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Clark, Geoffrey A. NAGPRA, Science, and the Demon-Haunted World. Skeptical Inquirer, May-June 1999 v23 i3 p44(5) Expanded Academic ASAP. Contra Costa College Library. 26 January 2007. <http://0-web2.infotrac.galegroup.com.alice.dvc.edu/itw/infomark>

Right from the outset, the author throws down his gloves, and confronts the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA). This straightforward, scholarly missive is well written and quickly tackles the fundamental flaws in the NAGPRA law. Occasionally, the author is repetitious in pointing out perceived flaws in the law, which does not detract from his intended lambasting of the law and its interpretation. If anything, the redundancy of his argument drives home his points with additional fervor. 

The controversy between science and religion is summed up stating that science is well thought out and reasonable, while religion is self-serving, using tradition to verify its position. This is expounded upon when he contends that science questions things and tries to understand them using the scientific method, while religion starts with a conclusion and then dismisses reason and logic to justify that decision.

The article is supportive of the archaeology as a science and dismisses any benefit of NAGPRA, listing many observations that human remains belong to the human family and not just one particular ethnic group. These remains can be very beneficial to the expansion of knowledge for human history and foretelling the future of mankind, especially in the medical arena. The ethnocentric attitudes of the few are detracting from the overall human picture.

The author escalates his argument against religious beliefs that are limiting the advancement of science to include the politics that are a roadblock to promotion of science. NAGPRA, a direct result of those politics, is the crux of the attack in this well-stated paper. There is no attempt to appease opposing viewpoints, merely a denunciation from an evolutionary point of view, contending that NAGPRA and its adherents are barriers to science and its benefits.

Hicks, Robert D. “Time Crime: Protecting the Past for Future Generations”. The FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin, July 1997 v66 n7 p1(7) Expanded Academic ASAP. Contra Costa College Library. 26 January 2007. <http://0-web2.infotrac.galegroup.com.alice.dvc.edu/itw/infomark>.

This article is unique in that is presents the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1990 from a law enforcement agencies point of view. Unlike all the other articles, this paper does not dwell on the gray areas that are affected by NAGPRA. The author does not use any emotional devices to interpret upon the subject, but states very matter-of-factly points of the law, reasons for the law, problems with enforcing a case, and how to pursue a case. Although the presentation is rather dry, it is well thought out. It exhibits a very detached nature in handling the matter. 

The writer could have easily been a scriptwriter for the old “Dragnet” television series. As on those programs, this article presents only the ‘black and white’ about the topic, never even alluding to the possibility of there being shades of gray somewhere in the subject. Specific examples of crimes are given that fall under the jurisdiction of NAGPRA, and various other Laws of the Land. In these examples, the intent of the criminal activity is excruciatingly obvious. The readily apparent damage done by these looters demonstrates the need for the laws. Since the article distances itself from emotions of the religious and scientific differences inherent in the argument, there is no disharmony that surfaces.

In conclusion, the article is well written, handles its subject precisely as it intends to, and validates its purpose completely, never veering from its planned mark. Basically it illuminates the law enforcement agency take on NAGPRA, and how best to deal with it, while hinting that the agencies need more manpower, money and training to effectively uphold the law.

Horvitz, Leslie Alan. “Indians and anthropologists are battling over old bones.” Insight on the News. Nov 18, 1996 v12 n43 p40(2). Expanded Academic ASAP. Contra Costa College Library. 26 January 2007. <http://0-web6.infotrac.galegroup.com.alice.dvc.edu/itw/infomark>

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (NAGPRA) is very controversial. This article presents both sides of the NAGPRA debate. The author does an excellent job of describing the concerns of the Native Americans and those of the scientific community. The author depicts a fanaticism that each side holds for their point of view. The Native Americans are adamant that their religious and cultural views should be recognized and accepted while the scientists demand to be able to utilize the human remains for their studies.

Initially, the article seemed to present a slanted perspective of the scientists, but with repeated readings, the paper appears to be balanced, merely representing the diametrically opposing sentiments. Their passions come across extremely well. The article makes evident a fundamentalist versus evolutionist argument. The Native Americans go as far as saying that they know how the people came to be and therefore the research is not necessary, while the scientists plead that there is no evidence that ancient remains are Native Americans.

This article adeptly points out that the law was improperly conceived and was hastily enacted without adequate input from the communities that it would effect the most. Eventually, there are comments about some tribes and scientists meeting at a common ground to work together to allow research while preserving cultural desires. Most scientists appear in agreement that the most likely descendant should handle relatively recent burials, while the ancient remains should be used for scientific investigation.

After reading this article, it is easy to conclude that NAGPRA needs to be reworked to redefine the intention of the law. The author fashioned a superior exposé that illustrates that this law does not meet the needs it was supposed to address, leaving no one fully satisfied.

Killheffer, Robert K.J. “Reburying the Past.” Omni, Winter 1995 v17 n9 p30(6). Expanded Academic ASAP. Contra Costa College Library. 26 January 2007. <http://0-web2.infotrac.galegroup.com.alice.dvc.edu/itw/infomark>.

“Reburying the Past” is easily the best article to cover the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1990. It is written in a chronological manner that starts with a historical perspective on the need for the law, the interpretive problems with the law, and the possible future for those touched by the law. Robert Killheffer has taken a decidedly middle of the road approach to the subject, presenting the benefits of NAGPRA, while still discussing negative repercussions of it. 

The author does an admirable job of balancing the subject matter without creating any artificial animosity. His portrayal of the law demonstrates the problems with the implementation of any new way of doing business, while people try to adhere to their status quo.He cites instances in which there was questionable conduct on the part of Native Americans (robbing their own graveyards for sale) and anthropologists (unethical treatment of human remains) without demonizing the people involved. He points out that the majority of the people on both sides of the issue have worked well with each other, bringing out a greater understanding of the cultures under study.

Many positive benefits of NAGPRA are revealed, while acknowledging that this is just the beginning for clarification of the law. The main detrimental aspect to the museum curators is that they will lose some of their benchmark materials, but understand that they will forge ahead with new methods that will evolve. The conclusion seems to be that once all the dust settles, there will still be museums with objects on display. A side benefit is that those objects will be better understood from the perspective of traditional and scientific ideologies.

Kinzer, Stephen. “Homecoming for the Totem Poles.” UNESCO Courier, April 2001 p28. Expanded Academic ASAP. Contra Costa College Library. 26 January 2007. <http://0-web2.infotrac.galegroup.com.alice.dvc.edu/itw/infomark>.

Stephen Kinzer has taken a very controversial topic, viewed it with rose-colored glasses, and created this feel-good article. After nonchalantly perusing this article, it would be difficult to understand why the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (NAGPRA) is considered by many to be a dubious law. According to his article, the Native American groups and the museums have grown to respect each other since the implementation of the law. 

The law requires curators of museums to enumerate their collections that have Native American remains and sacred artifacts. Once they have a reliable list of the data in the collection, they are obliged to notify the direct ancestors of those artifacts. According to the essay, the curators and the Native Americans have been working harmoniously together, returning some funerary artifacts and human remains, retaining others with special provisions, and in most cases learning more about their collections from the Native Americans, who have been explaining the various artifacts.

The paper gives Pollyannaish examples, showing that the law works. It hints that people originally thought the law would be unworkable due to its scope, but makes it sound like everyone is working together contentedly to unravel further prehistoric knowledge of North America. There is no mention of adversarial viewpoints of pan-Indian religious ideas and the scientific concerns that have been well documented in other articles. 

Kluger, Jeffrey. “Who Should Own the Bones?”. Time, March 13, 2006 v167 i11 p50. Expanded Academic ASAP. Contra Costa College Library. 26 January 2007. <http://0-web2.infotrac.galegroup.com.alice.dvc.edu/itw/infomark>.

Jeffery Kluger presents a watered down article addressing the Native American Graves and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1990. He starts out with a trite anecdote that Indians have allowed scientists to “plunder” their burial grounds for decades, and in return all the scientists were able to tell the Indians was that their people ate corn. Even for an article that is attempting to be sympathetic to the views of the Native Americans, this is an extremely lame introduction.

The article points out that both sides of the NAGPRA argument are dissatisfied with the law. The Native American contention is that they have their beliefs and those beliefs supercede any scientific claim on remains found in North America, while the scientific community contends that the law intends for Indian remains to be repatriated with the tribe of most likely descendants. For remains of over 5,000 years, the scientists indicate that this would be impossible since early inhabitants of this continent were migratory.

The author hints at the Indians making the debate into a religion against science, but does not pursue the line of adequately. The one comment about the Indians stating that they are being represented as “antiscience Luddites”, could have been extrapolated farther to present a basic debate – fundamentalist religion against evolutionary science. Instead the author chooses to cite the legal maneuverings that continue to clarify the situation.

The naïve conclusion offered by the author is lacking foresight, but seems to be right in line with the rest of the article. Basically the conclusion could have been to quote Rodney King pleading, “Why can’t we all just get along?” 

Miller, John J. “Bones of Contention: A Federal Law Stands Between Scientists and America's Prehistoric Past.” Reason. Oct 1997 v29 n5 p52 Expanded Academic ASAP. Contra Costa College Library. 26 January 2007. <http://0-web6.infotrac.galegroup.com.alice.dvc.edu/itw/infomark>

The article begins with an innocent description of the discovery of Kennewick Man in July of 1996 in Washington State. As the story progresses, it details the ensuing events, including the Federal Government stepping in and confiscating the skeleton in accordance with the conditions of The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA). 

The article lives up to its title, “Bones of Contention”, continuing with comments from Native Americans and anthropologists giving their viewpoint on the handling of ancient human remains. The Native Americans debate that remains should be managed in conjunction with their religious beliefs and immediately repatriated with them and reburied in their traditional manner. The anthropologists point out that with ancient human remains, it is impossible to ensure that the remains are being repatriated with the correct peoples, due to migration.

Once the focus of article is illuminated, the author continues to point out the great possibilities for uncovering the ancient past of North American humans and their origins. The author incorporates other cases involving ancient remains in the United States that are similarly disputed. He makes a case that NAGPRA is being used to go beyond the intent of its scope, arguing that the spirit of the law is to reunite ‘recently’ deceased individuals with their peoples and not the ancient remains which do not have anything linking them to the indigenous people.

The article goes so far as to point out the ancient remains look Caucasoid and are not consistent with the Native American people. Using a quote that a Native American feels that the whites are studying Indian remains and would never do this to their own, he then adds examples of the anthropologists doing exactly that, disinterring and studying white remain in various locations around the world, including North America. With this last twist, the author places himself with the anthropologists seeking to advance their knowledge of ancient North Americans.

Morell, Virginia. “Who Owns The Past?” Science, June 9, 1995 v268 n5216 p1424. Expanded Academic ASAP. Contra Costa College Library. 26 January 2007. <http://0-web2.infotrac.galegroup.com.alice.dvc.edu/itw/infomark>

Virginia Morell’s writing does an excellent job of shedding light on the conflict between indigenous peoples and anthropologists. She presents real cases from Israel and Australia highlighting the opinions on both sides. In demonstrating the opposing viewpoints of science and religion, however, the article is sympathetic to the anthropologists’ point of view, making the people with opposing views appear to be little minded and ethnocentric.

In both cited cases, at issue are human remains that could possibly be extremely valuable to the advancement of scientific knowledge in their respective areas. She points out that the remains in Australia could possibly help expose clues about the earliest populating of the Pacific region. The Israeli artifacts could reveal insight into the peoples using the area as a crossroads for the last five thousand years. She passionately represents the scientific importance of the remains, while giving only a cursory explanation of the religious views of cultures involved. 

The article does well in comparing the losses to the scientific community in both regions. It would have been interesting the compare the opposing viewpoints and the grounds they have for their objection to the use of human remains in archaeological study. At one point she briefly states that scientists in the past have been known to “run roughshod” over religious beliefs to further science, but does not expand on the scientists becoming more sympathetic to people and cooperative with the people they are upsetting. At one point she cites a scientist as saying that he will merely stop work in areas with those against his work and continue in areas with people that are more agreeable to study of their ancestral human remains.

Overall this starts out as a good article, highlighting the differing opinions, but then it quickly becomes a mouthpiece for the scientific community and shows the opposition in a negative fashion. With unbiased writing, this would have been an excellent article.

Vincent, Steven. “Grave Injustice: Federal Laws About Burial Remains Put Politics Before Science.” Reason, July 2004 v36 i3 p38(7). Expanded Academic ASAP. Contra Costa College Library. 26 January 2007. <http://0-web2.infotrac.galegroup.com.alice.dvc.edu/itw/infomark>.

This is by far the most absorbing article to cover the topic of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1990. It begins by insinuating that NAGPRA goes against the inherent ideals of the United States Constitution by upholding the religious and cultural beliefs of one group of people. Then it continues with examples of repatriation of Indian remains and funerary articles that have been deemed successful, explaining that this helps undo some of the previous mishandling of human remains. 

This is when the article begins to get interesting, citing perceived examples of tribes Taking liberties with the law, resulting in misinterpretations and misdeeds, including those at Hourglass Cave in Colorado, Kennewick Man in Washington and even remains from the Kawaihae Cave in Hawaii. At this point, the article almost reads like a dime-store novel. 

When the article continues, it leaves the scholarly arena, enumerating multiple problems in the private sector. Collectors and traders of Native American artifacts contend that the Government has been overzealous in its pursuit and prosecution of legitimate dealers. The article implies that the dealers have had items deemed as sacred confiscated and given back to tribes, only to see those items later up for sale. It also noted that a judge once did not sentence a person to prison because the tribes were selling the same items.

This article touches all the bases. It starts out with the legal juxtaposition of NAGPRA, gives examples of how it can work well and how it is flawed. It was very entertaining right up to the conclusion that the law shouldn’t be repealed, but revised.

Watkins, Joe E. “Beyond the Margin: American Indians, First Nations, and Archaeology in North America.” American Antiquity, April 2003 v68 i2 p273(13). Expanded Academic ASAP. Contra Costa College Library. 26 January 2007. <http://0-web2.infotrac.galegroup.com.alice.dvc.edu/itw/infomark>.

The article has a very evenhanded approach to the discussion of archaeology in regards to the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990. The author does an excellent job of covering the gamut of topics related the law and the influence that it has had in the United States and Canada. Even with a slight hint of favoritism for the Native American view of the topics, the author does admirably to demonstrate the viability of the current system and how well it can work with legal influence kept to a minimum. The fact that Kennewick Man arguments have run over $3 million without solving the bigger issues is very insightful. 

The story is not written at a scholarly audience, and does an excellent job of addressing the desired listeners. I especially appreciate the remarks that the scientific community has been labeled as the experts and therefore their interpretations of the various artifacts have much more credence merely because of their education. This education is exactly what removes them from being able to make valid conclusions as to the role of those artifacts. 

The author came across as attempting to educate, rather than lecture, on the entire state of relations in the archaeological field between scientists and Native Americans. There is a slight hint of a preference for the side of the Native Americans, but not in a heavy-handed manner. NAGPRA is fleshed out, combining the importance of it with other laws in the United States. This helps to keep the law in context. Of interest is that in Canada, there is not a similar law, but the differing factions seem to be working out a viable solution to their differences without the costly and lengthy legal cases.

In conclusion this is a very good article, educating, but not lecturing, and pointing out that legal options are not always the best way to go. The down-home attitude of the article makes it a very easy and entertaining read.

