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ABSTRACT

The subject of this overview concerns the archaeological resources
of the northern Channel Islands and Santa Barbara Island, all of which
lie off the southern California coast. A1l previous archaeological
research on these islands is summarized and evaluated, the extent of
knowledge of the prehistories of the islands is outlined, and the
research potentials of each island's archaeological resources are
discussed. In addition, a brief environmental description and history
of land use is presented for each island. Management recommendations
focus on the need for more effective programs to minimize vandalism
and on value of contracting for the analysis of archaeological data
obtained during the 1960's from those islands under federal control.
No management recommendations are included for the two privately owned

islands which generally have resources in better states of preservation.
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PREFACE

This overview was prepared for the National Park Service in order
to provide background information necessary for the effective management
of archaeological resources on the Northern Channel Islands and Santa
Barbara Island of the southern group. In its original manuscript form
it consisted of two parts, the first dealing with the archaeology of
Santa Barbara and Anacapa Islands and the second dealing with Santa Cruz,
Santa Rosa, and San Miguel Islands. The natural and cultural resources
of Santa Barbara, Anacapa, and San Miguel Islands are under National
Park Sercice administration. The remaining two islands, Santa Cruz and
Santa Rosa, are privately owned and are included in this overview
largely because their better known prehistories provide a significant
part of the basis for evaluating the archaeological resources of the
other islands. Moreover, the northern Channel Islands together comprise
a natural unit of scientific investigation.

In addition to merging the two original parts of the overview, I
have also added the subsection Regional Research Problems under the
General Considerations section. I felt this necessary in order to link
the discussions of each island's research potential to regional research
problems. I have also made minor revisions in several other portions
of the overview in order to correct, clarify, or update the original

text.



GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

Introduction

The Channel Islands off the coast of Southern California are
normally divided into two groups: the southern group which includes
Santa Catalina, San Clemente, San Nicolas, and Santa Barbara Islands,
and the northern group which includes Anacapa, Santa Cruz, Santa Rosa,
and San Miguel Islands (Map 1). This overview considers the whole
northern group plus Santa Barbara Island. The latter is included
because it is part of the Channel Islands National Monument and thus
under the jurisdiction of the National Park Service, for whom this
overview was prepared.

The basic objectives of this overview are threefold: 1) to
summarize the past archaeological work and the extent of knowledge of
the prehistory of the islands, 2) to determine the scientific value of
the archaeological resources on the islands, and 3) to provide recom-
mendations for the management of the archaeological resources. In
accomplishing these goals, the context of Channel Islands archaeology
in the archaeology of the Southern Coastal California region will first
be presented. Following this, the archaeological overview will focus
on one island at a time and will cover all the topics specified in the
instructions from the Arizona Archaeological Center, National Park
Service.

I have included maps showing site locations on Santa Barbara,
Anacapa, and San Miguel Islands; however, I have not included comparable
maps showing site locations on Santa Cruz and Santa Rosa Islands in
deference to their private owners.

A number of institutions not checked by me either do have or
probably have collections from one or more of the northern Channel
Islands. However, these collections all appear to have been derived
from essentially nonarchaeological collecting activities. For instance,
a small collection housed by the Academy of Natural Sciences of Phila-
delphia is reported by Wardle (1913), and there is also a collection of
various ground stone and bone artifacts from Santa Rosa and San Miguel
Islands housed by the Bowers Museum in Santa Ana. This latter
collection was recently described by Irwin (1975). Another collection
from San Miguel Island, whose present deposition is unknown, was
apparently obtained by Horatio N. Rust around the turn of the century
and is illustrated in the American Anthropologist (Rust 1907). The
American Museum of Natural History also houses a collection made by its
first curator of anthropology, James Terry. Collected between 1875 and
1887 from Santa Cruz, (53 items), Santa Rosa (9 items) and San Miguel
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(5566-plus items), as well as certain southern Channel Islands and the
mainland, this collection was briefly described by N. C. Nelson (1936).
As with the above collections there is no more precise provenience
information beyond identification of the islands from which the objects
came. Finally, mention should be made of the A. R. Sanger collection
housed by the Museum of American Indian, Heye Foundation. Sanger
donated this collection of about 1400 artifacts to the museum, and
Arthur Woodward described it in 1927 (Woodward 1927). However, Woodward
does not mention from which islands the collection came, and apparently
no such provenience information is associated with the collections.

I also do not discuss the several small collections resulting from
nonarchaeological collecting housed at the Lowie Museum and the Santa
Barbara Museum of Natural History. The Lowie Museum, for instance, has
seven accessioned collections from San Miguel Island ranging from two
to 35 items each, as well as smaller collections of the same nature
from Santa Rosa and Santa Cruz Islands. The research value of these
various collections obtained as a result of casual, nonarchaeological
activities is, of course, comparatively little, and I did not deem it
worthwhile to attempt their full documentation.

In carrying out the research necessary to produce this overview,
personal visits were made to a number of institutions in California
where records and collections pertaining to Channel Islands archaeology
are housed. I personally looked at these records and collections when
they could be made available to me, which was usually the case. The
institutions visited were: the Lowie Museum and the Archaeological
Research Facility at UC Berkeley, the Santa Barbara Museum of Natural
History, the UCLA Archaeological Survey and department of anthropology,
and the Los Angeles County Museum of Natural History. The following
people were helpful in either supplying me with information or aiding
my search through their files, archives, and collections: Mr. Dave
Herod of the Lowie Museum, Dr. Robert Heizer of the Berkeley Archaeological
Research Facility and department of anthropology, Dr. Travis Hudson of
the Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History, Mr. Steve Bodkin of the
UCLA Archaeological Survey, Mr. Andy Christainson of the UCLA Department
of Anthropology, and Dr. Charles Rozaire and Ms. Nancy P. Walter of
the Los Angeles County Museum. Dr. Ralph Philbrick of the Santa Barbara
Botanic Garden and Mr. Lyndal Laughrin of the UC Channel Islands Field
Station were also helpful in leading me to sources of information on
the environment of the Channel Islands.

Ethnographic Background

At the time of European contact all of the northern Channel Islands
except Anacapa were occupied by populations speaking the Chumash language,
which belongs to the Hokan Tinguistic family. While no permanent
villages existed on the Anacapa islets, they were undoubtedly used for
resource exploitation. Santa Barbara Island also did not have a permanent



population, and it is more appropriate to include it with the southern
Channel Islands that were occupied by Shoshonean-speaking Gabrielino
Indians that also occupied the general area of the Los Angeles Basin.
The Chumash were aware of the Santa Barbara Island, however, in that
they had a name for the island in their language, as they did for the
other southern Channel Islands (Heizer 1955:198). The culture of the
coastal and island Chumash and Gabrielino was in many ways very similar,
and for the present purposes it will suffice to emphasize the Chumash

in the following description.

The Chumash (and Gabrielino) were not extensively studied by the
group of pioneering ethnographers who began recording data on North
American Indian cultures between 1850 and 1900. The principal reason
for this relative lack of attention is the fact that the Chumash cultural
system(s) did not survive intact after the mission period, which ended
with secularization in 1834. By 1900 there was only a remnant population
living near the Santa Ynez Mission in the Santa Ynez Valley and a
small number of older individuals scattered through Ventura, Santa Barbara,
and San Luis Obispo Counties who still spoke the Chumash language and
retained information on how aboriginal life was carried on during and to
some extent before the mission era. Several of these individuals served
as informants for the limited ethnographic and linguistic work of Pinart
(Heizer 1952) and Henshaw (Heizer 1955) in the latter part of the 19th
century. Far more extensive ethnographic investigations were made by
John P. Harrington between ca. 1910 and 1940. However, Harrington
managed to publish very little of the results of his extensive and diligent
fieldwork (e.g., Harrington, 1942), and it has been left to a contemporary
group of anthropologists to extract valuable information out of the
dozens of cardboard boxes full of fieldnotes left by Harrington at the
time of his death and now housed by the Smithsonian Institution.
Considerably more will be known about the Chumash within the next few
years as more publishing of analyses of Harrington's field data is
accomplished. The best single source presently available on coastal
Chumash cultural adaptations is Landberg's (1965) interpretive synthesis.
L. King has added an important dimension of information on the subject
of Chumash social and political organization, and C. King (1971) has
reconstructed a picture of Chumash economics.

The Chumash have normally been divided into several geographic
groups, each associated with a distinct language dialect. Some of
these groups take their modern-day names from missions established in
different locations in Ventura, Santa Barbara, and San Luis Obispo
Counties. Roughly speaking, the area of these three counties, as well
as western Los Angeles County, comprise the area occupied by the Chumash.
The Chumash that lived in the vicinity of the Santa Barbara Mission were
known as the Barbarenos; however, the term "Canalino" is more popularly
used today to refer to all the Chumash that lived on the northern
Channel Islands and the coastal mainland between Point Conception and
Malibu (named after the southernmost coastal Chumash village of Humaliwo).



The densest population on the mainland occupied several villages of
several hundred poeple each in the vicinity of Goleta and Santa Barbara.
Island villages were generally smaller than these, altogether accounting
for a population in 1770 between about 1000 and 1500 out of a total
estimated Chumash population of about 15,000 (Brown 1967).

The coastal Chumash, unlike other California Indians, carried on
an active maritime livelihood. A significant proportion of their subsist-
ence was derived from pelagic fish that abound in the Santa Barbara Channel
in Tate summer and early fall Beyond the pelagic fishery, the kelp
beds that are extensive along the island and mainland coasts provided
a wide variety of fish species in plentiful numbers. Much of the
fishing was done from the distinctive plank canoes that were also used
by the coastal Gabrielino. (The Chumash also used dugouts and balsas
to some extent.) Fishing gear appears to have been quite varied, as
determined by Fitch (Greenwood and Browne 1969:56-71) in his analysis
of fish remains from the village of Shisholop near Ventura. Not only
were crescentic fishbooks made of abalone shell used, but also a variety
of nets and projectiles were used to obtain differing species of fish
from a variety of marine habitats (cf. also Hoover 1973).

While fishing was certainly an important part of Chumash subsistence,
archaeological, ethnohistoric, and ethnographic evidence reveal that
the most characteristic feature of Chumash subsistence was its variety.
As with other California Indians, acorns from the abundant oaks in the
mainland valleys (and on Santa Cruz Island) were very important.
These were ground into a flour using stone mortars and pestles and then
leached to remove tannic acid. Shellfish were also exploited--both
mussel and abalone from rock shores and cockle and Tittleneck clam from
the mudflats of sloughs and estuaries. Fianlly, a wide variety of seeds
were exploited--chia from various species of sage being one of the more
important--and of course there was undoubtedly a considerable number of
plants exploited for their roots or tubers and greens, although only
a few of these have so far been demonstrated to have been used.

Landberg has developed a convincing argument that the coastal
Chumash practiced a fairly regular seasonal round of population dispersal
and aggregation in response to the location and seasonal availability
of different food resources. According to his reconstruction the
coastal villages would have had full population only in the late summer
when pelagic fishing was at its peak and through the winter when the
Chumash depended largely upon stored food resources. Landberg's
reconstruction very likely holds for the coastal mainland, however the
island populations, with access to much fewer terrestrial resources,
probably practiced a modified pattern of seasonal movement. (A1l
indications are that the island Chumash were more dependent upon fish
and shellfish than their mainland neighbors.)

Chumash social and political organization appears to have been



rather complex, having some of the characteristics of small-scale
chiefdoms. Social stratification was distinct, consisting of ranked
lineages whose internal organizations have yet to be completely worked
out. Chiefly lineages were at the top, followed by lineages associated
with ritual and bureaucratic offices. Lineages of relatively high status
associated with craft specializations such as canoe manufacture or
economic specializations such as canoe ownership appear also to have
existed. Finally, there was likely a broad base of commoner lineages
and, if Bean's (1974:23) general interpretations of social stratification
in aboriginal California apply, a stratum or two of lower social classes.

Chiefs or "captains" were associated with villages and perhaps
segments of larger villages (lineage heads?), and there were also higher
status chiefs who controlled regions containing several villages. The
chiefly offices were normally inherited through the male 1line with a
primogeniture rule in effect. Chiefs had several bureaucratic assistants
to help in political affairs. These officials served as messengers,
orators, and ceremonial assistants. Other offices were ostensibly ritual,
but they appear also to have political overtones. The antap is the best
know of these. Finally, there was a number of status positions
associated with specialized knowledge and rituals--for instance, a
weather prophet, a "poisoner," and an herbalist or healer.

The economy of the coastal and island Chumash was linked to that of
the interior Chumash and also to that of neighboring groups, particularly
the Gabrielino. The economic system was based on a primitive money which
took the form of strings of beads made primarily from the callus of the
olivella shell. Conventionalized lengths of strings of shell bead money
had values assigned to them in terms of a variety of goods and services.
Apparently, one of the most important roles of the chiefs was to control
the economy through accumulation and expenditure of wealth that was
defined, at least in part, in terms of shell bead money. Much of the
economic exchange appears to have transpired through the institution
of the "fiesta" (Blackburn 1974). Fiestas were events scheduled and
planned by village or regional chiefs in which villages over sometimes
very large portions of southern California were invited to attend and
to bring various kinds of resources either as gifts or for exchange.
Besides chiefs, there were other wealthy individuals that controlled
aspects of the economy such as boat owners who were able to accumulate
enough capital (shell bead money) to build and maintain boats. It is
possible that boat owners accumulated their wealth through commerce
between the islands and the mainland, in other words, they appear to
have been middlemen in the mainland-island economic relationships.

The overall impression of coastal Chumash culture gained from
presently available information is that of a comparatively dense
population which carried on an elaborate economic, social, and political
life. This elaboration appears to have had its foundation in a
maritime subsistence and in marked differences in the distribution of






