ON OPEN MINDS AND MISSED MARKS:
A RESPONSE TO ATHOLL ANDERSON

Terry L. Jones and Kathryn A. Klar

While we appreciate Atholl Anderson s willingress to contider transoceanic diffusion ar a viable poxsibiliry, he misrepre-
senrs parts of our argument and ignores others, particularly the linguistics that suggest thar the Chumach and Gabrieliio
bormwed the lechnigue of sewn-plank construction and words related to that technigue—nor the word for boat or the spe-
cific derign of a boat. The composite bone fishkook that appears in the Santa Barbara Charnel ca. A.D. 700900 matches
simpler Hawallan variants vet shows a significans siylistic depariure from eartier southern California rypes. A chronolog-
fcal window of A.D, 400-800 for Polymesian contact is still conststent with realistic esttmates for both the siming af the
appearance of the 1evwn-plank bogr technology in southern California and the initial retclement of Hawaii,

Misntras reconocemos [a disposicidn de Atholl Anderson parg considerar lo difusidn transocednica como wia posibifidad
vighle, &l tergiversa partes de ruestro argumenio £ ignora oiras, especialmente la lingilstica, que nrgiere que el Chumash y
el Gubrielifio tomaron [a onlea de construccidn de fabldn-cotido ¥ palabras reloctondas @ esa rédonica, ne fa palabra para
bharce i el disefio especifico de un barco, El anzueln compuesto de hueso que aparece en ol Canal de Santa Barbara entre
ALy TN 3 W0 5 fpual @ veriantes hawaianas mdi sencillas, aungue muestnn s inicio estilistico significative procedente de
ripas focales. Una ventana cronpldgica entre A_D. 400 y 800 pava el contacio polinesio es indavin coherernle con estimaciones
pricices para el periodn de aparicidn de [a tecnologia del barco de rablin-coside en California meridional, ¥ en el asen-

temiento inicial de Hawaii,

e appreciate Atholl Anderson’s chal-
W]en,ges to our Polynesiz—southern Cali-

fornia hypothesis, especially his
willingness 1o consider the topic of transoceanic
contact with an open mind. As a specialist in
Oceanic and southeastern Asian prehistory, Ander-
500 seelms more receptive to the possibility of long-
distance oceanic contact than most Americanists.
Written responses to our proposal from Oceanic
scholars have been generally positive (e.g.. Lee
2005; Nicolay 2005) while Americanists have been
essentially dismissive (see Glassow et al. 2007}, and
seem determined 1o continue o assume a prior that
any and all culiural developments in the New World
can be readily explained as in site adaptive
responses to one or another ecological stimulus.
This trend continues despite & number of remark-
able cullural similarities documented between var-
ious societies on the western Pacific Rim and those

of the New World including, for example, Olimec
and Chinese mortuary and other iconography
(Meggers 2005"; Needham and Lo 1974) and South
American and Melanesian blowguns (Jett 1970),
Few Americanist scholars are probably aware that
Julian Steward, the father of cultural ecology, long
ago acknowledged that South America had a num-
ber of precontact techrologies anddor stylistic traits
that are almost impossible 1o explain as anything
other than artifacts of transoceanic contact { Stew-
ard and Faron 1959:277). Steward felt that such
contacts were ultimately insignificant in the over-
all schema of South American prehistory, but he
was open-minded enough to acknowledge the like-
lihood that they occurred. OF course, beginning
with Heyerdahl, overly obsessed transoceanic the-
orists have demonstrated a continuing inability to
sort out the compelling from the fanciful and have
thus rendered any new transoceanic theories or evi-
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dence mute to the scientific mainstréam. In our
attempt 1o demonstrate prehistoric cultural contact
between Polynesia and southern California, we
revived a proposal that was first made over a cen-
tury ago (e.g., Lang 1877) and that was taken very
seriously by a number of highly respected Cali-
fornia scholars during the first half of the twenti-
eth century (e.g., Dixon 1934; Kroeber 1939; Olson
1930; Walker 1951). In the hope of avoiding bath
the pitfalls of the earlier cases and the questionable
scholarship of some of the more recent transoceanic
arguments, we assembled a combination of lin-
guistic and material evidence, of which the former
had not been previously recognized.

While Atholl Anderson is open 1o the idea of
transoceanic diffusion in general, he feels that we
missed the mark in attributing developments in the
Chumash area to Polynesian seafarers rather than
to voyagers from someplace else (e.g.. southeast
Asia), and he offers a number of linguistic, mate-
rial, and chronological counters o our proposal. We
appreciate both his open-mindedness and the fact
that the issues he raises are so simple to rebut.

Similarity of Items

Anderson feels that the absence of the pan-
Polynesian word for canoe, waka, from Chumashan
languages represents a significant deficiency in the
linguistic argument, He further suggests that cast-
ern Polynesian sewn-plank boats have much less
in common with the Chumash temolo than they do
sewn-plank craft from the east Asian mainland.
Our response 1o both of these suggestions is sim-
ply that the Chumash and Gabrielifio borrowed the
technigue of sewn-plank construction and words
related to that technique, not the word for boat or
the specific design of a boat. The Chumash already
had some form of reasonably effective watercraft
prior to the development of the romaolo and they also
had a perfectly good word for canoe (for additional
details see Klar and Jones [2005]).
Archaeological evidence indicates that the Chu-
mash or their predecessors were using boats as
~garly as 11,000-12,000 calendar years ago to reach
San Miguel (Erlandson et al. 1996) and Santa Rosa
[slands (Johnson et al. 2002) off the southern Cal-
‘ifornia coast. To our knowledge, no one believes
that these early craft were sewn-plank boats but
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instead were probably dugouts, tule balsas, or some
type of composite craft other than a remolo (Cas-
sidy et al, 2004). Contact with Polynesians provided
the Chumash with a technique for constructing a
more seaworthy vessel and for making more effi-
cient use of a limited wood source (redwood drift
logs). The Chumash and Gabrielifio borrowed from
Polynesians not the word for boat but words refer-
ring to the new technique for creating wooden
planks and sewing them together: *romolo ‘o from
*funu raaaw/ meaning source (of) wood, fat from
#iad (‘to sew') and Aarayna/ from *Aalai’ + *-
nat (*to carve, hew'). The linguistics, in our opin-
ion, clearly indicate the technological complex that
was borrowed and further point not to the east Asian
mainland but o Polynesia as the source of both the
technology and the words,

Anderson also suggests that any craft seawor-
thy enough to reach the North American mainland
must have been of either multi-hull or outrigger
construction, and that it would have included sails.
He guestions why the Chumash would have
rejected one or all of these other technological
improvements in the course of adopting other Poly-
nesian innovations. As we stated in our original arti-
cle, and cannot repeat strongly enough, the
Chumash were exposed to sails as early as 1542
when the first Spanish seafarers landed on the
Channel Islands. Unlike other indigenous groups
of the New World who immediately added sails to
their craft as soon as they were exposad (o the inno-
vation, the Chumash never embraced this technol-
ogy despite repeated appearances of European
sailing craft through the 1500s and early 1600s. It
seems more than reasonable 1o assume that what-
ever factors led them to not emulate this innova-
tion during the protohistoric period (e.g., lack of
technological ability 1o copy the highly advanced
double-hulled craft or absence of a raw material
suitahle for sails), were alsoin effect during the pre-
historic era.

Anderson further questions the similarity
between Chumash and Polynesian two-piece bone
fishhooks, arguing that the former are quite simple
compared to elaborate and highly stylized speci-
mens from eastern Polynesia. While there is some
truth to his statement. the Hawaiian record (Hiroa
1957:331) also shows clearly that composite hook
styles ranged from the barogue o the relatively
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simple, and that the latter approximate the type that
appeared relatively suddenly in southern Califor-
nia. What we found additionally compelling was a
swilch to this style in the Santa Barbara Channe
after 6,000-7,000 years of unchanged production
of even simpler compound hooks made with
straight, pointed bone pieces. The more elaborate
Hawaiian-like forms are ascribed 1o King's Phase
M5, dating ca. cal A.D. 9001150, although there
is no composite hook type at all ascribed to the
immediately preceding phase, M4 (cal A.D.
TOO-900). The new hook style appeared only in the
Santa Barbara Channel area and is not apparent
among ouwtlying Chumashan-speaking groups,
which is consistent with the Channel being the
point af cultural contact, Moreover, the function of
these hooks was the same in both Occania and
southern California where they were actually used
more 25 lures than as hooks, and were towed behind
cances in pursuit of large pelagic species (Anell
1955:152; Salls 1988:134). If the Chumash had no
contact with Polynesians, this similarity in func-
tion has o be attributed 1o independent invention
and convergent technological evolution. Anderson,
like many American archacologists, is apparently
comfortable with the latter explanation, suggesting
that the independent invention of the fomaole would
have created new fishing opportunities that stimu-
lated reshaping of fishhooks. The likelihood of this
same style being created for the same purpose is
absurdly low.

Chronological Questions

As proposed in the original article, we believe that
Polynesians had direct cultural contact with Native
groups of southern California sometime between
cal AL, 400 and 800, This window reflects a real-
istic assessment of the imprecision and uncertain-
ties in both the California and Polynesia
chronalogics. A number of important developments
are apparent in both areas within this approximare
tin span. but there is no firm basis for ascribing
a more precise date 1o any of them—Anderson’s
assertions (o the contrary, The most important issue,
of course, Is the timing of the appearance of sewn-
plank boats in the Santa Barbara Channel, but evi-
dence for assigning a precise date to this important
even is neither abundant nor conclusive, The old-
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est direct date from an uncquivocal drilled redwood
plank is cal. AD. 625-700 (2 sigma probability)
(Gamble 2002:308). While this As5ay is important
as a direct date, it is also somewhar guestionable
because of the likelihood that it reflects influence
of the “old wood effect,” which would make it older
than the age of the plank’s construction for use in
a boat, In lieu of additional direct dates, a number
of proxies are used by Santa Barbara Channel
archaeologists, none without problems. Most com-
mon is the trifacial stone canoe drill that first
appears in King's (1990) Phase M3 (cal A.D.
A00=700) (Munns and Ammold 2002:131), Gamble
(2002:308) reported one considerably older date
(ca. cal 2500 B.C.) from a possible trifacial drill,
but expressed serious doubts about whether the
artifact was in fact used for drilling wooden planks,
and ultimately concluded that the oldest canoe drills
with clear evidence of wood polish date 1o King's
Phase M3. Likewise, asphaltum plugs associated
with caulking and decoration of sewn-plank cances
appear no earlier than Phase M3 and more likely
during M4 (King 1990). It should not be overlooked
that with the exception of the questionable older
drill, none of these proxy antifacts have been dated
by direct association, but instead were all assigned
to phases based on the chronological assessment
of whole cemeteries or portions of cemeteries.
While these age assessments can be considered
generally accurate, their precision should not be
overestimated either, given the limited number of
dates used to define the phases and the uncertain
procedures for calibration.

The other important proxy consists of the
remains of swordfish, a species sacred to the his-
toric Chumash that was pursued pelagically with
sewn-plank canoes, A swordfish cape, recovered as
a burial association from SBA-71 (Davenport et al,
1993:265), produced an uncalibrated date of 2040
90 B.P. (Beta-5320) that was originally thought
toy comtradiet our minimal age estimate of cal A.D.
400 (see Edgar 2005). Recalibration of thiz date,
however, brings it up to ca. cal A.D. 600, well within
our ca. A, 400800 window. The frequency of
swordfish bones in middens has also been proposed
as & marker of fomolo use, and the only systematic
study of the remains of the taxon (Bernard 20011 )
shows a few bones appeaning ca. cal A.D. 500, and
a slow incremental increase during the second half
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of the first millennium A.D. Amold and Bernard
{2005) subsequently asserted that the appearance
of first swordfish bones provides a precise date for
the initial appearance of the tomole at cal A.D. 500,
Remains of the species are never abundant, how-
ever, and the pointat which their presence indicates
exploitation via the tomolo is conjectural at best.
As noted above, the Hawailan-style compound
hook associated with exploitation of pelagic species
like swordfish is ascribed a minimum but somewhat
uncertain initial date of cal A.D, 900. Overall, we
see a complex of the sewn-plank boat technology,
astyle of compound hook, possibly carved wooden
bowls, linguistic referents for some of these tech-
nologies, and related adaptive changes diffusing
into California sometime between A.D. 400 and
800, There are no data that refute this window nor
are there any that allow for a more precise chrono-
logical estimate although there is little besides
Amold and Bemard's peorly substantiated asser-
tion that supports the first half of this period.
Anderson suggests that a date of cal A.D.
400600 is too early for contact between eastern
Polynesia and California based on increasing evi-
dence for colonization of eastern Polynesia later
than previously thought. This “consensus” is based
on suites of recently obtained radiocarbon deter-
minations that call into question the accuracy of ear-
lier dates. Hunt and Lipo (2006), for example, feel
they have clearly established the date of initial set-
tlereent of Rapa Nui at cal A.D. 1250=850 years
later than the previously accepted date, While the
process of dismissing nearly all dates acquired by
researchers prior to the 19905 under the pretense
of improved analytical rigar seems somewhat sus-
pect tous, we are willing to accept revised estimales
for the antiquity of human settlement of Hawaii.
Among the few dates accepted by Spriggs and
Anderson (1993) for the Hawaiian Islands is one
from Maui (Beta-30860) with a two sigma range
of cal A.D. 610=790 and a host of others with very
wide two sigma ranges (c.g., cal AD, 110-1160
and cal A.D. 230-1010}. The cal A.D. 610-790 date
seems to establish-the minimal window for the
“thronology of the initial settlement of Hawaii, and
it fits comfortably within the cal A.D, 400-800
period of cultural change in southemn California. Of
_ course, in point of fact there is no consensus on the
propdsed short chronelogy for eastern Polynesia,
and the southern California sequence is in drastic
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need of confirmation with additional radiocarbon
detcrminations.

Mechanisms of Transport

In addition to his advocacy for the short eastern
Polynesian chronology, Anderson has recently been
attempting to overiurn what he refers to as the neo-
traditional paradigm for the colonization of Poly-
nesiathat has been forged over the last two decades
by Geoff Irwin and Ben Finney, among others. This
model attributes discovery of the remote outposts
of the Pacific to a program of intentional, into-the-
wind, exploratory seafaring. In contrast, Anderson
argues that Polynesian craft were not capable of
sailing upwind to the degree that the intentional
exploration model suggests, which has implica-
tions for their ability to reach the North American
mainland, Based on his detailed analysis of the ear-
liest historical accounts of Polynesian sailing crafi,
Anderson (2001 ) argues that Irwin and Finney over-
estimate the saihng capabilities of Polynesians.
lrwin, Finney, and others suggest that the Polyne-
sian sailing craft of the contact era were the end
result of several centuries of devolution in boat
design and sailing capabilitics and that the craft
used for the initial discovery and settlement of
Hawaii and other remote outposts were superior to
the contact-cra vessels, Anderson counters that
Polynesian sailing and watercrafi design capabili-
ties did not devolve, but actually continued to
progress during the course of the early historic era.
Projecting that trajectory back through time, he
suggrests that contact-era craft were the end-product
of along sequence of evelutionary progress and that
the carliest craft could not sail upwind at all.
While Anderson’s criticisms of the Hokule'a
have some legitimacy in that the vessel combines
all of the very best Polynesian innovations with
some modern add-ons, his insistence that Pacific
anthropologists essentially retumn to the Andrew
Sharp (1957 ) model of Polynesian calonization by
accident is fraught with problems and unlikely to
anract many converts, The fact that Polynesians
improved their vessels during the course of the his-
toric era afler exposure to European sailing vessels
is a logical outcome of contact, but it has no bear-
ing on the course of prehistoric developments.
Devolution is a perfect explanation for the Hawai-
ian archaeological record that shows evidence for
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retum voyages o the Marquesas for several cen-
turies after initial colonization and cessation of
such voyages several centuries later. Once a viable
population was established on the islands, the need
for return voyages disappeared along with the tech-
nology used to facilitate them. The idca that Hawai-
ians or Marguesans did not have the technological
or sailing capability to complete a voyage to the
North American mainland between A.D. 400 and
H00 is almost laughable given the siee of the target
and the fact that the distance from Hawaii w the
Marquesas (3200 km) is basically the same as
Hawaii to Califomnia (3360 km). In terms of winds
and currents, both voyages would have been com-
plicated, requiring at least one change of tack, yet
wie know that the passage from the Marquesas o
Hawaii was made repeated]y.

Discussion

We find Anderson’s willingness, on the one hand,
to accept the possibility of trans-Pacific contact
and, on the other, to insist that contact orginated
from Japan or the Asian mainland puzeling. He
makes his case by presenling a very namow inter-
pretation of eastern Polynesian cultural chronology
and by dismissing our linguistic evidence entirely.
His statement that, “it is seldom difficelt 1o find
some words that have similar meanings between
almost any wo languages™ has no applicability o
the linguistic evidence that we've marshaled in sup-
portof 2 North American contact event. Additional
details of the linguistics are available in Klar and
Jones (2005), but no professional linguist (Poly-
nesian or Native American specialist) to whom
weve submitted our work for critique, or to whom
it has been submitted for peer review, has suggested
that the three forms (in two languages ) we propose
might be coincidentally similar. Our forms are not
even remotely of the same nature as those that more
speculative practitioners of the “mass comparison™
method such as Mary Ritchie Key and Joseph
Greenberg (but few other linguists) would accept
as compelling. That being the case, the consensus
is that the data we present demand an explanation,
and all have been willing to admit that our hypoth-
esis is a methedologically sound exploration of
such, We see little in Anderson's claim that we've
missed the mark, and continue o feel that the com-
Pination of linguistic and material evidence points
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to a contact event sometime between A.D. 400 and
B0,

References Cited

Anderson, Athall

201 Towards the Sharp End: The Form and Performance
of Prehistoric Yovaging Canocs. In Pacific 2000: Pro-
ceedings of the Fifth Intemational Conference on Easter
tilaersd sl the Parific. Edited by Christopher M. Steven-
som, Croovgia Lee, and F. 1. Monn, pp. 29-37, The Easter
lsland Foundation, Los Oses, Califomis,

Anell, Bengt

1955 Contributions 1o tse History of Fishing in Scathem

Seas, Srudi Ethnographica Upsaliensia No. 9.
Arnobd, Jeanne, E., and Julienne Bermand

205 Negotiating the Coasts: Status and the Evelution of
Boat Technology in Califeraia. Werld Archocology
3:108-130.

Bemard, Juliense L.

201 The Origins of Cpen-Ocean and Large Species Fish-
ing in the Chumash Region of Southern California. Unpab-
lished Masters thesis, Depanment of Anthropology,
University of Califomia, Los Angeles,

Cassidy, Jim, L. Mark Rasb. and Nina A, Kosenenko

Xkl Boats, Bones, and Biface Bias: The Early Holocene
Mariners of Eel Poinl, San Clemente [skand, California
American Antiguine 69 109-30.

Dravenpon, Demorest, John R, Johnson, and Jan Timbeook

1993 The Chumash and the Swordfish, Ansigueiny
67257270

Dixon, Roland B,

1934 The Long Vovages of the Polyncsians. Procecdings

of the American Philosophicel Seciety 74:16T-175.
Edgar, Blake

2005 The Polynesian Connection. Archaeology
MurchiApril; 42-45.

Erlandson J. M., D. ). Kennen, B. L. Ingrm. 1. A, Guthne, D,
P Mosris, M. A, Tveskow, G, J, West, and P. L. Walker

199 An Archesological and Paleonological Chrenology
for Daisy Cave (CA-SMI-261), San Miguel Esland, Cali-
foania. Rodiocarban 38:361-373.

Garmble, Lyna H.

202 Archacological Evadence for the Origin of the Plank

Cano in North Amenica. Americen Amtiguiry 67:31-315,
Glassow Michael A Lynn H. Gamble, Jennifer E. Perry, and
Glenn 5. Fussell

3007 Prehistory of the Norhern California Bight and the
adjacent Transverse Runges. In California Prefinory; Col-
omization, Ciolrure, and Complexity, edited by T, L, Jomes,
and K. Klar, Altamira Press, Walnut Creek, California, in

press.
Hirow, Te Rangi (Buck, Paul H.)

1957 Artrand Crofts of Mewaii_ Berice F. Bishop Muscum
Spevial Publications No. 34. Bishop Museum Press, Hon-
olulu,

Hust, Terry L, and Carl P. Lipe

2006 Late Colonization of Easter 1sland. Science

30110631065,
Jet, Sscphen C.

1970 The Development and Deseribution of the Blow-Gun,
Annals of the American Aszociation of Geagraphers
Bk 66T-HHE,

Johmson, 1, T. W, Swafford, Ir., H. Q. Ajie, and I, P, Morris.

M2 Arlington Springs Revisited. I Proceedings of the



EEL

Fifth California lslands Symposiven, edited by In R
Brown, K. C. Miichell and H. W. Chaney, pp. 541-545.
Santa Barbars Musewm of Natural History, Sznta Barbars,
Calaformia.
King, Chester D
1990 Everliattem of Chiwmash Soctery: A Compereitve Shidy
of Arrifacrs Used for Social System Maintenance in the
Sania Barbara Channel Begion Before AL I8, Garland
Publishing, Mew York.
Klar, Kathryn A, and Terry L. Jones
2005 Linguistic Evidence for a Prehistoric Podynesia-
Southern California Concact BEvent, Anthmpological Lin-
gudarics 47: 369400,
Boroeber, Alfred L.
1939 Cultural and Nanural Areas of Native Norh America.
Unaversity of Califomia Publications in American Archae-
ology and Ethnobogy 38, University of California Press,

Berkeley.
Lang, John Dunme:
1877 {}n:gln aned Hrgm]‘l'mu rJflJl:' Pq.l'}'rnf:d'm Nation,
Georpe Robenson, Sydney, Australin.
Lee 8

. Georgia
2005 Review of The Polymesian Cornection, by Blake
Edgar. Rapa Nui Journal 1566,
Megpers, Beaty .
2005 The Origins of Clmec Civilization. Science MIR:556
Meggers, Berty 1., Clifford Evans, and Emilio Estrada
1965 Eary Formative Period of Coastal Ecuader: The Val-
divia and Machalilla Phases. Smithsonian Institution,
Washingten, D.C.
Munns, Ann M., and Jeanne E. Amold
2002 Late Holocene Santa Craz Island: Patterns of Confi-
nuity and Change. In Catalystxs fo Complexity: Late
Holocene Societies of the California Coast, edited by J,
M. Erlandson and T. L. Jones, pp. 127146, Cotsen Insti-
tute of Archseclogy, University of Califomnia, Los Ange-
les.
Meedham, Joseph, and Lu Gwei-Dijen
1985  Trans-Poacific Echoes and Resonamces: Listening Once

AMERICAN ANTIGUITY

[val. 71, Mo, 4, 2006]

Again. World Scientific Pubfishing Company, Philadel-
phia
Micolay, Scott

HH05  Review of Diffusionismn Reconsidened: Linguistic and
Amhacological Evidence for Prehistoric Podvnesian Con-
tact with Southern Califernia, by Terry L. Jones and
Kathryn A, Klar. Rapa N Jourmal 19:141-142.

Olson, Ronald L.

1930 Chumash Prehistory. Universiny of Californta Pubidl-

cations fn American Archaeology and Etfnology 28:1-22.
Salls, Hoy A,

1988 Prehistonic Fisheries of the Catifomia Bight. Unpub-
lished Ph.D. dissertation, Depastiment of Anthropology,
University of California, Los Angeles, Califormia.

Sharp, Andrew

1957 Arcienr Vovagers in the Pacific. Penguin, Har-
mendswrth.

Spriggs, Mathew, and Atholl Anderson

1993 Late Colonization of East Polynesin, Anriguiry
6700217,

Sveward, Julian, and Lowis C. Faron

1939 Narive Peoples of South America. McGraw-Hill, New
York.

‘Walker, Edwin F

1951 Five Prehistoric Sites in Los Angeles Coamty, Cali-
fornia. Publications of the Frederick Webb Hodge Arniver-
sary Publication Furd 6:1-116, Los Angeles.

Note

1. In our reference 1o theories put forth by Betty Meggers
in ouar original anicle we made a sipnificam error when we
suggeaed that the Valdivias Phase in coastal Ecuador dates 1o
500 B.C. The correct date 14 3000 B.C. (Meggers et al
1965 149150,
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