To: Systemwide Repatriation Committee

From:  Kent Lightfoot, Professor of Anthropology, UCB


  Richard Hitchcock, NAGPRA Coordinator, Hearst Museum, UCB

Many thanks for sending the “Report on Kumeyaay Cultural Affiliation.”

It is clear that Diana Wilson has put considerable work and effort into

the report.   We very much appreciate the detailed and, for the most part,

balanced treatment on the question of cultural affiliation concerning the

human skeletal remains and associated funerary objects from SDi-525 and

SDi-603.   We have discussed the report with some of our UC Berkeley colleagues.   In reviewing the lines of evidence for the repatriation of human remains to the Kumeyaay, we have some questions that we feel need to be addressed.   They are as follows:

1. We fully understand that the archaeology of San Diego county is complex and subject to several differing interpretations.  However, San Diego county now has well over 15,000 registered sites, with only a handful that fit into the time period between the Archaic and the Patayan or Proto-Yuman cultures.  There appears to be little evidence

that supports a cultural connection between the Archaic populations

(La Jollan/Pauma) and historic Kumeyaay (Shackley personal communication).  Furthermore, there are archaeologists who still feel strongly that the ancestral homeland of the Kumeyaay is located along the Colorado River or in western Arizona (see arguments in Shackley 2002).   We feel that this alternative argument needs to be addressed in more detail in the report. 

2. We are impressed with the discussion presented in the “Biological anthropology” section that summarizes Dave Hunt and others’ research on early human skeletal remains.  Most of the data that is presented seems to point toward a  conclusion of no biological relationship.  Furthermore, the vast majority of Kumeyaay human remains are cremations, while Archaic remains are uniformly interments. 

3. In the report, one of the strongest lines of evidence employed to support cultural affiliation is the oral tradition.  However, we feel

this section could be more comprehensive by the addition of earlier

publications on Kumeyaay or Yuman peoples creation stories.

In some of these earlier accounts, the oral tradition of the Kumeyaay does talk of two brothers arising from the sea.  However, most accounts also state that the point of creation is Wikami or Wik-a-mee.  In DuBois (1906:129), her consultant Rafael Charles relates that the point of creation for the Kumeyaay is Wik-a-mee, a mountain near the Colorado River.  In Gifford (1931:79) and Spier (1923:330), their consultant, Narpai, also places the creation at Wikami in two different versions of the creation story.  Waterman (1910:339) also places the creation at Wikami, unfortunately he does not provide a consultant’s name, although the person is thought to be the same as in DuBois (1906).   We feel that these earlier studies on creation stories need to be addressed in the report.

In conclusion,  it is not clear to us that the “preponderance of the evidence” supports cultural affiliation of human skeletal remains and

associated funerary objects from SDi-525 and SDi-603 with the Kumeyaay.    We feel that just as convincing an argument can be proposed that these remains are culturally unidentifiable based on some of the archaeological findings, current understandings of the biological relationships, and some of the earlier published oral traditions.  We feel that these lines of evidence need to be adequately addressed in the report.   
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