whether economics,








political aggrandizement, and the history proceeds from the simple to the complex.	That's the part I want to be cautious about.	It assumes causality and explanation where there may not be evidence.
Others have attempted similar things.	We have this bodily...the egalitarian...state system.	And now language, sometimes people refer to these as segmented societies or egalitarian societies.	There's something going on here, and indeed, I'm not sure if it deserves a singular column.	There's such a lot of diversity in this space, which is much of the last 10 to 20,000 years, all lives in this space.	I'm not sure if there's a singular way of navigating through what is going on, and it's this column that we want to understand more about what's happening.
And of course people will describe different

patterns, depending on the case studies that they're looking at, evidence they're encountering and expectations and human nature and political organizations.
So there's a great deal of variability in this space, and I'm not sure these endeavours really help us too much, other than get us thinking about some of the areas, the ideas of scale of relationships across communities, the necessity that people face in








survival, and the notion of privation, whether they were in fact living an economic life that tended to catastrophic failure on a regular basis, or living a society of considerable surplus, whether wealth and differentiation based on access to resource was manifest, and then demonstrate in, for example, burials.	When we see people being buried with hundreds of thousands of stone beads and others not, does that tell us something about relationships of an economic and ultimately perhaps of a political form.
My point is these are reasonable things to think about.	I'm not entire sure if the table makes
complete sense for us, but they get us thinking about what's going on, what the relationships are, and I would suggest that we benefit by having an open mind.
Notions of status, this is the idea of

authority, where does it come from.	Some people think authority emerges through achievements, that individuals earn authority by being leaders and successfully so.	And others then end up defining authority because they're born into the families that are authoritative, ascribed leadership, or leadership by lineage.	They're powerful because their families are powerful, and they ultimately take on positions of power and authority.	And today that is manifest to








some extent, in modern society.	Most wealthy people in our society don't earn their wealth.	They inherit it.	So we perpetuate this notion of ascribed status rather than achieved status, even as we tell ourselves that we live in an egalitarian society.	Anybody can rise to the top in the economic and political system. The truth is it's much harder than the narratives we have of it would let us believe.
Gurpreet?

GURPREET:	So for egalitarian...that could also be considered/meritocracy?
INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	Yeah, I think that's a good way

of putting meritocracy.	If you encounter communities and there aren't many -- in fact, there are very few very small-scale communities left.	There were some of their traditional ways of life were consumed by modernity in the late 20th century.	 So these are now echoes of a traditional way of being.
There's a sense that people take care of each other and they're collaborative and altruistic, and that their roles then depended from their skillset whatever that might be.	So, in fact, through life you move into different positions depending on your ability.
And we actually encountered this a little bit a








couple of weeks ago when we talked about Madonna Moss's shellfish and gender.	So the people who collect shellfish on the northwest coast tend to be older and female.	That's the labour force that is
largely collecting one of the most important resources on the north-west coast, in part because it is a resource that's extractable by people who are more aged.	They don't have to move very far, they don't have to travel great distances.	It lends itself not
to the absence of hard work, but a form of work that
is commensurate with their abilities as they become older.

That is a good example, Gurpreet, that you're thinking about.
And we live in a world of consistent conflict, how resolution to conflict is formed, where leadership is made, stewardship, management or administration.
And then the internal orders of the organization, are

they even political.	These are more kinship based flexible networks, but over here, we have these institutionalized spaces, where the pathway for transition through, in this case, a class-based system or economic system are relatively modest.	We're in
one of the great revolutions of the modern world.

Academics provides a pathway for people of any social








class to advance through the economics hierarchies of the world.
Your parents will tell you get an education.	It makes your life better, and typically has for many people as a way to bypass some of these enshrined
forms of aristocracy and exclusion that exists within

the system and continue to do so across places like Canada today.	I'm sure many of you have encountered them, and maybe some of you have benefitted from them. But there's a way to cross-cut nonetheless.
So these ideas are interesting, valuable, but I wouldn't define them as an end point, more a beginning point of conversation.
And on that front, let's consider some ideas.

But why, why do political systems emerge?	And I don't have time to unpack all of these, as exciting as I
find this conversation, but let's navigate the buffet of theory to arrive at a better sense of what they might look like.	You won't be surprised to hear that some involve economic principles, and some involve ideas of relationships and other kind of cultural dynamics that anthropologists spend some time on.
Here is perhaps the most foundational examples. We'll not unpack the picture.	Marxism, sometimes referred to as neo-Marxism today, political economy of








our friends such as Brian Hayden.	For our purposes -- we don't need to unpack the picture fully -- but we understand there's this.	There's a central conflict, and the division between Marxism and evolutionary thinking is this.	In evolutionary think the central conflict that humans space is between humans and nature.	Nature is hostile; humans must survive in it and solve it.
If you believe that, you're on the path to thinking in evolutionary format.	But in Marxism, the conflict exists.	It's between people over nature.	So people fight with each other, or in conflict with each other, in order to control the productive capacity of resources.	If you're thinking in that form, if that's more persuasive to you, then you're moving in the path of Marxism.
And the argument that Marx proposes is that these divisions, specifically who manages, who controls and who does the labour, that's a key
dimension of conflict, generates everything else about

society.	Everything from government, political organization, even aesthetics, philosophy and religion.		That's why people find Marxism so threatening, suggesting that all these dimensions of culture are actually driven by a economic process.








Now, neo-Marxism similar but more complicated. It has this arrow.	Well, Marx added this arrow, too. It says these things can generate economics.	It's not just a one-way direction but a conversation, a dialectic, if you will the principles of culture and the economic relationships of culture.
This arrow is important, and Marx was very considered of this notion.	He argued that people live in a world of conflict, but they tell themselves narratives that minimize that conflict.	 They create the illusion the conflict doesn't exist, even when it is the driving force of society.	 He referred to that self-illusion or imposed illusion as false consciousness.	 I go back to my previous slide briefly here just to point out, we live in a state of society, that is entirely shadow boxing.	We live in one of the most unequal systems in the world, and one of the most exclusionary.		You have a hard time as a citizen of Canada -- maybe less so in Canada than the States -- but anywhere in the world to move through the hierarchies of class and economic capacity in the world.	It's very difficult to do so.	Yet we tell ourselves a very different story here.		We tell ourselves that the world is egalitarian and free, with a democracy.	Everyone can do anything.	 That's an








illusion, and if it is, Marx had a name for it.	He called it false consciousness.
You don't have to worry about the bottom here.

He said that the system of false consciousness in this conflict generates different versions of political structures, that there were earlier forms.	He recognized this from history, feudal systems.	He saw it as an ancient history, a despotic system, and his point is we're living in a new version of it, capitalism, because he was in the heart of the industrial revolution.	And he imagined a world that was free of this conflict.	Communism.
That's where you get the great Communist revolution of the 19th century.	Sadly they never worked out.	Wouldn't they be lovely?	But instead all they were is these, these with a different version of false consciousness.
But Marx's point was the relationships of

economics are driving political structure and vice versa.	That's an interesting though on a causality that tends -- we need to attend to.	It's important that a lot of archaeologists think in this term.	They see a lot of economics they get a lot archaeology and botany...a lot of facilities and features around the production of food.	Food seems to be an important








dimension...which is a form of which is a form of economic activity, and if so, we are -- it lends itself to an explanation based on economics.
If you only have a hammer, as the expression

goes, everything looks like a nail.	And archaeologists have a lot of data on economics, so everything that looks like economic explanation -- I'm not saying it's wrong, I'm just saying the tendency is to do so.
Other models of economics suggest -- this is a

great example by Karl Polanyi -- who argued that in a debate whether universal principles of economics exist or more relativistic forms of economics principles exist.	He said there's a bit of a mix.	He made profound observation that the kinds of relationships
we have correlate with the social relationships of the

people we're engaged with.

So we have one economic system for our family, which is typically reciprocal.	We give without really expectation of receipt.	We don't provide invoices to each other -- I think -- I try with my son to make
sure he doesn't spend money in a crazy fashion, but

I'm not very successful at that; I tend to do my best.

My point is I wouldn't do that with anybody else.	I certainly wouldn't do that with you because








you're not my family.	Our social relationship creates economic system.	And Polanyi tracked this through systems that are essentially based on near-kin relationships, reciprocal systems.	And as we move
from generalizers across...which is giving without expectation of return, like in families, to more balanced forms, which are more friendship-based or peer-based where we exchange things.	We tend to the notion that it's equity.	We don't want to give too much and not get any back.	We do not want to receive too much without contributing our own fair share, to even negative forms such as getting the most for the least through bartering systems, etc., to these notions where...there's a centralized space in which we share things...allocated and distributed based on on some criteria of merit or need or appropriateness.
Centralized redistributive network focuses leadership around economic allocations, and is a different kind of economic relationship because it's a different kind of social relationship.	And ultimately we end up in modern states, and the key dimension of capitalistic economics -- I'm sorry to tell you if you do not already know this -- is the anonymity that it provides.	The very thing that generates capital economies of the type that we live in today is you








don't know who makes your stuff.	If you knew who made your stuff, you would be distressed.	This is why we have the disparities of the world.	We allow free movement of capital across borders, but we restrict people, and thus we create underclasses all around the world, people who work for very small amounts of money compared to the value of your life and your and your efforts, and they do so to essentially subsidize our extraordinary wealth.	That sounds really dystopian.
Gurpreet?

GURPREET:	I hate to sound dystopian, but I heard it said that we produce enough food that we could feed everyone on the planet, but the reason that we don't isn't because there's no reason to, it's because capital...don't get anything out of it.
INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	Profit margin seems to drive a

lot of the conversation.	In this case the case I'm proposing is the benefit to a capital economy of a social ignorance.	If you don't know who is making your stuff, you're less likely to be concerned about
their well-being.	And you can see people push back on this.	They find different ways.	Farmers' markets are a good example.	You go there, you're willing to pay more for your bag of lettuce because you meet the people who grew it.	That's a lot, but I know it's not








mass produced, and I know the labour isn't being exposed to pesticides and unsafe working conditions so I can get my lettuce.
So that's the relationship.	The point is it's

not a critique of capitalism, but rather a correlation between social relationships and economic and
political systems.	That's the relationship that

Polanyi is pointing us to.

And by the way, these are not mutually exclusive. We live in a family that do this, we go to farmers' markets, we pay taxes and buy our stuff at
the store.	So we have three or four in our lives.	It

doesn't mean you can't have multiple versions of it. Economics and politics shift depending on the social relationship of the people that you're engaged with. Which is why Arnold and others have pointed, and Coupland pointed, to kin versus non-kin relationship. Not biological kin, but rather the definition of
people who are part of your community versus those who are not, and the gradations within.
Indeed if we look at this notion Gurpreet was mentioning, too, Richard Lee (?) argued that egalitarianism does not exist naturally, it's enforced, it's imposed upon people, because the alternative is too hierarchical and unpalatable for








communities.	He focused on central African, nomadic communities, and he defined their system as being one of coercion.	They were forced into egalitarianism.
If anyone tried to actually act like an agrandizer,

they were sanctioned severely.	And so it was curated because that's what people value, and they create a cultural system that argues it's superior.	Because if you let people take advantage of it, everything will
be lost.	That's the argument.	His informants told him how they operated their system.
This is the space then that we're living in, transegalitarian community.	There's an ethos for egalitarianism, perhaps, maybe emerging from the past, but one where an opportunity of inequality are more at hand, whether economic, or social or political.
People have the levers of control a little more

available.	That's the notion of transegalitarianism. We have Brian Hayden, talking about agrandizers, Ken Ames talking about managers, creating these forms of asymmetry, perhaps exploitation.	And where you live in that world of exploitation and stewardship, I suggested, seems to be based on the biography of the scholar, as much as the evidence that they encounter.
Angelbeck and Grier in that article argues that

there's something really complex going on, in the








absence of the...	The centrifugal hold is not towards inequality, it's towards entropy, towards collapse and anarchy, and people have to construct order in the constant pull of disorder they're facing, because people are highly volatile.
So a fascinating example of this.	This is in an

article.	We don't need to spend too much reviewing

it, but conflicts exist, order...complex systems.	And the communities here in the coast at least don't fit well into other models, or their motivations I think
in the article is to remind us that the arguments that archeologists...don't explain history very clearly.
And so there's a negotiation, a discretion that's at work here, that we can't see.	And they argue it's against, the formation of order in the face of disorder, not trying to dissuade people from being hierarchical, but rather forming structure in the absence of structure.	And whatever that structure is, it has to remain stable.
Interestingly there are a few examples, but not

many, of people attempting to find it in the archaeological record, most famously, Mackie.	He did a review on the west coast of Vancouver island.	He
assembled the dataset on a whole bunch of sites.	This

was before GIS, at least in archaeology.	He did this








through statistics, basic table numeracy.

And he argued if you look at this, and evaluate, what are the criteria by which sites appear in different places on the coastline, there are no clears correlates.	 There is no driver for the arrangement of where people live.	And you would expect it to be otherwise.	People are gathering around food supply, fresh water, certain kinds of coastline opportunities, maybe protected from storms, places that are at the threshold of transit and transition and travel corridors.	He could find none.	Instead he argued
that there is no obvious logical criteria, so there

must be something else going on, a symbolic reason, a political reason, a social reason, a discretionary choice.	People are choosing where to live based on criteria, other than utility or function.	And nobody's been able to figure out what else is going on, but we're reminded in a well-sampled study that some of the expectations that we encounter through archaeology, that people are structured because of something.	Well, that "because" doesn't seem to be
present in this dataset.	I think it's useful to think

these things through against good evidence, and I always admire Al Mackie.	No, it's Quentin.	There's three Mackies.	This is Quentin Mackie.	Al does write








articles, too, and so does Richard.

Let's take a look at a few other broad-based considerations. Eric Wolf provides us with an interesting assessment.		He's anthropologist, and he argues that there are four different kinds of power that we can entertain in structuring an assessment of how a society operates.		Individuals have a power to make choices, that they can influence others through a kind of peer assessment or a kind of a social relational assessment.		They can create organizational principles that frame opportunities, structures within which power can be exerted, and ultimately they can create philosophical assumptions, wolf referred to as institutional frames.	It set the agenda or the arena within which power is cognisant, recognizable...operational...	These are sort of the less discursive space, space where people make assumptions where a society operates.
If you can convince people, as we discussed with our issues of gender, about the appropriate organization of society, then you don't need to
enforce it.	People become self-disciplining.	That's

a really important observation.	We do this, as we talked about last time, with -- appropriate gender roles, especially, hyper-normative examples of gender








roles in our society.	There's narratives of sanction and encouragement to create these.	I'm sure you've encountered them in your lives, maybe even appropriately chafed against them, but these are ongoing conversations of what is to be male or female etc., that give these ideas considerable power, because they recruit people to believe that they're true.	And if the system does that or people can do that, you don't need to police them; they're off policing themselves.
And the same principles work around appropriate political organization, appropriate social systems. And if you convince people that the natural order of the world is hierarchical, then you live in a hierarchy; you don't have to impose it.
So this is what Eric Wolf was arguing.	By the

way, he was Jewish and he escaped Nazi Germany and spent his life trying to explain how his home could be overrun by genocidal maniacs.	That was his life's purpose, to explain Nazism.	You can see the echoes in his exploration of power, which is one of the core subjects of anthropology and his exploration of institutional frame that recruits people to ideas, almost echoing Marxist notions of power.	It isn't
just overt, it's manipulative.	If we can create a








system that anticipates it, then our work is done for us.	His argument here is the echoes.	I won't go into the details for fear of going on too long.
Let's take a look at another fascinating

scholar.	I know less about Michel Foucault.	He's often invoked, his work is often invoked as a way of exploring the notion of self-discipline.	The cultural construction of possibility is imposed upon
individuals to then see the horizons of their opportunity, and to self-sanction so that they are recruited to being their own self-disciplining form, and that we create, then, knowledge systems through discourse that recruit people to the idea, and that these are forms of empowerment of imposition in each other, a very dystopian view, actually.	Foucault is proposing a world in which people don't, so much as relate with each other as impose visions of each other, and that we are the recipient of those ideas,
contesting against them throughout our lives, if we're even aware of them, and otherwise we are simply responding to those impetus that are placed upon us, becoming then inhabitants of discoursal framings that create inequalities and power structures around which we then just accept rather than confront.	It's not surprising to me that the civil rights movement of the








1960s -- through the '50 to the '70s, especially in the United States, involved the concept of raising consciousness.	To attend to the embedded racism and inequalities of American society, you had to raise your consciousness, you had to understand from a different plane.	Very similar to what both Marx is talking about to what Foucault is talking about here, and Wolf in the same form.	Different iterations and places then, that Foucault attends to, are constructs of notions of truth and reality.
These are the places, not economics, that he points us towards.	Those are the conversations where the real power is made manifest, what is true, what is knowledge, what is factual.	You can see in the fluidity of those ideas where the modern -- where the postmodern world emerges and debate of objectivity and truth, which have become politically these days accelerated.	As people then find not just notions of manipulation, but forms of truth they wish to adhere
to and then create their own facts around the

complicated space.

So his point also is it wasn't just that this is operating but the economics are part of it, that we live in a world that we are simply promulgating ideas that are imposed upon us, that we are unwitting








microphones or megaphones for ideas that we might not even support or even know we are supporting.
And so the appropriate stance of academics is critique, the unpacking of hidden assumptions, which is part of the modern anthropology.	I am not sure I would go quite so far as Foucault -- to be honest, I don't can understand Foucault, but I understand a little bit about Foucault.	I'm encouraged by what I see, but I know people who know a great deal more.
I have a scholar who I know, explain to me more

about Foucault.	And she will talk for a long time and I will not get all of it.	I'm encouraged.	I have similar relationship when people explain to me the rules of cricket, which I'm starting to learn struggling.
Archaeologists also insert themselves.	I don't

mean to diminish the work of Foucault, with my ability to understand cricket.	We have archaeologists who speak to this, and one of them is Colin Renfrew, who reminds of on an interesting insight, which is that
the most important political social relationship, so the most important relationship within a political world what generates politics is not hierarchical but lateral.	People are much more observant about their peers than they are about people who are more powerful








than they are or less powerful than they are.

He argues that this peer scrutiny, peer polity interaction he refers to it as, is one of the things that generates change and creates stability.	People are looking sideways at their political and social and economic equals, and that is the space of their comparison.	And thus arguably for Renfrew, their competition.		They want to maintain the same status as their peers.		They do not want to...lose, but they
want to support their peers, create an allegiance of

people of similar class, a similar category of power.

We can see it in the upper echelons.	And his observation, based on a study of the emergence of city states in ancient Greece, was that you don't see one city state form.	They just don't form.	You would think logically someone will come up with the idea of
a city state and create it.	His point is that never happens.	You see networks emerging at the same time, consolations of them that accrue largely because, in his logic, it is a collective endeavour.	They're looking at each other, observing each other, generating power from inspiration and fear, a mix of those things: Emulation, competition, innovation, and symbolism were some of the areas that people look at. And they generate this as a potent social and








political force.

We live in this world, too, not because building city states -- you might be playing video games where you build city states.	But we are susceptible to peer emulation.	This of course is advertisement, advertise to signal you in the advertisement, if they can
recruit you to find allegiance with the person, then they make you envious of what they have.	I want what that person has.	Hence the notion of social media influencers.	They do not have any traction on me.	I am immune -- unless they can find dorky older white guys, which -- maybe they're out there; I don't have social media.		I am unlikely to be persuaded, but you're the very target of people who you can find affiliation with, and if you do, then their status becomes leverage over you.
Gurpreet

GURPREET:	I remember reading it's not necessarily people to the side of you, but the upper class, they start fall down...
INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	Certainly it's a dimension.	And what Renfrew is saying, though, is you would think -- that's a logical explanation -- powerful people have something.	Well, I wanted to emulate that.	But his point is there's more generative power from these








lateral arrangements than they are from the hierarchical ones.	You can take it with a grain of salt, if you wish.
The point, though, is we would look for networks

of coincident transition and there would be an attempt, in our archaeological landscape, to see things across space at one time.	And in my own research, which is modest on this front, we do see coincident change.	It's difficult because control of time is hard.	What do we mean by "coincident"?	We mean a few hundred years, similar things occur across the landscape around Prince Rupert.	Is that really enough to identify peer influence or is it, as Gurpreet suggests, people taking control of that idea of the visionary spreads quickly.		Difficult to say without better control over time.
So these are dimensions that we can ask why is this patterning going on within society, and we have models within anthropological periods pointing in the same direction, including notions of this key dynamic of habitus and structuration (?).
Our expectations of the world exist within us

because of the experiences of ourselves in the world. This is how ideas can become inculcated within us, even without us realizing it.	We inhabit knowledge








that we have learned because we have been in the world, and it operates in a certain way.	And if we find the world operates in a different way, it feels weird, it feels...and you're all inhabiting this.	So I mentioned this perhaps in this class or other classes, you all are demonstrating the importance of habitus here, because you all sit in the same seats every week.	 It doesn't help me remember who you are. I wish it did, but I had a motor cycle accident eight years ago.	One of the things I lost in my cognitive ability to recognize faces very well, so I struggle with names and faces.
But it doesn't throw a lot of variability in me. Where does it come from?	It comes from our life in a world in which we're allocated seats in different places, families, schools.	We've been given the
notion that we have a seat.	We go to an event, we're given a ticket, we have a sit.	Airplane ticket, a seat.	If you were to come here next week -- you should try this -- and sit over there, people would
be -- they would find it chafing, inappropriate, unsettling.	Not that it was wrong.	It just didn't
fit what they expected.	So maybe next week we try and sit in various places and see how we feel.	I suspect we will all feel weird -- although we're anticipating








now, so chance are we won't.

My point is there's a content to our lives that orbits around notions of appropriateness that involves social structures and appropriate comportments that
are almost ideological.	They involve things like gender identity, and also issues of political structure.
And so culture is a self-creating,

self-recruiting mechanism.	It can be changed, swayed. The genesis is us doing these things over and over again.	And so if we started from the year and I said nobody can sit in the same seat, week to week, we
would break the cycle over a few weeks.	It's not like they can't be changed, they have to be consciously confronted as well.
But they're implicit across all the forms of

cultural conversence that we inhabit.	And I think a key generator of social organization, economic systems, relational systems, and perhaps political order as well.	Notions of structuration then is that every event, done through habit, create institutional spaces of expectation.	Structures that seem to exist without anybody contributing to them, but we're all contributing to them, and this dynamic is defined by others -- if you've read Pierre Bourdieu, this is








essentially what he is arguing, if you've read

Giddens.

And so the rationality, rationality of our lives is contextually mediated by our expectations of
what...

And this is I think where notions of...sense...sense of familiarity, sense of belonging, and so these aren't necessarily negative things, not
at all.	 These are just parts of what it is to be human.	We get a sense of familiarity, a sense of expectation emerging and a sense of belonging as a result of those things.
But you can see that in that system of

belonging, if we can insert a political model that you feel comfortable with, that may well be
self-replicated.

So these are some of the dimensions that we see of this. I have a picture, but I won't spend time on it because it's complicated. Ta-dah.
Let's instead consider what the evidence is

here.	What do we see in the archaeology of British Columbia that give us pointers to any of these dimensions.	We've taken a look at some of the patterns, the richness of the causality, and I haven't had time to go into great detail on those, but








hopefully I've given you a taste of not only the content of these, but the way causality is framed. These are the outcome because these are the drivers, and we have predilections to certain kind of drivers in our lives.
Let's take a look at some of the evidence that

we've encountered on the north-west coast, including British Columbia.	Warfare is a key component of it, a demonstration of a territorial and cultural coherence in the presence of conflict.
And in fact, if we look back at the history of British Columbia, wars as we would think of them, for territory, are vanish and rare.	We rarely see them. There's one example that I know of, maybe two, but the second one comes after conflict.	 This is on the west coast of Vancouver island and there is a territorial war --
STUDENT: ...is that war in Vancouver island?

INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	Yeah.

So there are some examples, but it's really rare.	Instead what we seem to have, then, are people with territories, and they're not fighting over territories, not in this kind of invasion, military style.		Instead that seems to be not characteristic with a few very, very rare exceptions, of the entirety








of the history of British Columbia.

Some of our oral history, to give you a sense of reminder of something I said, we have stories of
people moving in the northern coast into valleys that

are being deglaciated, so they're losing the ice, leaving a territory where they don't own it and seeking a new one.	As the valleys deglaciates, they claim it, and then it's still their territory today.
That idea of stability and coherence around territorial claim creates a correlate for political organizations.	These are politics based on not necessarily an anxiety about change or indeed the reality of the boundary change.	People own territory still own it today.	There are many examples of newcomers being accommodated, but they're brought into an existing political system.	They enhance it, they expand it, but they don't discard it.	It's not overtaking, but rather the synthesis of new with an existing political structure.	Changing but not transforming what is there.
Instead we have this, we have a lot of mobility of people leaving territory, maybe sometimes within their territory, and engaging in a form of raiding violence, based on grievances.	We have a lot of stories around that. People encounter slights and








disrespect, so they confront perhaps violations of protocol or law-breaking that are necessary to seek compensation for.	And in some cases for profit,
people are engaged in slavery.	They're seeking people

to enslave and the acquisition of wealth.

I don't think it's really a generator of economic capacity, these kind of engagements, I think they're more about this notion of attending to imbalance or disagreement.	Raiding is a political solution when you have a conflict with somebody.	You don't take their land, but act in a degree of material punishment on them for transgressions that they have imposed upon you as a form of compensation.
We do have -- before colonial eras and

everything changes after that, because we're getting a whole new form of political structure, a new
aesthetic, demographies change, economies change. It's remarkable how indigenous and political orders are to the extraordinary tidal-wave of change that emerges on so many levels.	Religion, language, economics, politics, military, all this imposition
across the territory, and still indigenous communities

are deeply resilient to those changes, and indeed the flex without really transforming in a lot of ways.
But after...internally...








Before it's there, but probably neither as frequent or necessarily as consequential, with a few exceptions.
We see Ames and Maschner reminding us that there

is conflict but not war, that it involves this notion of motivation around status and prestige.	People engage in conflict in order to accrue a degree of strategic influence.	The ability to be militaristic is a venerated skillset.	You defend your territory,
you seek advantage from others, you exact penalty when

people transgress you.

So you need to have a military capacity.	But it's used for this notion of status.	Indeed, in the oral records, a lot of the examples -- my focus on oral records is largely from the north.	We hear stories of revenge, of retribution, adultery, transgression of relational faith causes people to seek a form of compensation through a violent mechanism.
But none of these would be what we think of as

political manifestation of wars, where territories or collective exacting of value.
And Maschner says there's an evolved psychology for conflict.	People are instinctively violent.	I don't know if I disagree with him.	I disagree.








Ames I think has more reasonable view.	These are emergent negotiations, they're cards that people play when they need to in order to defend their rights against encroachment from others.
So the political system is flexible, allowing people to respond, likely confident they will not lose their territory, but instead policing and mediating through a legal system as much as a political system, and indeed foreign policy and foreign relationships between communities is a key domain of these relationships.
This is the peer entities that we see that Colin

Renfrew talks about that we see. And so there's these notions of balance and revenge. We've got examples of people engaging in conflict as a political retribution for slight or transaction.
Foreshadowing for Thursday.	This is a key manifestation, notions that the legal system exists in order to maintain balance.	Equity across different claims, and fairness.	And if it's out of balance,
then that balance needs to be recognized.		And conflict is an example of reasserting...political imbalance.	And it can last generations.	Sometimes these conflicts are inherited and go on for a few generations until a resolution -- and indeed, many of








the conflicts are resolved through a key strategic effort.
Through the Romeo and Juliet example, young people from different families marry, creating a generation of people who have a generation or allegiance to both, a population of people who are more equipped to resolve conflict that might have emerged.
So resolution exists.	And these are forms that tend to shift beyond the bounds, because people tend to not look for militarism locally for fear of retribution.	They go further afield.	If you talk to elders of Musqueam, the Haida were here.	And they came down and raided this part of the...and they always talked about the battle and the place where it occurred.
The stories of these very long transitions of travel in order to exact some kind of military or political consequence are legion.	But it creates, then, a local alliance, that people tend to gather together regionally, and it shifts violence and warfare or raiding into a more interregional space, creating coherence within the region, and also shifting violence across these long-distance arenas,
which is a fascinating example.	We do see some of it.








There is one more issue around that that we can talk about.	Notions of slavery.	There was entrenched slavery here in parts of British Columbia in which populations of people were enslaved to others.	They were not terribly frequent, there wasn't a huge proportion of people.
The dynamic was intriguing, it creates a population of people who, depending on the source, are mistreated or treated well, maybe a little bit of
both.	Enslavement was not so much -- it had economic

benefits.	There's a story actually of a the Jesup -- not the John Jewit [phonetic] we remember him from the West Coast he was on a British expedition that pulled into what is Nootka sound and encountered the
Nuchalnut [phonetic people,and they attacked the boat and killed everybody with the exception of two people who became enslaved for at least a year.
And Hewett wrote a book on his experiences.	The

chief was Mekina [phonetic], and Jewet [phonetic] was the slave.	And he survived because he was a metalsmith.	 They were careful of who they kept alive.
So there's this relationship between have slaves

and valuable economic contribution, in the case of

Mekina and Jewet, based on metal working.

But it's not just economics.	It's instead of a








moral issue, the notion of slave identity is a philosophical, cosmological accusation, really, that has profound implications, especially against notions of nobility and authority, and the cosmological rights to be leaders.
This was actually one of the most difficult

things to accommodate if you were of a leadership order, an accusation of slavery.	In fact, this is a target of slave raiding.	When slavers raided, they did't raid for everyday folks catching fish, they went after the aristocracy.	And they absconded with princesses and princes, not because they wanted them, but because they wanted the ransomed.
And the families would have to pay compensation.

The greater the compensation you paid, the more you expunged the notion of slavery and the higher status you elevated.	So it was to the raider's advantage to treat them well, to kidnap them and to offer them back in order to both benefit them for the finances that they accrue, and indeed it can be a way of enhancing status, taken, turned into a slave, and then your family proposes an extravagant remuneration for your freedom.
STUDENT:	What's the source for that, the evidence?

INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	For that whole, there's a book by








Don Mitchell on slavery.

So this notion is not just economic, it's, again, a dimension of politics, of economics, of social relationships.	It has this traction that's often invoked as a sort of a quality of British
Columbia indigenous history that puts them somewhat at

outliers, because slavery is an unusual phenomenon in human history.	But not like when we think of African American slavery, this is for labour force for a particular purpose.	Labour was part of it, but there was other things going on as well.
And we see trade that facilitates through these

political arrangements that often exist independent of these points of conflict.	And these were straight systems that existed as formal arrangements, so people defended.
One of the dimension of conflict was to defend one's trading relationships, political arrangements between nations and communities that permitted privileged access to certain forms of exchange.	And when those were violated by your competitors, penalty was exacted.
We have examples of this. In the fur-trade era we've got...Selkirk...because they were trading with others, and it was on their land.	Powerful Tsimshian








leader for the nine tribes in the Prince Rupert area found that interior villages were trading with the Hudson Bay Company, actually through the Nisga'a, so backdoor exchange bypassing what he defined as his ancestral prerogative with his trade control.	And he went into the interior and attacked five villages, burning many of them to the ground punishment for violating their existing trade agreements.
So we see here economics across a political area that is not the same as just exchanging things nor subsistence economy.	Other examples of this exist.
So not only these kind of exacting punishment

for violations of existing formal political trade agreements, we also see the emergence of trade interposed long before Europeans.	The Nass river
trade probably began 4,000 years ago, and people still

use it today.

There's economic component...Ulcan [phonetic] fishing, a rendering of oil which was used as preservative, it's highly nutritious.	But it was also a reason to gather, a basis of exchange.	Economic, social and political.
Fraser River, another example.	We have the Cowichan decision.	The Cowichan tribes were here fishing and trading during the height of the salmon








season.	Resources attract them, but the engagement is political and economic as well.
So we see examples emerging in the archaeological record.	This is where the distance with what we see ethnographically in the oral record versus archeology is more difficult.	How do we know these things are going on?	We don't see a lot of political organization.		The reason I'm focussing a little bit on conflict is conflict has some material manifestation.	But other political structures are difficult for us to assess.		We can look at the size of villages, the number of people, maybe the arrangements of architecture, the relevant size of
houses people have used.	But it's difficult to arrive

at a political picture from archaeological evidence. These are always inferences built from an often long pathways of logic.	However, conflict we can see, sometimes very directly; right?	We've got bows and arrows, weaponry that were used against humans, 2500 years ago, around the same time, not coincidental, they were used for hunting, we find people building
armour, wooden or slats over antler, sometimes wrapped

in copper, and they become forms of defence against bows and arrows and other forms.	We see a lot of weaponry, and indeed at certain times of history, we








see people in their burials, not with extravagant beads but militaristic weaponry, clubs and combat.
We see defended sites, locations where people are clearly building an architecture in anticipation of being attacked, defensive walls, ditches, finding places that are isolated, building redouts or escape places to go to when conflict emerges.
So the anticipation of conflict is part of the

archaeological record present across the landscape,

and people suggest that large constellations of people are a form of defensiveness.
There's one other piece of evidence that we

don't see too much, but there are a few examples, usually from archaeology done in the '70s, where we've got burial populations where there's evidence of interpersonal trauma.	We've got individuals who have injury that either were fatal or they recovered from, and the thought that we see correlation between injury and not just accident occur in two primary forms of damage to the body.	This was the work of Jerome Sebalski [phonetic] a forensic anthropologist with the national museum, one where people's craniums were crated, largely with the use of big clubs, and the second peri-fractures, fractures of the forearm, where people are raising their arm to protect themselves,








and they get the fracture as a result.

So these do rise around 2500 years ago, at least in the northern populations, and Sebalski argues this is an example of increasing conflict, and it is a period of population growth and it is coincident with oral narrative, including that war of territory that I mentioned earlier.
So this is I think my last slide for today.	We

can see, if we look across the history of the Pacific region of British Columbia, we have, you know, evidence of injury, fortifications, weaponry, the early Holocene, is small.	Although 3500 years ago -- although we start to see -- we're getting better dating now, especially if we start dating more sites and recognizing that there are villages, towns emerging in this time.	I suspect more will be told about this political organization.
We see more violence occurring around 3500 years

ago, and fortifications that are increasing.	We're not seeing regional conflict, really, just more expectation of it here.	And by the later periods, around 2000 to 1500 years ago, there's a lot more of this notion.	I would point out that this is not really evidence of a pervasive form of warfare.	It's there, they exist.	We see it because it has an








archaeological correlate.	We see it directly in the record, but I don't think it's appropriate that's the only thing that is going on, or even if it's endemic. We don't have a sense of its representation across time-periods.
So instead we're just getting a picture of it,

because it is the only form of political evidence that we can see directly with the exception of demography that we can see.	The challenge is difficult, we'll encounter some on Thursday and we'll have
conversations beyond that.

STUDENT:	I was going to throw in about talking about difficulty of archaeological evidence to elaborate some of the stuff.	In terms of trade networks, isn't there one case about the trade Enterpole (?) on the Columbia River, which is part of the same cultural region, which is evidence of artefacts belonging to different nations found in the same place, plus ethnographic --
INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	I'll mention it on Thursday.

There appears to be in the north across trade interpose the benefit of regional exploration and trade and to bring more people together.	And the third is federated spaces in anticipation of violent conflict.








These are the three phases of which political manifestation occurs. We'll talk more on Thursday. Thank you.
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