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ABSTRACT 

This project questions conceptualizations of time which categorize Native American and 
non-Native American occupation as inherently separate through the use of terms such as 
“historic” and “prehistoric”. Using recent developments in the studies of household archaeology, 
historical ecology, and pluralistic sites, a tripartite perspective is presented to study landscapes 
with extensive occupational pasts. By using this framework to study landscape use and 
modification over time, we can improve the explanation and analysis of occupation, cultural 
change, and Native American sites in post-contact contexts. Greenfield Ranch, a multi-
component site, serves as a case study to test the efficacy of this framework. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 

 In California, when recording a cultural resource on the State’s Department of Parks and 

Recreation (DPR) 523 forms, archaeologists and cultural resource management (CRM) 

practitioners must check one of three boxes under “Date constructed/Age”: “Historic,” 

“Prehistoric,” or “Both.” Dating archaeological sites in the field is often imprecise; therefore, 

these terms generally connote a cultural attribution. “Prehistoric” implies “Native American,” 

“Historic” suggests “European,” and “Both” means that remnants from both groups were present 

at the site. By lumping an age and cultural descriptor into one term, we effectively eliminate the 

possibility of recording Native American sites from the historic period.  

 Multi-component sites and those with culturally pluralistic occupation defy these 

connotations. Places such as Fort Ross and the California Missions do not fit into the categories 

of “prehistoric” or “historic” exclusively. This is because the dichotomy is false; time is a 

continuum and there is not a concrete distinction between these two periods. As non-Indigenous 

peoples visited and settled in California, the most common method of remembering and sharing 

stories shifted from the oral traditions of Indigenous peoples to stories written down by Spanish, 

Mexican, European, and Indigenous individuals. The method of transference of stories is 

generally what archaeologists use to differentiate between the prehistoric and historic period. 

However, Indigenous groups in colonialist situations do not immediately learn to write the 

foreign language imposed upon them.  

The term “prehistory” literally means ‘before history’ or ‘prior to written history,’ thus 

implying that the people who did not have a written language did not have a history or a past 
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(Goodrum 2012:124). This term, and its connotations, contribute to the understanding that 

Native American people prior to ‘contact’ had static cultures which had not and did not change. 

Instead, it was only with their contact with non-Indigenous groups did their culture change or 

become ‘lost’ as Indigenous Californians were subsumed into Western or Euro-American 

culture.  

The protohistoric period, while not an option on the DPR 523 forms, is often described as 

the period when non-Indigenous colonizers described and wrote down information about 

Indigenous people who did not yet choose to write. Yet this term also incurs problems. The 

dichotomy between prehistoric and historic period implies that there was a period in which only 

Indigenous people lived in an area, after which all the Indigenous peoples died and were replaced 

with people of European descent. However, by adding the term “Protohistoric,” all that seems to 

be added is a period in which Indigenous people either died or assimilated into the colonizing 

culture. This term is used in this thesis primarily because archaeological resource records prior to 

1995 offer the category as an option for site age (California Office of Historic Preservation 

1989:11). And while it is problematic, it at least accounts for transitional material and behaviors 

that the terms “prehistoric” and “historic” cannot adequately encompass. 

 These kinds of terms and dichotomies disregard the presence of Native Americans in the 

“historic” period as something other than either remnant of a culture soon to die out or people 

who will become incorporated into a larger, dominant society. Indigenous agency and capacity 

for resistance is erased from the “historic” period. Additionally, archaeologists and CRM 

practitioners need to reevaluate how we see both ethnicity and time in the archaeological record 

to better record, understand, and evaluate multi-component, pluralistic sites, as well as site 

occupation in general.  
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Case Study: Greenfield Ranch 

 The Greenfield Ranch house west of Calpella in Mendocino County, California, presents 

a unique opportunity to study continuous multi-cultural occupation. The ranch provides a place 

to test and evaluate a three-part perspective theoretical lens. This tripartite perspective works to 

improve our understanding of these kinds of places by changing the questions that we ask and 

the way that we perceive these places. The Greenfield Ranch Association (GRA), the community 

which owns the ranch property and many thousands of the surrounding acres, desires to be a 

steward of the archaeological and architectural resources at the site, which now serves as its 

community’s meetinghouse. The GRA’s support and interest in this project allowed me to study 

how people understand the past occupants of their homes and how people today conceptualize 

the history of place. 

The Greenfield 

Ranch site (P-23-001714 / 

CA-MEN-1930/H) is 

located in the remote 

mountains of central 

Mendocino County, 

northwest of Ukiah (see 

Figure 1). The place is 

situated on a flat on the 

toe-slope below Radical 

Mountain, just above 

Eldridge Creek. In the past, 
Figure 1. Google Maps aerial image showing location of P-23-001714 (CA-MEN-

1930/H) Greenfield Ranch 
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the area was relatively isolated from the Spanish and Mexican missions, which exempted the 

local Masút Pomo from being wholly extracted from their homeland until the 1850s, when Euro-

American people began to settle in the area. Archaeological evidence from this site and the 

surrounding area suggests that Native Americans lived alongside settlers for a time at the ranch 

(Hensley 1997:8-9). Additionally, previous excavation indicates that the knoll where the ranch 

house sits may have been occupied into the extended past and is still occupied today (Deborah 

McLear, personal communication 2015). Therefore, this place has likely been occupied nearly 

continuously for thousands of years. Residents manipulated the physical and social landscapes in 

both the far and recent past to establish and maintain their lifeways at this site. These 

modifications were different from group to group and changed over time. Evidence of these 

different styles of occupation can be found in the archaeological, architectural, and landscape 

record of the site.  

Project Origins: A Tale of Archaeologists Past 

The Greenfield Ranch site (P-23-001714 / CA-MEN-1930/H) was first recorded by 

archaeologists Foster and Foster (1984) as part of their survey of the GRA’s property. Foster and 

Foster named the site “‘B’ Greenfield Ranch” and described it as the largest village site in 

Greenfield Ranch. They recorded the site as having only “prehistoric” and “protohistoric” 

components, but many of the site’s historic features, including the ranch complex and “dump,” 

were also mentioned. In 2015, I submitted an updated record for the site and included the 

“historic” period within the “Date Constructed/Age” category (Sims 2015). Additionally, I 

expanded the boundaries of the site to include these associated historic-era features.  

In the 1980s, GRA members Mark Gary and Deborah McLear excavated two loci of the 

Greenfield Ranch site (P-23-001714 / CA-MEN-1930/H) as part of the Master’s thesis project 
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Gary was working on at San Jose State University (SJSU). Most of the artifacts collected from 

this excavation were cataloged, processed, and then stored at the ranch house on the site. At the 

time, some local Native Americans protested to the excavation because they did not want their 

heritage disturbed (The Press Democrat [TPD], 1 November 2016). Other ground-disturbing 

projects conducted on the site, such as pipe trenching, often turned up historic and prehistoric 

artifacts that were added to this collection by GRA members over time. Unfortunately, Mark 

Gary passed away in 2001 before his thesis was completed.  

In 2014, the GRA decided that it wanted to do something with the collection. At the time, 

it was being stored in the ranch house, a communally-used building, and the GRA worried that 

this location was both physically insecure and culturally inappropriate. The GRA wanted to 

ensure the safety of the collection, study the artifacts, and then determine a long-term home for 

the artifacts. To this end, it decided to start holding meetings with archaeologists, Tribal Historic 

Preservation Officers (THPOs) from local tribes, and other GRA members to decide what to do 

with the collection. As I worked on the artifact catalog, I realized that this site and its collection 

would provide an excellent setting to discuss issues of time, contact, and diachronic research.  

Overview 

 This thesis questions conceptualizations of time that categorize Native American and 

non-Native American occupation as inherently separate events. The following chapters discuss 

how the arbitrary separation between “prehistory” and “history” creates a warped understanding 

of how places are used and how time affects this usage. This investigation combines the 

theoretical lenses of household successional occupation, pluralistic sites, and human agency in 

historical ecology to provide a new framework through which to analyze and discuss sites with 

extensive occupational pasts. Greenfield Ranch serves as a testing ground to determine if these 
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disciplinary lenses can be combined to create a single framework that removes “historic” versus 

“prehistoric” biases. Instead, this tripartite framework aims to help cultural resource practitioners 

see occupation as a process in which individuals change and modify a landscape to fit their style 

of living.  

The following thesis discusses the development, testing, and evaluation of this 

framework at Greenfield Ranch. The second chapter of this thesis considers the three disciplinary 

perspectives that are used to develop the comprehensive framework to study multi-component 

occupation sites. Greenfield Ranch is used as a case study in the third chapter to demonstrate and 

critique how anthropological, archaeological, and historical disciplines research and explain 

occupation in different ways. In the fourth chapter, the methods used in this study to collect and 

analyze data on Greenfield Ranch are reviewed. The fifth chapter tests the utility of the 

framework using Greenfield Ranch as a case study. The framework is evaluated for its efficacy 

within a broader context and directions for further research are suggested in the sixth and final 

chapter. Appendices follow which include visual presentations of the history of Greenfield 

Ranch through charts, hand-outs, timelines, photographs, and other diagrams.  
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Chapter 2: Tripartite Analytical Framework 

 

Crossing the Divide: Toward a Continuous Past 

 The “big black line” between “prehistory” and “history” has been criticized by 

archaeologists as a barrier to diachronic research and nuanced understandings of cultural contact 

and change (Lightfoot 1995; Rubertone 2000; Silliman 2005; Silliman 2009; Schneider 2015; 

Tveskov 2007). With ancestries in racist and classist understandings of culture and ethnicity, 

prehistoric and historical approaches to archaeology have traditionally been understood as 

studying distinct cultures separated by time (Lightfoot 1995:202). Silliman (2005) specifically 

criticizes the “protohistoric” or contact-period because the term implies that “contact” between 

Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples was a singular event. By this logic, after “contact” 

Native Americans were either erased or assimilated into a dominant culture.  

By separating time into these arbitrary and distinct categories, we incorrectly assume that 

the cultural processes of resistance and change are unidirectional and only involve two cultural 

groups: Native Americans and Europeans. People from all over the world have moved to North 

America, even in the distant past. At Fort Ross in California, Native Californians from multiple 

groups interacted, married, and lived with Russians, Native Hawaiians, African Americans, and 

Native Alaskans (Lightfoot 1995:201-202). Some of these people chose to take up, or were 

forced to use, the material culture or cultural traits of their neighbor, husband, wife, boss, or 

trade partner.  

The creolization, or mixing, of culture is not a bastardization of a “true” or “pure” culture 

(Silliman 2005). This argument is often implied when discussing Native Americans in a “post-

contact” context. As a result of colonialism, Native American cultures are often seen as having 
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“lost” parts of their culture such as language, religious ceremonies, stories, etc. This kind of 

thinking about Native Americans is detrimental to an understanding of how people and cultures 

actually change. Some of the first colonists in New England altered their farming methods and 

crops to resemble Native American farms, but this did not mean that they “lost” their native 

farming practices; instead, they adapted and changed aspects of their cultural practices to survive 

in their new home (Hurt 2002:12). In order to understand cultural change in an unbiased manner, 

we need to change the way that the past is conceived and studied. 

How Do We Change the Way People Think and Talk about the Past? 

 Many archaeologists have argued for the study of Native Americans during and after 

colonization to change our understandings of colonial experiences (Lightfoot 1995; Rubertone 

2000; Tveskov 2007). To change the perception of Native Americans as “disappearing,” we need 

to ask research questions that focus on pluralistic communities and using a temporal scale that is 

not defined by “contact.” In the process of answering these kinds of questions, archaeologists can 

avoid privileging “traditional” or “historical” traits over mixed or creolized cultures and instead 

work to show that Native Americans are thriving and still practicing “traditional” cultural traits 

in ways that work for them (Silliman 2005; Silliman 2009). In doing so, archaeologists can 

create a more nuanced understanding of cultural change during cultural contact and colonialism. 

Recognizing the problems with current interpretations and suggesting changes is the first step 

toward resolution; this thesis tests a perspective developed to address some of these issues. 

Using Multiple Perspectives: Testing a Hypothesis 

 This thesis hypothesizes that by combining the lenses of household archaeology, 

historical ecology, and multi-cultural sites, archaeologists and CRM professionals may be better 

able to perceive and represent cultural change, Native Americans in post-contact contexts, and 
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the nature of human occupation in a different way. Specifically, this thesis tests the efficacy of 

the tripartite framework in removing biases and inconsistencies when discussing occupational 

evidence, processes, and histories of different cultural groups or time periods. Uniform 

terminology, an approach that analyzes the expression of agency on the landscape, and a scale 

encompassing all use-periods may provide a more effective way to describe and analyze human 

occupation than is currently used. 

Household Archaeology 

 Household archaeology as a subject or type of analytical unit can be useful when research 

focuses on a smaller scale, such as the home. Historical archaeologists have recently adopted the 

concept of “household succession” from economists, anthropologists, and sociologists to analyze 

archaeological evidence from mostly rural farm sites (Groover 2004; Proebsting 2009; Mailhot 

2011). Household succession argues that when homes are transferred to another household, 

whether through inheritance, hostile takeover, or abandonment and renewed use, the 

landscape changes more dramatically. 

This concept allows archaeologists to see how ownership, family composition, and other 

factors change the landscape, architecture, and material record over time, at the scale of an 

archaeologically-definable household. This kind of analysis can also be applied to Native 

American homesites in much the same way. Cross-cultural or multi-component habitation sites 

offer a unique setting to employ the perspective of household archaeology to study how 

households change over time. Households are an effective unit of analysis because it is flexible 

enough to encompass all of the ways that people have lived together at Greenfield Ranch, and 

other occupation sites. The household can include everything from a single occupant, to a 

nuclear family, to a group of people connected through kinship across multiple generations.    
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Lens: Changing Owners and Changing the Home 

 The first step in utilizing this disciplinary perspective is to identify household succession, 

the changing of ownership or household heads. Groover has argued that these events are an 

“important catalyst of landscape change” (2004:25). Changes to Greenfield Ranch and its 

surrounding landscape can be correlated with dates or a household member(s). From this we can 

study how each household of occupants is using and changing the landscape. By mapping out 

how changes to the landscape relate to changing owners and occupants, archaeologists can make 

inferences about how changing behavior patterns affected how people used the landscape. For 

example, a barn with several additions, using different-sized timbers and lumber with different 

grain thicknesses, may indicate a structure renovated and changed over time. By analyzing these 

changes and any other available documentation, it may be deduced that an owner of the property 

wanted to grow hay and so built a barn. The owner’s child inherited the farm after the parent 

retired and had many cars, so they renovated the barn into a garage, adding shelves and cabinets, 

using newer wood of a different size and type than the original. The following owner also used 

the barn as a garage, but added stalls to house horses in a different style than the original barn. 

After many different owners and uses, this barn may end up looking like a patchwork quilt made 

of wood, paint, and different styles. By analyzing these changes and the individuals who made 

them, archaeologists can gain a greater understanding of how each household used the landscape 

and how they differed from previous owners. This method uses vertical archaeology, or building 

analysis by stratigraphic means (Valor and Gutiérrez 2014:9). 
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 It is important to recognize that changes to the landscape, home, and structures are 

conscious decisions made by owners (Groover 2004:27). Linking landscape and architectural 

modifications to various household units can contextualize the changes into a timeline. 

Variations in style and use may relate to personal changes in ownership or to external changes 

caused by outside forces. It is likely that the more different the owners are, the more varied their 

landscape use and patterns will be. 

Historical Ecology 

 Historical ecology, as used in archaeology, is an interdisciplinary approach to 

understanding the relationship between humans and the environment. It largely rejects 

environmentally deterministic explanations in favor of a more nuanced understanding of how 

humans actively shape and manage their landscape. Additionally, historical ecologists working 

with archaeologists are interested in how humans’ relationships with their environment have 

changed over time, a particularly salient topic in archaeology and for this project. While more 

commonly used by prehistoric archaeologists, historical ecology has gained popularity among 

archaeologists and anthropologists internationally (Erickson 2008; Meyer and Crumley 2011; 

Scholl 2008; Turner et al 2003; Zaro 2015). Recent scholarship looks to analyze human agency 

Figure 2. Greenfield Ranch house (photo courtesy of the author) 
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as a means of landscape modification. In this sense, archaeologists can look at how people build 

gardens, alter the course of streams, and build homes as a way of using their agency and 

exercising an ability to affect their surroundings directly. This type of analysis allows the 

surrounding landscape to be read as direct documentation of past actions and efforts to manage 

the local environment. Archaeologists can see the different modifications and methods that were 

used to alter a site, as can the next occupant, who then decides how they wish to use and modify 

the place. 

Lens: Occupation as a Modification of the Landscape 

In the context of the multi-part 

framework presented, historical ecology 

is used to look at the wider landscape 

for evidence of human modification. 

The purpose of using this lens is to be 

able to see how people have modified 

the landscape and recognize 

modifications as an effort by occupants 

to make the place a home. To do this, 

we need to be able to recognize what plants and animals are endemic and what are non-native, 

what is a product of geomorphological processes and what is a product of human action. 

Speaking with past and present occupants is an important part of this lens. It may provide 

information on how people currently use and change the landscape, and may offer insight on 

similar modifications in the past. Through a historical ecological analysis of the landscape, we 

can begin to see how people altered their surroundings to fit their lives, allowing them to survive 

Figure 3. View of barn (left), main ranch house (center-right), and 
school room (far right) looking west from eastern border of the 

Greenfield Ranch site (photo courtesy of the author) 
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and enjoy their homes. 

Pluralistic and Multi-Component Sites 

 Recent research into pluralistic or multi-component sites, in which individuals from 

different ethnic groups coexist or succeed one another as occupants, has focused on revealing 

how the non-dominant group resists oppression, and how people modify cultural practices to 

negotiate changing power gradients across the landscape. Research of this kind in Northern 

California is reexamining power relationships between Indigenous, Spanish, Mexican, and 

European peoples during the Mission period and other instances of cultural contact (Lightfoot et 

al. 1998; Schneider 2015; Voss 2005). Relatively little archaeological research has been 

published regarding culturally pluralistic occupation outside of large-scale colonization sites like 

the missions, presidios, and trading or expeditionary sites such as Fort Ross (Schneider 

2015:695). Peripheral sites may shed light on how Native Americans negotiated their identity in 

a colonial setting beyond these focal centers. 

There are archaeologists pushing for this kind of research, for “looking past sites of 

colonialism to the broader spatial tableau of indigenous perseverance and innovation, as well as 

reconsidering disciplinary boundaries that impose restrictive definitions of time periods, sites, 

and artifact types” (Schneider 2015:709). By taking an outsider’s perspective, Schneider argues 

that Native Americans actively cultivated “refuges” during colonization periods that served as 

sites of memory that fostered cultural resiliency and transformation. Research at Greenfield 

Ranch and similar places may shed light on how Native Californians lived following the arrival 

of Europeans in contexts outside of rancherias and missions. These site types can broaden our 

understanding of Native American resistance to assimilation and adaptation to changing social 

settings during colonization in California. This framework may also be effective in studying 
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other loci of colonization throughout the United States, Brazil, or Australia. 

Lens: Culture Contact as a Dynamic Process  

The process of operationalizing recent developments within culture contact studies for 

this project differs from the previous two perspectives. In addition to arguing for an important 

method of perceiving the site or landscape, this lens supports a different way of discussing the 

history of a place. Silliman argues that archaeologists need to look beyond the cultural labeling 

of artifacts (as either “European” or “Native American”) and instead “[emphasize] the ways that 

objects were used in everyday practices and ongoing social engagements” (2009:215). However, 

Silliman does not argue that cultural affiliations should be done away with, as the “social 

context” is expressly important (2009:214). Instead, archaeologists need to recognize that things 

and places have meanings and uses that change over time and vary by individual, household, or 

community. Without human use to provide a context for their existence, objects are meaningless.  

I argue that cultural resource managers should discuss occupational processes in the way 

that Silliman (2005; 2009; 2010) reasons we should discuss artifacts: without assumed cultural 

affiliations. All people act to make and improve the place where they live. These performances 

of home-making are important to the study of change. The goal of this perspective is to see how 

the use of objects and places shapes, and is shaped by, the meaning they hold for their makers, 

users, and modifiers. Understanding how the thing or place is used or modified and why this 

occurs is important.  

To use this lens, archaeologists should avoid words like “settlers” that connote a 

difference in the way Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples find and make their homesites. 

Instead, archaeologists should look at all modifications as the product of a universal human 

process of occupation and describe it as such. What is important is the variance in how each 
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person or group makes a place their home and how they live at that place. We can reorient biases 

in our understandings of homes and lifestyles of people in the past by framing occupation as a 

universal human trait that is enacted by individuals in different ways.  

Hypothesis: Combining Disciplinary Lenses to Create Multi-Focal “Glasses” 

 The three analytical lenses discussed above can be combined to create a compound pair 

of “glasses” through which to examine places that have experienced extensive multi-cultural 

habitation. These “glasses” represent a hypothesis: the combination of household archaeology, 

historical ecology, and multi-component site research perspectives produces a more consistent 

way of seeing and discussing sites like Greenfield Ranch that better demonstrates the lifeways, 

use of, and effects on, the landscape by all occupants.  

 To summarize, this tripartite framework advises that archaeologists: determine what 

landscape modification has occurred and when; note how changing occupants have changed the 

place; focus on practices and behaviors rather than artifacts and cultural affiliations; and analyze 

“protohistoric” artifacts as a product of cultural interaction. By doing these things, cultural 

heritage managers work toward developing a place-based narrative that provides a diachronic 

study of human occupation. This in turn achieves a nuanced understanding of contact and 

cultural change that is needed for sites beyond places of direct colonization. This research hopes 

to demonstrate how important these places are in expanding our understanding of Indigenous 

history and occupation as a human process of managing and imagining the landscape. People 

have chosen to live at Greenfield Ranch for hundreds of years, making it a place uniquely suited 

for testing the efficacy of this multi-part lens and re-engineering how archaeologists discuss, 

conceive, and express the human past.   
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Chapter 3: To Each Their Own - How Research Disciplines, Writing 

Styles, and Language Shape Our Understanding of the Past  

 

 The tripartite framework discussed in the previous chapter was adapted to improve how 

CRM professionals study and describe multi-component occupation sites, and particularly to 

research Greenfield Ranch of Mendocino County, California. The Greenfield Ranch site (P-23-

001714 / CA-MEN-1930/H) is a multi-component habitation site with “prehistoric,” 

“protohistoric,” and “historic” aspects. The ranch house, barns, and other ancillary buildings still 

in use today, are built atop deep midden deposits and likely thousands of stone tools. To study all 

of the various occupants of a site which such a deep history, researchers must compile datasets 

from different types of sources. The tripartite framework can be used to guide researchers both to 

the data they need to collect and the way that they should write about the past.  

 We need to change the way that we talk about the past to present a narrative of the past 

which demonstrates continuity across time and cultures. To achieve this, in part, we need to 

break away from compartmentalizing theoretical perspectives into specific time periods or data 

sets. While household archaeology is most commonly used in historic-era contexts, I argue that it 

can, and should, be used in pre-contact contexts as well. Historical ecology, which has mainly 

been applied to sites used in prehistory, can be used in historic contexts to gain a better 

understanding of how more recent occupants used and modified the landscape. The line between 

prehistory and history can be ignored or dissolved by pushing these perspectives across into new 

situations.  

 The following chapter explains the issues with current writing on the past and presents a 

new way to write these stories which works to address these issues. Therefore, it consists of two 
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sections. The first presents an explanation and critique of writing styles from the different 

disciplines that study and describe the past. The second section presents a new way of talking 

about the entirety of the past using the tripartite model to describe all human history at 

Greenfield Ranch. Similar language, scale, and style are used throughout the example text to 

create a more cohesive narrative of the site. 

Analysis of Sources: Different Styles of Writing the Past 

Archaeologists, historians, and ethnographers typically have very different styles of 

writing. Researchers see “prehistoric,” “historic,” or “protohistoric” people as the focus of 

separate sub-disciplines, and as a result, they are discussed very differently. This chapter reviews 

previous research on Mendocino County, and Northern California in general, to critique how 

each of these periods of history are described and portrayed in professional writing. Specifically, 

this chapter demonstrates how researchers studying the past use very different terminology based 

on their discipline, data sources, and the time period on which they are focusing.  

Researchers discuss the past in very different ways; some use scientific language when 

describing human life, while others try to paint a more vivid picture of the world and its people. 

Historical documents, like all written sources, are the products of the perspective of their authors. 

It does not matter whether a document was written 100 years or 100 days ago; the words that the 

author chooses are rooted in an understanding of their subject and their audience. The way 

people write, and what they write about, changes over time because society changes over time, 

and no consensus exists in regard to general world-view, acceptable language, topics, and so 

forth. These differences and inconsistencies demonstrate inherent biases in how people are 

described and how they are studied. This thesis aims to highlight these inconsistencies, provide 

guidelines for identifying them within the historical, ethnographic, and archaeological record, 
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and create a framework for incorporating different explanations of the past into a more cohesive 

and translatable account of human occupation throughout time. 

Each of these researcher viewpoints, with its own biases, insights, and foci, strive to tell 

its version of the story. By first recognizing that our information is filtered through authors 

within these different disciplines, we can see how the lenses of varying perspectives color our 

understanding of each period. Once recognized, we can deconstruct these lenses and instead use 

their parts to build a more holistic and comprehensive understanding of human history, one that 

is continuous and not arbitrarily divided by distinctions of time, subject, or discipline.  

Archaeologists and Prehistory: A Dissection of Culture 

Prehistoric archaeologists today would likely agree that Lewis Binford was the most 

influential progenitor of their field. Binford advocated for a more scientific approach to 

archaeology as part of the theoretical paradigm of “New Archaeology,” which later became 

known as “processual archaeology.” This approach to the past is typified by its supposed 

“objective” viewpoint; methods often include hypotheses tested using statistical data, and the use 

of complex jargon like that of biologists, designed to utilize the scientific method to understand 

past peoples.  

Prehistoric context statements often make the reader feel as if they are studying another 

species, one similar to their own in basic needs and wants, but one to which they have trouble 

relating. The reader may enjoy cooking and talking with friends, but in the text these activities 

may be described as “food production” and “a complex process of verbal and behavioral 

language exchanged between individuals,” terms that place these activities in very different 

realms. In some ways, scientific language helps enliven people who lived thousands, if not tens 

of thousands, of years ago, during a time that archaeologists are not able to discern much detail 
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about for individuals due to the nature of the archaeological record. However, it also distances 

newcomers and makes it difficult for the non-academic community to fully comprehend research 

that uses this approach. 

Ethnographic Literature: Searching for the Remnants of a “Dying” Culture 

In the 19th and early 20th centuries, many trained anthropologists and other amateur 

enthusiasts scoured the globe for people to study as part of the new subfield of ethnography. In 

California, arguably the most famous of these ethnographers was Alfred Kroeber. A student of 

Franz Boaz who taught at the University of California at Berkeley, Kroeber encouraged his 

students to comb through the California countryside in search of Native American informants, 

who were perceived as “disappearing,” or at least losing their culture and way of life (Collier and 

Thalman 1991:xxxi). The efforts of Kroeber, his students, and other anthropologists produced 

many texts recording language, place names, and “survivals.” Survivals, as per Tylor (1958), are 

“proofs and examples of an older condition of culture out of which a newer has been evolved,” 

vestigial cultural traits leftover from an earlier time. Ethnographers searched for these traits 

because they believed they were evidence of how “primitive” cultures lived prior to European 

contact. Through the collection and study of these survivals, ethnographers sought to peer back 

in time and describe how Native Californians had lived before the Spanish arrived.  

Ethnography was popular in California during the first half of the 20th century. 

Ethnographers talked to members of Indigenous communities to learn about their lives and as 

such did not require the complex jargon of prehistorians; however, ethnographers had their own 

biases because of their focus on survivals, “dying” languages, and traditional places. During the 

late 1800s and early 1900s, ethnographers were asking living people about their lives in order to 

infer information about the lives of their informants’ distant relatives prior to contact. Native 
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people by this time had been in ‘contact’ with non-Indigenous peoples for 100 years, if not 

longer, and interviews and other data were gleaned for traces of the way Native Americans lived 

prior to contact. Early ethnographers used a literary device called the ethnographic present, 

where texts were written in the present tense but described a constructed interpretation of a 

culture prior to contact (Hastrup 1990; Sanjek 1991). This search for the “pre-contact” culture 

and interest in recording “disappearing” or “dying” cultural traits is evident in many of the 

popular ethnographies of the North Coast. 

 Researchers of the past must ask Native American collaborators what outcomes they need 

and want from the process. For too long archaeologists and anthropologists exploited 

“informants” for their own academic interests and publication efforts. This was especially true 

for early ethnographers. To continue to be ethical and effective cultural resource managers, we 

must truly collaborate with stakeholders to develop new ways to talk about the past, think about 

the future, and see the role of the past in the present. In order to do so, we need to learn to ask 

people what they want and listen to their needs so that our relationship is collaborative, with 

equal amounts of give and take.  

Historians Discuss Mendocino County during the American Period: War, Rape, and 

Cohabitation 

Recently historians studying the Gold Rush era have focused on the detrimental and 

violent actions non-Indigenous people perpetrated against Native people. Genocide and 

Vendetta: The Round Valley Wars in Northern California (1981), Exterminate Them: Written 

Accounts of the Murder, Rape, and Enslavement of Native Americans during the California Gold 

Rush (1999), and Murder State: California's Native American Genocide, 1846-1873 (2015) are 

just as few of the published texts on this topic. However, there are very few texts about the 
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Spanish and Mexican period in Mendocino County. In part, this is because the Mexican land 

grants in the county, Rancho Sanel (Hopland, CA) and Rancho Yokaya (Ukiah, CA), were 

arranged in 1844 and 1845, just prior to American control in 1848 (Hoffman 1862:44, 69). The 

Spanish and Mexican occupation of Mendocino is rarely covered in historical texts because of its 

brief extent and therefore, it is not covered in this paper. 

In California, a majority of adults believe that global climate change is a serious problem; 

drought, forest fires, and pollution are tangible threats to environmental integrity (Baldassare et 

al. 2015). As such, many perceive the Gold Rush and incursion of post-Mexican era non-

Indigenous people into California as the beginning of environmentally degrading processes such 

as hydraulic mining, increased population, and loss of forest and wildlife. New texts written 

about this period reflect this sentiment and envision the Gold Rush period as a terrible era of 

violence, rape, and death for California’s indigenous people, plants, and animals. 

Many of these narratives focus on the injustices perpetrated against Native Americans in 

Mendocino County, in part because this narrative is relatively unknown to the wider public. 

Books regarding the county’s past and its people written for academia or the public in general are 

scarce, and primarily consist of subscription-based local biographical histories, wherein people 

paid to have their picture and a profile published, and accounts detailing the violent relationship 

between white and native peoples. These texts provide an important story of the early days of 

California’s statehood. The history of Round Valley and events such as the Mendocino Wars are 

examples of the extremely violent actions non-Natives took against Native Americans. However, 

this violence is likely not the whole story.  In addition to these narratives, we need to look toward 

other sources that may provide insight into how other people living in Mendocino interacted with 

each other and negotiated their lives in this social environment.  
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Just as the overemphasis of places of direct colonization like missions and forts in the 

Spanish/Mexican period creates a top-down, centrist perspective, focusing on places of large-

scale violence and destruction falsely simplifies a complex interaction. Archaeologists and 

historians need to examine more peripheral places of interaction to gain a more complete picture 

of life in Mendocino County. Interactions in the periphery likely differed from those at the 

Round Valley Reservation or other more visible areas where Native Californians were living 

during this time. Places like Greenfield Ranch may shed light on smaller scale interactions 

between people of different cultural groups, especially those living farther away from cities and 

towns. Research in these areas by cultural resource managers may be able to determine if the 

actions of the Eel River Rangers were typical of all newcomers in the late 1800s, or if there were 

other kinds of interactions and relationships between people of different ethnicities.  

Historical Documents: Non-Indigenous Occupants at Greenfield Ranch as Settlers 

Historical documents present yet another viewpoint on the historic-era in Mendocino 

County. Census records, deeds, court documents, and newspapers form the bulk of primary 

sources widely available concerning the people of 

Mendocino County and Greenfield Ranch. As with 

most historical documents, they are more likely to 

discuss wealthy white men than other sectors of the 

population. Non-whites were often excluded or 

ignored in the census, men were more likely to buy 

and sell land recorded in the deed books, and 

newspapers tended to focus more on wealthy and 

powerful citizens. Additionally, people many have Figure 4. Button Back with the words G. L. Greenfield 
(Artifact AT-1 from the Greenfield Ranch Collection). 
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reported to the census as other ethnicities to avoid persecution, or avoided census takers 

altogether. Native Americans did not have equal rights as citizens in California until 1924 and 

have been repeatedly and egregiously mistreated by the government (California Office of 

Historic Preservation 1988:15). Therefore, Native Americans likely actively manipulated their 

appearance or used other tactics to avoid persecution from governmental authorities.  

Archaeologists need to be aware that these documents have biases, but that their slant can 

be helpful in understanding the author’s viewpoint. While most cultural resource managers are 

aware of these issues, we continue to use these data without acknowledging their faults because 

other data are not available. We need to actively search for and work to create data on these 

subjects without these sources. Archaeologists and historians can study the way people living in 

the 1800s wrote to learn about how they saw their place in the world.  

Historic documents tell us only about the official deed holders of Greenfield Ranch. 

Census records and deeds tell us very little about everyday life at the site and newspapers only 

provide a glimpse into activities and economic interests. From the use of words like “settlers,” 

“newcomers,” and “property,” we can assume that the authors of these documents felt they were 

implementing a new order on the landscape, with little regard for people who may have already 

been living there. These documents were produced for government use and often seem very 

regimented and organized; deeds and census records have a set template for the language and 

phrases used. Documents, especially court documents, written in antique legalese can seem dry 

and are often hard to understand. Newspapers, on the other hand, show much more freedom in 

style, word use, and tone. From newspapers, we can learn more about what was important to 

readers and what was deemed newsworthy. Yet, as with the other source types, these documents 

often say more about the viewpoints and motives of the authors than their subjects. 
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 Material from the archaeological record such as the 

presence of flaked glass (see Figure 5)  shows evidence that 

historic newspapers and legal documents ignored or 

minimized the presence of Native Americans. Flaked glass 

is distinctive because glass was introduced to California by 

non-Indigenous people, but soon after Indigenous peoples 

began to make tools with it because it fractures like 

obsidian. Other, less formal sources such as diaries and stories can help to fill in gaps during this 

period. Based on the archaeological record and stories from the relatives of occupants, it is likely 

that during early European occupation of Greenfield, Masút Pomo were present on the ranch. 

Native Californians often lived and worked on ranches during this period as protection from 

vagrancy laws that allowed their arrest and forced indenture (Street 2004:119). Archaeological 

evidence, including flaked bottle glass, at the Greenfield Ranch site suggests that Pomo 

occupation did not immediately end when European people moved to the area (see Figure 5). 

While the exact nature of this relationship is unknown, it is likely that Pomo people and early 

European settlers cohabitated at the ranch property based on archaeological material found there.  

Folklore and Oral Traditions: Greenfielders and the Stories Told about the Ranch 

Oral traditions and other more informal stories told about the past can offer greater 

insight into the day-to-day life of occupants. While these stories often change over time and vary 

depending on the audience, they represent an important narrative of the past. The flexibility of 

oral stories demonstrates our selective and changing memory. As new people pass on and change 

the story, it becomes part of the group’s collective memory. These stories are diverse and change 

as they are shared and constructed over time. This variation and the contestation between 

Figure 5. Artifact H-39-3 utilized flake of 
blue glass from Greenfield Ranch Collection 
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narratives provides unique stories which are valuable for both archaeologists and community 

members. For archaeologists, these stories often provide insight into events and people not 

described by historical documents and archaeological evidence. For community members, they 

provide entertainment as well as a personal link to their predecessors’ lives. Stories are shaped 

by the storyteller: Greenfielders would likely talk about the Native Americans who lived at 

Greenfield Ranch differently than they would about their neighbors, or Ukiah residents. 

Additionally, a lot of variety exists within each story told by Greenfielders. Each teller has a 

different set of values and views on the land and its history, which contributes to the range of 

tones, wordage, and pacing of stories, as well as the types of stories told.  

Members of the Greenfield Ranch Association are keenly aware that their community 

center rests on a Pomo Indian village site. A resident of Greenfield Ranch, Kirsten Johnsen 

recalled her childhood and early education at the ranch house in a blog post:  

 

It was a daily passion among us to dig through the rich black soil 

around the Commonland searching for artifacts from the distant 

past. The land… was a Pomo Indian village site, so we could 

never absorb enough information about the people before us, who 

had lived here for hundreds of generations. We experimented 

with making acorn-meal mush, and learned about basket weaving 

from our field trips to the Willits Museum. One of our first field 

trips was to a neighboring community to see an ancient rock with 

petroglyphs. We were eager to learn the mysteries of the land. 

We explored every corner of it… rummaging through the dumps 

of the 1860s cattle ranch that was the origin of our beloved but 

dilapidated barn, and playing in the ranch house around which  

everything in our world revolved [Johnsen 1994; see Figure 6]. 

 

Figure 6. Yellow plastic toy figure 
(Unprocessed Artifact from the 
Greenfield Ranch Collection) 
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The homesite represents a history of occupation going back centuries, if not millennia, 

and current residents have instilled this understanding in their children. Some of the residents 

and members of the Greenfield Ranch Association are wiccans who maintain a strong connection 

to the land through ritual. Solstice and equinox events are held at the ranch annually, 

occasionally with clothing optional celebrations (Zell-Ravenheart and Zell-Ravenheart 2006:10).  

Alternative stories like these highlight the need for multiple lines of data when reporting 

on the past. All data sources have biases and present only a single viewpoint. Archaeologists, 

therefore, need to be able to collect and analyze these datasets in order to glean useful 

information. From this kind of analysis, we can better understand the motives of people in the 

past and what they were doing in their daily lives. 

 As a place with a long history of human occupation and use, Greenfield Ranch can be 

seen as a palimpsest, a visible record of all past use, as it has been changed repeatedly as 

different people move in and use the place. Evidence of previous use is obvious to current 

residents, as it likely was for the Masút and the Davis or Greenfield families. The Masút stone 

tools and rock art can be found on the GRA’s property, which extends over much of the Masút 

ethnographic territory. Guy Greenfield’s initials stamped into the cement in the path to the ranch 

house are still visible. And part of the eastern hillside was recently leveled to make a volleyball 

court. All of these little changes, the ways that owners have modified the house and surrounding 

area to suit their needs and wishes, are visible to new generations and residents of the property. 

Changing a “place” into a “home” is part of a process of occupation. Each resident, family, and 

community may have a different style of occupation, a different way of using the place. 

Claiming ownership through changes to the previous style makes it their home. 
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New Narrative: Using the Tripartite Framework to Write in a Different Way 

 All of these different sources of data and disciplines of knowledge create nuanced styles 

of writing for their respective subjects. This works well for researchers in their respective fields, 

but it not as helpful for creating a comprehensive story of the past. The tripartite framework lets 

researchers move away from the discipline-specific way of writing to create narratives which 

cross boundaries of time and culture. It does this, of course, in three ways. First, using historical 

ecology researchers can focus on land management and landscape modification practices, 

providing a baseline for measuring change. With household archaeology researchers can find 

comparable occupation styles at varying levels of detail. Therefore, while available data may not 

allow the researcher to know the exact composition of the household, they can still study how the 

group used the landscape and made their place their home. By focusing on households and the 

landscape, we can move away from culturally or temporally specific terms or concepts. And 

finally, recent research in pluralistic sites allows researchers to talk about people without cultural 

identifiers, and instead focus on their behavior and management practices. From these lenses, we 

can create a narrative of place where we talk about occupants as a series of households who each 

use and modify the landscape in different ways based on their own interests, uses, and style of 

living. While this narrative may seem very abstract, it, in fact, allows us greater freedom to 

explore the similarities and differences in home-making practices and occupation styles without 

the confines previously imposed by disciplinary style. 

How to Write a New Kind of History: Issues 

 To write a new kind of narrative or story about the entire past, we must deal with one 

primary issue: the varied visibility of past inhabitants due to different types of available data. 

That is, there is a lot of written records of people from the recent past, especially those of 
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European descent in the form of newspapers, court records, diaries, etc. which can provide a lot 

of detail on the names, properties, and public stories of these people. These kinds of data are not 

currently available to researchers for people who lives hundreds or thousands of years ago in 

California. Instead, there are a lot of data in the archaeological record and from stories by 

descendants about the distant past. These two types of data provide varying levels of detail on 

different aspects of occupants’ lives. Therefore, it is difficult, although fruitful, to create a 

cohesive narrative about the entire past using these data. 

In order to compensate for the inconsistency, I have attempted to summarize the many 

stories of the different pasts of Greenfield Ranch into a single narrative. That is, I have 

purposefully adjusted the level of detail of different aspects of life to be the same throughout the 

narrative across time. The tripartite framework can also help to combat this issue because we can 

use the themes from the lenses: landscape use, households, and pluralistic occupation. For 

example, using historical ecology the narrative will look at how people modified the landscape 

and by focusing on land management and modification practices, we do not necessarily need to 

know the names or the exact time that a household lived at the site. Instead, I can discuss how 

residents’ land use practices changed over time without focusing on the exact identity of these 

occupants. 

Heritage managers must also keep in mind that the process of household succession is not 

neutral. This means that although we do not know the exact nature of how each new household 

took control of the site, this was likely in no way a completely peaceful, perfect transition. Places 

like Greenfield Ranch which is a very desirable location to live, were likely sought, and fought, 

after by various ethnic groups over time. It may be hard to convey this is in contexts such as 

Greenfield Ranch, where the exact nature of many of the transitions are unknown, but it must be 
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stated so that readers do not make assumptions about the nature of these processes. 

Greenfield Ranch: A Story 

 The following is an example of how researchers of the past from varying disciplines can 

describe the entirety of the past using the same vocabulary, scale, and level of synthesis. The 

purpose of this text is to tell the story of the place and to demonstrate the continuity of use at 

Greenfield Ranch across cultures using the themes from the tripartite framework. These kinds of 

texts work to place all occupants on an equal plane, from which we can demonstrate how people 

lived on the landscape and how different occupants used and modified the place in unique ways. 

This text is not meant to be an in-depth description of all that we know about the previous 

occupants of the site (for this see Appendix D. and subsequent discussion in Chapters 4 and 5) 

 The first occupants of Greenfield Ranch were likely a group of related households that 

lived in multiple homes across the site. These people were the descendants of earlier, more 

mobile hunter-gatherers who had been in the broader region for several thousand years. Their 

homes were slightly buried in the ground and were built using timbers and thatching from 

various local trees. These people did not reside at the site year-round. Instead, they likely lived at 

the place for a few months of the year, returning at the same time each year using a trail network. 

People living at this site during this time actively managed their landscape through active 

cultivation and maintenance of plants which involved thinning, seeding, planting, and planned 

burning events. These occupants used materials such as rock, bone, shell, plants, and antler to 

make baskets, create tools, hunt game, find food, play games, and many other kinds of activities.  

Wider regional society at this time was very diverse with regards to language, religion, 

clothing, food, and many other aspects of culture. Due to this cultural pluralism, people also 

likely visited other groups and traded items, engaged in territorial disputes, and had many other 
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types of interactions with near and distant peoples. They also, either as a group, or a few 

members of the group, traveled to other communities and areas to trade and gather resources 

which were not available at Greenfield Ranch such as obsidian. During these trips the occupants 

of Greenfield Ranch interacted, traded, and conversed with other people whose way of life was 

both similar and very different from their own. 

The households occupying the site gradually became more sedentary, new groups entered 

the area, and regional distinctions developed and intensified over time. People began to spend 

more time at Greenfield Ranch throughout the year, and eventually the ancestral Masút Pomo 

came to live at the site. The year-round spring and ample fish in the creek at Greenfield Ranch 

drew people to the area and made it a desirable place to live.  

Tools used to hunt game changed from the spear or atlatl to the bow and arrow, marking 

a radical shift in hunting technology efficiency and productivity, as well as a technological 

response to a changing local environment and resource base as the Holocene era progressed. 

Local residents made an increasingly broad diversity of beads and other ornaments, and 

circulated them in an expanded regional economic network as jewelry, trade goods, and status 

symbols. People began to mark locations of ritual significance with rock art. As people lived 

more consistently at the same location, they began to focus more intensely on the local sources 

of useful material, such as wood, food, shell, and stone, which were in the area surrounding the 

homesite.  

The people who lived at Greenfield Ranch were associated with many households in the 

surrounding region who spoke the same dialect. While people during this time became more 

sedentary, they did visit other groups both near and distant to Greenfield Ranch to collect items 

not easily found in the area. For example, the Masút Pomo at Greenfield Ranch likely traveled 
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seasonally to the coast where they gathered clams, mussels, and fished with another group of 

people who spoke a different dialect of the Pomo language. Additionally, as with previous 

occupants, the Masút used established trade routes to trade goods and information with other 

groups in the region. Some of these groups the occupants visited included other Masút groups, 

non-Masút Pomo people, and is it possible that occupants of Greenfield Ranch also traded with 

non-Pomo people as well. 

People who were more different than those who had previously lived at Greenfield Ranch 

moved in, perhaps through violence and the use of technologies new to the landscape. These 

European people killed many of the original inhabitants of the region around Greenfield Ranch 

in order to establish their residence. This period may have not been the first time the control of 

the homesite was taken violently. The types of transitional events between households at 

Greenfield Ranch may have included incidents such as: a generation transition from older 

relative to younger; a hostile takeover of the site; a renewed use of the site after previous users 

had abandoned it; or a trade or purchase of the site from previous occupants.  

These European people lived in homes made of lumber milled from the locally available 

tree species, often picking the same species used by previous occupants, but process with 

different technologies. The dwellings they constructed on the site were larger but housed fewer 

occupants than the dwellings of those who had previously used the site. The new occupants 

participated in a radically expanded economic network, stretching back to the regions from 

which they had emigrated. So, while prior occupants had likely traded for goods acquired 

hundreds of miles away, these new occupants had goods they had traded for from thousands of 

miles away. The European occupants also interacted and traded with people of varying origins in 

the surrounding region, just as the Masút and other previous occupants had done. As part of the 
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expanded trade network, the European occupants likely also interacted and traded with people 

who had emigrated to the region surrounding Greenfield Ranch who had come from continents 

other than Europe, including Africa, Asia, and parts of Central and South America. This created 

a diverse and pluralistic society, much like that which the Masút Pomo lived when they occupied 

Greenfield Ranch. 

The diversity of materials and tools that they used was much greater than that used by 

previous occupants. Occupants at this time used metal, wood, glass, fabric, pottery, paper, and 

many other materials in their daily lives at the site. They used horses to move to and from the site 

via trails and roads in order to trade and meet with other people. They introduced domesticated 

mammal species such as pigs, sheep, and cows, which they allowed to roam the surrounding 

landscape within enclosures made with wood and metal wire. These occupants changed their 

landscape more radically than the previous occupants. Streams were dammed, springs tapped, 

and hills were terraced for the cultivation of domesticated plant species that were used for food.  

People whose lifestyles and land-use practices were more similar to Greenfield Ranch’s 

earlier occupants, the descendants of the Masút Pomo who lived in the area of Greenfield Ranch, 

lived in the region, but were less numerous than before. These people may have visited the 

residents of Greenfield Ranch to trade items and labor. The Pomo’s practice of burning parts of 

the landscape was not used by these new occupants of Greenfield Ranch. Instead, Greenfield 

Ranch’s European occupants cut down trees using tools and traded the wood with others in the 

surrounding area and abroad. 

The trend towards increasing social and economic complexity begun by the ancestral 

Masút Pomo continued and radically expanded under the capitalist frameworks used by the 

newly arrived European occupants. Greenfield Ranch became a commodity which could be 
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traded to others who were interested in being new residents of the site. More complex processes 

were developed to organize and control the trade of land, goods, and services for a vast territory 

including Greenfield Ranch. European landscape modification practices could flatten or build 

hills, construct roads, remove trees, and enact many other changes in a fraction of the time these 

processes had previously taken. Therefore, the landscape at the ranch was drastically changed by 

European occupants. A space behind the home was flattened for a game to be played by the 

residents and visitors. More housing and specialized use structures were erected and modified at 

the homesite as new occupants needed more and different kinds of spaces.  

Eventually, the site and much of the surrounding area was sold to a large group of people 

who wanted to use the landscape in a manner similar to the earliest occupants of the site. Instead 

of using Greenfield Ranch merely as a home, they also used the site as a hub for ritual activities, 

a school for teaching children, and as a meeting place. These people and their descendants 

continue to live at Greenfield Ranch today. Their experience of the ranch is the result of 

thousands of years of use and modification. Over time people have built countless homes, 

gardens, trails, and roads as they lived at Greenfield Ranch. They burned, cut, planted and tended 

to the plants and trees in the area as they managed the vegetation in the area based on their needs 

and uses. Occupants have dammed streams, tilled the soil, and flattened slopes in order to shape 

the land to fit their style of occupation. Greenfield Ranch has been a home for hundreds of 

people over thousands of years and each of those occupants have shaped it, by making a home 

there and using the space as a homesite. These home-making activities are still going on today as 

current Greenfielders shape the land to match their own needs and wants as occupants of the site.  
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Chapter 4: Methods - Through the Looking Glass(es) 

 

This project critiques the idea that history can be organized into a set of discrete units. 

Instead, I argue that time should be considered a continuum of cultural change. This would allow 

archaeologists to better situate multi-component sites in our understanding of human history. The 

framework developed in this thesis was used to identify data needed to study these kinds of sites. 

To employ an inclusive approach, I used multiple lines of data that would allow me to study the 

site in a different way than it had been in the past. I collected data on the people, places, and 

landscape surrounding Greenfield Ranch throughout time and compiled data and artifacts from 

previous excavations, field survey, historical documents, and regional histories to understand the 

history of Greenfield Ranch. I used ArcGIS to document the locations of past and present human 

activities and observe how these intersected and connected over time. Additionally, throughout 

this process I met with, emailed, and talked to GRA members to learn more about the 

archaeological collection, to discover what they knew about the history of the site, and to share 

with them my progress. Using these techniques, a comprehensive dataset of how people used and 

manipulated their landscape at Greenfield Ranch emerged.  

Who Lived Here and How Did This Change over Time? 

 In order to employ the lens of household archaeology, archaeologists determine who 

lived at the site over time. By linking alterations to the landscape and built environment to 

residents, we can determine styles of occupation. This combination of tenets from household 

archaeology and historical ecology allows us to see how each occupant or household changed the 

place to make their home; we can observe their style, the way in which they practice occupation.  

A number of techniques can and should be used to determine the previous occupants. 
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Research at libraries, the assessor’s office, genealogy websites, and other sources of historic 

documents can help shed light on individual occupants of Greenfield Ranch that were 

documented in legal or social settings. Archaeological methods including survey, excavation, 

and artifact analyses can shed light on how households used the site based on what they left 

behind.  

Biases exist in all sources of data; historic documents often focus more on the wealthy 

men of the time and may gloss over or ignore women or people of color. The archaeological 

record is only what is left behind that has not decayed; materials made from wood or bone are 

more susceptible to decomposition and are a rarity in most climates, whereas stone tools last a 

long time. It is necessary to recognize these innate predispositions so that when the framework is 

tested we understand its issues. By looking for what might be missing, how the place was used, 

and the longevity of items in the archaeological record we can better study and understand the 

past. 

Historical Documentation and Research 

Historic documents help archaeologists determine the timeline of household succession. 

Deeds, census records, genealogy websites, and other historical research help to build a history 

of occupation at the site, which mostly describes the European occupants. These documents not 

only help to determine who lived at the property, but they can help to analyze what kind of 

behaviors where being practiced at the site such as occupation/economic (e.g. ranching, 

agriculture, manufacture) and what kind of changes were being made to the landscape (e.g. 

building or modification of structures, land use conversion, infrastructure development). 

GRA member Linda Gray and I visited libraries, websites, and Mendocino county offices 

to collect historical documents and histories of the area. Linda previously conducted extensive 
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research on the history of ownership of the Greenfield Ranch house as part of a pre-1914 water 

rights application. She provided me with pertinent historic documentation; particularly helpful 

was that which traced the ownership of the ranch property through deeds, tax assessments, and 

newspaper articles. This documentation allowed me to make a simple timeline of European 

ownership of the site (Appendix C). I used these names and dates to search electronic databases, 

including ancestry.com and familysearch.org, to find out more about these individuals. 

Additionally, I visited the Mendocino Tax Assessor’s Office and the Held-Poage Research 

Library to gather more information, maps, and images about the site and region around 

Greenfield Ranch. Census records, Great Registers of Mendocino County, deeds, and tax 

assessment documentation were used to create a robust description of the European history of the 

ownership of the site.  

This data has been crucial in the construction of how recent occupants modified the 

landscape and their home over time. The only drawback is that the historical documents focus on 

the actions of adult white men. The newspapers, deeds, and censuses do not say much about the 

women who lived on the ranch, and no children are mentioned as living on the ranch at all until 

the GRA turned the ranch house into a school. Also, ranch employees are fairly hard to identify; 

occasionally a newspaper will mention people living at or visiting the ranch for extended periods 

of time, but not their occupation or what they did at the ranch. Ethnographies, letters, and diaries 

can provide insight about the past, but they need to be evaluated and put in context as part of the 

analysis (Rubertone 2000). 

These documents can also provide data about the basic lifestyle of Native Californian 

groups, and the nature of their relationship with non-Indigenous people. Throughout the contact 

process non-Indigenous people wrote about Indigenous individuals and groups in various ways. 
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Historical documents also describe the interactions between Indigenous and non-Indigenous 

peoples in various contexts. These documents can provide information about how the 

relationship between different Indigenous and non-Indigenous people changed over time. 

Additionally, these writings provide insight into how Europeans interpreted the past and 

perceived Indigenous people. While these data can contribute to an interdisciplinary approach to 

understanding the past, this needs to be done with awareness of the biases and viewpoints of the 

authors.  

I also used collections of historical accounts, early photographs of the area, histories of 

Native Californians and Europeans from the library at Sonoma State University (SSU) and from 

the Mendocino and Sonoma County Libraries. I looked at SSU Masters’ theses pertaining to this 

region and these time periods. This strategy helped to fill in some details that I had been missing 

and provided a good bibliography for source material. I used this research to document how the 

region changed ethnically, politically, and physically as different people moved in and altered 

the landscape. 

Using Ethnography and Archaeology to Learn about Occupants 

 Historic documents provide information about more recent occupants of the ranch, while 

archaeological evidence and analysis illuminate occupants from the more distant past. By 

combining data from these sources, researchers can determine who lived at a place across time. 

Archaeological methods such as excavation, obsidian hydration, and stratigraphic analysis can be 

used to determine who lived there and when this occupation likely occurred.  

Cataloging the Collection 

During the original processing of the collection, Gary and McLear determined artifact 

types and created tags using these categories. The tags and labels in the original catalog were 
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used to determine the artifacts’ categories during the creation of the updated catalog. In the new 

catalog, I related these categories as accurately as possible to artifact types in ASC’s 

classification system based on The ASC How-to Manual (2002:3-13).  All presented analysis in 

this thesis uses these designations to group artifacts. Any notes or description on a tag were 

transcribed into the corresponding “notes” field in the catalog.  

This data is highly circumspect and conclusions should be considered only general. This 

result is because I did not have access to excavation notes, excavation trench profile drawings, 

maps unit maps, or information other than the original artifact catalogs, and it is unclear whether 

these procedures were undertaken. Additionally, there is no data on the methods used to catalog 

the artifacts. Therefore, we can only very roughly correlate excavation depth to a linear 

expression of time. Without sufficient excavation information, it is difficult to date strata. Based 

on the limited information available from the excavation as well as findings from Layton’s 

excavation of a nearby site (Layton 1990), it appears that soils were not well stratified, further 

complicating this analysis. Issues of inconsistency also arose when studying the assemblage. 

Some artifact bags contained over 50 specimens; some of these bags had tags that included the 

number of artifacts per bag while others did not. In these cases, I left the box for “Number of 

Artifacts” blank, because counting the number of artifacts in each back would have taken more 

time than I had to finish the catalog. However, despite these issues, this information can still 

provide general trends in occupation style.  

In order to create a digital catalog for the Greenfield Ranch collection, I photographed the 

artifacts and used the Access database template of the Anthropological Studies Center (ASC) to 

create a searchable catalog of the artifacts. The database includes all artifacts tagged in the 

collection using artifact tags, and notes associated with the artifacts within the original 



39 
 

 
 

excavation catalog. At the GRA’s request, I photographed diagnostic and unique artifacts in the 

collection to aid in their consultation process. Additionally, the images provide an electronic 

version of the artifact that can be retained if the artifacts are given to a tribe or museum.  

The goal of the cataloging effort was to digitize the 

existing artifact catalog; thus, I did not reanalyze artifacts 

in the collection. I did not catalog artifacts that were not 

tagged or previously processed because it was unclear 

what methods were used to catalog the original collection. 

Therefore, I was unable to duplicate the methods of Gary 

and McLear to process the untagged artifacts, and it would 

be difficult to compare artifacts cataloged using different 

methods.  

This catalog was the basis for my understanding of the direct history of the site, 

particularly for the distant past. Specifically, evidence of flaked glass (see Figure 7) prompted 

my interest in the site as a location with an extensive and continuous human past. This catalog 

and the associated images allowed me to compile data and conduct a basic statistical analysis of 

the collection. It also makes it easier to find, study, and analyze the artifacts, and creates a 

permanent record for future reference in the event the collection is repatriated or split up. 

Dating: Obsidian Hydration 

Dating of strata and artifacts can help archaeologists determine the occupational links in 

the chain of household succession. There are many different techniques for dating artifacts and 

strata, depending on the material and the type of environment in which the site is located. Many 

of the obsidian artifacts from Greenfield’s collection had been previously cut for obsidian 

Figure 7. Artifact TM-10 pink glass modified 
flake fragment from the Greenfield Ranch 
Collection (photo courtesy of the author) 
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hydration dating conducted in the late 1980s and early 1990s. In the collection, there are also a 

few prepared thin-section slides, used to measure hydration rinds.  

I met with Tom Origer, a local CRM practitioner who specializes in obsidian hydration, 

to help me understand the obsidian hydration process and to determine if dates could be derived 

from the data. He explained that, simply put, water leeches into obsidian over time at a constant 

rate, which creates a hydration rind. When a small slice of obsidian is placed under a 

microscope, the extent to which the water has advanced into the artifact can be seen, and this 

rind can be measured. A date for when the artifact was made can be determined using this 

measurement and a formula based on the obsidian source and the average temperature of the area 

the artifact was found (Tom Origer, personal communication 2016). 

It appears that obsidian flakes and debitage from the site were sent to Dr. Tom Layton at 

San Jose State University, who was working with Gary on the excavation. Layton used these 

flakes as part of a class on obsidian hydration measurement (Sanchez-Chopitea 1991:2). The 

class’ hydration results indicated that the flakes provided a relatively close cluster of dates 

(Sanchez-Chopitea 1991:7). As a further project, SJSU student Viviana Sanchez-Chopitea cut 

“small arrow tips” and found that these were clustered around a later date (1991:1). This 

substantiated her theory that the way in which obsidian was traded in the North Coast Ranges 

changed over time. Sanchez-Chopitea hypothesized that during an earlier period, large bifaces 

were traded for and brought to Greenfield Ranch, where their reduction into “bipoints” produced 

numerous chipping flakes, like those dated by the class (1991:6). Later, projectile points seem to 

have been made closer to their source, so that very little chipping debris from this period was 

found at the site (Sanchez-Chopitea 1991:7). These data are important in understanding how the 

kinds of game and material culture used by occupants, and thus the ways they interacted with 
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other groups, changed over time. Unfortunately, Sanchez-Chopitea did not convert the rind 

measurements into dates as part of this project, and only created a graph showing the hydration 

rind thickness. 

 It is unclear exactly who calculated the hydration rind measurements determined in the 

SJSU class and therefore the dates derived from the notes are circumspect. Every person reads 

hydration rinds differently, because the band can vary along the edge of the artifact and is not 

always a distinct line. Those who take rind measurements must be careful to measure 

consistently both over time and between their peers so measurements and dates are comparable 

between sites and practitioners (Tom Origer, personal communication 2016). Only very rough 

charts for the obsidian dated by SJSU students exist. Due to questions surrounding the dates 

calculated and lab notes found, I decided not to directly date artifacts. Instead, I chose to use the 

general date trends outlined in Sanchez-Chopitea’s paper, allowing me to gather more reliable 

data. While I could not directly correlate artifacts to “dates,” these date trends still allowed me to 

gain some insight into the sequence of events relating to changes in obsidian use at the site.  

Faunal Analysis: Finding Human Remains 

Subsistence practices can be determined using faunal analysis, if bones and shell are 

present at a site. It is important to understand that not all faunal remains are connected to human 

consumption; some may have been pets, or the results of other predators that left their kill at the 

site. However, faunal remains can provide information about diet breadth, scarcity, and how far 

people are traveling for food. At large occupation sites, human remains are also a possibility, 

therefore it is important for an archaeologist trained in recognizing human bones to be present 

during excavation and review older collections where this was not done. 

GRA was interested in giving all or some artifacts from the collection to local tribes and 
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research institutions. No human remains were identified during the original excavation, and it 

had long been assumed by the GRA that no remains were present in the collection. After 

discussion with the GRA, it was determined that no faunal expert had been on-site at the time of 

excavation and that there was a possibility that remains were not recognized as such. The GRA 

agreed that a cursory examination of the faunal remains would be useful in preparation for 

planned consultation meetings.  

 The site is located on private land owned by the GRA. The excavation conducted by 

Gary and McLear was not subject to most legal contexts under which cultural resource managers 

work. This exception is because they were not conducting a project that involved state or federal 

money, nor was it subject to permitting. However, Mendocino County has an Archaeological 

Resources Ordinance (ARO) that does affect private landowners. Specifically, the ordinance 

established an Archaeological Commission, which reviews projects for archaeological sensitivity 

and potential disturbance of cultural resources. Important to this project, the ordinance 

establishes rules for how to proceed when human remains are found, following California Health 

and Safety Code §7050.5-7055 and Public Resources Code §5097.9. In addition, it states that 

landowners cannot possess human remains found on their land. 

Michael Stoyka, a faunal specialist at the ASC, is an expert in the identification of 

osteological material and is a consultant for many county sheriffs’ departments. Stoyka 

examined all the faunal material in the collection to determine if human remains were present. 

He found five human bones in the collection that were not recognized during the initial 

excavation. The remains were from a foot and at least one hand, consisting of one metatarsal, 

one metacarpal, and three phalange bones. The metatarsal was excavated from Locus A, Unit 2 

at a depth of 20-30 centimeters (cm). The four hand bones were excavated in Locus B, Unit 6 at 
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depths ranging from 20-50 cm (see Appendix A: Sketch Map). Each hand bone was found at a 

different unit or depth, meaning that they were not articulated in situ.  

Identification of human remains changed the nature of the collection. As a result, ASC 

Director Dr. Thomas Whitley and Director Emeritus Dr. Adrian Praetzellis determined that it 

would be best to return the collection to Greenfield Ranch so the GRA could begin the 

consultation and repatriation process as soon as possible. This process would ensure the remains 

could be respectfully managed as per the wishes of the local tribes.  

When human remains are identified during the process of excavation, work is 

immediately required to end around the remains and the coroner must be notified as per the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Sec. 15064.5 e). The coroner will 

determine if the remains are Native American. If this is the case, the coroner will contact the 

Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The NAHC will determine the most likely 

descendant (MLD) who will be able to make recommendations to the landowner regarding how 

to treat the remains and associated grave goods.  

Since the remains had been excavated thirty years prior to being identified as such, 

standard practices conducted when human remains are found in-situ did not make sense. 

However, the Mendocino ARO states that landowners cannot possess human remains found on 

their land, thus placing GRA in a difficult position, as they did not feel it was appropriate to 

reacquire the collection from the ASC until they could take this matter before the Archaeological 

Commission for guidance. Ultimately, the human remains were taken by the Mendocino County 

Coroner’s Office to California State University, Chico for further testing to determine their age, 

and the rest of the collection was returned to GRA. 
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Connecting to Lenses: Identifying Occupants and Artifacts 

Historical research and archaeological collections analysis help us identify occupants and 

study their lifeways, which helps us answer questions from the three perspectives used in the 

theoretical framework presented in this thesis. Using household archaeology, we can ask 

questions about occupants, from which we can create a timeline or chain of successive 

occupants. Historical ecology argues that we can use data from collections and historical 

documents to study how people are using and modifying the landscape. These two datasets can 

be connected to create a timeline of occupants and landscape modification, because household 

succession - a concept derived from household archaeology - argues that new occupants spur 

landscape change. Concepts from studies in pluralistic and multi-component sites refine our 

approach and show that by looking past the cultural affiliations of an artifact and instead 

focusing on the way the artifact was used we can change the way that we think about people in 

the past and their lifeways. Applying this argument to our timeline of occupants and landscape 

modification, urges us to not make assumptions about occupants and their uses of the landscape 

based on their ethnic affiliation; instead we should study the artifacts as evidence of a behavior 

that was practiced at the site. By setting aside cultural affiliation, we can study artifacts from the 

collection, such as projectile points and horseshoes, not as evidence of Native American and 

European occupants, but as evidence of hunting (or warfare) and travel. Data about the occupants 

and their lifestyles work to build a comprehensive understanding of how each successive 

occupant who lived at Greenfield Ranch changed it in order to make it his or her home.  

These data allow us to look beyond the terms “prehistoric” and “historic” and instead 

look at all human history at the site. Additionally, it demonstrates that sites like Greenfield 

Ranch, which are occupied continuously and repeatedly, have a deep and rich history to which 
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its present/current occupants are contributing. This site is important because it has been occupied 

for so long, and remains so to this day.  

How Have Occupants Made This Place Their Home? 

 Proponents of historical ecology argue that the relationship between people and their 

environments should be examined. Specifically, the framework proposed in this thesis argues 

that historical ecology can be used as a lens to see how humans have shaped their landscape in 

the process of occupation. Methods including surveys and artifact collection analysis were used 

to collect data on the land use patterns of site occupants. Data collected demonstrates how the 

landscape has changed, and when combined with temporal information, can be used to show how 

occupants changed the site over time.  

Field Survey 

Ground survey of the landscape allows archaeologists to document surface artifacts, 

record the built environment, and study the landscape for evidence of physical modifications. 

This evidence provides a basis for understanding how people today and in the recent past have 

altered the environment in the form of buildings, landscaping, and material culture. During a 

field survey, archaeologists also look for unusual or foreign plant species that may be evidence 

of intentional gardening or agricultural practices. 

I conducted a survey of P-23-001714 / CA-MEN-1930/H (“B” Greenfield Ranch), wrote 

a report on this survey, and updated the archaeological site record as part of ASC’s Internship in 

Cultural Resources Management (Sims 2015; see Figure 8). During this field survey and later 

visits to the site, my crew and I recorded landscape features such as buildings, gardens, and 

roads, in addition to archaeological material found on the ground surface. The report provided a 

foundation for “seeing” how people had changed the landscape. The site records primarily 
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identify the buildings and features that were noted during the field survey. Photographs taken 

during the survey and aerial images from 

Google Earth were also important in 

identifying larger-scale modifications that 

were harder to see on the ground. I also spoke 

with GRA members concerning any 

modifications they remembered, such as the 

excavation and grading for a volleyball court. 

Although we identified an obviously modified 

flat northeast of the main ranch house during 

the survey, I would not have understood its 

recreational purpose without talking with GRA 

members. Field survey allowed me to build an 

understanding of site development processes 

and gather information applicable to the historical ecology lens of the framework to study the 

physical modifications occupants have made. 

Statistical Analysis of the Collection 

I conducted a basic statistical analysis of the artifact assemblage from P-23-001714 / CA-

MEN-1930/H. Specifically, the GRA was interested in knowing more about the distribution of 

artifacts by depth as well as the age of the artifacts. Using Excel, I developed charts to visually 

demonstrate how artifacts were distributed across the site by type, depth, and spatial location. 

Depth roughly correlates with time at this site. My findings corroborated Viviana Sanchez-

Chopitea's 1991 findings regarding variance in point typology and frequency of chipping debris 

Figure 8. Flagged artifacts during survey along the eastern 
wall of the barn (photo courtesy of the author) 
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in relation to how obsidian was traded over time. The analysis also demonstrated that artifacts 

usually attributed to either Native Americans or Europeans were intermixed in the first 50 

centimeters. While this is not definitive proof that these two groups cohabitated at this site, it 

strongly suggests that the early European residents knew about the site’s previous occupants. 

Even if they did not physically interact, the material evidence was still clearly visible on the 

surface.   

Connecting to Lenses: Looking for Evidence of Use and Modification 

 The field survey and statistical analysis of the collection allows us to gather new 

information about occupants, their lifeways, and how they changed the site. During field survey, 

archaeologists can look at the whole landscape as a place that has been used and modified 

repeatedly, by many different people. These concepts come from both historical ecology and 

household archaeology and, as previously stated, we can use these theories together to gain a 

more robust understanding of what occupation has looked like at the site. A statistical analysis of 

archaeological collections helps us to understand what behaviors and modifications occupants 

were undertaking at Greenfield Ranch. Using the lens of multi-component sites, we can study the 

archaeological collection not as the product of Native American and European occupation, but as 

evidence of occupants who used the site differently and carried out different activities while 

living at Greenfield Ranch. This perspective allows us to bypass stereotypes about the behaviors 

of people based on their cultural affiliation. Instead, we can connect artifacts by what they were 

used for and by how the land was used. This analysis helps us add information in our timeline 

about what each household did, what their material culture was, and how they were using 

Greenfield Ranch.   
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How Have Occupants Changed the Place over Time? 

 I used the lenses of household archaeology and historical ecology to collect data on who 

lived at the site and how different occupants have changed the landscape. However, this 

information then had to be displayed in a way that allowed for easy comprehension and analysis. 

While several media could facilitate this understanding, Geographic Information Systems (GIS) 

work especially well because they are accessible and widely used in archaeology, and they allow 

for the layering of multiple components and variables. Most commonly, GIS are used to create 

two dimensional maps that show site locations, sensitivity, and survey coverage. The program I 

used was ArcGIS, software developed by ESRI, in which multiple layers of spatial data can be 

inputted to produce and edit maps quickly and efficiently. ArcGIS also contains tools that can be 

used to show both locational data and changes over time.  

 Using GIS, we can see all cultural modifications, physical and geophysical, on the 

surface together. This tool allows archaeologists to look beyond culturally-labeled artifacts or 

buildings, which Silliman (2009) argues is necessary to understanding multi-component sites. 

The site can be explained as a palimpsest, a place where many histories converge in overlapping 

layers. Practices or behaviors can be identified by location; for example, where homes have been 

located or how trash or privy use has moved or changed over time. Mapping and the creation of a 

visual medium provide a unique way to show the site’s present and its past at the same time. 

Visualizing Landscape and Landscape Modification 

 Studying how people have changed the landscape is a crucial point of historical ecology, 

but it is not easily accomplished. Historical maps and other types of documentation may indicate 

modifications that might have been eroded by time. It is important to speak with landowners and 

other individuals who may have knowledge of the history of local land use and who can 
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corroborate discrepancies indicated in field and documentary research.  

 Recent modifications to the Greenfield Ranch site, such as the volleyball flat and 

backfilled excavation trenches, were easiest to identify and roughly date. However, it became 

much more difficult to identify these types of landscape modifications from the distant past. 

Standing structures were identified during the survey, but it was difficult to determine when they 

were built and how they were modified, because no documentation could be found pertaining to 

them. Until quite recently, maps of this area were drawn at such a large scale that no distinct 

buildings can be identified except from very recent aerial imagery. An architectural historian 

with training and experience with farm architecture could likely date the buildings by style. 

Dendrochronology may yield dates for the wood used in the buildings, but the lumber may not 

be local, and was likely reused.  

 No housepits or other typical Native American dwelling features were identified during 

the survey, apart from midden. Ranch buildings and other ground-disturbing projects at the ranch 

have likely erased this evidence, if it existed. It does seem that Gary’s excavation did not locate 

any of these kinds of features, either; however, I have not been able to locate any maps of the 

excavation, only a few cross-section drawings of excavation units. Evidence of these features 

may have been missed if an archaeologist trained in identifying archaeological features was not 

present during the excavation. 

Historical photographs and aerials of the ranch were used to examine how the site has 

changed.  Images from the archaeological report and site records produced by Foster and Foster 

(1984), stories in the GRA’s 25th Anniversary book (Johnsen et al. 1997), and photos provided 

by Linda Gray, offered glimpses of how the site looked in the past (see Figure 9). From these, I 

identified past lifeways, as well as changes to architectural and landscape features made between 
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the time the photos were taken and when I visited the ranch. 

The analytical framework put 

forward in this thesis hinges on the 

ability of the researcher to identify how 

past inhabitants have modified the 

landscape as part of their occupation. 

Oftentimes archaeologists are only in 

the field for one day, and they may only 

spend a few hours in one location. These 

considerations may make it difficult to 

spend the time necessary to recognize 

how the landscape has been changed. 

While modifications at Greenfield 

Ranch were in some ways difficult to 

identify, or could not be fully explained, 

it was possible. By taking many 

pictures of the area, archaeologists can see what the site and the surrounding landscape look like 

without relying on potentially faulty memories. Asking the landowner what they know about the 

property is invaluable.  

Mapping Archaeological Resources Using GIS: Methods 

Libraries and data repositories for spatial information can provide crucial data on the 

location and interpretation of archaeological sites.  The Northwest Information Center (NWIC) 

of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) at SSU is a depository of 

Figure 9. Early 1920's Greenfield Ranch Loggers (image courtesy of 
Linda Gray) 
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archaeological reports, resource records, and spatial data conducted in the Bay Area and North 

Coast region. I worked with NWIC Coordinator Bryan Much to digitize reports and resources 

within Masút Pomo ethnographic territory, particularly those on and in proximity to Greenfield 

Ranch. Cultural resource features identified at the NWIC became a layer in my ArcGIS map of 

the region around Greenfield Ranch.  

The DPR 523 forms used to record cultural resources in California provide three options 

for site age: “prehistoric,” “historic,” or “both.” These forms came into use about twenty years 

ago, and prior to this development many universities and firms had their own site record forms. 

On some of these, “protohistoric” was an option for site age. To account for this consideration, 

the NWIC Information Center Database (ICDB), where resources and reports are catalogued in 

an electronic format, includes “protohistoric” as an option for site age. Despite this terminology 

being highly problematic, it was important to create a map that shows the recorded “age” of sites 

around Greenfield Ranch, because there was no other temporal data that could be used instead. 

The DPR needs to revise these forms so that we can better understand when sites were used. The 

terms “prehistoric,” “historic,” and “protohistoric” are inaccurate and are woefully inadequate 

for explaining how people have used and are using sites, but this is how sites are officially 

temporally categorized. Therefore, despite these issues, these categories were used in the 

mapping of sites around Greenfield Ranch. 

These attributes are based on the types of artifacts, features, and landscape modifications 

at the site, and can be grouped by activity or behavior. The California Office of Historic 

Preservation (OHP) developed resource attribute codes to be used with the DPR 523 forms as per 

Instructions for Recording Historical Resources (1995). These codes are divided into three 

categories: HPs are used for historic resource attributes, AHs record attributes of historic 
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archeological sites, and APs are used for prehistoric archaeology attributes (California Office of 

Historic Preservation 1995:49).  

Using the attributes associated with sites in the Greenfield Ranch area, I grouped 

resources into four distinct activity types and one additional sub-type. The four types are: 

“Living,” “Signaling,” “Hunting,” and “Moving/Trading,” and the sub-type is “Quarrying.” The 

“Living” type includes all sites recorded as “AP15 Habitation debris” and “HP02 Single family 

property.” “AP05 Petroglyphs” were put in a “Signaling” category, and sites that were only 

recorded as “AP02 Lithic Scatters” were put into a “Hunting” category meant to describe short-

term camps. Roads (HP37) were labeled as “Moving/Trading” activity. The subtype “Quarrying” 

was used to indicate the “AP12 quarry” that also has the attributes of a habitation site. These 

categories are not perfect; often the difference between “AP02 Lithic scatter” and “AP15 

Habitation debris” is that the lithic scatter is only “flaked” tools, while the habitation debris label 

is used if there are any “groundstone tools present” (mano, pestle, etc.) or if there is a midden at 

the site in addition to the flaked stone (Schaefer and Laylander 2014:344). These categories were 

utilized to create a map of the distribution of uses and activities in the vicinity of Greenfield 

Ranch. 

ArcGIS is crucial to the analysis of data that have been collected using the lenses of 

household archaeology and historical ecology. It serves as a visual platform for the data and 

allows for spatial and statistical analyses, as well as for the development of visual interpretations. 

Data from these reports and records provided a wider context for Native American and European 

occupation and use of this area. ArcGIS allows for compilation of data collected using the 

proposed theoretical framework into one program, and combines both spatial and temporal 

functionalities. Data can then be manipulated and arranged to demonstrate the area’s past without 
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privileging materials from a particular group or time period. Multiple lines of data can be 

coalesced into a coherent discussion of the place, its past, and its present. GIS facilitate methods 

proffered by Silliman (2005; 2009; 2010) for the study of pluralistic and multi-component sites, 

and organize concepts from the other two lenses presented in this thesis.  

With the archaeological site data from the NWIC, I made maps showing the distribution 

of sites around the Greenfield Ranch house. The data could then be manipulated in many 

different ways. I utilized site records to map the distribution of sites around Greenfield Ranch 

based on site age and use. The maps include all cultural resources recorded and submitted to the 

NWIC within 2.5 miles of the Greenfield Ranch site. These 48 resources include those labeled as 

“prehistoric,” “protohistoric,” and “historic era,” and everything from petroglyphs to historic 

period roads. The 2.5-mile buffer was chosen because it would include all resources within the 

property boundary of the GRA (see the dark gray outline in Figure 18 as per Foster and Foster 

1984). 

Using this type of information, archaeologists can study where people were over time, 

and how activities varied across the landscape. We can create maps using the lens of historical 

ecology to see how people used the landscape, in conjunction with ideas from current research in 

multi-component sites that emphasize behavior and “use”. These maps show how people have 

used and manipulated the landscape throughout time.  

 Collecting information from many different sources, including artifacts, historic 

documents, books, meetings, communications, photographs, and GIS, allowed me to use each 

lens of the framework to its fullest. Artifacts, historical documents, and discussions with GRA 

members contributed to a household archaeological study of the site, including when and how 

predecessors affected their home-making style. GIS data, historic maps, and photographs 
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allowed me to address how people were using the landscape and how this changed over time 

through historical ecology. Concepts from the study of pluralistic and multi-component sites 

helped shape how I used maps and timelines to present the entire life history of the site and 

remove biases in language and data availability for “prehistoric” and “historic” sites. 

Connecting to Lenses: Linking Occupants’ Lifestyles in a Sequence of Use 

 Using GIS, we can create maps that show how occupants have used and modified the 

landscape, rather than just a single site. This process answers questions about how occupants 

have modified the landscape on a greater scale than merely the individual site. This increased 

context is important because occupants do not just live in and use their home; they are using the 

surrounding landscape as well. A single occupation site describes only how people made their 

homes, which is why it is important to combine household archaeology with tenets from 

historical ecology. From this combination, we can look outside the confines of the occupation 

center and see how people were using the whole landscape. For example, by looking at the 

landscape, we can see where resources like rocks and wood were mined and logged to make 

fencing or projectile points. Using these perspectives, we can study how people are modifying 

and using the landscape as part of their own process of occupation, of making the place their 

home. From research in multi-component sites we can better study how this process changes, 

repeats, and alters the landscape for future occupants. This lens allows us to see all modification 

as an example of the same process, and shows that we need to look at all of the occupants’ 

modification processes to better understand how occupation, as a process, is changing over time. 

Why Should People Care about These Kinds of Occupational Histories? 

 It is important to consider how to convey the concepts and results of the proposed 

framework to those beyond the archaeological community. Moreover, cultural heritage managers 
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work with landowners to understand their needs and interests in preserving the history of their 

homes. It is important to recognize that although the archaeologist may be the acknowledged 

“expert” in interpreting material culture or landscape, the homeowner may have more knowledge 

about the property. By establishing a dialogue, archaeologists and current occupants can form 

mutually-beneficial relationships of reciprocal learning and shared knowledge. 

 I actively worked with Greenfielders to develop products that they needed, and asked 

them questions about the history of the site, how they felt about living at this place, and how they 

saw as their roles as landowners. I found that by establishing this relationship, we relied on each 

other and were able to work together when issues arose with the site, my project, and the 

collection.  

Consultation as a Method of Collecting Data on Modern Interpretations 

 In addition to advocating for a more comprehensive understanding of the site’s past, 

current occupants should be represented as a link in the chain of occupation. The three-part 

framework can be used to include these modern residents as well. Connecting present-day GRA 

residents to the thousands of years of human occupation at the site encourages stewardship and 

may be a useful strategy for public interpretation at other sites.  

Site stewardship and protection is important because the ranch site has experienced minor 

looting of artifacts over the years. Large stone “balls” noted in the original site record were not 

located when the site was re-recorded in 2015 (Foster and Foster 1984; Sims 2015; See 

Appendix A). Many artifacts “walk off” the property into the private collections of visitors to the 

site. While this practice illustrates interest and a desire for ownership, it creates a problem for 

site management. Therefore, a large portion of this project involved a continuing dialogue about 

the progress of the project, findings, and questions between myself, residents of Greenfield 
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Ranch, and Kate Green of the ASC. Chris Lloyd, an archaeologist with the Ukiah Bureau of 

Land Management, is also working with the GRA on archaeological matters. Through these 

meetings, local archaeologists are advising the GRA in their efforts to protect the site and the 

collection, and to foster site stewardship practices.  

The Lithics Committee is charged by the GRA Board of Directors to guide policy 

regarding archaeological material found in the community, and especially the artifacts excavated 

and found at the ranch house. This committee includes Scott Love, Deborah McLear, Linda 

Gray, Yoli Rose, and Tom Johnsen. The GRA Lithics Committee has been my primary point of 

contact for this project. I met with members of the Committee after completion of the cataloging. 

I shared with them some preliminary results, the intention of my thesis, and asked for insights, 

stories, or suggestions about how the GRA community sees the history of its land. I wanted to 

know how Greenfielders conceptualize their connection to their homes and the Commonland 

where the site is located. I talked to them about my idea that the different occupational styles at 

the ranch could be studied as a continuous process of home-making. 

During this meeting, members of the Lithics Committee shared their experiences of 

moving to the ranch and making a community in this place. The meeting highlighted that my 

work is important to the community, even beyond cataloging the collection: community 

members feel it significant that their dedication to and appreciation for the area be recognized as 

a part of the continuing life history of the ranch. Linda Gray said that, “the one thing [all 

Greenfielders] agree on is that we love the land.” The committee talked at length about the 

connectedness of the community. It was obvious from this discussion that the Commonland and 

communal spaces such as the ranch house and nearby swimming hole are the focal points for 

community cohesiveness. Deborah McLear said that the ranch house and the Commonland are 
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the “heart of the ranch.” We also discussed dissent and disagreement within the community. Not 

all on the ranch agree about how the collection should be handled, and the Committee has been 

receptive to varying viewpoints and suggestions. Greenfield’s communal governance and 

operation is perhaps uniquely suited for this type of discussion and dissent. Overall, this meeting 

demonstrated to me that the Greenfield Ranch Association is very aware of both its effect on the 

landscape and the history of the area, and its role as a steward of the land (GRA Lithics 

Committee, personal communication 2016). 

After meeting with the Committee, I held a presentation at the ranch house in July of 

2016 open to all GRA members. I shared my findings regarding the collection and my thesis 

project. In addition, I wanted to foster a discussion about how GRA members today position 

themselves in the history of their landscape. I made handouts and posters with varying degrees of 

archaeological and statistical complexity. The handouts included an outline of my talk as well as 

graphs illustrating the number and types of artifacts in the collection by depth (see Appendix B. 

Handouts and Posters for GRA Presentation). The Lithics Committee was especially interested in 

the depth of artifacts at the site, and these graphs were made at their request. I also included 

charts that showed artifact quantities by type. Additionally, I made four posters; three posters 

were small 1’x1’ cards that described general archaeological terms, with images of artifacts from 

the collection (see Appendix B. Figure 22). The fourth was a tall, narrow poster that illustrated 

the depths at which artifacts were found at the site using images of specific artifacts (see Figure 

10). The presentation and discussion was attended by 20 people, including members of the 

Lithics Committee, Kate Green, and Chris Lloyd.  

Overall, the presentation went well. I found it difficult to get people who were unfamiliar 

with my project to consider their own experiences equally relevant and significant as those of 
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Native Americans at the site. Attendees were interested in the graphs and trying to determine 

what they meant. They were especially interested in how stone tool material and types changed 

over time as implications of broader political and economic change. People also shared their 

knowledge about the local Pomo and about artifacts they had found at the ranch site or on their 

own properties. The presentation sparked a community discussion about what should be done 

with the artifacts in the collection, artifacts in personal collections, and artifacts that would be 

found in the future.  

When I discussed occupational 

processes and how the GRA community is 

continuing to modify the landscape for their 

needs, as Greenfielders, Europeans, and 

Native Americans did in the past, attendees 

focused on the destructive and negative 

aspects of European home-making 

processes. Some commented on the negative 

impacts of logging during the historic period 

and how this had damaged wildlife habitat. 

It was difficult to move the large group 

away from attaching judgement to specific 

styles of occupation, and instead see the larger picture of the site history as a continuum. This 

experience demonstrated the obstacles that will need to be overcome and aspects of the 

collection data that I had not foreseen. 

 My interaction with the GRA Lithics Committee and the community provided two sets of 

Figure 10. Poster Representing Excavation with Images of 
Artifacts Found at Each Depth from P-23-001714 (CA-MEN-
1930/H) for GRA Presentation (photo courtesy of the author) 
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data. On one hand, their stories, questions, and desires gave me useful historical data and showed 

me what they wanted me to do. On the other hand, these stories, questions, and desires reflect 

what aspects of history and prehistory the GRA, as the current owner of the property, sees as 

important.  

The understandings, interpretations, and use of the past by the GRA were important to 

analyze as a separate entity, one which allowed me to understand how people conceptualize the 

past of their homes. European settlers, such as Jackson and Davis, and the Masút Pomo, saw 

obsidian and chert artifacts on the ground, just as GRA members do today. While these people 

may have understood their relationship to those artifacts differently, they were all doing the same 

thing: living in a place while aware that it had been occupied for hundreds of years and would 

likely continue to be so for hundreds of years to come.  By studying how GRA members 

understand the human past at the ranch house, we can extrapolate how earlier occupants may 

have understood it as well. Additionally, we can use this understanding to encourage site 

stewardship by linking current occupants with those that came before. 

Connecting to Lenses: Redefining Time and Integrity for Today’s Occupants 

  While perhaps not directly related to any one of the lenses in the tripartite framework, 

consultation is a crucial method to this framework as a whole and to this thesis project 

specifically. Consultation, in this context, is a true sharing experience. Conversations and 

dialogue between private landowners and archaeologists help each group better understand the 

other, which is extremely important if we want to redesign our understandings of occupancy and 

time. This significance is because these occupants are building history at the site and their use, 

modification, and meanings for Greenfield Ranch add richness to its significance. Greenfield 

Ranch has been a home for tens, if not hundreds, of people across human history, and will likely 
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- hopefully - be a home for many more people for years to come. This extensive history of 

occupation has afforded the site a degree of integrity that may not adhere to current national 

legislation, but which is recognized internationally (UNESCO World Heritage Committee 

2015:72). By recognizing these kinds of sites as important and significant to our understandings 

of people, places, and homes, we can change the paradigm and show that what makes things 

important may not be being beautiful or famous, just well-used. 

  



61 
 

 
 

Chapter 5: Using the Framework - 

Applying the Tripartite Perspective to Greenfield Ranch 

 

 The tripartite framework proposed in this thesis was developed for multi-component sites 

in the periphery, away from sites of direct colonization. Greenfield Ranch is used to test how 

well the framework facilitates the development of place-based narratives for sites of multi-

cultural human occupation. Using the framework, archaeologists can study extensive human 

occupation by focusing on behavior and practice that allows us to remove unnecessary cultural 

attributions or assumptions. The methods described in the previous chapter garnered multiple 

data sets: statistics based on the archaeological collection, locational data at the site and 

landscape scale, and personal stories about the past and present occupants of Greenfield Ranch. 

Combined, these data shed light on how the area changed over time and who enacted these 

changes. This is presented using tables, graphs, and maps created using GIS to show how people 

have lived at Greenfield Ranch and made it their home for generations. This framework is 

important because it helps archaeologists erase the “big black line” between “prehistory” and 

“history.” Instead, it can show how people continue to do the same things throughout time: make 

food, used the land, and build a home. By seeing human occupation in this way archaeologists 

may be able to better study and discuss culture contact and cultural change, especially in 

peripheral locations. 

Collection Analysis: Understanding Occupation Style through Material Culture 

 The archaeological collection of P-23-001714/CA-MEN-1930 includes approximately 

25,000 artifacts, ranging from chert and obsidian flakes to an Orange Crush soda bottle. These 

artifacts can shed light on the lifeways of occupants at the site and how they changed over time. 
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Principally, statistical data was used to determine the overall composition of the collection and to 

study how this composition changed with depth. This analysis allowed me to see changes in 

material culture at the site over time.  

The collection says as much about the archaeologists who excavated it and the people 

who preserved it as it says about the people who made and used the artifacts. From the 

collection, we can learn about what Gary and McLear decided to collect and how they conserved 

it, which items they thought were important and special and which they considered more 

ordinary. Archaeological collection managers today would rarely retain such a large collection, 

because of the cost of securing and preserving these materials in perpetuity. As a result, it is 

likely that the thousands of small flakes from the site would have been reinterred without 

cataloging, had they been excavated in the present day. Greenfield Ranch’s efforts to conserve, 

learn from, and share the collection with the wider community also offer insights into the 

mindset of GRA members and their feelings on the site’s past. 

A Summary of the Collection: Flakes, Flakes, and More Flakes! 

The Greenfield Ranch archaeological collection contains artifacts from excavation of two 

loci (see Figure 15) and other various ground-disturbing activities, like pipe maintenance and 

landscaping projects. A majority (approximately 88%) of artifacts in the collection are small, 

unmodified flakes (chert 64%; obsidian 24%; see Figure 11). “Waste” flakes like these are made 

as a toolmaker reduces a core and removes small flakes of rock to form knives, scrapers, 

projectile points, and other stone tools. The next largest category of artifacts is bone (8%). These 

artifacts include everything from a small rodent skull to human remains. Some of these remains 

may have been zoogenic: a result of animals preying upon other animals. Presently, an analysis 

of the faunal collection has not been conducted, beyond the identification of human remains. 
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This portion of the collection could be explored further in the future. 

All other artifact types represented less than 1% of the collection including: projectile 

points, groundstone, scrapers, glass, metal, bifaces, and cores. This trend is understandable 

considering that bones and flakes are, for the most part, considered trash, things that, once used, 

are of little to no use. In contrast, projectile points and metal items like nails and horseshoes are 

expensive, costly either monetarily or in energy expenditure. Therefore, these goods are more 

all bifaces, 112, 
0.46%

bone, 2003, 8.22%
core, 101, 0.41%

chert flakes, 15729, 
64.55%

obsidian flakes, 
5748, 23.59%

all groundstone,  
79, 0.32%

all projectile points, 
259, 1.06%

scraper, 119, 0.49%
glass, 142, 0.58%

metal, 74, 0.30%

Distribution of Artifacts by Type in 
Collection

Figure 11. Distribution of Artifacts by Type 
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likely to be cared for, repaired if broken, and reused over time. Unless they are irreparably 

broken, items like these are less likely to end up becoming part of the archaeological record. 

Flakes also likely compose most the collection because the process of lithic reduction produces 

many more waste flakes than stone tools. How many more flakes are made depends on different 

factors, including the kind of tool being made, the proficiency of the manufacturer, the size and 

type of rock core used, and whether the raw material was made into a preform at a different 

place.  

The results seen in Figure 11 show that the site was used as a place to make stone tools of 

both obsidian and chert. The amount of bone indicates that this site was also a place where food 

consumption and or butchery occurred. The large number of bones, including many that are 

burnt, implies that food production was taking place at the site, and the evidence of tool and food 

production suggests that people likely lived here while they found, prepared, and cooked food. 

Glass bottles and metal nails indicate that habitation processes also occurred here after a wider 

array of materials became available through trade with non-Indigenous people. Each artifact can 

tell us a little bit about the activities occupants have carried out on the property. Together they 

form of story of what people have done at the site and how people have used the place as time 

passed. 

Total Artifacts by Depth: Caused by People, Climate, or Just a Statistical Anomaly 

Excavated artifacts decrease in number in by depth at a steady rate (see Figure 12). This 

graph does not include those artifacts found on the surface. The surface has been extensively 

altered by modern disturbance, and school children and artifact enthusiasts have likely removed 

surface artifacts. These occurrences would skew the data, especially since locus A (see Figure 

15) is also within a high-traffic area between the ranch house, stable and barn, and garden.   
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Figure 12 indicates that, for the most part, artifacts decrease by depth; there are three 

distinct groups of strata separated by dips in artifact counts. The 10-20-cm, 50-60-cm, and 120-

130-cm depths may represent instances in time when more people were living at the site, more 

intense occupational processes were occurring, and/or people were more prosperous and thus had 

more access to materials. These peaks may also be statistical anomalies that would not seem 

significant if different excavation depths were used (every 5 or 20 cm instead of 10 cm levels). 

The variability in the values may also be affected by environmental factors. For example, fewer 

artifacts may have been deposited during wet weather when rain was more likely to wash away 

loose items or when the nearby creek level rose. By considering these factors, archaeologists use 

tenets from historical ecology to separate environmental and anthropogenic landscape 

modifications or influences. We can thus determine how people in the past have changed the site 

to make it more effective as a home. 

Varying decomposition and depositional rates based on the geomorphological, climate, 

and temporal changes at a site can affect the material that is preserved. More data on the soil 

composition, strata 

material, and soil-

specific analysis should 

be conducted for a full 

analysis of the 

Greenfield Ranch 

collection in this way. 

However, if this data 

was collected, research 
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could include determining what factors cause variations in artifact counts and types by depth.  

Changes in Artifact Type by Depth: Changes in Lifeways over Time? 

 The collection can also be studied using both artifact type and depth, to see the frequency 

of each type of artifact over time (see Figure 13). Artifact types can be further grouped by 

activity type such as: living, finding food, and eating. Artifacts that indicate a habitation site can 

include groundstone, scrapers, glass, and metal. OHP’s Instructions are vague regarding exactly 

what a habitation site entails. The description for “AP15. Habitation debris” states, “site contains 

a deposit characterized by a wide range of artifacts, materials or features which represent a 

variety of human activities” (OHP 1991:53). In practice, this description has come to mean many 

different things. Artifacts associated with habitation can include home-making materials, such as 

those that are used in the production of material culture and those used for leisure activities. 

Projectile points and bifaces are used in the process of finding food. And faunal remains such as 

bone and teeth are evidence of food consumption. Other items that would provide additional 

evidence of habitation, such as baskets, clothes, and other items made from organic material, 

deteriorate over time and may not last long in the archaeological record. Cores and flakes do not 

fit well in these activity categories because they are the leftovers from the production of tools 

that can be used for many different types of behaviors, although they are most closely associated 

with projectile points and bifaces.  

Occupants practiced many other kinds of activities across the landscape, but indications 

of these behaviors have not been recorded. Evidence of religious practices, warfare, and games, 

was not discovered during the excavation or survey, but these activities and many others were 

likely practiced at Greenfield Ranch and across the region.  
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Given these activity categories, we can track the frequency of these types of artifacts by depth to 

study how often different activities were being performed at the site over time. In Figure 14, 

flakes have been omitted, as the sheer number of flakes made comparison difficult, especially at 

lower strata. Faunal remains were also removed from the chart because they decompose over 

time and therefore older bones would not show in the archaeological record, making it difficult 

to compare their distribution. Additionally, the 200-210-cm depth was removed from the graph 

because no artifacts in these categories were collected at this depth.  
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Artifact types were sorted into two groups: colors ranging from red to yellow represent 

artifacts typically used in food procurement, while cooler colors with blue tones depict artifact 

types used in processes typically done in the home, such as food production, home building, and 

woodworking. While the division of these two groups of artifacts is somewhat arbitrary, this was  

done to emphasize the behaviors that these artifact types are associated with, rather than the 

artifacts themselves. Figure 14 shows that there are fluctuations in the frequency of these two 

kinds of artifacts over time. For example, while the percentage of artifacts per depth is somewhat 

stable, the number of projectile points is high around the 70-cm depth. Between 70 centimeters  

and the surface, there is a significantly higher number of projectile points than in deeper strata. It 

is also interesting that glass is found as deep as the 60-70-cm level. When analyzing the 

distribution of artifact types by depth, I did not assume that the lowest stratum with glass was 

evidence of Europeans living at the site. Instead, it was framed as a change in the cultural 

material of the people living at the site, since the presence of this material cannot solely confirm  

the ethnicity of the site’s occupants. This presence may be due to inaccuracy and variability in 

disturbance and stratigraphic deposition, but assuming some accuracy, we can hypothesize that 

this stratum may mark roughly when this material became available to the inhabitants of this site 

and thus may indicate an important shift in material culture and behavior. However, it is 

important not to simply associate this material with the incursion of European people. Rather, 

this kind of analysis builds a story about the past inhabitants and the way that they lived. From 

this data, we can see that occupants’ behaviors and material culture changed over time, and with 

this we can start to put together an idea of how people were living at the site. 

These kinds of analyses, while only roughly outlined in this section, exemplify a way to 

study change over time within archaeological collections using the lens of culture contact and 
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multi-component sites presented in research by Silliman (2005; 2009; 2010) and Schneider 

(2015). This perspective argues that by focusing on the behavior and actions associated with 

artifacts and set aside assumed cultural affiliations archaeologists can create better holistic 

narratives and interpretations of the past. This lens allows the author to see the artifacts as 

evidence of behavior instead of seeing it as evidence of specific people: pestles demonstrate that 

material was ground at the site and nails show that things were built here. Researchers in the area 

can further this line of questioning by conducting residue and use-wear analysis of artifacts from 

the site. This data would allow archaeologists to study exactly what kinds of material were 

ground with the pestles and how other tools were made and used both at this site and others, as 

well as how these processes changed over time. The multi-component sites and culture contact 

lens changes how archaeologists think about people in the past so that we focus less on who was 

living at the site and more on how they were doing so.  

How People Use and Modify the Landscape: Their Own Style of Occupation 

 People have different ways of making a place a home, including how they construct an 

edifice, what they do there, and how they modify that structure and the landscape. For the current 

occupants, Greenfield Ranch is used as a meeting place, a home, and a school for the 

communities’ children. Greenfielders painted the walls, added furniture, periodically added 

gravel to the driveway, and made many other improvements to suit their living pattern. This is 

their style of occupation: the way that the occupant(s) change and use a place to suit the way they 

live. However, when Greenfielders arrived, the ranch was not a blank slate; most of the buildings 

there today (see Figure 15) were already constructed. Upon arrival, every occupant sees what the 

previous tenants did and how they used a place, and then the newcomers change it again to make 

it work for them. This was the case for all but the very first occupants of the site; even then, other 
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people had likely visited the area, if only temporarily. Today we experience the same patterns 

when we move into a previously-owned domicile and the former tenant leaves something behind 

Figure 15. Greenfield Ranch (P-23-1714 / CA-MEN-1930) Site Sketch Map (Sims 2015) 
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or does not clean everything; we can see little traces of the life they left behind. 

 The concept of a style of occupation helps archaeologists study how people use the 

landscape differently and how subsequent occupants change the home and landscape to make it 

their own to fit their uses and needs. While it may be fairly simple to determine how the current, 

and perhaps the immediately prior, residents have changed and used the land, each prior tenant is 

increasingly difficult to read on the landscape. This complication is because their changes are 

covered over and altered by later occupants. In these cases, the archaeological record, aerial and 

landscape photography, community members, and other documents and records may offer more 

information on landscape modifications than the landscape itself. This concept can be used in 

conjunction with the other tenets of the tripartite framework to study site occupants and their 

effect on the landscape.  

 The Greenfield Ranch site is a palimpsest, showing echoes of the lifeways of past 

residents. While no evidence of the dwellings of the earliest occupants of the site (housepits) has 

been found, their material culture is prevalent and, as seen from the excavation, buried deep in 

the soil. As land use changes, the landscape changes. The first Native American occupants of the 

area likely made more subtle impacts on the land because their technology was not meant for 

rapid, intensive modification of the landscape. Instead, they likely maintained and tended plants, 

trees, and herbs that were useful, edible, or produced fruit, in addition to conducting other 

landscape management practices, such as burning (Anderson 2005:134). These modifications 

tend not to leave the lasting traces that would result from using a backhoe or the mass 

deforestation processes of logging (Anderson 2005:135). Subsequent occupants have made and 

changed the home on the property in other ways. According to local lore, the main ranch house 

was built in 1868, replacing a smaller “shack” built in 1862 by Joseph Elledge (see Figure 15; 
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Hensley 1997:8). Greenfielders say that timbers in the ranch house found during remodeling 

were stamped with the name “Orr,” presumably related to Samuel Orr, one of the first and most 

prominent residents of Mendocino County (Palmer 1880:658). Fences were likely put up across 

the landscape soon after Alexander Jackson built a home in the area, to keep his sheep from 

straying too far. These fences were repaired, replaced, moved, and added to over the years as 

property boundaries and agricultural and pastoral practices changed.  

While not perceptible around the Greenfield Ranch house, occupants have conducted 

extensive logging activities on the property, and both C. C. Smith and B. J. Reilly retained 

logging rights to parts of the property after they sold their land (Hensley 1997:11). The effects of 

logging are still felt by Greenfielders. During my presentation to the community in June of 2016, 

residents pointed out that they disliked how logging had affected wildlife throughout the ranch. 

They also compared the ecosystems of areas with older trees to those that had fewer trees due to 

logging. Greenfielders recognize that their property was once a home for many other people and 

that these previous occupants have altered the landscape irreparably. Karen Hensley writes:  

 

Walking around the ranch today, you find traces of the past in the ancient redwood and 

fir stumps that dot the creeks and hills…If you trek way up Redwood Creek, you’ll see a 

very old split redwood house, the home of an original homesteader who eventually sold 

out to Joe Elledge. And not so far up Redwood Creek is a not-so-old mill site, testimony 

to the logging era. There is a petroglyph site on Eldridge Creek which the Native peoples 

made and used, as well as the numerous arrowheads, maulstones, and other artifacts left 

from another time past. 

 

And now we’re here, caring for this land we love so well. Often as we clean up the 

creeks, clear slash and log jams, we realize we are repairing the actions of the past. As we 

plant new trees, and manage our lands, we are also planting the seeds of the future 
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[1997:12]. 

 

These old buildings, stumps, and artifacts give both the public, landowners like the GRA, and 

archaeologists an idea of who lived on and used the place before them. Along with 

archaeological and historical records, and stories that Greenfielders tell, archaeologists can use a 

style of occupation to study how lifeways change over time. This idea works in concert with the 

framework of perspectives developed in this thesis to further study change.  

Timelines: Creating a Temporal Backbone and Understanding its Constraints 

The research and sources outlined in the third chapter of this thesis provide a basis for an 

occupancy timeline of the Greenfield Ranch area. This timeline acts as a frame to which changes 

in material culture, behavior, and architecture can be attached. With this tool, archaeologists can 

combine the perspectives of household archaeology and historical ecology to study how people 

make places their homes as a process of occupation and home-making.  

Pluralistic and multi-component site research should inform the creation of such 

timelines. We must state that changes in behavior are not specific to ethnic groups, but instead to 

the occupants, who are making decisions based on their knowledge about the land and the 

resources available to them. In this sense, many different timelines can be created to study and 

explain occupational histories while diminishing ethnic or cultural biases. Two basic timelines 

follow as examples. 

Ownership History: A Basic Timeline 

 Using the historical document research outlined in Chapter 4, particularly deeds and 

censuses, a timeline of ownership of the site can be constructed (see Figure 16). This basic 

timeline makes it easy for viewers to see how long each person owned the site and a varying 
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amount of land around it. Archaeologists can compare artifacts 

and excavation data from the site to the timeline to link material 

to occupants and their households. 

This timeline illustrates that property ownership since 

1860 appears to be dominated by five people who held the title 

for over 10 years each and that between these long-time owners, 

two to three people owned the property for only a few years. 

These five long-term owners are Jackson, Elledge, Reilly, 

Greenfield, and the GRA. These people and their households 

likely have had a larger impact on the site and the surrounding 

area than other owners. Because they lived on or owned the area 

for a longer period, they had more opportunity to change the 

landscape to meet their needs and desires. The creek that runs 

just south of the house retains the name Eldridge Creek, 

Eldridge being an alias used by Joseph Elledge. But just as 

perishable archaeological materials deteriorate over time, 

changes made to the landscape by earlier owners are changed 

again by newcomers, eventually becoming indistinguishable. 

Eldridge Creek (USGS Orrs Springs 7.5’) was labeled “Jackson 

Creek” after Alexander Jackson on the 1873 GLO map (see 

Figure 26). Places get renamed, moved, removed, and changed, 

and it becomes hard to determine which owner did what to the 

property.  Simple occupant timelines help Figure 16. Condensed Version of Appendix C. Timeline 



76 
 

 
 

archaeologists look at the history of the site as a whole, from which links between owners and 

artifacts, places, and buildings can be made. 

Occupation as a Measure of the Diachronic Process of Change 

While timelines like these can provide a simple diagram of how ownership changes, more 

factors and processes can be added to study how people, places, and cultures transform over 

time. Using the tripartite framework developed in this thesis, we can study how household, 

landscape, and people change across the three “age” options on the DPR 523 Primary Record 

form (see Figure 17).  Archaeologists can thus compare what we find at the site to what we think 

we think we should see in the archaeological record and the built environment for each period. 

Figure 17. Diagram Showing How the Tripartite Framework can be used to Study Change over Time 

Cultural Change Through Disciplines’ Lenses 
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Cultural managers need to be cognizant of not just what we say, but how we say it when we 

make timelines, or any product about the past meant for public consumption. For example, in 

Figure 17, phrases like “Native American” or “settler,” which signify an ethnic or racial 

affiliation, were deliberately not used. By instead using words like “people” and focusing on 

behavior and material culture, we can study landscape use without presuming ethnicity or 

making other assumptions about culture. Rather, we can study how material culture, like homes, 

and behaviors, such as eating habits, change over time as the people living at the site change. 

These sorts of diagrams and timelines allow archaeologists to depict how people change a place 

throughout the entirety of its use. From this timeline, a diachronic narrative of place can be 

developed that focuses on the entirety of the past, not just the “prehistoric” or “historic” periods.  

Time is not punctuated by distinct events where suddenly “prehistory” ends and “history” 

begins. Instead, cultural change is a gradual transition that occurs differently for every place, 

people, and region. For example, the Spanish brought written text to the San Diego area when 

the Mission Basilica San Diego de Alcalá was built in 1769, but the first mission in present-day 

Florida was founded around 1570, two hundred years earlier (Weber 2009:54). Therefore, when 

“contact,” or the transition between “prehistory” and “history,” occurred is very different in 

California and Florida.  

The concept of cultural “eras” (prehistory, protohistory, and history) having set temporal 

boundaries is inaccurate and misleading. Neither are these eras appropriate as cultural divides, 

because they do not allow for the cultural changes that occur within and between these periods. 

Figure 17 shows that more than just writing was introduced in the “protohistoric” period in 

California, although this is the signifier that we have traditionally used to separate “history” and 

“prehistory.” Using the presence of text and writing as the marker of a new era is presumptuous 
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and prejudiced to other ways of transferring cultural information. We need to stop looking at 

people throughout history as climbing a ladder of civilization or achieving cultural goals; instead, 

they are adapting to social, political, and environmental climates interacting which interact over 

space and time. Researchers often try to simplify history and culture to make it more digestible 

and comprehensible, but in so doing we erase and eliminate the possibility of difference, 

diversity, and especially gradual change. 

Maps: Using GIS to Study Landscape Modification over Time 

Using the lens of household archaeology and statistical data from the archaeological 

record in combination with occupant timelines, archaeologists can study how material culture 

changes over time. Historical ecology can use archaeological data, particularly the soil makeup 

and stratification, to show significant landscape modifications or natural geomorphological 

processes. These data were not available for this project, as excavation notes and stratigraphy 

information were not found with the collection, and may not have been preserved. Since the 

excavation did not yield these data, we need to use other datasets and tools to study the historical 

ecology of the site. Maps and ArcGIS can demonstrate both space and time, which is crucial in 

employing this framework to its fullest. This data, combined in a GIS, allow researchers to see 

how archaeological sites, as landscape features, populate the region over time and how these 

archaeological sites relate to where new occupation sites are placed. 

What Does This All Mean: Deconstructing Mapping and Time 

 The 5,600-acre Greenfield Ranch is a landscape that has been in continuous human use 

for thousands of years. This use has shaped the region in a myriad of ways; human behaviors 

have affected its flora, fauna, topography, and many other factors. What people experience when 

they visit an area today is shaped by what they have heard or learned about this place from others 
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who know it or have visited. Using this logic, all maps are shaped both by the data and research 

goals, but also by our own perceptions about what is important, what things should look like, and 

what we believe the audience is receptive to. Therefore, before discussing the maps developed 

for this thesis, it is important to demonstrate that maps, like other charts and statistics, have 

inherent biases, just as they have stated goals and purposes. Basemap, color palette, and 

symbology all reflect the choices of the map-maker. The data the map-maker chooses to use to 

convey their message and support their claim also affects what the map shows and argues. 

Therefore, we need to be very conscious of these things when we read and interpret maps so that 

we recognize biases and can critically review them, just as we would for a text.  

A basemap is the underlying layer in a map that usually shows topography or roads; in 

Figure 18, the basemap used is the United States Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle map for 

the area depicted. Most basemaps used for the United States are stylized versions of the 

topography with annotations or labels. These maps were made to highlight the places and things 

important to the dominant culture at the time of their creation. USGS maps, on the other hand, do 

not depict these “important” places because it is not their purpose; they are primarily used to 

show topography (elevation) and hydrography (water), as well as some roads and place names. 

Topographic maps usually only show roads that are currently in use, not historic or unofficial 

roads or trails. They do not show places that have spiritual meaning unless they also serve 

another function. For example, Mount Shasta is a sacred site for many people, but it is labeled on 

the USGS topographic map in American English and this label is only because of its visual and 

topographic prominence on the landscape. When making maps using ArcGIS or other software, 

we must strive to make them accessible and convey a message to the audience that does not 

encourage biases or misinterpretations. USGS topographic maps were not made to show the long 
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history of use of a landscape, but rather a small portion of what is in use today. We must be 

cognizant that the purpose of a basemap may be contrary to the purpose of the map being 

created. Therefore, we must be careful in choosing layers of data, such as basemaps, that 

function both visually and conceptually with the purpose of the map.  In the following maps, I 

demonstrate these issues through the use of a variety of basemaps, symbology, and colors, to 

show how different maps, especially those about the past, convey different meanings and 

messages.  

Greenfield Ranch: Layers of Occupation and Use History 

 The landscape surrounding Greenfield Ranch includes many different sizes and types of 

cultural resources. Figure 18 shows the location of all cultural resources submitted to the NWIC 

within two and a half miles of Greenfield Ranch. These sites are organized the way that the 

NWIC categorizes sites: by size. Sites that are smaller than 40 feet in both length and width are 

mapped using points, while resources that are shorter than 40 feet on one dimension but longer 

on the other are mapped as lines. Sites with unclear maps, where NWIC staff had trouble 

determining the location of the site, are mapped in the approximate location (“approx. loc.”) 

layer. All other sites are mapped as polygons. 

The sites are clustered around roads and drainages marked on the topographic basemap, 

such Jack Smith and Eldridge Creeks. In part, this trend may be due to occupants’ needs and for 

convenience: people need water to live. Sites are likely close to roads because roads make travel 

easier. But site distribution at Greenfield Ranch may most accurately reflect where 

archaeologists have surveyed rather than where past people resided. Surveyors are more likely to 

travel by road and thus are more likely to see sites near roads, as opposed to those located on the 
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top of a mountain or in a more remote area that is difficult to reach. 

Figure 18. Map of Recorded Sites in 2.5 mi radius around the Greenfield Ranch site 
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Site “Age”: Where Are People Using the Landscape over Time? 

 In Figure 19, sites are shown as either “prehistoric” (demarcated using yellow outlines), 

“historic” (shown by a red outline), or “protohistoric” (depicted through orange fill within 

polygons) based on the resources’ entries in the ICDB. Some sites are multi-component and as 

such, are multiple colors. While “Both” (prehistoric and historic) is an option for site age on the 

DPR 523 forms, the ICDB does not allow for this classification. Instead it permits staff to choose 

“prehistoric,” “protohistoric,” and/or “historic” for the site age. Therefore, because this GIS 

dataset came from the NWIC and used categories from the ICDB, these three categories are used 

to map site age. 

This map (Figure 19) shows that prehistoric sites are much more common resources in 

this area than historic-era ones. This trend is common for rural areas where, for the most part, 

archaeologists have focused on recording “prehistoric” resources. Most of the sites in the area 

around Greenfield Ranch were recorded either as part of the Foster and Foster (1984) report or 

are petroglyph sites recorded by Mark Gary (1986) as part of research on rock art of the Masút. 

There are no solely “prehistoric” sites recorded; instead, these sites always have “historic” and/or 

“prehistoric” components also observed. This tendency is probably because “protohistoric” is a 

somewhat ambiguous term, because it is no longer an option on the DPR form, and because it is 

used to connote a very short period of time. Protohistoric-period sites are recognized by their 

“transitional” assemblages, which do not fit into the assumed material culture of “prehistoric” or 

“historic” sites. Therefore, the conflation of ethnicity and age make it difficult to determine 

which age category on the Primary Record should be chosen when there are artifacts, like flaked 

glass, which are not obviously “prehistoric” or “historic”, but somewhere in between. Notably, 

there are several multi-component sites around Greenfield Ranch and a few that are recorded to 
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have material from all three “ages.”  

Figure 19. Map Showing the Age of Sites within 2.5 mi of P-23-001714 / CA-MEN-1930/H 
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This map (Figure 19) is an example of how archaeologists have previously attributed 

dates based on artifacts that have an assumed temporal and cultural association. As previously  

stated, dating sites by artifact type and material is based on incorrect assumptions that lead to 

incorrect conclusions: if pots equal people, and people equal time, then by the transitive property 

of equality, pots equal time. For example, the presence of Chinese pottery at a site does not 

necessarily mean that Chinese people used the bowls or the site where the pottery was found, nor 

does it mean that the pottery arrived at the site new. It is possible that the pottery was an 

heirloom or was found in the trash and brought it to the site later. Similarly, someone who sees a 

chert flake cannot assume that it was made and used by Native Americans prior to “contact.” 

Archaeologists can look at how people are doing things at the site in order to break away from 

this kind of thinking. 

Maps: The Distribution of Site Type by Use 

Instead of looking at age, archaeologists should focus on the “attributes” of a resource, 

which are also recorded on the DPR 523 forms. Therefore, I created a map which showed the 

distribution of site types and activities, based on the categories described in Chapter 4 (see 

Figure 20). Sites where evidence of “living,” “signaling,” “hunting,” “quarrying,” and 

“moving/trading” activities was found are mapped against the ESRI Imagery basemap. This map 

was developed to serve as an example of how archaeologists can look past cultural affiliation and 

instead look at artifacts as evidence of behaviors. This map shows how all recorded cultural 

resources have been recorded and points to how the wider landscape has been modified. By 

using these kinds of categories to look at behavior and use, archaeologists can ask questions 

about the landscape and time as a whole. Therefore, we can ask questions about how all people 

have used the landscape and how this has created a patchwork of cultural resource sites across 
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the landscape. From these kinds of methods and analyses, we can learn about how people 

understand the past through their landscape: how what people see in the land as old buildings, 

Figure 20. Map Showing the Distribution of Site Types around Greenfield Ranch 
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projectile points, or telephone wires informs them about their landscape. 

  Figure 20 shows a concentration of “Signaling” sites in the northeastern part of the map. 

“Living” sites are well dispersed, although somewhat clustered around the central and northern 

portions of the map. “Hunting” sites are sparsely scattered throughout the area. Like Figure 19, 

this map is likely more a representation of archaeologists’ research interests and survey locations 

than a true representation of site types in the area. However, using this map, a hypothesis can be 

made that people were living move permanently along Eldridge Creek, which flows northeast to 

southwest through the area shown in the center of the map. Farther away from the creek and 

around the edges of the property, more “Hunting” camps are located, which were likely visited 

only briefly. Perhaps this was because there was not enough water in these areas to sustain a 

more permanent dwelling or larger group of people. Additionally, the northeastern border of 

Greenfield Ranch may have a high concentration of “Signaling” sites because it represented a 

boundary between two groups, was a sacred area, or was located along a road or trail used by 

many different people. While this map alone does not prove these conjectures, these research 

questions can be addressed using the framework and methods presented in this thesis.  

This map does away with the cultural and temporal biases that occur when we usually 

talk about archaeological sites. By focusing on “use” instead of “age” or “affiliation,” we can ask 

questions about all occupants throughout time, allowing archaeologists to do away with 

assumptions about who lived at sites and instead focus on using the archaeological record and the 

site’s assemblage to study how people lived. In the end, this strategy may prove more fruitful to 

studies, since lifeways, behaviors, and actions are more relatable to the landowners and public 

with whom archaeologists work than narrow cultural identities. It allows residents to compare 

their own land use with that of others, and to measure their problems and pleasures against those 
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of the past. This comparison guides us to see a larger human identity that is not bounded by time 

or culture, but by place. Furthermore, by forging a link between current landowners and their 

occupational predecessors, we can include their use and occupation of the site as part of what 

makes the site important. The GRA’s occupation adds to the integrity and significance of the 

site, because they are part of a continuing process of use and modification of the house, the 

ranch, and the wider landscape as it is being lived in and made a home over and over. 

Framework Efficacy: How Well It Worked and How It Can Be Improved 

My research, analysis, and writing style has been guided by the three-part framework of 

theoretical perspectives in order to change how we talk about the past, its peoples, and our 

connection to these things. The goals of this thesis were threefold. First, the framework was 

developed to facilitate diachronic analysis to remove assumed barriers between “prehistoric” and 

“historic” research and analyses. Secondly, I want to show that sites with “protohistoric” or 

“contact” components are important for studying how people use places, why they keep coming 

back, and what this means about occupational behavior. Finally, I want to change the way that 

we speak and write about the past. I want to humanize and standardize the writing style that 

archaeologists use. Researchers need to make human life, across all time, relatable to people 

today. We can change the way that people think about people in the past by showing the 

similarities between people across time and writing about these different groups in the same way.  

First: Arguing for Studying the Diachronic and Continuous Past 

 The framework lent itself to fostering data collection and analysis of the continuous past, 

not just one or two periods. Household archaeology and the idea of household succession 

necessitated timelines. These timelines did not just cover who lived in the Greenfield Ranch 

main house (Figure 16), but who lived at the site for known human history (Figure 17). This data 
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came from the archaeological collection, historical documents, and meetings with the GRA. 

Timelines furthered my goal of fostering diachronic and continuous understandings of the past. 

 Additionally, concepts like anthropogenic landscape modification and style of occupation 

from historical ecology and household archaeology led me to focus on how the site changed over 

time and how people made the site their home. We can argue that all occupants, no matter the 

time or culture, can be compared with regards to how they make places home-like through use 

and modification. This kind of perspective is important because it seeks to remove racial 

stereotypes about how Native Americans lived in the past and continue to live in the present. 

This framework supports the idea that all places where people live are homes, whether it is made 

of adobe, lumbered wood, bark, hides, rocks, or a different material altogether. As such, 

archaeologists and heritage managers need to treat all occupation sites equally in the recording, 

analyzing, and reporting processes. Cultural biases are inherent to us as humans, but we have 

codified them in the way we record archaeological sites and the words that we choose to describe 

the past. This framework is just one way to encourage the discipline to rethink how we 

conceptualize the past so that we can rectify these issues. 

Second: Studying the Relationship between People and Place 

 In spite of the decades-long development of landscape archaeology, archaeologists often 

focus too much on artifacts and do not see the wider landscape: the place itself. In part, I think it 

is caused by the compliance-based legal framework that archaeology is predominantly practiced 

under in the United States. Additionally, this may be because archaeology is based in 

anthropology, a human-centered discipline, and while we use space-based tools like GIS and 

maps, we often do so only for mapping the locations of archaeological sites. The tripartite 

framework and historical ecology in particular encourage archaeologists to look at the wider 
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setting to study how people have shaped the land. Historical ecology argues that we need to look 

at how people are using and modifying the landscape, not just a single site. Through 

modification, people are making places suit their needs and desires, whether it is a home, a 

garden to grow food, or a workshop to make tools.  

One shortcoming of this framework is that it does not help us answer the question “why.”  

Why do people make a certain place a home instead of another? Why do people make and 

change homes in the ways that they do? These are broader questions about the nature of cultural 

change and human nature, but they are also questions that heritage managers should be striving 

to answer. We need to build a better understanding of the relationships and meanings people 

have with place and space. Asking these questions will help cultural resource managers learn 

how to better connect the public to cultural resources and collections. 

Third: Changing the Way We Talk about the Past 

 As evidenced in Chapter 3, researchers of the past, including archaeologists, historians, 

ethnographers, and historical anthropologists, all discuss people and lifeways using varying 

terms and styles. This diversity contributes to confusion and misunderstandings about how 

people in the past truly lived. Additionally, it contributes to the erasure of Native Americans in a 

historic context and disassociates Native Americans from their “prehistoric” heritage. The 

different tones apparent in texts addressing these time periods are the result of variable sources 

and styles supported by distinct disciplines. To truly study the entirety of human history at a site, 

heritage managers must be able to bring together these diverse texts and peer through biases to 

find more useful relevant data about the past.  

This thesis demonstrates, in part, how to begin the process and rewrite pasts in a way that 

does not privilege one source or story over another. Leaning heavily on Silliman (2005; 2009), 
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this thesis clearly demonstrates that we must focus more on behavior than cultural affiliation 

when discussing the past. This framework helps to remove cultural biases and assumptions we 

may have about races and ethnicities, both as writers and readers. We can then compare how 

people in different pasts and locales create, manage, and deal with issues of habitation and home-

making. The approach presented in this thesis allows us to humanize people in the distant past 

and see the similarities between people today and those living thousands of years ago. Too often, 

the scientific language of prehistorians separates us from the past, and historians focus on the 

sensational or unusual instead of seeing how most people have lived. By changing what we study 

and how we describe and share this data, heritage managers can encourage a better 

understanding of an inclusive past and foster connections and interest between the past and the 

public. The methods presented in this thesis proved mostly successful based on this case study; 

however, different sites, publics, and data sources may require alternative ways of rewriting the 

past.  

Power: How Does This Framework Empower or Disempower People and Pasts? 

 No matter how well this framework achieves its intended its goals, we must also assess 

how it affects power relations between different groups and ideologies. It is important to assess 

not only how well the theoretical perspective worked, but also what other implications this 

framework may have. The three perspectives employed in this thesis project emphasize the 

stories of people who live on and own property containing archaeological sites. In part, this was 

done to encourage stakeholders to act as site stewards. This shift toward stewardship is important 

because, as private landowners, the GRA has no legal requirement to protect archaeological 

materials; they must choose to do so. It was evident throughout this project that empowering 

landowners, like the GRA, to see archaeological sites as a historical corollary of their own use 
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(e.g. “those people did the same things here that you are doing now”) may cause a shift in power 

for others who feel they have less control over sites and artifacts that are also a part of their 

heritage.  

When members of the Coyote Valley band of Pomo Indians were informed of the human 

remains in the Greenfield Ranch collection, they criticized the GRA for disregarding their 

request in the 1980s to leave the site unexcavated. They felt that the remains were evidence of 

negligence on the part of excavators because the GRA and the archaeologists had not respected 

the interests of the tribe, whose heritage they were digging up (TPD, 1 November 2016). 

Landowners are not usually the ethnic or familial successor of previous users of the land. Native 

Americans inhabit only a small portion of their previous territory, which is now occupied by 

people of other backgrounds. Historical events, processes, and ideologies have traditionally 

marginalized minorities, including Native Americans, making them less likely to be landowners, 

let alone owners of their traditional territory. While this framework may cause landowners to feel 

a stronger connection to their occupational predecessors, it may be at the expense of other 

stakeholders. Archaeologists must understand not only the biases of our own discipline, but also 

society’s biases and prejudices, both past and present.  

There is no simple solution for this issue within the framework. It was devised to build a 

relationship between landowners and sites to foster stewardship practices. In theory, this does not 

necessarily mean that other connections are diminished; however, in practice it appears that this 

is a possible result. In part, this disparity could be fixed by encouraging a dialogue between 

landowners and other stakeholders so that all groups can have a better understanding of each 

other’s values. This issue also highlights the benefit of consultation prior to archaeological work, 

as is utilized as part of the Section 106 process of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 
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U.S.C. §§ 470a et seq). Particularly, Section 106 requires all stakeholders to be identified and 

involved equally from the initiation of the project. Unfortunately, full Section 106-level 

consultation would be difficult for private landowners to mimic, and the history of the GRA 

further complicates this process. 

Using the Framework for Studying Occupation at Greenfield Ranch  

People have lived at this place for thousands of years, and they continue to do so because 

it is special. Native Americans, Mexican, Spanish, Europeans, and Americans have touched 

California and shaped it as they lived. Each group, each community, and each family had their 

own way of shaping their home, their own style of occupation. Ultimately, by examining the full 

history of Greenfield Ranch using the identified framework, we can gain a greater understanding 

of how a space becomes a place through occupation. 

In summary, the perspectives of household archaeology, historical ecology, and multi-

component site research allowed me to study how all occupants have used and changed the 

Greenfield Ranch site (P-23-001714/CA-MEN-1930/H). This tripartite perspective presents a 

more inclusive way to talk about people in the past. It enables us to look at the archaeological 

record as evidence of human behaviors, rather than cultural affiliation. It also changes the kinds 

of questions archaeologists should be asking. Instead of, “Who lived here?,” we should be 

asking, “What did people do here?” Using this perspective, we can then study how people used 

places and how this use changed over time.  

The tripartite perspective not only helps us study the past, but it also helps us share this 

information with stakeholders and the public. It is important to communicate and collaborate 

with the public for more than just compliance purposes. If we want landowners and stakeholders 

to protect sites, then we need to work with them and learn their interests and goals as part of 
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management practices. Just as archaeologists can use this framework to study the past, they can 

also use it to help the public understand the lives of past peoples. While this framework is far 

from perfect, it does much to break down barriers between temporal periods and to shift 

archaeological thinking about sites as places with artifacts to seeing them as places where people 

have used the landscape. 
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Chapter 6: Conclusions and Further Research 

 
 

I expect the unexpected; make the unfamiliar familiar; make the unknown known;  
make the uncomfortable comfortable; believe the unbelievable. – Charles F. Glassman 

 

The purpose of this thesis is to examine human occupation as a process of human-

environment interaction over time. It aims to create a framework utilizing multiple perspectives 

by integrating approaches to household successional occupation, pluralistic sites, and human 

agency in historical ecology. The framework can be used study how people make a space a 

home, how people perceive former occupants, and how occupants keep or change previous 

versions of the modified landscape. This study covers an extensive amount of time, addresses the 

occupation style of different peoples, and uses multiple lines of data to study the landscape. 

Greenfield Ranch, near Ukiah, California, was used as a case study to test the effectiveness of 

this approach.  

Ultimately, this thesis questions why we separate sites and artifacts into “prehistoric” and 

“historic” categories. These terms affect how we see the people who used a place and how we 

evaluate its significance. Instead, perhaps we need to conceptualize time differently to make 

archaeology and heritage relevant for people today. A vast majority of human occupation is 

located on private property outside of recognized centers of past cultural interactions. To better 

understand cultural interactions in these places, heritage managers need to encourage current 

landowners to protect rather than exploit sites on their property. We can foster this mentality by 

creating an inclusive past that adds their occupations to the larger story of the site and the wider 

landscape.



 
 

New Conceptions of Integrity: Finding Significance in Continued Use  

The framework presented in this thesis can be used to change the way that integrity is 

evaluated in cultural resources management. As per the Advisory Council on Historic 

Preservation (ACHP), integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance through 

physical features and context (2015).  The aspects of integrity are defined by the ACHP as: 

location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association (2015). Sites like 

Greenfield Ranch also have integrity, but it does not currently fit into this definition. When a 

place, like Greenfield Ranch, is occupied repeatedly and continually for thousands of years, 

across culture and time, they can gain an integrity of use. In fact, these sites can gain a use-based 

integrity, with continued usage. That is, they should do not loose integrity from use and 

modification, but gain it.   

Perhaps we need to think of integrity not as a measure of how little something has 

changed, but instead as a measure of how well something was used. The barn at Greenfield 

Ranch possesses numerous small additions, changes, and renovations that have changed its form. 

As each owner has used the place, they have added their own flair or style to the building. While 

it may not look like it did when it was built, Greenfield Ranch, represents thousands of years and 

many different peoples’ home. Because it has served as a home for so long, its use, but not its 

physical characteristics, has integrity.  

This perspective of integrity can be seen in the United Nation World Heritage List 

designation for “historic towns” or “living properties” in which archaeology, architecture, 

culture, and townspeople record “the evolution of human society and settlement over time” 

(UNESCO World Heritage Committee 2015:72). Cultural resource and heritage managers should 

consider the evolution of use as a way to gain integrity, instead of as a cause of its decay. This 
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may be a more fruitful way to evaluate archaeological and architectural sites in a world where 

culture is rapidly changing and thus the way we create, use, and modify buildings is also 

changing rapidly.  

Therefore, the significance that sites like Greenfield Ranch are conveying, are not that of 

a specific time period or occupant, but of all occupants and the entirety of time that it has been a 

home. This is an important distinction because heritage managers are often forced to choose a 

specific ‘period of significance’ for which the site retains its integrity. But by changing the way 

that we think about what makes a place significant and what it means when it has integrity, we 

can include sites on the National Register which would normally not have the characteristics 

necessary for listing. Sites which experienced repeated modification or those that have intangible 

meaning to its community may be eligible if we can change the definitions of these terms. 

The theoretical framework present in this thesis guides cultural and heritage resource 

managers to change these definitions because it provides an example of how to talk about the 

entirety of the past, not just one specific period, occupant, or building at a site. Tools like the 

timeline Diagram Showing How the Tripartite Framework can be used to Study Change over 

Time (see Figure 17) show how we can remove barriers between time and cultures and look at 

all of human history. By doing this, we can also demonstrate how places that have been used 

across time and culture are important, significant, and have integrity. 

Change Language to Change Perception: Rewriting the Past to Redefine the Future 

 Although Greenfield Ranch is a unique place that exhibits an extensive history of human 

modification, it is only a single example. The takeaway message from this thesis is that 

archaeologists need to move away from a “prehistory”/“history” dichotomy. To do so, we need 

new ways of seeing the past, and new ways of talking about it. Silliman (2005; 2009) makes a 
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key point: that archaeologists need to look beyond the cultural labeling of artifacts and instead 

see them as products of human behavior. This idea is extremely powerful because it allows 

archaeologists to remove the cultural and temporal lenses through which we see material culture 

and instead use a human-centric perspective. 

However, operationalizing this concept is not as easy as it may seem. All words are 

culturally constructed and thus they are often loaded with connotations beyond their original 

meaning. I struggled while writing this paper; in some ways, choosing words felt like picking 

sides. This difficulty is significant, as prehistoric archaeologists tend to use technical diction that 

describes humans the way biologists describe non-human species, while historic-period 

archaeologists tend to use more personal language. When talking about the place a person lives, 

a prehistorian may use the word 

“dwelling,” while a historic-era 

archaeologist might say “house” or 

“home”. While these words may 

mean the same thing, they convey 

very different feelings about the 

place. A home is an inviting place 

where people live, whereas a 

dwelling does not necessarily make 

the reader feel that the place was 

lived in. While these distinctions 

may seem like semantics, 

archaeologists choose these words for a reason, and they signify very different things about the 

Figure 21. Google Earth Image of Greenfield Ranch 
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past. 

Throughout this project, I attempted to strike a balance between the two schools of 

thought, favoring more human-focused language because it makes stories about the past more 

accessible and relatable to landowners and the public. Using clinical language or words that 

distance researchers from the people they are studying makes it difficult for readers to 

understand the motives of past people and empathize with their lives. Archaeologists also need to 

work toward using other words besides “prehistoric,” “protohistoric,” and “historic,” because of 

their connotations with social complexity. The root of these words is “story,” but because this 

meant “the written word,” we erased the history of people prior to their use of a written 

language. People across time have used stories and narratives to share information; thus, we 

should not limit our understanding of time to terms which do not encompass the complexity and 

nuances which exist in society. While my approach has not been perfect (and I wish there was a 

better word for “occupation”), it is important that we strive to remove arbitrary boundaries and 

divisions between disciplines and sub-disciplines of archaeology.  

But changing the language that researchers of the past use is only the first step in the 

process of changing the way we think about the past and how this information is conveyed to 

others. If we truly want to change the way that all people, or at least Americans, talk about the 

past, we must work to change how it is taught in schools and how it is described in textbooks. If 

archaeologists and historians focus solely on changing our own disciplines then we may never 

truly change anything, because we have to change how everyone conceptualizes the past or we 

risk only improving our own understandings of the world without regard for the rest of humanity. 
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Directions for Future Research 

 The tripartite framework developed for this thesis shows potential for studying 

multicultural spaces, sequential residence, and anthropogenic landscape modifications in other 

scenarios. Specifically, this framework needs to be tested at other sites and places with extensive 

occupational history. These other case studies will further test the efficacy of the framework and 

identify improvements for use with a wider variety of sites. Additionally, further statistical and 

spatial analyses can be conducted on the data collected and presented in this thesis. This project 

only briefly covers the wide extent of charts, tools, and tests that can be created using the 

collection’s database and the GIS dataset. The dataset itself can also be improved with a more 

robust survey of Greenfield Ranch and Mendocino County in general. Archaeological research is 

not as prolific in this county as in others with more popular public sites; however, the 

Archaeological Commission and Archaeological Resource Ordinance increases the likelihood of 

finding and protecting well-preserved sites in the future. 

 Finally, the fate of the Greenfield Ranch archaeological collection is yet to be 

determined. The human remains found in the collection were sent to CSU Chico for further study 

to determine their age and, if possible, ethnicity. Following this determination, further 

conversations between the GRA and tribal entities will be necessary to determine the best course 

of action for both the remains and the collection. While it is unfortunate that these remains were 

not recognized during excavation, it highlights the need for continued work on older collections 

to help ensure that all archaeological collections are cataloged and maintained respectfully.  

Conclusions 

 Cultural heritage management is a dynamic field that is constantly evolving as 

practitioners strive to improve their analyses of the past and the ways they relate their findings to 
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agencies, stakeholders, and the public. This thesis presents a theoretical and methodological 

structure CRM professionals can use to achieve these goals. The perspectives of household 

archaeology, historical ecology, and pluralistic and multi-component sites contribute to a 

theoretical approach which looks at occupation in a new way. I argue that occupation is a 

universal human trait: all people work to manipulate their landscape to make it into their home. 

The way that people enact this process is their “style of occupation”: it is how an occupant 

modifies and uses the landscape to make it work for them.  

This framework and concept work in concert to show how researchers of the past can 

change the questions they ask and the way they ask those questions to analyze all occupants 

equally, and how we can therefore change the way we think about people and time. If we talk 

about all occupants the same way, then we can redefine how both researchers and the public 

perceive the past. We can change the way we conceptualize time, by thinking about words like 

“prehistoric” and “historic” not as temporal and cultural identifiers, but as placeholders for new 

words that can better encompass the diversity of people and the way this diversity changes over 

time.  

As we strive for a more inclusive society, we must also work toward a more inclusive 

past that can incorporate multiple stories and lines of data in order to talk about our entire past, 

present, and future. We must also recognize that this process is not without its own faults, biases, 

and prejudices. By consciously acknowledging these issues, we can provide a more transparent 

interpretation of the past that affords the public a better understanding of not only the past, but 

also its role in the future of these resources and stories.  
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Appendix A: “B” Greenfield Ranch (P-23-001714 / CA-MEN-1930/H)  

DPR 523 Site Records  



DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 

State of California   The Resources Agency Primary #    

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #    

PRIMARY RECORD Trinomial  CA-MEN-1930/H  

 NRHP Status Code    
 Other Listings    

 Review Code   Reviewer   Date    

Page   1   of   7 *Resource Name or #:  CA-MEN-1930/H  
P1.  Other Identifier:  (“B”) Greenfield Ranch  

*P2.  Location:  Not for Publication     Unrestricted *a. County  Mendocino  

and  

*b.  USGS 7.5' Quad  Orrs Springs, Calif.  Date  1991  T  16N; R  13W;  NE ¼  of  NE ¼ of Sec  16;  Mt. Diablo B.M. 

c.  Address  Coyote Canyon Road City  Ukiah Zip  95470  

d.  UTM:  Zone  10; 473890 mE/ 4344400 mN at southwest corner of Main Ranch House (datum) 

e.  Other Locational Data: Take the West Rd./Redwood Valley exit from HWY 101. Turn left (west) on West Rd. and drive for 

0.4 miles. Turn right onto Bel Arbes Dr. and drive for 0.7 miles. Continue straight onto Main Ranch Road. Continue on Smith 

Lane for 1.9 miles and then continue straight on  Main Ranch Road. A locked gate with keypad is located at the beginning of Main 

Ranch Road. After the gate, continue on Main Ranch Road for 2.6 miles following signs to Greenfield Ranch. Turn right onto 

Coyote Canyon Rd., follow for 0.2 miles to ranch. 
*P3a.  Description:  

This site consists of five historic-era structures which overlie an extensive preshistoric habitation site. The prehistoric 

remains include chert and obsidian flakes, chert and obsidian tools, and a fragmented pestle. The site is located on a knoll on the 

side of Radical Ridge, above Eldridge Creek. A spring is located on the northeastern border of the site. The site was originally 

recorded in 1984 by Foster and Foster. Two artifact loci were noted at the site. One loci (A) is centered around the historic ranch 

complex but also extends to include the western drainage. A second loci (B) of prehistoric artifacts to the southeast of the ranch 

house was also recorded. Previous excavations have revealed significant subsurface material (Deborah McLear-Gary pers. 

comm.). The five historic-era structures include the main ranch house, a school room, stable, barn, and shop. The barn and shop 

were mapped as one structure, as the roofs are contiguous. A historic-era artifact concentration is located in the southwestern 

portion of the site.  
*P3b.  Resource Attributes:  HP2. Single family property; HP4. Ancillary building; HP15. Educational building; HP29. Landscape 

architecture; HP30. Trees/vegetation; HP33. Farm/ranch; AH3. Landscaping; AH4. Privies/dumps/trash scatter; AH6. Water conveyance system; 

AH15. Standing structure; AP2. Lithic scatter; and AP15. Habitation debris 
*P4.  Resources Present: Building Structure Object Site District Element of DistrictOther (Isolates, etc.) 

P5b.  Description of Photo: Overview of 

site looking southwest and downslope 

(ASC Acc. No. MEN-1930-013) 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and 

Sources: Historic  
Prehistoric Both 

*P7.  Owner and Address: 

Greenfield Ranch Association 

P.O. Box 280 

Calpella, CA 95418 

 
*P8.  Recorded by:   

A. Sims, K. Green, J. Franco, R. Dinarte, 

S. McGaughey, C. Hutcheson 

Anthropological Studies Center  

1801 E. Cotati Ave., 

Rohnert Park, C 94928-3609 

 

*P9.  Date Recorded:  28 March 2015  

*P10.  Survey Type: Intensive surface 

survey 
 

*P11.  Report Citation:   

Sims, Ashleigh 

      2015 A Site-Specific Study Of Ca-Men-1930/H Greenfield Ranch, Ukiah, Mendocino County, California. Anthropological 

Studies Center, Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park, California. Prepared for the Greenfield Ranch Association.  
*Attachments: NONE  Location Map  Sketch Map  Continuation Sheet  Building, Structure, and Object Record 
Archaeological Record  District Record  Linear Feature Record  Milling Station Record  Rock Art Record 
Artifact Record  Photograph Record   Other (list)    



DPR 523C (1/95) *Required information 

State of California  The Resources Agency Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION Trinomial  CA-MEN-1930/H 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE RECORD 
Page   2   of   7 *Resource Name or #: CA-MEN-1930/H  

*A1.  Dimensions:  a.  Length  280 m / 920 ft (N-S) ×  b.  Width  210 m / 690 ft (E-W) 
Method of Measurement:   Paced     Taped     Visual estimate     Other:  GPS data collected with GeoXH 
Method of Determination (Check any that apply.):  Artifacts    Features    Soil    Vegetation    Topography 
 Cut bank    Animal burrow    Excavation    Property boundary    Other (Explain):  Previous records 

Reliability of Determination:   High    Medium     Low    Explain:   
Limitations (Check any that apply):   Restricted access    Paved/built over    Site limits incompletely defined 
 Disturbances    Vegetation     Other (Explain):  In some areas vegetation decreased visibility. The Greenfield Ranch 
and a road were built over the prehistoric resources and have disturbed some areas of the site. 

A2.  Depth:   None  Unknown   At least 1 meter.    Method of Determination:  Previous excavations  
*A3.  Human Remains:   Present    Absent    Possible    Unknown (Explain):  No subsurface investigation was conducted. 
*A4.  Features: No prehistoric features were noted. The historic-era features include five historic-era structures, a historic-era 
artifact deposit, and improvements to the spring. The five structures previously noted by Foster and Foster (1984) were noted in 
this survey, but not recorded.  See continuation sheet for more information. 
*A5.  Cultural Constituents:  The site included an historic-era artifact concentration and two prehistoric artifact loci. Prehistoric 
materials throughout the site included flakes and tools of various colors of chert and obsidian. In total 201 flakes were observed at 
the site during survey. Two groundstone (possible pestle or handstone) fragments, a metate, and an obsidian core were recorded. 
Dark midden soils were noted in the area north of the stable. See continuation sheet for more information.  
*A6.  Were Specimens Collected?   No     Yes Previous excavations have collected items that are currently stored  
 at the ranch. 
*A7.  Site Condition:   Good     Fair     Poor:  Greenfield Ranch was built on top of the prehistoric site and they have dug 
various trenches for irrigation and piping. 
*A8.  Nearest Water:  A spring is located on the northern site boundary, Eldridge Creek is located 40 m south and southeast at the 
bottom of the slope 
*A9.  Elevation:  1,220 ft. amsl 
A10.  Environmental Setting:  Vegetation surrounding the site is riparian oak woodland. Throughout the site vegetation includes 
native grasses, berry bushes, and introduced walnut trees. Deer and rattlesnakes were observed at the site.  
A11.  Historical Information:  The ranch was first developed in the early 1870s by Jackson. The property was briefly owned by 
Davis (GLO maps) in 1874. By 1903 Guy Greenfield owned the property. Linda Gray, a property owner, has done extensive 
research on the history of the property and she should be consulted for more information on historic period occupation. 

*A12.  Age:   Prehistoric    Protohistoric    1542-1769    1769-1848    1848-1880    1880-1914    1914-1945 
 Post 1945     Undetermined     Describe position in regional prehistoric chronology or factual historic dates if known: The property 
was originally developed in the early 1870s and has been continuously occupied since this time. Flaked pieces of glass have been 
previously recorded on the property. 
A13.  Interpretations:  This is a likely a prehistoric habitation site due to the extensive size and depth of artifacts recorded at the 
site. The historic-era ranch sits atop the center of the prehistoric site. 
A14.  Remarks:  Mark Gary and Deborah McLear-Gary previously excavated two units, one in the yard to the east of the ranch 
house (A) and another in the locus below the ranch (B), the exact locations of the excavation units is unknown. A flat space 
behind the school house was created for a volleyball court. 
A15.  References:   
Foster, Daniel G., and John W. Foster 
 1984 Archaeological Site Record for CA-MEN-1930/H.  Foothill Archaeological Services, Fair Oaks, California. On file, 

NWIC or the CHRIS, SSU, Rohnert Park, California. 
Gray, Linda 
 2015 Member of Greenfield Ranch Association. On-site communication with Ashleigh Sims, 28 March 2015. 
McLear-Gary, Deborah 
 2015 Member of Greenfield Ranch Association. On-site communication with Ashleigh Sims, 28 March 2015.  
A16.  Photographs:  see photograph record 
 
 Original Media/Negatives Kept at:  Anthropological Studies Center 

*A17.  Form Prepared by:  A. Sims Date:  12 May 2015  
 Affiliation and Address:  Anthropological Studies Center, Sonoma State University, 1801 E. Cotati Ave.,  Bldg. 29, 
                                       Rohnert Park, CA 94928-3609 



State of California  The Resources Agency Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #   
PHOTOGRAPH RECORD Trinomial  CA-MEN-1930/H 
Page   3   of   7 Project Name  CA-MEN-1930/H Year  2015 

Camera Format:  Digital Lens Size: N/A 
Film Type and Speed: N/A Negatives Kept at: Anthropological Studies Center 

Mo. Day Time Exp./Frame Subject/Description View Toward Accession # 
03 27 3:55 001 Feature 1. Ranch house north MEN-1930-001 
03 27 3:56 002 Feature 4. Barn east MEN-1930-002 
03 27 3:57 003 View west across front lawn west MEN-1930-003 
03 27 3:58 004 Feature 3. Stable east MEN-1930-004 
03 27 3:58 005 View downslope to west toward concentration 

near tank  
east MEN-1930-005 

03 27 3:59 006 View of concentration near tank  north MEN-1930-006 
03 27 4:00 007 View on east side of barn with concentration  south MEN-1930-007 
03 27 4:01 008 View upslope toward main concentration northwest MEN-1930-008 
03 27 4:05 009 Overview of site from north south MEN-1930-009 
03 27 4:05 010 Overview slope behind ranch house  south MEN-1930-010 
03 27 4:05 011 View southwest from hill with orchard and 

volleyball court 
southwest MEN-1930-011 

03 27 4:10 012 Overview of site southwest MEN-1930-012 
03 27 4:10 013 Overview of site southwest MEN-1930-013 
03 27 4:12 014 Iron pipe leading east from spring southeast MEN-1930-014 
03 27 4:13 015 Improved spring north MEN-1930-015 
03 27 4:17 016 Overview of house site west MEN-1930-016 
03 27 4:31 017 Overview of locus B southeast MEN-1930-017 
03 27 4:33 018 Overview of locus B northwest MEN-1930-018 
03 27 4:36 019 Overview of locus B north MEN-1930-019 
03 27 4:40 020 Road below barn southeast MEN-1930-020 
03 27 4:41 021 Historic-era refuse concentration west MEN-1930-021 
03 27 4:53 022 Road west of ranch house north MEN-1930-022 
03 27 5:00 023 Obsidian edge modified flakes N/A MEN-1930-023 
03 27 5:00 024 Obsidian edge modified flakes N/A MEN-1930-024 
03 27 5:01 025 Obsidian edge modified flakes N/A MEN-1930-025 
03 27 5:05 026 Chert biface fragment near house N/A MEN-1930-026 
03 27 5:05 027 Chert biface fragment near house N/A MEN-1930-027 
03 27 5:06 028 Chert biface fragment near house N/A MEN-1930-028 
03 27 5:06 029 Chert biface fragment near house N/A MEN-1930-029 
03 27 5:09 030 Edge modified flake N/A MEN-1930-030 
03 27 5:10 031 Blue and white ceramic fragment N/A MEN-1930-031 
03 27 5:11 032 Garage with parking south MEN-1930-032 
03 27 5:14 033 Handstone fragment N/A MEN-1930-033 
03 27 5:14 034 Handstone fragment N/A MEN-1930-034 
03 27 5:15 035 Handstone fragment N/A MEN-1930-035 
03 27 5:15 036 Metate N/A MEN-1930-036 
03 27 5:15 037 Metate N/A MEN-1930-037 
03 27 5:17 038 Chert edge modified flake N/A MEN-1930-038 
03 27 5:17 039 Chert edge modified flake N/A MEN-1930-039 
03 27 5:19 040 Obsidian biface tip fragment N/A MEN-1930-040 
03 27 5:19 041 Obsidian biface tip fragment N/A MEN-1930-041 
03 27 5:19 042 Obsidian biface tip fragment N/A MEN-1930-042 
03 27 5:19 043 Obsidian biface tip fragment N/A MEN-1930-043 
03 27 5:20 044 Red chert edge modified flake tool N/A MEN-1930-044 
03 27 5:20 045 Red chert edge modified flake tool N/A MEN-1930-045 
03 27 5:20 046 Red chert edge modified flake tool N/A MEN-1930-046 
03 27 5:21 047 Serrated edge modified flake tool N/A MEN-1930-047 
03 27 5:21 048 Serrated edge modified flake tool N/A MEN-1930-048 
03 27 5:21 049 Serrated edge modified flake tool N/A MEN-1930-049 
03 27 5:26 050 Sandstone pestle or handstone fragment N/A MEN-1930-050 
03 27 5:27 051 Sandstone pestle or handstone fragment N/A MEN-1930-051 

DPR 523I (1/95) 



State of California  The Resources Agency Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #   
PHOTOGRAPH RECORD Trinomial  CA-MEN-1930/H 
Page   4   of  7 Project Name  CA-MEN-1930/H Year  2015 

Camera Format:  Digital Lens Size: N/A 
Film Type and Speed: N/A Negatives Kept at: Anthropological Studies Center 

Mo. Day Time Exp./Frame Subject/Description View Toward Accession # 
03 27 5:27 052 Sandstone pestle or handstone fragment N/A MEN-1930-052 
03 27 5:27 053 Sandstone pestle or handstone fragment N/A MEN-1930-053 
03 27 5:27 054 Sandstone pestle or handstone fragment N/A MEN-1930-054 
03 27 5:27 055 Sandstone pestle or handstone fragment N/A MEN-1930-055 
03 27 5:28 056 Sandstone pestle or handstone fragment N/A MEN-1930-056 
03 27 5:50 057 Crew shot N/A MEN-1930-057 
03 27 5:52 058 Crew shot N/A MEN-1930-058 
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*A4.  Features continued: Historic-era structures include: (using the numbering system from Foster and Foster 1984) 
1. Main ranch house 
2. School room  
3. Stable  
4. Barn  
5. Shop 
The barn and shop, while previously recorded as separate structures have a continuous roof and thus were mapped as one 
structure.  
 
*A5.  Cultural Constituents continued: 
Historic-era Artifact Concentration 
In the southwest portion of the site there is a large concentration of historic-era refuse west of the road. This concentration 
extends the entire length of the slope. The scatter includes: coffee cans, oil cans, church key beer cans, battery cores, cone top 
beer cans, amber bottles, colorless bottles and bottle fragments, blue and white ceramics, pull tab beer cans, metal buckets, jars, 
an a screw top amber liquor bottle. Additionally, glazed stoneware crocks, barrel strapping, shoes, small barrel wire, red springs, 
and car parts were recoreded. 
 
Locus A Materials 
Locus A is located in the flat of the knoll which includes the area around the ranch complex and extends west to the drainage. 
This locus included the majority of the lithic material found at the site as well as some historic-era glass and ceramic fragements.  
Ten prehistoric artifacts were recorded in locus A as follows:  
A1. Scraper – dark black opaque obisidan with grey banding 
A2. Utilized flake – dark black opaque obisidan with grey banding 
A3. Biface fragment – dark black opaque obisidan with grey banding 
A4. Biface fragment – black translucent obisidian with grey banding  
A5. Utilized flake – chert 
A6. Utilized flake – serrated edges  
A7. Edge-modified flake – chert 
A8. Sandstone pestle or handstone fragment 
A9. Metate  
A10. Handstone fragment 
 
Locus B Materials 
Locus B is located below the knoll of the historic site between the road and the creek which flows from the spring. Mary Gary 
and Deborah McLear-Gary previously excavated a trench in this locus, but the exact location is unknown. This was the second 
excavation unit and thus was noted as locus B. In total, eight flakes were found in locus B and one worked flake of green chert 
was recorded. Of the eight flakes, seven were chert (three green, one red, one grey) and one was obsidian.  
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Appendix B. Handouts and Posters for GRA Presentation 
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Figure 22. Images of Small Posters Presented at GRA Community Meeting (image courtesy of author) 
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Greenfield Ranch Association: Meanings of the Past 
Ashleigh Sims 

 
About Me: 
-Graduate student in Cultural Resources Management at Sonoma 
State University 
-B.A. in Anthropology and Archaeology from the College of 
Wooster, Wooster, Ohio 
-Professional Interests: place-making, historical ecology, 
landscape life histories, occupation/home-making processes, 
 
Work on the Greenfield Ranch Collection (CA-MEN-1930)  
-digitized catalog for both loci/excavation areas (A & B) 
-took photos of diagnostic and unique artifacts of the collection 
-conducted analysis of data to produce statistics about collection 
 
Conclusions from Collection Statistics: 
-a large majority of artifacts in the collection are flakes (material: chert and obsidian) 
 +20,000 flakes ~88% of the collection 
-other common artifact types are: animal bone, projectile points (arrowheads and spear points), 

glass fragments, scrapers (tool with usually one sharp edge used for scraping hides and 
carving activities), and bifaces (multi-purpose tools flaked on both sides) 

-Most artifacts were encountered very close to the surface with fewer artifacts found as depth 
increased 

-ex. ~10% (2491) of artifacts were found between 0 and 10 cm below the surface, at 90-
100 cm (1m deep about half way through cultural material) about ~5% (1201) of artifacts 
were found  

-The site is approximately 210 cm deep, and may be more than 5,000 years old based on 
obsidian hydration dating 
 
Interesting Artifacts: 
-steatite bead – one of the few non-tool artifacts of Native American origin in the collection 
-flaked glass –indicates that Native Americans were using the site in the recent past when 
Europeans were colonizing California 
-‘G.L. Greenfield’ button back – item owned by the ranch’s namesake 
-yellow plastic warrior – child’s toy from very recent past 
 
Take-Away Points: 
-people have been living at this place, either year-long or as a seasonal camp, for thousands of 
years 
-Native American people and Europeans were likely living here at or near the same time 
-the Greenfield Ranch is a special place, people always came back and new people also wanted 
to stay 
-the GRA’s present and future is just as important as its past –the GRA, the historic-era farms, 
and the Native American occupants all represent a part of the life-history of this place as a home 
for many different people 
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Appendix C. Timelines and Change Diagrams 
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Appendix D. Extended Discussion of the History of Greenfield Ranch 
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Prehistoric Archaeology: Looking at Lifeways 

 Current models of life during the prehistoric era suggest that multiple related households 

lived together during this period. People were more mobile than they are today, traveling the 

landscape to exploit various resources throughout the year. Additionally, society was very 

pluralistic by the time the Northern Pomo occupied the site in the Emergent period; multi-family 

units were frequently moving to different resource nodes and interacting with different groups of 

people.  

 Households at Greenfield Ranch during this time likely had a similar composition and 

mobility. While evidence of housepits has not been found at Greenfield Ranch, this may be 

because they have been smoothed away by time. Archaeologists need to look for evidence of 

homes from every period; just because there is a standing building used as a home, does not 

mean that no other structures were previously built.  

Through the process of occupation, people gain a vast array of knowledge about their 

landscape. Occupants must learn where to find water, food, items for religious practices, as well 

as many other things. The mobility of people at this time likely meant that these occupants knew 

when resources were plentiful and when to move on. Therefore, their relationship with the 

environment was one that guided their movements and their diet. Additionally, due to the 

pluralistic nature of the region, people also likely visited other groups and traded items and or 

engaged in territorial disputes. The exact nature of these relationships is, as of yet, unclear. 

However, by asking questions about how people during this time lived and how they interacted 

with their environment and with other people, we may learn more. This kind of information 

creates a basis of comparison between other occupants of the site. From these data, we can 

compare household composition, environmental exploitation methods, and relationships with 
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other groups.  

The early human history of the southern North Coast Ranges and San Francisco Bay 

region has been divided into three broad periods: the Paleoindian period, the Archaic period, and 

the Emergent period. Changes in sociopolitical complexity, trade networks, populations, and the 

introduction of new artifact types mark transitions between temporal periods (Fredrickson 1974, 

1994). While texts by prominent archaeologists such as Heizer (1978) and Frederickson (1974, 

1994) are regarded as definitive sources on the archaeology of Native Americans in the North 

Coast Ranges prior to contact, an update to these texts is needed. 

The earliest documented human occupation in California, the Paleoindian period (ca. 

10,000 to 6000 B.C.), was a time of variable climate, rising sea levels, and other broad-scale 

environmental change. People lived in small, highly-mobile groups, moving through vast 

geographic areas, and leaving relatively meager archaeological remains.  

With the more stable climate of the long Archaic period (6,000 B.C. to A.D. 1,000), 

people gradually become more sedentary, new groups entered the area, and regional distinctions 

developed. The Archaic has been divided into three subperiods (Lower, Middle, and Upper), 

with the lower Archaic little represented in the archaeological record of the region. Many of the 

archaeological sites in the North Coast Ranges were first used in the Middle and Upper Archaic, 

when populations were increasing and groups moved into new areas to exploit a more diverse 

range of resources. By the Upper Archaic period, which began around 500 B.C., mobile 

lifestyles were being replaced by more sedentary adaptations that included a reliance on 

intensive acorn processing and storage. Numerous small villages and the beginnings of more 

complex societies and economies characterize the end of this period.  

Obsidian hydration dates from the Greenfield Ranch site (P-23-001714 / CA-MEN-1930) 
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and the nearby White Eagle site (P-23-001716 / CA-MEN-1932) indicate that the first 

occupation of this area was during the early part of the Upper Archaic. The Greenfield Ranch 

site may have been a desirable location to visit because of its perennial water source and the 

abundant fish which were said to have flourished in the surrounding creeks (Wawona and Gray 

1997:24). While logging practices and other disturbances have decreased the fish populations in 

nearby Eldridge Creek, steelhead still swim up from the mouth of the Russian River to spawn in 

the area (Wawona and Gray 1997:24). This means that Greenfield Ranch was a prime location 

for aquaculture of local fish that would have been a dependable resource year-round. 

During the Emergent, or Late, period (ca. A.D. 1,000 to the historic period), social 

complexity developed toward the contact-period settlement pattern of large, central villages 

where political leaders resided, with associated hamlets and specialized activity sites. 

Innovations associated with the period included the introduction of the bow and arrow, small 

corner notched points, and a diversity of beads and ornaments. Archaeological sites dating to this 

period are common throughout the North Coast Ranges. They include: locations of ritual 

significance, such as rock art; small resource-processing areas marked by stone tool- 

manufacturing debris (debitage) and flaked-stone tools or mortars and pestles; and moderate-to-

large sized occupation sites marked by midden soils, dietary bone and shell, and a diversity of 

artifacts. 

The first human occupancy of the North Coast Ranges has been attributed to the Yuki 

(Frederickson 1984:509). Based on the depth of cultural material, obsidian hydration data, and 

the assemblage, the first occupants of the Greenfield Ranch site may also have been Yuki 

(Moratto 1984:509). However, this linguistic or cultural affiliation has not been confirmed, as 

more extensive review of the artifacts and stratigraphy is needed.  
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Northern Pomo lived at Greenfield Ranch during the Emergent period. Their territory 

included central and southern Mendocino County as well as northern Sonoma County at contact, 

and they likely originally settled near 

Clear Lake (Barrett 1908:148; 

Frederickson 1984:510). Pomo people 

later spread west toward the Russian 

River Valley, and by the Middle 

Archaic Period they occupied the 

territory recorded at historic contact 

(Frederickson 1984:510, see Figure 

23).  

Prehistoric sites in this general 

area consist of occupation sites with 

darkened midden soils containing 

deposits of shell, ash, heat-affected rock, flaked-stone and groundstone artifacts. Obsidian, 

basalt, and chert tool-manufacturing debris are also common. Features such as hearths, housepits, 

and other structural remains, along with human burials, can also be present in Native American 

sites in the North Cost Ranges. Rock art sites are also common in the area; petroglyphs include 

pecking, cupules, as well as other designs (Gary 1986). Other site types include seasonal camps 

and resource procurement and processing locations. 

 

Figure 23. Barrett (1908) Map of the Pomoan Languages 
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Ethnographic Texts: Villages, Trading between Groups, and Exploiting Resources 

Around and just prior to the time of “contact,” according to ethnographic texts, 

“households” included multiple related family units, who lived permanently at village sites. 

Greenfield Ranch was likely one such village site, occupied by Masút Pomo people. In addition 

to village sites, people also had auxiliary campsites used to exploit specific resources throughout 

their landscape. These sites represented ways in which the Masút managed their landscape and 

erected camps in places to best suit their occupational needs.  

Additionally, ethnographies tell us that occupants of Greenfield Ranch interacted with 

members of other tribelets to trade and acquire goods such as fish and obsidian. These sources 

paint a picture of occupation that is fairly similar to that presented by prehistoric archaeologists, 

but which is much more robust and detailed. This may be in part because prehistorians can use 

ethnographic texts to compare their results and provide evidence that their findings correlate to 

these sources. In any case, it seems that occupation at Greenfield Ranch became more consistent 

as time passed and people became more sedentary. Along with increased sedentism, occupants 

more intensely exploited the landscape through the construction of resource-specific camps. 

While it is uncertain exactly how relationships between groups and villages changed, we do have 

a clearer picture of these relationships from ethnographic texts. As each new occupant of a site 

replaces their predecessors the relationship between the landscape and the site’s occupants’ 

changes.  

Ethnographic literature indicates that at the time of historic contact, the survey area was 

within the territory of the speakers of the Northern Pomo language, one of the seven Pomoan 

languages (Kroeber 1925:222; McLendon and Oswalt 1978:283). Per Kroeber (1925:237), the 

greater Pomo (i.e., the combined populations of the seven language groups) formed the second-
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most populous group in California, with an estimated pre-contact population of as many as 8,000 

people. Cook (1956:116, 119) suggests that the population was considerably larger at 20,760, 

with some 5,040 of these belonging to the Northern Pomo language group. 

Northern Pomo settlements were characterized by large, permanently-occupied villages, 

with numerous seasonal and task-specific camps situated to maximize certain resources. Their 

diet featured the mainstay of oak acorns, supplemented by a wide range of other foods. These 

included grains and seeds, roots, and clover and other fresh greens, along with meat from large 

mammals such as deer and elk, small mammals, waterfowl, and various kinds of fish and 

shellfish (Bean and Theodoratus 1978:289-290; Kroeber 1925:222-257; Stewart 1943). 

The area occupied by Northern Pomo speakers (see Figure 23) is roughly defined by the 

Navarro River on the south, extending east to the western shore of Clear Lake, to Potter Valley 

in the north, with the extent between Fort Bragg and Albion making up the western boundary 

(McLendon and Oswalt 1978:283). This large territory spans oak-pine and hardwood forests, 

chaparral and coastal prairie vegetation communities, and North Coast redwood and Coastal 

Cypress Pine belts (Küchler 1977:12, 19, 30). 

Northern Pomo speakers did not have an overarching name for themselves, as they spoke 

many varied dialects. Instead, “tribelets,” a word coined to describe a village or small group of 

villages that shared a language with a larger tribal entity, were typically defined by and named 

for their geographical location by ethnographers (McLendon and Oswalt 1978:283). Major 

interior valleys, including the upper Russian River Valley, appear to have been the favored 

location for most permanent Northern Pomo villages (Layton 1990:10). Occupation of coastal 

sites appears to have been seasonal, with interior populations traversing the rugged Coastal 

Range during the summer to collect marine resources, including abalone, seaweed, kelp, 



147 
 

 
 

mussels, and sea fish (McLendon and Oswalt 1978:283; Loeb 1926:192, in Tiley 2002:43; 

McLendon and Oswalt 1978:283). Northern Pomo speakers shared the Ukiah Valley with 

speakers of the Central Pomo dialect; the name Ukiah is derived from yokaya, the Central Pomo 

word for “south valley” (McLendon and Oswalt 1978:282).  

Ethnographer Samuel Barrett 

depicts one Northern Pomo village east 

of Greenfield Ranch, near the 

confluence of Seward and Mill creeks 

(1908:148). The village of Masút, 

located northwest of Calpella along 

Seward Creek, was noted in his “Map 

of the Territory of the Pomo Linguistic 

Stock” (Barrett 1908:148). Masút is 

also the name for the tribelet of 

Northern Pomo people who lived in the 

area surrounding Greenfield Ranch 

around the time of European contact. 

According to Kniffen (1939), the Masút 

intermittently exchanged fishing and gathering privileges with the Kacha Pomo of Redwood 

Valley. Ka-bida, or Forsythe Creek (see Figure 24), was communally used by both Masút and 

Kacha for fishing in spring (Kniffen 1939:376).  

Stewart (1943) interviewed Pomo people as part of an effort to reconstruct pre-contact 

territories, sites, and life ways. One of his informants, Calpella Pete, referred to as CP, was the 

Figure 24. Masút Pomo Territory highlighting Nightbird's Retreat 
(Layton 1990:156) 
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grandson of “Old Calpella,” a Masút Pomo chosen to be chief of the Ukiah Valley area by the 

Spanish (Stewart 1943:30). Calpella Pete moved to the Fort Bragg reservation when he was six 

and was then sent to the reservation at Round Valley when he was about 20 years old. Stewart 

identifies Charlie Bowen (CB) as a Katca of Redwood Valley, although his stated ancestry 

includes Mitom, Canel, and Katca Pomo people. CB moved to the Round Valley reservation 

when he was ten and later helped to establish the Pinoleville Rancheria near Ukiah (Stewart 

1943:30). The lives of CP and CB, especially their frequent relocation from enclave to enclave, 

were likely typical of male Pomo experiences. What these ethnographies do not state is whether 

the moves were their decision, or a forced removal by white people. Incidents of forced marches, 

as took place in Round Valley in 1863, make this distinction important to understanding Native 

American travel movements “post-contact” (Baumgardner 2005:212).  

Stewart describes the territory of the “Masút of Calpella” based on data from these 

informants. He names four Masút villages: Tcomtcadila, Masút, Disakalel, and Kobida. The 

Masút also traveled to the Mendocino coast using a trail from Masút to Big River. The Pomo of 

Potter Valley (ethnographically, they are described as the Canel Pomo) and Redwood Valley 

(ethnographically named Katca Pomo) also used this trail. In Big River, the Masút fished “as 

guests of the Mitom” Pomo, and traveled east to Lake County to gather obsidian and magnesite 

and south to Bodega Bay to gather clamshells to make bead money (Stewart 1943:38-39). In 

addition to traveling for resources, the Masút likely also traded with neighboring groups for 

resources further afield. 

Ethnographers recorded several other variations of the Masút name in this area. These 

include J. McKee’s (1853) Maj-su-ta-ki-as, Gibbs’ (1853) Masu-ta-kaya, and R. McKee’s 

(1860) Ma-su-ta-kéa. Three villages in the area are recorded by McLendon and Oswalt 
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(1978:284) as ko-bidá (“two creeks),” masú, and com-sadi-la (“pine ridge extending 

downward)” – also known as Choan Cha-dí-la (Powers 1877:155) or tco’mtcadila (Barrett 

1908:143). Com-sadi-la is just south of Calpella, according to McLendon and Oswalt 

(1978:284). Barrett noted the origin of the name Calpella, said to have come from a former chief 

(Barrett 1908:143). This correlates with Stewart’s (1943:38) ethnographic work with Calpella 

Pete. Archaeologists have not recorded most of the villages marked on Barrett’s maps (Gary 

1989). This may mean that these areas have not been surveyed, but it may also indicate 

inaccuracies in mapping.  

Historical Research: Look Past the Obvious and Search for Evidence of Resistance 

 Based on these texts, around the time of “contact” non-indigenous groups began to 

populate the region. These people incurred an inordinate amount of violence and hostility against 

Indigenous peoples. Non-Indigenous newcomers initially lived in small, temporary camps, 

before more permanent homes could be built. Some Indigenous people in the region were 

forcibly relocated to places called “reservations,” where they were supposed to live with people 

from many other Indigenous groups. At Greenfield Ranch, Native Americans may have 

persisted, utilizing some of the new technologies and materials that were brought by the non-

Indigenous newcomers. But eventually, by violence or by choice, they no longer permanently 

occupied the site and non-Indigenous persons began to live there. Across Mendocino the non-

Indigenous newcomers came into contact with Indigenous groups. These interactions were often 

violent, with members and groups of non-Indigenous people perpetrating massacres against 

Indigenous groups. As a result, some groups of Indigenous people may have become highly 

mobile, moving to avoid violent newcomers. Others may have tried to, or been forced to, 
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integrate with the society of non-Indigenous people, perhaps adopting their clothing and learning 

their language.  

There is not a lot of information about how Indigenous people negotiated this perilous 

time in the county. However, just because there is not much information currently known, does 

not mean that we cannot ever know. Gaps in our understanding of the past are only 

representative of questions researchers have not yet asked, but which we need to. By not 

assuming how Native Americans dealt with these issues, we can be more receptive to, and 

interested in, the myriad of ways that people did just that. 

Mendocino was one of the original 27 counties established when California became a 

state in 1850. The name for the county came from Cape Mendocino, named after Antonio de 

Mendoza, the first viceroy of New Spain (Hoover et al. 1990:192). American settlers began 

arriving in 1850, using the area as pasture for cattle from Sonoma. It was not until 1856 that Sam 

Lowry established what might have been the first residence of non-Indigenous people in the area 

at the corner of present-day Main and Perkins Streets in Ukiah. As the non-Indigenous 

population in Mendocino County steadily increased, violence and prejudice against Native 

Americans became an issue. 

The first act passed by the California State Legislature, the Act for the Government and 

Protection of Indians, essentially sanctioned the ongoing kidnapping and rape of Native 

Californians. This act legalized the kidnapping of Native Californian children as apprentices to 

non-Indigenous families and allowed non-Indigenous people to indenture Indians who lived on 

their lands for agricultural work. Native Californian women and young girls were frequently 

kidnapped and raped, and many were forced to be sex slaves or wives of European men (Lindsay 

2012:325).   
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Violence against Native Californians was extreme in Mendocino County in the second 

half of the 19th century. Increasingly, whites blamed Indians for the death of their cattle, which 

Indians killed for food as white settlers began occupying lands and forcibly removing Indians 

from traditional hunting grounds, fishing streams, homesites, and spiritual sites. During the 

Mendocino War of 1859-1860, Walter Jarboe and his Eel River Rangers killed at least 283 

Native Californian men and sent 292 to the Indian reservation at Round Valley over a period of 

just five months (Madley 2004:179). Jarboe’s numbers are likely only a fraction of Native 

Americans killed by whites in Mendocino during this period. The sentiment held by non-native 

Californians and the government at this time was that Indians were only good as adult servants 

and laborers, or as child apprentices. Any Indian not under the care of a white household was 

subjected to kidnapping, rape, assault, and murder (Thomas 2005:26). 

Many Native 

Californians were forcibly 

removed to reservations 

in Mendocino and Round 

Valley during this period, 

while others continued to 

live in their ancestral 

homelands. A group of 

Yokayo (also called 

Ukiah or Yokaya) Pomo Indians continued to live near present-day Ukiah, as illustrated by an 

early photograph (see Figure 25). Another photo taken at the “Ukiah Valley Indian Rancheria” in 

the 1880s depicts architecture and house organization similar to that of Yokayo. Additionally, 

Figure 25. Hand tinted postcard of Yokayo Indian Village (Ricks 1916) 
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Palmer (1880) states that at the time of writing, there were a few small villages south of Ukiah 

totaling 200 people. Native Californian peoples of Mendocino persisted in these areas despite the 

brutality (Carpenter 1977:44). 

Historical Documents: Use a Wider Lens and Study Narratives at All Scales  

Texts written by historians argue that at and after “contact,” occupation of Greenfield 

Ranch and the region was changing. This is not to say that during other periods occupation was 

not changing, just that the change happening at this time was faster and had more wide-reaching 

effects on the people and the landscape of the region. While the exact nature of this change at 

Greenfield Ranch has not been determined, it seems from these documents that occupation at this 

time consisted of multiple combinations of people, including: a single homogenous household, 

multiple related households, and occupation which included people who were not from the same 

ethnic or social group. People from distant lands and a different culture flooded the landscape 

and rapidly changed the region. New technologies allowed occupants to exploit their landscape 

even more intensively and in new ways. Domesticated animals like pigs, cows, and sheep were 

introduced. To modify their landscape to better protect these animals, occupants constructed 

fences and felled trees to create pastures for these herds.  

Villages of related Indigenous people were no longer the center of social interaction; 

instead, new occupants built large villages, called towns or cities, of many unrelated people who 

permanently together in a collection of sedentary households. Goods were brought to the region 

from very distant lands as the reach of trading interests increased to, eventually, the entire globe.  

Roads and other methods of traveling and communicating with people across distances were 

constructed and introduced, which changed the way that people related to each other across the 

landscape. Greenfield Ranch changed from being a center of population and society, to a 
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peripheral site to larger socio-political centers such as Ukiah. The popular home style changed 

from being a “pithouse” to a “Victorian.” Differences in these building types include size and 

materials used: Victorian houses were much larger than pithouses and had many more rooms, 

and the exteriors were constructed of hewn lumber rather than rough bark. Other styles of 

“houses” were also constructed at this time, mostly using lumber connected with metal nails.  

By using the same language when talking about the people who lived in this region we 

can compare occupational processes, structures, and materials across time. This comparison 

allows archaeologists to see and show the similarities and differences between Native American 

and American population centers, housing styles, and landscapes. Through this kind of analysis, 

we can study occupation by different people, from different times, to an equal degree. This 

allows us to see, without assumptions, how people are using and manipulating the landscape and 

how these trends change over time. These assumptions, particularly those which imply that 

people at different times were less capable of, or less “good” at, occupation than others, interfere 

with our analysis and sway our conclusions in the process of comparison. Archaeologists must 

first explain and describe these processes similarly, before they can be compared accurately.  

Alexander Jackson and his wife Agnes were likely the first Europeans to live near the 

area now called Greenfield Ranch, arriving some time prior to 1860. Their “Jackson Ranch” was 

located approximately one-quarter to one-half mile west and southwest of present-day Greenfield 

Ranch. In 1870, Jackson was listed as a “sheep raiser” and the ranch included 2,000 acres of 

unimproved land and 1,000 acres of farm (U.S. Census 1870). Sheep require a great deal of 

pasture land and it is likely that Jackson erected fences and cleared land for sheep in the hills 

surrounding the ranch house.   
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Jackson sold the property to 

James Davis for one hundred dollars in 

gold coin in 1873 (Mendocino County, 

California, Deed Book 8: 455-457). Davis 

also purchased or patented the site of the 

future Greenfield Ranch House, and later 

that year the General Land Office (GLO) 

map records the “Davis House” in this 

location (see Figure 26; GLO 1873). A 

few months after purchasing it from 

Jackson, James Davis sold the property to John Taylor, who then sold the ranch in 1876 to 

Joseph Elledge (sometimes written as Ellege or Eldridge). This pair of short-term ownerships 

was perhaps due to land speculation and variable values in land prices. Elledge ran sheep on the 

property for more than two decades, and the name of the land changed to the Joseph Elledge 

Ranch (Mendocino County, California, Superior Court Documents No. 1186, 1902).  

In 1880, Elledge owned 3,000 acres of pasture land, 400 acres of forest, and the farm was 

listed as worth $15,350 in land, machinery, and livestock. Joseph Elledge of Ukiah was listed as 

one of the richest men in the county in the same year, having an estate worth $15,764 (Palmer 

1880:262). Over the course of 23 years, the Joseph Elledge Ranch expanded to 4,371.23 acres as 

he purchased, traded, and sold land around the ranch house. Joseph Elledge died on June 13, 

1899; unmarried, he left his large ranch to the children of his sister in Tennessee (Ukiah 

Republican Press [URP] 16 June 1899). Elledge’s Tennessean family immediately sold the land 

to their lawyer, John W. Preston, of San Francisco (Mendocino County, California, Deed Book 

Figure 26. GLO (1873) depicting Davis House in northeast corner 
of Section 16 
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85: 537-541).  

John W. Preston and his wife Sara 

owned the ranch from February of 1901 to 

August of 1904 (see Figure 27). Preston was a 

prominent but young lawyer from Cannon 

County, Tennessee (the same county where 

Elledge’s heirs lived). It is unlikely that the 

Prestons lived at the property; instead, they 

probably lived in Ukiah and ranch hands 

managed the estate.  

One of these ranch hands may have 

been Elledge’s cousin William Akers, who 

visited the ranch in June of 1901 as noted in 

the Ukiah Dispatch-Democrat (28 June 

1901:5). However, Akers may have been more 

of a tenant than a ranch hand; a newspaper 

alluded in 1902 that Preston, owner of the Elledge ranch, purchased the lease from W.D. Akers 

and spent “a month or so at the ranch” before settling in Ukiah to open a law practice (Dispatch-

Democrat [DD], 30 May 1902:2). A later article in the Dispatch-Democrat from July of 1902 

stated that William Akers “removed his family from the Elledge ranch to Ukiah until he decides 

on a permanent location. Wirt Acuff takes his place on the ranch” (DD, 11 July 1902:8). These 

men probably ran the day-to-day maintenance of the ranch and managed livestock.  

The Prestons sold the original Joseph Elledge Ranch and the many more acres they had 

Figure 27. John W. Preston photo (Carpenter and 
Millberry 1914:236) 
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subsequently acquired to C.C. Smith of San Francisco in 1904. This sale began two decades of 

extensive logging on the ranch, in addition to sheep and cattle ranching. A month after Smith 

purchased the Elledge Ranch, a note in the Dispatch-Democrat stated that J.W. Hanlon of Sisson 

would run the ranch for Smith, just as Acuff and Akers ran the property in absentia for the 

Prestons (DD, 23 September 1904:1). Five years after the purchase, C.C. Smith of San Francisco 

and Joseph H. Smith, C.C.’s brother, sold their property, including the Joseph Elledge Ranch and 

a few other parcels, to B.J. Reilly. 

B.J. and Mary Reilly logged the property but also ran sheep and cattle for about 15 years. 

The ranch’s sheep seemed to be the subject of some concern for Reilly, as they may have been 

the victims of both human and animal predation (DD, 12 June 1912). A Dispatch-Democrat 

article from 1915 suggests that Reilly may have switched from sheep herding to cattle at the 

ranch because “coyotes [were] becoming so numerous,” causing many ranchers in the area to 

make this transition (DD, 30 July 1915:3). Like the Prestons and the Smiths, Reilly did not live 

on the ranch permanently and instead lived in Oakland (DD, 16 July 1915:1).  

In 1923, C.H. Greenfield purchased the property from B.J. Reilly. From this point on, the 

property became known as Greenfield Ranch, as seen on modern topographic maps (USGS 

1991). It is unlikely that Greenfield and his wife Florence lived on Greenfield Ranch for any 

extended length of time, based on census records that all state his residence as St. Helena, 

California until his death in 1932 (U.S. Census 1910, 1920, 1930). Guy Lyle and Anna (Bishop) 

Greenfield (see Figure 28) inherited the property from Guy’s parents in 1930. Additionally, 

Willard S. Bishop, Anna’s brother, is listed as a “lodger” with the Greenfields and is described as 

a laborer in the stockyards (U.S. Census 1930). Willard died in April of 1941, while the 

Greenfields continued to run cattle on the ranch for the rest of their lives. Guy died in 1958 and 
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Anna passed in 1971, at which time the ranch was briefly owned by their nephew and his wife, 

the Osborns, until they sold the property to the Greenfield Ranch Association in 1972. 

Folklore: All Stories Are Valid and Contribute to the Whole 

 Folklore can tell us about the entirety of the human past. Greenfielders’ stories 

about the ranch describe everyone from the earliest occupants to their own occupational history 

of the site. These stories can color between the lines that archaeologists and historians write 

about the past: they offer a glimpse into the daily lives of occupants and can shed light on 

personality and temperament. 

Greenfielders’ stories suggest 

that the relationship between 

non-Indigenous and 

Indigenous people around 

“contact” was amicable, 

while other accounts tell us 

that they interacted and traded 

peaceably, if only for a time. 

These stories tell us that 

perhaps relationships within households, particularly the relationship between Annie and Guy 

Greenfield, may not have been amicable either. Yet these stories contribute to the whole of 

available knowledge and understandings of Greenfield Ranch as a home. Their stories are the 

ones that are going to be passed on to the next generations and occupants, just as the ways that 

they have changed Greenfield Ranch will be passed on. This is their occupational legacy: 

repaired fences, a flat area for volleyball, and stories that each successive occupant will inherit 

Figure 28. From left: Charlie Greenfield (Guy’s brother), Willard Divine, Annie 
Greenfield, Guy Greenfield, Roy Barnett at Greenfield Ranch, unknown date 

(photo courtesy of Linda Gray and Nancy Hensley) 
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and modify as they make the place their home.  

In 1992, Karen Hensley of Greenfield Ranch documented stories told by Elledge’s distant 

relative Randy Elledge for the GRA publication Greenfield Ranch: A Celebration of 25 years of 

Living in Community 1972-1997 (Johnsen et al. 1997). Randy Elledge told GRA members 

conflicting stories about the nature of Joseph Elledge’s relationship to the native Pomo who lived 

near the ranch. In one version, Joseph “traded salt for furs and baskets” with local Indians and 

had an agreement to allow them to use his land. In another, Joseph built the barn southeast of the 

main house so that “he wouldn’t continually see the Indians hunting on his land,” but he did not 

partake in the killing of Indians so prevalent in Mendocino County during the mid- to late 1800s 

(Hensley 1997:8). Randy described a very different Joseph Elledge at a later interview, in which 

he described Joseph participating in the killing of Indians and his wife leaving him because he 

would not give the Indians a proper burial (Hensley 1997:9).  

In either case, it seems that by the time of Elledge’s ownership, Pomo people no longer 

lived at the site. However, they may have intermittently traveled through the ranch and near the 

house. No homeowner of the ranch property ever formally acknowledged Native Californian 

members in the household (U.S. Census 1860, 1870, 1880). However, Indigenous people may 

have worked as seasonal laborers, servants, or apprentices not recorded by census takers. No 

Indian apprentices or servants are noted in the 1860 Ukiah Census, but accounts from the period 

indicate that many, if not most, families at this time used Native laborers in the household 

(Thomas 2005:54). 

Some Greenfielders will assert that Guy was an alcoholic and abusive to Annie. 

According to this account, after an especially abusive event Annie shot and killed him. While no 

evidence of this event has been found in historic documents, the story is pervasive in the mythos 
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of the Greenfield Ranch community. Whatever the circumstances, Guy died in 1958 at the age of 

69, and Annie inherited the property and continued to run the ranch for more than ten years 

(Ukiah Daily Journal [UDJ], 15 September 1958). She bestowed the ranch to her nephew, Arthur 

“Art” J. Osborn, and his wife, Jeanette Childress Osborn, along with other property in 1968 as 

part of a living estate. Anna owned the ranch until her death on March 4, 1971, but the Osborns 

may have moved in earlier to help run the ranch. After Annie’s death, the Osborns continued to 

live and work on the ranch.  

Tim Baker, who had previously established similar back-to-the-land communities 

elsewhere, organized the Greenfield Ranch Association and facilitated the purchase of the 

property from the Osborns in 1972 (Hensley 1997:12). The Greenfield Ranch Association now 

collectively owns about 5,600 acres in the vicinity of Greenfield Ranch (Zell-Ravenheart and 

Zell-Ravenheart 2006:9). In the GRA’s early days, the ranch house was used as a school for the 

community’s youth (Johnsen 1994). The Greenfield Ranch homesite is part of the GRA 

Commonland, owned collectively by all members. A caretaker currently lives on and maintains 

the property, and it is used as a town hall and meeting site for community functions (Deborah 

McLear 2015, pers. comm.).  
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