


Q 2. Critically assess the extent that Repatriation claims are motivated by political agendas of self-determination and sovereignty                                 
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Introduction 
The need for repatriation of ancestral human remains, sacred or secret artifacts in physical or digital forms, has arisen from a reaction to the actions of current or past institutions who often acted unlawfully or single-mindedly to gather, keep, and display many of their acquisitions (Zheng, 2021).  Some of the returning dead and their confiscated cultural items can be provenanced so closely to their living relatives that the relatives might reasonably argue that they themselves are the survivors of acts of genocide. The structures of worldwide sovereignties alone are not the constructs that are bringing about the return of ancestral remains and ceremonial belongings to their correct custodians. Sovereign statuses by means of treaties, self-direction, self-will, funding, and contemporary and international laws such as the United Nations Declaration of Rights for Indigenous people (2007), have helped less powerful indigenous groups to become respected. If repatriation claims are a tool for righting past wrongs and shaping fairer futures (Zheng, 2021), what other politics and sovereign acts of self-determination are being played out alongside repatriation claims? 
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                                       Picture 2- copyright Australian National Museums Repatriation Handbook for museums
[bookmark: _Hlk85362413]The rebalancing of power 
Political agendas have played major parts in the acquisition of artifacts and human remains in the past on a worldwide scale, regardless of the existence of sovereignty. Archaeologists obtained permits from power holders to excavate, and it might be naive and patronising to consider that repatriation acts should not also be driven by power seeking political agendas. The Australian National Museums Repatriation Handbook for museums, Aboriginal and Torres Strait islander communities advises that sacred ancestors’ bones and secret ceremonial belongings should be returned without conditions, meaning that the institutions are not passing on their perceived responsibilities, rather they are now respecting the new custodians’ rights to exercise their self-determination.  

Colonial self-determination was used whilst acquiring land, in both the Americas and Australasia, two examples where the mass acquisitions of another race’s cultural material and sacred ancestral bones coincided with new settlers claiming fertile lands, thus gaining greater power. Indigenous people dispossessed of their ancestor’s lands, places, and spaces, went on to survive through generations of adaptation and are now the current beneficiaries of the returning artifacts of antiquities and more modern histories. 

In the United States of America, implementation of the human rights directives set out in the 1990 Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), restitution and repatriation processes are slow, as they require obtaining and preparing a document trail proving certain levels of provenance, before planning and agreeing  relocation for the sacred items and new burial places for the dead. This is due to the new custodian’s demand that they are returned to original territories as this requires time and funding (Pickering 2021) This is where the politics of land stewardship and ancestors, land ownership and ceremony are tied into the acts of repatriation. The Inventory of Indigenous Human Remains (2021) currently held in museums calculates there to be 185,474 sets of remains and that at the current rate of average repatriation timescales, it will take another 238 years to return and rebury everyone (Zheng, 2021).  

On October 8th 2021, in a White House briefing proclamation prior to The Indigenous People’s Day on October 11th President Biden invited all American Indian Nations to exercise sovereignty as agreed in their original treaties, and publicly acknowledged a further move to help indigenous tribes to self-govern, thanking American Indian people for their public services. So it seems like now is a good time for land negotiations and recently court judgments have ruled in favour of land claims via  land recognition rights. ******CASE NAME ( name of case in single quotation marks year  of publication. Eg… (‘R v.Jones (Thomas)’,2004)
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Poverty point, the navel of the earth. 
This case depicts what kind of histories, made repatriation claims a question of politics and self-determination. 
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[bookmark: _Hlk85391112]Figure 1 -Central earthwork precinct at Greater Poverty Point c. 3500 BP. Pen and ink reconstruction by Jon Gibson
The UNESCO site near the Mississippi delta river in North America, Poverty Point, employs indigenous people through positive discrimination.  Watson Break and Poverty Point are known to be the monumentalised sites of the earliest civilisations in North America. Where centripetal lifeways exploded into a revolution of advanced technologies that gave rise to a more sedentary way of living, by means such as the invention of clay ovens, and from the making of atlatls and advanced projectile points, in the tens of thousands (Hays, 2019). The original interpretations of the Mound-builders are included below, as they exemplify the political periods of land procurement and early appropriation of artifacts that effectively stripped indigenous people of power 

One of the first publications to mention Poverty Point before it was plundered for its archaeology, was in a travel journal, published in 1791. Here the travel writer William Bartrams refers to meeting nomadic Cherokee people near the Mound. In recording his encounter, he distances the true builders of these mounds the Tomorah (Clark, 2006) and introduces the idea of the great mounds being built by ‘the ancients’ which sounds a bit generic and as if they are ‘no man’s land’ by the time he arrives. These prehistoric mounds now an important UNESCO site were later disturbed while Ephraim Squire (1821-1888) and Edwin Davies (1811-1888) recorded surveys during the excavation of over 200 mounds in that region, in the years between 1845-47 AD. The Smithsonian Museum received some of their sacred contents. One of the very first publications to come from the new Smithsonian Museum was Ancients Monuments of the Mississippi Valley (Squier,1848) wherein the builders of the mounds are portrayed as mythical. Suggestions of mysterious Welsh men are even put forward as the builders, furthermore the publication states clearly that the mounds were not built by Native Americans who Squire argues to be "hunters adverse to hard labor”. This was politically dangerous to the Indian people because the Federal Government at the time was involved in the procurement of land westward.  Following the appointment of the area’s first governor and president of The Constitution, David Holmes in 1817, the land around Poverty Point was still the homelands of the Choctaw, Natchez and Chickasaw Indians who had lived nomadically for generations on or near this land, in 1830 A treaty called Dancing Rabbit Creek, saw most of the Choctaw and Natchez forced to leave their burning homes for new lands further west. 
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[bookmark: _Hlk85391333]Figure 2 – Map /Partial tribal sovereignty for First Nation People had been granted following the allotment granting in 1830’s 
 The identity of the Mound-builders would not determine the treatment of archaeological finds until the 1990’s at that time finds belonged to those who possessed them, that would remain the case for another 110 years. The National Historic Preservation Act and NAGPRA, helped indigenous people to gain the right to claim possession of their own affiliated dead their grave goods and ceremonial attire.  Ongoing archaeological excavations at Poverty Point tell the story of this prehistoric site, it is not known as burial site-interpretations support a production center for trade and a large area for religious ceremony (Gibson 2006.) Stories that relate to the ‘Navels of the Earth’ were told all the way from the Rockies to the Andes across generations (Swanton 1928). The mounds and centrical ridges are dated to 7400-7300 BP, a time of a regional revolution of advancements that produced important items in their tens of thousands (these new lifestyles were sustained by supplies of easily available fish and crawfish.) The proximity to the Mississippi river supported good trading routes (DeMarrais, 2004). 
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)After the land was cleared of first nation people, it was sold cheaply to the attract European settlers who by the 19th century had built a  large plantation called Poverty Point  next to the pre-historic site, moreover, newly dispossessed migrants from other continents populated the area to work as slaves on the new plantation, the name of the plantation somehow over powered the name of the mounds from being known as  the ‘Navel of the Earth ‘ and gave then a name that has a very different connotation.   
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Some well researched archaeological interpretations, obtained without even disturbing the dead at like Poverty Point, are not being used to reduce the need for individual weighty provenance investigations. Does this suggest actions to secure widespread lands and regain sacred burials sites and adjoining ceremonial spaces, becomes more politically important than the time scales for receiving deceased descendants?  As ancestral members of all the Indian races arguably originate from Poverty Point, referred to as ‘the navel of the earth’ by Native American Indians, this would not preclude specific tribes doing their own investigations into the rightful burial places for an individuals’ bones. Although it would result in costs for securing safe temporary places of rest. Different tribal customs and constitutional processes would need covering in full to analyse the degree to which they add layers of polities to the repatriation agenda. Political opportunities to divide and rule may exist when so many different councils must work together, alongside positive chances to grow strong negotiating skills and relationships between differing tribes, that ultimately share a common goal. 

Politics of identity evident in the case of Kennewick man, ‘The Ancient One’
"Identity is one of NAGPRA’s core components and permeates almost every aspect of a tribal repatriation program" Eric Hemenway (2010).  
  Distrust arose again whilst implementing the NAGPRA program, after the finding of Kennewick man, hindering collaborative working between indigenous tribes, museums, and archaeologist. Museums, scientists, post processual anthropologists, and environmental archaeologists are among those with long held views on the importance of applying a medley of actual chronological dating methods, to study the human prehistory. It could be argued that the disrespectful acquisition and handling of cultural remains continues to force a complete closure on rare opportunities to plan ethical studies of human cadavers via traditions such as craniometry and physiognomy (Scarre 2006) as well as investigative advancements for archaeologists and paleontologists to use isotope and DNA values.  Fractious repatriation opinions were debated in a lengthy law case, disputing the future fate of the 9.000 yr. old ‘ancestral remains Kennewick man between five stakeholders: The Army corps, The US Government, The Indian nation via NAGPRA, The Smithsonian Museum representatives and Archeologist Douglas W. Owsley and a small team of scientists. The skeleton was poorly kept and damaged during the 20 years of the trial. The invention of DNA testing came to the rescue of the indigenous people in this case. Even though The Smithsonian the United States government and the NAGPRA delegation proposed that repatriation without further scientific investigation was politically the right thing to do, the courts rejected the claim of provenance on the bases of the carbon sample date of more than 9,000 yrs, stating that no   kinship group could prove a legitimate connection to the Kennewick man.  The big divide came between Archaeologist Owsley changing the nature of his working relationship with the NAGPRA program by arguing for this rare opportunity to study such a complete and old cadaver. 

Reconstruction of the face of the human form compounded issues of hierarchy on claims around identity. He was publicly deemed to look Caucasian, after the press misreported the coroner James Chatters reports that the skeleton was a Caucasoid, igniting fresh debates around the world about who had been the first people to arrive in America.  As far back as 1794 a Dutch anatomist Petrus Camper (Fforde 2004) had used craniometry tools to decide environmental circumstances and other physical characteristics forming the head shapes of sapiens, in agreement with Blumenbach 1795 at the time although Blumenbach also claimed to have recognized race in the shape of the cranial immediately, 
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However, new debates on race and superiority might make any minority group feel uneasy around political power holders, native Americans cite ancestorial ceremonial rites to assert the importance leaving all human remains undisturbed in the ground, also as the driving motive to putting their ancestors back where they belong. This is not a blanket approach as some tribes like The Potawatomi do not entirely rule out applying scientific methodologies as part of Indigenous archaeology What with the histories of colonial behavior towards the indigenous people and their dead followed by years of the statesmen owning displaced people, as live slaves, mainly from Africa, the will of the common people that should be recognized by ultimate sovereignty maybe forever under question. This is where the argument for self-determination is key (Zimmerman 2016) because even though native communities that identify with the Kennewick area through oral history narratives, their  words were disregarded out of hand latter to be proven right by scientific archaeological methods. 

Stories are only powerful if they are listened to,
Cultural centers, museums and open pow wows are now in the domain of various tribes on their own sacred lands. This immersive heritage orchestrated by primary people is an opportunity to self-direct the narratives told to influence the audience, furthermore, bringing important revenue for sustainability and profits the community (Scarre 2006) The empowering acts of reclaiming back what was yours by right, to use as you choose, could also enhance a sense of strengthened sovereignty and political prowess. Methodology for ‘Future archaeology’ is considering using stories, to be passed down as means of warnings to the coming generations, as signs to avoid nuclear waste sites. Here we learn that the inference in stories is only powerful if they are believed beyond the interference of political will. 
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)Delegates at the Cry of the Earth, Iroquois. Chief Oren Lyons speaks proudly of ‘the ancient one’ and most delegates refer to their connection to the lands in, thousands of years. It could be gently suggested that science offers archaeological facts to support the oral stories and ceremonies that could now include some previously dismissive or disbelieving audience members. 
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Picture 8- Dr. Sonya Atalay, Anthropologist, Archaeologist and a member of the Ojibwe Tribe (Phillips 2000) 
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Picture 9 -Burned Cliff dwelling known as Keet Steel at Navajo Nation National Monument (Phillips 2000)
Discussion on Indigenous archaeology and self-directive motives 
The historic development of archaeological practice and theory is very much a western phenomenon. It has its own difficult history which has created some of the political agendas around repatriation, most narratives on finds are at some point connected to the discipline of archaeological practices and interpretations. Post processual and feminist archaeology now includes indigenous archaeology, which goes far beyond watching briefs. (Phillips et. al 2010)   
Democratic Archaeology also gives category and context to some aspects and archaeology undertaken by excavators searching for and teaching about their own identities and combined with democratic science these non-authoritarian approaches could be the building blocks for rebuilding and sharing trust in science from a grass roots perspective. (Holftort 2007)
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Picture 9 – By George Nicolas from 1996 in Australia, shows efforts to reclaim lands 
In contrast to the support around fast emerging indigenous Archaeology George Nicholas argues to seek an end to it, he wants the divide bridged, to protect pure archaeology. (Phillips 2000)
[bookmark: _Hlk85362675]Conclusion 
The process of repatriation is steeped in politics by the very nature of how and why it is being done, issues of; 
· Past injustices 
· Periods of powerlessness
·  Costs and funding restrictions 
· Dealing with emotions or lack of emotions around difficult histories felt or not felt by the European Americans and their descendants 
· Communication issues in carrying out negotiations between key players
· Damage and loss to sacred bones and artifacts, disrespectful displaying, and storage methods, 
· Restricted access to records (the list goes on) (Fforde 2004).
 Hard won recognition of sovereignty, successes, and failures in law courts, growing opportunities to share personal stories widely in new indigenous museums, and new experiences gained from recreating ceremonies not to mention the healing powers from the respectful reburying of the dead, suggest strongly that the political or nonpolitical motivation of self-determination and sovereignty is proudly imbued into all the soles of those who form a part of any claim for repatriation.  
It is a question of how repatriation is processed that determines the political priorities given, for example to the timing of, land securing over the setting up of interim rest houses for the dead to be temporarily returned to. It could be argued that religious acts of re-burial have no historic belief sets, it is a new custom born out of injustice. Perhaps one of the important questions, is it ask if it is in anyone’s hidden interests that repatriation takes so long? 
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