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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

One of the key concepts set forth in the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
(NAGPRA) is that consultation should proceed where cultural gffiliation has been established through
“a relationship of shared group identity ... between a present day Indian tribe ... and an identifiable
earlier group [emphasis added].” However, when Native American burials are encountered on public
lands through inadvertent discovery or planned excavation, the regulations for implementation of NAGPRA
give priority to lineal descendants of known individuals.

To discern the nature of “shared group identity” that exists today so that consultation required by
NAGPRA may be implemented, studies were undertaken (a) to trace the various demographic, historical,
and social processes that shaped the societies of the peoples now called Chumash following the arrival of
Europeans, and (b) to trace the lineal descendants from citizens of Native towns that once existed in the
Northern Channel Islands and Santa Monica Mountains. Studies such as this are necessary because
haphazard federal recognition for Native political groups in California has not made it obvious whether
existing federally recognized tribes are continuations of the “identifiable earlier groups.” Also, National
Park Service policies require consultation with culturally affiliated Native American groups whether
federally recognized or not.

What were the identifiable earlier groups that existed in the region occupied by peoples speaking
Chumash languages? Canonized as a “tribe” in A. L. Kroeber’s Handbook of California Indians (1925),
the “Chumash” are commonly misunderstood to consist of a single, sovereign group. The label Chumash
used today is derived from the name of an American Indian linguistic family in south central California. In
actuality, there were approximately 150 Native towns or “tribes,” largely politically independent from one
another, that existed in the territory occupied by people speaking Chumash languages at the time Euro-
pean settlement began in California. These are the identifiable earlier groups to which NAGPRA per-
tains.

Between 1772 and 1804, six Spanish tnissions were established within or adjacent to territories
occupied by people speaking several different Chumash languages. From north to south these missions
were San Luis Obispo, La Purisima Concepcidn, Santa Inés, Santa Barbara, San Buenaventura, and San
Fernando. Eventually all of the people living in the original towns throughout this region wete incorpo-
rated into Native communities associated with these six missions. The names of the original political
groups of this region, called “rancherias” by the missionaries, are systematically recorded in the books of
baptisms, marriages, burials, and other registers that were used to keep track of the mission populations.
Combined with linguistic and ethnographic information recorded by Henshaw and Harrington and with
other early contemporary documents, the rancheria names are used to reconstruct a map of all identifi-
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able earlier groups known to exist in the territory occupied by Chumash-speaking peoples. Based on this
research, the names and locations of 22 towns in the Northern Channel Isiands and 20 towns in the Santa
Monica Mountains are reviewed.

Mission documents provide a means to identify the citizens of the original towns in the Northern
Channel Islands and Santa Monica Mountains and to trace the continued existence of these groups
through the remainder of the Mission Period and beyond. No mission was founded within either of these
two areas, so Native people were converted at a slower rate because of their greater distance from the
missions. The Santa Monica Mountains was the last heavily populated area on the mainland to have the
majority of its people unconverted by the end of 1804. Most Chumash islanders migrated to the missions
between 1813 and 1817.

A severe demographic decline caused by introduced European diseases accompanied the resettle-
ment of Native populations at the missions. High infant mortality was the principal factor involved in this
reduction. Nearly two-thirds of all children born at the mission died within the first five years of life. As
people in older generations died, there were not equal numbers in succeeding generations to take their
place. By the time of the secularization of the missions in 1833-34, Chumash popuiations had been
reduced to about fifteen percent of their estimated levels at the beginning of Spanish colonization. Despite
this catastrophic decline that Chumash peoples experienced, some did survive, maintaining distinct com-
munities that persisted beyond the Mission Period.

Following mission secularization in the 1830s, native people from the Channel Islands and Santa
Monica Mountains were included in a number of descendant communities. Most of these were continua-
tions of settlements that had been established near the missions, but others were located in distant
regions, such as the southern San Joaquin Valley, where they would be less threatened by White intru-
sions. Land grants and allotments were distributed to Indian people so that they could support themselves
through agricultoral activities, although many continued traditional fishing, hunting, and gathering activi-
ties. Some continued trades learned at the missions. Traditional political leadership roles and ceremonial
gatherings continued past the 1870s.

After California became part of the United States, Indian communities all over the state saw their
lands encroached upon by incoming settlers. Traditional property rights were not recognized under the
new system. Old Indian grants were sometimes purchased by non-Indians or deliberately ignored by
Whites who were often able to wrest title to the land through their political connections, the Indian
owners’ unfamiliarity with American law, and Native peoples’ lack of access to legal advice. To protect
Indian rights and prevent the outbreak of hostilities with incoming settlers, several treaties were negoti-
ated with California Indians in 1851-52. The Tejon Treaty of 1851 included Chumash signatories, who
bad once been at the missions and ceded all of the territory controlled by tribes speaking Chumash
languages. These treaties were never ratified by Congress, but a reservation system was begun shortly
thereafter. One of these was the Sebastian Military Reserve at Tejon, which included several Chumash
settlements. Although the Sebastian Reservation at Tejon was terminated in 1864 because it had been
established on a land grant with a title judged to be valid, the Indian communities there survived by virtue
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of the relationship they had established with E. F. Beale, the former reservation superintendent who
purchased the grant.

The Barbarefio Chumash community at La Cieneguita had federal recognition extended to it by the
formal appointment of an Indian agent. In Ventura, a town grew up around the Indian community, and
many Chumash residents retained title to their land allotments even into the early twentieth century. At
Santa Inés, Chumash people were forced to move from their homes at the old mission, so they resettled
at Zanja de Cota, another location where they had been given land after secularization. There they were
able to survive as a community because they were protected by being within a land grant patented to the
Catholic Church. Atthe west end of the San Fernando Valley, Indian people were able to obtain their own
valid title to the Rancho El Escorpion where they could continue to live in community, Others who lost
their land rights to the incursions of the Whites lived at Mission San Fernando.

In the closing decades of the nineteenth century, the principal communities of Chumash descendants
from the Channel Islands and Santa Monica Mountains included Zanja de Cota near Santa Ynez, La
Cieneguita and “Indian Orchard” near Santa Barbara, the Ventura Indian “rancheria,” the Piru Creek
settiement near Camulos, El Escorpién and the old mission vicinity in the San Fernando Valley, and the
Tejon Canyon rancheria.

Detailed genealogical information contained in mission records makes it possible to trace lineal de-
scendants from particular Chumash towns to later decades of the nineteenth century. Using a mission
register data base consisting of the names of approximately 20,000 people, computer-generated lists were
created of those individuals baptized from specified native towns, and then lists were made of each
generation of descendants. These computer-produced lists of descendant families were then matched
with census records, ethnographic notes, BIA enrollment records, and other sources of information to
trace lineal descendants from Native towns in the Northern Channel Islands and Santa Monica Moun-
tains.

Of 1,270 people baptized from the Channel Islands, twenty-six lineages were found that could be
traced beyond the mid-nineteenth century. Taken together, these family histories are representative of the
social processes that shaped Indian communities associated with the four missions in Central Chumash
territory. At each of these missions, some islanders lived separately in their own setilements, while others
intermarried with people from mainland towns. During the Post-Mission Period, island descendants
merged with other Chumash communities.

It is instructive to examine where living descendants from native towns on the Northern Channel
Islands may now be found. Although still represenied by families in the Santa Barbara region, two out of
the ten traceable island lineages are now fairly distantly removed from their Chumash ancestors because
of intermarriage with non-Indians. Two other lineages do not seem to be represented in the local area,
and one of these is culturally affiliated with the intertribal Tejon Indian community. Two descendant
island lineages survive in families who are members of the Santa Ynez Indian Reservation. Four island
lineages include families who have resided continuously in Ventura County over several generations and
remained at the core of the existing Chumash community in that area.
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Thirty-four lineages descended from people born in native Chumash towns in the vicinity of the
Santa Monica Mountains recreation area were traced beyond the mid-nineteenth century. It became clear
during research on these family lineages that many Santa Monica Mountains descendants were an integral
part of post-secularization communities at San Buenaventura, Saticoy, La Cieneguita, San Fernando, EI
Escorpitn, and E1 Tején. Many of these communities themselves merged or intertwined.

In the early twentieth century, individual families who had ancestry from the Santa Monica Moun-
tains were widespread in California. Although our project was limited in scope to those families who
remained in the Chumash region, people as far away as Monterey County to the north and San Diego and
Baja California to the south had ancestors from various Santa Monica Mountains towns. In addition to
individual families we were able to trace, two principal communities persisted where people of Santa
Monica Mountains ancestry were living. These were the Chumash neighborhood of Ventura and the
Indian rancheria on the Tejon Ranch. Our discoveries regarding the histories of such communities and
families provides factual information regarding the most likely descendants of the native peoples who
once controlled the territory now under National Park Service stewardship within the Santa Monica
Mountains.

Because Chumash communities repeatedly lost their land base, it was easy for certain earlier com-
mentators to assume that they no longer existed, but ethnohistorical research by Harrington and by us has
demonstrated that people often regrouped after loss of their land base in residential neighborhoods where
the community was maintained. Intermarriage between Chumash families further strengthened commu-
nity bonds. Even though people may seem to live in a more dispersed manner today, the same sense of
community persists. Although the original scope of work for this study did not include the collection of
oral histories, more than 170 individuals came forward during the four years that this project was under-
way to provide information and seck assistance regarding family genealogies, often providing oral histo-
ries in the process. These interviews have contributed to our ability to trace family genealogies and
community continuity throughout the twentieth century.

Our study has demonstrated that at least five communities survive that are direct descendants of the
original Chumash sociopolitical groups that existed in the Northern Channel Islands and Santa Monica
Mountains. Only one of these, the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Mission Indians, has been federally
recognized. Yet our research suggests that Santa Barbara, Ventura, San Fernando, and Tejon also pro-
duced Indian communities that are direct continuations of earlier groups who came from areas now under
Park Service stewardship. Since National Park Service policies require consultation with American Indi-
ans when Park programs or actions affect their interests, our research will make it possible for the Parks
to consult these Indian communities as well as the federally recognized band. Although repatriation of
human remains and both associated and unassociated funerary and other objects cannot at this time
occur automatically, consultation about their disposition is supported by policy, and it does and should
oceur.

As noted in the first paragraph of this Executive Summary, NAGPRA gives precedence to the lineal
descendants of known individuals with respect to ownership of their human remains and of the funerary
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objects associated with those remains, when they are discovered in National Parks and on other federal
land. Since it is difficult, if not impossible to know the identity of an individual whose remains are found
in a traditional Native cemetery, it is difficult to know how to trace that individual’s direct lineal descen-
dants. However, as our research has shown, because many California Indian groups were missionized,
there exist detailed mission records that can be used to establish lineal descent from members of the
carlier identifiable groups, in this case ethnohistorically known towns. Because these communities were
relatively small and their members interrelated in multiple ways, a lineal descendant of any of the citizens
of a town has a strong chance of being a lineal descendant of most, if not all, of the citizens of that town,
and therefore of most of the burials in that town’s cemetery. Nonetheless, according to the letter of the
law, such known relatives who descend from an identified town apparently have no standing under
NAGPRA, unless they are members of a culturally affiliated federally-recognized tribe or can prove that
they are lineal descendants of an identified individual in a particular grave.

Our study identifies nine lineages from the Channel Islands and ten lineages from the Santa Monica
Mountains that are represented by known descendants today. Members of each of these modern family
groups are plausible descendants of burials that may be encountered at their ancestral Chumash town. As
such, they should be identified and consulted whenever Native American human remains are encoun-
tered in the vicinity of their ancestral town, either accidentally or in the course of planned archaeological
excavation. Such consultation should be implemented even though final decision-making authority per-
taining to human burials resides with the designated NAGPRA representative of the Santa Ynez Indian
Reservation and/or other culturally affiliated group that attaing federal recognition. This seems the best
approach to carry out the clear intent of NAGPRA -- to give priority to direct lineal descendants -- and it
complies with National Park Service policies which require consultation with American Indians when
Park programs or actions affect their interests.

Given that at least five communities are direct continuations of the original Chumash sociopolitical
groups in the Santa Monica Mountains and Channel Islands and that a number of family lineages have
descended from native towns in those same areas, it is recommended that mechanisms be set in place to
handle situations that arise when human burials are uncovered through inadvertent discovery or during
planned archaeological investigations. These recommendations are:

1. A memorandum of agreement should be signed between each of these parks and the Santa Ynez
Band’s Business Council to arrange for consultation mandated by NAGPRA and other federal laws.
Either the NAGPRA representative appointed by the Santa Ynez Band of Mission Indians or the Tribal
Elders Council should be contacted to assist in drafting these memoranda of agreement.

2. Because our study has identified at least four other descendant communities that are direct con-
tinuations of “identifiabie earlier groups” in the study area and therefore culturally affiliated with areas
under Park Service stewardship, some form of consultation mechanism with them should aiso be set up.
The Santa Barbara Chumash, Ventura Chumash, and Tejon Indian communities are organized typically
democratically in large extended families. Group consultation can probably best be achieved, if the group
wishes, through a council composed of representatives chosen by each of the extended families in the
descendant communities that have not yet achieved federal recognition.
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3. Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area and Channel Islands National Park should
meet witl the NAGPRA representative from the Santa Ynez Indian Reservation to explore an arrange-
ment that could involve modern relatives in decision-making when they can prove ancesiry from particu-
lar Chumash towns. Once such an agreement is reached, the Parks should each hold meetings with the
families of modern relatives descended from each earlier town to agree on how consultation could most
appropriately be carried out in the case of inadvertent or intentional discovery of Native American human
remains on Park lands in the territories of their ancestral towns. This would set up a process in accord
with NPS policy that Parks consult widely with affected Native American groups and with NAGPRA’s
intent that lineal descendants have priority in repatriation when burials are encountered.

L
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CHAPTER1

INTRODUCTION

Sally McLendon

The Purpose of the Study

The National Park Service has long had a policy of wide consultation with all groups who are users
of, and/or have a historic relationship to, the lands now under Park Service stewardship (National Park
Service Management Policies 1988). However, passage of the Native American (iraves Protection and
Repatriation Act of 1990 (NAGPRA) has established the need for new types of consultation with Ameri-
can Indians, Alaska Natives, and Native Hawaiians, requiring the identification of the cultural affiliations
and lineal descent of past and present Native peoples in order to meet information and consultation
requirements (U.S. Code 1990: 3048-3058).! Such consultation is a vehicle for achieving complex goals.
NAGPRA redefines ownership and fiduciary responsibilities for certain classes of cultural items and
fiundamentally restructures basic relationships between Native Americans, federal agencies, and public or
private institutions with museum collections that receive federal funding. NAGPRA mandates repatria-
tion under certain specified conditions and raises issues of establishing legitimacy in decision-making
processes, resolving competing claims, negotiating with appropriate tribal representatives and lineal de-
scendants, making scientific inquiries responsive to Native communities, and much more,

NAGPRA’s primary purpose is to “provide for the protection of Native American graves and other
purposes,” especially on federal and tribal lands (U.S. Code 1990:3013). The National Parks and other
government agencies that manage federal lands have a particular responsibility under NAGPRA to pro-
vide this protection. Central to implementing NAGPRA is consultation between precisely defined groups
and individuals concerning human remains and certain categories of cultural objects in museum collec-
tions as of 1990, and their planned or inadvertent discovery on federal or tribal land subsequent to the
passage of the law. Appropriate consultation under the law requires accurate determination of the key
concepts of earlier identifiable groups, cultural affiliation and lineal descent.

This ethnohistoric study was designed to assist two National Parks in California, Channel Islands
National Park and Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area (NRA), in complying with NAGPRA
and strengthening their existing consultative and interpretive services (see Appendix II for original project

'See Appendix I for the complete text of NAGPRA. Regulations for the implementation of NAGPRA were published in
the Federal Register on December 4, 1995 (U.S. Department of the Interior [995).
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proposal). In California the accurate determination of the key concepts discussed above is complicated
by several factors: (1) the exact nature of the earlier identifiable groups often has been obscured by
twentieth-century anthropological simplification and generalization that lumped them together on the
basis of [anguage alone; (2) many of the earlier identifiable groups have never been federally acknowl-
edged or have lost their federal acknowledgement despite their continued existence; and (3) Indian iden-
tity is an increasingly popular attribute to claim in California.

Channel Islands National Park and Santa Monica Mountains NRA have stewardship over territories
once held by people speaking Chumash languages. Citizens of the earlier original groups in these areas
were incorporated into six Spanish missions established between 1772 and 1804. Our study takes advan-
tage of the rich source of information, available in mission registers that record the names of ali the people
from the earlier identifiable groups as they were incorporated into these missions, and their subsequent
marriages, children, and deaths. This information when combined with censuses taken after the annex-
ation of California to the United States in 1850, ethnographic and linguistic fieldnotes of H. W. Henshaw,
and the voluminous oral histories and ethnographic notes collected by the anthropologist J. P. Harrington
from 1913 to 1961 establishes an extraordinarily detailed and rich data base for establishing the earlier
identifiable groups in the Channel Islands and the Santa Monica Mountains and tracing cultural affilia-
tion and lineal descent. This is the first extensive study to test the value of mission records; other census
data; and linguistic, ethnographic, and ethnohistoric fieldwork in addressing these three key NAGPRA
concepts.

Consultation Legislated by NAGPRA

NAGPRA mandates consultation between “contemporary Indian tribes, Alaska Native villages or
corporations, and Native Hawaiian organizations and the [federally funded] museums and federal agen-
cies with human remains and legislatively defined cultural items that might be culturally affiliated with
these Native Americans or related to lineal descendants” (U.S. Department of Interior, NPS 1996:1).
NAGPRA specifically establishes “the rights of lineal descendants, Indian tribes, and Native Hawaiian
organizations to certain Native American human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of
cultural patrimony with which they are affiliated” (U.S. Department of the Interior 1995:62134).

For discoveries after 1990, NAGPRA establishes the “ownership or control of Native American
cultural items which are excavated or discovered on federal or tribal lands after [November 16, 19907 as
follows: When the cultural items are “Native American human remains and associated funerary objects,”
ownership or control (and therefore consultation) is vested in the lineal descendants of the American
indian, Alaska Native, or Native Hawaiian. When “the lineal descendants cannot be ascertained,” or
when three categories of cultural objects — “unassociated funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of
cultural patrimony” (U.S. Code 1990:3050), all of which are defined in the Act (see Appendix I)- are
discovered not in association with human remains, then ownership or control and consultation is specified
in a ranked order with Indian tribes that are defined as associated with these materials in one of three
ways. These are: '
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(A) ... the Indian tribe ... on whose tribal land such objects or remains were discov-
ered;

(B) ... the Indian tribe . .. which has the closest cultural affiliation with such remains
or objects and which, upon notice, states a claim for such remains or objects [U.S. Code
1990:3050].

In cases where

(C) ... the cultural affiliation of the objects cannot be reasonably ascertained and if
the objects were discovered on Federal land that is recognized by a final judgement of
the Indian Claims Commission or the United States Court of Claims as the aboriginal
land of some Indian tribe ... U.S. Code 1990:3050], then ownership or control, and
consultation must be with

.

3
&

-“k

1)... the Indian tribe ... that is recognized as aboriginally occupying the are in which
the objects were discovered, if upon notice, such tribe states a claim for such remains or

b

objects, or

2) if it can be shown by a preponderance of the evidence that a different tribe has a
stronger cultural relationship with the remains or objects than the tribe or organization
specified in paragraph (1), ... the Indian tribe that has the strongest demonstrated rela-
tionship, if upon notice, such tribe states a claim for such remains or objects [U.S. Code
1990:3050).2

Thus the correct identification of lineal descent and cultural affiliation are key to the successful
implementation of NAGPRA. “Cultural affiliation” is defined in the NAGPRA Regulations as ... arela-
tionship of shared group identity which can reasonably be traced historically or prehistorically between
members of a present day Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization and an identifiable earlier
group [U.S. Department of the Interior 1995:62160 (emphasis added)].

An “Indian tribe” is defined as any tribe, band, nation, or other organized group or community of
Indians ... which is recognized as eligible for the special programs and services provided by the United

? The Act has been implemented in the final Rules and Regulations issued December 4, 1995 as follows:

Consultation as part of the intentional excavation or inadvertent discovery of human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects or
objects of cultural patrimony on Federal lands must be conducted in accordance with the following requirements.
(a) Federal agency officials must consult with known lineal descendants and Indian tribe officials:
(1) from Indian tribes on whose aboriginal lands the planned activity will occur or where the inadvertent
discovery has been made; and
(2) from Indian tribes and Native Hawaiian organizations that are, or are likely to be, culturally affiliated
with the human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony; and
(3) from Indian tribes and Native Hawaiian organizations that have a demonstrated cultural relationship
with the human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony (U.S.
Department of the Interior 1995:62162).

{
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States to Indians because of their status as Indians [U.8. Code 1990:3049; U.S. Department of the
Interior 1995:62160] that is, any tribe, band or nation which is a federally acknowledged tribe, or which
becomes a federally acknowledged tribe.

“Lineal descendant” is defined in the Regulations as

... an individual tracing his or her ancestry directly and without interruption by
means of the traditional kinship system of the appropriate Indian tribe or Native Hawai-
ian organization or by the common law system of descendance to a known Native
American individual whose remains, funerary objects, or sacred objects are being claimed
under these regulations [U.S. Department of the Interior 1995:62160].

The National Park Service and other federal agencies that control land formerly inhabited by Indian
people must be prepared to identify quickly the proper individuals or groups to consult in the event that
Native American remains or cultural objects are discovered through inadvertent finds or planned excava-
tions.

In California, identifying the tribes and lineal descendants that must be consulted in order to comply
with NAGPRA is often difficult, for several reasons. First, there is considerable misunderstanding as to
precisely what were the “identifiable earlier groups” in California. Second, when California was admitted
to the Union in 1850, the federal government failed to establish formal relationships with the native
polities then extant within the new state, or even to systematically determine what native groups were
present and being dispossessed by the new arrivals. Federal acknowledgment was-achieved only haphaz-
ardly, partially, and often notuntil the 20th century by the “identifiable earlier groups™ then extant. Many
identifiable earlier groups continued to exist, but were never federally recognized. Many such groups
currently seek that recognition. The 102nd Congress of the United States recognized the extent and
seriousness of the lack of federal recognition of California tribes by passing Public Law 102-416 (106
Stat. 2131), the Advisory Council on California Indian Policy Act 0f 19923

Third, the native people of California, and their political systems, have been radically transformed by
their contact with several varieties of Euro-American societies over the past 200 years, usnally losing
their land base, and often being forced to move away from their earlier historic territories. Thus the
cultural affiliation of the California tribes which are currently acknowledged with earlier identifiable

? Public Law 102-416 (106 Stat. 2131), the Advisory Council on California Indian Policy Act of 1992, addresses the “urgent
need to clarify the eligibility of unrecognized and terminated California Indian tribal groups to be federally acknowledged as
Indian tribes with all the rights and powers attendant to that stams.” The council was charged with 1) developing “a comprehensive
list of California Indian tribes and the descendancy list for each tribe based on documents held by the Bureau [of Indian Affairs]
..., and 2} identifying “the special problems confronting unacknowledged and terminated Indian tribes and propose reasonable
mechanisms ... for the orderly and fair consideration of requests by such tribes for Federal acknowledgment,” as well as
conducting a survey of the social, economic and political status of California Indians and the effectiveness of federal policies and
programs that affect them. In this act the term “California Indian tribe” means any federally recognized or unacknowledged
Indian tribe located in the state of California.
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groups whose “cultural objects” have been or may be excavated or discovered is not always clear, In
many cases it can be established that there is no currently acknowledged tribe which is culturally affiliated
with a particular earlier identifiable group whose cultural objects have been discovered or excavated,
although there is an as yet unacknowledged tribe which is.

Nowhere is this more true than in Southern California in the area between Santa Monica and Point
Conception where the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area and the Channel Islands Na-
tional Park are located. In 1769 when the Spanish began permanent settlement of California, there were
at least 150 separate political entities in this region, each with its center in a named town, and each
speaking one or more of several distinct languages. There is no evidence that these 150 or so identifiable
carlier groups considered themselves part of a single tribe. All evidence instead indicates that they consid-
ered themselves sovereign nations, although a few were banded together in close alliances with neighbor-
ing groups under a single leader, at least for the period of that leader’s existence. Today, however, there is
only one federally recognized tribe in this entire area, the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Mission Indians.
It is clear, however, that many more people exist in the area and elsewhere who are ditect descendants of
citizens in identifiable earlier groups (some of whom are already being consulted by one or both of the
two national parks in the area), and that they are member of groups that could, and in some cases have,

begun the process of seeking federal recognition.

The two parks in this area, the Santa Monica Mountains NRA and the Channel Islands National
Park, are known to encompass large numbers of archaeological sites within their borders. Although the
location of many is known, previously unknown sites emerge from time to time and are likely to be
inadvertently discovered through routine maintenance or construction activities or natural forces such as
floods, earthquakes, etc. Such sites can include human remains or cultural objects covered by NAGPRA,
necessitating an established procedure for NAGPRA-related consultation.

Realizing the complexity of issues faced by the two parks in this area, Dr. Muriel Crespi, head of the
National Park Service’s Applied Ethnography Program, Washington, D.C., in consultation with Dr. Roger
Kelly of the Pacific West Field Area of the National Park Service, requested and funded the research
reported on in this document. This research has been designed to assist the Santa Monica National
Recreation Area and the Channel Islands National Park to comply with the Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act by (1) identifying the native “earlier groups™ in the areas now under the
stewardship of those parks, and (2) tracing out their histories over time, so as to identify culturally
affiliated group(s) for each of them, as well as those individuals who may be lineal descendants.

Because the earlier identifiable groups in California were relatively small, having usuaily no more
than 1,000 citizens and often many less, and marriages among the members had produced muitiple
interrelationships linking members to each other, it is likely that anyone descended from a citizen of one
of these earlier identifiable groups is a descendant of any citizen of that group found in the group’s
cemetery. Although NAGPRA gives priority regarding repatriation to individuals who are direct lineal
descendants of known individuals, much broader consultation has long been the Park Service norm
(National Park Service Management Policies 1988). We feel it would be consonant with the intent and
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spirit of NAGPRA, as well as traditionial Park Service policy on consultation, for the Parks to develop
and improve consultation mechanisms which would include the direct lineal descendants of each earlier
identifiable group presented in this study.

We were also asked to provide information, documented photographs, and photocopies of selected
primary documents that could be used for park interpretation and education programs, and general
reference. We have taken this charge seriously and have brought together here in this report and in the
Appendices information resulting from both this project and current, ongoing research, which is not
otherwise available in the literature. We feel this final report supplements the chapters on the Chumash in
the California volume of the Handbook of North American Indians (1978) (otherwise a valuable refer-
ence for California) which were written just before the renaissance in Chumash studies which began in
the mid 1970s.

ESTABLISHING CULTURAL AFFILIATION IN CALIFORNIA

The “Identifiable Earlier Groups” and
Confusion of Language Groups with Tribes

In most of California, Native peoples lived in permanent, named towns. These towns were usually
connected to neighboring towns by trade, kinship, shared religious practice and language, but there is in
most cases no evidence that they participated in any larger, more inclusive political unit (Bean and
Theodoratus 1978:289; Garth 1978:237; J. J. Johnson 1978:364; P. Johnson 1978:350-351 and 354;
Kelly 1978:419; Levy 1978a:398-399, 1978b:485-486; McLendon and Lowy 1978:306-307; McLendon
and Oswalt 1978:286-288; Milliken 1991:25; Myers 1978:244; Olmstead and Stewart 1978:230; Riddell
1978:373; Spier 19782:426-427, 1978b:471-472; Wallace 1978a:169-170, 1978b: 466, 1978¢: 449, 454;
Wilson and Towne 1978:388-389). Alfred L. Kroeber in his monumental Handbook of California Indi-
ans (1925) introduced the terms “tribelet” or *“village community” for these politically independent towns.
There were more than 1,000 of these within what is now the state of California, counting only those
identified by Kroeber in the various chapters of his Handbook. As Kroeber (1925:830) said “Tribes did
not exist in which the word is properly applicable to the greater part of the North American Continent.™
Nonetheless, Kroeber obscured this fact by continuing an ethnographic practice begun by Stephen Pow-
ers (1877) of treating language groups as if they were political groups. Kroeber combined towns which
were politically independent but spoke varieties of the same language (or even of distinct but related
languages) under a single name such as “Pomo” or “Meewok” (later “Miwok™), or “Chumash”. Kroeber
referred to these language-based groupings as “little nations™ (Kroeber 1925:vi), but they were not tribes

4 Kroeber defines “tribe” as:

... afairly coherent body of from 500 to 5,000 souls, usually averaging not far from 2,000; speaking in almost all cases a
distinct dialect or at least subdialect; with a political organization of the loosest, perhaps; but nevertheless possessed of a
considerable sentiment of solidarity as against all other bodies, sufficient ordinarily to lead them to act as a unit [Kroeber
1925:830].

.
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as defined elsewhere, or as specified in NAGPRA, although they have commonly been assumed to have
been such.

The labels which Kroeber used to group large numbers of politically separate “tribelets” into lan-
guage-defined groups (which continue to be used by anthropologists and much of the public today) were
not traditional self-designations for the groups referred to. Kroeber (1925:443) notes that the names
“Wintu,” “Maidu,” “Yokuts,” and “Miwok” were “not originally distinctive tribal or group names, but [in
each case] the native word for people...” which he then used for the language or family of languages as
well as all the independent towns that spoke that language.

Significantly, the “tribal” names made familiar by Kroeber and his students do not appear in the
earliest ethnohistorical records, which begin for a few California groups in the sixteenth century. These
records refer only to named towns, if they mention names for native political units at all, a pattern that
persists through the beginning of the twentieth century. One of the chalienges of ethnohistorical research
in California, in fact, is to identify the names that were actually used to refer to native peoples and to
determine precisely to which Indian people they refer. Thus none of the pre-twentieth century ethnohistorical
records that we have examined for this project use the term “Chumash.”

Although Kroeber used his language-based names in ways which suggest they refer to a single
political unit,’ they were assigned uniquely on the basis of shared language, or even shared language
family, not shared political organization. They thus group multiple politically independent tribelets or

In describing the political organization of the state, Kroeber begins in the northwest where “the extreme of political anarchy
is found, ... there is scarcely a tendency to group towns into higher units, and where even a town is not conceived as an essential
unit ..." {Kroeber 1925:830). He continues:

In north central California ... a tribe ... was a small body, evidently including on the average not much more than 100 souls.
It did not possess distinctive speech, a number of such tribes being normally included in the range of a single dialect. Each was
obviously in substance a “village community,” although the term “village” in this connection must be understood as implying a
tract of land rather than a settlement as such. In most cases the population of the little tribe was divided between several
settlements ... but there was also a site which was regarded as the principal one inhabited ., .. The limits of the territory of the
group were well defined, comprising in most cases a natural drainage area. A chief was recognized for the tribe ... [which] was
designated either by the name of its principal settlement or by that of its chief ... This type of organization has been definitely
established for the Wailaki, Yuki, Pomo, and Patwin, and is likely to have prevailed as far south as the Miwok in the interior and
the Costanoans or Salinans on the coast and inland to the Maidu and Yana [Kroeber 1925:830j.

5 The major exception recognized by Kroeber and later scholars are the speakers of the various varieties of Yokuts, who
are described as organized into some 40 or more named groups or tribes, each of which had one or more constituent towns (Spier
1978b:471-472; Wallace 1978c:454).

¢ Kroeber (1925:229) says about the peoples he called the “Pomo™: “The number of principal villages or pelitical units
[emphasis mine] was about 75.” These 75 independent political units in fact spoke seven distinct languages, and are continued
today by eighteen federally recognized tribes. Similarly, Kroeber’s name “Maidu” refers fo some 100 village communities that
spoke three distinet languages.
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towns into a single abstract construct which had no demonstrable political existence.® Throughout the
twenticth century, knowledgeable native peoples have drawn attention to, or even protested, the distort-
ing nature of this procedure (Dutschke and Maniery 1993; McLendon 1959-1990; Sarris 1993), although
recently, younger people have increasingly come to adopt such terms.

The Haphazard Nature of Federal Recognition in Califernia

When California became a state in 1850, three Indian commissioners were appointed by the federal
government to negotiate with the native groups being displaced by the settlers (Phillips 1997). Eighteen
treaties were negotiated with some 139 California “tribes” in 1851-1852 (Royce 1899:780-789; Heizer
1972), providing an identification of “earlier groups™ for those tribes. Treaties were negotiated with native
groups that had already threatened settlers, or were felt to pose a potential threat to settlers, Treaties were
not signed with many other earlier groups who are shown by ethnohistorical research and ethnographic
fieldwork to have existed in the mid-nineteenth century. None of the native groups speaking Chumash
languages along the Santa Barbara Channel signed a treaty nor were they given the opportunity to do so.

- One of the groups then living near Santa Barbara at Cieneguita was assigned an agent in 1854 by the
California Superintendent for Indian Affairs, however, and their community was subsequently referred to
in official correspondence as the “Ciencguita Reservation” (see Chapter 8) so its existence is clearly
established. In fact, the 139 tribes signing these treaties represent less than 15 percent of the more than
1,000 actual “original earlier groups” identified in Kroeber (1925).

The cighteen treaties that were signed were never ratified by congress (Heizer 1972), but were sealed
away until their rediscovery in 1902 by the Northern California Indian Association (Taber 1911:8). Many
of the groups who did sign treaties did not become federally acknowledged tribes. Thus, three groups
speaking Chumash languages in the Tejon area the ... “Castake” (Castac), “San Imirio” (San Emigdio),
and “Uvas™ (Grapevine Canyon) ... signed one of the treaties but never became federally recognized,
although they were initially part of the first reservation to be established in California, the Tejon (or
Scbastian) Reservation (initially called the Sebastian Military Reserve). A large number of the federally
acknowledged groups in California today acquired federal recognition at the end of the nineteenth cen-
tury, or in the twenticth century. Some groups still have not achieved federal acknowledgement. In
California, public agencies such as the National Park Service cannot count on always finding a federally
recognized, culturally affiliated group to consult, nor can they assume that the federally recognized
groups that do exist necessarily represent all the earlier polities and their contemporary descendants.
Nonetheless, the federally acknowledged tribes that do exist in an area must always be consulted.

The Transformation of Native Polities in California

The native peoples of California in most, if not all, cases have experienced severe depopulation since
contact was initiated with Euro-American societies. Some groups lost as much as 90 percent of the pre-
contact population. Many polities which had been distinct and politically separate entities when Europe-
ans first arrived lost so many of their members that they found it difficult to maintain themselves as
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politically independent groups. In many cases they combined with other, formerly neighboring groups
into single amalgamated communities at some later point.

The native polities also, in most cases, have lost most, if not all, of their former land base, severely
straining their ability to maintain themselves as distinct entities. Native communities often were forced to
move away from the areas in which they had traditionally lived, sometimes making the contemporary
forms of these communities hard to locate. Thus the peoples speaking Chumash languages ultimately
abandoned the sites of their traditional towns to congregate at the several missions in their combined
territories at the end of the eighteenth century and during the first decades of the nineteenth. After
secularization of the missions in 1834, the native populations of each mission split into more than one
post-secularization community, each composed of people from the same original town, or group of
neighboring towns (see Chapter 8 for details).

Members of the native polities largely had to replace traditional ways of making a living through
fishing, gathering, and hunting to various forms of work for pay. In almost all cases they became Chris-
tians, profoundly affecting the unconscious ideological underpinnings of their societies. They had to
acquire knowledge of one or more European languages, which have subsequently come to replace their
native languages as mediums of communication in most contexts. In Southern California, native Califor-
nia languages were joined first by Spanish and only in the twenticth century by widespread use and
knowledge of English, so there has been a double language shift.

In 1998, Indian people in California live in suburban-style ranch houses, drive cars, buy their food in
supermarkets, restaurants, and fast food shops, send their children to the same schools as other Ameri-
cans, learn about the world on television, and go to church {or not) on Sunday. Unless they are descen-
dants of polities which were able to achieve federal acknowledgement and access to a reservation, they
do not stand out as particularly distinct politically or live in reserved geographic areas.

RESEARCH DESIGN
Introduction

The research described in this report has been designed to identify lineal descent and cultural affilja-
tion between potentially related past and present Indian groups, i.¢. the relation of “shared group identity
between a present day Indian tribe — and an identifiable earlier group” (U.S. Code 1990: 3048), in the
areas formerly controlled by peoples speaking Chumash languages and presently under the stewardship
of the National Park Service in the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area and the Channel
Islands National Park.

Since over 100,000 Indian people live in the greater Los Angeles area today, most of whom come
from as far away as Central and South America, one cannot easily find all the descendants of the
“identifiable earlier groups” whose lands are now under Park Service stewardship by surveying the
contemporary Indian peoples living in the area. Instead one must find ways to begin in the past with the
native peoples who controlled these areas and work forward to the present to identify their descendants.
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These earlier groups did not keep written records that can be consulted. A solid basis for such an
enterprise, however, is provided by the study of the detailed records kept by the Franciscan fathers as
they converted Chumashan-speaking peoples to Christianity between 1772 and 1822, combined with oral
histories and memories of former citizens of these earlier groups and their descendants recorded in the
extraordinarily voluminous notes of John P. Harrington (1986, n.d.a, and n.d.b), particularly when fur-
ther combined with state and federal censuses, Bureau of Indian Affairs records, and county and city
tecords,

The accurate analysis of these records requires years of careful research, as would ethnohistorical
research for this purpose in any area in the country. Therefore a team of seven scholars who had aiready
worked with various of these records for several decades, together with eight Chumash descendants, was
assembled by the Principal Investigator. Pooling their combined knowledge and research results by means
of an integrative computer program, the “earlier identifiable groups™— that is, the original towns in the
Santa Monica Mountains and on the Channel Islands — were identified, their locations established, and
their descendants traced out. The research project thus did not have to start from “scratch,” but was
based on work already done to establish the earlier groups while tracing out their descendants. The
research project was thus a collaborative effort with the Principal Investigator acting as organizer, co-
editor, and facilitator rather than primary researcher. With this collaborative design we were able to
accomplish in four years what would otherwise have taken at least a decade and a great deal more
money. We feel that this model of collaborative research that brings together the scholars who have
already carried out much of the ethnographic and ethnohistorical research necessary to document cultural
atfiliation between past and present peoples, together with contemporary native peoples, can be produc-
tively applied wherever cultural affiliation is not transparent, with similar economies of time and money.

In order to meet the data needs mandated by the Native American Graves Protection and Repatria-
tion Act, we proposed and have accomplished four major research goals:

1. To determine the earlier identifiable groups with which cultural affiliation must be established
under NAGPRA: the eighteenth century towns into which Native peoples speaking Chumash languages
were organized when European colonization and settlement first began; the locations (or approximate
locations of these towns); and their names in the relevant Chumash language spoken there, along with the
various spellings used by the Spanish to record that name, as well as an accurate spelling for the Chumash
pronunciation of the name recorded in a practical orthography suitable for use by the parks in interpreta-
tion and education (see Figure 3.1.). Particular emphasis was placed on the towns which were located
within or near the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area and in the Channel Islands National
Park (see Chapters 5 and 6, and Figures 5.1 and 6.1),

2. To prepare a census of all the individuals baptized from these towns at the various missions in
order to identity those baptized from towns in the areas now under the stewardship of the Channel
Islands National Park and the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area (see Chapters 10 and
11 and Appendices IX and X ).

]




l

Introduction 11

3. To trace the descendants of the individuals baptized from towns in the areas now under the
stewardship of the Channel Islands National Park and the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation
Area into the twentieth century by constructing genealogies for each (see Chapters 10 and 11).

4. To reconstruct the social histories of the various communities from the time of secularization of
the missions in 1834 up to at least the beginning of the twentieth century, with particular attention to
movements of peoples and fluctuations in population size, in order to establish in some detail what
happened to the eatlier identifiable groups, the towns, their members and the descendants of those
members on the Channel Islands and in the Santa Monica Mountains (see Chapters 8, 10 and 11). The
tracing of lineal descendants from each town contributed significantly to the reconstruction of the histo-
ries of these towns. In following the several individual descendants from a given town we could see them
continuing to live in close proximity to one another even when the town’s land base had been lost, and
intermarrying with one another--sure signs of the continuing existence of the sociopolitical units.

Historical Background te Establishing Cultural Affiliation
in the Chumash Area

The peoples speaking Chumashan languages were among the earliest native peoples of what is now
California to be contacted by Europeans. In 1542, little more than two decades afier Cortés’s conquest of
Mexico, Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo (who had been with Cortés in that conquest) explored along the coast of
Upper California, visiting San Diego Bay, Santa Catalina Island, and the Santa Barbara Channel, where
he described seeing many towns and many Indian people. Just north of Santa Monica Bay near Mugu
Lagoon he and his crew reported seeing:

... on land an Indian town close to the sea with large houses like those of New Spain
[Mexico] ... Here many fine canoces holding twelve or thirteen Indians each came to the
ships ... They named the town ‘Pueblo de las Canoas’ ... they continued their voyage
about ten leagues along the coast, and during all that time many canoes were in evidence,
because all the coast is very well settled. Many Indians kept coming aboard the ships and
pointed out to us their towns, telling their names, which are: Xuco, Bis, Sopono, Alloc,
Xabbaga, Xocotoc, Potoltuc, Nacbuc, Queiqueme, Mizinagua, Misesopano, Elquis, Coloc,
Mugu, Xagua, Anacbuc, Partocac, Susuquei, Quanmu, Gua, Asimu, Aquin, Casalic,
Tucumu, Ynepupu. All these towns are from the Pueblo de las Canoas, which is called
‘Xucu’ to here [Point Conception]. They are in a good country with fine plains and
many trees and savannas [ Wagner 1929:86].

When Spanish settlement of California began in earnest in 1769 with the establishment of missions
and presidios along the coast, converts were identified as coming from villages with many of the same
names (and presumably the same locations) as had been recorded in 1542 (King 1975:172). This demon-
strates the importance as well as permanence of these towns, which were the basic political groups in this
area as in most of native California (Bolton 1927; Brown 1967, n.d.; Costansd 1911; Priestley 1937,
Smith and Teggart 1909).

(
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Residents of these towns did not call themselves “Chumash” or any other unitary term, nor is there
any evidence that they thought of themselves as members of a single larger political group or tribe,
although the Spanish sources do report “federations” of groups of adjacent towns in the area of present
day San Luis Obispo and Santa Batbara. Even as late as the beginning of the twentieth century, J. P.
Harrington found knowledgeable elderly consultants identifying people in terms of their being from one
of these named pre-contact native towns.

Thus it is central to identify and locate the mid-eighteenth-century native towns which were the
basic political units, “the identifiable earlier groups” (or “tribes™). Thus the peoples now referred to as
“Chumash” did not constitute a single tribe, although they have come to be referred to as the Chumash
since they spoke related languages (see below and Chapter 2). They were in fact organized into over one
hundred and fifty politically distinct, named towns in the eighteenth century when permanent Spanish
settlement began’ (see Chapter 3 for map and details). Even the handful of “federations” of towns for
which there is evidence did not have a name for themselves as a federation. People identified themselves
and others by the name of their towns well into the twentieth century, even though to all appearances
these towns had ceased to exist (Harrington n.d.b). This fact demonstrates that the “identifiable earlier
[native] groups” with which cultural affiliation has to be established are the named independent towns
that existed in the cighteenth centory and earlier.

The Spanish began permanent settlements in Upper California towards the end of the eighteenth
century by establishing missions and presidios in 1769 at San Diego and in 1770 at Monterey. A year
later, in 1771, Mission San Gabriel was established to the east of the area in which Chumash languages
were spoken, in what is now Los Angeles, There the native peoples spoke the unrelated Gabrielino
(Tongva) language.

In 1772, the first mission was established in the northwestern part of the area where Chumash
languages were spoken, at San Luis Obispo. The various towns of peoples speaking Chumash languages
were now effectively hemmed in from both sides by catalysts for change. Four more missions were
strategically positioned within this area over the next thirty years, working in from the periphery-evidence
of the careful strategy with which the Spanish approached the populous, powerful native peoples of this
area (Geiger 1965:7).

Ten years elapsed before a second mission, San Buenaventura, was established in 1782 near Cabrillo’s
Pueblo de las Canoas in the eastern part of Chumashan linguistic territory (where Ventura is today). In
the same year a military base, Presidio Santa Bérbara, was established in the middle of the densely-
populated channel coast at the site of contemporary Santa Barbara, preparing the foundation for the
missions to come. Four years later the mission of Santa Barbara was founded in 1786, and in 1787,
Mission La Purisima Concepcion further to the east. Ten years later San Fernando Rey de Espafia was

7 Nearly 90 towns identified as “Chumash” are located on Kroeber's map in Piate 48 showing “Part of the Habitat of the
Chumash and the Alliklik” without including towns in the area around San Luis Obispo (Kroeber 1925).
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founded at the edge of Chumash/Gabrielino territory in 1797, and in 1804 a final mission, Santa Inés, was
established inland between Missions Santa Bérbara and La Purisima Concepceidn.

Each mission drew its initial converts from the immediately adjacent towns, subsequently extending
its field of proselytization to more distant areas as success was achieved nearby. From the beginning,
however, some converts were drawn from areas distant from the mission in question. These often seem
to have served as “seed populations” in the founding of later missions close to their home territories
(Johnson 1988a:130). The native peoples from the Channel Islands, having no mission in the islands,
went to several of the mainland missions (Johnson 1982a:68). Individuals also transferred between mis-
sions, or made marriages in another mission, making it necessary for this project to census the populations
in all of the missions rather than only those in, or adjacent to, Santa Monica Mountains National Recre-
ation Area or the Channel Islands National Park.

Conversion proceeded slowly at first but was complete by 1822, just as Mexico (including California)
declared its independence from Spain. By 1834 the republican central government in Mexico had ordered
the secularization of the missions, and the Chumash-speaking peoples, now become Christian, were
forced once again to adjust to new conditions not of their own making. The Indian converts at each of the
missions underwent somewhat different experiences at this point, with at least some of the converts at
Santa Inés moving to Sanja Cota and successfully establishing a territorial base which they have contin-
ued to maintain to this day. The converts at the other missions, however, seem not to have been as
fortunate.

Origin of the Name Chumash

The currently-used name for descendants of speakers of the related languages, Chumash, was not a
traditional self-designation. There was, in fact, no single term of self-designation that was used by all the
peoples now referred to as Chumash, since they did not consider themseives part of a single group. The
term Chumash was not used until 1891, and then only to refer to the family of languages in John Wesley
Powell’s Indian Linguistic Families of America North of Mexico. Henry W. Henshaw, who had spent
two months along the Santa Barbara Channel in 1884 collecting linguistic data for Powell’s publication,
suggested the term to Powell for purely scholarly reasons.

Powell had established two principles which were to be followed in choosing names for the linguistic
families he recognized: 1) he took the first name that had been used in print to refer to that family, or
languages in that family, but 2) compound names could not be used. The languages now known as
Chumash (or more precisely, Chumashan, since a family of languages is being referred to, not a political
group) had been referred to as the “Santa Barbara” languages by Latham (1856) and others from the mid-
nineteenth century on, but since this was a compound name, another term had to be found. As Powell
says:

The several dialects of this family [of languages] have long been known under the
group or family name, “Santa Barbara,” which seems first to have been used in a com-
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prehensive sense by Latham in 1856, who included under it three languages, viz: Santa
Batbara, Santa Inez, and San Luis Obispo. The term has no special pertinence as a
family designation ... Nevertheless as it is the family name first applied to the group and
has, moreover, passed into current use its claim to recognition would not be questioned
were it not a compound name. Under the rule adopted the latter fact necessitates its
rejection. As a suitable substitute the term Chumashan is here adopted. Chumash is the
name of the Santa Rosa Islanders, who spoke a dialect [actually, a separate language] of
this stock, and is a term widely known among the Indians of this family. [Powell 1891:67]

Powell then goes on to describe quite precisely the actual basic sociopolitical unit;

The Indians of this family lived in villages, the villages as a whole apparently having
no political connection, and hence there appears to have been no appellation in use
among them to designate themselves as a whole people [Powell 1891:67].

Kroeber himself makes the same point:

Political conditions in southern California are obscure, but are likely to have been
generally similar to those of north central California [i.e. based on towns]. Among the
Chumash, towns of some size were inbabited century after century, and these undoubt-
edly were the centers if not the bases of political groups .... The larger towns of the
Gabrielino and Chumash may represent concentrations like those of the Patwin and
Clear Lake Pomo [Kroeber 1925:830-832].

The Identification of Earlier Groups

A number of scholars, including Kroeber, have applied their considerable talents to identifying these
towns in the ethnohistorical records and tracing their histories. This project has thus been able to draw on
the extensive rescarch on this topic by Kroeber (1925:552-556), Harrington (1928a), King (1975:176-
178), Johnson (1986, 1988a) and others, while also returning to the original sources.

Four types of evidence have been considered: 1) the names of native towns contained in the mission
records frorn which the native peopies of the Santa Barbara Channel area entered the missions; 2) the
names of towns recorded in other early Spanish records; 3) the names of towns remembered and re-
corded in the 1880s for Henry W, Henshaw by Juan Estevan Pico, a native speaker of one of the
Chumash languages (see Appendix I'V and Chapter 2); and 4) the names of towns recorded from at least
a dozen other speakers of the various Chumash languages by John P. Harrington, beginning in 1912-1913

(Appendix V).

A central picce of evidence is Juan Estevan Pico’s list of over 100 named towns along the coast of the
Santa Barbara Channel and on the Northera Channel Islands. A native speaker of Venturefio Chumash,
who had developed an amazingly accurate system for writing that language (see Chapter 2 for details),
Pico wrote out this list in 1884 for Henry W. Henshaw of the Bureau of American Ethnology. Pico did
not include any towns north of Point Conception (in the area where Purisimefio and Northern Chumash
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[or Obispefio] were spoken), so the list is not exhaustive, but it does cover the areas now under Park
stewardship. Although the list includes some towns that came into existence after the beginning of the
mission period, and does not include some towns mentioned in eighteenth-century Spanish sources, there
is nevertheless quite impressive agreement between Pico and the Spanish soutces. Pico and the earlier
Spanish sources clearly knew and were talking about largely the same towns, further evidence that these
towns persisted over time.

Censusing the Citizens of the Original Native Towns
and the Tracing of Lineal Descendants

The project has integrated information from the records of the six missions into which Chumash-
speaking peoples from the one hundred and fifty identifiable earlier towns were incorporated: San Luis
Obispo, La Purisima, Santa Inés, Santa Barbara, San Buenaventura, and San Fernando. Because the
towns’ residents were displaced to the missions, with citizens from the same town often being incorpo-
rated into different missions, this permits the identification of all those individuals baptized from each of
the towns in the two areas which are the focus of the study. The details of the method used and the
personnel who were involved are presented in Appendix I1L.

We have traced out the genealogies of people who once lived in Chumash towns in the Santa Monica
Mountains and on the Channel Islands to determine how many of them had descendants, and we have
attempted to follow these descendants up into the twenticth cenfury as far as permitted by the records
which are currently public. Since census schedules are available for examination only after seventy years
have passed, we have had access to the detailed information preserved in the federal censuses only
through the 1920 census. We have also searched various nineteenth-century records for evidence as to
what happened to these descendants and the communities they continued to live in after the missions
were secularized in 1834. This stage of the research has been in some ways the most challenging.
Although we have been able to trace many descendants into the twentieth century, we do not claim that
we have been able to identify all. On the contrary, we expect that additional descendants wiil be identifi-
able in the future with continued research of this sort.

Consultation with Contemporary Chumash People

Part of our charge from the National Park Service was to involve Chumash people in the research.
FEight Chumash research assistants worked directly with the data base and the mission records (preserved
in the Santa Barbara Mission Archive Library in Santa Barbara), entering and cross-referencing the data
needed to complete the work begun by the ethnohistorians who collaborated on the project, or with the
microfilmed fieldnotes of John P. Harrington. These Chumash research assistants were: Gilbert Unzueta,
whose family had been part of Mission Santa Barbara; Henry Cruz of the Santa Ynez Indian Reserva-
tion, whose family had beet: at Mission Santa Inés; Fulie Tumamait and Eleanor Arellanes, whose fami-
lies were part of Mission San Buenaventura; Elise Tripp and Virginia Ochoa, also from the Santa Ynez
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Indian Reservation and descended from families at Mission Santa Inés; and Emestine Y gnacio-De Soto,
the daughter of the last speaker of Barbarefio Chumash, and her daughter, Carmen Unzueta, whose
family were at Mission Santa Barbara (see Appendix III for work performed by each individual}.

Documentably Chumash people have been found to live widely scattered from San Luis Obispo in
the northwest, through Santa Barbara and Ventura to Los Angeles in the southeast, and northward to
Bakersfield in the San Joaquin Valley (as well as in other parts of California, in other states, and even
other countries). Some are members of the one federally-recognized Chumash tribe, the Santa Ynez
Band of Chumash Mission Indians. Others are part of communities of large extended families which are
not presently federally-recognized tribes, but which can demonstrate their affiliation with “identifiable
earlier groups” and can also demonstrate their descent from documented Chumash ancestors. Still other
people in this large area have grown up as Indian and feel that they are Chumash, but have so far not
been able to document their descent from clear Chumash ancestors. The situation is complicated by the
fact that members of many non-Chumash tribes of Indians have moved into this area since the eighteenth
century, and their descendants have grown up referring to themselves as “Indian” just as the descendants
of the original Chumash inhabitants do. As the term “Chumash” increasingly comes to replace the term
“Indian” in colloquial speech, many Indian people who are not descended from the various Chumash
tribes come to call themselves “Chumash.”

Three meetings were held in April, 1993 in three different locations to explain the nature of the
project, our progress to that point, and solicit comments and suggestions. Letters of invitation were sent
to all the people now consulted by either or both of the two Parks, as well as all already identified
Chumash descendants, and the Elders Council at the one federally-recognized tribe, the Santa Ynez Band
of Chumash Mission Indians. The first meeting was held at the Santa Barbara Museum of Natural
History in Santa Barbara. The second was convened at the Santa Ynez Indian Reservation with the
assistance of Elise Tripp and the Tribe’s Elders Council. The third was held at the Peter Strauss Ranch
with the assistance of staff from the Santa Monica Mountains NRA. These were led by the head of the
Applied Ethnography Program of the National Park Service, the Principal Investigator, and the Ethnohistoric
Research Coordinator.

The Elders Council at the Santa Ynez Indian Reservation welcomed our consultation and expressed
the hope that our visit would not be the last. Attendees at the meeting held in Santa Barbara conveyed the
same sentiments. Both groups expressed a strong desire to be consulted, and found our research strategy
logical. They also communicated an intense interest in playing a significant role in the representation of
themselves and their ancestors in interpretive and educational programs in the two Parks. Clearly a
mechanism is needed to bring these Chumash groups and the Park Service together more often. Eiderly
members attending both meetings shared with us their uniformly affectionate memories of encounters as
children with John P. Harrington (whose oral histories are so important to the project} when he was
carrying out research with their grandparents, parents, and other relatives.

At the third meeting, concern was expressed by some people attending that by focusing on extracting
the genealogical data documented in the mission registers, the project would exclude people descended
from Chumash people who did not enter the missions (see Chapters 7 and 9 for a detailed consideration
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of this issue). During our meetings it became clear that very few people (Chumash or not) have an
accurate understanding of the sorts of information that the mission records contain and which make them
important to study. In hopes of assuaging these concerns, we have explained in considerable detail what is
in these records in this report (see Chapters 4, 7, and 9).

One of the misconceptions about the missionization process is the extent to which it was possible for
the various Chumash town-tribes to continue to lead their lives in fraditional ways and not join the
missions once missionization had begun. Integrating the genealogical, political, and statistical information
preserved in the mission documents is a necessary first step to understanding what options the various
Chumash peoples in fact had. It is our conclusion, explained in detail in Chapter 9, that it was not possible
for Chumash towns to maintain a separate identity apart from the missions after 1822,

It is known that Indian people sometimes accepted baptism and joined a mission then changed their
minds and ran away, or attempted to run away. Those individuals are nevertheless recorded in the
mission registers. Their names, ages, relatives, etc. can be known, and efforts can therefore be made to
find evidence of what happened to them as well.

Moreover, the only apparent way to be sure that the Parks have not inadvertently failed to identify
and consult documentable descendants of members of those Chumash tribes whose lands are now under
Park Service stewardship is to carry out the analysis of mission records. Not to do so would risk exclud-
ing a sizable number of descendants and tribes from consultations, and might make it difficult for the
Parks to comply with federal law.

When asked what evidence should be used to establish cultural affiliation, if not the mission records,
some people attending the third meeting suggested that oral histories should be collected. They also
suggested that the fact that they were continuing to live in an Indian way, maintaining cultural traditions,
made it evident that they were who they said they were. Other people attending replied that Indian people
have always had to “prove up” in order to establish their right to special consideration as Indians,
providing documentary evidence of their Indian descent in order to be enrolied on the various Bureau of
Indian Affairs Rolls of California Indians.

Concern was also expressed by some people attending the third meeting about confidentiality and the
possibility of deliberately skewing the genealogical data. Since the building of genealogies started in the
past with the first converts two hundred years ago and worked forward, it was impossible to predict who
the modern day descendants would be (or whether any individual would, in fact, have descendants).
There was thus no way to knowingly affect the genealogies which were automaticaily constructed up to
secularization by computer program. This was expiained at the meeting and the computer program
demonstrated, which seemed to allay this fear.

It was suggested that oral histories were needed as an alternative to mission records. To a consider-
able extent this concern has been met with recourse to the work by I.P. Harrington, who collected
extensive oral histories beginning in 1913 until his death in 1961. These have been a major source of
information for the project, since Harrington consulted people who were still speakers of Chumash
languages, most of whom belonged to native communities directly descended from eighteenth-century
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towns in the Santa Monica Mountains and on the Channel Islands. The oral histories collected by Harrington
document the continued existence of native polities after the secularization of the missions throughout the
nineteenth and into the twentieth century and are indispensable.

We had wanted to collect contemporary oral histories as well, but funds were unfortunately not
available. Fortunately, over the course of the project, about 170 people have come forward seeking help
with documenting their genealogy through the mission register data base, providing an unanticipated
opportunity to catry out genealogical research with contemporary people (see Appendix XIV). Many of
them have volunteered oral histories which have been an important source of information about the
continued existence of the same native communities through the twentieth century. We are very grateful
to all those who so generously shared their knowledge with us. Despite the fact that this procedure has
required considerable effort to research, for which time was not budgeted in the original scope of work,
all families have been assisted to the extent that the records permit. In a number of cases, this genealogi-
cal research has identified contemporary descendants of lineages from towns that once existed on the
Channel Islands and within the Santa Monica Mountains.

One of the most vexing issues with the implementation of NAGPRA is the correct identification of
cultural affiliation. Our research demonstrates that if one builds upon the extensive anthropological and
ethnohistorical research on California Indian peoples already extant, it is possible to trace the history of
the earlier identifiable groups over time to their contemporary descendant populations. We knew that
Chumash peoples had not disappeared, despite published assertions to the contrary, but we did not
anticipate the number of descendants who continued to live in the Chumashan area, and the extent to
which they still form and participate in subtly distinct communities.

Organization of the Report

Chapter 1 summarizes the significant features of NAGPRA for the two parks in the study area
and explains that in California presents a challenge in recognizing “identifiable earlier groups” because
names for language families, like “Chumash™ and “Pomo,” are commonly treated as the names for
political groups. Chapters 2 and 3 clarify the distinction between Chumash linguistic relationships and
original native polities. Chapter 4 describes the principal ethnohistoric source material (mission register
data) used in the project. Chapters 5 and 6 identify the Chumash towns (which are the “identifiable
earlier groups™) that existed during the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries in the study area. To
understand how shared group identity has been preserved into the twentieth century, ethnohistoric inves-
tigations of community continuity and change are presented in Chapters 7 and 8.

In addition to culturally-affiliated groups, a second category of people to be consulted under NAGPRA
are those who are lineal descendants of deceased individuals whose remains are discovered on federal
land. In the case ofburials discovered at Native American sites, it is rarely possible to know with certainty
whether the remains are those of a lineal ancestor of particular individuals alive today. Chapter 9 de-
scribes the methods used to trace descendants. As Chapters 10 and 11 demonstrate, it is certainly pos-
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sible for the Channel Islands and Santa Monica Mountains to document living families who can trace
ancestry to particular identified native towns. Thus, cemeteries at those towns that were occupied in the
Late Prehistoric and Protohistoric Periods almost certainly contain the remains of ancestors of present-
day Chumash families who can trace lineal descent from those communities. These modern family
groups are thereby plausible direct lineal descendants of burials that may be encountered at known
Chumash towns and, as such, should be identified and consulted along with the NAGPRA representative
from the Santa Ynez Indian Reservation whenever Native American human remains are encountered,
either accidentally or in the course of archaeological excavation.

Tracing the genealogies allows one to follow the communities as they evolved over time, thereby
demonstrating the shared group identity between past and present groups. Chapter 12 summarizes our
findings that at least five communities exist today that have had continuous shared identity with the
original political groups that once controlled areas now under National Park Service stewardship. Only
one of these, the Santa Ynez Indian Reservation, is a federally-recognized tribe and clearly must be
consulted under the terms of NAGPRA. A consultation mechanism is recommended for other groups that
can be shown to be direct continuations of the earlier Chumash groups and therefore culturally affiliated
with them.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Sally McLendon

The Purpose of the Study

The National Park Service has long had a policy of wide consultation with all groups who are users
of, and/or have a historic relationship to, the lands now under Park Service stewardship (National Park
Service Management Policies 1988). However, passage of the Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act of 1990 (NAGPRA) has established the need for new types of consultation with Ameri-
can Indians, Alaska Natives, and Native Hawaiians, requiring the identification of the cultural affiliations
and linecal descent of past and present Native peoples in order to meet information and consultation
requirements (U.S. Code 1990: 3048-3058).! Such consultation is a vehicle for achieving complex goals.
NAGPRA redefines ownership and fiduciary responsibilities for cerfain classes of cultural items and
fundamentally restructures basic relationships between Native Americans, federal agencies, and public or
private institutions with museum collections that receive federal funding. NAGPRA mandates repatria-
tion under certain specified conditions and raises issues of establishing legitimacy in decision-making
processes, resolving competing claims, negotiating with appropriate tribal representatives and lineal de-
scendants, making scientific inquiries responsive to Native communities, and much more.

NAGPRA’s primary purpose is to “provide for the protection of Native American graves and other
purposes,” especially on federal and tribal lands (U.S. Code 1990:3013). The National Parks and other
government agencies that manage federal lands have a particular responsibility under NAGPRA to pro-
vide this protection. Central to implementing NAGPRA is consultation between precisely defined groups
and individuals concerning human remains and certain categories of cultural objects in museum collec-
tions as of 1990, and their planned or inadvertent discovery on federal or tribal land subsequent to the
passage of the law. Appropriate consultation under the law requires accurate determination of the key
concepts of earlier identifiable groups, cultural affiliation and lineal descent.

This ethnohistoric study was designed to assist two National Parks in California, Channel Islands
National Park and Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area (NRA), in complying with NAGPRA
and strengthening their existing consultative and interpretive services (see Appendix I1 for original project

' See Appendix I for the complete text of NAGPRA. Regulations for the implementation of NAGPRA were published in
the Federal Register on December 4, 1995 (U.S. Department of the Interior 1995).
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proposal}. In California the accurate determination of the key concepts discussed above is complicated
by several factors: (1) the exact nature of the earlier identifiable groups often has been obscured by
twentieth-century anthropological simplification and generalization that lumped them together on the
basis of language alone; (2) many of the earlier identifiable groups have never been federally acknowl-
edged or have lost their federal acknowledgement despite their continued existence; and (3) Indian iden-
tity is an increasingly popular attribute to claim in California.

Channe! Isiands National Park and Santa Monica Mountains NRA have stewardship over territories
once held by people speaking Chumash languages. Citizens of the earlier original groups in these areas
were incorporated into six Spanish missions established between 1772 and 1804, Our study takes advan-
tage of the rich source of information, available in mission registers that record the names of all the people
from the earlier identifiable groups as they were incorporated into these missions, and their subsequent
marriages, children, and deaths. This information when combined with censuses taken after the annex-
ation of California to the United States in 1850, ethnographic and linguistic fieldnotes of H. W. Henshaw,
and the voluminous oral histories and ethnographic notes collected by the anthropologist J. P. Harrington
from 1913 to 1961 establishes an extraordinarily detailed and rich data base for establishing the earlier
identifiable groups in the Channel Islands and the Santa Monica Mountains and tracing cultural affilia-
tion and lineal descent. This is the first extensive study to test the value of mission records; other census
data; and linguistic, ethnographic, and ethnohistoric fieldwork in addressing these three key NAGPRA
concepts.

Consultation Legislated by NAGPRA

NAGPRA mandates consultation between “contemporary Indian tribes, Alaska Native villages or
corporations, and Native Hawaiian organizations and the [federally funded] museums and federal agen-
cies with human remains and legislatively defined cultural items that might be culturally affiliated with
these Native Americans or related to lingal descendants™ (U.S. Department of Interior, NPS 1996:1).
NAGPRA specifically establishes “the rights of lineal descendants, Indian tribes, and Native Hawaiian
organizations to certain Native American human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of
cultural patrimony with which they are affiliated” (U.S. Department of the Interior 1995:62134).

For discoveries after 1990, NAGPRA establishes the “ownership or control of Native American
cultural items which are excavated or discovered on federal or tribal lands after [November 16, 1990} as
follows: When the culfural items are “Native American human remains and associated funerary objects,”
ownership or control (and therefore consultation) is vested in the lineal descendants of the American
Indian, Alaska Native, or Native Hawaiian. When “the lineal descendants cannot be ascertained,” or
when three categories of cultural objects — “unassociated funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of
cultural patrimony” (U.S. Code 1990:3050), all of which are defined in the Act (see Appendix I)— are
discovered not in association with human remains, then ownership or control and consultation is specified
in a ranked order with Indian tribes that are defined as associated with these materials in one of three
ways. These are;
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{A} ... the Indian tribe ... on whose tribal land such objects or remains were discov-
ered;

(B) ... the Indian tribe ... which has the closest cultural affiliation with such remaing
or objects and which, upon notice, states a claim for such remains or objects [U.S. Code
1990:3050].

In cases where

(C) ... the cultural affiliation of the objects cannot be reasonably ascertained and if
the objects were discovered on Federal land that is recognized by a final judgement of
the Indian Claims Commission or the United States Court of Claims as the aboriginal
land of some Indian tribe ... U.S. Code 1990:3050], then ownership or control, and
consultation must be with

1) ... the Indian tribe ... that is recognized as aboriginally occupying the are in which
the objects were discovered, if upon notice, such tribe states a claim for such remains or
objects, or

2) if it can be shown by a preponderance of the evidence that a different tribe has a
stronger cultural relationship with the remains or objects than the tribe or organization
specified in paragraph (1), ... the Indian tribe that has the strongest demonstrated rela-
tionship, if upon notice, such tribe states a claim for such remains or objects [U.S. Code
1990:3050].2

Thus the correct identification of lineal descent and cultural affiliation are key to the successful
implementation of NAGPRA. “Cultural affiliation” is defined in the NAGPRA Regulations as ... arela-
tionship of shared group identity which can reasonably be traced historically or prehistorically between
members of a present day Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization and an identifiable earlier
group [U.S. Department of the Interior 1995:62160 (emphasis added)].

An “Indian tribe” is defined as any tribe, band, nation, or other organized group or community of
Indians ... which is recognized as eligible for the special programs and services provided by the United

? The Act has been implemented in the final Rules and Regulations issued December 4, 1995 as follows:
Consultation as patt of the intentional excavation or inadvertent discovery of human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects or
abjects of cultural patrimony on Federal lands must be conducted in accordance with the following requirements.

() Federal agency officials must consult with known lineal descendanis and Indian tribe officials:

(1} from Indian tribes on whose aboriginal lands the planned activity will eccur or where the inadvertent
discovery has been made; and

{2) from Indian tribes and Native Hawaiian organizations that are, or are likely to be, culturally affiliated
with the human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony; and

{3) from Indian tribes and Native Hawaiian organizations that have a demonstrated cultural relationship
with the human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony (U.S.
Department of the Interior 1995:62162).
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States to Indians because of their status as Indians [U.S. Code 1990:3049; U.S. Department of the
Interior 1995:62160] that is, any tribe, band or nation which is a federally acknowledged tribe, or which
becomes a federally acknowledged tribe.

“Lineal descendant” is defined in the Regulations as

... an individual tracing his or her ancestry directly and without interruption by
means of the traditional kinship system of the appropriate Indian tribe or Native Hawai-
ian organization or by the common law system of descendance to a known Native
American individual whose remains, funerary objects, or sacred objects are being claimed
under these regulations [U.S. Department of the Interior 1995:62160].

The National Park Service and other federal agencies that control land formerly inhabited by Indian
people must be prepared to identify quickly the proper individuals or groups to consult in the event that
Native American remains or cultural objects are discovered through inadvertent finds or planned excava-
tions.

In California, identifying the tribes and lineal descendants that must be consulted in order to comply
with NAGPRA is often difficult, for several reasons. First, there is considerable misunderstanding as to
precisely what were the “identifiable earlier groups™ in California. Second, when California was admitted
to the Union in 1850, the federal government failed to establish formal relationships with the native
polities then extant within the new state, or even to systematically determine what native groups were
present and being dispossessed by the new arrivals. Federal acknowledgment was achieved only haphaz-
ardly, partially, and often not until the 20th century by the “identifiable earlier groups” then extant. Many
identifiable earlier groups continued to exist, but were never federally recognized. Many such groups
currently seek that recognition. The 102nd Congress of the United States recognized the extent and
seriousness of the lack of federal recognition of California tribes by passing Public Law 102-416 (106
Stat. 2131), the Advisory Council on California Indian Policy Act of 19922

Third, the native people of California, and their political systems, have been radically transformed by
their contact with several varieties of Euro-American societies over the past 200 years, usually losing
their land base, and often being forced to move away from their earlier historic territories. Thus the
cultura} affiliation of the California tribes which are currently acknowledged with earhier identifiable

* Public Law 102-416 (106 Stat. 2131), the Advisory Council on California Indian Policy Act of 1992, addresses the “urgent
need to clarify the eligibility of unrecognized and terminated California Indian tribal groups to be federally acknowledged as
Indian tribes with all the rights and powers attendant to that status.” The council was charged with 1) developing “a comprehensive
list of California Indian tribes and the descendancy list for each tribe based on documents held by the Bureau [of Indian Affairs]
...,” and 2) identifying “the special problems confronting unacknowledged and terminated Indian tribes and propose reasonable
mechanisms ... for the orderly and fair consideration of requests by such tribes for Federal acknowledgment,” as well as
conducting a survey of the social, economic and political status of California Indians and the effectiveness of federal policies and
programs that affect them, In this act the term “Califorpia Indian tribe” means any federally recognized or unacknowledged
Indian tribe located in the state of California.
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groups whose “cultural objects” have been or may be excavated or discovered is not always clear, In
many cases it can be established that there is no currently acknowledged tribe which is culturally affiliated
with a particular earlier identifiable group whose cultural objects have been discovered or excavated,
although there is an as yet unacknowledged tribe which is.

Nowhere is this more true than in Southern California in the area between Santa Monica and Point
Conception where the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area and the Channel [slands Na-
tional Park are located. In 1769 when the Spanish began permanent settlement of California, there were
at least 150 separate political entities in this region, each with its center in a named town, and each
speaking one or more of several distinct languages. There is no evidence that these 150 or so identifiable
earlier groups considered themselves part of a single tribe. All evidence instead indicates that they consid-
ered themselves sovereign nations, although a few were banded together in close alliances with neighbor-
ing groups under a single leader, at least for the period of that leader’s existence. Today, however, there is
only one federally recognized tribe in this entire area, the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Mission Indians.
It is clear, however, that many more people exist in the area and elsewhere who are direct descendants of
citizens in identifiable earlier groups (some of whom are already being consulted by one or both of the
two nationai parks in the area), and that they are member of groups that could, and in some cases have,
begun the process of seeking federal recognition.

The two parks in this area, the Santa Monica Mountains NRA and the Channel Islands National
Park, are known to encompass large numbers of archaeological sites within their borders. Although the
location of many is known, previously unknown sites emerge from time to time and are likely to be
madvertently discovered through routine maintenance or construction activities or natural forces such as
floods, earthquakes, etc. Such sites can include human remains or cultural objects covered by NAGPRA,
necessitating an established procedure for NAGPRA-related consultation.

Realizing the complexity of issues faced by the two parks in this area, Dr. Muriel Crespi, head of the
National Park Service’s Applied Ethnography Program, Washington, D.C., in consultation with Dr. Roger
Kelly of the Pacific West Field Area of the National Park Service, requested and funded the research
reported on in this document. This research has been designed to assist the Santa Monica National
Recreation Area and the Channel Islands National Park to comply with the Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act by (1) identifying the native “earlier groups” in the areas now under the
stewardship of those parks, and (2) tracing out their histories over fime, so as to identify culturally
affiliated group(s) for each of them, as well as those individuals who may be lineal descendants.

Because the earlier identifiable groups in California were relatively small, having usually no more
than 1,000 citizens and often many less, and marriages among the members had produced multiple
interrelationships linking members to each other, it is likely that anyone descended from a citizen of one
of these earlier identifiable groups is a descendant of any citizen of that group found in the group’s
cemetery. Although NAGPRA gives priority regarding repatriation to individuals who are direct lineal
descendants of known individuals, much broader consultation has long been the Park Service norm
(National Park Service Management Policies 1988). We feel it would be consonant with the intent and

‘
i
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spirit of NAGPRA, as well as traditional Park Service policy on consultation, for the Parks to develop
and improve consultation mechanisms which would include the direct lineal descendants of each earlier
identifiable group presented in this study.

We were also asked to provide information, documented photographs, and photocopies of selected
primary documents that could be used for park interpretation and education programs, and general
reference. We have taken this charge seriously and have brought together here in this report and in the
Appendices information resulting from both this project and current, ongoing research, which is not
otherwise available in the literature, We feel this final report supplements the chapters on the Chumash in
the California volume of the Handbook of North American Indians (1978) (otherwise a valuable refer-
ence for California) which were written just before the renaissance in Chumash studies which began in
the mid 1970s.

ESTABLISHING CULTURAL AFFILTATION IN CALIFORNIA

The “Identifiable Earlier Groups” and
Confusion of Language Groups with Tribes

In most of California, Native peoples lived in permanent, named towns. These towns were usually
connected to neighboring towns by trade, kinship, shared religious practice and language, but there is in
most cases no evidence that they participated in any larger, more inclusive political unit {(Bean and
Theodoratus 1978:289; Garth 1978:237; 1. J. Johnson 1978:364; P. Johnson 1978:350-351 and 354;
Kelly 1978:419; Levy 1978a:398-399, 1978b:485-486; McLendon and Lowy 1978:306-307, McLendon
and Oswalt 1978:286-288; Milliken 1991:25; Myers 1978:244; Olmstead and Stewart 1978:230; Riddell
1978:373; Spier 1978a:426-427, 1978b:471-472; Wallace 1978a:169-170, 1978b: 466, 1978c: 449, 454;
Wilson and Towne 1978:388-389). Alfred L. Kroeber in his monumental Handbook of California Indi-
ans (1925) introduced the terms “tribelet” or “village community” for these politically independent towns.
There were more than 1,000 of these within what is now the state of California, counting only those
identified by Kroeber in the various chapters of his Handbook. As Kroeber (1925:830) said “Tribes did
not exist in which the word is properly applicable to the greater part of the North American Continent.”™
Nonetheless, Kroeber obscured this fact by continuing an ethnographic practice begun by Stephen Pow-
ers (1877) of treating language groups as if they were political groups. Kroeber combined towns which
were politically independent but spoke varieties of the same language {or even of distinct but related
languages) under a single name such as “Pomo” or “Meewok” (later “Miwok™), or “Chumash”. Kroeber
referred to these language-based groupings as “little nations” (Kroeber 1925:vi), but they were not iribes

4 Kroeber defines “tribe” as:

... a fairly coherent body of from 500 to 5,000 souls, usually averaging not far from 2,000; speaking in almost all cases a
distinet dialect or at least subdialect; with a political organization of the loosest, perhaps; but nevertheless possessed of a
considerable sentiment of solidarity as against all other bodies, sufficient ordinarily to lead them to act as a unit [Kroeber
1925:830].
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as defined elsewhere, or as specified in NAGPRA, although they have commonly been assumed to have
been such.

The labels which Kroeber used to group large numbers of politically separate “tribelets™ into lan-
guage-defined groups (which continue to be used by anthropologists and much of the public today) were
not traditional self-designations for the groups referred to. Kroeber (1925:443) notes that the names
“Wintu,” “Maidu,” “Yokuts,” and “Miwok” were “not originally distinctive tribal or group names, but [in
each case] the native word for people...” which he then used for the language or family of langnages as
well as all the independent towns that spoke that language.

Significantly, the “tribal” names made familiar by Kroeber and his students do not appear in the
carliest ethnohistorical records, which begin for a few California groups in the sixteenth century. These
records refer only to named towns, if they mention names for native political units at all, a pattern that
persists through the beginning of the twentieth century. One of the challenges of ethnohistorical research
in California, in fact, is to identify the names that were actually used to refer to native peoples and to
determine precisely to which Indian people they refer. Thus none of the pre-twentieth century ethnohistorical
records that we have examined for this project use the term “Chumash.”

Although Kroeber used his language-based names in ways which suggest they refer to a single
political unit,’ they were assigned uniguely on the basis of shared language, or even shared language
family, not shared political organization. They thus group multiple politically independent tribelets or

In describing the political organization of the state, Kroeber begins in the northwest where “the extreme of political anarchy
is found, ... there is scarcely a tendency to group towns into higher units, and where even a town is not conceived as an essential
unit ..." (Kroeber 1925:830). He continues:

In north central California ... a tribe ... was a small body, evidently including on the average not much more than 100 souls.
It did not possess distinctive speech, a number of such tribes being normally included in the range of a single dialect. Each was
obviously in substance a “village community,” although the term “village” in this connection must be understood as implying a
tract of land rather than a settlement as such. In most cases the population of the little tribe was divided between sevetal
settiements ... buf there was also a site which was regarded as the principal one inhabited .... The limits ofthe territory of the
group were well defined, comprising in most cases a natural drainage area. A chief was recognized for the tribe ... [wWhich] was
designated either by the name of its principal settleinent or by that of its chief ... This type of organization has been definitely
established for the Wailaki, Yuki, Pomo, and Patwin, and is likely to have prevailed as far south as the Miwok in the interior and
the Costanoans or Salinans on the coast and inland to the Maidu and Yana [Kroeber 1925:830].

* The major exception recognized by Kroeber and later scholars are the speakers of the various varieties of Yokuts, who
are described as organized into some 4¢ or more named groups or tribes, each of which had one or more constituent towns (Spier
1978h:471-472; Wallace 1978¢:454).

f Kroeber (1925:229) says about the peoples he called the “Pomo™: “The number of principal villages or political units
[emphasis mine] was about 75.” These 75 independent political units in fact spoke seven distinct languages, and are continued
today by eighteen federally recognized tribes. Similarly, Kroeber’s name “Maidu” refers to sorne 100 village comimunities that
spoke three distinet languages.
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towns into a single abstract construct which had no demonstrable political existence.® Throughout the
twentieth century, knowledgeable native peoples have drawn attention to, or even protested, the distort-
ing nature of this procedure (Dutschke and Maniery 1993; McLendon 1959-1990; Sarris 1993), although
recently, younger people have increasingly come to adopt such terms.

The Haphazard Nature of Federal Recognition in California

When California became a state in 1850, three Indian commissioners were appointed by the federal
government to negotiate with the native groups being displaced by the settlers (Phillips 1997). Eighteen
treaties were negotiated with some 139 California “tribes” in 1851-1852 (Royce 1899:780-789; Heizer
1972), providing an identification of “carlier groups” for those tribes. Treaties were negotiated with native
groups that had already threatened settlers, or were felt to pose a potential threat to settlers. Treaties were
not signed with many other earlier groups who are shown by ethnohisterical research and ethnographic
fieldwork to have existed in the mid-nineteenth century. None of the native groups speaking Chumash
languages along the Santa Barbara Channel signed a treaty nor were they given the opportunity to do so.
One of the groups then living near Santa Barbara at Cieneguita was assigned an agent in 1854 by the
California Superintendent for Indian Affairs, however, and their community was subsequently referred to
in official correspondence as the “Cieneguita Reservation” (see Chapter 8) so its existence is clearly
established. In fact, the 139 tribes signing these treaties represent less than 15 percent of the more than
1,000 actual “original earlier groups™ identified in Kroeber (1925).

The eighteen treaties that were signed were never ratified by congress (Heizer 1972), but were sealed
away until their rediscovery in 1902 by the Northern California Indian Association (Taber 1911:8). Many
of the groups who did sign treaties did not become federally acknowledged tribes. Thus, three groups
speaking Chumash languages in the Tejon area the ... “Castake” (Castac), “San Imirio” (San Emigdio),
and “Uvas” (Grapevine Canyon) ... signed one of the treaties but never became federally recognized,
although they were initially part of the first reservation to be established in California, the Tejon (or
Sebastian) Reservation (initially called the Sebastian Military Reserve). A large number of the federaily
acknowledged groups in California today acquired federal recognition at the end of the nineteenth cen-
tury, or in the twenticth century. Some groups still have not achieved federal acknowledgement. In
California, public agencies such as the National Park Service cannot count on always finding a federally
recognized, culturaily affiliated group to consult, nor can they assume that the federally recognized
groups that do exist necessarily represent all the earlier polities and their contemporary descendants.
Nonetheless, the federally acknowledged tribes that do exist in an area must always be consulted.

The Transformation of Native Polities in California

The native peoples of California in most, if not all, cases have experienced severe depopulation since
contact was initiated with Euro-American societies. Some groups lost as much as 90 percent of the pre-
contact population. Many polities which had been distinct and politically separate entities when Europe-
ans first arrived lost so many of their members that they found it difficult to maintain themselves as
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CHAPTER 2

THE CHUMASH LANGUAGES: AN OVERVIEW

Kathryn Klar, Kenneth Whistler, and Sally McLendon

Linguists and anthropologists today use the name Chumash to designate the native peoples of the
Northern Channel Islands and the central California coast from about Paso Robles in the north to the
Santa Monica Mountains in the south. This usage gives the impression that the native peoples in this area
constituted a single, homogeneous political, cultural, and linguistic unit. The term Chumash, however,
was never used by these people to refer to themselves as a whole; in fact, they did not have a single
native word to refer to all the native societies occupying this geographical area.

The word Chumash was originally used by some mainlanders to refer to the residents of Santa Rosa
Island (or perhaps of all the inhabited northern islands). “Chumash” was first extended in a broader sense
to refer to the languages spoken in this coastal region and on the islands in 1891 by John Wesley Powell
on the advice of Henry W. Henshaw (see Chapter 1 Introduction). Henshaw recognized that all the
groups in the region spoke related languages, but that these languages were so distinct that a speaker of
one language could not usually understand a speaker of another language, even one spoken just a few
miles away by land or water. The use of “Chumash” as a general demographic term to refer to all the
peoples who spoke these languages only began in the twentieth century with Alfred L. Kroeber (see
Chapter 1).

Human languages generally do not occur as isolates, that is, single languages without similarities to
other known languages. Rather, human languages are usually members of families of related langnages.
As an example, we can look at the Germanic language family to which English belongs. The Germanic
family of languages consists of three branches: East, West and North Germanic, Each branch is in turn
subdivided into several individual languages. West Germanic includes English, Duich and German. North
Germanic consists of the closely related Scandinavian languages: Norwegian, Swedish, Danish, and
Icelandic. East Germanic is known to have included only the now-extinct Gothic language. Each Ger-
manic language shares certain vocabulary and grammatical features with the other languages in the
family. Each also has distinct vocabulary and grammatical features and cannot be understood by speakers
of other Germanic languages without considerable effort and study. We can represent a language family
by a “family tree” diagram such as this:
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Proto-Germanic

West Germanic North Germanic East Germanic
English  Dutch German Gothic
Norwegian Swedish Danish Icelandic

The various native peoples now known as Chumash spoke several different languages which were
similarly related in this kind of language family. See Figure 2.1 for their relative locations as well as those
of the neighboring, unrelated languages: Yokuts, Kitanemuk, Tataviam, Fernandefio/Gabrielino (Tongva).
The “family tree” for Chumash languages looks like this:

Proto-Chumash

Northern Chumash Central Chumash Isiand Chumash
Obispefio Cruzefio
! \
Purisimefio Inesefio Barbarefio  Venturefio

San Luis Obispo-Paso Robles region. The one that came to be spoken at San Luis Obispo is well-
attested. We have only a few words of the other, but the material which we have is distinct enough to
show that two dialects must have existed. Obispefio speakers consulted by Harrington also reported the
existence of these two dialects.




Figure 2.1

ot ¥

ooy % Language Boundaries in
o .7 " . .
" NORTHERN _ South Central California
 CHUMASH Ea
| PR YOKUTS :
Y /; ../- o
S: Liths : o:
;,Obispo - Bugna :L:lj_fo_i_Lfr\k‘r I/. :.
! ‘? \} . \"“\;w \:1 ' {qv-'\,\‘!(em Lake .':
. '7 \ .."-o. ,‘.
™ e - ‘.\ e 'hx..., { e L LLLLLLEL TN c. K’TA NEMUK
:\a a,"d’o “;"“ .'o‘
"--1.--.."'\‘:'\'\-..‘ \ . '.‘. Mou"{“'ﬂ‘
\ - J . . penat?
e g, * N e %
e e, y »? e ., 1
P \ LT g, e R .
a . PR ,w"..‘-.."-,
s ., CENTRAL CHUMASH

)

L3 S -
fag, * *,
‘.‘/ Mounrains . x .
- ~ o .
* 5 ~ [ ‘y

I S .,

] M -,

- . .,

: — .

5 e .

H b ’

i

. | .

i . TATAVIAM "

" " +

x i .
.

. : H

H . H

H ; x

LN e s

+

> % 3, Fernando

FERNANDENO/
GABRIELINO
(TONGVA)

MOIAIOAQ) UV 323enSue T yseluny) 3y L,

£T



24 Cultural Affiliation and Lineal Descent of Chumash Peoples

Northern Chumash has the distinction of having been one of the first, if not the first, California
language to have been recorded by European explorers. In 1769, Pedro Fages, a member of the first
Spanish expedition to pass through Northern Chumash territory on the way to Monterey, obtained a
vocabulary of some 70 items of the language from the inhabitants of the area where Mission San Luis
Obispo was later founded (Priestley 1937:80-83).

Northern Chumash is very different in both vocabulary and grammatical structure from any other
language of the Santa Barbara Channel, including even the Central Chumash language Purisimefio, whose
territory it bordered. It is so different, in fact, that when Henry W. Henshaw first recorded words in that
language in 1884, after having heard the Central Chumash of Santa Ynez and Santa Barbara, he did not
think it could be related to them. He wrote Major John W. Powell, the Director of the Bureau of
Ethnology:

This [language] differs markedly from any of those previously mentioned [Salinan
and the Central Chumash spoken at Santa Ynez and Santa Barbara], and it is by far the
most difficult of notation of any [ have met. It will prove I think to be not related to the
Santa Barbara [i.e. Chumash] Family. [Henshaw to Powell (Oct.-Nov.) 1884].

Island Chumash (or Cruzefio), the language of the Channel Islands, seems to have been very uniform
from island to island, though there may have been slight dialect differences. Island Chumash, like North-
ern Chumash, constitutes a distinct branch of the Chumash family; it is certain that it could not be easily
or readily understood by speakers of any mainland language. In fact, Fernando Librado specifically
remembered occasions when meetings were held at Kamexmey, the post-secularization Island Chumash
town, when Island Chumash people would speak in Islefio while another Islefio speaker translated into
Venturefio Chumash, the language of many in the andience (see Chapter 8 for details).

The Central Chumash branch of the family is more complex and diversified than either Northern or
Island Chumash. There appear to have been four main subdivisions, now generally called Purisimefio,
Inesefio, Barbarefio, and Venturefio, after the missions with which speakers of each tended to be geo-
graphically associated. Actually a2 mixture of languages was spoken in each mission, inclunding unrelated
languages such as Yokuts. Speakers of any two geographically contiguous Central languages could prob-
ably understand each othet’s speech (like “American English” and “British English™), but any two non-
contiguous idioms were probably not mutually intelligible. Thus, neighboring Purisimefio and Inesefio
speakers could probably talk to each other freely, as could Inesefio and Barbarefio speakers, but Purisimefio
and Barbarefio speakers would have had considerably more difficulty. Speakers of Purisimefio and
Venturefio would have been using entirely different languages (like English and German).

Barbarefio is known to have had at least two dialects, the main or “mission” dialect spoken at Santa
Barbara and Goleta, and the Dos Pueblos dialect, spoken along the Santa Barbara Channel west of
Goleta. Inesefio and Purisimefio may have had dialectal divisions, but the data are not clear in this regard.

Venturefio had rather deep dialectal divisions, with as many as seven dialects directly attested by or
indirectly inferred from the testimony of native consultants. These include:
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1. Ventura Mission (also called “samala” and said to be a “commonized” dialect)
2. Mugu

3. Malibu

4, Ojaiefio (in the vicinity of Nordhoff and Ojai)

5. Matilija (in the vicinity of Matilija Hot Springs)

6. Interior dialects—-a group of dialects, possibly with much subdialectal variation,
including the speech of the Santa Paula vicinity, the Santa Clara River Valley, the Camarillo
vicinity, the Simi Valley, and the Conejo vicinity.

7. Castequefio—a quite distinct dialect of Venturefio, spoken at Castac Lake, near Tejon.

“Interior Chumash” refers to peoples living in interior locations, most notably the Cuyama Valley,
the Carrizo Plains, and vicinities. Placenames and personal names recorded in this area show that some
kind of a Chumash language was spoken there, However, the evidence is insufficient to class their speech
as varicties of Central Chumash (Inesefio? Venturefio?) or of Northern Chumash at this time.

None of the Chumash languages are spoken today as a medium of communication, although a
Chumash cultural revival among Chumash descendants in Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties has given
some words, phrases, and songs a continuing ritual significance. The last speaker of any of these lan-
guages, Mary J. Yee of Santa Barbara (who spoke Barbarefio), died in 1965. As of 1992, however, work
is underway on reviving Barbarefio (Rolens 1992).

Many languages cease to be spoken, leaving little or no trace. We are fortunate in having reliable
information for each of the Chumash languages thanks to the attentions of numerous researchers from
1769 through 1965, including native speakers, such as Juan Estevan Pico and Mary J. Yee. The most
assiduous of these recorders was John P. Harrington, whose work on the Chumash languages extended
over more than 40 years and included every known Chumash language. Because of Harrington’s efforts
we have copious materials from three of the varieties of Central Chumash: Inesefio, Barbarefio, and
Venturefio; fair records of both Island Churnash and Northern Chumash; and a small sampling of Purisimedio.

In the 1880s, Juan Estevan Pico, a native speaker of Venturefioc Chumash, who was bilingual in
Spanish, developed a linguistically amazing, completely accurate orthography for writing the Chumash
languages (Plate I). Pico’s achievement is quite remarkable since his orthography was far more accurate
than the technical orthographies used by other scholars at that point in the nineteenth century (see
Appendix [V). Unfortunately, because Pico was so far ahead of his time linguistically, the nature of his
achievement could not be properly appreciated during his lifetime. Only after his death, when linguistic
knowledge about the sound systems of languages and their pronunciation had advanced farther, and the
equally-gifted linguist John P. Harrington had recorded extensive linguistic material from other living
speakers of Chumash languages did the evidence become available to appreciate Pico’s outstanding,
pioneering achievement. Thanks to the work of Pico and Harrington, we know a great deal about the
distinctive sounds used in speaking the Chumash languages, even though none continue to be spoken
today.
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Table 2.1
Sample Words in the Chumash Languages

Northern Purisimefio  Inesefio Barbarefio Venturefio  Islefio
MAN  Thmon’o *amo *thiy” *thiy’ *at’axach “alamuyun
WOMAN  suy’ *aneq *eneq ‘eneq X'anwa hemich
SON  -suwa’ -Wop ~WOop ~WOop -wop -awitan
DAUGHTER  -suwa’ -sha -shay ~shay’ shay'ay -ash’ey
-tasity’uyu malaqgipin {(father speaking)
HOUSE  gnipu ‘ap ‘ap ‘ap 'ap awa
TOWN "amahmayish  aphanish *aphamshim “awa’am’a
MONEY ihanagqutsu  ’alhchum *altshum *anchm *alchum *alaguisum
SAIT  tepw’ *atipt fip 1ip 1ip lexpty
STONE  1gipt xip Xip Xip Wwa
ih voiceless 1
tsh aspirated t°
chh aspirated ch

the sixth vowel of Chumashan languages; a high, central, unrounded vowel

glottal stop
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The sounds of the Chumash languages differed from the sounds of Spanish (and English) in several
important ways, Chumash languages had approximately three times as many consonant sounds as Span-
ish, and six vowels rather than the five found in Spanish. These differences made it extremely difficult for
Spanish speakers such as the priests and early explorers to write down words in any of the Chumash
languages accurately, for two reasons. First, fewer letters were used to write Spanish than were needed to
write down all the sounds of the Chumash languages. Second, the hearing of Spanish speakers tended to
merge several distinct consonants in a Chumash language, which they therefore recorded with a single
Spanish one that was phonetically somewhat similar.

Without the work of Pico and Harrington, we would have great difficulty interpreting the Spanish
recordings of the native names of the towns in which speakers of the Chumash languages lived when
missionization began in the eighteenth century. With their work the interpretation is challenging but
possible (see Chapters 5 and 6).

To illustrate the differences and similarities between these languages, sets of words in the several
Chumash languages, all with the same meaning, are presented in Table 2.1. One can quickly see the types
of similarities that connect the members of this family of languages, as much as the types of differences
that separate them.
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CHAPTER3

THE NATURE OF CHUMASH SOCIAL-POLITICAL GROUPS

John R. Johnson and Sally McLendon

Introduction

As we have already noted, the peoples who today are called the Chumash Indians were not organized
as a unified nation throughout their original territory (see Figure 3.1). The basic political unit was a named
town which was in some cases organized with other such towns into federations. These towns were
permanent and there is evidence of their persistence over centuries. The peoples who inhabited these
towns had no single name for themselves. The name “Chumash” derives from the name of the mainland
peopies for their linguistic relatives who inhabited the Northern Channe) Islands. it was extended to refer
to the family of languages spoken by them only in 1891 (Powell 1891), and only began to be used to refer
to the peoples themselves with the publication of Alfred L. Kroeber’s Handbook of California Indians in
1925 (see Chapters 1 and 2). At the time of European contact, the Chumash population density was
perhaps the highest in native California.

Seciopolitical Complexity

The degree of sociopolitical complexity of these peoples has been discussed by anthropologists for
the better part of this century (see Johnson 1988a: Chapter 2 for a review of this debate). The earliest
investigator to consider the original nature of sociopolitical organization among Chumash peoples was
Edward W. Gifford (1926}, who pointed out that they may have been one of the few Southern Califor-
nian groups without what he called “clans™ or “lineages.” He also suggested that the exceptionally large
size of the towns in the Santa Barbara Channel region might have been a factor in subsuming the political
importance of lineal descent groups to that of town affiliation.

Extensive ethnographic research carried out by John P. Harrington, and only partially published in his
Cultural Elements Distribution, indicates that his principal Chumash consuliants stated that villages
were autonomous and were the most important political unit in aboriginal society (1942:32). In the table
reporting this information, however, he added a note that “possibly there were allied village groups under
a ‘big chief.’” Harrington also stated that patrilineal clans were present among the Chumash (1942:32).
However, a recent review of his original ficldnotes indicates the equivocal nature of the responses he
received from his consultants regarding patrilineality and about even the former existence and/or impor-
tance of clan organization (Johnson 1988a: Chap. 8).
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More recent appraisals of the sociopolitical organization of Chumash peoples have been infiu-
enced by the cultural evolutionary paradigm exemplified by Service (1962). Landberg (1965) proposed
that they were at the tribal level of evolutionary development and that federations of towns may have
been united through segmentary lineages. Later researchers have all concurred that the Chumash peoples
may tore properly be considered “chiefdoms.” Some have conceived of them as possessing complex
chiefdoms united via intervillage councils of ceremonial and political leaders (Hudson and Underhay
1978; King 1990}. Others have viewed the Chumash as simple chiefdoms with political leaders gaining
their wealth and status through regulating economic exchange (Armold 1992; Johuson 1988a; L. King
1982; Martz 1984),

The differences of opinion expressed by scholars regarding Chumash sociopolitical complexity are to
a large extent the result of a lack of direct observational data, combined with changing anthropological
interests in and understanding of sociopolitical organization. Although a rich body of ethnohistoric and
ethnographic evidence exists in the form of explorers” journals, mission documents, and the papers of
John P. Harrington, it will be seen that descriptions of the sociopolitical organization characterizing
Chumash towns in the eighteenth century when Spanish settlement began are scanty and not infrequently
in conflict. This report will not resolve the academic question regarding the precise nature of political
organization in Chumash society. However, the ethnohistorical evidence reviewed below indicates that
the appropriately conservative approach to identifying the “original earlier groups” with which cultural
affiliation must be established for the purposes of compliance with the Native American Graves Protec-
tion and Repatriation Act is to recognize that towns were the basic foundation for sociopolitical affiliation.

Ethnohistorical Evidence

The earliest statement regarding possible intervillage political federation among the peoples speaking
Chumash languages appears in the account of Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo, who explored along the California
coastline in 1542, In Octoberand November, he stopped at several of the principal Chumash towns along
what is now the Santa Barbara Channel, including one which he called the “Pueblo de Ias Sardinas,”
because its inhabitants brought the Spaniards “many very good fresh sardines.” Later he spent three days
at this town, Ciucut (later identified by Harrington as Syuxtun at the Santa Barbara harbor), where the
people assisted him in supplying his ship with wood and water. The surviving sammary of the now-lost
log of his voyage describes the social and political life in the towns along this coast as the Spaniards
understood it:

The chief of these towns is an old Indian woman who came on board the ships and
slept two nights in the Cénpitana [Cabrillo’s flagship], many others doing the same. The
town of Ciucut scemed to be the head of the other towns because they came there from
them when called by the chief. The town at the cape [Point Conception] is called “Xexo™
[Shisho, i.e. Shisholop]. From this port [Ciucut] to the Pueblo de las Canoas [probably
Mugu] is another province which they call “Xucu” [Shuky, the name of the town at
Rincon between Syuxtun and Muwu]. They have round houses, well covered down 1o
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the ground. They wear skins of many different kinds of animals, eat acorns and a white
seed the size of maize, which is used to make tamales. They live well. ...

In their towns they have large plazas and circular enclosures [silivik] around which
imbedded in the ground are many stone posts which stand about three palm-lengths
above it. In the middle of these enclosures there are many very thick timbers like masts
sunk in the ground. These are covered with many paintings, and we thought they must
worship them because when they danced they did so around the inside of the enclosure
[Wagner 1929:88].

The account further noted that “there are many different languages, and they carry on great wars
with each other” (Wagner 1929:87).

Long lists of Chumash town names on the mainland and islands were included in the report of
Cabrillo’s voyage and most may be matched with placenames recorded later by Pico and Harrington
(King 1975). Cabrillo’s account leaves us with the impression of populous towns along the mainland
coast that were organized into federations, perhaps linguistically distinct, with towns in rival federations
conducting raids against each other. Cabrillo’s account thus establishes the importance of towns and the
existence of federations of certain groups of towns, but provides no evidence at all of a single federation
or tribe. Cabrillo did not speak any of the Chumash languages and so must have been communicating
largely through gestures and guesses. The one “province” name he provided is in fact the name of a
known town, Shuku, at Rincon, raising a question as to the accuracy of'his claim that the coastal towns he
visited were organized into two provinces.

The first Spanish expedition by land into Alta California, led by Gaspar de Portol4, entered Chumash
territory in August of 1769. Four expedition members kept diaries that record in remarkable detail the
number of houses, canoes, and populations of each Chumash town encountered. These towns were
estimated to range in size from 130 to a maximum of 1,500 people along the main part of the Santa
Barbara Channel. Also included are some comments that reveal certain clues about intervillage relation-
ships and political rivalries.

When the expedition arrived at the major town of Skisholop at the mouth of the Ventura River, chiefs
from the interior mountains came to visit, indicating friendly relations with this coastal town. Chiefs from
the Channel Islands also were present at Shisholop, and canoes were sent to the islands to bring more
who wished to meet the expedition party {Bolton 1927:160; Brown n.d.; Costansd 1911:195).

When the expedition passed through the town at Gaviota Beach a few days later, they were joined by
a man the Spaniards called “El Loco,” who was wearing a “good-sized feather head-dress” and who
accompanied them during part of their journey northward to the Sania Maria Valley vicinity. When the
expedition returned several months later, El Loco joined them again in Northern Chumash territory, and
seeing that they were short of food, took it upon himself to visit the towns ahead of the main party and
arrange for provisions. This indicates that friendly relationships may have existed among towns in the
Purisimefio and part of the Obispefio regions at the time of the expedition’s passing,
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At least five burned towns were encountered along the main part of the Santa Barbara Channel: two
between Carpinteria and Santa Barbara, two in the Santa Barbara foothills, and one in Refugio Canyon.
The first four were specifically stated to have been destroyed by enemies from the interior, who also
attacked Sywxtun at the Santa Barbara waterfront but were driven back (Brown 1967; n.d.).

Two powerful chiefs with influence beyond their own towns are documented in the early Spanish
accounts of the last third of the eighteenth century. The Portold expedition diaries from 1769-1770
describe that a powerful chief calied “El Buchén” (i.e., ‘The Goiter’, so named for a large swelling on his
neck), had extended his influence from the Santa Maria Valley northward to the vicinity of Morro Bay.
He was described as being about forty years old and “so renowned and feared in all these parts [that] we
conceived him to be a sort of little king over these widespread good Heathen peoples™ (Brown n.d.).
Evidence from the San Luis Obispo mission registers pertaining to Buchdn’s relatives points to his
principal place of residence as being the town called Zsipxatu located at Avila Beach (King 1984),
although at the time of the Portola expedition he seems to have been settled with his people in the vicinity
of Pismo Beach. Fr. Juan Crespi provided this vivid description of Buchén in May, 1770 when Portola
returned northward to found the Mission of San Carlos and the Presidio of Monterey:

[He] is the Indian so greatly respected and feared by many Heathen peoples in all
the vicinity for about twenty leagues [forty miles] in both directions: for they talk of this
Heathen as far as the [Santa Barbara] Channel and the Santa Lucia Mountains. He uses
great dignity, and always takes a considerable retinue with him; no one sits down in his
presence, nor in the presence of his wife and sons, who is not ordered to. Everyone
from what we have understood pays tribute to him; for whether it is seeds when they
harvest them, or if they kill meat or catch fish, some of everything is taken to his house
[Brown n.d.].

When the Spaniards camped near Buchdn’s town, he came to visit them after sundown with his
retinue:

As soon as the Chief arrived, one of his retinue took his bow and arrows from him,
and spread a hide on the ground for him to sit on. His family brought a good share of
tamales made of some special kind of seed, and four fish, all of which he presented to
the Governor [Portola], and we all sat down with him at the fire. [After exchanging gifts]
... We ate sitting next to him; he was given some and ate it as we did, inviting two of his
brothers who sat at his side. After dinner was over he made signs asking for tobacco to
smoke: a soldier gave him his pipe, lighted, and he took two puffs on it, and gave the
pipe to his brothers who did the same ... In all our travels we have seen nothing to equal
the way this Buchon is feared, respected, and obeyed; what a profit might come of it if
one could only make onegself understood to him, but everything has to be done through
signs ... [Brown n.d.].

A few days later, as the Portold party traveled northward, they received word from their scouts that
a large war party led by Buchodn was coming up to attack a group of ten Chumash men from the town
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located near the Cambria pines. The latter group had not long before fonght Buchén and given him some
wounds he had shown the Spaniards. A battle between the two parties took place near Morro Bay and
was withessed by expedition members, who did not remain for its conclusion. It was later reported to
them that Buchon had again been wounded (Brown n.d.). By the time of the founding of Mission San
Luis Obispo two years later, the great chief was deceased, and one of his wives was later to be married to
a Spanish soldier (Engelhardt 1933).

Buchdn was not the only chief with extensive influence to reside in Chumash tesritory. The docu-
ments pertaining to the founding of the Santa Barbara Presidio in 1782 state that the chief of Syuxtun,
Yanonali, claimed some sort of authority over thirteen towns in the surrounding region. His influence
extended from the populous towns surrounding the Goleta estuary down the coast to Carpinteria and
inland to mountain settlements in the upper Santa Ynez watershed {Bancroft 1886:377; Geiger 1965:14;
Johnson 1986, 1988a:117-118). Yanonali’s family relationships and those of two other chiefs from Syuxtun,
along with marriage network analysis, provide additional support for the geographic range of Syuxtun’s
principal sociopolitical interaction sphere. The ascendancy of chiefs from this town seems to be linked fo
their central position, both in regulating trade between the islands and inland areas and in geographic
accessibility to populations distributed through the surrounding territory {Johnson 1988a:Chap. 9). Al-
though the continuation of Buchén’s influence by his heirs is not documented in the eighteenth century
sources, there is evidence that subsequent chiefs of Syuxrun continued to exercise authority over the
thirteen neighboring towns.

Kinship data from the mission registers document that the family of one of the chiefs of Syuxtun
intermarried with the chief’s family from Shalawa (Montecito), who in turn intermarried with the chief’s
family of the next town to the east, Q ‘olog’, who in turn were connected by marriage to the family of the
chief of Mishopshno at Carpinteria. A similar chain of intermarriage linked chiefs’ families from some of
the large towns at the Goleta estuary to families of chiefs at Dos Pueblos and so on, all the way west to
Point Conception (Johnson 1988a:Chap. 6). The intermarriage among families of political leaders from
different towns paved the way potentially for cooperation when communities came under attack from
their enemies and facilitated intercommunity economic exchange, but there is no evidence that it lessened
the political autonomy of the towns that were thus linked.

Despite the evidence for some kind of cohesiveness among some towns and evidence for hegemony
of certain chiefs over anumber of towns, it appears that after the Spanish colonists had settled among the
Chumash peoples, they realized that there was perhaps less political unity than they had first believed.
Thus, in 1792 Malaspina wrote:

We have not been able to learn, despite the great effort that has been made what is
the influence of authority that the caciques of each village enjoy, nor if there exists a
supreme chief that rules them all [Cutter 1960:65].

Malaspina concluded that the actual authority of Chumash chiefs was limited, despite the impression
of political unity sometimes gained from the fact that several chiefs from different towns would meet in
councils from time to time. These observations mirrored the comments of resident missionaries who
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stated that the two main functions of the chiefs were to lead war parties and conduct intervillage fiestas,
but that otherwise they “had no control over the people nor were they obeyed or acknowledged in any
other matter” (Geiger and Meighan 1976:125-126).

The relative independence of Chumash towns is also suggested by other evidence. A Spanish natyral-
ist, José Longinos Martinez, reported in 1792:

Both men and women ... commonly paint their bodies with red ochre and other
colors ... Each rancheria has a distinctive pattern, so that they can be recognized when-
ever they gather for a dance of other function ... each rancheria or small district of
adjoining rancherias has its own chief, and that those a short distance away have differ-
ent languages [1.¢., dialects?] and customs, according to the family or families that con-
gregated at their formation [Simpson 1961:56-57].

Warfare was prevalent among the Channel towns, as was documented during Cabrilio’s and Portold’s
expeditions. Numerous incidents of fighting among towns were also documented in military and mission-
ary correspondence during mission times (Johnson 1988a:123-127). The two populous towns, Mikiw
and Kuyamu, known as “Dos Pueblos” were involved in many incidents of raids on neighboring commu-
nities (Burrus 1967:135). At one time it was proposed that the Santa Barbara Presidio be built between
Dos Pueblos and the Goleta towns to prevent continued warfare between them.

The causes for hostilities are rarely documented, but a few reported instances are said to have been:
(1) retribution for supposed witchcraft by one’s enemies that had caused an illness or death (Engelhardt
1932b:7); (2) unauthorized trespass through another chief’s territory to collect acomns or seed crops
(Geiger and Meighan 1976:113; Simpson 1961:56-57); (3) competition over fishing areas (Heizer 1973:46);
(4) refusal to respond to an invitation to another chief”s fiesta (Geiger and Meighan 1976:122; Landberg
1965:30); and (5) revenge for a slaying of one’s relative (King 1982:182-183).

Ethnographic Evidence

By the time anthropologists had begun to gather information regarding the nature of the sociopolitical
organization of Chumash-speaking groups, the possibility of direct observation had long since passed
away. The first inquiries that touched specifically upon the topic of basic political units were made by
Henry Henshaw in 1884. By this date, there were few native people left who had been born prior to the
end of the Mission Period. The only person interviewed who had been born in a native town before
coming to the missions was Aniceto (Anacleto) Pahililiatset, who was baptized when two years old with
his parents and brother from Santa Rosa Istand (Johnson 1982a:146). Henshaw’s Barbarefio and Inesefio
consultants were born in the 1820s; his Obispefio and Purisimefio consultants were Yokuts Indians who
had been married to Chumash language-speaking spouses, and his Venturefio consultant, Juan Estevan
Pico, was born after mission secularization (Johnson 1988a:184). Only Pahililiaiset and Pico provided
Henshaw with any glimpse at all into what the political affiliations of Chumash groups might have been
like.
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Both men denied the existence of clan organization (or “gens” to use Henshaw’s term), although one
may question if Pahililiatset — who was described as being nearly completely deaf—properly understood
what was being asked of him via a translator. The misunderstanding between them was so great that
Henshaw recorded what he thought was an Island Chumash vocabulary from Pa#hililiatset that has since
been discovered to be Barbarefio. The old Santa Rosa Isiander did make one interesting comment that
reflects the independence of Chumash towns: he stated that a man who married into another rancheria
then became a member of that community and was henceforth considered an “alien” to the town where
he had been born (Heizer 1955:151). Pico echoed this claim, but only in relation to the citizens of Muwn,
Simo 'mo, and Wixatset.

The information provided by Pico was much fuller and more extensive. He wrote out an explanation
of how he conceived that the Chumash form of government had worked. Unfortunately, Pico relied too
heavily on analogies to the United States government for us to have much confidence in the information
he provided, although elements of what he had been told by his elders must certainly have been incorpo-
rated into his text.

By the time Harrington’s extensive investigations began about 1912-1913, knowledge of the
sociopolitical groups of the pre-Mission Chumash-speaking societies was second- or third-hand at best.
The existence of moieties was denied, and clear information regarding clans was only obtained from one
consultant, Maria Solares, danghter of a Yokuts woman from Kern Lake who may have been the source
of some of her information since the Yokuts did have clans.

In general, only the memory of town organization was preserved - each town under its own chief
and two messengers - but that memory was remarkably strong. Some Venturefio reported

dim rumors of there having been also permanent alliances of several villages under a
xa'ax’i-wo ¢ ‘big chief”, who at the same time was evidently the regular chief of one of
the villages of the group, precisely as among the southern Yokuts [Hatrington n.d.b,
cited in Johnson 1988a:220].

The importance of town affiliation was highlighted by Harrington’s consultants in many of their
historical narratives by their practice of continually identifying people in terms of the place where they or
their parents had originated, e.g., using expressions like ‘alap-syuxtun ‘Syuxtun-person’ or ‘alap-livam
‘Liyam-person’. The original dialectical distinctiveness of certain towns was continually referred to in
Harrington’s notes, along with his consultants’ comments that linguistic variations had tended to disap-
pear after people were concentrated together at the missions.

Fernando Librado, born at Mission San Buenaventura in 1839, was Harrington’s one consultant who
related an elaborate explanation regarding the origins of an inter-town governing council, called the
‘antap. The true nature of the ‘antap is far from clear, but apparently members were initiated into the
sacred, esoteric knowledge of the society and conducted important ceremonies, so the organization’s
function was as much religious as political. During these ceremonies, the ‘antap would meet in a sacred
enclosure called the silivik to conduct their “mysteries,” before performing in dances and other rituals.
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The ‘anfap society was open to a certain segment of the male populace (even perhaps to all boys
according to some descriptions), as they became more active in the ceremonial and political life of their
communities. [t may have been originally restricted to certain political leaders and ritual specialists as
Hudson has speculated (Hudson and Underhay 1978) and as implied by Librado’s “Traditional History”
as related to Harrington (Hudson et al. 1977).

Librado described the mythical/historical formation of an elite governing council of Chumash leaders
called the siliyik. Twelve chiefs called the ‘antap and their eight assistants called the skan, made up the
membership of the siliyik and were collectively known as “the Twenty.” The twelve ‘antap each served
as chiefs of major towns, while the shan were free to roam among all the towns, carrying out their duties
of naming children and looking after the spiritual affairs of the people. An individual called Kwaiyin ruled
over the siliy#k council of ‘anfap and shan. The "antap were supported by the people of the towns over
whom they “ruled” (Hudson et al. 1977:17-19). There are elements of this “charter myth” that are also
present in Juan Estevan Pico’s text, which is perhaps not surprising since Pico and Librado were about
the same age and had both been raised in the same Chumash community at Mission San Buenaventura.

One of the problems in interpreting Fernando Librado’s information about “the Twenty” was his
tendency to mix historic and mythic references. Of the thirty-three Chumash names provided for Indians
who had been members of “the Twenty,” Johnson (n.d.a) has so far identified thirteen as Indians whom
Librado knew. One suspects that in some instances, he merely supplied Harrington with names of elders
to whom he looked up to in his childhood, and they may not have held roles as important as is implied by
membership in “the Twenty.” Indeed, in some cases Librado notes that particular individuals had been
named after legendary figures, and it is not always clear which is being described in Harrington’s notes.

Librado told Harrington that his information came from an old San Buenaventura Indian, Narciso
Wech, who had been in charge of the weaving at the mission looms (Hudson 1979: 14, 13; Hudson et al.
1977:31). Narciso Wech’s baptismal entry indicates that he was from the town of Mat liha and was
brought to the mission as an infant in 1796 (MBV Bap. Bk. 1: 1067), and therefore he grew up in Mission
San Buenaventura at the beginning of the nineteenth century. He was one of the last of an older genera-
tion of Venturefio Indian people to survive past the mid-nineteenth century and died in 1869 (MBV Burial
Bk. 2: 1306). Although he himself had not been brought up in a pre-contact native society, he certainly
had been around when elements of the pre-contact political organization were a recent memory and/or
still operative outside the mission community. We nust conclude therefore that Librado’s and Pico’s
claims may reflect pre-mission conditions to some extent, although the degree to which these men under-
stood and faithfully transiated the knowledge that had been passed on to them will always be open to

conlecture,

P‘--l
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CONCLUSION

The review of ethnohistoric and ethnographic evidence regarding the nature of sociopolitical affilia-
tion for the various Chumash-speaking groups reveals a complex situation that is open to various interpre-
tations, yet there remain certain common threads in otherwise conflicting accounts. One of these is the
importance and distinctiveness of town identity in defining one’s social group, even though larger federa-
tions sometimes existed. These latter amalgamations seem to have expanded and contracted, based on
the ability of particular political leaders to extend their spheres of influence over neighboring towns at
particular points in time, Nevertheless, towns, especially the larger ones, tended to endure, as evidenced
by many of the same towns being occupied at the time of Cabrillo’s visit in 1542 and at the advent of the
Mission Period two and a quarter centuries later.

The situation among the peoples who spoke Chumash languages is not unlike the pattern that was
true for California as a whole: the basic political unit, termed the “tribelet” or “village community” by
Kroeber, consisted of a town and its surrounding resource area. Clans or lineages, where they existed,
provided a device for connecting people from separate towns; so did trade, intercommunity ceremonials,
and intermarriage. Our conclusion, therefore, is that among the peoples now called Chumash, the “earlier
identifiable groups™ with whom cultural affiliation must be established are towns. This has guided us in
the design of our research to identify the named towns and io trace lineal descendants from inhabitants of
the Chumash towns that once existed in the area now under National Park Service stewardship. The
mission records that record town affiliation for nearly all baptized Chumash people are the beginning
point for serious research regarding lineal descendancy.
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Plate ITI. View of Mission San Buenaventura, founded 1782. Lithograph from a sketch by Alfred Robinson, pub-
lished in his Life in California (1846).
Courtesy of the Henry E. Huntington Library and Art Gallery.
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CHAPTER 4

MISSION REGISTER DATA

John R. Johnson

The Nature of Mission Registers

For information regarding what happened to the Chumash population during the Mission Period,
there is no more revealing body of data than the various registers maintained by the Franciscan mission-
aries to keep track of the necophytes (baptized Indian people) in their missions. From the mission regis-
ters, one may reconstruct kinship relationships and genealogies; native town affiliations; social, political
and economic roles; demographic trends; and individual life histories. For this reason, an increaging
number of ethnohistorians have compiled mission register data to study Chumash settlement geography,
marriage and family patterns, and population history. Examples of such research include studies by
Brown (1967); Cook and Borah (1979); Coombs (1975, 1979); Edberg (1981, 1982); Horne (1981);
Johnson (1982a, 1982b, 1988a, 1989a); King (1984); Larson, Johnson, and Michaelsen (1994); Walker
and Johnson (1992, 1994); Warren (1977); and Warren and Hodge (1980).

Five different registers have proven useful in Chumash ethnohistoric studies. The most important of
these is the book of baptisms, in which the missionaries made entries for each person converted from the
native population or born to baptized parents (Figure 4.1). For converts, common information recorded
in a baptismal entry included the date and place of baptism, the native name of the person, approximate
age, town of origin, relationships to other baptized or native relatives, the Spanish name bestowed, and
godparents or sponsors. Comments regarding chiefly status, physical disabilities, and condition of il
health were sometimes added. Every person baptized received a unique identification number, analogous
to our modern Social Security number, by which they would often be cross-referenced in other registers.
A person’s baptismal number therefore serves as the standard identifier that may be used to build a data
base of mission register information.

The marriage register, burial register, and confirmation register also assigned unique identifying num-
bers for each entry. The marriage entry provided the date of the marriage, the names of the husband and
wife, whether they were widowed or single, the names of principal witnesses, and whether a couple had
been previously wed in native society (Figure 4.2). The burial entry provided the date of death, noted
whether last rites were received, and sometimes gave the circumstances, such as place and/or cause of
death (Figures 4.3 and 4.4). The confirmation register was only kept during the period that missionary
presidents held the power to confirm, up until 1794. Often the same kinds of information found in the
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Figure4.1 A Sample Page from Mission Santa Barbara Baptismal Register.
Photo by William B. Dewey with permission of the Santa Barbara Mission Archive-Library
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Figure4.2 A Marriage Register Entry from Mission Santa Barbara.
Photo by William B. Dewey with permission of the Santa Barbara Mission Archive-Library
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A page from the Mission San Fernando burial register, January and February, 1806, This

page is an example of problems sometimes encountered in mission register entries, €.g.,
corrected mistakes, variability in handwriting, and ink bleeding through from the reverse
side of the page. Entries 449, 453, and 456 are of people native to Chumash towns in the
Santa Monica Mountains, Lina, wife of Lino, was from Humaliwo. José Francisco Gitegui

was a sixicen year old boy from Sumo.

Courtesy of Seaver Center for Western History Research, Natural History Museum of Los Angeles

County
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baptismal register would be included in other registers, e.g., town of origin and names of parents or other
close relatives. Therefore, data omitted at the time of baptism may be found in a person’s confirmation,
marriage, or burial entry or in the padron.

The padrén, or census register, served as an up-to-date means for the missionaries to keep track of
the Indian neophytes living at their missions. Separate sections were kept for families, widows, widow-
ers, and single people. These were either alphabetically organized by a person’s Spanish name (by
husband’s name for families), or in several instances, by Chumash town of origin. A list of transfers to
and from neighboring missions was sometimes appended to the padrén as were an alphabetically-orga-
nized index that referenced the page number where a person could be found. In the first padrén of
Mission La Purisima, a list of pregnant women was kept, presumably to keep track of those excused
from certain kinds of work responsibilities. Baptisms and births were added to the padron as they
occurred, and people who died were deleted. Typically, a padrén was used over a period of many years
and became filled with lined-out entries as people died or were widowed or orphaned and moved to other
sections of the register. The padron is valuable as a reference document because it not only reconstructs
basic family units but fully cross-references people’s baptismal entries and adds additional information
not found in other mission books. When identifications or relationships are unclear or omitted in other
registers, the padrdn often provides solutions to such problems.

The information recorded in the mission registers, invaiuable as it is for reconstructing Chumash
history, is not without expectable clerical errors, misidentifications, and cross-cultural misunderstandings.
These have been detailed in a study by Johnson (1988b) and will only be briefly summarized here.
Spanish names, native names, and town names appear with different spellings that sometimes may be
caonfusing to even the experienced researcher. The Spanish language lacked many of the sounds present
in the Chumash languages, and vice versa, which led to misrecordings. Many instances of garbled names
require detailed sleuthing to determine identities. A fypical example of a name change that resulted from
phonological difficulties was the confusion between people named Bernardo (or Bernarda) and Fernando
{or Fernanda). The pronunciation of these two names by speakers of the various Chumash langnages is
virtually identical. The Spanish sounds [f] and [b] are both pronounced as [p] in the Chumash languages,
while Spanish 1] is rendered as [n] or [1], and [d] is pronounced as [t]. At least five instances of confusion
between these two names have been documented, including a case involving Fernando Librado, who was
originally baptized as “Bernardo” (Johnson 1982b). During research conducted for the present study, we
encountered two children of the same parents baptized at Mission San Buenaventura as Bernardo and
Fernando, and sure enough, these individuals became confused in later records. The priest noted in the

1825 padrén that he was puzzled by the absence of a known baptismal entry for “Fernando” (actually

Bernardo), crossed up by the fact that the brother actually named Fernando had died some years previ-
ously.

Occasional entries are missing -- including people buried or married for whom no baptism record
may be found, people who are noted as being married for whom no marriage record is documented, and
people baptized for whom no burial record exists. Some of these situations arose when missionaries
misidentified individuals or simply forgot to make entries in the registers. People who died in their native
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towns, who ran away from the missions, or who passed away while visiting at another mission outside
Chumash territory often were not noted in the burial registers of their home missions. Analogous situa-
tions explain missing birth and marriage records to some extent. The failure to trace people’s identities
between registers becomes much more of a problem in the period following mission secularization be-
cause of emigration by patt of the former neophyte population and poorer record-keeping by resident
priests. By this time the priests were reduced to one missionary per mission, often suffering from ail-
ments in thetr old age, disillusioned by the missions being broken up, and frequently unfamiliar with the
local Indians by virtue of having been recently transferred to fill a vacancy caused by death of a former
priest.

Comparison of Registers Extant for Each Mission

A mission-by-mission appraisal of the completeness and accuracy of available registers follows, going
from north to south. The registers extant for five of the six missions included in this study have been
summarized in Johnson (1988b).

Mission San Luis Obispo, the northernmost of the six missions considered here, was also the first
founded in Chumash terrifory in 1772. In the early years of the mission’s existence, sparse information
was recorded for many of the entries in the baptismal register. Fortunately, missing data may be extracted
or reconstructed from other registers, especiaily the confirmation register, which supplies information on
the town (“rancheria™) of origin for many individuals (King 1984). Photocopies of the two books of
baptisms (1772-1869), two books of burials (1772-1884), three padrones (1833-1841), and the marriage
register (1772-1902) may be consulted at the Santa Barbara Mission Archive Library. The original regis-
ters are located at the Monterey Archdiocese Archives. An early padron (1792) -- which is not as detailed
as later padrones elsewhere since it lacks baptismal numbers, native names and names of native towns -
- is in the Vallejo Papers in the Bancroft Library. The absence of detailed padrones at Mission San Luis
Obispo before 1833 hampers reconstruction of family relationships, identification of certain individuals,
and provision of missing data, especially for people baptized after 1794, when confirmations were no
longer made.

San Luis Obispo’s data caused problems because of the linguistic distinctiveness of its population and
the smaller sizes and impermanence of many rancherias in its territory. Town names in Northern Chu-
mash (or Obispefio) are often completely unlike the names for the same towns recorded at missions to
the south. For example, the name “Stacamo” at San Luis Obispo is not at all similar to “Sisolop” at La
Purisima, and yet these two names can be shown to refer to the same town, Shisholop, at Cojo Bay near
Point Conception. An explicit comment in the baptismal register equates Stacamo with “El Cojo”, and
people baptized from Stacamo at San Luis Obispo later are listed as from Sisolop in La Purisima’s
padron when they transferred between missions. Although several other town natmes can be correlated in
this manner between missions, not all can; for example, Saljuaya, Nucsuni, and Lachicto are three names
at San Luis Obispo that almost certainly refer to towns where Mission La Purisima also drew converts
(King 1984), yet the corresponding Purisimefio names remain conjectural.
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To the north of Mission San Luis Obispo was an even more distinctive linguistic boundary, between
the unrelated Salinan language and Northern Chumash. Here again, there exists a situation where some
{perhaps many) names that appear to be different in the registers of Missions San Luis Obispo and San
Miguel actually refer to the same towns. Not many correlations between Salinan and Northern Chumash
versions of town names have yet been identified because less scholarly attention has been devoted to this
problem, and the registers of Mission San Miguel have yet to be analyzed intensively in a manner
comparable to missions in Chumash territory to the south.

Mission La Purisima was founded in 1788, Its location was moved in 1813 after the original mission
buildings were badly damaged by a major earthquake at the end of 1812. Two books of baptisms, two
books of burials, and a marriage register cover the years between 1788 and 1851. After 1851, entries for
Indians still living in the Purisima vicinity appear in the registers of Santa Inés Mission. The eight padrones
at La Purisima cover most of the period from 1799 to 1845, greatly facilitating cross-references between
registers as well as the reconstruction of family relationships. Photocopies of all La Purisima’s registers
are available for research at the Santa Barbara Mission Archive Library. The original registers are kept at
the Archdiocese of Los Angeles Archives at Mission San Fernando.

Mission Santa Inés was founded in 1804 and received much of its seed population from neophytes
previously baptized at Missions La Purisima and Santa Béarbara who had originally come from towns in
the territory that subsequently came under the jurisdiction of Santa Inés. The book of baptisms covers
the years up until 1886, the book of burials extends to 1917 but seems to contain some gaps, and the
book of marriages goes to 1904. As with Mission La Purisima, copies of all of the registers are at the
Santa Barbara Mission Archive Library and originals are at Mission San Fernando. Likewise, all of the
Santa Inés padrones kept by the missionaries were preserved, which permits more extensive cross-
referencing, supplementing, and double-checking of information between registers. Unfortunately, the
additional data supplied by the padrones does not overcome a serious shortcoming: the missionary with
the longest service at Mission Santa Inés, Fr. Xavier Uria, recorded some of the least detailed informa-
tion. For example, Fr. Uria omitted town names for the vast majority of Indian people he baptized from
the Channel Islands.

Mission Santa Béarbara, founded at the end of 1786, has a book of baptisms extending to 1858, a
book of burials that reaches to 1841, and a book of marriages that was completed in 1857. Atter those
years, records of Indian baptisms, marriages, and burials were entered into the Santa Barbara presidio
and Our Lady of Sorrows parish registers. Originals and copies of the mission and presidio registers are at
the Santa Barbara Mission Archive Library. A single padron survived at Mission Santa Barbara that
covers the years from 1815 up uniil 1833, just prior to mission secularization. The lack of an early
padrén for Mission Santa Barbara has resulted in fewer reconstructed marriage and family relationships
compared to what is possible for La Purisima and Santa Inés (Johnson 1988a:79-80).

Mission San Buenaventura, the second mission founded in Chumash territory, was established in
1782 (Plate I11). The Santa Barbara Mission Archive Library has copies of three books of baptisms, two
books of burials, the marriage register, and a single padrén that covers the years 1825-1840. An carlier
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fragmentary padrdn exists in the Archdiocese Archives of Los Angeles at Mission San Fernando along
with the originals of the first two books of baptisms and other registers. Unlike other missions in the
Chumash region, the priests who kept the registers at Mission San Buenaventura began renumbering
from 1 each time they began a new book of baptisms, which means that record keeping must take into
consideration the particular book in which the entries were made, in addition to an individual’s baptismal

number.

Mission San Buenaventura was blessed with the long tenure of an extremely intelligent and meticu-
lous priest, Fr. José Sefidn, whose register entries are the most accurate and complete of those kept at any
mission. Fr. Sefidn was fluent in the Venturefio Chumash language and seems to have been most knowl-
edgeable about the Indian culture. These abilities certainly facilitated his capacity to obtain information
that other missionaries were unable or uninterested in pursuing. Only at Mission San Buenaventura were
women’s names consistently provided. This may reflect Chumash taboos against giving one’s personal
name or indicate that most missionaries regarded native names for women as unimportant for their
records. It is fortunate that Sefidn and the missionaries who worked with him seem to have learned how
to ask questions in the right way in order preserve this aspect of Chumash culture for posterity. Another
very valuable characteristic of San Buenaventura’s baptismal register, begun from the earliest entry
onward, was the practice of recording town affiliations for each person baptized in the margin adjacent to
their entries. This was not practiced at any other mission in the study area, ail of which have a number of
people for whom no origin may be determined.

The southernmost mission that drew considerable numbers of Chumash peoples was Mission San
Fernando. It was established in 1798, in the territory of groups speaking an unrelated language now called
Fernandefio or Tongva. Chumash residents at Mission San Fernando generally came from two regions:
(1) the Santa Monica Mountains or (2) the Tejon Pass vicinity (upper Piru Creek and Castac Lake).
Besides dialects of Venturefioc Chumash and Fernandefio/Gabrielino, other languages spoken by Indian
people who went to San Fernando were Tataviam (Alliklik), Kitanemuk/Serrano, and Cahuilla. This
multilingual situation makes the town name situation complex, similar to the problems encountered in
identifying names in the registers of Mission San Luis Obispo.

To compound the difficulty in interpreting town names, the record-keeping at Mission San Fernando
was the worst of any mission that incorporated large numbers of Chumash peoples into its population.
Many baptismal entries, especially for women and children, lack town-of-origin information entirely.
Similarly, cross-references to relatives were much less often recorded than for other missions. No padron
is known to exist for this mission, which otherwise might remedy incomplete record-keeping in other
registers, At times, cross-references were provided by priests for a person’s baptismal number when that
person later married, had children, or was buried. Unfortunately, the priests seem to have been confused
about these identifications fairly often, and several instances have been found of two different individuals
with the same name living at the same time being incorrectly identified with the same baptismal number.
All of these problems make it difficult to determine the linguistic affiliation (Chumash, Fernandefio,
Tataviam, etc.) of a great many people baptized at San Fernando.
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The original registers of Mission San Fernando are located in that mission’s archives, but only the
baptismal register, covering the years 1798 to 18535, has a direct photocopy available for perusal at the
Mission Santa Barbara Archive Library. A typewritten transcription of the marriage register and of se-
lected entries in the baptismal and burial registers was made in 1964 by Thomas Workman Temple and
was the basis for much of the data entry for the current work. Temple’s work was augmented by
additional work with the original registers. After the mission registers for Mission San Fernando were
filled, entries for its remaining Indian population were made in the registers of the Plaza Church of Los
Angeles, a fact that was not discovered until the data collection phase of our project was nearing comple-
tion. As a result, the registers of the latter church have not been systematically studied for records of
Chumash descendants.

The six missions included in this study may be ranked according to completeness of basic informa-
tion recorded for each individual (i.e., native name, age, village of origin, and family relationships) and
capacity for tracking individuals between registers to supply additional information and determine life
history statistics. Completeness of recorded information is mostly dependent on the thoroughness of data
recorded in baptismal entries. Capacity for cross-reference between registers is dependent on the survival
of padrones that cover a substantial portion of the Mission Period and the prevalence of the use of
baptismal numbers to identify people in the various registers. In terms of completeness, the missions may
be ranked in the following order: (1) San Buenaventura, (2) La Purisima, (3) Santa Barbara, (4) Santa
Inés, (5) San Luis Obispo, (6) San Fernando. In terms of capacity for cross-reference, the ranking is: (1)
La Purisima, (2) Santa Inés, (3) San Buenaventura, (4) Santa Bérbara, (5) San Luis Obispo, (6) San
Fermando. To summarize these evaluations, the overall accuracy and dependability of mission register
data for reconstructing the vital statistics and genealogical relationships of Chumash peoples is best for La
Purisima and San Buenaventura, good for Santa Inés and Santa Barbara, fair for San Luis Obispo, and
least satisfactory for San Fernando.

Mission Register Data Collection

To take advantage of prior research using mission register data, information extracted over the past
twenty years from the six missions within the study area by four ethnohistorians was combined and then
supplemented by additional data (see Appendix III). A new extension to an existing computer program,
LAB ASSISTANT (Edmondson 1993), was developed during the course of the project that facilitated
data collection and entry into a data base consistent between all six missions. Seven Chumash research
assistants were hired to assist in mission register research using the computer program. Experience with
the program resulted in suggestions for improvement that were incorporated into ever-more useful ver-
sions.

,



CHAPTERS

THE CHUMASH SOCIAL-POLITICAL GROUPS
ON THE CHANNEL ISLANDS

John R. Johnson

Sources for Cruzeiio Chumash Ethnogeography

Systematic efforts to gather information regarding the locations of Chumash towns on the Channel
Islands began in 1884 with collaborative work between linguistic fieldworker Henry Henshaw and a
native Venturefio Chumash speaker, Juan Estevan Pico (Heizer 1955; Henshaw 1884 and Appendix IV).
At some time during his life, Pico, a lifelong resident of the San Buenaventura Indian community, was
afforded educational opportunities beyond that typically received by Chumash children. Being literate,
very intelligent, and very inquisitive about his language and native cultural background, he not only
worked extensively with Henshaw but also authored his own manuscript on the Venturefio Chumash
language. Based on his knowledge of Spanish orthography, Pico developed his own system for writing
the Chumash languages in a much more accurate way than that used by Henshaw, representing consis-
tently all the distinctive sounds of Venturefio Chumash including glottalized stops (see Chapter 2).

Pico prepared for Henshaw a beautifully-written list of Chumash town names and placenames, all
carefully transcribed in his orthography, signed and dated November 21, 1884 (see Appendix IV). To
prepare this list, Pico presumably consulted elderly Venturefio Chumash and Cruzefio Chumash speakers
who were still living in Ventura in the 1880s. The list is quite complete for the areas Pico and those he
consulted can be presumed to have known best: Venturefio territory and the Channel Islands. This is
most fortuitous for our attempts to reconstruct the locations of Chumash towns named in the mission
records and thereby to correlate these important social-political units with specific sites in areas under
National Park Service stewardship.

The Cruzefio Chumash pronunciation of town names provided in this study was established from
Pico’s list, thanks to the accuracy of Pico’s orthography. The town names thus established have been re-
spelled in the linguistic orthography suggested by Whistler (1980) and associated with the village names
recorded for converts in the mission registers. (See Figure 5.1 and Table 5.1, which give numbers of
people baptized from each town for each mission.)

The linguists and ethnohistorians involved in the project met and compared mission register record-
ings of island placenames with those in Pico’s list as well as with those recorded by Henshaw, Pinart, and
Harrington, arriving at a consensus as to the range of variant spellings associated with each town’s name.
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Figure 5.1

Cruzeno Chumash Towns
of the Northern Channel Islands
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TABLE 5.1
Chumash Baptisms from the Channel Islands

VILLAGE MLP MSI MSB MBV MSE TOTAL
SANTA CRUZ ISLAND
Xaxas 107 22 129
Mashchal 68 1 59
Chishi 2 2
Lalale 2 2 1 5
L akayamu I 4 31 14 50
Ch’oloshush 5 3 18 2 28
Shawa 3 6 9
Liyam 1 26 84 6 117
Nanawani 1 60 61
Swaxil 25 180 205
Lu’upsh 2 61 63
SUBTOTAL {8) (8) (285) (431) (6} (738)
SANTA ROSA ISLAND
Qshiwgshiw 31 53 30 5 119
Hichimin 5 61 S 71
Silimihi 49 4 53
Niagla 7 2 10
Nimktlkil 39 8 4 51
Nawani 1 1 2
Nilal'uy 36 2 2 48
Helewaskkuy 1 9 27 37
Wimal* 2 I 4 7
SUBTOTAL (169) (144) (73) (8) (4) (398)
SAN MIGUEL ISLAND
Tugan 29 5 34
Niwoyomi 3 3
SUBTOTAL (32) 0 (3) 0 0 (37
UNLOCATED 4 83 4 1 5 97
TOTAL 213 235 367 440 15 1,270

*Native Name for Santa Rosa [sland
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This was done in order to provide the National Park Service with names that are recorded as accurately
as possible for use in interpretive programs, exhibits, and publications.

McLendon’s reconstruction of the timing and sequence of Henshaw’s work on Chumash languages
indicates that Pico probably prepared his list of Chumash town names in response to Henshaw’s ques-
tioning, sometime in November of 1884. While we do not know how early Pico began compiling infor-
mation for his Venturefio manuscript, in all probability he knew, learned from, and possibly consuited
three women of the previous generation who were still living in 1884 according to census and church
records. These women were Juliana de Jesls Salazar (1811-1891), Martina Legfe (1814-1884), and
Monica de Jesits (1806-1885). Two of these knowledgeable women, Juliana de Jests Salazar and Martina
Legte, had also been interviewed at Ventura by the French linguist Alphonse Pinart, who recorded
vocabularies from them in the fall of 1878 (Heizer 1952; Johnson 1988b:184).

Juliana Salazar was a speaker of the Santa Paula dialect of Venturefio Chumash and had been
married for 23 years to a Humaliwe Chumash man, José Antonio Aliguanunaze (1797-1860), who
owned an adobe and farmed on the east side of the lower Ventura River, before she married Roberto
Salazar. Martina Legte, a native of Santa Cruz Island, had been raised most of her life among Island
Chumash families at Mission Santa Barbara but lived her last years at Ventura. Monica de Jests was born
to parents from Shisholop and § omis and had been married to a Chumash man named Santiago (1808-
18587?) from Kayiwish (Cayegues).

Henshaw specifies that some of the Venturefio forms he recorded in 1884 “were given me by 2 old
women” but were “not distinguished as they were usually verified by Pico” (Henshaw, 1884, BAE Ms.
3075). These women must have been Juliana Salazar and Monica de Jes(s, because Martina Legre had
died at the end of October, just prior to Henshaw’s arrival in Ventura.

We can surmise that Pico’s principal consultants for town names in the Santa Monica Mountains,
Santa Clara River, and Ventura River regions were also Juliana Salazar and Monica de Jesus, because
their parents and husbands had come from those areas, Almost certainly Martina Legte, and possibly
Baltazar Sulupiyauset (1812-1882), an elderly Cruzefio Chumash man who also lived in Ventura, were
Pico’s sources for his Island Chumash town names and locations. All subsequent attempts to map Chu-
mash placenames have depended upon Pico’s list for the locations of a number of towns that could not
otherwise be pinpointed with precision. This is especially true for the Channel Islands,

HISTORY OF ATTEMPTS TO MAP ISLAND CHUMASH TOWNS

Santa Cruz Island

Pico’s list gives twelve placenames on Santa Cruz Island. It begins with the name for the whole island
{Michumash) and then gives the name of the important town of Xaxas (Jajas) at Prisoners Harbor (“El
puerto principal”), followed by the name for the large ranch established in the center of the island in the
mid-nineteenth century, where many Chumash people worked (“El rancho grande™). Pico then names
towns (“rancherias”) moving counterclockwise around the island. The town sites are identified mostly by
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directional information relative to the placenamed previously on the list (“En direccion al oeste,” “Mas al
oeste,” etc.). Alfred Kroeber (1925) was the first to attempt to place these names from Pico’s list on a
map. Unfortunately he etred in the beginning by placing Xaxas (which he respelled “Hahas™), the initial
principal reference point, at China Harbor, which resulted in the rest of the towns being also misplaced.

A subsequent map by Alan Brown (1967) mirrored Kroeber’s earlier work but deleted the two
places not attested as occupied towns during the Mission Period and added a name not found in Pico’s
list, “Gelguascuy” (Helewashkuy), at Posa Anchorage. Brown was the first to map the relative sizes of
island towns using circles of differing diameters, based on the number of baptisms tabulated from mission
registers.

Chester King (1975) corrected Kroeber’s error regarding Xaxas and then added his personal knowl-
edge of archaeological indicators of historic occupation to map the remaining names in Pico’s list, pre-
serving their relative order. Following Brown’s lead, King also placed Helewashkuy on Santa Cruz Island,
tentatively at Christy Beach. Campbell Grant’s map in the California volume of the Handbook of North
American Indians (Heizer 1978), prepared prior to the publication of King’s map, was based upon
Brown’s earlier work and thus alse shows the towns mislocated.

Johnson (1982a) reviewed the earlier attempts to map Santa Cruz Island settlements and added
further evidence from mission documents to revise King’s map. Three town locations in particular were
revised. Helewashkuy was moved to Santa Rosa Island, based on ethnographic testimony that correlated
the name with that island. On Santa Cruz Island, L ‘akayamu was moved to Forney Cove and Ch ‘oloshush
was placed at Christy Beach. The resulting map matched Pico’s specification of locations and known
archaeological evidence fairly well and took into account marriage links between neighboring towns as
revealed by mission records.

In 1805 the missionaries explicitly stated that ten rancherias were occupied that year on this largest
of the Channel Islands. Pico’s list includes names of all ten of these towns plus one more, Ch ‘ishi, which
is tentatively correlated with an island town first recorded in the mission records in 1814, under the
oddly-spelled name “Forsteche” (or “Tonsteche™). Only three old women were baptized here, so perhaps
it was a seasonal camp or had largely been abandoned by the beginning of the nineteenth century.

Additional revisions to Johnson’s 1982 map have been suggested by Amold (1990), occasioned by
further discoveries of European trade goods at particular sites. These proposed revisions have been
reviewed by Johnson (1993b:41), and one has been adopted in the maps that appear in this report
(Figures 3.1 and 5.1): i.e., Shawa has been placed at Morse Point instead of Willows Anchorage. Amold’s
suggestion that Swaxil was located on Smugglers Cove instead of the Scorpion Anchorage vicinity con-
tradicts direct testimony by Fernando Librado that Swaxi! was at Scorpion. Librado should have known
this location well since his mother was from Swax#l, as were many of the old Cruzefio Chumash he knew
at San Buenaventura when he was a boy. He had himself worked as a sheep shearer at Scorpion
Anchorage with other Chumash who may also have known the town name and its location (Harrington
1913). Librado’s statement must therefore be considered to be strong evidence. Now that the eastern end
of Santa Cruz Island has come fully under National Park Service stewardship, archaeological fieldwork
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has established that a site containing Historic Period beads does indeed exist at Scorpion Anchorage, so
there is no longer any reason to doubt that Swaxi! once existed at this location (Don Morris and Douglas
Kennett, personal communication).

Santa Rosa Island

As was the case with Santa Cruz Island, Pico’s list is the principal source for reconstructing town
locations on Santa Rosa Island. His list includes seven town names, all of which occur in mission records.
In 1805, the President of the California missions, Fr. Estevan Tapis, confirmed that he believed there to
be seven towns on Santa Rosa. However, there are two additional “rancheria” names found in mission
records which are probably from this island but are not represented in Pico’s list. These are Helewashkuy
(Elehuascui), and Xonashup (Jonachup).

The mapping of Chumash town names on Santa Rosa Istand, unlike those on Santa Cruz Island, has
changed little from the time of Kroeber’s initial attempt at mapping in 1925 to the present day. Refine-
ments have been based on archaeological studies which revealed Furopean trade goods at particular sites.
These sites were then correlated with names in Pico’s list (Johnson 1982a; King 1975; Orr 1968;).

The process of identifying sites with evidence of Mission Period occupation has recently been rein-
vigorated now that the island is under National Park Service stewardship. At least one new site with
evidence of historic occupation has been identified while other previous candidates now appear less
likely, based on recent surveys and observations of surface artifacts by Channel Islands National Park
archaeologists (D. Morris, personal communication).

San Miguel Island

San Miguel Island had only two town names associated with it in mission records, and only one of
these appears in Pico’s list. The principal (for Pico, the only) town on the island, Tigan, has not been
precisely pinpointed, although one or two sites in the Cuyler Harbor vicinity are probable candidates, It is
known that glass trade beads came from a site in that area in the nineteenth century (Dall 1874; D.
Mortris, personal communication). The other town, Niwoyomi, was represented in the mission records by
only a single household and cannot be mapped based on current knowledge.

SOCTAL-POLITICAL GROUPS ON SANTA CRUZ ISLAND

During ethnographic interviews with J. P. Harrington, Fernando Librado stated that only the four
largest towns on Santa Cruz Island had chiefs in residence. Librado didn’t specify which ones these were,
but he did say, “the chief wot was from ... Liyam, his title being "ayetla livam pagwot” (Hudson et al.
1977:14). Librado was born twenty years after the last chief had left Santa Cruz Island and did not
himself experience directly the native island society. Nonetheless, it is significant that mission register
evidence substantiates his assertion that only the four largest towns had chiefs (Johnson 1982a:116-117).

!
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Social network analysis of marriage patterns demonstrates that Liyam was the most centrally situated in
relation to other towns in terms of its control, frequency, and efficiency of social interaction (Johnson
1993b:33). Although towns were the basic political unit in Chumash society, the ethnohistoric and ethno-
graphic evidence offers tantalizing support that on Santa Cruz Island the ten or eleven towns could have
participated in a larger chiefdom, or at least a federation simiiar to that described for Syuxtun on the
mainland.

A previous study has presented detailed information regarding the locations and marriage patterns of
individual towns on the Northern Channel [slands (Johnson 1982a:127). That information will not be
presented again here. Instead, a brief summary statement will be provided for each town, only elaborat-
ing when new information is available. The order in which these towns are discussed follows their order
in Pico’s list (Heizer 1955:197; and Appendix IV).

The preferred linguistic spelling of the name in Cruzefio Chumash is given first in italics, foilowed by
the most common spelling of the name given in mission documents, underlined in parentheses. The
mission document spelling can sometimes be seen to be a reflection of the name of the town in the
Central Chumash language spoken in the mainland mission where the name was recorded, rather than in
the Cruzefio Chumash language. In one case a name on Pico’s list does not denote a contact-period town
with a name that appears in mission documents. This is Nimatlala, glossed by Pico as “El rancho
grande,” which clearly refers to the ranch established in the middle of the island in the latter part of the
nineteenth century.

Xaxas (Cajats)

This town was the second largest on Santa Cruz Island, as measured by number of baptisms, and it
was located at Prisoners Harbor, at the entrance to the largest canyon on the island. In 1804 Fr. Estevan
Tapis reported its adult population to be 124 individuals (Johnson 1982a:111). The name means ‘the
sand’, referring to the dunes and beach at the harbor (Applegate 1975b:31).

The name of the town in the Central Chumash languages was pronounced “Kaxas” (written by
Applegate “kahas™). The mission records seem primarily to reflect this Central Chumash pronunciation,
although Dumetz, who was at Mission San Buenaventura from 1782 to 1797, wrote the name “Jajas,”
thus reflecting quite accurately in Spanish orthography of the Cruzefio Chumash pronunciation.

In 1814 the chief of this town was Pedro Sninay, who was baptized in that year at Mission Santa
Béarbara at about 40 years of age (MSB Bap. 3648). His wife was baptized as Maria Petra, 26 years old,
from the neighboring town of Mashchal (MSB Bap. 3802). They had a three-year-old son, Pedro
Sipayamchet, who had been born at Mashchal in 1811 (MSB Bap. 3788).

Geographic analysis of town locations and population sizes reveal that Xaxas was the most
centrally-located town within the Northern Channel [slands. In other words, it was the Island Chumash
town most accessible to the overall population of its region (Johnson 1993b:29). Xaxas was located
directly across the Santa Barbara Channel from the most important town in the Santa Barbara region,
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Syuxtun, whose principal chief, Pedro Yanonali, had two children born at Xaxas (Warren 1977). Mission
registers also reveal that a colony of islanders from Xaxas was residing at Heliyik, one of the Goleta
Sough towns (Johnson 1982a:60-61). The geographic centrality of Xaxas at the principal harbor on Santa
Cruz Island and its kinship connections to mainland towns underscore its importance in cross-channel
trade.

Mashchal (Maschal)

Mashehal, the fourth-largest town on Santa Cruz Island, was located at Orizaba Cove west of
Prisoners Harbor. The meaning of its name has not been worked out, although the initial m- could be the
locative ‘place of”. Fernando Librado suggested to Harrington that the name was associated with clear,
reflective pools of water (Harrington 1913).

The chief of this town was Ramén Yahuscat, 45 years of age at the titne he was baptized in January,
1815 (SB Bap. 3733). He died within a few months, being lost at sea with three other men from
Mashchal, while crossing the channel between the islands and mainland (SB Bur. 2505-2508). His wife,
Ramona, was 26 years old (SB Bap. 3752). They had two small children, one born after his father’s
death (SB Bap. 3691, 3988). Ramon Yahuscat also had three children from previous marriages: Justina
of Xaxas (SB Bap. 3943), Pablo Nuniyaut of Mashcha! (SB Bap. 3649), and Fortunato Jalaye of Xaxas
(SB Bap. 3655).

Ch’ishi (Forsteche/Tonsteche?)

Pico identifies Ch ‘ishi as more to the west from Mashchal (at Orizaba Cove) and before Punta del
Diablo. No town name in the mission records clearly reflects this name. The name “Forsteche” (Tonsteche)
mentioned only once in the records, could be a garbled version reflecting the missionaries’ difficulty in
hearing the initial glottalized ¢k’ followed by an equally hard to hear and transcribe £. During a visit by a
neophyte interpreter from Mission Santa Barbara to Santa Croz and Santa Rosa Islands at the end of
1814, three old women were baptized at this town; one of them was identified as from the Santa Cruz
Island town of Ch 'oloshush. The town was visited after the interpreter stopped at Hichimin and Oshiwgshiw
on Santa Rosa Island, and was the last island town where baptisms were performed before he retumed to
the mainland (Johnson 1982a:71). This is not much of a basis for placing this town with respect to other
known towns or to archacological sites. It seems possible that the interpreter had crossed back over to
Santa Cruz Island, since the only other specified town of origin of people who were baptized at Forsteche/
Tonsteche is on Santa Cruz Island. The franscription of the name into the Santa Barbara baptismal
register and padrén by Fr. Ramon Olbés — a recent arrival at the mission —as “Forsteche” is an obvious
error because the sounds /f7 and /#/ do not occur in Chumash languages (see Chapter 2). In a subsequent
single burial entry, the name was corrected to “Tonsteche.”
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L’alale (Lalale)

Pico’s list equates L 'alale with Diablo Point (“Punta del diablo™), a major landmark on the north
coast about midway between the east and west ends of the island. Fry’s Harbor is the closest location to
Diablo Point where a town might have existed, but twentieth-century quarrying activities have obscured
archaeological evidence at the mouth of the canyon. Farther west from Diablo Point near Cueva Valdez is
another candidate site for L 'alale, CA-SCRI-436, although no Mission Period artifacts have been noted
there.

According to Librado, L alale meant ‘west’ in Cruzefio Chumash. Attribution of origin for persons
from a town with a directional name is somewhat problematic, because the missionary may have misun-
derstood whether it was an actual town name or the general direction of the town that was being given.
Of'the mere five baptisms linked to L ‘alale, two were said to be from other towns in later mission register
entries. L’alale may have only consisted of a few families or may have been in the process of abandon-
ment well before its last inhabitants were baptized in 1814.

L’akayamun (Lacayamu)

L’akayamu was described as being “more to the west” from L’alale in Pico’s list. Kroeber and
others interpreted this to mean that the town was on the north coast, but the coastline west of Cueva
Valdez is characterized by high, abrupt cliffs. It is not until one reaches Forney Cove, around the west
end of the isiand, that an adequate town site may be found. Here a well-developed complex of sites (CA-
SCRI-328 to 330) contain abundant evidence of Mission Period occupation {Arnold 19990; Johnson
1982a). Librado etymologized L ‘akayamu as ‘it is piled up’, an apt description of the location of the
Forney site. Here one finds house depressions packed tightly together on neighboring hillocks that over-
look the cove. '

Ch’oloshush (Cholosos)

Ch oloshush was described by Pico as being “in the direction to the southwest,” but it is actually
southeast of L ‘akayamu at Christy Beach, based on a “best fit” interpretation using archaeological and
ethnohistoric evidence (Johnson 1982a:137). Possibly, Pico’s directional reference was intended to be in
relation to the last name given that specifically identified a topographic feature, i.e., L alale near Diablo
Point. If L alale was indeed meant as the directional reference for Ch‘oloshush, then its identification
with Christy Beach truly is correct, being southwest of the former.

Applegate (1975b) hypothesized that the similar Venturefio name C# ‘oloshush meant ‘very strong’,
but a more likely etymology for Ch ‘oloshush was proposed by Librado. He told Harrington that the name
referred to ‘a gathering of maritime birds’. The name ¢k ‘olo means ‘gull’ in Cruzefio Chumash (Beeler
and Klar n.d.), and Christy Beach is indeed the gathering place for thousands of gulls, attracted by the
abundant squid and schools of small fishes found there, as well as by the availability of fresh water from
the spring-fed stream that enters the ocean at the beach.
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Shawa (Chahua)

The name Shawa meant ‘stranger’, according to Librado. He reported a tradition that Shawa had
been composed of a colony of people from the town of Qasil at Refugio Beach, who eventually returned
to the mainland and founded the inland town of Soxtonokmu’ (Johnson 1982a:139). Shawa is now
correlated with an archaeological site that shows evidence of historic occupation at Morse Point {Arnold
1990).

Marfa Solares, Harrington’s main consultant for Inesefio Chumash language and culture, told him
that ‘alap-shawa was a name for a Chumash clan (Johnson 1988a:230). However, ‘alap- means ‘inhab-
itant of” in Inesefio Chumash (Applegate n.d.), and it seem likely that Harrington, who was looking for
evidence of moieties, was misled. Maria Solares, whose mother had been Tachi Yokuts and therefore
participated in the Yokuts clan system, seems to have been thinking primarily about her mother’s side of
the family when she answered Harrington positively as to the existence of clans. When she specifically
referred to her father’s side of the family, she switched to terms such as ‘alap-shawa. This may imply
that town affiliation was seen as a functional substitute/analogue for the Yokuts clan system, at least by
bi-cultural people such as Maria Solares.

Only nine baptisms of persons born at Shawa are recorded in mission registers. Most of these are
older adults whose children are identified in the mission records as born at other towns. This fact suggests
site abandonment, but the presence of one child bom at Shawa in 1812 indicates that the town was
occupied by at least one family in that vear.

Liyam (Liam)

As mentioned previously, Liyam was the reported capital of all the towns on Santa Cruz Island and
third largest in terms of number of baptisms. Fr. Estevan Tapis reported that the adult population of this
town was 124 persons in 1804 (Johnson 1982a:111). Pico recorded its location as east of Shawa, suffi-
cient to correlate it with the large Mission Period archacological site at Coches Prietos. In 1813 Librado
imagined that this town was in the center of the island (Hudson et al. 1977); but since Pico was more
accurate because of his access to firsthand information from surviving islanders in the 1880s, his location
must be given primacy.

The last chief from the islands to be baptized at the missions came from Liyam. His name was José
Crespin Kamuliyatset (Camuluyatset), and he arrived from Santa Cruz Island in 1819 when he was 38
years old (MSB Bap. 4126). His wife, Cecilia Legte, was from Xaxas (MSB Bap. 4134). They were
parents of Teofilo, who had been born at Liyam in 1810 (MSB Bap. 4075). José Crespin and Cecilia
lived past the mid-century mark and were well remembered by Chumash Indian people interviewed by
Harrington in the early twentieth century. During post-Mission times José Crespin served as chief ofa
small community of people, mostly islanders, who lived near the mouth of the Goleta Siough (see
Chapter 8) at Owa’. He is described as a canoe-builder and fisherman who maintained Chumash religious
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and ceremonial customs (Harrington n.d.b; Hudson, Timbrook, and Rempe 1978:178). He was also the
source for the earliest written vocabulary of the Cruzefio Chumash language, recorded by Fr. Antonio
Jimeno of Mission Santa Barbara in 1856 (Heizer 1973:40).

Liyam, as mentioned earlier, ranked as the most central town on Santa Cruz Island in terms of its
social network. Geographic analysis confirms that Liyam had a greater number of marriages in many
cases than would be expected based purely on population and locational distributions, suggesting greater
social-political “pull” (Johnson 1993b:40). These patterns accord well with Librado’s assessment of
Liyam’s political pre-eminence (Hudson et al. 1977:14).

Nanawani (Nanaguani)

Nanawani was “more to the east” from Liyam according to Pico. Two archaeological sites that were
occupied in Mission times have been identified in the vicinity of Smugglers Cove, CA-SCRI-138 and CA-
SCRI-135 (Johnson 1982a:142). Both may represent separate residential communities of the town of
Nanawani, although Arnold (1990) argues that one may be the remains of Swaxi{ (cf. Johnson 1993b:41).

All but one of the 61 people baptized from Nanawani went to Mission San Buenaventura. The single
exception was Antonino Niguajai, who had been living with his wife at Xaxas and was baptized at Santa
Barbara in November, 1815 (MSB Bap. 3822). His wife, christened Justina, was baptized a year later
(MSB Bap. 3943). She was the daughter of the deceased chief of Mashchal, Ramén Yahuscat. The
baptismal entry for Antonino explicitly states that his wife had not traveled with him initially because she
was pregnant. Their infant son, Galo was baptized in June, 1816 (MSB Bap. 3873).

Swaxil (Yshguagel)

The most populous town on any of the Channel Islands was Swaxi#l, with an adult population
counted at 145 in 1804 (Johnson 1982a:11). Swax#/ was identified by Pico as “at the point to the east.”
Two excellent harbors are present on either side of East Point, one at Smugglers, which has been
suggested to be Nanawani, and the other at Scorpion Anchorage. As mentioned earlier, the latter is
probably the site of Swaxil, based on Librado’s testimony and recent archaeological findings at CA-
SCRI-423 and CA-SCRI-507 (Kennett 1998:212).

Although a majority of persons born at Swax#l went to Mission San Buenaventura, the chief, Leopoldo
Guigmai, was baptized at Mission Santa Barbara (MSB Bap. 3927). His age was reported as 50 years in
1816. He was married to Leona, 40 years old, also from Swaxil. (MSB Bap. 3942). They had two
children, Revocata and Tirso, 18 years old and 6 ' years old respectively (MSB Bap. 3893, 3938).
Revocata was married to a man from Xaxas, Ysidoro Sutajaitset (MSB Bap. 3923}, whose sister was
married to the son of Ramon Yahuscat, the chief of Maschal. Ysidoro’s and Revocata’s son, Antero
Kaxuiuitset (MSB Bap. 3890), became a well-known organist at Mission Santa Barbara and was one of
two Santa Cruz Island Chumash who spoke fluent Spanish during the first half of the nineteenth century.
Librado reported that Antero used to act as translator for José Crespin Kamuliyatset, the former chief of
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Liyam, who served as the chief of the post-secularization community of Owa " (Hudson 1979:49,102).
The president of the California Missions, Fr. Narciso Durén, lamented in 1845 that Antero, one of his
best musicians, had run away (Engelhardt 1923:242). Antero died a year later at Mission Santa Inés (MSI
Bur. 1543).

Lu’upsh (Luupsh)

Ly upsh was “in the direction to the north” from the east point of the island according to Pico. The
probable site of Lu ‘upsh is actually within China Harbor, which is due west from East Point, but one must
go northward from Swaxil before swinging around back down the coast of the island southwest to China
Harbor.

Extensive archaeological work has been undertaken by Amold within the China Harbor vicinity in
order to define the evolution of an industry of lithic specialization, i.e., the manufacture of microblades
used in Olivella bead money manufacture (Arnold 1987; 1992). Lu ‘upsh became the principal produc-
tion center of this industry during the Late Period, as is evidenced by the millions of cores and bladelets
present in archacological deposits at the town site {Amold 1987; King 1976). That Lu ‘upsh was aban-
doned much earlier during Mission times than to all other island towns (Johnson 1982a:98-99) has been
attributed to the collapse of the microblade industry caused by the introduction of metal needles as the
preferred tool for drilling beads (Arnold 1987:249-250),

SOCIAL-POLITICAL GROUPS ON SANTA ROSA AND SAN MIGUEL ISLLANDS

No explicit testimony exists regarding the degree to which towns on Santa Rosa and San Miguel
Islands were integrated into a single political system, but there is indirect evidence that a situation existed
comparable to that of Santa Cruz Island. Geographic and marriage analyses point to the town of Oshiwgshiw
as playing arole equivalent to Liyam on Santa Cruz Island in terms of social network centrality. Oshiwgshiw
was explicitly stated to have four chiefs in residence in 1810, while no other island town had more than
one (Brown 1967:16; Johnson 1982a:116). The towns on Santa Rosa and San Miguel Islands cluster as a
group when marriage networks are analyzed, suggesting that the San Miguel Island was fully integrated
into the Santa Rosa Island interaction sphere. Besides Qshiwgshiw two other towns on Santa Rosa
Island, Hichimin and Nilal'uy, and Tugan on San Miguel Island had chiefs in residence,

Our ability to study the Santa Rosa Island kinship network is hampered by the incomplete recording
of town names by Fr. Xavier Urfa at Mission Santa Inés (Johnson 1982a:91). Johnson’s previous work
found a total of 114 persons from the islands who were unassociated with any town of origin in the
Mission Santa Inés registers. For the present study, genealogical diagrams were prepared to see if town
determinations could reasonably be associated with particular individuals. Two assumptions were applied
to assist in this effort: (1) an assumption of matrilocal residence and (2) an assumption that siblings came
from the same town, While exceptions exist to these two rules, both are statistically significant patterns
within Chumash society (Johnson 1988a: Chap. 6; Pfeiffer 1977). In this way, the number of unknown
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islanders in the Santa Inés records was reduced by 30, leaving a total of 84 Islanders unassociated with a
specific town of origin. The totals presented in Table 5.1 reflect the addition of newly-assigned town
identifications based on the application of these two assumptions, as well as some changes derived from
further checking in other mission register entries. They therefore supersede totals presented elsewhere
(Johnson 1982a:97; 1993h:223.

Oshiwgshiw (Siucsiu)

The largest town on Santa Rosa Island and the first listed by Pico was QOshiwgshiw. Its adult
population was reported to be 120 in 1804 (Johnson 1982a:111). As a placename, (Jshiwgshiw exempli-
fies reduplication, a Chumash grammatical form indicating reference to multiple objects, in this case, lots
of gshiw ‘bird droppings’. There apparently was a seabird rookery in the vicinity of the town.

Pico equated Oshiwgshiw with Rancho Viejo, which would place it very near the eastern point of
Santa Rosa Island. As noted in the section devoted to the history of mapping island towns, all subsequent
researchers have preferred to place Qshiwgshiw at the southern end of the broad confines of Becher’s
Bay, perhaps just southeast of Water Canyon where David Banks Rogers excavated in 1927 (Rogers
1929:329). Pico’s testimony cannot be rejected out of hand, given his reliability regarding other town
locations, but it must be remembered that his probable sources of information for island town names
came from Santa Cruz Island, not Santa Rosa, and they may not have been as familiar with the latter’s
geography. Nonetheless, Morris (personal communication) and Kennett (1998: 217) report that the loca-
tion given by Pico in the vicinity of the mouth of Rancho Viejo creek indeed possesses a large archaco-
logical site complex with evidence of Mission Period occupation. Marriage patterns indicate that another
town, Helewashkuy, not found in Pico’s kist, may also exist on the east side of Santa Rosa [sland, further
complicating efforts to correlate archaeological sites with particuiar town names.

Hichimin (Cheumen)

The second largest town on Santa Rosa Island was Hichimin, placed by Pico at “the port.” This
information is sufficient to identify the site as CA-SRI-60 on Ranch House Creek. The chief of Hichimin
was Angel Alaya, 22 years of age in 1815 {(MSI Bap. 706). His deceased father, Aliquaya, was once chief
of Qshiwgshiw, according to the baptismal entry of a relative (MSB Bap. 3717). Angel’s sister was
married to Donato Miachet (MSI Bap. 877), who was the son of the principal chief of Qshiwgshiw,
Apolonio Ssetey (MSI Bap. 891). Intermarriage among chiefly families has been documented frequently
using mission register evidence and was a comimon means of strengthening political relationships between
Chumash towns (Johnson 1988a:174-179; Warren and Hodge 1980; and Chapter 3).

Silimihi (Silimi)

Pico reported that Sifimiai was “in the direction to the west” of Hichfmin. Most researchers have
suggested the location to be at Cafiada Verde on the north coast of the island. At this location is a weil-
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known archaeological site, SRI-40, with many house depressions and glass trade beads (Jones 1956:204-
205; Orr 1968:177). Mission registers do not indicate that a chief was in residence at this town, and the
modest number of baptisms suggests that Si/imiki was much smaller in Mission times than the number of
house depressions might icad one to believe, or that the town had suffered serious depopulation before
missionization began,

Niagla (Niacla)

Niagla was “more to the west,” according to Pico. The small number of baptisms and the mostly
older age of people from this town are reminiscent of the case of Shawa on Santa Cruz Island. Archaeo-
logical investigations by Orr (1968) at CA-SRI-2, “Skull Gulch,” revealed a few glass trade beads, but
most of the identified occcupation appears to date prior to the Protohistoric Period (King 1990:41; Orr
1968:218). This town may have been in decline by the time of European contact, and perhaps no more
than a few families resided there during Mission times.

Nimkilkil (Nimquelguel)

Still “more to the west,” Nimkilkil was perhaps located at Abalone Point, where house depressions
are in evidence at CA-SRI-15. Evidence to confirm Mission Period occupation is not known at this time
(Kennett 1998:220). Nimkilkil was comparable in size to two other Santa Rosa Island towns, Silimihi
and Nilal 'uy, according to numbers of baptisms. Aapparently no chiefresided there.

Naowani{Nahuani)

Pico’s list places Nawani “in the direction to the south” from Nemkilkil. It was probably situated
somewhere along the southwest coast of the island, but an archaeological site containing Mission Period
artifacts has not yet been identified in this little-visited part of the island (Kennett 1998:223). Nawani
meant ‘sky’ in Cruzefio Chumash (Beeler and Klar n.d.).

This town was represented by only two baptisms, both 12-year-old boys. Both boys’ families were
residing elsewhere, one at Shish uchi on the mainland in 1801 (MSB Bap. 1748) the other apparently at
QOshiwgshiw in 1815 (MLP Bap. 2789). The latter boy would have been born about 1803, three years
prior to the outbreak of a measles epidemic which according to the President of the Missions, Fr. Estevan
Tapis, took more than 200 lives on the islands (Johnson 1982a:63). Nawani may not have been very
large to begin with, and it could have been extinguished as a viable town during the epidemic year.

Nilal’uy (Nilalui)

“Maore to the south” from Nawani was the town of Nilal uy, identified with CA-SRI-62, a site at
Johnson’s Lee containing glass trade beads (Orr 1968:228). Nilal 'uy is the smallest of the three towns on
Santa Rosa Island that had a chief named in mission documents. This man was Santos Chact, baptized at
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40 years of age in 1815 (MLP Bap. 2834). His wife was also from Nilal’uy, as were all four of his
children, two from a previous marriage.

The town was comparable in size to Silimihi and Nimkilkil, according to number of known bap-
tisms. However, the lack of specified town of origin for many of the Santa Rosa islanders baptized at
Mission Santa Inés renders size comparisons problematical. The effect of the measles epidemic on town
size is another unknown variable.

Helewashkuy (Elchuascui)

Helewashkuy does not occur on Pico’s list but is always referred to as a “rancheria” in mission
register entries. Some question remains whether it could have been a name used by the Santa Rosa
islanders to describe their entire island as a homeland. Anacleto (“Aniceto™) Pahililaitset, who was
baptized from Helewashkuy with his parents and brother in 1816 (MSB Bap. 3869), gave Henshaw a
vocabulary that included this name as his “tribe’s own name”™ and as a name for “Santa Ross Island
Indians” (Heizer 1955). Nevertheless, it is possible that Henshaw misunderstood what Anacleto told him,
or vice versa, since Henshaw thought he was receiving an Island Chumash vocabulary from Anacleto
when he actually was given a word list in Barbarefio Chumash (Beeler and Klar n.d.). Since towns are the
fundamental social-political unit in Chumash society, if Helewashkuy was a town name, its use for
“tribe’s own name” would be an appropriate response to Henshaw’s question. Helewashkuy’s kinship
connections are mainly to other Santa Rosa Island towns towards the east end of the island and to towns
towards the west end of Santa Cruz Island, which would suggest a location in the Rancho Viejo or
Becher’s Bay vicinities. Recently Kennett has suggested that a Late Period midden near Ford Point, CA-
SRI-432 with twelve house depressions, might represent the former site of Helewashkuy (Kennett 1998:225-
226).

Xonashup (Jonachup)

No entries in the baptismal registers give anyone’s origin as Xonashup, but two other records men-
tion the existence of this town. In one case, an 8-year-old girl from Sifimik is stated to be the daughter of
a deceased father from “Jonachup” (MLP Bap. 2509). In the second instance, Aniceta, a woman origi-
nally baptized from L 'alale (MLP Bap. 2664) is listed in the record of her second marriage record and in
the padron as being from “Jonaxup” (MLP Mar. 876). Aniceta’s first marriage was to a man from Tugan,
whom she actnally had wed in native society prior to their emigration to Mission La Purisima in 1813
(MLP Mar. 766). Although her baptismal entry associates her with a Santa Cruz Island town name, the
missionary stated that “Lalale” was on “la ysla grande,” a descriptive term he had previously used for
Santa Rosa Island (as opposed to “la ysla chica” for San Miguel). The evidence is slim, but would tend to
favor a Santa Rosa Island location for Xenashup.
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Tugan (Toan)

Tugan is given as both the name for the Island of San Miguel and for the largest town located there,
which was almost certainly in the Cuyler Harbor vicinity. The chief of the island in 1813 was Cristdbal
Mascal, 35 years old, who went through four marriages at Mission La Purisima between 1813 and 1836.
Librado told Harrington that many people lost their lives in a fierce storm during the period when Indians
were removed from San Miguel Island. This story has not been substantiated by surviving historic
records, although each of the principal missions where islanders were baptized do record incidents where
men were lost at sea (Hudson, Timbrook, and Rempe 1978:148-150; Johnson 1982a:72-73). If the canoe
accident described by Librado did occur, then the number of baptisms from 7ogan may underrepresent
the population of that town towards the end of its period of occupation.

Niwoyomi (Niuoiomi)

A single household represents Niwoyomi in the mission registers of La Purisima (MLP Bap. 2676-
2678). A woman named Generosa, 50 years of age, and her two teenage daughters were baptized in 1813
from this “rancheria” that was stated to be near Tiugan. Generosa’s husband, who was father of the girls,
was José Cupertino Camiol from Nilal'uy on Santa Rosa Island (MLP Bap. 2672).

CONCLUSION

This brief overview of Cruzefio Chumash ethnogeography has identified all town names found in
mission documents with the primary goal of elucidating the basic social-political groups in island society.
An ethnohistoric baseline is thereby provided to understand the subsequent experience of the islanders
and their descendants during and beyond the Mission Period.



CHAPTER 6

THE CHUMASH SOCIAL POLITICAL GROUPS IN
THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS

Chester King and John R. Johnson®

Seurces for Venturefio Chumash Ethnogeography

Information about Native American placenames in the Santa Monica Mountains is derived from
many sources. In 1542, Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo, the first European explorer in the area, recorded town
names along the coastline between what is today Point Mugu and Point Conception, inciuding two in the
Santa Monica Mountains area: Mugu (Muwu) and possibly Hueneme ( Wene ‘mu).® After Cabrillo there is
no evidence of anyone recording native placenames until the founding of Franciscan missions in Califor-
nia beginning in 1769. The baptismal records that these missions kept of their recruits usually listed the
native name of the town from which the convert came. Names and locations of Indian settlements were
also recorded in land title documents and on maps, and are often preserved in placenames developed
after the Europeans arrived, some of which are still in use today.

Two educated men in Southern California who were interested in the traditions of California Indians
began recording the names of traditional native social and political groups in the Santa Monica Mountains
area during the mid-nineteenth century. Hugo Reid, whose wife, Victoria, was Gabrielino (Tongva),
published a series of letters concerning the Indians of the Los Angeles Basin in the Los Angeles Star in
1852. He listed the names of many Gabrielino settlements together with their modern equivalents (Dakin
1978:220-221; Heizer 1968). Alexander Taylor published a series of articles on California’s native peoples
under the titie “Indianology of California” in the California Farmer between 1860 and 1863 (Taylor
1860-63; Heizer 1978:7,13), based on material he had begun collecting much earlier. Both Taylor and
Reid combined information gleaned from records and documents with information from interviews with
native peoples and early non-Indian residents to prepare their descriptions of native Californian societies.

In 1884, systematic information on the native names and locations of Chumash towns in the Santa

# This chapter was written by Chester King and supplemented by the second author based on further research.

® When the forms that were recorded are sufficiently accurate, the town names are given in italics in a practical phonemic
alphabet. When such evidence is not known, the most commonly occurting Spanish-derived spelling found in mission records and
other ethnohistorical sources is not italicized, to alert the reader to the fact that the Spanish based spelling may not accurately
reflect the true native pronunciation.
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Figure 6.1

Chumash Towns of the
Santa Monica Mountains
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Monica Mountains was assembled and transcribed by Juan Estevan Pico, a native Venturefio speaker of
exceptional linguistic talent, for Henry W. Henshaw (see Chapter 2 and 5 for details and Appendix IV for
original recording). Despite the accuracy of Pico’s recordings, several of the names he recorded in the
Santa Monica Mountains cannot at present be associated with names of native towns in that area re-
corded in the mission registers. This is surprising, given the degree of match between mission record
names and the names recorded by Pico on the Channel Islands, and the fact that Pico was a native of the
Ventura area, not the Islands, and so might be expected to have known the Santa Monica Mountains area
better.

There are at least four possible explanations for this mismatch. (1) Memory of fown names and
locations had changed over the roughly 80 years that had elapsed between the recording of the names in
the mission registers and the time of Pico’s writing. In particular, since the acute depopulation experi-
enced by the Chumash peoples recruited into the missions resulted in there being no living descendants
from some towns, memory of the names and existence of these towns may have faded. (2) A related
possibility is that Pico may not have had firsthand knowledge of some parts of Venturefio territory, and
there may not have been knowledgeable descendants from that area who could be consulted, as there
were for the Channel Islands. (As mentioned in Chapter 5, however, Pico surely knew and consulted
Juliana Salazar whose second husband had come from 2 town on the coast, Loxostox ‘ni, and she should
thus have been familiar with the coastal settlements.) (3) Some town names and locations may have
changed since the time when the priests recorded the native towns of their converts, and Pico may have
reflected these later names in his list, (Fernando Librado later provided some corroboration for this
possibility--see below under Muwu.) (4) Some towns may have had smaller populations to provide
recruits to the missions, and these town names would therefore occur infrequently in the registers. If
these names were inaccurately recorded by the priests, it would be particularly difficult to associate them
with a correct recording by Pico. i is also possible that Pico simply erred, but since his identifications of
the towns on the Santa Barbara Channel and on the Istands match up so closely with the town names
recorded in the mission registers, this seems less likely.

In 1912 John Peabody Harrington began interviewing knowledgeable elderly speakers of Venturefio
Chumash at Ventura while carrying out a dialect survey (see Chapter 5). For the next two decades he
worked intermittently on the Venturefio Chumash language and culture, consulting Venturefio speakers
Fernando Librado, Simplicio Pico, and Cecilio Tumamait for the “commonized” Ventura Mission dialect;
José Juan Olivas for Interior Chumash; and also José Peregrino Romero ( Winai), Candelaria Valenzuela,
and Juan Pacifico (“Chocolate”). He “re-heard” Juan Estevan Pico’s list of town names (see Chapters 2
and 5) and other early vocabularies during his interviews with Librado, Simplicio Pico, Candelaria Valenzuela,
and others. August 9 to 31, 1913, Harrington and Fernando Librado spent on a trip to locate placenames,
visiting and/or discussing a number of places, many in the project area, including Hueneme, Point Mugu,
Russell Valley, Point Dume, Piru, and Santa Paula (Harrington n.d.b). The material which they all jointly
thus assembled is a remarkable record of traditional knowledge, oral history, and language documentation
{Mills and Brickfield 1986:2-8, 35-43).
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Between 1930 and 1935, Richard Van Valkenburgh was employed by the Los Angeles County
Museum under the sponsorship of the State Emergency Relief Act. He obtained ethnographic informa-
tion concerning archaeological sites by interviewing Native American consultants, especially with regard
to places in the western Santa Monica Mountains, and also consulted John P. Harrington about native
placenames. On the basis of this research, Van Valkenburgh compiled lists of archeological sites and
correlated many of them with native town names (VanValkenburgh 1933, 1935). Unfortunately he did
not specify the sources on which these correlations were based. Perhaps VanValkenburgh did document
his sources for these names in his original notes, but their whereabouts are unknown at present.

CHUMASH TOWNS IN THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS

The distribution of towns in the Santa Monica Mountains at the time of recruitment into Spanish
missions is shown on the map in Figure 6.1, and the nuwmbers of Chumash people baptized from each of
these settlements is presented in Table 6.1. Research with the registers of Mission San Buenaventura
(founded in 1782) Mission San Fernando (founded in 1797) and Mission San Gabriel (founded in 1771)
has resulted in a synthesis of information on the populations of towns, the pattern of mission recruitment,
and types of kinship connections, including links between native towns (see also Chapter 11 and Appen-
dix VII}.

Historic and archaeological data indicate that towns in the Santa Monica Mountains were permanent
settlements occupied over long periods of time. Many towns mentioned in mission records have been
identified to a fair degree of certainty with archaeological sites where historic artifacts have been discov-
ered. The correlation of historic settlements with archaeological sites provides a baseline against which
the distribution of earlier settlements can be compared, revealing both continuities and changes in settle-
ment distribution over time.

The account of the 1542-1543 Cabrillo voyage and the diaries ofthe 1769-1770 Portold expedition to
found the Monterey Presidio contain detailed information about protohistoric settlement distribution
along the Santa Barbara Channel mainiand coast between Point Mugu and Point Conception. These
explorers did not provide similar accounts for the Santa Monica Mountains, but their descriptions of
coastal villages can be compared with information drawn from known archaeological sites to supplement
the historic record.

At the beginning of intensive European contact in the last third of the eighteenth century, the
distance between settlements along the mainland Channel coast was usually less than 6.4 kilometers (4
miles). Two centuries earlier, the lists of Chumash town names recorded during the Cabrillo voyage —
coupled with archaeological data - indicate that most towns along the coast were no more than 4.8 10 6.4
kilometers (3 or 4 miles) apart. In some cases they were even closer. The Cabrillo lists of towns indicate
that on the coast west of Goleta, Tucumu [ Txmu ] at Arroyo Hondo (abandoned before the first Spanish
land expedition in 1769) and Aguin [ "Axwin] at Las Llagas were both occupied in 1542 (King 1975).
These settlements were only 2.1 kilometers (1.3 miles) apart. During the early historic period towns were
also very close to each other in places such as Dos Pueblos and the Goleta Slough. The distribution of
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TABLE 6.1

Chumash Baptisms from the Santa Monica Mountains®

VILLAGE MSB MBV MSF MSG TOTAL
COASTAL AREA

Muwu 2 188 1 191
Lisigishi 56 4 60
Loxostox 'ni 32 3 2 37
Sumo 2 19 16 1 38
Humaliwo 2 28 87 1 118
SUBTOTAL (6) (323) (111} (4) {444)
CENTRAL AREA

Sumuawawa 55 55
S’apwi 62 62
Hipuk 24 13 37
Ta’lopop 29 29
La Amarga 1 1
Yegeu 2 2
SUBTOTAL 0 (141) (45) )] (186)
NORTHERN AREA

Lalimanux 28 28
Kayiwish 1 123 4 128
Kimishax 13 8 21
Shimiyi 2 22 24
Ta’apu 7 69 76
SUBTOTAL {1} (173) (103) {0} (277}
OTHER

El Escorpion 1 74 75
[Huwam or Hukxa'oynga®)

Topa 'nga® 5 5
Ongobepet © 4 4
Unid. QOrigin® 11 11
SUBTOTAL ()] (1) {94) (0) (95)
TOTAL 7 638 353 4 1,002

* Some of the towns listed here are not found in Figure 6.1, either because their identifications
remain hypothetical or because their locations are north of the area mapped.

*Fernandefio (Tongva) towns with significant numbers of Chumash baptisms

¢ Probably the Fernandefio (Tongva) name for Humaliwo.

 People of probable Santa Monica Mountain Chumash affiliation.
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known protohistoric settlements along the Santa Monica Mountains coast is similar to settlement distribu-
tion of protohistoric settlements along the Santa Barbara Channel mainland coast at the same period of
time.

Chumash towns were often located on one site but could include separate sites. In 1782, Shisholop
near Point Conception was composed of four house clusters separated by as much as 2.9 kilometers (1.8
miles) (King and Craig 1978: Map 1, B-1). Settlements such as Muwu, at the western end of the Santa

Monica Mountains, were composed of more than one archaeological site and covered large areas. These
settlements were similar to tribelets in central California, which often included more than one settlement.

COASTAL SETTLEMENTS

Like the coast of the Santa Barbara Channel to the north, the Malibu coastline east of the Point Mugu
area trends east to west. Along the coast are many places well suited to boat launching, and cold-water
upwelling offshore provided a rich marine environment. These conditions contributed to a high density of
population along the coast. Four Chumash towns occupied during the period of recruitment to Spanish
missions between 1785 and 1810 have been identified along the Malibu coast east of Muwu. In probable
order west to east, these were the villages of Lisigishi, Loxostox 'ni, Sumo, Humaliwo. Several studies
have discussed these settlements and proposed locations for them (Brown 1967; Edberg 1982; King
1992).

A number of personal names that are possibly Chumash suggest that some of the population of
another town, Komixroyvet to the east of Humaliwo, may have been speakers of one of the Chumash
languages or of Chumash descent. This town’s Gabrielino {Tongva) name, along with the fact that the
mission records document its marriage links only with other Gabrielino (Tongva)-speaking towns, suggest
that Komixroyvet may have been the westernmost Tongva coastal town.

Juan Estevan Pico lists seven placenames between Muwu and Humaliwo in the following order and
with the following locations:

40. Muwu “La bocana del estero” [mouth of the lagoon]
[Henshaw has written “Point Mugu” across this entry]

41. Simo’'mo “Al norte del estero” [to the north of the lagoon]
42. Wixatsef “Punta pedregosa” [stony, rocky point]

43, Shalikuwewech “Las lajas™ [the flat slabs of rocks]
[according to Applegate (1975b:42), Shalikuwewech
means ‘it is piled up’ in Venturefio Chumash]

44. Lulapin “Boca de la cueva” [mouth of the cave]

45. Ka saqtikat “Bajada de la cafiada 1. [descent/slope of the first canyon]

.
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46. Shuwalaxsho  “Cafiada de los alizos” [canyon of the sycamores]
47. Loxostox 'ni “La tercera cafiada” [the third canyon]
48. Humaliwo “El rancho de Maligo” [Maligo ranch]

Of these names in Pico’s list, only Muwu, Loxostox 'ni, and Humaliwo have been positively associ-
ated with town names preserved in the mission registers. Simo ‘mo and Wixatset were known by Fernando
Librado and possibly refer to successive sites for the principal settlement of the Muwu polity. Simo 'mo is

actually mentioned once in a mission register entry as a paraje ‘place’ but not a town (see discussion
below).

Pico locates three of the remaining five names at successive canyons, moving east from Muwu:

Kasaqtikat ‘Slope of the first canyon’
Shuwalaxsho ‘Canyon of the Sycamores’
Loxostox 'ni “The third canyon’

Only the last, Loxostox 'ni, can be matched to a town name occurring in the mission records. There
are more than three canyons along the Malibu coast between Muwu and Humaliwo, so it is not transpar-
ent which was Pico’s “first canyon” or which his third, although ‘Canyon of the Sycamores” would seem
to be either Big Sycamore Canyon or Little Sycamore Canyon.

The mission registers recorded baptisms of people from two towns, “Lisichi” and “Sumo,” which are
identified as on the coast but are not clearly identical with any of the names recorded by Pico. John P,
Harrington (n.d.b and Applegate 1975b:34,43) was able to document the Chumash pronunciations of
these towns as Lisigishi and Sumo.

Muwu (Mugn)

V. ‘beach™
Pico List Number 40: “La bocana del estero”
Richard VanValkenburgh (1935) noted:

Muwu — a part of the word muwu-tspu was a locative name for the Magu Lagoon,
the interpretation being ‘hand of the beach’.

A sixteenth-century list preserved in the account of Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo’s experiences along the
Santa Barbara Channel contains the name “Mugu.” Muwu was probably the town Cabrillo called “Pueblo
de las Canoas” (Wagner 1929:334, n. 7). In 1913-1914 Candelaria Valenzuela told George Henley:

The Asnona of Mowu (mowu is the name for playa, or sea shore, where these
Indians lived) spoke a dialect akin to those settled at Ventura and along the Santa Clara
River as far as the mouth of the Piru Creek. The language or rather fractions thereof,

10V, is the abbreviation used to indicate the Venturefio Chumash language.

{
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which I recorded is that spoken by the Ventura, Santa Clara and Sespe branches. It
appears they were valley dwellers and never entered very far into the mountainous
section to the north [Blackburn 1963: 142].

The importance of Muwu as a capital and ceremonial center is indicated in Harrington’s notes (Hudson
etal. 1977). Stephen Bowers (1897) also collected information concerning the importance of Muwu.

People who were natives of residential localities in the vicinity of Mugu Lagoon were apparently
baptized at Mission San Buenaventura as from the town of Muwu. No settlements closer than Lalimanux
to the north, S apwi to the northeast, and Lisigishi to the east are listed in the mission registers. The
rancheria of Muwu apparently included residential areas which were separated by substantial distances.
People who lived in La Jolla Valley and Big Sycamore Canyon as well as people from different areas
around Mugu Lagoon may have been baptized as from Muwu. Archacological evidence indicates that
during the historic and protohistoric period there were several clusters of houses near the shores of Mugu
Lagoon. Many of the places in the vicinity of Muwu could have been settlements under the jurisdiction of
Muwu, or successive habitation sites of the polity of Muwu. Fernando Librado told Harrington:

Muwu was the first village. Its people died of pestilence. Only two or three families
survived. Simo ‘mo was then established. Wixatchet was founded after the whites had
discovered the country. Its name meant the “third family” in the San Fernando language
fHarrington n.d.b]

suggesting that some sites were sequentially founded. Henshaw notes in the margins of Pico’s list that

“These 3 towns [Muwu, Simo 'mo, and Wixatset] were close together.” Sites in the Muwu area which~

were occupied during the early historic period and apparently had their own cemeteries include CA-Ven-
110, CA-Ven-11 Wixatset, CA-Ven-24 Simo 'mo, and CA-Ven-100.1

Wixatset

Pico List Number 42: “Punta Pedregosa™

Richard Van Valkenburgh (1935) noted of archaeological site CA-Ven-11 in the vicinity of Point
Mugu: “Wihatset, this site has been erroneously known as Muwu.”

i Archaeological sites are designated by a system established by the Smithsonian Institution. CA refers to California;
LAN refers to Los Angeles County; the number which foltows the county designation refers to the particular site. The records
of sites in Los Angeles County are maintained at the Archaeological Information Center at UCLA.
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Sima’mo (Simomo)

V. ‘the saltbush patch’
Pico List Number 41:. “Al norte del estero”
According to Fernando Librado:

Simo 'mo was between the beach at Lulapin and the “Morro”.... Simo 'mo was the
name of the rancheria. The houses of this rancheria resembled a plant which grows up
with a thick round top — shape of bunchgrass. This plant was called mé.... Village was on
the point side of the laguna there. [Harrington n.d.b]

Simplicio Pico told Harrington: “Simo 'mo was a place by Mugu he thinks. Means saltbrush place
[Harrington n.d.b].” One of the baptisms at Mission San Buenaventura (MBV Bap. Bk. 1: 2616) isof a
child born to a San Juan Capistrano neophyte while in transit south in 1808. The child “was born close to
the Village of Mugf, at the place called Simono [sic]” (Brown 1967: 43).

Fernando Librado confirmed the association of Simo ‘mo with Muwu when he told Harrington that
“the wot of Simo’mo and Muwu was named Halashu.” (Hudson et al. 1977:11). Librado also related
Muwu to Simo 'mo when he said:

Kwaiyin was appointed wot by the people of Simo ‘mo when Halashu died. The
‘emechesh or common people had a meeting in the dance half-circle upon the death of
Halashu. They unanimously wanted Kwaiyin to become the new wor of Muwu... The
official title held by Kwaiyin was wot “ishap "anishomo Simo ‘'mo, meaning “captain of
the rancheria of Simo 'mo.” He was born at Sime 'mo like his father, but unlike him ...
had Cruzeiio Chumash blood [Hudson et al. 1977: 17].

Halashu and Kwaiyin are known only to oral tradition, because neither were baptized at the mis-
sions, Halashu's other son, Wataitset’, however, was baptized at Mission San Buenaventura in 1802 as
Mariano Guatahichet (MBV Bap. Bk.1 1522) and identified as chief of Mugu, 45 years old. Fernando
Librado told Harrington that the “son” (sic) of Captain Wataitset’ of Muwu was Mateo Wataitset’."?
Mateo Wataitset’ was offered the position of chief of Muwu in 1862 but declined. Librado stated that
Mateo Wataitset’ met with captains of other post-contact native towns to the west and northeast to pick
another successor:

Mateo was offered the position of Muwu captain during a San Miguel fiesta day in
Ventura in 1862. He refused the position, though, since he was too poor to afford the
expenses of the office. So at the house of José Maria Guadalupe, a Ventura Indian and
former gran sacristan at Mission San Buenaventura, the various captains held a meeting
to select a representative to be captain at Muwu. In the presence of Captain Justo of

2 The mission registers document Mateo as the grandson of Wataitset” (see discussion of Muwu Lineage 1 in Chapter 1),
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Santa Barbara, Captain Luis Francisco of S apwi, Captain Marcelino of Sohtonokmu’,
and Captain Rogerio of San Fernando, who was himself tied into the village of Humaliwo,
Mateo Wataitset’ appointed Pomposa as the captain to represent Muwu, Pomposa was
of Muwu rancheria on her grandfather’s side and still represented that village [Hudson et
al. 1977: 31].

Archaeological site CA-Ven-24 was identified by Van Valkenburgh and Harrington as the site of
Simo 'mo. The Los Angeles County Natural History Museum, California State University Northridge, and
University of California Los Angeles have conducted excavations at this site. It has recently been looted
by artifact collectors.

The baptismal and marriage records of Mission San Buenaventura indicate kinship links between
Muwu and other coastal towns: S 'axpilil (Saspili) and Shisholop (Sisolop) to the west, Lisigishi (Lisichi)
and Humaliwo (Humaliu) to the east. Muwu also had links to the inland towns of "Awhay (Aujay), S apws
(Sapue), Sumuawawa (Sumuahuahua), Kayiwish (Cayegues), and Kasunalmu {Casulnanuy), as well as,
so it seems, to the Gabriclino (Tongva) town of Wa achnga (Guachinga?).

Lisigishi (Lisichi)

The name “Lisichi” is recorded in the registers of San Buenaventura and San Fernando Missions,
though most people from this town were recruited by San Buenaventura Mission. The Mission San
Fernando registers state that the village was at the beach. Juan Estevan Pico did not include this name on
his list, and Fernando Librado did not know of it either. Harrington noted that a U.S. Coast and Geodetic
Survey map gives “Cafiada Isique” for Arroyo Sequit. There was apparently a shift over time from
Lisigishi to “Isique” and then to “”’Sequit,” a Spanish word for ‘cracked earth’.

Site CA-LAN-52 near the mouth of Arroyo Sequit is probably Lisigishi. The site was excavated by
the Heye Foundation’s Littleton expedition of 1941-2, the Archaeological Survey Association of South-
ern California, University of California Los Angeles, and the California Department of Parks and Recre-
ation. Pacific Coast Highway (State Route 1) passes through the site. Large areas of relatively intact
deposits remain (Burnett 1944; Curtis 1959, 1963).

The baptismal registers of San Buenaventura and San Fernando Missions indicate kinship links
between Lisigishi and other towns, including Muwu (Mugu), Loxostox 'ni (Lojostogni), Sumo, and
Humaliwo (Humaliu)on the coast, and S'apwi (Sapue), Sumuawawa (Sumuahuzhua), and Kayiwish
(Cayegues) inland.
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Loxoestox’ni (Lojostogni)
Pico List Number 47: “La Tercera Cafiada”

In 1884, Juan Esteban Pico placed this town between “Cafiada de los alizos” (either Big or Little
Sycamore Canyon) and “El Rancho de Maligo” (Malibu), identifying it as “the third canyon.”** The third
major canyon east of Big Sycamore Canyon could be either Lechuza or San Nicolds Canyon. Historic
artifacts have been reported from a site in the vicinity of the mouth of Lechuza Canyon (Burnett 1944),
Loxostox 'ni was possibly located there.

Recruitment from the village apparently ended in 1804 or 1805, according to evidence from the
mission registers. Most people were recruited to San Buenaventura Mission, but at least three were
baptized at San Fernando Mission. The baptismal records of Mission San Buenaventura and San Fernando
indicate kinship links on the coast with Lisigishi (Lisichi), Sumo, and Humaliwe (Humaliu), and inland
with S’apw# (Sapue), Sumuawawa (Sumuahuahua), Hipuk (Ypuc), Ta’apu (Taapu) and Kayiwish
(Cayegues).

A Mission San Buenaventura padron begun in 1808 listed Gorgonio Cashtepecotsh of Loxostox 'ni as
a transfer from Mission San Gabriel. Gorgonio married Acacia Supuashmenahuan, a woman from Shuku
(Rincon Point) on August 14, 1813 (MBV Mar. 735). The marriage entry describes him as the son of a
deceased heathen father and Teresa of San Gabriel Mission. Gorgonio and his wife had a child who was
baptized at San Buenaventura ( MBV Bap. Bk. 2: 497). Further analysis is necessary to identify Gorgonio
and his mother, Teresa, in the registers of Mission San Gabriel.

Sumo (Sumo)
V. ‘abundance’?

Sumo (now Zumay) apparently referred to all of the Point Dume area and possibly included all the
marine terraces between Little Sycamore and Malibu Canyons. Sumo was said to mean ‘abundance’ in
the Humaliwo Chumash dialect (Applegate 1975b:43). This name abundance is reflected by the high
density of archaeological sites in the Point Dume area. It appears that the area was intensively used by the
ancestors of the Chumash peoples. It is probable that the coastal terrace area between Malibu and Little
Sycamore Canyon was managed with fire to increase production of seeds and bulbs.

" Harrington read Pico’s Tercera as Terrera, “declivity or steep ground.” Steep Hill Canyon is the present name of a
small canyon approximately halfa mile east of Encinal Canyon, The “steep hill” is apparently the “steep hill” between Encintal
and Steep Hill Canyons.

" Taylor confounded Sumo with $’omis, a town originally located near the confluence of San Antonio Creek and the
Ventura River.
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In 1863 Alexander Taylor (1860-1863) wrote:

Somes [sic] or Somo near hills of that name. ... Malico, range of hills south [east]
of Somo.... The old Mugu or Muguigi rancheria near the sea and close to where the
Sierra de Sumo comes down to the ocean near the boundary of Los Angeles County
[July 24, 1863 pp. 171].

Between 1912 and 1915 Fernando Librado told Harrington:

Sumo extends ouf into the sea and at the end of the point was the hiil. Sumo is called
in nauticai language Dume. Dume was a rancheria of the San Fernando tribe, opposite
Santa Barbara Island. A colony from Dume lived on Santa Barbara Island [Harrington
n.d.b].

People were baptized from the village of Sumo at San Fernando and San Buenaventura Missions.
Historic artifacts were found at archaeological site CA-LAN-207 at Paradise Cove (Frazen et al. 1960),
which is probably the site of the viliage of Sumo. The area has been disturbed by construction at Paradise
Cove, and the extent of intact deposit has not been determined. Much of the site is apparently covered by
fill.

Other towns on the coast linked to Sumo by kinship include Loxostox ni (Lojostogni), Lisigishi
(Lisichi), Humaliwo (Humalin), and Mishopshno (Carpinteria), while inland they include Sumuawawa,
S’apwi (Sapue), Hipuk (Ypuc), Ta 'lopop (Talepop), and Huwam (E1 Escorpion). At Mission San Gabriel,
an eighteen-year-old woman was baptized Maria Guadalupe on December 13, 1793 (MSG Bap. 2409).
She was said to be of the village of Chacuapibit, and the same town of origin was also listed in the
marriage register and the confirmation register (MSG Mar. 498 and MSG Confirm. 1760). On April 5,
1811, a woman named Maria Guadalupe Alsilmelelene, who was a neophyte of Mission San Gabriel but
transferred to Mission San Buenaventura, was buried at Mission San Buenaventura (MBV Bur. Bk. 1:
1534). She was described as the daughter of Maria Expectacién Casiliculelene, aged 68, of Sumo (MBV
Bap. Bk. 2: 131). Since Maria Guadalupe was the only person listed from Chacuapibit in the Mission San
Gabriel registers, this may indicate that Chacuapibit is the Gabrielino (Tongva) name for Sumo.

Humaliwo (Humaliu)
V. ‘[the surf] sounds loudly’?

Pico List Number 48: “El Rancho de Maligo”

Fernando Librado told Harrington that Humaliwo was just east of the Sumo hilis. Felipe “dlilulay of
Humaliwo (MSF Bap. 2275 from the island of Wimal {Guima), Santa Rosa Island) told Fernando Librado

"*In Chapter 11, Johnson suggests that Ongobepet may be the Gabrielino name for Humaliwo rather than the name of a
settlement at Redondo Beach,
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the following:

Tewllumiacwit was the name of a big captain that used to be in Humaliwe, and
means “centro,” for Humaliwo was capital (quiet water on coast of Humaliwo, and
many good trails leading inland through the mountains to San Fernando and Calleguas).
Felipe said that when Teufkumiacwit died, Teulaiwit of a rancheria west of Humaliwo
on the coast (Fernando thinks at Little Sycamore) became captain of Humaliwo. When
Teulaswit died, K ‘wataicu of Muwu became captain of whole coast of Humaiiwo and
Muwu. (Wataitset” was brother of K 'waiaicu) [Harrington n.d.b].

Humaliwo was linked by kinship with the coastal towns of Sumo, Loxostox ni (Lojostogni), Lisigishi
(Lisicsi), and Muwu (Mugu); with the interior towns Hipuk (Ypuc) and Ta lopop (Talepop); and Tongva
towns Ongobepet (possibly Ongoovanga at Redondo Beach)”®, Apenga {Apevit), Yangd (Yana, down-
town Los Angeles), and Huya (Juya) on Catalina Island. The wide range of marriage links both to Santa
Monica Mountain Chumash and to Western Tongva settlements appears to reflect the central place of
Humaliwo in the political organization of the Western Tongva and the Santa Monica Mountain Chumash.

Excavations were carried out at the site of Humaliwo, CA-LAN-264, by teams from UCLA between
1964 and 1971 (Gibson 1975). Much of the site is preserved. Another site, CA-LLAN-690, under High-
way 1 to the east, was also apparently part of this historic village (King 1989),

COASTAL TOWNS THAT MAY HAVE HAD SOME CHUMASH PEOPLE IN RESIDENCE
Komixroyvet (Comicraibit) and Wa'achvet (Guaspet)

Komixroyvet (Comicraibit) may have been located in the vicinity of Santa Monica. The name only
appears in the registers of San Gabriel mission. The name Komixroyver apparently can be analyzed as:
komi ‘east’ + -xro- (< xaro- ‘be in a place’) + ? + -vet (Kenneth Hill, personal communication, see
Appendix V1), but the point of reference is unknown. If Kemixroyvet is Santa Monica, then Geverovit
(Heverovet), with which it had some kinship links, 1s probably the equivalent of San Vicente.'®

Kinship links seen in the registers of Mission San Gabriel and particular time of mission recruitment
from this village indicate that Komixroyvet was located on or near the coast in the vicinity of another
settlement #a ‘achvet (Guaspet). “Guaspita” was the name of a land-grant to Antonio Ignacio Avila in
1822, 1837, and 1846. It became a part of the Sausal Redondo grant (Cowan 1977:38), the disefio of
which shows “Guaspita” as a place that appears to be near the confluence of Centinella Creek with the
Ballona Creek flood plain. A corral of Guaspita is also shown on the bluffs overlooking the Ballona
wetlands near present Lincoln Boulevard. #a ‘acavet (Guaspet) was apparently neat the mouth of Ballona

' The San Gabriel baptismal registers note that Geverobit was “a rancheria adjoining the Pueblo of Los Angeles” (McCawley
1996:57).
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Creek, which was the mouth of the Los Angeles River prior to 1824 (Johnston 1962: 77). This location
would be consistent with Wa'achvet’s apparent importance as a port town, and the presence of what
appear to be Chumash names among the converts from there. Baptisms at Mission San Fernando from
Wa’achvet (Guaspet) and transfers of people baptized at San Gabriel are similar to the patterns of
transfers and baptisms from Syutkanga (Siutcanga) [Encino], Kaweenga (Cabuenga), and Hahaamonga
{(Jajamonga [Los Verdugos} (although a larger portion from Wa achvet were baptized at Mission San
Gabriel). The baptismal register of San Gabriel Mission indicates that Komixroyvet had ties with many
other Tongva towns, but no Chumash ones (Table 6.2 and Appendix VII).

TABLE 6.2
Summary of Kinship Links between Komixroyvet
(Comicraibit and other settlements)

Guaspet 4 Seobit 2 Japchibit 1!
Geverobit 3 Chaubit 3 Jajamobit 1}
Yabit 4 Amupubit 1 Soabit 1
Jautbit 1

Of the twelve personal names recorded at San Gabriel from Komixroyvet seven appear to be from a
Chumash language while five appear to be Tongva:

Men’s names ending with -wit or -chet, similar to men’s names in Chumash towns:

MSB Bap. 3492: father = Michuit
MSG Bap. 3836 and MSG Bap. 3728: father = Mindnachet (Minazachet)
MSG Bap. 3837: Muarguit, Doroteo

Men’s names ending with -nat or -nait:

MSG Bur. 2268: Sucninait, Miguel Chief of Comicraibit
MSG Bap. 3839: Tupucenibuinat, Faustino

MSG Bap. 3864: Quitzeapuguinat, Onofre

MSG Bap. 3777: father = Menansunat

Names which are probably Tongva:

MSG Bap. 4948: Carony, children from Toppabit, Pimubit, and Apiagma
MSG Bap. 3491: father = Joaquich dead, mother = Yaxachoiguinan
MSG Bap. 3492: mother = Guiguian

MSG Bap. 3661: Vezavan
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Other clues to the location of Komixroyvet are suggest by the non-Indian witnesses of baptisms at
Mission San Gabriel:

Bap. 1836 in 1790: wife of Domingo Aruz, former soldier, neighbor of Los Angeles
Bap. 2058 in 1791: (as Soabit) wife of Juan Alvarez, neighbor of Los Angeles

Bap. 2133 in 1791: Joseph Antonio Dominguez

Bap. 2203 in 1792: Pasquala Lugo wife of Francisco Silva, neighbor of Los Angeles
Bap. 2215 in 1792: Maria Dominguez, wife of Juan Francisco Reyes, Los Angeles
Bap. 2286 in 1792: Antonio Eugenio Cota

Bap. 2295 in 1792: Francisco Sinoba, neighbor of Los Angeles

Bap. 2380 in 1793: Juan Joseph Dominguez, neighbor of Los Angeles

Bap. 2426 in 1794: wife of Joseph Moreno of Los Angeles

Bap. 2608 in 1795: José Nicasio, neighbor of Los Angeles

Bap. 2679 in 1796: Juachin Higuera, neighbor of Los Angeles

Bap. 2769 in 1796: wife of Bartolomé Tapia

Bap. 2770 in 1796: daughter of Antonio Eugenio Cota

Bap. 2271 in 1796: [Bartolomé] Miguel Ortega

Bap. 3066 in 1799: Bartolomé Miguel Ortega, husband of Maria Rosa

Perhaps Bartolomé Miguel Ortega and his Chumash wife, Maria Rosa, served as witnesses when
people from Komixroyvet were baptized because there were Chumash people living at that village, It is
possible that the Ortegas and Tapias were preparing to establish their ranchos Las Virgenes and Topanga-
Malibu-Sequit and were serving as baptismal witnesses for recruits from vitlages on the land they would
be granted.

The relatively frequent occurrence of people from Komixroyvet being baptized in danger of death at
the pueblo of Los Angeles indicates that people from Komixroyvet frequently visited Los Angeles. Bap-
tisms of people in danger of death include:

MSG Bap. 1900 in 1790 by Vicente Félix in Los Angeles

MSG Bap. 2161 in 1791 by Vicente Félix in the rancheria next to Los Angeles

MSG Bap. 2582 in 1795 by Luis Lugo in the rancheria next to Los Angeles

MSG Bap. 3157 in 1800 by Joaquin Higuera Alcalde of Los Angeles

MSG Bap. 3187 in 1800 by Manuel\falenzuela, in the rancheria next to Los Angeles.

Victoria, Hugo Reid’s wite, was baptized as Bartholomea { MSG Bap. 3502) on April 17, 1803, asan
eight-month-old girl from Comicraibit. Reid’s letter to Fray Tomds of Mission San Gabriel in 1837,
stating their intention to marry, identifies her as “Bartolomea of Comicrabit” (Dakin 1978: 42,294}, She
provided Reid much of the information contained in his lefters concerning the Indians of Los Angeles.
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Apunga (Apunga/Apuvit)

Apunga was possibly the Fernandefio name of Santa Monica or San Vicente. Alternatively, it may
have been the name of a settlement at Calabasas. An entry in the Mission San Fernando burial register
(MSF Bur, 202-203) specifies:

On April 1, 1803 the Captain of Apuvit [Domingo (MSF Bap. 1368)] advised us that
the day before they had buried the mother and child who had been recently baptized.
They had been baptized by [Bartolomé] Miguel Ortega, who then lived at Talepop,
[MSF Bap. 1049, 1050] because it appeared they would die soon.

INTERIOR SETTLEMENTS
Lalimanux (Lalimanuc)

Lalimanux, named by the Spaniards San Pedro y San Pablo was a village near La Mojonera near the
Conejo Grade. It was described by the Anza Expedition and occurs on the Longinos Martinez list. Its
citizens were baptized at Mission San Buenaventura. This village is one of the archaeclogical sites near
the base of the Conejo Grade, several of which have been destroyed by recent construction. Font
described the site in 1776:

Atthe foot of the Cuesta Grande, near a small village, there is a spring of water like
a well; and at twelve paces from it there is a good-sized spring of asphalt which rises
right there...[Bolton 1930:247].

The baptismal records of Mission San Buenaventura document kinship links between Lalimanux and
one coastal town, Muwz, and a number of interior towns: Kayiwish (Cayegues), S’apwi (Sapue), Tal ‘opop
(Talepop), Kimishax (Quimishag), Sisxulkuy (Sisulcuy), and §’egp’e (Secpe) .

Kayiwish (Cayegues)
V. ‘the head’
Pico List Number 52: “Rancho Cayeguas”

Harrington’s notes contain the following information:

The father of Estevan Pico was Cesario Pico, and an uncle of Estevan Pico was
José. They told Fernando that kayiwish meant ‘the head’-- there was a gap there where
the road formerly went up to the Conejo. They said that it meant also the *principal
place’ for the word was used also of a chief man for some purpose. The name refers to
the gap which we saw from the train east of Camarillo’s ranch. The first kayiwish was
on the other side of the gap whete a man named Romero had a house-- a jump in this
place is called “el salto”. The second kayiwish is where Camarillo is now--right there.

R
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The Indians who lived at kayswish talked the Ventura language [Harrington n.d.b].

The first Portola expedition visited this village on its return from Monterey. On August 16, 1795, the
expedition to locate the site for San Fernando Mission stopped there as well:

We arrived at the Rancheria of Cayeguez, distant from the Camino Real two leagues
to the north [Engelhardt 1927: 4].

CA-Ven-71 is probably the remains of this settlement. The boundaries of the historic village have not
been determined.

Citizens of Kaytwish were baptized at Missions San Buenaventura, Santa Barbara, and San Fernando.
The baptismal records reveal kinship links with the interior towns of La/imanux (Lalimanuc), § 'apwi
(Sapue), Kach ‘antuk (Cachantuc), S'eqp e (Secpe), Mat ifxa (Matilja), Mupu, Sisxulkuy (Sisulcuy),
Kasunalmu (Casunalmu), Tz apu (Taapu), Kimishax (Quimishag), and Hipuk (Ypuc). Kayiwish was
also linked with towns on the coast: Shisholop (Sisolop), Muwu (Mugu) and Lisigishi (Lisichi),

Sumuawawa (Sumuahuahua)

The only information concerning the location of this settlement is that all of the people who were
baptized from this town were baptized at Mission San Buenaventura, and that they had kinship links to
other towns along the coast west of Point Dume and in the interior to the north, In the synopsis of kinship
links (Appendix VII), the greatest number (7) are to S’apwf and the next greatest are to Lisigishi (3).
Alan Brown (1967:44) suggested that Sumuawawa was a coastal town, perhaps at Big Sycamore Can-
yon.'” However, the kin links which show more extensive affiliation with inland towns, especially S apw¥,
suggest that Sumuawawa may have been away from the coast. A strong candidate for the location of this
town is archacological site CA-Ven-865 near the southwest end of Hidden Valley. Larry Wilcoxon (per-
sonal communication, 1993) reports that test excavations have revealed evidence of historic occupation
at this major residential site.

The baptismal register of San Buenaventura Mission indicates that Sumuawawa had kinship links
with other towns, including S apwi (Sapue), Hipuk (Ypuc), Kayiwish (Cayegues), S 'egp ‘e (Secpe), and
Kimishax (Quimishag) in the interior and Humaliwo (Humaliv), Sumo, Loxostox 'ni {Lojostogni), Lisigishi
(Lisichi), and Muwu (Mugu)on the coast.

'” Brown identified the mission register town “Sumuahuahua” with Pico’s Shuwalgxsho in Big Sycamore Canyon.
Phonetically this is not so ynlikely an association as the different spellings suggest. However, the people from this town were
baptized in 1806 at Mission Sap Buenaventura, where their town name was recorded by Father José Francisco de Paula Sefian,
who was normally one of the most careful and attentive recorders of native names.
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§’apwi (Sapue)
V. ‘house of the deer’

The San Buenaventura mission registers equate the village of “Sapue” with the place El Conejo (also
cailed San Bernardino [MBYV Bap. 400] or San Lucas [MBV Bap. 412]). The name E} Conejo was used
as early as 1776 to designate the Thousand Oaks-Newbury Park area by Fr. Font of the Anza Expedition
(Bolton 1930:247). It appears again in a letter of 1783 in which the Indians of El Conejo and El Escorpion
were accused of stealing cattle (Bancroft Library MS: CA 23:130). Most of the people from this village
were baptized at Mission San Buenaventura. The baptismal registers of Mission San Buenaventura reveal
kinship links both to other interior towns — Lalimanux (Lalimanuc), Kayiwish (Cayegues), Sumuawawa
(Sumuahuahua), Hipuk (Ypuc), Kimishax (Quimishag), and S’eqp ‘e (Secpe), — and {o several coastal
settlements, Muwy (Mugu), Lisigishi (Lisichi), Sumo, and Humaliwo (Humaliu).

On their return from Monterey, the Portold expedition crossed the Santa Clara River, entered the
Santa Rosa Valley from the east, passed by the village of Kayiwish (Cayegues), and hiked southeast up
the Arroyo Conejo. Crespi describes their journey on Saturday, January 13, 1770:

We set out early in the morning from the San Higinio Creek and Village [ Kayiwish]
here, keeping on the Southeasterly Course. At once upon setting out we entered a good-
sized Hollow [Santa Rosa Valley] among high Mountains, good grass-covered soil and a
great many Live oak trees; on going through it about a Ieague we climbed a good Moun-
tain Pass, with a good-sized flow of Water dropping down it from the Mountain Heights,
into the Hollow we have just left; a grand place for a fine Settlement. T named it the
spring of Water at the Cafiada de los Reyes [Conejo Arroyo}. We reached the top of the
Pass, where the good spring rises in a small depression on top of the Mountains; from its
source the Soldiers gathered many cresses. Going about half a league through the Moun-
tains beyond this Spring, we came to another Heathen Village, where there were some
houses roofed with close-woven rushes; as soon as they saw us, the people all came out
unarmed. [ named it the Los Reyes Village; they all wished us to stop there, and gave us
many half-baked heads of the Century-plant [yuccal, which is common in these Moun-
tains; they were given [glass] Beads, with which they were well pleased, and we contin-
ued on ... [Brown 1968: 357; also see Costansd 1911:115 for a similar but less detailed
account by Miguel Costansd and Bolton 1926:254 for a shorter account by Crespi).

The village named Los Reyes may be archacological site CA-Ven-261, located north of Newbury
Park. When Crespi returned on April 29, 1770, he observed that Los Reyes spring rose at the foot of a
hill and had a good flow of at least two regaduras (Brown 1968). There is a large spring that fits this
description on the east side of the Arroyo Congjo north of CA-Ven-261. Furthermore, Crespi describes
Los Reyes village as lying roughly one and one-half leagues to the north by northwest of the San Pedro
Martir village at Lake Sherwood (Brown 1968).
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Another village site, CA-Ven-737 (in the vicinity of the Thousand Oaks Golf Course), has visible
house depressions and contains historic artifacts. This may have been Los Reyes village, but probably it
was part of the historic village of El Conejo. It is possible that Los Reyes village seen by the Portol4
expedition was abandoned before people were recruited to Mission San Buenaventura. Stephen Bowers
excavated in an historic cemetery on the Conejo Plateau before 1887 (Bowers 1963).

S’aptubuy {(San Pedro Martir?)
V. ‘house of the rain’
Pico List Number 50, “El Conejo”

Crespi named 2 town located in Hidden Valley San Pedro Martir. This is probably the Canterbury
Lake village site at Lake Sherwood (CA-Ven-179). Crespi said:

We continued on, and about three leagues from San Higinio [Kayfwish] came into another Hollow
where there was a good amount of Live-oak trees and another Village with some eight Houses, like the
last one [los Reyes]. Close by they had a good little Stream of Water, at which we set up Camp, and I
named this Village San Pedro Martyr [Brown 1968:357-358].

In April of 1770, Crespi noted that the San Pedro Mértir village lay one league west of the Triunfo
village (Hipuk) and one and one-half leagues south of the Los Reyes village (Brown 1968:17-18). This
village may be S aptuhuy (Applegate 1975b:41; Harrington n.d.b.; King 1975:173). § aptuhuy is not
mentioned in the mission registers, indicating that it was probably abandoned before 1795. When Crespi
visited San Pedro Martir, on January 14th, he noted “some eight houses” (Brown 1968:358). When he
returned on April 29th he noted a “small-sized Village with some twelve Grass Houses” (Brown 1968:17,
Piette 1946:112).

Richard Van Valkenburgh equated the Canterbury Lake site CA-Ven-179, from which a Los Angeles
County Natural History museum expedition excavated burials with glass beads, with the village of S "aptuhuy
(1935). Some of this site has been destroyed by recent grading.

Hipuk (Ypuc)
(V. ‘elbow’ [Malibu dialect])
Pico List Number 49: “El Triunfo”

El Triunfo Valiey or Russel Valley is now the site of Westlake Village, a housing development con-
structed in the late 1960’s, El Triunfo appears in the baptismal registers of San Buenaventura (MBV Bap.
Bk. 1: 439 and 1524) and San Fernando (MSF Bap. 1299 and 2412) as an alternative name for Hipuk
(Ypuc). This town was mentioned in the diaries of several early expeditions. On January 14, 1770, Crespi
described the town as having ten grass houses (Brown 1968:358), and Portola described it as having 30
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people (Smith and Teggart 1909:49). Costanso (1911) simply described Triunfo as a small village. Thirty-
seven people from Hipuk were baptized at Missions San Buenaventura and San Fernando.

In 1792, José Longinos Martinez traveled from Calabasas to El Triunfo. He rode three leagues from
Calabasas to Las Virgenes, thence three leagues to Agua Amarga (Medea Creek), and thence four leagues
to El Triunfo (L. Simpson 1939:79). Longinos Martinez’s leagues were much less than the true Spanish
league; however, if one compares the relative distances traveled, contemporary Westlake lies the proper
distance from Medea Creek. Apparently the entire site of Hipuk (CA-LAN-186 and CA-LLAN-242) was
destroyed by the construction of Westlake in 1966.

Kinship links are documented in the registers of San Fernando and San Buenaventura Missions to the
interior towns of Kayiwish (Cayegues), Sumuawawa (Sumuahuahua), S apwi (Sapue), Ti lopop (Talepop),
Tusip (Medea Creek?), and Hukxa 'oynga (Jucjauynga, El Escorpion). Coastal towns linked with Hipuk
are Loxostox ni (Lojostogni) Sumo, and Humaliwe (Humaliu). Hatrington (n.d.b) noted that a song of
Martina’s went: “I am from Zipuk, T am from minimol [north)], 1 am from michumash [Santa Cruz
Island]”.'®

Agua Amarga (Medea Creek)
[Yegeu?, Tusip?]

On January 15, 1770, Crespi noted a small village in the vicinity of Medea Creek, and on April 28,
1770, he described the community as having twelve grass-roofed houses. The Medea Creck village was
probably occupied until at least 1776, since the Anza Expedition reported seeing four small villages inthe
inland Santa Monica Mountains that year (Bolton 1930:247). The village apparently was abandoned by
1792, however, for in that year José Longinos Martinez passed through the Santa Monica Mountains and
did not encounter it. Agua Amarga (‘Bitter Water”) was a place located halfway between Las Virgenes
and El Triunfo. Martinez noted that it was a place with water, and not an Indian village (L. Simpson
1939:79). Agua Amarga was probably renamed Medea Creek in the 1830s with the regranting of the
Rancho Las Virgenes. Medea Creek bisected this new grant.

It may be that this village was not mentioned under its native name in mission registers because few
natives of the area were baptized before 1797, and there was apparently at least a five- or six-year hiatus
between the abandonment of this village and the recruitment of converts from adjacent villages. Itis also
possible that some of the natives of this settlement are recorded in the registers of San Fernando Mission
as from the unlocated settlements of “Tusip” or “Yegeu” (Edberg 1982). One person is recorded at
Mission San Fernando as from Amarga, however. A three-year-old boy, Miguel, baptized January 1,
1803 as ““de la Amarga” (MSF Bap. 749). His father was said to be gentil (unbaptized) and his mother
described as a catecumena (a person receiving religious instruction before being baptized). His parents

13 See Chapter 10 for a brief biography of Martina, a Santa Cruz Island Indian woman from Kaxas.
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have been tentatively identified as Francisco Antonio Mitolo and Francisca Antonia from El Escorpién
{MSF Bap. 1263 and 1264).

The town name “Tusip” appears in only the Mission San Fernando registers, and of six individuals
baptized, one (MSF Bap. 271) was the mother of José Tiburcio (MSF Bap. 168), an eight-year-old boy
from the rancheria of Hipuk. This indicates that Tusip may have been near Hipuk.

Yegeu is another town which may have been located at Medea Creek or Lindero.'® Two people from
Yegeu, a mother and daughter, were baptized at San Fernando, and the village had a link with Loxostox ni.
Maria Lorenza Solotimeu (MSF Bap. 99), 4 native of Yegeu, was baptized on the same day as people
from the villages of Tutaburunga and Tusip. She was an aunt of a boy named Pablo, who was the first
person baptized from Humaliwo at Mission San Fernando(MSF Bap. 755). Pablo’s uncles were Juan and
Luis; the latter may have been Luis of Cabuenga (MSF Bap. 117) and Juan, also of Cabuenga (MSF Bap.
331).

A further piece of evidence supporting Yegeu’s identification as a Venturefio Chumash town in the
Santa Monica Mountains is contained in the San Buenaventura baptismal register. On July 7, 1807, an
infant named Maria Josefa Suzlienahman was baptized at Loxostox 'ni by José Antonio Ortega, sixieen-
year-oid son of Bartolomé Miguel Ortega and his Cruzefio Chumash wife, Maria Rosa, residents of Las
Virgenes. The unbaptized father of this child, Subuc or Sulucucazé, was said to be from “Yegehue”
(MBv Bap. Bk. 1:1963). The parents’ native names recorded in this infant’s baptismal entry, permit their
identification after they were baptized at Mission San Fernando. The father, Miguel Sulucucase (MSF
Bap. 1546) was said to be from Sumo at the time of his baptism, and the mother, Michaela Jultimelelelene
(MSF Bap. 1457) was from Loxostox 'ni. Yegeu’s connections to Loxostox 'ni, Sumo, and Humaliwo on
the coast and to Kaweenga (Cabuenga} in the San Fernando Valley are what might be expected for a town
located in the vicinity of La Amarga.

Ta’fopop (Talepop)

The town of 7a "lopop is identified with Las Virgenes in the mission registers. No diary entries have
been found describing this settlement, which was south of the main route taken through the mountains.
Nonetheless, the valley that extends northward from Malibu Creek State Park, past Breats Junction and
onto the Ahmanson Ranch, has been known as Las Virgenes Canyon ever since the Portola expedition of
1769. Archaeological investigations at CA-LAN-229 indicate it is the historic village of Ta Topop (King et.
2} 1982). This is apparently the most intact historic village in the interior of the Santa Monica Mountains.

Twenty-nine people were baptized at Mission San Fernando as natives of 7u lopop. The registers of
San Fernando and San Buenaventura Missions indicate that 7z lopop had kinship links to Humaliwo
(Humaiiu), Sumo, and Loxostox 'ni (Lojostogni) on the coast, and to Hipuk (Ypuc), Lalimanux (Lalimanuc)

' Although we have taken the position here that Yegeu might be La Amarga, the possibility cannot be ruled out entirely
that this name is but a dialectical variant or vnusual spelling for Cayegues (Kayiwish).
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and Fluwam (El Escorpion) in the interior.

The name for the Tz Topop village appears in a number of variant forms in the baptismal and marriage
registers of Mission San Fernando. Clemence abstracted the San Fernando registers and recorded Ta lopop
as: “Aleepo en el rancho de Miguel Ortega”, “Jolopoc,” “Jolopop,” “Talepop,” and “Taleypop” (Merriam
1968). In the Temple notes, it is variously spelled as “Talepop” (MSF Bap. 813 and 814), “Taleypop”
(MSF Bap. 869), “Teleyopo” (MSF Bap. 870}, “Tolopoc” (MSF Bap. 982), “Tolopop™ (MSF Bap.
987), “Tolopo” (MSF Mar. 662), “Aleepo” (MSF Mar. 754), and “Talopdp” (MBV Bap. Bk. 1: 1869)
(Temple 1964). Ta lopop was also referred to as Ortega’s Rancho (MBV Bap. Bk. 1: 1869) or Rancho

Las Virgenes.

INLAND TOWNS THAT MAY HAVE HAD SOME CHUMASH PEOPLE IN RESIDENCE

El Escorpién
[Hukxa’oynga (Jucjauynga) or Huwam (Huam)]

The town of El Escorpidn in Bell Canyon at the western end of the San Fernando Valley was one of
the larger villages in the San Fernando Valley during the period of recruitment from the area by San
Fernando Mission. Seventy-five people were baptized from El Escorpién. Many of the native names of
people from this village have endings characteristic of names in Chumash languages. The kinship links
documented in the mission registers (Table 7.3) indicate that at the end of the eighteenth century most
close ties and marriages with non-El Escorpion people were with people born in the adjacent Chumash-
speaking towns of Ta lopop (Las Virgenes) at Malibu Creek State Park, Hipuk at Westlake Village, and
Ta’apu in Tapo Canyon north of Simi Valley, plus Shisholop at Ventura. Roughly half as many kinship
links are documented with the Tongva-speaking towns Momonga in Chatsworth, Giribit, and Santa
Monica (Komixroyvet?). Archacological site CA-LAN-413 was apparently the remains of the village of El
Escorpién. A large area of the site has been destroyed by development (Romani 1978).

Candelaria Valenzuela, an authority on Venturefio Chumash language and culture (Blackburn 1963),
was of mixed Fernandefio and Venturefio Chumash ancestry, according to John P. Harrington (1942).
Both of her parents were from EI Escorpién (see Figure 11.34 and discussion of El Escorpion Lineage 3
in Chapter 11).

The El Escorpion land grant of 1/2 league was granted in 1845 to Odén Chijuya, Urbano, and
Manuel (Indians) who were claimants for 1110 acres, patented Sept 26, 1876 (Cowan 1977:34). John P.
Harrington was told that Odon Chijuya was a native of Humaliwo.®® Espiritu, the eldest daughter of
Odoén Chijuya, the sole surviving Indian grantee of the Rancho El Escorpién, married Miguel Leonis.
Their house, now known as the Leonis Adobe in Calabasas, contains exhibits about the history of the El
Escorpién grant. (see also Cohen 1989; Gaye 1965; Johnson 1997b; Phillips 1993).

2 See El Escorpidn Lineage 3 in Chaptes 11 for a full discussion of Odén Chijuya’s probably identity in mission records.
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TABLE 6.3
Number of Kinship Links Documented between El Escorpion and Other Villages

Settlement Links
Ta’lopop - Las Virgenes 2
Hipuk - Westlake Village 2
1a’apu - Tapo Canyon 3
Shisholop - Ventura 1
Momonga - Chatsworth 2
Giribit [unlocated] 1
Komixroyvet? - Santa Monica? 1
Topa’nga (Topanga)

Sétimo Lopez, a native speaker of the Fernandefio (Tongva) language, told Harrington that topd 'nga
was the original pronunciation for Topanga, and he considered the name to be derived from the Venturefio
Chumash language. Jos¢ Marfa Zalvidea, another Tongva speaker, told Harrington that Topanga Canyon
referred to

point that the mountain range which ends there in the sea. Road through the moun-
tains from topd 'nga to San Fernando. There was a cemetery there close to the beach
with whale ribs erected over the graves. Zalvidea has many ancestors buried there
(Harrington n.d.b).

The fathers of three Topa 'nga children baptized on March 6, 1803 had names with the endings -chet
and -wit as is common in Chumash men’s names. They were Chinachet (possibly MSF Bap. 1307
Chinina of Tz’lopop), Arinapachet (MBv Bap.Bk. 1:2047 Alinapachet of Loxostox 'ni), and Yayachet
(possibly MSF Bap. 1393 Jayyachet of Humaliwo). Only one child was baptized at Mission San Gabriel
from Topa nga.

{
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Syutkanga (Sintcanga)
“El Encing”

El Encino and Syutkanga (or Syutkavet) are correlated on the basis of information in the San Fernando
and San Gabriel Mission registers along with information given to Harrington by Sétimo Lopez and José
Juan Olivas. Harrington (n.d.b} noted that “Sétimo Lopez said Svutkanga was El Encino, while syutka
was ‘any encino.’”

José Juan Olivas claimed the Venturefio Chumash name of this town was Siyuhi (Harrington n.d.).
Brown (1967:8) commented that the Portol4 expedition observed near Encino:

... a large village or villages showing, as the Spanish writers themselves realized,
typical Channel traits: multiple chiefs, regularly arranged grass-roofed dwellings, under-
ground dance houses, beads and beautifully carved wooden flutes.

Syutkanga’s kinship links to other villages in the registers of San Gabriel and San Fernando Missions
are all to Tongva-speaking towns. Three men’s names were recorded from Syutkanga that end in ~-chet or
-uif and look like Chumash names: Amaguinachet (MSG Bap. 3842), Najaguit (MSG Bap. 3897), and
Tomapiyunachet (the father of MSF Bap. 105).

A provisional grant, called Encine, one league in size, was made about 1840; on July 18, 1845, it was
regranted to three Indians: Romdan, Francisco Papabubaba, and Roque (Gudde 1969:102; Johnson
1997b:260). Francisco Papabubaba was a Tataviam Indian, and Roque was an emancipated Barbarefio
Chumash Indian from Mission Santa Barbara. They were sons-in-law of Tiburcio Cayo, a Chumash man
from Ta ‘apu who had married Teresa, a woman born at Syutkanga (Johnson 1997a).”' Vicente da la Ossa
later obtained this land from Rita, a daughter of Francisco Papabubaba, and he later was claimant for
4461 acres, patented Jan. 8, 1873 (Cowan 1977:34). The archaeological site of Syutkanga is CA-LAN-
43, in the vicinity of the intersection of Ventura Boulevard and Balboa Boulevard. A portion of the site is
probably present at Encino State Park. The extent of the site has not been determined, but a large part
has been destroyed by recent redevelopment work in the area.

CONCLUSIONS
Frequencies of Baptisms from Native Towns

The minimum population of settlements in the Santa Monica Mountains area can be inferred from
the mission baptismal registers. Many baptisms at San Fernando do not include settlement designations;

# Descendants of Tiburcio Cayo and Teresa through their granddaughter, Rita, are active in Chumash community affairs
today and attended two of the National Park Service meetings that were held in April 1993 to explain the nature of this project.
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therefore, the numbers of people from these towns baptized at San Fernando is probably greater than
indicated. It is probable that the number of people who were recruited by the missions represents about
half the population that lived at the towns prior to 1770 and the introduction of diseases by the Spanish
colonists (see Chapter 7). Some of the interior Santa Monica Mountain towns were abandoned between
1770 and 1800 prior to recruitment by missions. People from some of these towns seem to have moved
to other towns that were occupied into the mission period.

Those towns that grew were associated with cattle ranches. Archaeological remains from the post-
1782 occupation at CA-LAN-229 (7a "lopop at Malibu Creek State Park) and post-1782 burials at the
historic village of Humaliwo indicate that the peoples of Santa Monica Mountain Chumash towns were
involved with the operation of the large cattle ranches founded during the last decade of the eighteenth
century. The abandonment of some communities may have resulted from the migration to cattle ranches
at Malibu, Las Virgenes, El Conejo, Encino, Simi and Cahuenga as well as from population loss due to
newly introduced diseases (Edberg 1982: 41).

The abandoned communities included San Pedro Martir (S aptuhuy?) and Agua Amarga (Medea
Creek). There may have been others which were not visited by the explorers or which were not recorded
by Harrington. It is also possible that one or two of these were not abandoned during the mission period,
but instead have simply not been recognized in the mission registers, This abandonment pattern is indi-
cated by the small population counts for Calabasas, Topanga {Topa 'nga), Yegeu (Medea Creek?), and
Tusip, which were evidently near the point of abandonment during the mission period.

At the village of Kayswish, the number of baptisms (128) is twice the number of people reported
residing there in 1770 (60). At S’apwi, the number of baptisms (62) is also greater than the 1770
accounts, and at Hipuk, the number of baptisms (37) is equal to the 1770 accounts (30-50). Those
interior villages which survived into the mission period have recorded populations greater than or equal to
those noted in the earlier explorers’ accounts. It appears that in the period between 1770 and 1800, some
villages were abandoned by their inhabitants, who joined other villages that were then occupied into the
mission period.

Chumash-Tongva Boundary

In 1966, Jack Forbes observed:

Chumash-speaking groups may have resided further to the east than has usually
been supposed. The Simi Valley and Las Virgenes-Triunfo region was inhabited by the
Chumash, but in addition, the personal names of Indians converted from El Escorpion,
Topanga, Siutcanga [Encino] and Castac are definitely Chumash, ... Tentatively, it would
appear that the Chumash inhabited the coast as far as Topanga, and perhaps beyond,
and in the El Escorpin section of the San Fernando Valley [1966:138].
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Alan Brown also noted that the western San Fernando Valley and Topanga appeared to be Chumash:

Though Malibu is the last Chumash place-name on the shore toward Los Angeles,
the few personal names unequivocally reported at Shoshonean-speaking Mission San
Femando from Topanga, just beyond Malibu, are Chumash, and the same is clearly true
of the much larger inland village calied El Escorpion by the Spaniards, at the northwest
end of the San Fernando Valley: the language boundary is drawn accordingly on Map 1.
... In mission records, occasional Chumash personal names occur as far and beyond
Encino, where the explorers of 1769 had found a large village or villages showing, as the
Spanish writers themselves realized, typical Channel traits {Brown 1967:8].

It appears that the missionaries recorded the settlement names along the Chumash-Tongva Boundary
in the language most commonly spoken at the mission when that mission began to baptize native con-
verts. At San Fernando and San Gabriel Missions, Chumash villages may have been recorded under their
Tongva names. The registers of other missions show a similar pattern of recording settlements under the
names given by Indians residing at missions, even for towns located a short distance beyond language
boundaries. Analysis of existing information indicates that the Chumash-Tongva boundary could possibly
have been east of Topanga near Santa Monica Canyon and in the vicinity of El Escorpidn at the west
edge of the San Fernando Valley.

Plate IV, Venturefio presentation basket, Mission Period.
Courtesy of the Phoebe Hearst Museum of Anthropology.
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CHAPTER7

CHUMASH POPULATION HISTORY

John R. Johnson

Estimates of Population Size and Review of Missionization History

The original size of the population within the territory inhabited by Chumash-speaking peoples has
been estimated by various researchers, using two types of data. One consists of the reports of the first
Spanish expedition to pass through Chumash territory in 1769 led by Captain Gaspar de Portola. These
accounts describe the sizes of the towns they passed through, the number of houses in each, and often
the number of canoes, as well as the number of people who came out to greet them. The second type of
data consists of actual baptisms recorded at the missions.

The estimates have ranged from as low as 8,000 (Kroeber 1925:551) to as high as 25,000 (Cook
1976b:37-38), with each succeeding reevaluation tending to revise the total upward. Estimates of a total
population of about 15,000, first proposed by Brown (1967), or 18,500, the mean of the probable range
presented by Cook (1976b, 1978), have been most often cited in recent literature (e.g., Johnson 1989a;
Keeley 1988; Walker and Johnson 1992, 1994). The total number of 9,972 Chumash converts recorded
in the mission records, presented in Table 7.1 (Part 1), comes to either 66.5 percent or 53.9 percent,
respectively, of the total original population estimates of 15,000 to 18,500. Tables 5.1, 6.1, and Tables
VIIL.1-VIiL.12 in Appendix VIII, give the number of people baptized at each mission from each of the
Chumash towns and those of their Takic neighbors.

Thus if the population estimates of 15,000 to 18,500 are accurate, great numbers of people were not
baptized. There are a number of explanations that would account for this discrepancy: (1) The currently
proposed estimates of population are too high, and Kroeber was closer to the correct number; (2) Large
numbers of people abandoned their traditional territories and fled, presumably to the interior, out of the
area under Spanish control; or (3) Great numbers of peoples died before missionization was complete,
and thus do not appear in the mission registers.

The population estimates may well be too high. It is possible that members of the Portola expedition
were misled in estimating the populations of the towns they visited, thereby throwing off the population
estimates that are based on these numbers. The crowds the Spaniards observed and counted may have
included curious visitors from neighboring towns who wanted to see the remarkable new strangers.




TABLE 7.1
Summary of Indians Baptized at Six Missions
(Part 1)

MISSION YEARS NORTHERN  BARBARENO ISLAND VENTURA &  SANTA MONICA CASTAC/ PART 1

COVERED CHUMASH INESENO CHUMASH  SANTACLARA  MOUNTAINS EMIGDIANO SUB
PURISIMENO CHUMASH CHUMASH CHUMASH TOTAL
San Luis Obispo 1772-1850 1,118 217 2 {1,337)
Lz Purisima 1788-1858 41 1814 213 (2,068)

Santa Inés 1804-1886 1 445 233 2 (683)
Santa Bérbara 1796-1900 ] 2,592 367 10 7 19 (2,996)
San Buenaventura 1782-1922 232 440 1,122 638 37 (2,469)

San Fernando 1797-1855 15 21 353 30 (419
TOTAL 1,161 5,300 1,270 1,155 998 a8 (9.972)
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TABLE 7.1
Summary of Indians Baptized at Six Missicns
(Part 2)
MISSION FERNANDENC TATAVIAM UNID KITANEMUK YOKUTS & OTHER UNID. CHILDREN PART?2 TOTAL
GABRIELINO EARLY SERRANO TUBATULABAL QRIGIN BORN AT SUBTOTAL
TAKIC MISSION

Q
San Luis Obispo 187 4 32 1,327 (1,550) 2887 g
La Purisima 1 65 5 1,198 (1,269 3337 §_
Santa Inés p2) 61 1 1 1,009 (1,104) 1,787 g
Santa Bérbara 3 15 4 7 1,903 (1,932) 4,928 %
San Buenaventura 2 2 20 5 11 1,849 {1,889) 4358 g'
San Fernando ©519 429 28 114 5 56 135 1,312 (2,598) 3m7 g

g
TOTAL 522 431 28 139 353 70 201 8,598 (10,342) 20,314 <
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Evaluating the Possibility that Many Chumash Towns
Fied When Confronted with Missionization

No evidence exists that any major component of the original populations who spoke Chumash
languages remained apart from the missions by the close of the Mission Period with the exception of a
few individuals who had married into Yokuts and Kitanemuk communities. Moreover, such a course of
action would have been difficult to pursue. All parts of California, despite what Europeans of the time
thought or reported, were fully inhabited by native peoples. Thus one group could only move to a new
location with the permission and support of the group already controlling that area, or by forcing that
group to cede its territory. Although Europeans seem to have thought that Indian people could find
sustenance anywhere, native peoples in fact required access to a number of fixed basic resources: reliable
water, oak groves, grain meadows, fish (either in the ocean or in spawning streams), game, etc. Locations
which combined easy access to and control of these indispensable resources would have all been claimed,
and they would already be supporting close to the maximum human population that environment could

carry.”

A native group wanting to escape contact with the Spanish would either have to expel some other,
more isolated group to gain access to the necessary resources, or convince them to share and risk
exceeding the carrying capacity of their environment. A group with whom the fugitives were already
much intermarried might be temporarily persuaded, but once the results of exceeding the carrying capac-
ity of the environment began to be felt, dissension would surely have developed, and the displacing group
would have once again been in difficulty.

A great deal of evidence exists that there was increased disease at this time and that it had morta}
effects on native population size. There is evidence, too, that many towns experienced significant de-
population prior to missionization (see Chapter 6). For example, almost a decade before the majority of
converts from the Channel [slands were recruited into the missions between 1814 and 1816, the mission-
aries reported a major measles epidemic in which more than 200 people died on the Channel Islands, thus
reducing the number of people available for baptism (see Chapter 5). In fact, in arriving at their higher
population estimates, Cook (1976b) and Brown (1967) assume a significant decline in population in the
Chumash area prior to the establishment of missions.

Missionization History

The first exposure of Chumash peoples to European diseases came in August of 1769 with the
passage along the Channel of the overland expedition commanded by Portola. This was the same expedi-
tion that also provided the information about town size on which population estimates have been based.
The expedition traveled north from San Diego in search of Monterey and then returned, passing a second
time through Chumash territories in January and February of 1770. Three journals were kept during the

2 Regarding escape by individuals, see further discussion in Chapter 9,

|
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expedition, by the engineer of the expedition: Miguel Costansé (1911, reprinted 1992); by Father Juan
Crespi (Bolton 1927; Brown 1968, n.d.); and by Portold himself (Smith and Teggart 1909). These
provide fascinating, detailed descriptions of the many towns along the Channel and their inhabitants, and
they constitute a major source of our knowledge about Chumash societies before contact with Europe-

ans.

Even though Mission San Gabriel was founded in 1771 to the east of the area inhabited by Chumash
peoples, and Mission San Luis Obispo a year later in the northwest area, most of the towns of the
Chumash towns experienced only temporary, informal contacts with the Spanish during the subsequent
decade. European trade goods and diseases spread, however, partly from one native group to another and
partly through the Spanish parties that passed through their territories going between the missions. Thus
the native population probably experienced some decline during this decade. A notch in the population
pyramid reconstructed for Chumash peoples does indicate a higher death rate for children born in the
1770s —presumably the result of one or more epidemics. In the 1770s both typhus and measles epidem-
ics reportedly occurred in Baja California (Jackson 1981; Johnson 1988a: Chapter 5; Johnson [989).

Mission San Buenaventura was established in 1782, thirteen years after the Portol4 expedition had
first made contact in the area where Central Chumash was spoken. This initiated the process of prosely-
tizing inhabitants of the towns speaking Chumash languages in the area that is now under the stewardship
of the Santa Monica National Recreation Area. Brown (1967:77) estimates that a 30 percent decline in
the population of the Channel coast had taken place during that thirteen-year interval.

A military base, Presidio Sania Barbara, was also established in 1782 on the densely- populated
channel coast near the town of Syuxsun {contemporary Santa Barbara), with the assistance of the native
population there, who helped in the necessary construction. Four years later the Mission of Santa Barbara
was founded in the same area. The next year Mission La Purisima Concepcion was founded on the Santa
Ynez River to the west (see map) in 1787, aimost twenty years after the Portold expedition had first
passed through the territory.

Five years afier that, Captain George Vancouver sailed from Point Conception to Mission San
Buenaventura, while on his round-the-world voyage in 1792. He described secing many populated native
towns along the coast whose citizens seemed eager to have contact with the ships.

Immediately to the eastward of Point Conception (the coast from thence taking an
castern direction) we passed a small Indian village [Shisholop], the first we had observed
along the shores of these southern parts of New Albion. The inhabitants made a fire the
instant we came within their view, but no one ventured to pay usa visit. The prevailing
strong gale ... probably prevented their embarking, ...

The coast continued in this easterly direction about twenty-three miles from Point
Conception, to a point where it took a southerly turn, from whence the country gradu-
ally rose to mountains of different heights...notwithstanding the dreary appearance of
the coast as we passed along, it seemed to be well inhabited, as several villages were
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seen at no great distance from each other in the small bays or coves that form the coast. ...

[Anchoring at latitude 34° 24", longitude 240° 32'] ....About sun-set we were visited
by some of the inhabitants in a canoe from one of the villages. Their visit seemed to be
dictated by curiosity alone, which being satisfied, as they were about to depart, I gave
them some iron and beads with which they appeared to be highly delighted ...

The want of wind detaining us in this situation, afforded an opportunity to several of
the natives from the different villages, which were numerous in this neighborhood, to
pay us a visit. They all came in canoes made of wood, and decorated with shells Iike that
seen on the 8th [just past Point Piedras Blancas] They brought with them some fish, and
a few of their ornaments; these they disposed of in the most cheerful manner, principally
for spoons, beads, and scissors. They seemed to possess great sensibility, and much
vivacity, yet they conducted themselves with the most perfect decorum and good order
.- These people either did not understand the Spanish language, or spoke it in such a
manner as to be unintelligible tous ...

On a light breeze springing up ... we directed our course along shore to the eastward
... About two in the afternoon we passed a small bay ...

Within this bay a very large Indian village was pleasantly situated, from whence we
were visited by some of its inhabitants; amongst whom was a very shrewd intelligent
fellow, who informed us in the Spanish language, that there was a mission and Presidio
not much further to the eastward [Vancouver 1984:1090-1092].

Thus, afthough the priests at La Purisima and Santa Barbara Missions had already been actively
proselytizing for five years and Europeans had been passing along the coast through their towns for 23
years, Chumash peoples at the end of the eighteenth century continued to live in their own towns along
the Channel, pretty much where they had been since at least the sixteenth century when Cabrillo had
visited them, and they continued to actively seek contact with Europeans. At the conelusion of his diary
for the August 1795 expedition to locate a site for San Fernando Mission, Fr. Vicente de Santa Maria
complained:

... L observed that the whole pagandom, between this Mission [San Buenaventura]
and that of San Gabriel, along the beach, along the Camino Reél, and along the border of
the north is fond of the Pueblo of Los Angeles, of the rancho of Mariano Verdugo, of the
rancho of Reyes, and of the Zanja. Here we see nothing but pagans passing, clad in
shoes, with sombreros, and blankets, and serving as muleteers to the settlers and ranche-
108, so that if it were not for the gentiles there would be neither pueblo or rancho and if
this be not accepted as true let them bring proof. Finally these pagan Indians care neither
tor the Mission or the missionaries [Engelhardt 1927:9].

In 1796, 27 years after the Portold expedition had first made contact, Captain Felipe de Goycoechea
censused the towns along the Santa Barbara Channel. This census provides documentation that native
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towns continued to exist in the area 15 years after the establishment of the Mission of San Buenaventura,
10 vears afier the founding of Mission Santa Barbara, and nine years after the founding of Mission La
Purisima Concepcidn. The next year the Mission of San Fernando Rey de Espafia was founded at the
edge of Chumash/Fernandefio territory. In 1798, Father Estevan Tapis and Captain Goycoechea crossed
the Santa Ynez Mountains to locate a new mission site, and recorded 14 more towns or “rancherias”
along the Santa Ynez River. In 1804 the Mission of Santa Inés was founded there in the interior.

To illustrate the rate of migration of Chumash peoples from their native towns to the missions, a map
was prepared to show the ever-expanding influence of the missions within Chumash territory (Figure
7.1). The chronological spread of the conversion process is represented by contour lines in five-year
intervals, based on the calculated mean year for each town’s number of baptisms. It is apparent that
Chumash peoples within areas now under National Park Service jurisdiction resisted proselytization
longer than did many of their linguistic relatives. The year 1803 witnessed a massive recruitment cam-
paign throughout the California missions, apparently as a result of a decision by the Viceroy Iturrigaray
that settled a dispute between religious and secular authorities regarding conversion methods (Engelhardt
1930a:607; Johnson 1989a). With the exception of the sparsely-inhabited interior, the Santa Monica
Mountains region was the last major area on the mainland to have the majority of its people unconverted
by the end of 1804. Within the next five years they, too, had relocated to Missions San Fernando and San
Buenaventura. With the transfer of the majority of the islanders to the missions in 1813-1817, only a
handful of Chumash people remained who had not yet given up residence in their native towns.

Figures 7.2 to 7.7 chart the years in which Chumash peoples and their Takic-speaking neighbors
were converted from the different regions, graphically demonstrating that aggregation of the population at
the missions was virtually complete by the close of the second decade of the nineteenth century.

Indeed, by 1810 the regions closest to the missions had been completely depopulated, the principal
exceptions being the Channel Islands and interior mountains. Fr. Mariano Payeras, stationed at La Purisima,
wrote at the beginning of 1810 to Fr. Estevan Tapis:

Your Reverence is aware that hereabouts paganism is at an end. The [only] adult
baptized so far this year was the mother of Esteban Machado, whom we succeeded in
baptizing in Cacilo [Qasil at Refugio Beach] where she remained, as she was too old [to
move] {[Thomas and Osuna 1938:85].

Demographic Profiles of Chumash Regional Populations

The mission register data base compiled for this project makes it possible to reconstruct the demo-
graphic makeup of Chumash populations and neighboring groups. We have divided the territory inhabited
by Chumash-speaking peoples into six regions for purposes of comparative analysis: Northern Chumash
(Obispefio), Central Chumash (Barbarefio, Purisimefio, Inesefio, and Cuyama}, Island Chumash (Cruzefio),
Ventura and Santa Clara River Chumash (Western Venturefio), Castac Chumash (Interior Ventureiio),
and Santa Monica Mountains Chumash (Eastern Venturefio). Age and sex distributions for people re-
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Rate of Missionization Among Chumash Towns
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Figure 7.2 Northern Chumash Recruitment Pattern
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cruited at each of the six missions are summarized in tables we have prepared for each of these six
Chumash regions, for Yokuts baptized at the six missions, and for people from Takic language groups.
Only the tables for the Channel Islands (Table 7.2) and Santa Monica Mountains (Table 7.3) regions
appear within this chapter. The remaining tables are in Appendix IX.

It is instructive to make comparisons between the different regions and between the Chumash peoples
as a group and other California Indians who went to the missions. First, the relatively lower proportion of
children under 10 years of age compared to other groups is striking: it ranged from a low of 19.8 percent
among the Central Chumash upwards to 26.3 percent among the Western Ventureiio, in contrast to
Salinan, Esselen, and Costanoan peoples at the six missions north of Mission San Miguel where children
under 10 composed 27.3 to 47.7 percent of the people baptized (Cook and Borah 1979:198-202). Table
IX.12 in Appendix IX shows that the percentage of children from Takic-speaking communities (30.6
percent) was also higher than among the Chumash. On the other hand, Yokuts distributions resembled
the Chumash pattern, as did Mission San Miguel, which had a mixed Salinan, Northern Chumash, and
Y okuts population {see Table IX.11 in Appendix IX and Cook and Borah 1979:197, 203).

The causes for the differences in numbers of children among native peoples in California is far from
clear. Hypotheses that could account for the pattern may be that (1) the practice of abortion and infanti-
cide among the Chumash, documented in ethnohistoric and ethnographic records, might have reduced
the proportion of children (Beeler 1967:378; Kenneally 1965:378; L. Simpson 1961:56; Walker and
Hudson 1993:107-108), or (2) there was a higher death rate among Chumash children because of greater
sedentism, higher population densities, and greater frequencies of social and economic intercourse among
towns (Johnson 1982a:103; Walker and Johnson 1992, 1994). Yokuts communities may have included
fewer children because, being furthest removed, in general they were the last to join mission populations;
their demographic profiles may reflect the high infant mortality.

Another pattern that has been elucidated by the present study is the disparity between numbers of
men and women in adult age categories. The fact that women greatly outnumbered men had been noted
previously for the islanders and Central Chumash (Johnson 1982a, 1989a; Walker and Johnson 1992,
1994). The expanded data base compiled for the current project allows us to extend these observations to
other Chumash regions. The greatest disparity between numbers of men and women baptized in age
groups older than 20 may be found among the Santa Monica Mountains Chumash where there is almost
a 1:2 ratio (34.6 percent to 65.4 percent). The least disparity is among the islanders (44.3 percent to 55.7
percent), with the exception of the small numbers of Castac Ventureiio from the far interior, for whom
the sample is probably not representative. In contrast to the Chumash groups, the numbers of men and
women baptized among both the Yokuts and Takic groups are more evenly balanced; however, the
sample for the Takic case may be skewed because town names at Mission San Fernando were less often
recorded for women, leaving many females in our unclassified or “problematic” category.

Causes for the greater numbers of women than men baptized at the missions may reflect losses from
warfare, greater risk in economic pursuits (e.g., canoes lost in stormy weather while crossing the Santa
Barbara Channel), or perhaps patterns of postmarital residence (Johnson 1982a:105-107, 1988a:139;
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TABLE7.2

Island Chunash Age and Sex Distribution

AGE MALES FEMALES TOTAL PERCENT OF
GROUP TOTAL BAPTISMS
IN AGE GROUP
0-4 99 92 191 15.1
5-9 59 37 96 7.6
10-14 49 41 90 7.1
15-19 56 48 104 82
20-24 62 36 118 93
25-29 50 64 114 9.0
30-34 40 57 97 7.7
35-39 36 29 65 5.1
40-44 31 39 70 5.5
45-4% 26 35 61 4.8
50-54 34 35 69 5.4
53-59 i3 24 37 2.9
60-64 23 39 62 4.9
65-69 7 14 21 1.7
70-74 12 22 34 2.7
75-79 3 5 8 0.6
80-84 7 17 24 1.9
33 + 3 3 6 0.5
Unknown 2 I 3
TOTAL* 610 657 1267 100.0
0-19 263 218 481 38.0
20 + 347 439 786 62.0

*Does not include people of unknown age.

|
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TABLE 7.3
Santa Monica Mountains Chumash Age and Sex Distribution*

AGE MALES FEMALES TOTAL PERCENT OF
GROUP TOTAL BAPTISMS
IN AGE GROUP
0-4 65 70 135 15.3
5-9 45 33 78 8.9
10-14 28 19 47 5.3
15-19 39 31 70 8.0
20-24 29 59 88 10.0
25-29 18 35 53 6.0
30-34 17 33 50 5.7
35-39 16 33 49 5.6
40-44 19 27 46 5.2
45-49 21 36 57 6.5
50-54 20 36 ‘ 56 6.4
55-59 12 13 25 2.8
60-64 13 27 40 4.5
65-69 3 15 18 2.0
70-74 11 13 24 2.7
75-79 1 6 7 0.8
80-84 5 12 17 1.9
85 + 7 13 20 2.3
Unknown 10 18 28
TOTAL** 369 511 880 100.0
0-19 177 153 330 37.5
20 + 192 358 350 62.5

*Does not include El Escorpién and Topa 'nga
**Does not include people of unknown age.
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Walker and Johnson 1992). Analyses of Cruzeito and Central Chumash marriage patterns reveal that
matrilocal postmarital residence was the predominant pattern for the general population, except for chiefs’
families (Johnson 1988a: Chapt. 6; Pfeiffer 1977). In Chapter 6, King notes that a number of men’s
names recorded in mission records from Fernandefio and Gabrielino/Tongva towns seem to have name
endings that are commonly encountered among the Chumash. He has proposed that these were indeed
Chumash men who had married into their wives’ communities. Thus, the smaller number of men re-
corded from Chumash towns in the Santa Monica Mountains may be partly caused by the fact that they
are “disguised” among people who were baptized at Missions San Fernando and San Gabriel as coming
from towns with Tataviam or Gabrielino/Tongva names.

Population Trends during the Mission Period

The cross-referencing of burial entries to baptismal entries makes it possible to study mortality trends
at individual missions in very specific detail. Tables 7.4-7.8 summarize data on age group mortality at
Missions La Purisima, Santa Inés, Santa Barbara, San Buenaventura, and San Fermando. Cross-refer-
encing was incomplete for burial entries at San Luis Obispo, so a similar table was not prepared for that
mission. These tables demonstrate the effects of high infant mortality on the Chumash population. Buri-
als in mission cemeteries were mostly of babies and young children under 5 years of age, ranging from
26.2 percent of interments at Mission La Purisima to 41.5 percent at Mission San Fernando.

Tables were also prepared for people from the Channel Islands (Table 7.9) and from the Santa
Monica Mountains region (Table 7.10). Both these areas are surprising in that the number of children less
than five years of age who perished at the missions does not differ appreciably from death rates for other
age groups. It may be that infant mortality in native villages is underrepresented because most children
who died there within in a year — unlike those born at the missions — would not have been béptized at
birth, and therefore would not be reported in mission records.

At the root of the difference between the overall percentages of deaths for each age group at the
missions and those of people baptized from native town groups is the fact that all infants who were born
at the missions were baptized, while most children who were born in their native towns and then died
within their first year of life are not represented in mission records. Infant mortality at the missions was
high for Islanders and Santa Monica Mountains converts, as the following tables will show, but the
number of baptisms of the very young under-represents all children born in the native towns, making the
percentages of death within the age group seem less than they probably actually were.

Tables 7.11-7.15 enumerate years of survival afier baptism for the population who had been born in
native towns. These tables were prepared only for the five missions for which we had completed cross-
referencing baptisms to burials. These tables indicate that the majority of infants and elderly died within
their first five years at the missions. At Santa Inés fully half of the infants born in native towns died within
two years of being baptized.




Chumash Population History

TABLE 7.4
Age at Death of Neophytes Baptized at Mission La Purisima

;

AGE MALES FEMALES TOTAL PERCENT OF
GROUP TOTAL DEATHS
IN AGE GROUP
0-4 414 401 815 26.2
5-9 62 58 120 3.9
10-14 23 44 69 2.2
15-19 39 103 142 4.6
20-24 62 108 170 5.5
25-29 67 99 166 53
30-34 13 110 183 5.9
35-39 41 91 132 6.4
40-44 39 96 135 6.1
45-49 41 87 128 533
50-54 37 30 P17 5.6
55-59 34 76 110 4.8
60-64 38 69 107 5.0
65-69 39 66 105 3.7
70-74 37 77 114 4.0
75-79 20 64 84 2.7
80-84 19 36 55 1.4
85 + 10 34 44 1.3
TOTAL 1097 1699 2796 100
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TABLE7.5

Age at Death of Neophytes Baptized at Mission Santa Inés

AGE MALES FEMAILES TOTAL PERCENT QF
GROUP TOTALDEATHS
IN AGE GROUP
0-4 289 277 566 40.0
5-9 43 39 82 5.7
10-14 16 28 44 3.1
15-19 21 27 48 3.4
20-24 24 40 64 4.5
2529 23 42 65 4.5
30-34 22 22 44 3.1
35-39 30 36 66 4,6
40-44 20 33 53 3.7
45-49 22 23 47 3.3
50-54 25 38 63 4.4
55-59 33 33 66 4.6
60-64 24 26 50 3.5
65-69 31 24 55 3.8
70-74 18 22 40 2.8
75-79 16 20 36 2.5
80-84 4 17 21 1.5
85 + 5 16 21 1.5
TOTAL 666 765 1431 100
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TABLE 7.6

Age at Death of Neophytes Baptized at Mission Santa Barbara

113

AGE MALES FEMALES TOTAL PERCENT OF
GROUP TOTALDEATHS
IN AGE GROUP
0-4 580 622 1202 28.0
5-9 &7 23 170 4.0
10-14 48 54 102 2.4
15-19 65 122 187 4.4
20-24 17 187 304 7.1
25-29 124 145 269 6.3
30-34 120 139 259 6.0
35-39 127 121 248 5.8
40-44 103 127 230 5.4
45-49 104 104 208 4.8
50-54 109 128 237 5.5
55-59 112 96 208 4.8
60-64 105 99 204 4.8
65-69 69 87 156 3.6
70-74 52 78 130 3.0
75-79 25 44 69 1.6
80-84 17 52 69 1.6
85 + 7 32 39 0.9
TOTAL 1971 2320 4291 100
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TABLE 7.7

Age at Death of Neophytes Baptized at Mission San Buenaventura

AGE MALES FEMALES TOTAL PERCENT OF
GROUP TOTAL DEATHS
IN AGE GROUP
0-4 560 551 1111 30.1
5-9 75 88 163 4.4
10-14 46 60 106 2.9
15-19 65 87 152 4.1
20-24 69 114 183 5.0
25-29 72 123 195 5.3
30-34 92 101 193 5.2
35-39 95 50 185 5.0
40-44 80 117 197 53
45-49 87 83 170 4.6
50-54 32 113 195 5.3
55-59 86 93 179 4.9
60-64 82 88 170 4.6
£5-69 69 57 126 3.4
70-74 46 77 123 3.3
75-79 34 46 80 2.2
80-84 22 43 65 1.8
85+ 31 64 95 2.6
TOTAL 1693 1995 3688 100
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TABLE7.8

Age at Death of Neophytes Baptized at Mission San Fernande

113

AGE MALES FEMALES TOTAL PERCENT OF
GROUP TOTALDEATHS
IN AGE GROUP
0-4 448 416 864 41.5
5-9 55 45 100 4.8
10-14 17 29 46 2.2
15-19 22 34 76 3.7
20-24 28 50 78 3.7
25-29 25 62 87 4.2
30-34 38 46 84 4.0
35-39 41 48 89 4.3
40-44 39 34 73 3.3
45-49 41 32 73 3.5
50-54 37 35 72 3.5
55-59 34 27 61 2.9
60-64 38 31 89 4.3
65-69 39 43 82 3.9
70-74 37 35 72 3.5
75-79 20 23 43 2.1
80-84 19 26 45 22
85 + 10 37 47 2.3
TOTAL 988 1093 2081 106
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) TABLE 7.9
Age at Death of Neophytes from the Channel Islands

Cultural Affiliation and Lineal Descent of Chumash Peoples

AGE MALES FEMALES TOTAL PERCENT OF
GROUP TOTAL DEATHS
IN AGE GROUP

0-4 27 27 54 4.8
59 38 28 66 5.9
10-14 is 17 32 2.8
15-19 14 32 46 4.1
20-24 24 40 64 5.7
25-29 39 51 90 8.0
30-34 44 62 106 9.4
35-39 50 43 93 8.2
40-44 42 42 84 7.4
45-49 44 41 85 7.5
50-54 50 40 90 8.0
55-59 38 44 82 7.3
60-64 27 40 67 5.9
65-69 30 24 54 4.8
70-74 19 26 45 4.0
75-79 14 12 26 2.3
80-84 5 19 24 2.1
85 + 9 11 20 1.8
TOTAL 529 599 1128 100

'
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TABLE 7.16

Age at Death of Neophytes from the Santa Monica Mountains

117

AGE MALES FEMALES TOTAL PERCENT OF
GROUP TOTALDEATHS
IN AGE GROUP
0-4 22 22 44 5.7
5-9 13 7 20 2.6
10-14 5 ] 11 1.4
15-19 15 22 37 4.8
20-24 14 21 35 4.5
25-29 14 39 53 6.9
30-34 19 38 57 7.4
35-39 28 31 59 7.7
40-44 26 28 54 7.0
45-49 20 23 43 5.6
50-54 24 42 66 8.6
55-59 25 34 59 7.7
60-64 20 26 46 6.0
65-69 19 20 39 5.1
70-74 20 26 46 6.0
75-79 11 16 27 3.5
80-84 6 19 25 3.2
85 + 15 35 50 6.5
TOTAL 316 455 771 100

{
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TABLE 7.11
Years of Survival after Baptism for Chumash from Mission La Purisima

AGE OF CONVERTS
YEARS 0-1 2-4 5-9 10-14 15-24 25-44 45-64 65+
0-1 28 15 12 5 12 20 76 39
2-4 11 5 10 3 33 65 71 30
5-9 6 10 22 14 58 99 89 38
10-14 7 9 21 20 63 92 75 17
i5-19 7 21 29 21 58 69 53 6
20-24 6 15 24 19 45 64 39 4
25-29 8 14 14 10 32 40 28 1
30-34 4 Il 12 10 36 24 9
35-39 7 6 7 12 14 17 1
40-44 6 3 14 3 15 11 2
45-49 2 5 7 3 13 4
50+ 7 6 4 7 2
TOTAL 92 133 178 129 386 516 445 135
Percent Surviving less than 2 years
30.4 11.3 6.7 3.9 3.1 5.6 17.1 28.9
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TABLE 7.12 _
Years of Survival after Baptism for Chumash from Mission Santa Inés

Chumash Population History
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AGE OF CONVERTS
YEARS 0-1 2-4 5-9 10-14 15-24 25-44 45-64 65+
0-1 17 8 6 4 7 16 21 14
2-4 5 9 7 10 28 26 10
5-9 3 4 7 2 20 AD 43 21
10-14 4 4 4 3 13 25 22 4
15-19 1 6 3 4 12 27 23 l
20-24 1 6 I 2 6 17 9
25-29 4 3 1 4 22 11 I
30-34 5 3 1 6 11 3
35-39 I I 1 2 2 3
40-44 2 1 4 11 1
45-49 3 3 2
50+ 2 4 1 [ 3 3
TOTAL 34 53 39 21 20 205 159 51
Percent Surviving less than 2 years
50.0 15.1 15.4 19.0 7.8 7.9 13.2 27.5
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TABLE 7.13
Years of Survival after Baptism for Chumash from Mission Santa Barbara

AGE OF CONVERTS
YEARS 0-1 2-4 5-9 10-14 15-24 25-44  45-64 65+
0-1 36 27 24 14 53 69 113 53
2-4 14 29 20 17 75 98 122 60
5-9 8 i5 26 33 106 118 113 54
10-14 3 18 39 45 121 90 80 13
15-19 8 22 35 19 86 80 47 4
20-24 10 23 28 27 35 65 40 1
25-29 9 13 13 24 54 44 10
30-34 9 15 18 10 36 19 2
35-39 3 | 13 14 22 20 4
40-44 2 8 9 7 18 11 1
45-49 1 6 9 4 12 7
50+ 2 7 14 4 7 5
TOTAL 105 184 248 218 645 626 532 185
Percent Surviving less than 2 years
343 14.7 9.7 6.4 8.2 11.0 21.2 28.6

{
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TABLE 7.14
Years of Survival after Baptism for Chumash from Mission San Buenaventura

121

AGE OF CONVERTS
YEARS 0-1 2-4 5-9 10-14 15-24 25-44 45-64 65+
0-1 83 15 31 16 22 38 75 57
2-4 31 25 16 i5 33 58 77 43
5-9 13 13 I5 28 62 91 119 57
10-14 10 20 I8 24 69 102 71 23
15-19 20 17 27 25 48 65 57 19
20-24 20 14 16 22 53 58 31 2
25-29 22 13 16 11 27 29 17
30-34 6 10 10 13 18 21 3
35-39 4 6 13 i4 21 14 5
40-44 3 6 4 9 15 ] 1
45-49 7 4 4 6 9 11 1
50+ 9 6 10 10 12 4 1
TOTAL 233 149 180 193 389 499 457 202
Percent Surviving less than 2 years
37.8 10.1 17.2 8.3 5.7 7.6 16.4 28.2
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TABLE 7.15
Years of Survival after Baptism for Chumash from Mission San Fernando

AGE OF CONVERTS
YEARS 0-1 2-4 5-9 10-14 15-24 25-44 45-64 65+
0-1 39 24 I 0 14 29 44 46
2-4 23 21 12 11 28 35 40 27
59 2 10 9 6 29 49 62 13
10-14 2 4 11 5 22 36 25 6
15-19 7 7 6 4 22 27 21 8
20-24 6 7 8 3 10 26 23 7
25-29 4 4 12 2 8 29 18
30-34 6 6 8 1 8 20 6
35-39 1 6 9 4 i1 24 2
40-44 3 2 3 1 6 9 1
45-49 2 0 3 I 2 4
50+ 2 2 1 0 1 0
TOTAL 97 93 93, 38 161 288 242 107
Percent Surviving less than 2 years
40.2 25.8 11.8 0 8.7 10.1 18.2 43.0

For converts from the Channel Islands and the Santa Monica Mountains, these same patterns held
true (Tables 7.16-7.17). Half of all infants from the Channel Islands died within their first two years at the
missions, and two-thirds were deceased before five years had passed. The numbers thus far compiled for
the Santa Monica Mountains, while not quite as high as for the Channel Islands, still reveal a high
mortality for infants. '

The final set of tables (Tables 7.18-7.22} detail the survivability of children born at five missions

according to five-year cohorts. The same pattern is consistent among atl missions: nearly two-thirds of all.

mission-born children died within the first five years of life. The total baptisms of all mission children are
listed at the bottom of the tables. These numbers differ from those for whom burial entries were found
for several reasons: because there were problems of identification, because some deaths went unrecorded

_q
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by the missionaries, and because some individuals died and were buried elsewhere. For all those born at
the missions who could be cross-referenced to burial entries, from 84 to 87 percent died before reaching
their twentieth birthday. If we express the total number of deaths of those who died before age 20 as a
percentage of the total number of baptisms of children born at the missions before 1835, then mortality
comes to about 75 percent. Because of unrecorded deaths, the true figure probably is around 80 percent.

DISCUSSION

After the coming of Europeans, the Chumash peoples were exposed to infectious diseases against
which native populations held no natural immunity. The impact of infectious disease was great both
within and outside of mission communities, but it was undoubtedly exacerbated in the missions because
of the aggregation of large numbers of people where disease transmission could occur more readily.
Analysis of demographic profiles at intervals throughout the Mission Period reveal that the Chumash
population was aging and that survivorship among men was much greater than among women, especially
for women in their early reproductive years (Walker and Johnson 1992, 1994). This led to a reversal of
the pre-Mission pattern where survivability among women seems to have been higher, according to age
and sex distributions of those baptized at the missions (Tables 7.2-7.3 and IX.1-IX.12). Children were
particularly vulnerable to the new diseases, and apparently the women who took care of them were more
exposed and had a higher mortality rate. With fewer women in the population, the overall reproductive
rate declined. The germ theory of disease spread was not yet known, and the common practice of
washing of clothing (and babies?) in the lavanderias in front of the missions may have been the most
common means for microbes to infect others.

No populations can sustain themselves for long under the high rates of mortality experienced by the
Chumash and other Mission Indian people. The result was such a drastic decline in numbers of Chumash
people by the time of secularization in the 1830s that they had become what was effectively a remnant
population at most missions.

Despite the catastrophic demographic tragedy that Chumash peoples experienced, some people did
survive, maintaining distinct communities that persisted beyond the Mission Period into the twentieth
century (see Chap. 8). One community became a federally-recognized tribe, but others did not. All kept
many cultural traditions alive, continuing to speak Chumash languages as well as Spanish, while adapting
to Euro-American society. Their descendants are with us today.
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TABLE 7.16
Years of Survival after Baptism for Island Chumash

AGE OF CONVERTS
YEARS 0-1 2-4 5-9 10-14 15-24 25-44 45-64 65+
0-1 24 23 23 8 13 19 29 13
2-4 7 27 14 10 33 54 50 27
5-9 6 6 8 9 37 80 66 29
10-14 2 13 7 13 34 48 24 2
15-19 3 10 10 14 29 38 17 3
20-24 3 10 6 11 13 36 12
25-29 3 10 7 8 7 21 3 1
30-34 1 4 4 9 12 10
35-39 i 4 1 9 3 i
40-44 ] 2 7 4
45-49 1 1 i 1 3 3
50+ 4 1 2 1
TOTAL 51 111 84 &s 199 316 202 81
Percent Surviving less than 2 years
47.1 20.7 27.4 9.4 6.5 6 144 16
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Years of Survival after Baptism for Chumash from the Santa Monica Mountains

L~

e N -

AGE OF CONVERTS
YEARS 15-24  25-44  45-64 65+
31 135 23 27 0-1
2-4 8 20 26 15
5-9 3 10 31 24 36 13
10-14 3 4 28 33 21 6
15-19 7 7 12 23 19 14
20-24 8 3 18 22 13 1
25-29 4 3 9 9 10
30-34 4 5 2 9 6 2
" 35-39 3 3 4 6 6
40-44 2 3 6 6
45-49 3 2 7 1
50+ 2 5 2
TOTAL 139 173 162 76
Percent Surviving less than 2 years
5.0 8.7 17.3 35.5



TABLE 7.18
Years of Survival of Indian Children Born at Mission La Purisima according to Cohorts

9z1

AGE 1785- 1790~ 1795-  1800-  1805-  1810-  1815-  1820-  1825-  1830-

GROUP 1789 1794 1799 1804 1809 1814 1819 1824 1829 1834  TOTAL

0tod 7 62 90 128 113 75 110 75 43 32 735 ®

5t0 9 3 7 10 13 14 13 6 3 1 4 74 g
vl

10 to 14 1 7 7 7 1 4 ! 3 ] 32 >
',:g

15 to 19 1 7 11 10 8 11 12 4 2 1 67 =

20 to 24 ] 5 12 5 5 9 5 8 1 51 E;;

25 to 29 1 3 6 5 9 4 2 1 1 37 §_

30 to 34 6 4 5 5 3 2 2 27 g

35 to 391 1 4 3 2 | 1 1 1 i5 8

40 to 44 6 4 4 1 15 g
o

45 to 49 2 1 3 ;‘i
(@]

] 4

50 to 54 3 =

55 to 59 0 g‘

60 to 64 i 1 2 2
=

65+ 1 1 2 g

Total 15 110 148 181 157 121 144 97 49 42 1064 3

Total Baptisms 15 111 151 186 161 130 156 111 60 54 1135

Percent of

those baptized

who died at 0-4

vears of age 46.7 55.9 59.6 68.8 76.2 57.7 70.5 67.0 TL7 59.3 64.8
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TABLE7.19
Years of Survival of Indian Children Born at Mission Santa Barbara according to Cohorts

AGE 1785-  1790-  1795-  1800-  1805-  1810-  1815-  1820-  1825-  1830-

GROUP 1780 1794 1799 1804 1809 1814 1819 1824 1829 1834  TOTAL

010 4 25 94 127 178 155 98 112 129 91 41 1050

5109 2 2 4 7 1 8 23 18 6 10 81

10 to 14 4 3 4 8 6 9 i ! 5 41

15 to 19 1 2 5 6 11 11 2 9 1 2 50

20 to 24 2 6 9 12 10 12 14 9 7 5 86 A
25 1o 29 1 3 6 10 10 8 7 3 3 1 52 g
30 to 34 1 2 6 1 1 24 &
35 to 39 3 4 6 4 3 3 23 g
40 to 44 3 1 1 3 1 9 &
45 to 49 2 3 2 2 ] 10 S
50 to 54 2 2 ] 1 6 %
55 to 59 3 1 1 5 3
60 to 64 i 2 3

65+ 1 1 I 3

Total 35 121 159 232 215 157 172 174 11 67 1443

Total Baptisms 35 128 162 241 239 171 190 189 133 08 1586

Percent of

those baptized
who died at (-4
years of 71.4 73.4 78.4 73.9 64.9 57.3 59.0 68.3 68.4 41.8 66.2
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TABLE 7,20

Years of Survival of Indian Children Born at Mission Santa Inés according to Cohorts

AGE 1785- 1790- 1795- 1860- 1805- 1810- 1815- 1820- 1825- 1830-
GROUP 1789 1794 1799 1804 1809 1814 1819 1824 1829 1834 TOTAL
Oto4 1 71 66 113 95 42 23 411
5t09 1 9 -6 8 5 3 7 39
10 to 14 10 2 | 2 2 1 18
15 to 19 2 3 i 3 7 2 20
20 to 24 5 8 3 2 3 3 26
25 to 29 6 5 3 4 1 19
30 to 34 1 3 1 1 6
35 to 39 4 7 1 2 4 18
40 to 44 2 1 1 4
45 to 49 3 3
50 to 54 1 1
55 to 59 2 1 1 4
60 to 64 0
65+ 1 2 2 1 6
Total 0 0 0 3 113 109 133 117 63 37 575
Total Baptisms 0 0 0 4 120 120 143 130 72 47 . 636
Percent of
those baptized
who died at §-4
© years of age N/A N/A N/A 25.0 59.2 55.0 79.0 73.1 58.3 48.9 64.6

871
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TABLE7.21
Years of Survival of Indian Children Born at Mission Santa Inés according to Cohorts

AGE 1785- 1790~  1795-  1800-  1805-  1810-  1815-  1820-  1825-  1830-

GROUP 1789 1794 1799 1804 1809 1814 1819 1824 1829 1834  TOTAL

0to4 21 65 87 119 167 90 110 96 65 45 865

5t09 6 5 9 6 5 8 7 7 2 2 57

10 to 14 4 3 1 5 3 7 6 1 1 31

15 to 19 4 2 5 4 5 8 4 6 1 5 44 o

20 to 24 4 5 2 4 4 8 3 3 4 4 41 =

25 to 29 3 1 i 4 5 6 1 4 3 3 31 §

30 to 34 2 1 3 1 1 5 I 1 15 5

35 to 39 2 3 3 1 9 3 3 2 26 ET

40 to 44 ' 1 1 2 1 2 5 1 i 14 =3
| 45 to 49 ! 1 2 1 2 2 2 1 12 i

50 to 54 I i 1 2 1 2 8 g

55 to 59 4 1 I 2 1 9

60 to 64 2 2

65+ f 2 2 1 i 7

Total 49 87 118 149 198 145 149 125 78 64 1162

Total Baptisms 52 g1 130 155 213 173 181 168 102 85 1354

Percent of

| ‘those baptized
1 whodiedat 0-4
| years of age 40.4 71.4 67.0 76.8 78.4 52.0 60.8 57.1 63.7 53.0 63.9
|
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TABLE 7.22
Years of Survival of Indian Children Born at Mission San Fernando according to Cohorts

o€y

AGE 1785-  1790-  1795-  1800-  1805-  1810-  1815-  1820-  1825-  1830-

GROUP 1789 1794 1799 1804 1809 1814 1819 1824 1829 1834  TOTAL

0to4 9 106 155 108 85 116 73 45 697 a

5109 2 5 $ 12 12 3 5 47 5
E

10 to 14 1 1 6 7 2 3 3 23 ‘f}-

15 to 19 3 5 10 3 6 4 2 33 =

20 to 24 1 7 5 4 5 3 25 g«

25 to 29 | 5 6 4 t 2 19 g

30 to 34 2 3 4 2 11 =

35 to 39 2 5 1 1 1 10 §

40 to 44 1 1 S

45 to 49 2 i 3 §3

50 to 54 3 1 4 Y

55 to 59 0 :9

60 to 64 1 1 2
o

65+ 1 1 2 =
(4]
[»]
=

Total 0 5 10 117 188 148 119 144 89 57 877 g

Total Baptisms 0 5 10 124 226 181 165 184 118 96 1109

Percent of

those baptized

who died at 0-4

- years of age 0 0 90.0 85.5 68.6 60.0 515 63.0 61.9 46.9 62.8
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CHAPTERS

CHUMASH SOCIAL HISTORY AFTER MISSION SECULARIZATION

John R. Johnson and Sally McLendon

Secularization and Chumash Post-Secularization Communities

The declining population of the missions and the growing non-Indian (gente de razén) population of
the presidios and towns put increasing pressure on the Mexican government to redistribute lands to
Spanish California residents and their families. The arguments for mission secularization were couched in
terms of greater liberty for the Indians, but the effective result of the land grant program was to take away
property that was to have been held in trust for the Mission Indians under the old system.

Although a few individuals among the Chumash Indian peoples were granted freedom from mission-
ary authority during the administration of Governor José Maria Echeandia from 1825 to 1830, full
secularization of the missions did not occur until the administration of José Figueroa, who served as
Govemor of California between 1832 and 1835. The temporal affairs of the missions were removed from
missionary control and placed in the hands of commissioners appointed by the governor. Indian neo-
phytes were not automatically freed but could become licenciados based on the recommendations of the
commissioners and missionaries according to their ability to support themselves. Indian pueblos or barrios
were to be established, with lots provided to each family for houses and gardens. An alcalde, two
regidores, and a colector were to be selected annually for economic government within these Indian
communities, Freed Indians were still obligated to assist in sowing and harvesting mission crops and to
provide personal service for the missionaries. Each family was to receive fields for sowing crops. Pasture
land for community livestock was also to be provided (Bancroft 1886, Vol. 3:342-344; Engelhardt 1913:473-
476).

Little documentation exists regarding the actual implementation of Figueroa’s emancipation regula-
tions among the Chumash peoples. Missions Santa Barbara, La Purisima, and San Fernando were secu-
larized in 1834. La Cieneguita (called in Barbarefio Chumash Kaswa ') became the Indian batrio for the
Barbarefio neophytes, while the largest portion of Purisimefios gathered at Los Alamos. Smaller groups
of Barbarefios and Purisimefios remained in rancherias adjacent to the missions.

A sizable portion of the remaining Indians of San Fernando continued to reside at the mission and at
several nearby ranchos given to them. Some Chumash people emigrated to the region near Tejon Pass
and inhabited former town sites at Mat ‘apxwelxwel and Kashtig. Otbers, especially those of Tataviam
and Kitanemuk ancestry, moved to communities in the vicinity of the former Mission rancho of San



so[doad ysewny,) Jo Ju20sa( (29Ul PUE UOLRIYTY [BIN)|N))

Plate V. Los Angeles, about 1850. As this engraving suggests, Los Angeles was little more than a small village in the 1850s when California was
annexed to the United States. Native people outnumbered non-Native people. A few held small land grants, usually in trust for whole
communities, and continued to live their lives relatively independently of non-Native people.

Courtesy of Library of Congress Photo Division, Neg. LC-US§262-30073.
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Francisco Xavier that had been granted to the Del Valle family. The greatest number of these Indian
families settled along Piru Creek in a series of farming communities, while some worked as vaqueros and
ranch hands for the Del Valles at Camulos. Others, mostiy those with Chumash ancestry, gravitated down
the Santa Clara River valley to Maxaxal at the mouth of Sespe Creek, Sa ‘agtik oy (Saticoy), and Mission
San Buenaventura. A few migrated to the Pueblo of Los Angeles where they worked as laborers for
Hispanic families (Plate V).

Missions San Buenaventura and Santa Inés were not secularized until June 1836. At the former, the
Indian community was organized around the mission rancheria and a series of small farmsteads located
along the lower Ventura River. The Indians at Santa Inés mostly continued to reside at the mission.
Documentary records indicate that most Inesefios did not formally receive land allotments until 1843-44,
See Figure 8.1 for locations of post-secularization native communities of Chumash peoples in the mid-
nineteenth century.

Land Grants to Indian People

Theoretically, emancipated Indian people could apply for large grants of land once they met the
Mexican qualifications for citizenship, but few apparently did so. Several such grants were distributed to
San Fernando Mission Indians, some of whom were of Chumash ancestry. One of the grantees of
Rancho El Escorpion was Odén Chijuya, who apparently was from Humaliwo (see El Escorpion Lineage
1 in Chapter 11). José Miguel Triunfo, who may have been Chumash from Hipuk, received land at
Cahuenga (see Chapter 11). Rogerio Rocha, whose father was a Chumash man from Kimishax, had a
small grant near Mission San Fernando. Rogue, a Barbarefio Chumash man married to an Indian woman
of Simi Valley Chumash ancestry, was one of the grantees of Rancho Encino in 1843 (Cowan 1977,
Harrington 1986: R1. 106, Fr. 132; Johnson 1997a, 1997b; Spanish Archives n.d.). According to oral
history information, Odon was “chief of all the Indians of the southwest end of the valiey {and] Rogerio
... was chief at San Fernando” (Harrington 1986: R1. 106, Fr. 120).

Among the missions in central Chumash territory, two sizable ranchos were granted to Indians
(Johnson 1993a). The first of these was Rancho Saca on upper Zaca Creek near Mission Santa Inés. The
grantee was Antonino Silimunajait, who was baptized as a child at Santa Barbara but later was among the
first group of Indians transferred to Mission Santa Inés to serve as its seed population in 1804. His grant
was received from Governor Alvarado in 1838, The second grant was Rancho Alamo Pintado, given by
Governor Micheltorena in 1843 to Marcelino Cuinait, the recognized chief of the Santa Inés Indians in
the mid-nineteenth century {Hudson et al. 1977:122-123; Hudson 1979:148).

Just south of Marcelino Cuinait’s rancho at ’Alaliwayan, Micheltorena granted sixteen small tracts to
heads of Indian households in the Santa Inés Mission community of "Alaxulapu in 1844. These aliot-
ments varied in size from 100 to 300 vgras square and were to be used for cultivation to support the
families of the grantees. Other small grants were given to Inesefio Chumash people at Sanja de Cota and
San Ysidro (Johnson 1993a:156). Similar grants had been made to families at Mission San Fernando in
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the previous year. As a condition of the grants, the Indians were not allowed to sell, lease, or otherwise
alienate their lands from the mission community but could pass along their rights to their heirs.

The evidence for land allotments among the Tndians of Mission San Buenaventura is less extensive
than for Santa Inés and San Fernando. Only three grants are specifically known to have been issued by
Governor Pio Pico, in 1845 and 1846, although county records of deed transfers in the 1850s indicate
that other Venturefio Indians held ownership rights to tracts of up to 35 acres in extent (Johnson 1993a).

The 1844 smallpox epidemic extinguished the Purisimefio community at Los Alamos and also devas-
tated the Indians remaining at the mission rancheria. Most Purisimefios abandoned the mission, but at
least one family chose to remain and were the recipients of a tract of 800 varas square, inciuding the
mission orchard. This grant was issued by Governor Pio Pico to Pastor and his son-in-law Elceario in
November 1845 (Johnson 1993a). Several grants were given to Indians at San Luis Obispo, but these are
poorly documented for the most part. The Obispefio Chumash community there, like those of Los
Alamos and La Purisima, was devastated by smallpox. Most of what is known about Obispefio Chumash
community history comes from Harrington’s interviews with the last native speaker, Rosario Cooper
(Plate VT) (Klar 1991).

No evidence survives of land distribution among the Indians of Mission Santa Barbara, yet docu-
ments in the mission archives and early county deed records indicate that parcels at La Cieneguita and in
the Cafiada de Maria Ygnacia were owned by former neophytes (Johnson 1993a; Schaaf 1981). In a
letter to Governor Pico in January 1846, Fr. Narciso Durén urged that formal possession of the lands be
implemented for the Barbarefio Indians to protect their ownership of tracts assigned to them. Pico
approved Duran’s proposal that legal possession take place and titles be issued, but documentary evi-
dence that this was ever accomplished appears to be lacking (Engethardt 1915:464-467; Geiger 1965:138).

In October, 1845, Governor Pio Pico issued his Reglamento for final dismantling of the mission
commuanities. Prior to this time, Indian people had to apply for legal emancipation from their condition as
ncophyies. Pico’s Reglamento provided unconditional release for all the Mission Indians, leaving them
free to remain in communities associated with the missions or to establish themselves wherever they
chose. They were to be treated like other citizens and paid for their labor (Engelhardt 1915:448).

Actually, not a great many Chumash people seem to have chosen a lifestyle based on farming small
tracts of land set aside for their use. Most men worked as vaqueros, laborers, and domestic servants for
the non-Indian population, and a few plied trades learned at the missions. By 1852, when the California
State Census was taken, only 12 farmers were noted among the 168 Indian men for whom occupations
were listed. By way of comparison, 62 men (37 percent) were listed as vaqueros, 52 (31 percent) as
servants, and 23 (14 percent) as laborers, Other professions mentioned were carpenters (3), masons (3),
shoemakers (3), saddlers (2), cooks (2), bakers (2), a blacksmith, shepherd, fisherman, and violinist
(Johnson 1993a).
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Plate VI.

Cultural Affiliation and Lineal Descent of Chumash Peoples

Rosario Cooper, 1916, the last native speaker of Obispefio Chumash.,
Harrington Papers, National Anthropological Avchives, Smithsonian Institution 91-31284
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Continuity of Cultural Traditions

A most interesting development was the formation by some former neophytes of settlements reminis-
cent of pre-European town life. The information regarding the structure of these more traditional commu-
nities comes to us from ethnographic notes recorded by John P. Harrington in the early twentieth century.
Traditional economic activities, such as fishing, canoe-building, and bead money-making, are described
in Harrington’s papers. Near these villages were shrines, where offerings were made and pre-European
rituals and ceremonies were performed. Traditional leadership roles re-emerged to a certain extent. Tule
houses (facales), sweatlodges (femescales), acorn granaries, and other traditional structures were fea-
tures of these settlements (and, to a considerable extent, of other Chumash residential sites as well),
testifying to the maintenance of traditional cultural knowledge throughout the mission period. This cul-
tural knowledge continued into the twentieth century. For example, Chumash men, supervised by José
Peregrino Romero, built a fraditional tall tule house in 1923 at the Ventura County Fair (Plates VII-X),

The people who had originally come from the Channel Islands provide one of the best examples of
the continuity of cultural traditions. It is clear that in post-Mission times, many islanders continued to
maintain discrete residential subgroups within the larger Indian communities associated with each former
mission. This situation assisted in preserving aspects of traditional social and economic behavior that
mirrored pre-Mission conditions to some extent.

Information as to exactly how the islanders were organized into residential communities during the
Mission Period has not been preserved in historic documents. There is some evidence contained in an
1824 manuscript, however, that some Cruzefios affiliated with Mission Santa Barbara were stationed at
Mescaltitan (a general name for the Goleta estuary) when the Chumash Revolt broke out. They fled from
there to the islands, where they resided for some months before returning to the mission (Geiger 1970;
Hudson 1976; Johnson 1982a:75-76). This Goleta community may be the same settlement, well docu-
mented for post-Mission times, that Maria Solares called Owa’ (named for a waterfowl species). This
community, located just west of the inlet of the Goleta lagoon, was led by José Crespin (“Suddon™)
Kamuliyatset, who had been the chief of Santa Cruz Island’s “capital” town of Liyam before its residents
moved to the missions (Hudson, Timbrook, and Rempe 1978:178; Johnson 1982a:117).

Another settlement composed mostly of islanders was formed in post-Mission times near San
Buenaventura. This was Kamexmey, established just west of the mouth of the Ventura River by Evaristo
from Swaxil, who served as its “captain” (California English for *chief’, from Spanish capitdn) (Harrington
1913). Harrington sketched a map of this rancheria as it existed in the 1840s, based on information
provided by Fernando Librado (see Figure 8.2). Librado described the founding of this community to
Harrington:

For some reason, why Fernando does not know, Ebaristo went over and founded
Kamexmey. Before then no one lived at Kamexmey. Ebaristo ordered a nice jacal over at
Kamexmey for two old ladies, Encarnacién and Maximiliana (Maximiliana was an abalorio
[shell bead money] maker for Ebaristo, made much abalorio for him). Later Lorenzo
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Plate VIIL

Cultural Affiliation and Lineal Descent of Chumash Peoples

. o o

Tule house construction, Ventura County Fair, October 1923. José Peregrino Romero is
the man in the center of the photo.
Harvington Papers, National Anthrvopological Archives, Smithsonian Institution,




Plate IX. Tule house construction, Ventura County Fair, October 1923.
Harrington Papers, National Anthropological Archives, Smithsonian Institution.
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Plate X. Tule house construction, Ventura County Fair, October 1923.
Harrington Papers, National Anthropolagical Archives, Smithsonian Institution.
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went over to Kamexmey and built a nice jacal [not shown on Harrington’s sketch]. When
Ebaristo made his own jacal over there, he was aided by José Carlos, Isidro, Isidoro, and
Lorenzo. All of these later went to live over there. It was after J.[osé] C.[arlos], I.[sidro],
L.{sidoro], and L.[orenzo] had moved over to Kamexmey and built jacaies there, that
they all built the jacal for the two old ladies [Harrington 1913].

Other individuals who joined the Kamexmey rancher{a were Toméas Chnawaway, his wife, Tomasa,
and her brother, Felipe "Alilulay (Hudson 1979; Hudson, Timbrook, and Rempe 1978). An old Cruzefio
man named Teodoro Piyokol, described in some notes as a beadmaker, was participating in canoemaking
activities at Kamexmey, and he may have also resided there (Hudson, Timbrook, and Rempe 1978:16,
179). The Kamexmey community seems to have persisted until the 1860s, when the last of its residents
died. The Kamexmey rancheria is mentioned in historical sources and is shown on an 1855 map of
Ventura (Gidney, Brooks, and Sheridan 1917:364; Johnson 1993a).

The islander communities at Missions Santa Inés and La Purisima were smaller than those of Santa
Barbara and San Buenaventura in post-Mission times. In 1855, the Indians at Santa Inés were forced to
move from their adobe homes adjacent to the mission and were resettled at Zanja de Cota, later to
become the Santa Ynez Indian Reservation (Engelhardt 1932b; Johnson 1993a). Maria Solares told
Harrington:

There were three families of Islanders at the Zanja de Cota. One family consisted of
Tuliana, who was married to Walayu. This couple were already married when brought
from the island. The second family consisted of Venancia, an Islander, and her husband,
Miguel, who was an Inesefio. And the third family consisted of Germana, who lived
alone. The three houses inhabited by these families were round jacales [Harrington
n.d.b: Inesefio slip file].

The 1856 padron of Missions Santa Inés and La Purisima lists two of these families together (Venancia
was already deceased) along with another isiander, Getulio, and we may infer from this that the jacales of
the Cruzefios were located near one another.

At Purisima, the few remaining islanders clustered at Purisima Vieja, just west of the first mission at
Lompoc. Fernando Librado knew the residents of this community when he moved to the area in the mid
1850s.

At Lompoc at the side of the canyon of San Miguelito, Cecilio had a big jacal with
three catres [cots] in it. Three families lived in it, one of the families being Mexican. [It]
had [a] fire in the middle. [Other] Mexicans criticized this Mexican for living there, but
Mexican said food was all [the] same, no matter where you eat it.

Those who lived with Cecilio were [José] Francisco Kufiwit, Paz Najar (of Jalisco,
Mexico), Paz Najar’s mother .... This was all. All three were married. The Mexican had
three children. Kuliwit had three children and wife and mother-in-law. Cecilio had one
child, wife, comadre [godmother], and mother-in-law [Harrington 1913].
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Cecilio and José Francisco Kuliwit were from San Miguel and Santa Rosa Islands respectively.
Cecilio’s wife was not of island ancestry, but José Francisco’s wife had parents from the Channel Islands
(see Silimihi Lineage 1 in Chapter 10). His mother-in-law (also mentioned in Harrington’s notes) was
Ursula from Sifimi on Santa Rosa Island. Besides these families, the 1856 padrén of Missions Santa Inés
and La Purisima lists Ursula’s other daughter and son-in-law as residing at Purisima Vieja. Another
island-related family who lived in a jacal near Cecilio’s were Miguel Francisco and Maria Encarnacion.
Maria Encarnacién’s father was Cristéval Mascil, the former chief of Tugar on San Miguel Island (see
Tugan Lineage 1 in Chapter 10).

There are considerable parallels between the two coastal Cruzefio communities, Kamexmey and
Qwa’, that existed in post-Mission times near San Buenaventura and Santa Barbara. Both had an eco-
nomic base dependent on fishing, shellfish collecting, and small home gardens (of course, this last featare
was a post-contact adoption). Men at both were involved in canoemaking to support fishing activities. At
both, tule jacales served as family dwellings with a femescal (sweatlodge) located nearby. Other kinds of
traditional features were present: an acorn granary is described at the chief’s house at Owa ' (Hudson and
Blackburn 1983:57), and shows “half circle houses™ (called ‘agifikoyish) the sketch map of Kamexmey
that served as work sites where beadmaking and fishnet making took place (see Figure 8.2).

Ceremonial activities went on at both communities. Feathered shrine poies were erected near both
settlements where offerings were made: at Mescalitan Island near Qwa ’ (Jobnson 1989b:7-9) and on the
mesa and hill above Kamexmey (Hudson et al. 1977:61-63). Fernando Librado reported that the heads of
all the families at Kamexmey would participate in erecting the shrine poles during the annual Winter
Solstice Ceremony along with heads of families who lived at the rancheria next to San Buenaventura
Mission (Hudson and Blackburn 1983:96).

Fernandoe Librado was present at solemn gatherings held at the homes of the chiefs of both these
settlements, during which preservation of Indian traditions was discussed (Harrington 1913; Hudson et
al. 1977:67-68). The Kamexmey gatherings were held at Evaristo’s home, which was the largest in the
village:

Encarnacidn was [from the] islands, and she had been taught in her young days that
sometime before winter (murnaskum tswayi) there should be a meeting anually, and she
said that at this time of the year there was an assembly of men in [the] islands, men of
Santa Cruz, Santa Rosa, and San Miguel, for a conference [to] discuss matters.
Encamacion called together people at Kamexmey at the jacal of Ebaristo annually.
Encamnacidn talked in Chumash (Santa Cruz dialect) [i.e. in the variety of the Island
Chumash language spoken on Santa Cruz Island, whose inhabitants the mainlanders
called “chumash”] and Saturio, a big statured Indian, ... a Cruzefio who lived at Ventura,
interpreted what Encamacion said into Venturefio,



|
w
|
l

Chumash Social History after Mission Secularization 145

Encamacién told peopie that it was dangerous after that season of year to venture
out in cayucos [canoes] — [they] must stay home. She gave many counsels (such ag
Narciso gave Fernando), [she] told about the cosecha silvestre [wild harvest]. Encarnacion
told Saturio to tell the people that she did not give that speech so that they would give her
something, but because she wanted the fathers to teach their sons to respect the world,
for there is no god more than that ... and that there was once a big flood in [the] islands
[tidal wave?].

She said that once on [the] island at a meeting an Indian from muwu [Mugu] came to
[the] island and told them that a man arrived at muwu and no one knew, he said, whence
he came. (Fernando does not know whether this referred to a white man or Indian — he
thinks, an Indian.) And [he told them] to beware for a new race would come, although
those present might not live to witness the change. And she said that they called herinto
that meeting on the island that she might listen to what that man was going to say.

At this meeting in Ebaristo’s house, all sat down on petates [mats], even Encarnacion
and Saturio were seated when they talked. The meeting was before dinnertime —
Fernando does not know what hour. Fernando was present at two of these meetings ...

In Encarnacién’s speech at Ebaristo’s house, she spoke of the constellation of stars
which comes at the beginning of winter. Just what she meant is not ciear [Harrington
1913].

A similar meeting was held at Owa " about 1852 in the home of the chief:

Several Indians once gathered at the home of José “Suddn” [Kamulivatset] in Santa
Barbara. Present were Juan [Cancio?], Baltasar [Sulupivauset], José, Leandro, Policarpio,
and Fernando [Librado], all Indian men, along with Martina [Legte], Petronila, and
Tomasa (mother of Leandro), all Indian women. Old Sudén spoke to all of them saying:

What have you profited by the belief of the Christians? ... The word is given out but
it is difficult to put into practice. Take for example these houses which we have built,
such as the big house [Mission Santa Barbara]. We are in the big house for only a short
time, and then we go back to our jacales ....

I am older than you and I have experienced all that has been handed out by the
friars. They say that God is coming. I say to you that pethaps some of you will see this
God if you don’t die first. Qur beliefis that we must all die and resurrect again, and that
these will be the modern ones [Hudson et al. 1977:67].

Other ceremonial roles frequently mentioned for the Cruzefios are performances as singers and
dancers at fiestas. It is especially in this aspect of traditional life that we see the participation of the
youngest generation of islanders and mission-born children of Cruzefio parents. The Cruzefio dances
most ofien mentioned were the Seaweed Dance, Fox Dance, Swordfish Dance, and Barracuda Dance
(Hudson et al, 1977:69-79).

{



146 Cultural Affiliation and Lineal Descent of Chumash Peoples

Adjustment and Survival

Although secularization of the missions and emancipation of the Indians acted to reinvigorate aspects
of pre-Mission life, other forces were acting to disrupt and dissipate the community. Not the least of these
was the ready accessibility of alcoholic beverages with concomitant demoralizing effects. Some Indian
women turned to prostitution to support themselves (Bancroft 1886, Vol. 5:631; Geiger 1965:116-118,
170; Hudson 1979:118). Both problems contributed to a breakdown in social order and higher death rates
among Indian people. The records of both the Justice Court and District Court for Santa Barbara County
in the 1850s are full of incidents involving assaults, injuries, and deaths among members of the Indian
communities resulting from fights during drunken bouts. Occasionally someone would be prosecuted for
selling liquor to Indian people, but this did not do much to prevent the problem from recurring (Huse
1977:158).

Prior to the administration of Governor Pio Pico, the decrease in the size of the population of former
Mission Indians and the sale of mission herds by the government-appointed administrators had reduced
the need for large tracts of mission-owned lands. Accordingly, the former mission ranchos were parceled
out among the gente de razon in a series of grants. In the Santa Barbara district, a majority of former
mission land holdings were obtained by members of the De la Guerra and Carrillo families and their
relatives, who were among the foremost political families in Mexican California and who also served as
mission administrators, justices of the peace, and members of the Santa Barbara town council.

Under the provisions of his 1845 Reglamento, Governor Pico first rented the missions and their
rematning lands and then finally sold them to meet his government’s expenses. Mission La Purisima was
one of the first on the auction block because it had been abandoned by its Tndian community during the
devastating 1844 smallpox epidemic. The other missions in the Santa Barbara district were ali leased at
about the time of Purisima’s sale in December 1845 (Bancroft 1886, Vol. 4:643-648), In June of 1846,
with the raising of the United States flag over California less than 2 month away, Missions San Buenaventura,
Santa Barbara, and Santa Inés were all sold by Pico. In the county archives, a copy of a document from
May 20, 1846, shows that Pico legally recorded the permission of the San Buenaventura Indian alcaldes
before their mission was sold (Bancroft 1885, Vol. 5:634). A stipulation to the sales were that Indian
rights to their allotments were not to be infringed (Geiger 1965:139).

The terms of most of the Mexican land grants to Indian people prohibited sale to non-Indians.
However, when the United States took over California, there was enough doubt about the validity of this
condition that some of the gente de razén began to purchase ranchos and lots from their Indian owners.
Antonino Silimunajait’s Rancho Saca, Marcelino Cuinait 5 Rancho Alamo Pintado, and the small garden
tracts of the Huertas (or Alalihuay) grant near Mission Santa Inés were all purchased in August, 1847 by
Maria Antonia de la Guerra de Lataillade. José Antonio Carrillo, grantee of the Rancho Misién Vieja o
Lompoc, purchased the Huerta de la Pur{sima grant from Elceario and Pastor in 1848 and 1850. Anastacio
Carrillo, to whom Pico had granted a suerte of land at Cieneguita after its Indian owner had died,
arranged to have formal judicial possession given to him in 1849,
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At San Buenaventura, three “Indian Ranchos” along the lower Ventura River are clearly indicated on
an 1855 map. (One of these, located near the river mouth, was in fact Kamexmey, which had been
founded by the group of Island Chumash families.) Fifteen years later, by the end of 1870, the San
Buenaventura Mission burial records indicate that most of the older generation of Indian people who had
resided at the principal separate native communities of the post-secularization era were deccased. By that
date some of the lands once owned by the Venturefio Chumash had also been sold {Johnson 1993a). In
virtually all of the areas where Chumash communities survived, some Indian families continued to reside
in rural farmsteads in houses made from traditional materials but shaped in the new rectangular form
introduced by Europeans (Plates X1-XIII).

The 1880 federal census documents the continued existence of an important strong native commu-
nity within the Ventura city limits near the former mission called simply “the Rancheria,” where Juan
Estevan Pico, Juliana de Jesus Salazar and Martina Legie, among others, were then living (see Chapter 5
and Appendix X). There Alphonse Pinart had collecied vocabularies in 1878, and in 1884, Henry W.
Henshaw of the Bureau of American Ethnology described finding “about twelve” adult speakers of
Venturefio Chumash in a community of many more Chumash people (Henshaw {1884] in Appendix X).
This “Rancheria” was the largest community of speakers of any Chumash language he encountered
during three months of fieldwork in the Chumash area (Plate X1V). This community and its residents
persisted well into the twentieth century. Harrington visited it in 1912 and 1913, and his notes provide
much detail about who was living there at this period (see Appendix X). City Directories from the 1890s
through the first decades of the twentieth century also list Indian families living in this community.
Testimony regarding Indian families in this neighborhood has been provided by Vincent Tumamait (1919-
1982}, Bertha Tumamait Blanco, Carmelita Lemos, and others who grew up in this community. Thus the
loss of Indian lands did not necessarily entail the extinction of distinct Indian communities.

At Mission Santa Bérbara, Indian people lived as long as they could in the Indian village of adobe
houses built next to the Mission (Plates XV and XVT), as well as at the community of La Cieneguita,
which was near the site of the eighteenth-century native town, S axpilil. La Cieneguita was the center of
one of Mission Santa Barbara’s grain and stock ranches. An asistencia chapel had been built here by the
missionaries in 1803, together with a village of adobe houses, and Indian people continuously maintained
a community at the spot until almost the end of the nineteenth century (Geiger 1965; Rogers 1929:19-20,
24-28). In January 1842, George Simpson, the General Superintendent of the Hudson Bay Company,
vigited this community, and described its residents:

We visited a village of free Indians, situated in the valley. The inhabitants were the
... remains of the two thousand natives that once swarmed here; and they now found
room in eight or ten hovels [houses] of bulrushes, similar in every respect to those which
we had seen at Sonoma. They appeared, however, to be, on the whole, more comfort-
able than General Vallejo’s serfs, possessing enclosures of land, with a few cattle and
horses; and yet they were engaged in the wretched expedient of making bread of acorns.
Among them, there was one woman so old that she must have been well advanced in life

[
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Plate X1, Gabled tule house occupied by a Chumash family along the road to Ojai, about 1880. Photo by J. C. Brewster.

Courtesy of Santa Barbara Historical Society
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Plate XII.  Rectangular tule house occupied by Rafael Solares, chief of the Inesefio Chumash community at Zanja Cota. Henry Chapman Ford
pencil drawing from a sketch by Miss Hail, 1880s.
Southwest Museum Collection (from Ford 1989).
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Plate XIII. Indian house in Mission Canyon, Santa Barbara, 1880s. Henry Chapman Ford etching.
Southwest Museum Collection (from Ford 1989)
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Watkins. Ventura in the 1880s was not much bigger than Los Angeles in the 1850s. The Ventura Indian community was a cohesive unit
within Ventura in the rear left.
Courtesy Regional History Center, University Library, University of Southern California, Neg. 6049 (921). ‘

Plate XIV. “Mission and Town of Ventura from foothill” circa 1875-1885. Photograph now credited to C. C. Pierce, but possibly by Carleton E. {
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Plate XV. Mission Santa Barbara, circa 1875-1885, by Carleton E. Watkins. The former Chumash Indian community is to the
left of the church.
Courtesy of Henry E. Huntington Library.



Plate XVI.  Close-up of Chumash Indian community to the left of Mission Santa Barbara, by Carleton E. Watkins. One house is
missing roof tiles and clearly abandoned, but two of the houses appear intact and may stiil have been occupied at this
date, although (by then) a good number of the former neophytes of Mission Santa Barbara were living at La
Cieneguita and the “Indian Orchard” on Maria Y gnacia Creek.

Courtesy of Henry E. Huntington Library.
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at the first settlement of the upper province, and must have seen the missions, rise, and
ripen, and decay before her [G. Simpson 1847, Vol. 1:398].

A will placed in the county records in 1849 indicates who some of the residents were, their interrela-
tionships, the fact that title to land at La Cieneguita was in Indian hands and that attempts were being
made to safeguard it, as well as the agricultural activities being productively pursued at the time:

In the name of the Most Holy Trinity, Father, Son and Holy Ghost. I, Francisco
Massilili, native of the mission of Santa Barbara, aged sixteen years and fourteen months
and three days, legitimate son of the Indians called Fulgencio and Petronila, of the same
Mission, being in sound mind and in my natural judgement, believing as I truly believe,
all the articles and mysteries of the Catholic Apostolic and Roman Faith, in which faith I
was baptized, and in which I hope to live and die. Being the proprietor of a garden
situated at San Francisco Xavier, alias La Cieneguita, inasmuch as I am the legitimate
heir of my grandfather on my mother’s side, Higinio, I ordain, and it is my will, thatin
the case of my death, José Feliciano Sugriyet should inherit and have possession of said
garden. I name him in the first place. In the second place [ name Gabriel, the son of the
late Prisca. These I designate as the only legitimate heirs of said garden... [Rogers
1929:24].

This will is then certified by the constitutional Alcalde of Santa Barbara and the Father of the
Neophytes as follows:

That the garden situated at San Francisco (alias La Cieneguita) established by the
neophyte Higinio, who has died since, is the property of Francisco Massilili as the legiti-
mate grandson, which he is, on the mother’s side, of said Higinio, who had no other
lawful heir, there being none than the aforesaid Francisco. The garden comprises three
hundred and sixty Spanish yards of timber, six fig trees, twelve pear trees, eight peach
trees, fifteen grape vines, one prickly pear cactus, and one water ditch [Rogers 1929:24-
25].

In 1851, the leaders of the Barbarefio Chumash deeded the recently built San Francisco Xavier
Chapel at La Cieneguita to the Bishop of California. In 1854, Thomas Henley, the California Superinten-
dent for Indian Affairs, visited Santa Barbara and inspected the Indian community there. On December
15 1854 Henley wrote to George W. Manypenny, the Commissioner of Indian Affairs:

On a recent visit to Santa Barbara [ was shown a small Rancherae [sic] of Indians in
that vacinity [sic] occupying lands which had been allotted to them by the Priests while
they controlled the lands by authority of the Mexican Government... [U.S. National
Archives, Record Group 75, Microfilm 234, R1. 34, Fr. 187).

Henley appointed Thomas Hope, a nearby rancher, to be Indian agent for what became known as the
“Cieneguita Reservation” (Schaaf 1981:24-30). Hope soon wrote to Henley describing conditions at the
Cieneguita community:
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In conformity to your instructions, I have marked out the land of the Cenigintas (sic)
Indians which the above is a rough plat thereof [not with microfilm of letter]. The land
has been claimed by them for more than twenty four years and upwards, and they have
been in peacable [sic] possession of the same, and desire that they may remain in the
peacable possession of their homes. They desire to go to Cultivating their lands for their
support.

The Indians are very much pleased that they can remain at their old homes, and go
to farming. 1 would suggest that you send to them some farming utensils. Say -- Six
Ploughs, Six Yoake of Oxen, three Carts, three dozen hoes, one dozen Rakes, Spades &
Shovels, two doz. chains for the Ploughs, one doz. Hayforks, and two dozen Sickles for
cutting grain.

I would further suggest that in order to induce them to stay at home (as that some of
them are very destitute of clothing & provisions) or they will necessarily be compelled to
hire out about the town and they will return to their old habits again. There has not been
a drunken Indian since the next day after you left this place. I have collected fifty five of
the men that belong to the tribe, and sixty two females, and they are all greatly pleased at
their return to their old homes. I stated to them that it is the intention of the government
to take care of them & protect their property and persons from the ravages of vicious
whites who have never permitted them to keep a horse or cow of their own.

And if they had a few cows to start with they would soon raise enough for their own
consumption.

I have procurred [sic] a certificate from the Padre which will give you all the infor-
mation in regard to the right to occupy the land they claim, which certificate I send to
you with this letter [not with microfilm of letter] [U.S. National Archives, Record Group
75, Microfilm R1. 234, Fr.185-186].

Hope eventually bought up most of the land surrounding the Indian community, including the Cieneguita
property granted to Anastacio Carrillo in 1845. As the Indian population residing permanently at Cieneguita
decreased, Hope also purchased the remaining holdings of the last of the Indian residents in 1875, but
permitted them to remain settled there (Schaaf 1981). Hope died in 1876, and his heirs later sold the
Cieneguita property to the Pacific Improvement Company. In 1886, the company forced six families who
still lived there from their homes to fend for themselves as best they could (Forsythe 1961; Rogers
1929:26-27). One of these Indian families, Justo and Cecilia, became the only Santa Barbara County
recipients of a federal Indian land allotment under the Dawes Act. Their allotment was located the top of
the mountains far removed from interference by the Whites, and their descendants still retain this parcel
today (Plates XVII and XVIII).

The only Barbarefio Indian family to retain their assigned tract of mission land into the twentieth
century were the heirs of Maria Ygnacia, who was the daughter of a Chumash chief. In the Santa
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Barbara County archives are several trust deeds executed by Mar{a Ygnacia to ensure that her ranch
property at the “Indian Orchard” would be managed for herself and her heirs (Plates XIX and XX). This

strategy seems to have worked successfully to preserve her property rights longer than those of other
Indian families.

The Indian people who had been associated with Mission Santa Inés continued to live adjacent to the
mission and in 1845 were granted farm lots near the mission by Governor Micheltorena. The Catholic
Church brought the case of the Santa Inés Indians before the United States Land Commission in 1853 to
validate Govemnor Micheltorena’s 1845 grant. Although Micheltorena’s grant was undoubtably genuine
and deserved to be patented, the Church’s case was rejected in 1855 for legaiistic reasons, partly because
paperwork had been lost in the intervening years (Bancroft 1886, Vol. 6:564-565; Engelhardt 1915:745).
As a result, the Indians were forced to move from the mission community at "Alaxulapu to Zanja de
Cota, which had been granted to members of the Inesefio community in 1844 and was protected from
White encroachment by being embedded within the Cafiada de los Pinos grant owned by the Church
(Engelthardt 1932b:191). Some of the remaining Purisimefio Chumash aiso joined this community.

Late nineteenth-century descriptions of Zanja de Cota indicate that it was much like La Cieneguita
and the Ventura Chumash community (see 1880 census of Santa Ynez Indians in Appendix X). In 1893
Heary Chapman Ford wrote:

At the present time there are about 35 descendants of the Santa [nés neophytes living on the Zanja
Cota, near the present town of Santa Inés, ... They occupy lands along the Cota Creek, set off to their
fathers at the time of secularization. This tract could not be sold or mortgaged, but was to be held as
homes, and even a residence in other places did not forfeit the right of the descendants to a home there.
This right was acknowledged by the Mexican government and also later, by the United States. Several
attempts have been made to dislodge the Indians, but their rights have been maintained up to this period
[Ford 1989:96).

Around the turn of the century, the Catholic Church sold the Cafiada de los Pifios rancho. Because
the Indians were deemed to have established prior claim to the land by use and occupancy, negotiations
with Santa Ynez Land and Improvement Company resulted in the conveyance of 99 acres at Zanja de
Cota to the United States Government in 1903 to establish the Santa Ynez Indian Reservation (Plates
XXI- XXIII) (see BAE correspondence with Harrington in Appendix X).

The Tejon Indian Community

Just prior to mission secularization, many Indians from the general region of the Southern San
Joaquin Valley had entered missions where people speaking Chumash languages had been living. By
1840, a large number of these Yokuts and Kitanemuk-speaking peoples had returned to their former
homes, sometimes accompanied by Chumash spouses whom they had married at the missions. Peoples
from Interior Chumash territory near Tejon Pass also reoccupied their former settlements and were
accompanied by other Chumash-speaking peoples whom they had met at the missions, including some
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Plate XVIL. Cecilia Justo, 1903. Cecilia Justo was recipient of a land allotment near Refugio Pass in
the Santa Ynez Mountains in the early twentieth century.
Harrington Papers, National Anthropological Archives, Smithsonian Institution 91-31412.
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Plate XVIIL Juan Justo, son of Justo and Cecilia, was born at La Cieneguita and, with his niece and
nephew, later inherited his mother’s Indian land allotment in the Santa Ynez Mountains,
Juan Justo worked as a Barbarefio Chumash consultant with J.P. Harrington. This photo-
graph was probably taken in 1913.

Harrington Papers, National Anthropological Archives, Smithsonian Institution 91-31300.
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Plate XIX. Luisa Ygnacio, 1913. Luisa Ygnacio and her children inherited the Indian Orchard Ranch
near Goleta, California, that had been owned by her mother-in-law, Maria Y gnacia. Luisa
Ygnacio, two of her daughters, and her granddaughter, Mary J. Yee, served as Barbarefio
Chumash consultants to J. P. Harrington,
Harrington Papers, National Anthropological Archives, Smithsonian Institution 91-31298.
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from the Santa Monica Mountains. To some degree they continued to practice the agricultural activities
learned at the missions, and they supplemented their subsistence with hunting and gathering wild crops.
The Tejon region thereby became a refuge of Native peoples who wished to live apart from White
civilization.

With the massive influx of Anglo-Americans during the Gold Rush, California Indian peoples living in
the interior suffered from conflicts over incursions into their territories. To protect lives and property, the
Federal Government sent an Indian peace commission to California in 1851 to negotiate treaties with
Native leaders and to allocate specific tracts of land where they would be secure from White intrusions
{(Phillips 1997). On June 10, 1851, a treaty was signed at Tejon Creek by the leaders of eleven tribes
from the southern San Joaquin Valley region (Appendix XI). At least three of the tribes (“Castake”
[Kashtiq), “Uvas,” [Mat apxwelxwel], and “San Imirio” {San Emigdio]) were composed predominantly
of people speaking Chumash languages who had formerly resided at Missions San Fernando, San
Buenaventura, and Santa Barbara. In exchange for 763,000 acres to be reserved for Indian occupancy
between Tejon Pass and the Kern River, the treaty ceded rights to most of the territory once occupied by
people speaking Chumash languages (Figure 8.3) (Crouter and Rolle 1960; Harrington 1985, 1986;
Johnson n.d.b; Heizer 1972:38-41; Royce 1899; Watson 1994).

In 1853, the Tejon region was visited by a party headed by Lt. R. S. Williamson, who were charged
with finding the optimal route for the future Pacific Railroad. They surveyed several canyons and passes
through the Tehachapi Mountains looking for the best exit from the San Joaquin Valley (Blake 1856;
Williamson 1856). Included as part of the survey’s published report is a plate that shows the entrance to
the Cafiada de las Uvas, reproduced here as Plate XXIV. Two dome-shaped Indian homes visible in the
distance are being approached by a horseback rider, and in the lower right corner are two figures, perhaps
Indian children. These domiciles may have been the residence of Antonio, who was one of the Tejon
Indian chiefs and a signatory of the Tejon Treaty in 1851 (Heizer 1972:39). Members of the railroad
survey patty purchased a watermelon from Antonio’s garden when they visited him on September 20,
1853 (Blake 1856:41). Other Indian people settled along Cafiada de las Uvas near Antonio’s residence
and re-established the rancheria of Mat apxwelxel ‘Cottonwood Place’, which had been occupied in
Mission times. Some of its residents, perhaps the majority, were speakers of Venturefio Chumash. Rafael,
one of the chiefs who signed the Tejon Treaty on behalf of the “Castake” (Kashtig) tribe, is documented
as having resided at Mat ‘apxwelxel (Harrington 1985:R1. 100, Fr. 1079). Rafael had been among the first
group of children baptized at Mission San Fernando. His wife was Maria Eutiquiana from the Santa
Monica Mountains coastal town of Lisigishi (see Lisigishi Lineage 2 in Chapter 11).

While Williamson’s party was camped at Tejon, Lt. Edward Fitzgerald Beale arrived to establish
one of the early Indian reservations in California (McGruder 1950; Williamson 1856:22). By the end of
the summer of 1853, some 200 families had carried out extensive farming with Superintendent Beale’s
assistance (see Appendix XI). A reserve such as this had been promised by the Tejon Treaty signed in
1851, and Beale had been lobbying for its creation since his appointment in 1852 (Crouter and Rolle
1960). Within a few months of the establishment of the Sebastian Military Reserve at Tejon, a number of
Yokuts, Tubatulabal, Kawaiisu, and San Fernando Mission groups were relocated to join the Kitanemulk,
Yokuts, and Interior Chumash communities already settled in the Tejon region (Plate XXV), Many of
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Figure8.3  Territory covered by the Tejon Treaty of 1851, which was not ratified by Congress. The tribal representatives who signed the treaty
had agreed to settle in Area 285 and cedes claims to Area 286, at least half of which had once been occupied by people speaking
Chumash languages. Area 311 was the area actually set aside for the Tejon Reservation established by Superintendent Edward F. Beale
in 1853 (from Crouter and Rolle 1960).
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Plate XXIV. Mountains near the entrance of the Cafiada de las Uvas. Engraving by Charles Koppel for the Williamson Report of the U.S. Army
Corps of Topographical Engineers. One of the 18 unratified treaties made between the United States government and the Indians of
California was signed in the Tejon region in 1851, Some of the signers were members of Chumash-speaking towns. Subsequently the
first Indian reservation in California was established here by Edward F. Beale, the first superintendent of Indian Affairs for California.
Courtesy of Library of Congress, Photo Division, Lot 3986-1, Neg. LC-313714.
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these eventually left, while those groups originally native to the Tejon stayed on (Latta 1977). By the next
spring, an article in the Los Angeles Star (June 17, 1854) describes the Sebastian Military Reserve as
consisting of “Seven Rancherias ... which are governed by Chiefs and Sub-Chiefs.” Most of these
rancherias included several tribes (see Appendix XI}. The article continues;

These Rancherias are located in different parts of the Reservation, and are so con-
cealed by the openings of the mountains and rolling hills, that riding along the main trail,
one would say there were not more than two or three hundred Indians on the Reserva-
tion; yet they actually number at this one time more than 1800, and are constantly
increased by new arrivals.

Unfortunately the political pressures on Superintendent Beale had been intensified by a change in
administration in Washington, from Whig President Millard Fillmore to Democrat Franklin Pierce in
January 1853, when Beale had been in office only nine months. Originally Beale was continued in office
by President Pierce, but by early in 1854, the new Commissioner of Indian Affairs, George Manypenny,
brought formal charges claiming that Beale’s accounts were out of order and charging him with embezzle-
ment. Beale was replaced by a Democrat, Thomas Henley, who within a few years would himself be
accused of corruption and driven from office. According to Henley, a critic of Beale, the number of
Indians residing on the reservation in the fall of 1854 was estimated to be about 700, and they were
represented by seventeen chiefs. In this same year Fort Tejon was established as a military outpost to
guard the reserve (Giffen and Woodward 1942:37, 59).

Even before the establishment of the Sebastian Reserve, intermarriage had begun to unite the various
Southern Valley groups. The mission experience had certainly accelerated this process, and many former
Mission Indians came into the Tejon Region at the invitation of people whom they had known and/or to
whom they were related through intermarriage at the missions. Nonetheless, the linguistically and politi-
cally distinct communities tended to remain separate under their own political leaders. Thus, Beale
created a council of seven leading chiefs to assist him in his administration of the reservation (Giffen and
Woodward 1942; Crouter and Rolle 1960). Contemporary ethnohistoric accounts and the ethnographic
papers of Harrington and Merriam describe ceremonies in which all groups participated. Increasingly the
Tejon Indian communities were interlinked by economic, social, familial, and political circumstances.

Meanwhile, Rancho El Tejon had been approved as a land grant in 1843 by the Mexican govern-
ment of California and briefly occupied in 1845-46. On this slim basis, the Board of Land Commissioners
ruled that the grant was valid in 1858, and a patent was issued a few years later in 1863. Nevertheless, the
rights of the Tejon Indians were preserved under the terms of the grant: “The grantor shall not disturb the
Tejon Indians in the cultivation of the land ... and gives to them the exclusive right of habitation,
cultivation, grazing, hunting anywhere within its boundaries” (Giffen and Woodward 1942:41).

By 1864, when the Sebastian Military Reserve was closed and Fort Tejon was abandoned as a
military outpost, Edward F. Beale had returned to the Tejon region and began to buy up four neighboring
land grants, which he joined together to create his Tejon Ranch “empire,” comprising over 150,000 acres
(Giffen and Woodward 1942:45; Crowe 1957; McGruder 1950). Many of the Indians who had once
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Plate XXV, “Tejon Pass-from the Indian Reservation Land of Talase [Tulare?] Valley,” ca. 1853. Crayon drawing by Thomas Ayres in the Society
of California Pioneers, San Francisco. The only known illustration of this early Indian reservation in California. The drawing shows
three tall traditional tule houses, one with an outside storage cache, identical to that built almost a century later with guidance from José
Peregrino Romero at the Ventura Fair in 1923, (see Plates VII-X}. Two rectangular Euro-American style structures are also shown.,
Caourtesy of Seaver Center for Western History Research, Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County. Neg 151,
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been under Beale’s supervision on the reservation continued to work for him as laborers after he acquired
the ranchos. By all accounts, he enjoyed good rapport with the Tejon Indians, but that was not the case
for some of the ranch managers who worked under him (Harrington 1985: RI. 100, Fr. 1057; Latta
1976:121; and see Coluco deposition in Appendix X1). Gradually the Indians were forced from their
small rancherias and homesteads to relocate to other settlements on the ranch. Eventually in 18785, all
remaining Indians were moved to one rancheria in Tejon Canyon upstream from El Monte (Harrington
1985: R1. 101, Fr. 71).

The Tejon Indian population had declined considerably from its peak in the reservation years. A
smallpox epidemic had taken many lives in 1862-63. Following the demise of the Sebastian Military
Reserve, some Yokuts families moved to the reservation at Porterville, and a Ghost Dance held in 1873
at Kolpopow near Glennville led to the exodus of additional Yokuts families who subsequently settled at
Porterville (Gayton 1930; Harrington 1985: R1. 100, Fr. 1057). Charles Nordhoff, who visited the Tejon
Ranch in 1872, reported that “about three hundred Indians ... have been allowed to fence in small tracts
of land on which they raise barley and other provisions, and in some cases plant fruit trees and vines”
{quoted in Giffen and Woodward 1942:48).

In 1887 Beale hired Carleton E. Watkins, a well-known early California photographer, to document
Rancho El Tejon. Watkins undertook this work while engaged in other photographic projects in Kern
County near the end of his active career (Palmquist 1983:75-78). He created a whole series of images of
buildings and people around the ranch. The Beale family portfolio of Watkins’s originals are at the
Library of Congress, and other images are part of the collections at the Beale Memorial Library and
Pioneer Museum in Bakersfield (Palmquist 1983:207).

Several photographs taken by Watkins document conditions of Indian life at the Tejon Canyon
rancheria. The captions accompanying the Watkins images in the Library of Congress consistently refer
to the Indian community as a “reservation,” an identity it was to hold in the public mind until at least the
mid-twentieth century, as is attested in county records and newspapers. Watkins’s captions for his photo-
graphs provide revealing information about life in the Tejon Indian community in the late nineteenth
century (Plates XXVI-XXX).

An adobe chapel was built in 1884 and dedicated the following summer (Harrington 1985: R1. 100,
Fr. 1189; R1. 101, Fr. 71). Baptisms of Tejon Indians had always been a hit-or-miss proposition following
mission secularization, due to the great distance of the Tejon Region from the missions near the coast.
Beginning in 1878, Catholic priests from Visalia began actively proselytizing the Tejon Indians, baptizing
many adults and children who had not previously been to the missions. Periodic visits to the Tejon
Chapel were conducted, first by priests from Visalia, and later from Bakersfield and Tehachapi after
churches were established in those towns (Plates XXX-XXXI).

In the first two decades of the twentieth century, the population of the Tejon Canyon rancheria was
tabulated several times by census takers and Indian agents. Counts ranged from a low of 47 persons in
the 1910 census to 74 people listed in a special BIA census about 1914 (Johnson n.d.b). The Indian
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Plate XXVI. Indian residence at the Tejon Canyon Rancheria, about 1887. Photograph by Carleton E. Watkins (his no. 537). Watkins’s original
caption reads: “Indian Reservation: A Summer and Winter House -- The Indians . . . have an adobe building to live in during the
winter, and their summers are spent in [houses] made of boughs of trees as shown on the right of the adobe . . .
Courtesy of Library of Congress, Photo Division.
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Plate XXVIL. Adobe home with thatched roof at the Tejon Canyon Rancheria. Photograph by Carleton E. Watkins (his no. 534). Watkins’s original
caption states: “An Indian Home and Orchard--The Indian resetvation on Tejon ranch about five miles from the headquarters, contains
about 150 of a once large tribe . . . [who] devote their time to cultivating their orchards or working for the proprietor of Tejon ranch.”
Courtesy of Library of Congress, Photo Division.
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Plate XXVIIL. Tejon vaquero, his Indian wife, and relatives. Photograph by Carleton E. Watkins (his no. 529). Watkins’s original
caption reads: “An Indian home -- The Indians . . . are thoroughly civilized and many speak the English language
fluently. Their buildings are all adobe.”

Courtesy of Library of Congress, Photo Division.
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Plate XXIX. Tejon Ranch headquarters, about 1887. Photograph by Carleton E. Watkins (his no. 515).
Courtesy of Library of Congress, Photo Division,
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174 Cuitural Affiliation and Lineal Descent of Chumash Peoples

comumunity consisted of a series of adobe and wooden frame homes that dotted the sides of Tejon
Canyon for several miles upstream from where the creek exited from the steep slopes of the southern
Tehachapi Mountains. Fields and orchards were cultivated surrounding these dwellings (Johnson 1995).
Several Chumash members of the Tejon Indian community who had ancestry from the Santa Monica
Mountains were interviewed there by C. H. Merriam in 1905 and by J. P. Harrington and his wife,
Carobeth, in 1916-1917 (Harrington 1986; Merriam 1967) (see Chapter 11).

In 1917, a survey and federal investigation were undertaken regarding the legal status of the Tejon
Indian community. This investigation of conditions at the Tejon Canyon rancheria coincided with
Harrington’s visit. It eventually led to a suit by the Attormey General’s Office against the Title Insurance
and Trust Company to obtain permanent land rights for the Tejon Indians. Harrington was detailed from
his position at the Smithsonian’s Burean of American Ethnology to assist with gathering Tejon Indian
depositions for the case (Mills 1985:153-154). The case was argued all the way to the Supreme Court,
but unfortunately that body decided against the government, which was acting on behalf of the Indians.
In 1924 the Supreme Court ruled that the Indians, who had faithfully abided by the conditions of the
1851 treaty when they settled on the Sebastian Reserve, had given up their land rights by doing so and by
not opposing the land grant claims subsequently submitted to the Commission that had been established
to hear such claims. Such a decision seems grossly unfair today and was considered so at the time by
advocates for Indian rights (Hathaway 1924). Because they lacked a federal reservation, the Tejon
Indians did not come to be included in the list of federally-recognized tribes for California.

Although the Supreme Court decision affected their legal status on the Tejon Ranch, the Company
permitted the Indians to remain. About forty residents still occupied the old adobes in Tejon Canyon until
the magnitude 7.7 Tehachapi Earthquake ruined their homes on July 21, 1952. Fortunately, occupants
were unharmed because they were following the traditional practice of sleeping outdoors on warm sum-
mer nights {Mary Montes, personal communication). Although some Tejon Indians worked for the Tejon
Ranch Company and remained on the Ranch, employment elsewhere has led most to live in neighboring
areas. They retain a strong sense of community and are seeking to re-establish their federal recognition as
a tribe. As will be documented int Chapters 10 and 11, some Tejon Indian families can trace ancestry to
Chumash towns in the Santa Monica Mountains and, in one particular case, possibly 1o one Santa Rosa
Island town.

SUMMARY

Following mission secularization in the 1830s, Native people from the Channe! Islands and Santa
Monica Mountains were included into 2 number of descendant communities. Most of these were continu-
ing settlements that had been established near the missions, but others were located in distant regions
such as the southern San Joaquin Valley, where they would be less threatened by White intrusions. Land
grants and allotments were distributed to Indian people where they could support themselves through
agricultural activities, although many continued traditional fishing, hunting, and gathering activities. Some
ndividuals continued in trades they had learned at the missions. Housing gradually shifted from tradi-
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Plate XXX. Tejon Indian Chapel. Photograph by Carleton E. Watkins (his no. 535). Watkins’s original caption reads: “Indian Reservation, The
Church—An adobe church is centrally located in the reservation set apart by the proprietor of Tejon ranch for the 150 remaining
Indians.” -
~J

Courtesy of Library of Congress, Photo Division,
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Plate XXXI. Tejon Indian Chapel about 1912.
From Frank F. Latta (1976), courtesy of Mrs. Piedad Vasquez.
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Chumash Social History after Mission Secularization 177

tional tall, domed tule-thatched dwellings to rectangular thatched houses and adobe dwellings. Traditional
political leadership roles and ceremonial gatherings continued past the 1870s.

After California became part of the United States, Indian communities all over the state saw their
lands encroached upon by incoming settlers. Traditional property rights were not recognized under the
new system, and old Indian grants were sometimes purchased by non-Indians or deliberately ignored by
Whites, who were often able to wrest title to the land through their political connections and the Indian
owners’ unfamiliarity with American law and lack of access to legal advice. To protect Indian rights and
prevent the outbreak of hostilities with incoming settlers, a series of treaties was negotiated with Califor-
nia Indians in 1851-52. The Tejon Treaty of 1851 included Chumash signatories, who had once been at
the missions and ceded all of the territory controlled by tribes speaking Chumash languages. These
treaties were never ratified by Congress, but a reservation system was begun shortly thereafter. One of
these was the Sebastian Military Reserve at Tejon, which included several Chumash settlements. Al-
though the Sebastian Reservation at Tejon was terminated in 1864 because it had been established on a
land grant with a title judged to be valid, the Indian communities there survived by virtue of the relation-
ship they had established with E. F. Beale, the former reservation superintendent whe purchased the
