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ABSTRACT

Detailed analysis of marine faunal remains was conducted at an early Saladoid
(Ceramic Age) coastal site, located on the island of Antigua, West Indies. Previous
subsistence models in the Caribbean are closely linked to theories of migration and
culture change. I discuss the economic importance of marine fauna at PA-15 (Doig’s) in
order to understand the factors underlying variation in the faunal assemblage. The results
of the faunal analysis indicate that subsistence strategies of Ceramic Age Antiguans are
complex, and that subsistence models are currently too simplistic to be used to describe

broad historical trends.
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CHAPTER1

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

1.1 Rationale

My research is concerned with the variation in the use of marine fauna at the site
of Doig’s (pronounced dew-eggs), an Early Ceramic age site on Antigua, West Indies
(Figure 1.1). A previous inspection of fauna from Doig’s (PA-15), a stratified site
located approximately 400 m from the present day coastline, suggested a strong focus on
the use of marine fauna and land crabs (deMille and Turney 2002).

Using zooarchaeological analysis, I examine variation in fish, shellfish and crab
remains found at PA-15. Within the Caribbean, studies often detail what fauna are
present in an archaeological assemblage; however, few studies look at the variability of
assemblages to determine local patterns of use. This thesis will provide a detailed
examination of the utilization of identified marine taxa, assessing both vertical and
horizontal distributions in order to understand variability in the presence, and presumably
use of resources.

Results of this analysis will improve the understanding of resource production on
Antigua and contribute to the literature of Caribbean island subsistence. As discussed
below, variations in resource use, particularly the relative emphasis on shellfish and crab
have played key roles in past interpretations of the history of migration and

transformation of Caribbean cultures.
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Figure 1.1. The Eastern Caribbean with the island of Antigua highlighted in black.
Created and used with the kind permission of M.J. Turney.
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1.2. Physical Setting

The islands in the West Indies, in the Caribbean Sea form island chains which are
divided into three groups of islands. These are the Greater Antilles, the Lesser Antilles,
and the Bahamas. Greater Antillean islands are large and mountainous, and are of
sedimentary origin. Cuba, Hispaniola, Puerto Rico and Jamaica are part of this island
group. The Bahamian archipelago consists of tiny coral islands north of Cuba, which
includes the Bahamas and Turks and Caicos. The Lesser Antilles consists of two island
chains in the Eastern part of the Caribbean Sea (Figure 1.1). Twenty major islands form
this archipelago from Puerto Rico in the north to Trinidad in the south (Martin-Kaye
1969:173; Rouse 1992:2-3).

The two island chains (arcs) of the Lesser Antilles form the Leeward Islands, or a
northern, inner arc; and the Windward Islands, which form a southern, outer arc. All
islands are of volcanic origin; however the Leeward Islands are older, having formed in
the early Tertiary (65-55 m.y.a), while the Windward Islands were formed in the Miocene
(24-5 m.y.a) and Pliocene (5-2 m.y.a). Some younger Windward Islands still experience
volcanic activity today. The island of Antigua is located in the southern Leeward Islands
of the Lesser Antilles. The island is no longer volcanically active (Horwith et al 1991:1;

Martin-Kaye 1969:172; Towle et al 1991:3).

1.3. Cultural Chronology
Human occupation in the Caribbean is often divided into a series of migrations.

The first migration takes place ca. 4000 to 2000 BC, these earliest populations are known
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archaeologically as the Lithic Age or Casimiroid Culture. A second migration into the
Antilles defines the beginning of the Archaic age (Ortoiroid Culture) which dates from
ca. 2000 to 400 BC. The mainland origin of preceramic peoples is not as well known as
those in the ceramic age, however, a Central or South American migration is most likely
(Allaire 1997; Rouse 1992).

The Archaic Age represents the earliest sites in the Leeward and Virgin islands,
and is differentiated from the Lithic Age in terms of technological advances including
tools of shell and bone, as well as ground stone axes and pestles (Allaire 1997:21; Rouse
1992). Archaic groups were nomadic foragers who relied on the procurement of shallow
marine fauna (particularly shellfish) as a central dietary element and this reliance on
marine resources was often a controlling factor in the settlement locations of these groups
(Davis 1998, 1982; Murphy 1999).

The third migration into the Lesser Antilles, including Antigua, during the middle
of the first millennium BC, has been defined as the Saladoid series, named after the
Saladero site in Venezuela (Wilson 1997:5). The populations characterizing the initial
wave of this third migration have been defined as the Cedrosan Saladoid, who were
primarily ceramic-producing horticulturalists who moved into the Caribbean islands from
the Orinoco region of South America (Rouse 1992:71). Authors often use the term
“Saladoid” to refer to the initial Cedrosan population in addition to the archaeological
series.

Eventually a shift is seen within this archaeological culture, defined by changes in

pottery manufacturing, population growth, as well as changes in subsistence strategies to



MA thesis-C.Cluney McMaster University-Anthropology 5

a more marine-dominant economy and change in settlement pattern showing increased
movement to coasts (Wilson 1997:6). These populations are defined as Post-Saladoid
(see Table 1.1). At this time, settlements become more numerous in the Lesser Antilles
(Murphy 1999).

Table 1.1. Major prehistoric cultural periods and associated dates in the Lesser Antilles
(Revised from Keegan 2000; Murphy 1999; Rouse 1992).

Phase Associated Dates
Casimiroid (Lithic) 4000-2000 BC
Ortoiroid (Archaic) 2000-200 BC
(Cedrosan) Saladoid (Ceramic) 500 BC-AD 600
Post-Saladoid/Ostionoid (Late Ceramic) | AD 600-1500
Taino/Island-Carib (Historic post 1492) | AD 1200-1576

In the Greater Antilles, Saladoid sites were also initially located on the coast, and
expanded inland, where large settlements were established with ceremonial plazas and
ball courts. The smaller islands of the Lesser Antilles seem to have only been marginally
occupied, as the inland environments of these islands were not fully exploited. Some (e.g
Rouse 1989; Wilson 1989) see this as an indication that these smaller islands were
“stepping stones” to the larger islands. However, as Murphy (1999:264) points out, this
conclusion may be based on the lack of research on Lesser Antillean Islands.

The Saladoid were egalitarian forager/farmers and their material culture is
characterized by bell-shaped ceramic vessels, with three main types of decorations:

white-on-red painted ware (WOR), zoned-incised crosshatched ware (ZIC), and
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polychrome (Allaire 1997:22; Keegan 2000:143; Rouse 1992:81). The pottery technology
of these populations is particularly well advanced and Allaire notes that the “artistic
qualities of ceramic decoration and expression of skills rivals artisans of some South
American chiefdom-level societies” (1997:24).

Other material culture associated with the Saladoid are clay griddles for baking
cassava bread, beads made of stone and shell, stone celts and adzes, coral polishing and
rubbing tools, ceremonial objects such as incense burners, zemis (three-pointed stone
objects representing personal spirits), as well as pendants (often depicting frogs.) Artistic
representations of fauna are often depicted in pottery through zoomorphic figurines and
adornos, as well as the lapidary industry, and the carving of semiprecious stones (Allaire
1997:24; Righter 1997:74; Rouse 1992:84).

Pole and thatch houses characterized the living arrangements in Saladoid villages,
and though few villages have been excavated extensively, these houses tended to
surround a central plaza with substantial middens (Rodriguez 1997:82; Wilson 1997:6).
These central plazas also served as planned cemeteries. The structure of Saladoid sites
suggests that they were an egalitarian society (Keegan 2000:144).

With the advent of the Post-Saladoid (Ostionoid) period, several lines of evidence
indicate changes in the economic and social development of populations in the Lesser
Antilles. The finely made ZIC and WOR ceramic styles were gradually replaced by
cruder ceramics with linear bands of red (redware). Ceramic styles were also less

homogeneous across the islands (Rouse 1992:92-93). This period is marked by
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population growth. To date, there are eight known Saladoid sites on Antigua, while there
are fifty-two known Post-Saladoid sites.

The Formative Age in the Caribbean (ca. AD 800-1500) marks the end of
Saladoid culture groups in the Bahamas and Greater Antilles. This was a local
development, marked by dramatic changes in social structure, and the first appearance of
public monuments. The term Ostionoid is applied to groups who underwent these
dramatic changes. These transformations do not occur in the Lesser Antilles at this time,
and groups are still termed “Ceramic”. Significant cultural change occurs in the Lesser
Antilles around AD1500, when further cultural transformations occur again in the
Bahamas, and in the Greater and Lesser Antilles (Rouse 1992).

Further changes to the social structure of island groups include the formation of
complex tribes or simple chiefdoms (Keegan et al. 1998:229; Rouse 1992; Stokes
1998:64). At this time in the Lesser Antilles, distinct culture groups formed, known as
the Island Carib, who occupied the Windward Islands, and the Fastern Tainos, who
occupied the Leeward Islands. Tainos are sometimes referred to as Island Arawaks, after
the Arawak natives of northeastern South America. Outside of the Lesser Antilles, the
Classic Taino occupied Puerto Rico and Hispaniola, the Western Taino occupied most of
Cuba, Jamaica and the Bahamas, and a separate culture group, named the Guanahatabey
occupied the northwestern portion of Cuba (Rouse 1992).

These distinctions can be arduous, as some groups had names they preferred to
call themselves, while others did not. For example, certain “Taino” groups are known

enthnographically by other names, such as the Lucayan Indians of the Bahamas. To add
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further confusion, the Arawakan language refers to closely related groups in the eastern
half of the Caribbean, the Amazon Basin, the Guianas and the Orinoco Valley of
Venezuela. However, the Island-Caribs, Tainos, and the Guanahatabey were neighbours,
and certainly by Columbus’ time, shared more closely related cultural, linguistic and
biological traits. The Taino called themselves “noble”, and preferred to distinguish
themselves from the Island-Carib, who are believed to have been cannibals (Rouse 1992).
After Columbus’ second voyage, drastic declines in native populations from disease,

abuse and warfare resulted in the extinction of these peoples by 1576 (Keegan 1996:268).

1.3. Caribbean Subsistence Models

Typical zooarchaeological assemblages in the Lesser Antilles include small
animals, such as rodents and reptiles, iguana and sea turtle. In addition, there are many
species of fish, as well as shellfish and crab (Wilson 1997:5). Subsistence strategies
varied between the islands, particularly between the Greater and Lesser Antilles.
Crocodile, huita and agouti (large rodents), are found in greater abundance on Greater
Antillean islands; while the native rice rat, now extinct, was a major source of food in the
Lesser Antilles (Boomert 2000:79, 125; deFrance 1988:11; Petersen 1997:121; Wing and
Reitz 1982: 23).

Domestic dog, agouti and guinea pig were introduced from South America into
the Lesser Antilles during the Ceramic Age. Guinea pig is found on some Greater
Antillean islands, but has only been found on Antigua in the Lesser Antilles. Their
representation in Ceramic Age sites suggests that they were not principal food resources;

their presence and distribution still remains largely unexplained. Dogs were likely not
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utilized as a food resource, as Saladoid peoples seem to have revered them as particularly
significant animals. Newsom and Wing (2004:107) note that “dog remains are found
more often in burials and are relatively rare among midden remains, which suggest an
intimate association with human groups and a cultural significance over and above a food
resource”.

Domestic plants, including manioc and tobacco, were also transported from the
migrants’ mainland home (Wilson 1997:6). Saladoid subsistence strategies combined
these plants with native resources available on each island (Petersen 1997:119). Native
fruits were adopted as a food resource, and certain woods, in particular lignum-vitae
(Zygophyllaceae guaiacum) and strongbark (Boraginaceae bourreria), were used for
fuel. Native medicinal plants were utilized as well, including silk cotton (Bombacaceae
ceiba), calabash (Bignoniaceae cresentia) and sandbox (Euphorbiaceae hura) (Newsom
and Wing 2004:106-108).

Subsistence of preceramic populations was based on fishing and the collecting of
shellfish, supplemented at times with terrestrial reptiles and amphibians, and to a lesser
degree birds (Boomert 2000:78-79; Davis 2000; Rouse 1992). The collecting of wild
vegetable foods and utilitarian plants is also known from Late Archaic sites (Boomert
2000:78-79). Archaeological evidence of preceramic subsistence also includes simple
stone flakes or blades, possibly used to butcher small land mammals, to clean fish, and to
open shells (Davis 1982). Various ground stone implements, such as manos, and celts
are also found in the Archaic, signifying the presence of wild vegetable foods in the diet

(Boomert 2000:80).
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Although Lithic and Archaic Phase populations were not agriculturalists, the role
of plants was still important. These populations were likely incipient horticulturalists,
who managed or manipulated native plants. This is evidenced by paleobotanical remains
of charred plants such as the wild fig (Ficus citirfolia), mangrove, mastic bully
(Sapotaceae sideroxylon), and sapodilla (Petersen 1997: 119, 122). More recent
paleobotanical studies show that plants played a much bigger role in preceramic
subsistence than previously thought (e.g. Newsom and Wing 2004).

Saladoid populations were horticulturalists/agriculturalists who concentrated
mainly on root plants such as cassava, arrowroot, and sweet potato; but also focused on
sweetsop, soursop, hogplum, guava, and pineapple. Eventually, maize was also included
in the diet (Boomert 2000:93; Davis 1988:179; deFrance 1988: 11). Faunal remains
similar to those present at Preceramic sites are found at Saladoid sites, only in differing
quantities (Wing and Scudder 1980:239).

Other archaeological evidence pertaining to Ceramic Period subsistence includes
cassava griddles, suggesting manioc bread was processed; and small stone chips, possibly
used as the teeth for cassava graters. Hunting tools such as arrows, spears, and possibly
harpoons have been found on some Greater Antillean islands, along with wooden
paddles, possibly used with canoes for off-shore fishing (Boomert 2000:314-335).

From the remains found at Saladoid sites, it appears that these migrants combined
farming and hunting with the utilization of maritime resources. The earliest Saladoid sites
typically have dense layers of terrestrial crab claws, which do not normally appear in

Post-Saladoid assemblages (Allaire 1997:23; Petersen 1997:120-129; Wilson 1997:5).
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Conversely, dense shell middens normally appear within Post-Saladoid sites or deposits.
This pattern seems to prevail on Antigua, as Terminal, or Post-Saladoid sites, such as
Mill Reef, Nonsuch Bay, Coconut Hull and Blackman’s Point, contain substantial
shellfish middens (Murphy 1999:274-275). Preceramic sites are also delineated by great
amounts of shellfish (Petersen 1997:120-129). Preceramic and Late Ceramic (Post-
Saladoid) peoples are often cited as relying on marine resources, while Early Ceramic
(Saladoid) migrants (those associated with PA-15) are described as having a wider
subsistence base, depending on both terrestrial (particularly land crab) and marine
resources (Murphy 1999:77).

Rainey (1940) first documented these resource shifts on Puerto Rico, attributing
the change from the collection of terrestrial land crab to the collection of shellfish to
different cultural groups. This change in emphasis from land crabs in the Saladoid phase
to shellfish in the Post-Saladoid phase has since been termed the Crab-Shell Dichotomy
(Davis 1988:182; Keegan 1989). Rouse (1986:136) and deFrance (1988:15) have since
proposed that this change was more gradual than implied by Rainey, and that it often
occurred within the Early Saladoid period.

Saladoid populations migrated from mainland South America, where the
subsistence strategies were based on a tropical forest environment (Petersen 1997:123-
124). Movement into the Caribbean islands meant shifting established food-getting
strategies. The way in which the Saladoid populations dealt with this shift has been the
subject of some debate. This debate has mainly centered on the probability of whether or

not migrants would attempt to recreate the subsistence strategies of their homelands, or
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would initially attempt to take on a different subsistence base dependent on each island
environment.

Some researchers have interpreted the Saladoid as having an unspecialized and
flexible subsistence strategy, with a pattern of making use of as many ecological zones as
possible depending on local environment (Boomert 2000:309; Haviser 1997). Others
believe that initially the Saladoid peoples most likely tried to reconstruct their South
American diets in the Caribbean, leading to a strong emphasis on a terrestrial diet
(deFrance 1988: 3,13). Boomert (2000) points out that the Saladoid expansion was a
rapid one, and that as they moved further and further from their homeland, and as time
passed, these populations would become better adapted at dealing with the different
environments of the islands. This results in the interpretation of the Cedrosan Saladoid
(or terrestrial) subsistence base as a reflection of the South American tradition, and the
later Post-Saladoid marine subsistence base as an adaptation to island living (deMille and
Turney 2002:10; Murphy 1999:6).

Their [Cedrosan Saladoid] sites are limited to the coastal plains, mostly on the
northern and eastern sides of the islands, which had luxuriant forests because
of their exposure to the trade winds. Wherever possible, they chose to settle
on rivers a short distance back from the shore, where access to the heart of the

forest was easier, but in the absence of large streams they lived along the
shore on the edge of the forest (Rouse 1992:79, parentheses added).

Initial expansion by the Saladoid appears to have been selective; some islands
seem to have been bypassed in favour of others. The islands settled tended to be wetter
and more fertile, which is again perhaps an indication that they were selecting islands that

had similar resources and ecosystems to that of South America (Murphy 1995:1-2; Rouse
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1992:79). Early Saladoid sites were often associated with inland locations, where rivers
or streams were nearby, and where forest resources were plentiful (Murphy 1999:63).
More recent studies of Saladoid settlement systems show that early Ceramic Age coastal
sites in the West Indies are more common. In addition, coastal and inland sites were
sometimes used simultaneously (Keegan 2000:141).

Boomert (2000:309) criticizes the assumption that Saladoid populations attempted
to recreate their mainland subsistence strategies, and further suggests that ‘inland’ sites
are often assumed, in the absence of evidence, to be Saladoid. He prefers an
“opportunistic perspective” (Haviser 1989) which interprets Saladoid populations as
quick adapters to their environments (Boomert 2000:311). Boomert further states that
Saladoid populations are inappropriately associated with the terrestrial environment
through the association of crabs. He points out that the Blue crab dominates most
collections, yet it prefers swampy, coastal habitats, and as such is not truly terrestrial
(Boomert 2000:310).

For this reason, the definition of what is meant by a maritime economy should be
made clear for the purposes of this discussion. Fitzhugh (1975) defines maritime peoples
as those obtaining at le