






ARCL 420 - Apr 7, 2026

..................................................... INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	[Pre-class conversation]...
student engagement is the broader guidance framework,

and the co-op program is the one that offers placements.	I know that occasionally
anthropologist...	We have encouraged their colleagues in the industry to sign up.		In fact, some of these companies that are big geotechnical companies with archaeological component, they're actively involved with archaeology students.	They will tell you that they have a employer's list.	 Oh, no, that's if you're an employer.	This is the one.
If you're interested in working in

archaeology -- why are the lights off?	Pushed the wrong button, perhaps.	There we go.	That's a little better.
Connect with the BCAPA, which -- there's a lot

of organizations called that, but the one we want is British Columbia Archaeological Professional Association maybe.	They have a job bank, and they're often looking in the summer month for entry-level field hands and the like.
So, yeah, if you're on the job market, didn't be

shy about looking at the companies that are listed
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there, too, and send an e-mail saying you're looking for work.	A number of students -- I have a graduate student who works for one of them.	They seem to have
a regular turnover, and the summer is when they do the

field work.

..............................................

All right.	Well, let's turn -- it's our last week together, which is exciting.	I know all sorts of very busy time of year, and I have added to your busyness, and I'm only slightly regretful for that, part of the endeavour.	I want you to reach out if you have questions or like to talk to me about the final projects, we can strategize where your paper is ending up.	Lizzy and I had a chat last week.	It was valuable.	Don't be shy, we went through Zoom and it worked out well.	Often just having conversations
about your ideas can help clarify them, and of course I have some experience in this.	Able to supply some advice, and I'm happy to support you and guide you and see you do the best you can.	Fred gave me a look even as you face these seemingly, if you're having a challenging meeting.
FRED:	I do have one question, on the syllabus it mentions a hard-copy submission.
INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	It's a legacy from the dinosaur








age.	Please don't do that.	I mean don't do that, submit it on the Canvas website.	If you're struggling for some reason, I don't mind, however I receive it.
This is our last week.	I thought we would do a

couple of things.	Look at some case studies that echo with what we can face in the future, and maybe take an inventory and stock of issues, in reference across the term together to frame the work ahead.	I have approached it this year in a somewhat different way.
In the past I did it with a textbook, with a bit of

unthematic issues.	This way I've gone on a limb, partly because I'm no longer as confident that it makes sense.	I would tell you a story that could create the illusion of a confidence and pattern that I'm beginning to not see.	And so instead I wanted us
to explore things more thematically, to take a look at

more case studies and put maybe off a little bit some of the big-picture ambitious narratives that archaeologists gravitate to, but in our case I so hopefully you found some value in that approach.	I welcome your comments on it.
We had an unusual conversation, a rare

conversation last week when Sean Connaughton has come ought, and Kevin Olsen from Musqueam.	They approached me, actually, and said, "Can we talk to your class?"








"Yeah, of course."

I found their conversation intriguing in a number of ways.	Since we did not have a lot of time to talk about it, if any of you have any thoughts about the presentations or conversations or the book chapters that you had a chance to look at?	Anybody respond to that assessment in any way?	Nobody?
FRED:	It was interesting, the three chapters.

INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	They were, yeah. FRED:	Very personal.
INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	Thank you.		My -- and they were very personable together, which is interesting.	The First Nations scholar, Kevin Wilson, and CRM nonindigenous presenting together.	Intentionally they came to us together to tell us a story of their views. And they were very congenial.		They got on well, presented in a collaborative space, and I admire that. Sean's book, I like that.	Kevin with whom I worked quite closely with.	And I've seen Sean present a few times.	I find their optimism and enthusiasm infectious.	I've become a believer that the future is of this collaborative space.	I hope it is.
In reading Sean's book, which is a kind of biography to some extent.	It pivots after the first chapter, if you look at it from a narration, how he








became an archaeologist.	And some of the challenges he faced with the corporate work that he did in the South Pacific to ending up here in British Columbia, working in a program and then CRM work, facing similar challenges to a realization that more could be done, directing us in the middle of the book to foundational document like the United Nations Declaration of Indigenous People, the Truth And Reconciliation Calls to Action, to guide us in sort of better practice ahead.	And it does not shy away from a critique of
the foundational challenges that we face.

So it is a refreshing kind of assessment of the task of being an archaeologist in the majority of archaeology that is conducted in the province, while at the same time bringing a scholarly approach of the challenges that he faces, realistic in the idea that it's not going anywhere.
Some scholars have argued we should not be

archaeological.	I admire that as well, but I also recognize that is seemingly unlikely.	Archaeology is going to continue, and Connaughton's approach and Kevin's, if it's going to happen we're better off in the system.	Change it from within than outside.	I admire both their views.	I think there is optimism and cause for it.	I also seem to see less enthusiasm








of the part of people that have more influence over the endeavour of archaeology, than either of them or me.	Government officials, who make decisions about the management practises, including the laws, and owners of companies, and big multinational corporations that do a great deal of this work in the province.
And Lai...is a small company, largely in a first

nations territory, does a little bit of work beyond the boundaries.	So it's a small, maybe an idealized space within which archaeology can be done.	In fact,
I hope more companies form their own companies to take

care of their heritage.	Then we'll get a different kind of conversation.
And I'm sure that when Sean is in the room talking to proponents or maybe even talking to the branch, his conversations go in a somewhat different direction than general consultants trying to attend to a proponent's concerns in a territory in the province.
CART CAPTIONER [Catherine]: I have to a get a drink of

water.	...

INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	And more of those kind of conversations happen with the Heritage Conservation Act.	And we heard just recently that the premier has decided to put a pause on the Declaration of the








Rights of Indigenous Peoples Act for three years, certain key clauses, which is why I suspect the Heritage Conservation Act transformation project stopped.
So there's a lot of control over this landscape of archaeology, and Sean and Kevin's work sits in a space affected by some of those realities.
So I'm intrigued by their analysis book, I'm

hopeful for it, and looking forward to Sean's second book that unpacks what happens when the government chooses not to fulfil its obligations.
I'm reminded also that Sean's book is one of

many, going back to the 1970s where archaeologists have made the case that we should do things better, often on the same grounds with the same idea.	If we just got together and treated each other with more respect, if we were more thoughtful about the values that we brought to the endeavour, more ethical, and more cognizant of the allocations and the inequalities in the system, we could do a better job and we haven't changed.
So my sense is that we couldn't change or that

we don't want to change, but that the people asking for change don't have the power to make the change that we would like to see.








I feel I'm becoming more jaded as I get older. But I also spend a lot of my time in legal arenas. You can lose your faith there quickly when you work
there.

It's an interesting fix.	And I have a great deal of admiration for Sean and Kevin.	We are the team that go around the province on the use of geophysics in heritage management and specifically in searches for residential schools.	So it's important work, not easy work.	So they're cognizant of the challenges, but they remain optimistic, therefore I do, too.
Any other thoughts on their presentation?

So let's take a little bit of a tour.	There are some ideas that we've encountered, thoughts we can
have around the issue of archaeology in British

Columbia, First Nations archaeology in BC, to see if we can come up with some sense of ground we haven't covered and the issues still outstanding.
We know if we're taking a look at archeology as

the historical subject, I suppose our first observation I probably have here is that archaeology is just one way of investigating this past, and while much of the orthodoxy of archaeology, intellectual
predecessors would have claimed the privilege of being








the authorities on this history, many of the authors that we've encountered, especially those that have partnered with First Nations or First Nations scholars or led by First Nations authors, would argue that archaeology is a component of a multifaceted approach to understanding history.	History is too complex, too vast, too particular to the history of people, and too unconnected to simple material gestures to be entirely within the jurisdiction of the archaeological
approach.

Archeology is a partialized (sp?) view of the past, which is something that you don't hear archaeologists saying too much, which is people like Sean Connaughton, who recognized the limits of the endeavours.	Seeking nonetheless to push the boundaries of what we can do with an archeological approach to materiality, with many of the readings this year are partnerships, syntheses between other forms of understanding the past, whether it's analogies from contemporary traditions that have been
handed down, or direct comparisons between archaeology and the histories written into oral traditions, or the pushing boundaries across the material exploration
from an archaeological approach to things, into the

domain of spiritual significance and other forms of








value and understanding that are possible, indeed common, across material frames, but not common in archaeology.	Certainly not common in archaeology of indigenous history here in British Columbia or in other settler colonial jurisdictions.
I think also what we're encountering is not just

a complicated and varied history, but a history that has multiple possible reasons for proceeding in the way that it does, causalities if you wish.	Causality is a complicated space to work in theoretically when
you're talking about humans.	Because humans are, hum, to put it succinctly, weird.	Which means they are unpredictable.
And so uniform singular causalities often don't

explain what people do, and this variability perhaps is more accentuated across more domains of cultural difference.	So what is true for one community of people may have no resonance for others.
What you see in archeology is primarily a western endeavour.	Not exclusively populated by nonindigenous peoples, but dawning from that intellectual creation, which in BC largely explores the indigenous heritage, not a singular indigenous heritage, but many indigenous heritages, and as a result what makes sense to one, the archaeological








frame, may not be sensible in the indigenous frame.

And so causalities vary by perspective, by community, they likely vary by space and time and context.	And that makes archaeologists feel uncomfortable.	I think anthropologists, if you take other courses, are much more comfortable with the idea that people are strange and capricious and unusual and unpredictable.	Archaeologists like predictability,
and perhaps our focus on material things, the static qualities of human expression, give us a false confidence that humans are patterned and predictable, because the production of materiality can itself become predictable, how people make things, not what they need, but how they're made.
And the distribution of static objects, even

from a complex and heterogenous thing such as culture, can create pattern within that seem to convey a consistency across different times and places which suggest that maybe singular forces are driving these patterns of change through time.
It's also self-serving.	As I've noted, it would be great if archaeologists could figure out why people are the way they are.	Because then we would not need to attend to complex issues such as sampling and representation.	Because if we knew one, if we knew








the causal forces behind human history, we couldn't need a lot of data to explain what was going on, because the same thing was going on everywhere.
This, by the way, is the holy grail of

archaeology, not the relic, but the theoretical confidence, the singular models of causality explain all human phenomena.	I don't think it's true.	I don't think it actually works.	What we do when we engage in those models is we replicate our own expectations.	I hope it's not true, too, because if if everybody's driven by the same causal processes, life would be boring.	 And I think culture would be less rich.
I think, in fact, when I look around the world

today and I look at the tapestry of history as written in both documentary, oral, and material records, the variability of human expression suggests to me that lots of things are going on.	Not quite sure what, but I know many things are happening that are driving processes of changed, processes of similarities, processes of difference.
And so to attend to just a few of them, would be

to falsely explain the patterns of the past, to drive us away from the very kinds of evidence we need, representative samples, and to close off, to foreclose








on possible explanations because they're unfamiliar to you or I or the history or culture of archaeology.
One of the greatest points of discomfort that archaeologists face is actually what it in many records I've read.	Most of the oral records do narrate why history transitions to the way it does. They give us very clear explanations for why things happened and what caused the events of history.	They go back over 10,000 years.	The cause of history is the intervention of spiritual beings in human affairs across the sentient landscape.	They're unambiguous about the forces of historical change.
Those are the very words that cause archaeologists, who are not indigenous, to feel intimidated.	Because it's very difficult for an archaeological frame to explain those phenomena.
And the history of archaeological network has not been thoughtful about those issues, certainly not in settler colonial contexts.	More so if you go to classical archaeology, if you go to historical archaeological, but those kind of forces, spiritual entities and beings are front and centre if we encounter and think thoughtfully and respect the traditions of indigenous scholarships.
We can dismiss them as outsiders, if you take an








archaeological view, but would that not lead to oversimplifying and ignore important parts of the human condition, in this case those that have great genesis.	And the analogy of course that I've used in this class that I remind you of is the analogy of race.	Race, as we know is not a real thing, not a biological entity, it's a cultural projection onto patterns of human phenotypical variability.	So it's not real, but it's powerful, and it's historically influential.
If you were to embark upon the history of North America in the last 2- to 500 years, not including the concept of race, you would be unlikely to get very
far.	And most scholars would opine that you're

ignoring a critical driver.	It doesn't have to be real to be true.	It doesn't have to be reifiable to be culturally powerful.
And I'm not suggesting that spiritual domains

are not real.	It's not my job to tell you whether they're true or not.	My job is to simply to tell you if they're historically significant.	And if they're driving history, they're germane to archaeology.
So our approach in archaeology is broadening, even as we don't quite know what to do with that knowledge.	Most of the archaeology that we've








encountered where nonindigenous archaeologists have explored this.	Have they done it in partnership of indigenous communities, where they have sought to benefit from archives and insights, to accommodate it, to respect it, not to critique it.
Or if we heard from indigenous scholars then

these ideas are central to their analysis, critical domain over which people's history proceeds or in the case of my own work around Rockhard [phonetic], I intentionally chose only to provide readers with an insight into what was going on in history when I had an indigenous voice and other frames that I chose not
to, because I did not feel I had enough information to make a sensible opinion about things.
We don't yet know how to proceed through this information.	And that's actually is exciting.	That's an interesting place to be as archaeologists and we're a nascent endeavour, one that is recognized, I think, that the subject of our inquiry is more complicated than we know, and perhaps than our tools currently allow us to explore.
And that creates a necessary

interdisciplinarity. We need the insight of others if we are to engage in an understanding of history. Some archaeologists don't want to do it, by the way, and








that is fine.		So archaeologists would not really make a subject historical.	They want instead to make the subject material, and they become technicians of materiality.	And that's great; that advances our endeavour.	It avoids having to deal with complications.	 But if we take on the conceit, and it is a conceit, to explain the history of this place since its beginnings, then we necessarily take on this responsibility of trying to understand its fullest terms, and cut off just because we are unfamiliar, perhaps uncomfortable with them, we create an intellectual disservice.
So that's the challenge I think that we face,a key challenge that we face.	And to this knowledge, even though it may not make sense to outsider -- of course if you're indigenous, it would make considerable sense to you -- these are the principles
around which indigenous laws are framed, and of course

that is another domain that is seen somewhat marginalized by colonial society.
Archaeologists as you know is being deployed to evaluate the rights of indigenous people.	And that's great, that's an exciting space for archaeology to exist in.	I would also observe that most of those rights have already been exist in indigenous law.	You








don't need archaeology to know who owns what or whose rights belong to whom in the Canadian legal frame.
You just need to consult with the indigenous leaders and scholars and legacies of those jurisdictions and rulings to understand that truth.	Archaeology supplements them.	In fact, the veering of legality into archaeology and away from is perhaps a strategy to move away from indigenous legal frameworks.
So archaeology has gone into those debates.	An uncomfortable fit in many ways.	Not only is it a distraction from perhaps the core of the relationship between the indigenous and aboriginal law, but a scrutiny that archaeologists find, I think, uncomfortable, partly because we assume or declare
that we can do things that we actually struggle to do. Many of the contents of indigenous rights, the qualities of history that are cultural, that are anthropological our evidence does not directly show.
And so there's a lot of assumption, a lot of inferential leaps built into archaeology that archaeologists are uncomfortable, perhaps, declaring.
And we can get away with it when we talk to each

other and publish our articles.	But we can't get away it as easily as court of law.	Lawyers are trained to not care and ask hard questions.	 And of course, you








may not know this, but it is true.	If you enter into a court case, you are -- the participants of a court case are indemnified from liability.	So people can say things to each other that are libelous, and there is no consequence.	That is to give people freedom to speak their mind in court debates, so they're not constrained by the threat of a sanction to a separate legal proceeding.
It actually has a lot of power behind it, and I think it's a good thing, but it also means that some of the criticisms that are levelled at people within court frames are vociferous and not encountered in scholarship.
So these are places that, I think, that the

endeavouring of archaeology is perhaps not quite at the point where it would like to be.	Deny acknowledgment that is important, to deny it is to, in some cases, put into conclusion some weakness and vulnerability to the scrutiny of others.
This is also a history of extraordinary -- two

things about this history that I find fascinating. It's ancient and extraordinary continuity.	Really on a scale, it's hard to imagine.
It goes back a very long way, but it's not just

only going back a long time, it's going back a long








time with dissent.	The people today are related clearly to the people of thousands of years ago, even
10,000 years ago or more.	The continuity exists in oral traditions.	We see it in materials records, we see it in technological traditions, we see it in architectural plans.	I have been to sites that have
11,000 years of history in one place where the family that occupies the space today is ancestral to the family, I point out because they're often -- with sea level curves the older parts are up.	The family that occupied the same place 10,000 or more years ago.
And that kind of continuity is remarkable around

the world.	There aren't that many places that have that level of consistency through traditions.	In many cases things change: Politics, culture, technology, waves of transformation occur, so that the patterns of time is much more divisive and more revolutionary.
But here we see a great deal of continuity.

And it also creates not just this sense of similarity of continuity, but it creates a theatrical conundrum.	It's easy -- easier -- to explain change. Humans are all about change.	We're highly volatile creatures, doing all sorts of strange things, transforming and moving, we are restless people, which is exciting and relatively easy to explain why








something new happens.	That's just what people are. But to maintain the kind of stability that we see in this part of the world requires an endeavour, a pattern that we don't see very often.	And that I think is remarkable, very difficult to explain, other
than people are relentless and have come to some sense

of identity and agreement with themselves and their neighbours that their lands are largely sacrosanct. We do see conflict over territory, but they're quite rare.	In most cases the people today go back to the beginning however far in the past that is.	And it's quite remarkable as an intellectual endeavour.
So those are two things that I think are transformative in this part of the world.	And they separate us, at least separate the people here and its history from other places.	I'm sure they exist, but this kind of continuity is an outlier, in my understanding of human history.
The other thing is that we tend to see the other narration we have and this notion of change, progression.	Things that are simple and become increasingly complex.	That seems not to be the case. That's an illusion that archeologists like.	In fact, we see really technological innovations early and if you allow it to happen, you can actually see it more








than the evidence that exists.

We have -- some of our earliest sites in the northern coast are over 10,000, 11,000 years ago.	And they're clearly people who are doing pretty intensive fishing.	They're using marine economy.	Now, we don't have boats, but they must have.	We don't have
storage, but they must have.	All of the elements of an advanced deep-sea fishing technology that would have been necessary to survive in a marine system would have been there, but our samples are really small because we don't have many sites, and we don't
have very many excavated spaces of those sites to give

us that information.

But the fact they exist is probably more meaningful than just the current evidence shows.	And that suggests to us that all the things we say, well, these people built towards these achievements were likely there at the beginning.	So we're not seeing transformation towards technological sophistication. That technological sophistication has been there throughout history of indigenous pasts here in British Columbia, which not only undermines a common archaeological explanation, but it changes how we see the world in dramatic ways.	Why were things -- when things do change, what was motivating them if it's not








technological innovation for a necessity, what else was happening?	These are things that are gaps in our understanding of the past.
People were focus ing on local resources, often

exploiting those that were available, and that may be one reason.	When circumstances change, people adapt, they use different resources, sometimes they move, sometimes they engage in regional trade system to supplement their food supply.	And that creates this notion that there's networks of exchange and knowledge, trade and movement across this landscape, this mountainous coastal landscape, going back probably to the beginning times.
We have stories from Charles Menzies in his book

of the Kitkatla [phonetic] people, witnessing the movement north of people who have been the Tlingits. So this is 13-, 14,000 years ago maybe, extraordinary recollections but also time periods where people are already moving, exploring, filling gaps, moving into territories at the edge of the Pleistocene when new
lands are opening us because of the decline of the sea ice and the mountain ice glaciers, allowing people to people to move into the new territories.	We have stories in the Nisga'a territory of the people who
move into their valley that they still own today,








telling each other, recording what the land was like, how the glaciers melted on the edges first, leaving a channel of ice, and they lived on the sides, as the ice sheets melted or the ice rivers melted in the
centre, claiming territory that is still theirs today.

So fascinating examples of this movement of people across a dramatic and changeable landscape, but with this pattern of consistency.	Really, really rich in so many ways, unexpected indeed against the ideas that anthropologists and western anthropologists have about this history, about indigenous history, and
about the more distant past.

And I think that's one of the things that I want you to leave you with.	Don't be content with the explanations you inherit, recognize the possibilities that are here, and be aware that the data that archaeologists mobilize are hypothesis that deserve further evaluation.	They might be right or they might be wrong and they might be simply projections of what archaeologists would like to see, or think they see,
or believe should exist.

This will change as more indigenous scholars become archaeologists, there's more partnerships such as Sean's and Kevin's, as archaeologists find ways of accommodating more forms of knowledge to transform the








discipline and to apply it and create

interdisciplinary ways and other ways of understanding the past.
Conflict did exist, deployed in was that are

interesting, and themselves fascinating, occasionally for territory, often with unusual -- with unusual consequence.
There's a story of a powerful family of the nine

tribes of the Tsimshian anchoring chief...	He comes through from the...and he becomes one of the most powerful figures.	The name is one of the most powerful in the...tribes, one of the nine tribes of
the northern Tsimshian.	About 3500 years ago the name appears, we think, from the fall of this interior
town, Tenlahan [phonetic]the ancestry begins there.

When they arrive, when the name arrives on the coast, 3500, 3000 years ago, the only people are a son carrying the name and a mother.	That's the ancestry. But the nine tribes, the Ginikigeep [phonetic] adopt this arduous history of significance, and often their leaders come from histories of resilience against indomitable odds.	And in this case, everyone else dies, except for a mother and son, and that name rose to become one of the most powerful names in the nine tribes.	And it still is a resounding and significant








name in the family of the Ginikigeep -- sorry for the language.
My point being, though, that it takes many forms and has many results, not just the conflict of territorial advance and resource extraction models
that we have today.

So those are some of the thoughts I have about the subject.	The context, then, in which we conduct this work -- I have made a list of ideas that I think are relevant -- that we are encountering and coming up against this orthodoxy that I explored around expectation of the progressiveness, the movement from simple to complex.	Even the idea of complexity is worthy of studying.		And they often bake into them expectations.		The driving forces of human history are analogous to, maybe even forms of, evolutionary
change.	People are driven by functional need, by utilitarianism, living on the edge of survival so that not everybody will transmit to the next generation which is the biological reality, and thus creating these selective thresholds, survival, if you will, in the vernacular sense, of the fittest.
This is the model that a lot of archaeologists use here in British Columbia, and around the world, when dealing with earlier time-periods, specifically








earlier time periods of of indigenous peoples.

You don't see it so much in historical

archeology in ancient Egyptian archaeology.	You could see it, but not so much there.
So this is the orthodoxies, although they're eroding.	In fact, my grad student and I are writing a paper on excavating, the merits of an idea of complexity from its discard as a concept today.
There's still merit when used in a calibrated way, suggesting there's a rejection of these larger ideas going on.	But we don't have a lot of replacement.
The enthusiasm for explanation drove archaeologists to

these human-form models because they simplify the endeavour, powerful, deductive logic that explains a lot of things.
In putting that aside, we don't have a

replacement.	Maybe that's the point.	There isn't a singular model to explain things.	We're in a stage in archaeology where we're thinking more descriptively, we're looking more locally.	We're not just trying to explain, we're just trying to understand examples of things.	We think that perhaps down the road, maybe
for never the idea that a single synthetic theoretical model could explain all of humanity.
That remains an ambition, in anthropology,and








all the iterations of it going back to rate this model to the 18th century, the functional models to the
early 20th century, the scientific of the mid century into the processional, the illusionary models, the neocapital models of the late 19th century.	All of them have failed.	So it's not for want of trying to find a general explanatory theory; we just haven't
been successful yet.	Maybe one exists, but we haven't

arrived there yet.

So as a result we have ideas that perpetuate, but not entirely because they're valid or because people believe they're true.	Well, that's not science; right?	Science is a lot of things.	One thing it is not a replication of belief, it's the
testing of ideas.	And we don't see as much of that in archaeology, in general.	So perhaps we can be forgiven.	We don't see it a lot in BC.	We should be taking our ideas and saying this is what I think is going on.	How can I disprove it?
First of all, that's the responsibility of other

scholars, but archaeologists tend to be nonconfrontational in the main, and a polite group of people, largely.	And so they don't tend to take them by the lapels and shake them.	Although in court it's different.








So we should be going to the very level of scrutiny and evaluation that others disciplines that are scientific endeavour.	Partly because it's easier to disprove things than to prove them.	Only one thing that's contradictory to this group.	If you're trying to prove something, you need an almost infinite number of examples, in the absence of contradictory evidence, to indicate that it's true.
So it's a complex, asymmetrical relationship.

So it's intellectually much more powerful to disprove things.	So we should be recycling through ideas.
Here is a great idea.	Can I disprove it?	And if so,

move on to the next great idea.	And what is left, then, would be a better set of ideas, one would think.
So there's a basic task that we don't see a lot doing.	We also don't see a lot of nonrepresentative sampling, anecdotal evidence.	We don't see a lot of representation, efforts to say are my set of observations representative of the category of observations from this place and this time, partly because it's difficult, it's laborious.	You have to do sampling to redundancy to get the same answer over and over again until you're confident that it's the right answer.	That's a lot of time and effort and money to get to the same answer time and time again.








If you're in laboratory, you can run the same experiment, probably with some facility.	But if you're doing an archaeological effort that involves
subsurface evaluation, then to find one pattern can be

months' long endeavour.	To replicate 10 or more times, is to take an enormous task on.
And so it's challenging to find samples.	So archeologists largely don't.	We just find anecdotal evidence in the hopes that if we find enough of
them -- sometimes they do.	There have been a few

examples, often in the zoo archaeological domain, McEachney [phonetic] being one, Sara Campbell in the Virginia buffer and others, where people have attempted to find representations in the datasets of others more than themselves, although Iain did a pretty good job in the Barkley Island groups that the shot sites of doing that with a set of villages that he was looking at.	What is the common resource us across these lands?		And he found one, herring, not salmon as one might expect.
The point is the archaeological frame to collect data that is content with this discovery
?CART CAPTIONER [Catherine]: Sorry about that!

INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	Is it's very difficult to relate to peer relationships in your analytical studies in








the area of representation you're interested in.

And of course over time, even bias data will form patterns of representation, which is great,
except that what do we do with our data?	We put it in

a repository and often not present in.

And so the very space and source of information that we could to us attend to this issue of representation, we often don't.	We just put it away, it ends up in boxes.	Me as the director of LOA, I have thousands of boxes to be responsible for, and to try to figure out what is going on.
If we could describe them, we would have much,

much better datasets.	Some of our boxes go back to

1940s.	They're an inventory of the byproduct that go back decades.	They are the of parts of the research that the researcher declared was not significant to their work.	What did they look for?	Belongings to a small subset of the by-product of human productivity, ignoring the vast majority of data, which would be useful.	 And indeed most of my projects focus either on nonintrusive assessments or repository studies.
Why should I go back to lands, destroying more

archaeological sites when I can go to a museum and

open boxes and get similar forms of data -- not always the same, but my point is if there's value in doing








these things, if this is our ambition, the fact we haven't done it indicates that representative sampling is not recognized as a priority.
Researchers haven't found a way to feasibly do

it, or it hasn't been recognized as a principal component of an effective research design.
And I suggest to you, as I mentioned to you this morning, I'm sorry for those who heard both my
classes, it's a sign of the nascences of our endeavour.
Archaeology is still trying to find its feet. It's often really just beginning to sort out the challenge of the subject and the tools that it might need to arrive at an understanding of the past.	It's encountered the past, it told stories about the past. Now we have to figure out whether the data matches up with the stories we told.	How do we know?
We also are not good about time, we have limited

explanations.	If something is going to be causal, something will drive something else, it has to precede it, logically; right?	If you're going to say food shortage is driving this political change, you have to have evidence of food shortage.	That's a question in
time

And we're not very good at that.	We haven't








figured out what time does.	Despite some of the great tools we have like radiocarbon dating, it's a shame. There's a learning curve, there's a cost, and there's often a baseline cost to doing it, and archaeologists are typically not doing it in the research projects, focussing on other priorities.	And in the cultural resource management ministry, very few radiocarbon datings.	I run the Canadian Archeological Radiocarbon database.		And there is a legal requirement for every CRM company that gets a radiocarbon date to submit it to our database.	How many a year do I get?
Lizzy, you smiled.	Give me a number?

STUDENT:	The legal?

INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	How many CRM carbon dating do they produce a year in BC
STUDENT:	Probably over 100.

INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	You're very generous.	It's between 25 and 50, 50 is a good year.	It's usually around 25.
So all the money that goes through CRM, all the

time, all the excavations, all the samples they pull out of the ground, there's very few of them that end up being carbon dated.
So the control over time, which is a key

dimension, not well understood, unfortunately.








So we are seeing this, though, as part of our context, increasing relationships.	Sean demonstrates that by his position and his relationship with people like Kevin.	And I think that's an opportunity for optimism as more indigenous communities engage in being practitioners of archaeology, even within the CRM and industry, we will start seeing transformational.
By the way, there's a reason why there's a legal obligation for CRM companies to submit their radiocarbon dates to our national archives of radio carbon dates.	Because Musqueam made them do it.	They didn't do it voluntarily.	They don't do many, as I mentioned, so it's not a huge obligation.	But the
only reason they're forced to do it is because Musqueam wrote to the government and said, "Listen, somebody has to force them to submit them.	All they have to do is send an e-mail with the results.	It's very simple. There was some reluctance of people to do it.	So it's possible to do things that we're not doing.	We're driven to better practice, I think, by these partnerships and engagements.
So our empirical horizons are broadening.	New forms of data are available to us, new ways of exploring the data, whether it's new forms of








non-material data, or even new forms of exploring data, including the horizons of the miniature, of the small, molecular studies, bio-molecules geo-molecules, DNA that helps us understand the patterns of the
things that we encounter, the sourcing, that we talked about, of obsidian and other kinds of rocks.	These kind of datasets allow us to map out around time and space material interactions that help us then evaluate social, political and cultural changes.
We also are facing this -- on Thursday we'll

talk more about complex regulatory framework, which is very well located, as we know.	We got that sense, I think, from Sean, i.e. work within this framework.
It's not easy to work within this framework, and his

book says it's not easy to do this within this framework.	His thesis is we should do better, and my thesis is it's terrible for a reason: Someone's built it that way.	We differ on that point subtly.
But it is complicated and it's not likely to change.	If it changes, it will be from pressure from people.	And I was interesting in hearing that David Eby pulled the plug on DRIPA.	That he was told a collection of First Nations Chiefs of BC in a private meeting that he was going to do that.	A 100% of them opposed this action.	I think he'll do it anyway.








Part of the complexity of this landscape, that the political groups that are in charge of this province don't have to attend to the things that many people, including archaeologists and indigenous communities, value.	This is part of the landscape of regulations.	The DRIPA change unfortunately has already had an impact.	I don't know this for sure, but I'm -- but if it's the reason the heritage transformation project has not been completed, and unlikely to ever be completed.
I think when DRIPA gets put in hiatus, it's not coming back.	Which is a shame.	It was an opportunity to attend to this long-standing obligation of the disenfranchisement of indigenous peoples from their territories.	It was a pathway to begin to attend to it, and the government has chosen not to do that. Obviously, I would think, because it doesn't want to, it doesn't want to give up the control it has, and it doesn't want to have to pay any bill that comes with that kind of work.
Eby says it's all about letting the supreme court evaluate the Mek... and the Cowichan decision, two decisions that identify two separate legal apparatuses in the province, not aligning with DRIPA, or using it as a way of saying these legislative








regimes don't work in the province.

So instead of trying to make these regimes the Mining Act debate, or Aboriginal Title ruling, which is the Cowichan decision.	Instead of trying to make those legislative regimes fit DRIPA, they've chosen instead to pull the plug on DRIPA.	I laugh, but it's a rueful laugh.
In the CRM industry there are similar

complications, there are conflicts of interests.	And the drive for profit, is profit really a sustainable model for the management of heritage?	Is it like a model like lumber, or does it create an inevitable conflict of interest, a very disservice to the very principles of that archaeologists claim is ethical.
I think that is a complication that we have to resolve.	It also creates this:	All the money that goes into the CRM world, it creates the flow of things and knowledge, now digital documents as well as material objects and samples and notes and
photographs, all that stuff ends up in a repository.

Who funds the repository?	Nobody.	There is no money. For the repository at UBC comes from funds from the
UBC who are charging consulting companies something now.	The obligation the Heritage Conservation Act creates the repositories is that repositories hold the








products of archaeological work as stewards for the people of British Columbia in perpetuity, forever.	So we're lucky that the university is paying to keep the lights on and climate control.	They're even building new buildings.	It has no funding model.	I have no answer for it, otherwise than I know it's unsustainable.	I wish there were a pathway ahead.	I know my colleague is embarking upon a series of conversations around the province to create a more responsible repository alliance.	But right now there seems to be no appetite from the government to attend to this.
The one glimmer of hope -- I don't want to sound too pessimistic -- but the one glimmer of hope I have is that certain nations are embarking on their own repository projects.	Tsawwassen First Nation has started; I'm hearing from Squamish that they're interested.	And this might be the path ahead.	If I, as the director of LOA	go to the -- well, the government wouldn't even talk to me.	Wrote a letter, "Hey, you should help us."	They're very likely not to respond.
But if the First Nations approach the government, perhaps they'll have more leverage.	And then it's a more appropriate space.	Universities








shouldn't be the stewards of indigenous heritage. Indigenous communities should be the stewards of their heritage.	That we are here is a consequence of a colonial history created by my predecessors.	We do
the best we can, but it was my colleague, indigenous colleague Dr. Christian Barnett, we should be in the business of getting out of it.	Absolutely right.	We should not be in the business of being a repository, we should work hard to not be a repository.
These are some of the challenges, then, that I

can think of that we've talked about.	We have focused almost exclusively on destructive methods in archaeology in British Columbia.	There are some changes.	Geophysics are not really on the horizon
yet.	A lot of people are working, outliers for that, but it has some value residential schools.	But it has
value.

Indeed before the current work I'm doing -- well actually, coincident I've been working...announcement of the Kamloops results, I was working with my colleague, Colin Greer of the Klene...trying to use geophysics partly because we're lazy, and partly because we know that digging is damaging and we don't want to encounter ancestors, and it's destructive and violation in itself, and partly it's slow, and if we








want to understand patterns of architecture, we could spend five years digging out one house, or use geophysics and map out 50 houses in one summer.	So we can increase sample sizes by doing that.	Also, we're getting older, our knees are failing, so the idea of digging is perhaps less appealing, I won't speak for Colin who has a great deal of vigour.
Typically we're not at the forefront.	LiDAR is

the exception, although even that is not always the most efficacious method.	But geophysics less common.
So we're relying on methods that were invented in the 19th century and perfected in the early 20th, supplemented by things like subsurface evaluation.
But still technology wouldn't be out of place with the

work of some of the earliest archaeologists of the late 19th century and early 20th century.	Our technological innovation has become somewhat static,
in part because it's a regulatory regime that supports

consistency, predictability, and partly because it's a profit regimen that likes predictable costs, and
partly because of the uncertainties around which these new technologies are.	And I think that's the roles
for us, people in universities. We don't have profit margin driving us. So we can be speculative. We can work in partnership with First Nations, "Hey, does








this technology work?"	And if so, we can train others, we can illustrate how it's working.	And I think we do that well and that's an important role, doing kind of the R & D, the research and development.
I can try and train people in being doing good, CRM archaeologists.	I'm also happy to teach methods, but I certainly think I can contribute by evaluating methods that could work, and telling people which ones are successful and which ones aren't in different contexts, so they can build off of our understanding.
We do need to integrate data.	We have a lot of data available in repositories.	And when we look at the case studies that we examined in this class, which are some of the best I could find, even the textbooks that we could encounter, they are -- the
representation of regional data patterns are modest.

They're often very inconsistent.	So there's effort to try and stitch them together.	The most perhaps,
well-known example is the Sara Campbell and Virginia Butler case, and they were at pains to point out how difficult it was do something really simple which is just compare archeological excavations.	You would think that would be pretty straightforward.	It's the same datasets, similar methods.	Should we not be able to do it?	Everybody does things differently and








reports differently.	It's really hard to compare. Standardise ways of presenting and reporting information.
So efforts at kind of anticipating and building

datasets that allow for data sovereignty and

governance to be managed more effectively would really help our endeavour.	You would be surprised to know there's been a lot of articles directed at archaeologists how to present radiocarbon dates. They're pretty simple.	There's not that many parts to it.	You have the date, the range of uncertainty.	You have a few other measures.	There's about six things; right?	Per date.	Not a ton.	It's always the same
six things.	And there's a number of articles in the

archaeological processes by geochemists saying you should really present your data more consistently. That's a very straightforward thing, and we don't even do that very well.	My point is archaeologists seem to be a fractious group, resistant to conform.	And so
the challenge that we face is creating a dataset that

are comprehensive across regional domains.	Perhaps one of the reasons we don't see a lot of work in the repository of the archival side is because the very act of stitching data is difficult.
FRED:	I see a worse problem than that.	So many of the








key...from the past in archaeology in BC, we can't redo how they did their data.
INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	You raise a great point. FRED:	Those are really critically important sites.
INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	We tend to teach archaeologists methods rather than research design.	And research design is a necessary component of how you arrive at a dataset.	Methods are how you collect them, but the design is to make sure the observations are
appropriate for the questions you're asking and

shareable in some fashion.	We can't go back in time. I have tried in some cases.
Borden is pretty good.	It's taken a PhD student of mine more of a decade to get to a point where he
can narrate with some sensibility what is going on. Partly because Borden was pretty rigorous and consistent in collecting and presenting his data but he it in a regularized way.
FRED:	He did it for a bunch of sites?

INST ANDREW MARTINDALE:	The problem with Borden was that he invented a new system for every site.	His notation system, his shorthand code for what he was doing from spatial management of his data changed site to site. And he never wrote down the code.	So you have to kind of -- it's a complicated.	We've been pretty good at








rebuilding what it was that we had.	By the time he got to the '50s, he was pretty accomplished.	The early stuff in the '40s is out there.	But in some cases he's got -- it's -- in almost all cases, it's good data.
But there are other projects, including the

nationally funded Prince Rupert Harbour project in the

1960s, funded with a lot of money, is the basis of the exhibit in the Contemporary Canadian Museum in Ottawa, formerly in Gatineau, formerly the Canadian the Museum of Civilization -- and along the wall, there's all these traditional Westcoast developments.	One from
the left is Tsimshank and reconstructed.	That was reconstructed by George McDonel from the Boardwalk site.	We have tried to rebuild it from the Boardwalk. It has been hair-pulling exercise.	It's difficult because there's not very good.	He did an excavation largely to build that exhibit, not to figure out what was in the ground.	And that's not the worst of them. Sorry, you've got me going.	Really terrible.	One of them where there's a big hole beside the house.	They excavated all sorts of things.	It was somewhat reported on, and I have got the archive.	It's like children preschool children wrote it out.		It makes no sense.		It really is dreadful.








And so the legacy of this history of archaeological work, in some cases.	This is ancient by the way.	Contemporary practises are much better. And the CRM is really good about good, solid descriptive datasets.	And these weren't CRM
archeologists, these errors were occurring in research

archaeology.	So they're no longer as current, but they still provide us with this dissonance between what was done, what was concluded, and what is left for us to evaluate.
So is this a signal of some of the issues we face.	Part of these reflect the dynamics of colonial asymmetry and power, not only in the interpretation and the practice of archaeology, but in jurisdiction. We have inconsistent training methods.	And I try and bring research design into my methods courses so that
this component, a critical component of archaeological inquiry, is circulated more widely.	I think I might have to write an article about this one.	I don't
think people spent enough time thinking about it.	We

employ methods inconsistent, and so we will hamper our work before we begin.	And the solution is relatively straightforward, but I won't belabour that.	It's not part of our class.
We've got this crisis, as my colleague Leona








Sparrow observed to me many many years ago. No one can get access to it.	It doesn't even do what it's supposed to do, and that's true.
These create concerns that Nations have about

their sovereignty.	 The practice in the province does not conform to heritage conservation methods around data certainty.	In fact, my post-doc student got a research grant motivated by a request from talented Elder...clan.	Can we not build a better database and protocol systems?	Because there isn't one.		Let's get some money and do it.	So we just a grant.	We're
going to build a data management system.	It attempts

that to do this, for Penelekut.	It won't but we'll start to do that.	I don't know if they're compatible, if we can align profit and heritage, because profit inevitably destroys heritage.	To some extent also the research industry, and it is a bit of an industry.
They seem incompatible.	Of course the Heritage

Conservation Act, a challenge at the best of times, even more so today.		We can talk more about that on Thursday.	We lack good examples not only of training, but credentialing.	Who is allowed to be an archaeology, who is allowed to declare themselves an archeologist.
That has a bit of containment, because the








province does regulate who can be, not necessarily an employee of archaeology, they ask you can take a
10-day course or a 5-day course, risk course, to be an archaeological person.	If you want to become a field director, you need a certain degree of credentialing and experience.	If you want to be a permit holder, again a level of credentialing.	All of these are typically western branches, but are increasingly emerging pathways for indigenous people who don't have western credentials, to deploy their scholarship and their experience in these frames, but it's a tough
path to do.

So our models of education don't align well with the needs either of the industry or of the communities who are subjected to this, and not really of the research frames that we exist in.
Of course archaeology is consumed, in parts, by legal application, the evaluation and work that we do in legal frameworks is another conversation, because the archaeological work is being evaluated by
non-archaeologists.	Often the purpose is not to understand, indeed, it's an adversarial system, the purpose is exclusively to disenfranchise, to argue that the opposing view is wrong in whatever fashion you can.	And given the kind of endemic challenges








around research design and data management and representation that are baked into archaeology, it's not hard to poke holes in archeological conclusions. And that's the undoing to some extended of the archaeological endeavour.
We talked about this one.	With the challenges

of time, I won't go in great detail.	We don't have a lot of chronological sequences well established to evaluate the causal hypotheses.	We could do better with radiocarbon dating and with its effects, especially of challenges of using it in a marine contexts, a complicated space.
Belongings themselves as potential sequences of cultural identity over space -- across space and over time.	Possible avenues.	But there's a lot of commonality across this landscape.
As we talked about, the model that archaeology has is around pottery.	It is very variable over space and highly variable over time.	So it's a good indicator of change and identity.	But the materiality of the west coast and the interior don't lend itself
to those kind of nuanced patterns, because it's not as

plastic. And there's a great deal of consistency and affinity for traditionality within these areas. It's perhaps not true of other areas dominated by certain








kinds of plastic technology such as -- plastic, it's not that it's made of plastic, but able to be changed quite easily.	I mentioned this one already.
And then we have legacies of error around time.

This is my favourite example.	I think I showed you this already.	We gave this talk.	I can't even read that.	We gave this document at an archaeology talk not last year, the year before.
This is Charles Borden's.	He argued that the archeological sites that he was exploring in the Musqueam territory were sequential, so that he could create a forefield time scale around history, and in doing so, he got a bunch of data, and this is his sequence of time, including radio carbon dates.	But
if you look at the correspondence with himself and the lab, you can see that in fact his evidence was that these sites were contemporaneous; they were not separated by time, and that he selected only the dates that he liked for reasons other than they created temporal separations between these places, creating an illusion of a sequence where one didn't exist.
Of the 1950, this model still is referenced

today.	People still use the forefield Borden model. We produced this poster last year and I just -- on Archaeology Day.	I got a call from Musqueam saying,








hey, we've got another example of people using this

CRM report, and we know it's wrong.	When are we going to publish that?
So I think this summer we're going to turn this

analysis into a publication to tell people two things: Don't use the sequence because it doesn't have a lot
of evidence, and No. 2, get better data.	Test the hypothesis, get radiocarbon dates, use them properly, and you can have a better understanding of time than just the assumption that Borden from the 1950s was right.	It turns out Borden was not.	Hard to say.
We only have a few minutes left.	I talk a lot,

but it's exciting -- well, I find it exciting.

Challenges of space.	Provincial data systems we have to map data across the province exist.	They are restricted and they're limited in the kind of data
they have and who has access to them.	The example with Penelekut [phonetic], we're going to be drawing in the data from RAAD GIS system, and from PARL, report library, to build for Penelekut [phonetic] their own heritage management system so they don't have to rely on the government, but also because they know the government dataset is incomplete and riddled with error.
It's not a criticism of archaeology.	Many of








the datasets were preliminary, and their only intention was to identify the possibility of archeological heritage, not to conclude this is all that is there.	They have since become used for purposes they were not designed to be.
So to create our own system is an example of how

to confront some of these restrictions and to integrate archival, we're going to interview elders and knowledge holders and compile documented
resources.	We're doing it because we're academics and

can apply for funding, but a lot of communities have so many other things.
I work with the Elders Committee at Penelekut. Sometimes the administration doesn't have a heritage officer, and that is a challenge that a lot of nations
face.

So this challenge is difficult to meet across

the province, and if we were to do a good job here, we might transform how our understanding of history for Penelekut is different from the government systems recognize today.	That is part of the goal of the Penelekut is to take back their heritage from control of the government.
We talked about the sampling of repositories, we

recognize that the causal patterns that archaeologists








proposed need testing.	They get in the way of broader sampling.	And we know that in the Province of British Columbia we have a lot of logistical challenges.	It's not easy doing archeology here. We have mountains, active rivers that are high energy, thick forest covers, we have high-energy marine systems.	The land is flooded, and it rains an awful lot.	These are not the easiest places to do archaeology and to deploy new archaeological technologies, and in some cases they're the most difficult lands.
So that is a challenge we face.	To do better work across space is to attend to some of these requirements, and to push the requirements of some of the technologies we work with.	Indeed our first question around using ground-penetrating radar in architecture here in BC was can we see architecture in BC with ground-penetrating radar.	Is wasn't how to
use it, it was does it even work. And the answer is

kind of.	But technological innovation is slow, largely falls to the research domain such as people like myself.
And the last few slides I have here are around

this notion of, firstly, the materiality.	The goal or the realm of archaeology, the universe of archaeology focuses on things, but they're just an expression of








archaeological.	And archaeologists are I think embarking on how we can better understand the meaning of things and also the meanings of cultures that exists beyond things, to situate an archaeological endeavour rather, than being the only insight into cultural expression in the past a partial view.	And that requires a degree of theoretical sophistication, and if I know my colleagues, many of them become archaeologists because they got fed up with bureaucracy, social theory.	Archeology tends to attract those people who are not that excited about the theorizing part.	Not everybody, and you may be exceptions.	I feel I'm somewhat of an exception.
But if that whole endeavour, complicated human

endeavour, human culture, gets a little bit much, you might find archeology more appealing because it's a bit more unambiguous.	But I don't think it is.	I think it just hides ambiguities.	And so these expressions of the important of things and causality that come into questions, we don't have patterns across space and time, we have these continuities through time that are difficult to explain, and the focus tends to be still on the objects of human production rather than the arrangements of human endeavour.	Most archeology focuses on belongings,








less on architecture, for example, and I find architecture some of the most informative and interesting places to think about the past through.
If I try and find examples of architecture, other than

the ones collected, there aren't too many, because archaeologists don't look for it.	And when they record it, it's insubstantial, it's uncertain.	I instead get a bunch of shovel tests, where I get images, little snapshots of what could be an architectural pattern.	It's not systematically explored, giving me a focus of even narrower form of material things rather than arrangements, which I think are provocative.
And so my suggestion and my observation of

archaeology in BC is it benefits from this, interdisciplinary, not multidisciplinary. Multidisciplinary is the arrangement of different ways of doing.		Interdisciplinary is actually the effort to integrate, to bring into archeology other ways of knowing.	Which requires equitable exchanges.	I'm thinking here, for example, of my work, and others, with indigenous oral traditions, equitable exchange across the stone age rather than one dominate the other.	And also understanding that insights across domains of power often erase the knowledge of








subaltern, people are subjected to power, but their voice is muted by people who benefit from them dominating the conversation, and they're unaware of the existence of asymmetry.
Vulnerability across these domains is actually a strength, not often heralded in archeology or in scholarship.	My colleague, Allison Wylie, speaks to this with great insight.
And the approach is really an adversarial one. All the studies we looked at where archeologists intentionally worked with indigenous community partners, there are a tone, much as Sean and Kevin portrayed, a tone of care, of caring for each other, of working together, of thinking on each other's behalf, of being empathetic, of being supportive.
This stands in contrast to adversarialism that

we see in scholarship to some extent where people debate that are encouraged to fight with each other, and in legal frames where fighting is demanded of people.	And I point again to the notion that feminist including Allison Wylie, the standpoints, the notion
of the arrangement of positionality across these

subaltern landscapes, in a sense that parts are

greater than the sum, that we need different points of view to better understand the subject, rather than








trying to dominating the conversation from a singular point of view.
And so my last slide -- I see Fred's putting his -- I'm speaking more quickly because Fred's putting his computer away.	I know you have a bus to
catch.

Here are things to think about.	On Thursday we'll take a look at case studies that will illustrate some of these ideas and the reading are my sense of hopeless with a degree of caution.	We clearly have a legal frame that is challenging, we've got an unsustainable status quo with CRM repository around which research contributions are part and parcel.	We have got empirical opportunities and challenges
through issues of sampling, we would benefit from but are resistant to methodological innovation, to some extent laboratory innovations are actually ahead of the game where we're dragging our feet.	We don't see equitable participation across all ranges, including
indigenous participation in the discipline, especially

in all its forms, such as academic settings. Hopefully things will change.
I think we could benefit from some theoretical innovation.	I would like us and would engage -- actually one of the things that would be helpful








around Sean's book is that he's thoughtful and engaged with contemporary theory.	A lot of archaeologists don't want to talk about that, but Sean illustrates a modern way.	We have an expanded subject, not just a narrowing one.	In fact the more we open the
discipline to the complexities of the human endeavour

in the past, the more accurate we will be, the more correct our understandings will be, and to be honest, the more fun and satisfying it is.		And I would point to a future being led voices such as Kevin Wilson's, invite us along to understand their history from an outside point of view.	Not all of you do, but you might, towards a collective path.	I find that represents a future that I have some hope in.
Ta-dah!	Right on time this time.

All right, let's reunite on Thursday, and for

our last class, we'll take a look at case studies that will illustrate themes, and then we'll say good-bye to each other. Thank you for your time.
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