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ABSTRACT 

The history of archaeological research in the Flagstaff area 

since 1851 is reviewed. The thesis of tbis study is that critical 

analysis of archeological history can yield significant insights into 

both the process and the products of archaeological research. These 

insights in turn may lead to conclusions about the gell.eral nature of 

intellectual disputes and transitions in archaeology, and the validity 

of particular reconstructions and explanations of prehistoric 

behavior. The history of archaeological research in the Flagstaff 

area is broken into nine major divisions I each of which is separated 

by a significant intellectual or institutional transition. Particular 

attention is devoted to historical analysis of the period imm~diately 

before World War II, when the fundamental concepts and methods of 

Flagstaff archaeology were developed by Harold Colton and his 

associates at the Museum of Northern Arizona (MNA). These 

developments took place during a remarkably prolific period of 

archaeological investigation designed to disclose a prehistoric 

sequence of occupation conceived by MNA workers as "one grand historyll 

of the Hopi people. It is argued, on the basis of the historical 

review, that Flagstaff archaeology, in its specific examples, indeed 

reveals much about the nature of intellectual disputes and transitions 

in American archaeology. and demonstrates that knowledge of the 

prehistoric past can indeed be cumulative. The study concludes with 

specific recommendations for improving such know?edge in the Flagstaff 

area. particularly for the issues of chronology and ceramic taxonomy. 



CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 
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Except perhaps for the most psychic of archaeologists. all 

attempts at archaeological interpretation or explanation must operate 

on an accumulated. body of archaeological evidence. This evidence, 

including primary artifact collections and documentati"on. as well as 

published reports and syntheses. forms the basis for all claims about 

the past. Whatever the archaeological perspective and objectives, 

only the materials and observations that have accumulated from 

previous field work. classificatIon, analysis, and synthes1s can be 

referenced to support particular conclusions about past events. 

This is an obviously true and perhaps trivial observation. 

But it is also true that the archaeological endeavors which have 

accumulated these materials anel observations themselves leave a body 

of evidence that may be quite useful in evaluating claims about the 

past. That is, in reconstructing, interpreting. and explaining past 

events and processes, archaeologists also leave at least three records 

of their own: 1. A history of the activities of lndividuals who 

gathered and evaluated the evidence~ 2. A refleetion of those 

individuals' peraonal convictions and proclivities; and 3. An indirect 

image of eontemporary soeisl and scientifie milieux, as reflected in 

archaeological practice and interpretations. 

Unfortunately. the latter records are all too seldom 

consulted, either in evaluating previous archaeological conclusions. 
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or in preparing new archaeological strategies. This is indeed an 

unhappy circumstance, for the history of archaeological research may 

teach lessons both large and small. At the most general level, a 

critical evaluation of the biases and assumptions of past researchers 

may force us to acknowledge and confront cur own. Similarly, a 

historical perspective on the resolution of intellectual disputes may 

provide useful models of appropriate and successful scientific 

conduct. and may lead to a greater general understanding of the forces 

behind intellectual traditions and transitions. Finally. a 

historically informed perspective on previous archaeological research 

may enable the practicing prehistorian to identify specific weaknesses 

in existing empirical generalizations and explanations of past 

behavior, and in the methods that were used to arrive at those 

conclusions. 

In this study, my subject is the history of archaeological 

research in the area surrounding Flagstaff, Arizona. This zone has 

experienced nearly 150 years of archaeological observation, and more 

than 70 years of sustained archaeological research, resulting in the 

accumulation of an exceedingly large body of archaeological evidence, 

and the creation of a remarkably detailed ftstoryH and explanation of 

prehistoric events and processes. The Flagstaff area is additionally 

significant because in many ways, it has served as a reflection of 

larger trends and processes, not only in Southwestern archaeology, but 

in American archaeology as a whole. 

The aims of this study are related to a cO!llIllon theme, and that 



is the use of archaeologica.l history to aid contemporary 

archaeological interpretation. While from a strictly logical 

viewpoint the evaluation of an archaeological proposition should not 

be related to circumstances surrounding the generation of that 

proposition, as a pragmatic matter it sometimes cannot be; 

explanations of past events and processes are often too intimately 

connected to the reconstruction of those events and processes to be 

easily separated. Thus, to evaluate the validity of propositions 

purporting to account for the past, we must sometimes look first to 

the validity of that past itself. And to accomplish the latter goal, 
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we often can profit by examining the nature of the secondary 

archaeological record referred to above, namely the record that 

archaeologists have le..:t regarding their own activities. This is not 

to say, with a cynicism now in vogue, that the past is unknowable, and 

that the secondary record is all that may ever be achieved and 

evaluated. It is, in fact, quite the oppOSite claim, that knowlet'l . .'~e 

about the past -- its specific form, and the factors responsible --

can be augmented and enhanced through a critical evaluation of past 

archaeological endeavors. 

thus, I hope to achieve five main goals. First, I will trace 

the intellectual development of Flagstaff archaeOlogy from the 

earliest observations of government explorers to the present. Second. 

throughout this review, I will attempt to examine how the training 

and personalities of major figures may have influenced their 

archaeological field strategies, interpretations, and explanations. 



Third. I will attempt to BSUteSII how contemporary developments in 

Southwestern archaeology, and American archaeology as a whole, may 

have influenced events on the Flalstaff aeene. Fourth. I will 

evaluate how all of these factors have contributed to the current 

perception of Flagstaff-area prehistory. Finally. I hope to 

demonstrate how aspects of this historical review may be used to 

identify SIgnificant weaknesses in past methods and interpretations. 

and to suggest future avenues of research in Flagstaff archaeology. 

The history of Flagstaff archaeology may be divided into 

several periods. each of which is punctuated by an event or rapid 

series of events marking a sIgnificant transition. The first period 

is one of early explorations by representatives of U.S. military and 

scientific institutions, including the U.S. Army's Sitgreavas, 
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Whipple, Beale. and hes Expeditions, and a brief anthropological 

recoonaissance by the U.S. Bureau of Ethnology's John Wesley Powell. 

The most detailed work from this time is provided by Jesse Walter 

Fawkes of the U.S. :Bureau of American Ethnology, who searched the 

Flagstaff area for archaeological materials, specifically painted 

pottery, that would corroborate a thesis that Southwestern ruins had 

been left by early Hopi clans. Fawkes' approach was intuitive, 

largely atemporal, and deductive. His search for prehistoric stopping 

points of Hopi clans began with the assumption that the legends were 

specific and infallible, and ended with ad hoc arguments about the 



clan affiliations of particular ruins. Consequently. Flagstaff 

prehistory W8l!!I interpreted only within the narrow limits 21lowed by 

Fewkes' knowledge of Hopi clan legends, and his personal ability to 

I'reed lt pottery designs for elllb affiliations. 

19 

A second period marks the explicit rejection of Fewkes' 

approach, and the application of new concepta and metb;ods drawn from 

larger Intellectual currents in American anthropology and archaeology. 

The year 1916 is chosen as a beginning point because this marks the 

entry into Southwestern archaeology of Harolcl S. Colton and his wife, 

Mary-Russell Ferrell Colton. At this time, the Coltons initiated 

systematic archaeological survey of the Flagstaff area to study 

changing relationships between prehistoric environment, agriculture, 

and settlement. These studies were pursued with the aid of new 

archaeological methods that relied on systematic inventories of all 

types of archaeological sites, and the use of potsherds as a medium 

for cultural classification and dating. the period terminates in 

1926. when the Coltons move permanently to Flasstaff. Practically as 

well as symbolically, this move marks the beginning of a new era of 

research grounded in the methods of early twentieth century American 

archaeology. 

The next significant episode in Flagstaff archaeology is found 

in a head-to-head confrontation between Colton and Fewkes, a conflict 

that was precipitated by Fewkes I re-entry into Southwestern 

archaeology. Fewkes returned to Flagstaff in 1926 to obtain fresh 

archaeological materials from Elden Pueblo that he thought would 



vindicate his IODg-held notions about the migration routes of Hopi 

clans. Instead, the work only highlighted the futility of Fewkes' 

approach. and emphasized the spectacular early successes of relative 

tree-ring dating and ceramic-based chronologies. 
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The period following the brief confrontation of Fawkes and 

Colton is marked by a rapid series of events that set the stage for a 

period of remarkable archaeological activity in the 1930s. These 

developments were the founding of the Museum of Northern Arizona in 

1928; the proposal of the Pecos Cultural Classification system in 

1927; and the closing of the so-called "'tree-ring gap" in 192;'. Each 

of these developments would contribute siBnlficantly to the creation 

of a local prehistory over the course of the following decade and 

beyond. as MNA asserted almost total dominance over Flagstaff-area 

archaaology. 

The years between 1930 and 1941 were a time of intensive field 

work. analysiS. and discevery by the Museum of Northern Arizona. and 

they constitute the single most prolific period in the history of 

Flagstaff archaeology. In 1930. members of an MNA archaeological 

expedition made a singularly important discovery when they established 

that the eruption of Sunset Crater had occurred sometime during the 

ceramic period of prehistoriC occupation. This finding spawned a 

series of archaeological expeditions designed to address some specific 

aspect of either pre- or post-eruptive events and processes. These 

expeditions contributed the basic archaeological methods and empirical 

outlines of Flagstaff prehistory that survive to the present day. 
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Specific accomplishments of this period include the refinement of 

Flagstaff-area tree-ring dating; the dating of the eruption of SUnset 

Crater from geological and tree-rIng evidence; the creation of a 

ceramic taxonomy and chronology; the development of a prehistoric 

cultural clasSificatioD; and the combination of all of these elements 

into a complex reconstruction aDd explanation of prahl.storle events 

after the eruption. All of these enterprises were intended to reveal 

·one grand history· (Hargrave 19358: 19) of the San Francisco 

Mountains. This phrase adequately characterizes the optimism and 

excitement of the pre-war expeditions. as wall as Colton's deeply-held 

belief that a primary objective of archaeology was the creation of an 

informed narrative and accounting of prehistoric events and processes. 

World War II brought an abrupt end to archaeological field 

work at HNA, but the war years ware nonetheless quite significant. 

During this peried, Harold Sterling Gladwin, founder and director of 

the Gila Pueblo Archaeological Foundation in Globe, Arizona, attacked 

nearly every aspect of the pre-war HNA archaeological program. 

Gladwin's critique was based on a rather shocking allegation, namely 

that the Douglass method of tree-ring dating -- to that pOint, the 

very foundation of Southwestern prehistory -- was fundamentally 

unsound. Gladwin presented an alternative prehistory of the Flagstaff 

area, which was based on his own version of tree-ring dating, and he 

challenged Colton and others to defend themselves against his claim. 

Colton quickly responded, first with a revised cultural chronology 

that was based on a greatly changed estimate of the Sunset Crater 



eruption date, and then with an extraordinarily detailed synthesis of 

Flagstaff-area archaeologieal and environmental data. In these 

responses, Gladwin was effectively rebuffed, and Colton not only 

defended the Douglass method of tree-ring dating. he created an 

interpretive monolith that would dominate most of the post-war 

archaeology of the Flagstaff area. The entire incident stands as an 

excellent example of scientific self-correction, and serves to 

illustrate the processes through which disputes about the nature of 

the past may be empirically resolved. 
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Most of the post-war period, at least until about 1968, may be 

termed a period of "normal science." During this time, Flagstaff 

archaeology was dominated by Colton 1 s prehistoric syntheses, and the 

object clearly was to add detail to the existing scheme of culture 

history. Much of the field work in these years was designed to refine 

the existing prehistoric cultural classification, by tracing the 

inferred contacts and movements of local populations. Some changes 

were also made in ceramic taxonomy and dating, but the alterations 

were relatively minor. 

A change in the consensus view of Flagstaff prehistory is 

indicated around 1969 or 1970. A 1969 Ph.D. study. by John 1'. Wilson 

of Harvard University, was one of the first to suggest that the 

eruption of Sunset Crater may not have been as significant to the 

local prehistory as the original MNA interpretations had suggested. 

In 1970, Harold Colton died, bringing to a close the long era of 

research that he and his wife had initiated in 1916. 
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Flagstaff archaeology since 1970 has continued the challenge 

to the pre-war model that was suggested by Wilson. Research during 

this period has concentrated on many of the same ecological questions 

suggested by Colton as early as 1918. However. the period is marked 

more by specific evaluations of spatially or temporally limited 

propositions. and leas by the kinds of sweeping explallatory models 

that were characteristic of previous periods. Several significant 

in.novatioDS or refinements in technique and method have emerged during 

this period, including an increased use of large-scale. contiguous 

pedestrian surveys; chemical anel remote-sensing analyses of 

prehistoric agricultural fields and field systemSj advances in ceramic 

sourcing studies and dating studies; and a focus on reconstructing the 

organizational histories of small settlements through the sustained 

efforts of sWlllDer archaeological field schools. 

Organization !! the ~ 

The organization of this study roughly parallels the periods 

just identified. Chapter 2 is a brief. orienting sketch of Flagstaff 

prehistory as it have been most recently summarized. Chapter 3 begins 

the historical review of Flagstaff archaeology by chronicling the 

efforts of government explorers and SCientists, including Fewkes. 

during the period from 1853 to about 1915. Chapter 4 details the 

earliest archaeological studies of the Coltons, from their 1916 

arrival in Flagstaff to their adoption of that city as a permanent 
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home in 1926. In Chapter 5, I review the conflict between Harold 

Colton and Fewkes that was precipitated by Fewkes' 1926 excavations at 

Elden Pueblo, and the intellectual transition in Flagstaff archaeology 

that accompanied Fewkes' death. Chapter 6 considers the rapid 

developments in Flagstaff archaeology from 1927 to 1929, when the 

Coltons were acquiring the institutional support, concepts, and 

methods that they would use in the extensive archaeological 

investigation,s of the pre-war period. Chapter 7 details those 

investigations by reviewing the major archaeological expeditions 

conducted by the Museum of Northern Arizona from about 1930 to 1941. 

In Chapter 8, I summarize the major empirical and methodological 

achievements of pre-war archaeology, when the basic outlines of 

Flagstaff prehistory were first proposed. Chapter 9 is a review of 

the controversy that erupted during World War II as Harold Gladwin 

proposed an alternative method of tree-ring dating, and then was 

soundly rebuffed by Colton. Chapter 10 is a review of post-war 

archaeology to about 1968, and Chapter 11 is a brief recapitulation of 

Wilson's critique of the Sunset Crater hypothesis. Chapter 12 reviews 

contemporary Flagstaff archaeology, that is, events from about 1971 to 

the present day. The final chapter presents a critical retrospective 

of this historical review, and some specific suggestions regarding 

future research directions in Flagstaff archaeology, particularly 

those involving dendrochronology, ceramic taxonomy, and ceramic 

chronology. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

A SHORT REVIEW OF FLAGSTAFF ENVIRONMENT. 
PALEOCLlHA'l'E. AND PREHISTORY 

As a preface to the lengthy historic review that follows, in 

this chapter I present a brief overview of the environment. 

paleocHmate, and prehistory of the Flagstaff area. 

A Definition of the Flagstaff Area 

The archaeological region referred to in this paper as the 

"Flagstaff area" is defined partly on the basis of physiographic 

boundar1es. but also to some extent by the area that was covered 

during a period of intensive field work during the 19305. Not 

coincidentally, this area also circumscribes a set of distinctive 

traits in prehistoric ceramics, artifacts, architecture, and bUrial 

practices that have been glossed as the prehistoric Northern Sinagua 

and Cohan ina cultures. In this paper then, the boundaries of the 

Flagstaff area more or less coincide with a physiographic province, a 

historic study area, and the territory of two traditional prehistoric 

culture units. Specifically, the paper documents the history of 

archaeological research in the area surrounding Flagstaff, extending 

east to thil Little Colorado River, north to the Grand Canyon, south to 

Verde Valley, and west to B111 Williams Mountain. However, particular 

emphasis is placed on the areals most intensively surveyed and 



excavated zone, the region that was covered in the late 11th century 

by the ash and cinders from a local volcano, Sunset Crater (Figure 

2.1). This zone is unquestionably the most crucial element in the 

creation of an area-wide prehistory, since the interpretation of 

events and processes here was the basis for interpreting the 

surrounding area. 

Physiography, Geology, Vegetation, and Soils 

The physical environment of the Flagstaff area -- as defined 

for this paper -- is described by Colton (1946b:9-10): 

The region of our study includes the eastern portion of the 
great San Francisco Mt. Volcanic Field, where much of the 
surface is covered by volcanic products. Close to the 
mountains the surface materials are mainly alluvial deposits 
from the erosion of the igneous rocks from San Francisco 
Peaks. These form a light gravelly soil that could have been 
easily worked with primitive tools. Farther away from the 
mountains the ground cover is composed of basaltic lava 
flows, heavy clays that result from their weathering, and 
deposits of volcanic ash in different states of oxidation. 
In areas not covered by lava, Kaibab limestene or Moenkopi 
sandstone outcrop as surface rocks. 

The most striking featUre of the ground surface in the 
eastern region is beds and dunes of black volcanic ash 
derived from the most recent volcano in the area -- Sunset 
Crater . 

.. . One feature of the physical environment that always 
attracts the attention of inquisitive visitors is the 
scarcity of sources of water supply between the Little 
Colorado River and the small springs at the base of the 
Peaks. Except for a few water holes in the bed of Walnut 
Creek, like Walnut Tanks and Turkey Tanks, and small springs 
in the Moenkopi formation like Wupatki, Heiser, Coyote, and 

Roden Springs, the area is without permanent sources of water 
today. 
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Figure 2.1. Major Datural and cultural features of tbe Flagstaff area. 



•.• The climate of the area, temperature. and precipitation 
varies with the altitude. At the Lit.tle Colorado River, the 
summers are hot and long. Leupp, on the River, has an 
average of 169 days between frosts and an average annual 
precipitation of seven inches. At Flagstaff, -altitude 6900 
feet. the summers are cool with the average time between 
frosts only 119 days, but the annual precipitation is 22 
inches. Although the sbort growing season in the pines at 
7000 feet makes agriculture precarious. the rainfall is 
adequate for dry farming. Along the Little Colorado, alt. 
4500 feet, the growing season is adequate but the low 
rainfall makes dry farming agriculture impossible except on 
the river flats where Navajos now plant small fields. 
I'recipitation records kept by the Museum of Northern Arizona 
for the area between th~ river and the base of the peaks show 
that precipitation varies directly with the altitude for 
intermediate points. 

. .. In the yellow pine forest (l'inus Ponderosa) many small 
grassy parks are found at the b~f the peaks and the 
forest itself is open with little or no underbrush. Gambels 
Oak and Alligator Bark Juniper, however, occur with the 
yellow pine in the lower parts of the zone. The juniper 
forest also has open grassy spaces suitable for agriculture. 
Although juniper (Juniperus monosperma) is the most important 
tree, the pinyon pine (Pinus edulis) is common on the higher 
elevations of this zone-. - --

These conditions, in brief, form the setting for the 
archaeology of the Flagstaff area. 

The Eruption of Sunset Crater 

As Colton points out, the San Francisco Mountain Volcanic 

Field and the deposits from the Sunset Crater eruption are 'the 

dominant features of the Flagstaff-area landscape. The ej ecta from 

Sunset Crater have had lasting environmental effects across a large 

2 • 

part of the Flagstaff area, especially in the eastern and northeastern 

portion where the fall of ash and cinders was heaviest. Because the 

effects of the eruption have been so emphasized in nearly all versions 



of Flagstaff prehistory offered since 1930, a review of the eruption 

seems in order. Colton (1945b, 1945c), Smiley (1958), Breternitz 

(1967), Shoemaker (1977), and !lilles (1979, 1987a), using a 

combination of dendrochronological, geological, and archaeological 

evidence. ha".·e documented the history of the eruption of Sunset 
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Crater (see also Robinson 1913;89-90). It is from their work that the 

following description has been abstracted. 

The first and most significant eruption took place in the fall 

of A.D. 1064. opening a 15 km-Iong fissure a few km southeast of the 

crater, and covering an area of approximately 19 by 24 kin with a heavy 

deposit of black cinders. The ejection of cinders appears to have 

continued over the next three decades or so (including perhaps a 

second major depositional event in A.D. 1066-1067), until a blanket of 

a half-billion tons of cinders was spread by the prevailing 

southwesterly wind over an area of more than 2000 square krn. At about 

A.D. 1150, a large amount of lava, referred to as the Kana-a flow, 

issued from the base of Sunset Crater, accompanied by the ejection of 

a large amount of red and black cinders which were deposited on the 

east side of the crater. Later, several fumaroles formed in the area 

east of the crater, and a smaller cone, called Gyp Crater, also 

appeared here. At around A.D. 1220, a second large lava flow, the 

Bonito Flow, issued from the west side of Sunset Crater. Following 

thiS, a small crater, named Yaponcha, was formed on top of the Bonito 

Flow. Finally, at about A.D. 1250, the volcano erupted for the last 

time, leaving a crust of red cinders around the rim of its cone. This 



deposit, giving the top of the crater a reddish hue as if from the 

setting sun, led Major John Wesley Powell to name the volcano "Sunset 

Mountain" (Colton 1945c;7). 

As discussed by Pilles (1979:467), the eruption probably had 
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severe environmental consequences for a small area immediately 

surrounding the volcano. Within about 3 kin of the crater, all 

vegetation would have been destroyed from the combined effects of 

burial from volcanic ash, forest fires. poisonous gases, and acid 

rain. Damage to vegetation beyond this zone was probably variable, 

but the adverse effects of the ash and cinder fall might have extended 

as far as 24 krn from the crater. 

However, in the long run the eruption probably proved 

beneficial to surrounding plant communities. There is little question 

that the ash and cinders beyond the crater act as a moisture

conserving mUlch, for ponderosa pine trees and junipers today BJ':'oW 

within the ashfall zone at elevations about 300 m lower than their 

lower limits beyond the ashfall. In addition, the black, heat

absorbing cInder deposits may have altered the local albedo, producing 

a "heat island" effect capable of lengthening the growing season. E'or 

the same reason, it is also possible that cinders exert an important 

influence on local patterns of wind and precipitatIon. 

Paleoclimate 

Several categories of evidence have been used to reconstruct 

Flagstaff-area paleoclimates. In one of the earliest applications of 
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dendroclimatology to the southwest, Harold Colton (1918) attempted to 

apply the California ·Big Tree" climatic sequence to the Flagstaff 

area. Later, the "doctrine of climatic change" (Colton 1932e;590, 

1932£:17) was used to eXplain the presence of prehistoric settlaments 

in areas that DOW appear to be uninhabitable because of an absence of 

surface water for drinking. Aftar the Sunset Crater e.ruptlon was 

discovered to have taken place during prehistoriC: times, the combined 

effects of volcanic ashfall and climatic change were often used to 

interpret various categories of archaeological evidence. For example, 

freshwater molluscs, fish bones, and waterfowl remains from soma 

archaeological sites ware taken to incUcate that the ash fall and 

significantly increased precipitation had combined to produce flowing 

streams and lakes in areas that are today completely lacking in 

eurface water. Other evidence from archaeological Sites, such as 

reeds and fir beams recovered from pueblo rooms, were also seen as 

reflecting increased precipitation during the prehistoric period. 

In the modern era, paleoclimatic evidence comes from two main 

sources: pollen. collected frotl dated archaeological and geological 

contextsj and tree-rins sequences, observed in livinS trees and 

archaeological wood or charcoal specimens. Strengths and weaknesses 

of each method are discussed below. 

Much of the pollen evidence for northern Arizona paleoclimates 

has been presented by Richard Hevly (1964, 1968, 1970; Hevly et a1. 

1979), who has constructed a sequence of changes in precipitation and 

temperature based on the ratios of various types of arboresl and 



non~rboreal pollen. Although these reconstructions are well

documented, there are inevitable problems with any use of pollen 

evidence to produce fine-grained climatic reconstructions. This is 
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especially true for the Flagstaff-area sequence presented by Hevly et 

a1. (1979). Among the problems are a lack of precision in dating 

specific pollen samples, the effects of culturally-induced forest and 

brush fires on arboreal pollen, and the effects of human ground 

disturbance activities on non-arboreal pollen. 

:E'erhaps the most reliable and absolutely-dated record of 

climatic variability is the dendroclimatoiogical sequence presented by 

Dean and Robinson (1977, 1978). Their studies, which document 

dendroclimatic variability in the Southwest from A.D. 1 to 1973, 

based on the quantitative analysis of tree-ring widths from a 

specially selected sample of archaeological specimens and living trees 

"with a high probability of containing a large proportion of climate

related variance" (Dean and Robinson 1977:3; see also Schulman 1956; 

Fritts et al. 1969; Dean and Robinson 1978:1). Dendroclimatic 

reconstructions are presented for 25 stations in the American 

Southwest which individually represent "the tree growth of a fairly 

restricted, environmentally homogeneous area" (Dean and Robinson 

1977:3). One of these areas, ref~rred to as the Flagstaff Station, 

encompasses the region referred to in this paper as the "Flagstaff 

area." Analysis of archaeological and living tree-ring sequences from 

this station has produced a continuous record of climatic change from 
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A.D. 570 to 1972. The meaning of this record is explained by Dean and 

Robinson (1977:7-6): 

Each local tree-ring chronology in the data network 
represents the variation of annual tree growth around the 
meaD growth for that station. Statistical and physiological 
studies show that tree growth is highly correlated with 
certain climatic variables, primarily precipitation and 
temperature. Therefore, we can consider each local 
chronology to be a good estimate of past fluctuations in 
rainfall and temperatures at that locality. The inclusion of 
several different species in the network chronologies limits 
us to statements about those climatic variables that affect 
the growth of all the species involved. In practice, this 
means that we are dealing with the combined effects of annual 
precipitation and temperatures at each station. The map;-
[contour maps of dendroclimatic variability for all stations, 
reflecting standardized, decade-level departures from 
normal). then, represent changing spatial patt~l.·ns of 
variations in tree growth. and therefore yearly rainfall 
throughout the Southwest during the period of analysis. 
Positive departures indicate greater than normal rainfall and 
lower than normal temperatures; negative departures reflect 
lower than normal precipitation and above normal temperature. 

All archaeological syntheses, of course, are based on a 

complex set of assumpt ions regarding. among other things. chronology, 

cultural affiliations and boundaries, population movements, 

subsistence practices, and functions of architectural units. The 

setting forth of any prehistoric sequence, then, often implies an 

interpretive uniformity that does not in fact exist among 

archaeologists. and for the sake of continuity, problems in method may 

be ignored or downplayed in the process of surmnarizing current 

knowledge. Nonetheless, as an introduction to the lengthy historical 
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review presented in followIng chapters, and. as a rough sketch of the 

contemporary picture of prehistoric Flagstaff-araa events and 

processes, I present below a summary of Flagstaff prehistory. This 

summary is based primarily on the archaeological syntheses of Pilles 

(1978, 1979. 1987., 1987b, 19888, 1988b, 19SBc. 1988d. 19888. 1988£, 

1988h, 19881, 1988j) I who has produced an admirable condensation of a 

complex set of archaeological, environmental, and paleoclimatic data. 

In Pilles' reconstructions, the ceramic period of Flagstaff

area prehistory is divided into several phases of occupation, which 

are themselves grouped into two broad periods divided by the initial 

eruption of Sunset Crater in A.D. 1064. The first. or "pre-eruptive" 

period comprises three phases of the Sinagua culture: the Cinder Park 

phase, from perhaps A.D. 500 to A.D. 700;: the SUnset phase, from about 

A.D. 700 to A.D. 900; and the Rio de Flag phase, from approximately 

A.D. 900 until the first eruption of SUnset Crater. According to 

PUles (1979;460-461), the entire pre-eruptlve period seems to have 

been lion the whole, ••• fair17 uniform relative to ceramica, 

architectural styles, settlement plans. and subsistence strategies." 

'lhe ceramic assemblages of this time are dominated by Alameda 

Brown Ware ceramics, a pottery presumed to have been locally 

manufactured. These ceramics are supplemented by pottery types 

presumed to have been ceramics from the Kayenta Anasazi culture, to 

the Dorth, the Cohonina culture, to the west, and the Hohokam. culture, 

to the south. The Hohokam also appear to have provided a few other 

-~---~---------
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trade items, predominantly shell jewelry. In architecture, there is a 

great deal of variability, but the basic unit of residence is the 

pithouse. The earliest structures, from the Cinder Park phase, seem 

to have been tipi-like earth lodges. with long ramp entryways, a 

central hearth, and a peripheral post pattern (see Colton 1946b:243-

247). Later houses, from the Sunset and Rio de Flag phases, exhibit a 

wide range of variability in depth (near-surface to al"most two 

meters), size, and building materials (planks, poles, and masonry). 

The most prevalent style seems to have been circular or sub-square in 

shape, with a central hearth, four to six roof support posts, and a 

lateral ramp entryway. 

Pithouses in the pre-eruptive period appear to have been built 

in groups, with only a few (two to five) structures in use at anyone 

time. Usually. such small villages were situated "on the deposits of 

soil in alluvial bottoms, the parks, and the Rio de Flag, where the 

soils with the best agricu1 tura! potential are found" (F HIes 

1978:129). Farming may have taken place on the floors of the parks 

(Filles 1987a:108). In the first two phases of the pre-eruptive 

period, settlements evidently were concentrated in the upper 

elevations of the Flagstaff area. along the fringes of the pine forest 

near Bonito Fark and Cinder Park (Pilles 1978:128). During the Rio de 

Flag phase, population apparently was clustered at the margins of 

Black Bill Fark, Doney Park, and the Rio de Flag, within or surrounded 

by the upper elevation pine forest of the eastern San Francisco Peaks 

(Filles 1987a:107-108; 1987b:3). Clusters of pithouses and masonry 

---------- --- --------
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rooms are found at even higher elevations on the slopes of the Peaks, 

suggesting use as summer farmsteads (Pilles 1987a: lOS). Throughout 

the pre-eruptive period, some pithouse groups seem to have contained 

one unusually large structure, which Filles (1978:129) believes might 

have been "related to inter-village ceremonial or community 

functions." PUles (1978:129) further speculates that these 

structures might have linked several pithouse groups into loose-knit 

communities "defined by natural topographic boundaries such as a mesa 

top, a range of hills, or areas between large washes." 

Following the eruption of Sunset Crater in A.D. 1064, many 

changes are inferred in the extent and nature of the Flagstaff-area 

occupation. The post-eruptive period has been divided into five 

cultural phases: the Winona phase. from the eruption to approximately 

A.D. 1100 (FllIes 1968j); the Padre phase, from about A.D. 1130 to 

A.D. 1200 (Filles 1966e); The Elden phase, from approximately 

A.D. 1150 to A.D. 1200/1225 (Pilles 1988d); the Turkey Hill phase, 

from A.D. 1200 to A.D. 1300 (Filles 19881); and the Clear Creek phase, 

from about A.D. 1300 to A.D. 1400 (Filles 1988c). 

During the Winona anri Padre phases, there appears to have been 

a very rapid series of changes in site locations, architecture, 

ceramics, and trade relations. Flagstaff-area populations seem to 

have grown and expanded in range during this time, moving from the 

ponderosa pine forest to lower elevation pinyon and juniper 

associations. One zone of espeCially heavy settlement was the area of 

the Sunset Crater ashfall, where rock piles, alignments, and field 
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houses have been invoked as evidence that the 'Volcanic cinders 

probably did increase qricultural productivity. Areas beyond the 

asMall zone were also colonized, however, and large ViDona and Padre 

phese sites are found in several areas to the south and east of 

Flagstaff. During these phases, there appears to be especially 

intensive trade contacts with the Hohokam. culture. a. a large number 

of Hohokam traits -- such as trash lDOunds, red-on-buff pottery, shell 

jewelry. cremation burials, and ballcourts -- appear in the Flagstaff 

area. Although Colton and hie associates originally thought that 

these phenomena represented the migration of a large number of Hohokam 

people. more recent analyees (Fish at a1. 1980; Pilles 19878;111-113. 

1987b:4-9) suggest that other mechanisms, principally exchange, were 

responsible. During the \linona and Padre phases, a few large pithouse 

villages were established in the Flagstaff area, usually quite near 

one or more Hohokam-style ballcourts. At about A.D. 1130, the largest 

prehistoric settlement in the Flagstaff-area, \lupatki Pueblo. was 

founded in the Wupatki Basin at the far northern periphery of the 

ashfall zone (Robinson et a1. 1975:92-95; Downum. and Sullivan 1988). 

The succeeding Elden phase shows an even more pronounced set 

of cultural changes, especially in the areas of architecture and 

settlement size. According to Pilles (1988d:149). the Elden phase 

••• marks the begiZlDing of population aggregation into 
pueblos larger than those of preceding phases. 

An architectural 81ld settlement hierarchy can be defined 
for the phase that suggests the development of a chiefdomlike 
organization in the regIon. At the top of the hierarchy 
are cultural centers such as Ridge Ruin. J'uniper Terrace. and 



Wupat.ki Pueblo, with ball courts, plazas, and other unique 
features. l'ueblos of similar size (twenty Or more rooms) but 
lacking ball courts and plazas constitute the next level. 
followed by pueblos of decreasing size down to those of only 
one to three rooms. 'lhe occupants of the large pueblos 
apparently dispersed at certaiD seasons of the year to take 
advantage of various farming opportunities. In addition to 
open sites, there were cliff dwellings such as those in 
Walnut Canyon National Monument. 

Many Flagstaff-area settlements appear to reac,b maximum size 

during the Elden phase. Among them are Wupatkl Pueblo (probably more 

than 150 rooms). the phase type site of Elden Pueblo (more than 80 
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rooms). the Citadel (SO rooms), and numerous settlements in the 20 to 

50 room range. The geographical extent of settlement during this 

period is similar to that of the preceding two phases, with heavy 

occupation in both the pine forest and in the vast expanses of juniper 

and pinyon to the east and south of Flagstaff. An extraordinary 

number of Elden phase water and soil control deVices, such as rock-

outlined fielda, check daJDS. reservOirs, irrigation ditches, and rock 

piles. evidently indicate an extensive form of agriculture based on 

seasonally-occupied field houses. 

The termination of the Elden phase ends the extensive 

occupation of the Flagstaff area. The following Turkey Hill phase is 

much reduced in geographical scope. and, according to PUles (1988i): 

It marks a dramatic regrouping of the Sinagua population into a 
few sites near Flagstaff and into a few others on Anderson 
Mesa in the Chevelon-Chavez Province. l'b.is aggregation has 
besn interpreted as indicative of an abandonment of the 
immediate Flagstaff area, with removal to Anderson Hesa and 
Verde Valley. However. surveys in the latter areas indicate 
pre-1200 populations larg8 enough to account for the larger. 
later pueblos there without augmentation from outside. 



The only sites known for this period in the vicinity of 
Flagstaff are Elden, Turkey Hill, Old Caves, and Two Kivas 
pueblos, with Wupatki l'ueblo farther to the south [sic). 
The pueblos generally are, large (over twenty rooms in size) 
and often are multistoried. Their layout in block or linear 
form follows that of the preceding Elden phase. 

In the Clear Creek phase, the entire Flagstaff area is 

depopulated (Pilles 1987b:lO-ll). Only one large site, Old Caves 

Pueblo, was occupied during this phase, and it appears to have been 

abandoned before A.D. 1400 (Colton 1946:37-39; Fi11es 19878:117, 

1987b:ll). The reasons for the abandonment, as well as the 
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destinations of those who left, are unknown. However, it is known that 

during this phase there is a large jump in population on Anderson 

Mesa, east of Flagstaff. Here, several large settlements, such as 

Kinnikinnick, Chavez Pass, and Pollock pueblos, are founded on or very 

near springs or other reliable water sources (Colton 1946b:31l; Filles 

1988c, 1987a:116, 1987b:l0). By A.D. 1400, or perhaps slightly later, 

these settlements too are left behind, and the entire Colorado 

Flateau, except for the Hopi Mesas, is abandoned. 

The brief outline of Flagstaff prehistory presented above was 

gained through the efforts of numerous individuals working over a very 

long period of time, and with a variet.y of conceptual and 

methodological frameworks. These efforts are, of course, the very 
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focus of this study. In the next chapter, I begin a historical review 

of archaeological research in the Flagstaff area. 

----------------
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FROM SIt'GREAVES TO FEWKES; 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL PIONEERS IN '!'HE FLAGSTAFF AREA, 1851-1916 
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For whatever reasons, the Flagstaff area evidently was not 

explored or exploited during the Spanish or Mexican periods. The 

history of Flagstaff archaeology therefore begins shortly after the 

Mexican-American War, when parties of U.S. government explorers passed 

through the area in search of western transportation routes. Although 

these expeditions were not primarily scientific, many of the 

observations that were made by their members do provide useful and 

interesting observations on the condition of ruins before American 

contact, and on the aboriginal groups that inhabited or used the 

Flagstaff area during the mid-nineteenth century. Most important, 

these early explorations verI'!! instrwaental in calling the Flagetaff

area ruins to the attention of the U.S. government, thereby insuring 

they would. receive attention in later. more thorough investigations by 

institutions such as the U.S. iureau of American Ethnology. 

the first recorded. observations of the Flagstaff area and its 

archaeological ruins were mad.e d.uring the Sitgreaves Expedition of 

1851. The primary goal of this operation, led. by irevet Captain 

Lorenzo Sitgreavas, was to ascertain whether the Zuni River could be 

navigated. to the Colorado River. and to assess the navigability of the 
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latter stream. A secondary goal was to locate a wagon route to 

connect the Old Spanish Trail with one of the more southerly routes to 

California. 

The Sitgreaves Expedition arrived in the Flagstaff area on 

October 7. 1851, when camp was made on the bank of the Little Colorado 

River about ODe mile south of Grand Falls. Here, Sitgreaves (1853:8) 

made the first recorded archaeological observations in the Flagstaff 

area when he wrote that among "ridges of lava and a black dust," he 

had seen "the ruins of several stone houses, which the guide, Mr. 

Leroux [trapper Antoine Leroux], said resembled those of the Moqui 

Indians. " 

The next day, Sitgreaves and his party crossed the river above 

the falls, and struck out west, heading into the Wupatki Basin and 

generally across the San Francisco Volcanic Field. Although he did 

not speculate on its origin. Sitgreaves (1853:8) commented on the deep 

volcanic cinder cover left by the eruption of Sunset Crater, and he 

noted the numerous ruins which are now included in Wupatki National 

Monument: 

Leaving the river then, we passed along the base of high 
table lands, the lava-sand lying several inches deep upon the 
ground, filling up the hollows, and forming ridges across the 
plain; and ascending the plateau, found it also covered with 
lava detritus, and all the prominent points occupied by the 
ruins of stone houses of considerable size I and in some 
instances three stories in height. They are evidently the 
remains of a large town, as they occurred at intervals for an 
extent of eight or nine miles, and the ground was thickly 
strewed with fragments of pottery in all directions. 

~- - ------
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S1 tgreaves had no intellectual framework for interpreting 

these ruins, so he related them to the only analog he knew, the 

inhabited pueblo towns that he had observed in New Mexico (Sitgreaves 

1853:8). In making this comparison, he expressed the opinion that 

there was a close cultural and chronological relationship between the 

inhabited and ancient pueblos: 

The houses resemble in all respects (except that adobes do 
not appear to have been at all used in their construction) 
those of the existing pueblos of New Mexico, and the pottery. 
of a great variety of fabric snd pattern, is similar to that 

1 
now in use among them. 

Sitgreaves (1853:8) also offered an explanation for why the 

ruins had been abandoned. His thinking appears to have been 

influenced by the fact that his party of men, horses, and mules had 

just left the last known source of drinking water. in the Little 

Colorado River, and was heading out across a seemingly barren and arid 

lava field of unknown extent: 

The fact that no vestige of water could be discovered in the 
vicinity sufficiently accounts for their present 
depopulation. The encroachment of the lava-sand blown down 
from the adjacent mountains may have gradually filled up the 
springs and water ,coursesj it is cert~in. at any rate. that 
the heaviest rains would now be rapidly absorbed by it, and 
after a day or two leave no trace of water upon the surface. 

As members of the expedition continued north and west, they 

passed through an area of extremely heavy cinders at the base of a 

tOWering, basalt mesa that would later be named in honor of the 

expedition's phYSician and naturalist, Samuel Washington Woodhouse 
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(Colton 1932d). Early in the afternoon. the party topped a small hill 

at the northern end of the mesa and saw Wupatki Pueblo. Richard H. 

Kern, the expedition's topographer and artist, was not impressed by 

the ruin. He had previously seen the great pueblos in Chaco Canyon 

with the Simpson Expedition, and he wrote in his diary that "the 

building [is] similar to those in the Chaco but smaller and not so 

well built" (from Kern's diary, cited by Wallace 1984:338). 

Sitgreaves was more impressed, however, and as the party fruitlessly 

searched for water, Kern made a sketch of W'upatki Pueblo (Wallace 

1984: 339). 

Later that day, the expedition continued west-northwest, 

passing across the present-day Wupatki National Monument and Coconino 

National Forest, around the southern end of Doney Mountain, and past 

Antelope Canyon. A camp was made that evening along Hull's Canyon, 

near the present Arrowhead Tank and not far from a small ruin that 

lies along the southern boundary of Wupatki National Monument ('W'allace 

1964:339). Still in search of water, the expedition stayed at this 

camp for two days. During the delay, Kern and Leroux, scouted about. 

North of their camp they discovered a pueblo on a high hill (probably 

the Citadel, site NA 355) and a walled-in prehistoric reservoir 

(probably one of two that lie east and southeast of the Citadel; 

Ritterbush 1984) (Wallace 1984:340-341). On October 10, Sitgreaves 

decided to send the mules back to the Little Colorado River for water; 

the next day, the party continued west, and soon left the Flagstaff 
2 
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In late 1853. the Flagstaff area was visited by a second 

government expedition, led by Lieutenant Amiel Weeks Whipple (Whipple 

1856). In July of 1853 Whipple. who was also guided by Antoine 

Leroux, had left Ft. Smith, Arkansas with orders to find a railroad 

route west along the 35th parallel. By December 3. the Whipple 

Expedition had reached the Little Colorado River. On December 9, 

Whipple and his party passed the ruins of the Homolovi Pueblos along 

the river near present-day Winslow, Arizona. While the main body of 

the expedition rested along the Little Colorado River, Whipple led a 

small detachment west as far as Leroux Spring near the San Francisco 

Mountains. On December 19. this party backtracked to the main 

encampment along the river. As they returned, Whipple and his group 

passed a cluster of archaeological sites in an unknown location near 

Flagstaff where Whipple recorded (1856, cited by Foreman 1941:169) "a 

rocky eminence [with] .•. stone enclosures" Surrounded by "broken jars 

.•• painted in stripes" and "hieroglyphics upon the rocks, 

representing men and beasts." They also passed by Turkey Tanks, a 

natural, spring-fed reservoir ee.st of Flagstaff, and observed that 

this area possessed abundant drinking water, firewood, and grass for 

the mules. On December 23, the entire expedition returned to Turkey 

Tanks to rest their mules, and to celebrate Christmas. 

While at Turkey Tanks, Whipple noted (1856, cited by Foreman 



1941;168) a Bet of artificial caves and rooms nearby that had been 

carved out of a volcanic ridge above the tanks = 

Descending ODe aide of the fi.aura which forms the canOD. we 
found within the rock quite a number of caves in the shape of 
ovens, opening towards the stream. They showed unmistakeable 
signs of volcanic origin. "rhe cavities were regular. and 
covered with a vitreous substance, hard, and brownish-black. 
11ke iron. They had been artific:ially plastered, and some of 
the largest were divided by walled partitions into separate 
apartments. The principal rooms were ten feet across, and 
where the adobe floor was not covered with debris, the heiBht 
was about six feet. Within. and communicating with these. 
were smaller caves, still more like ovens, and doubtless used 
as dormitories. The walls were laid with carat and the 
plastering of the ceiling. which remained in patches. seemed 
to bave been done rather skillfully. Upon the rocky hill 
above. and in the canon, were fragments of pottery, 
painted black and white. others indented. 
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Again. the expedition leader had little basis for interpreting 

these remains. Vnlika Sitgreaves. however, Whipple believed that the 

ruins he observed had been long abandoned. and he did not feel 

compelled to draw an analogy wIth inhabited pueblos. Although he did 

not know precisely who had built them. he named them in haDar of the 

·Cosnino" (probably HavasupaI) Indians that he had been Been on the 

trip: 

'lhe caves seem to have been unoccupied, except perhaps by an 
occasional visitor. for a long period. The entrances to 
several are choked by heaps of diSintegrated rock. 
Nevertheless, we call them 'Cosnino Caves' after the tribe 
that roams over this region. The fresh trail of a small 
party of them has been seen today (Whipple, 1856. cited by 
Foreman 1941;168-169). 

After watering and resting the mules, the Expedition left 

Turkey Tanks and struck out wast toward the San Francisco Mountains. 
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By the next day they arrived at Leroux Spring, and made a camp. 

Lingering several days to scout a passage west, the group proceeded 

OD, and the expeditIon was successfully completed in Los Angeles in 

March, 1854 (Foreman 1941:19-20). 

Two other Expeditions passed through the Flagstaff area in the 

1850s and made limited observations about the local ruins. In 1857. 

Edward F. Beale, Superintendent of Indian Affairs for California. was 

directed by the War Department to construct a wagon road from the 

Arkansas River to California. In the Flagstaff area, the expedition 

camped at Turkey Tanks. where Beale recorded his impressions of a set 

of nearby cave dwellings, which he called the "Cosnurio" Caves. Like 

Whipple. Beale (1858, cited by Lesley 1929:208) offered the opinion 

that the ruins were ancient, but he proposed that they had been built 

by a morally-superior, pottery-making people unrelated to the local, 

nomadic tribes: 

These caves are quite extensive, and divided into different 
apartments by walls. I am quite sure these walls and 
divisions are not the work of the miserable Indians who at 
present occasionally make use of them. and who are too lazy 
and indifferent to such matters as domestic privacy to make 
any separate apartments. I think, most probably, that this 
was the work of the race which made the pottery fragments, 
which are scattered everywhere on the surrounding hills. 
Certainly it is not of the present tribes. a people differing 
but little from the root diggers of the great desert and Pah
utes. 
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Shortly after Beale's viBit. and following a portion of his 

rout., Lieutenant Joseph C. Ives passed through the Flagstaff area 

during an exploration of the Colorado River ADd an investigation of 

its eastern tributaries. The Ives Expedition started its eastward 

journey at the mouth of the Colorado River. and ended at Fort 

Def iance. New Mexico. In early May I 1858, Ivea and his men traveled 

through the Flagstaff area as they passed around the southern end of 

the San Francisco Mountains and acrosa the Little Colorado River. 

Somewhere between the mountains and the river, Ives (1861:117) noted 
3 

the presenca of prehistoric ruins. Al though ha expressed the 

opinion that the ruins ware "ancient." he declined to speculate on 

their signifieance and the cause of their abandonment: 

Ruins of ancient pueblos have been passed. These vestiges of 
a former race of inhabitanta ••• may be taken as evidence 
either that the country where they exist can or that it 
cannot sustain a populationj depending upon the theory 
adopted to account for the disappearance of the previous 
rel!lidents. 

The reports of early explorers inspired no further 

governmental attention for more than two decades. Organized studies 

of Flagstaff ruins began in 1883, when James Stevenson of the U.S. 

Bureau of Ethnology explored and excavated a few cliff-dwellings at 

Walnut Canyon, just east of Flasstaff (Stevenson, cited by Ritchie 

1968:15; see Stein 1986:49). Impressed by the canyon1s potential 
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artifact yield, the next year Stevenson sent his a.ssistant, F.T. 

Bickford, back to Flagstaff to sketch. photograph, and excavate 

additional cliff structures and open-air pueblos (Fowell 1887 :xxiv). 

On the basis of the reports provided by Stevenson and Bickford, Bureau 

director .John Wesley Powell decided the very next year to visit the 

Flagstaff region himself. 

Powell, of course, is a legendary figure in the exploration of 

the American West as well as the foundation of American anthropology 

(Fowler et a1. 1969; Hinsley 1981). I'owell had been greatly 

influenced by Lewis Henry Morgan's 1877 book Ancient Society; 

founder of the U.S. Bureau of Ethnology in 1879, his particular vision 

in American anthropology was "to do for the science of man what Darwin 

had done for biology: formulate a powerful guiding theory nf (human) 

evolution buttressed by an unassailable mountain of empiricism" 

(Hinsley 1981:136). Guided by powerful reformist instincts, Fowell 

also hoped to use anthropology for pragmatic purposes. Ethnological 

data should, he thought, be applied to "the discovery of ..• the 

causes and remedies for the inevitable conflict that arises from the 

spread of civilization over a region previously inhabited by savages" 

(Powell 1877:797-798; cited in Hinsley 1981:150). With the newly 

founded Bureau, and using a fresh science that he termed the "New 

Ethnology," Powell hoped to accumulate an exhaustive atlas of 

aboriginal langut'.ges and customs, and to trace the historical 

affinities of existing tribes. In this way, he thought, the U.S. 

government could pursue an enlightened and scientifically-based Indian 
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policy, leading to a less traumatic transition from "savagery" to 

civilization for those tribes that would inevitably be subjugated by 

the westward expansion of America (Hinsley 1981:148-151). 

When Powell arrived in Flagstaff in the summer of 1885, he had 

the immediate goal of tracing connections between the local ruins and 

known Southwestern tribes. Accompanied by Stevenson, he conducted a 

wide-ranging archaeological reconnaissance, covering ::.::. ::.rea from 

Walnut Canyon north to the Fainted Desert, along the Little Colorado 

River. At season's end, Powell judged the work to have been a great 

success, declaring in his annual report (Fowell 1891:xxi) that "the 

results of the inVestigation have been so much more distinct and 

comprehensive than any before obtained that they require to be 

reported with some detail." In his report. Powell described the maj or 

ruins of Wupatki Pueblo, the Citadel, Old Caves Pueblo, and Walnut 

Canyon. He also made note of the numerous small pueblos and field 

houses of the Wupatki area by commenting (Powell 1891:xviil) that "on 

the plain to the west of the LittlEt .Colorado River and north of the 

San Francisco Mountain [sic] there are many scattered ruins, usually 

having one, two, or three rooms each, all of which are built of 

basaltic cinders and blocks." 

Powell sought to relate all of these sites to some nearby 

tribe, and his personal contacts with the Havasupai figured heavily in 

the interpretat ion: 

Later in the season the Director visited the Supai Indians of 
Cataract Canyon, and was informed by them that their present 
home had been taken up not many generations ago, and that 



their ancestors occupied the ruins, which have been 
described; and they gave such a circumstantial account of the 
occupatioD and their expulsion by the Spaniards that DO doubt 
can be entertained of the truth of their legends in this 
respect (Powell 1891::xxi). 
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To Powell, the generally excellent condition of the Flagstaff-

area ruins and an abundance of perishable items, such as corn cobs, 

were evidence enough that the Havasupai tales were cor.rect. He 

guessed tha~ the sites "were certainly not abandoned more than three 

or four centuries ago," and he confidently declared (Powell 1891:xxi) 

that the desired historical connections had been found: ·It is thus 

seen that these cliff and cavate dwellings are not of an ancient 

prehistoric time. but that they were occupied by a people still 

existing. who also built pueblos of the common type." 

Thus. in standing walls, corn cobs, and the Havasupai stories. 

Powell evidently found what he had hoped to find: post-Columbian 

connections between existing tribes and archaeological sites. and a 

confinnation of the cultural disruption inherent in Buro-American 

contacta with Indian tribas (see also Hinsley 1981: 150-151). 

After the brief attentions of Stevenson. Bickford. and Powell. 

the Flagstaff ruins received no anthropological attention for more 

than a decade. Eventually. however, they attracted the eye of the 

Bureau's Jesse Walter Fewkes. an accomplished zoologist turned 

ethnologist and archaeologist. In his role as Southwestern 
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archaeologist, Fawkes' goals were relatively simple; He wished to 

collect evidence to support a thesis that abandoned Southwestern 

pueblos had been left by Hopi ancestors during a long migration north 

from Mexico. In pursuing these aims. Fewkes was actually continuing 

one of the primary Bureau missions outlined some years before by 

Powell, namely the "tracing of historical migrations and contacts 

between tribes and stocks" (Hinsley 1981: ISO; see also Powell 

1904:xvii-xix; Meltzer 1985:255-256), 

Much of Fewkes' interest in the topic of prehistoric 

migrations stemmed from early work in the role of Southwestern 

ethnologist. He had personally recorded numerous Hopi migration 

myths. and he believed strongly that the myths provided an unambiguous 

guide to the locations of important prehistoric communities and their 

c~n~tituent clans. Guided by this belief. much ox Fewkes' 

archaeological work in the Southwest, including that which he 

conducted around Flagstaff. was concerned with gathering 

archaeological evidence -- particularly. pottery symbols -- to support 

the Hopi legends (see Fewkes 1896b:l52-153, 1896c: 559. 1895d: 265, 

1898a: 529-530. 1898b: 601-602. 189Bc: 519. 539). 

Fewkes rej ected the idea that Southwestern cuI tures had 

evolved independently of Mexican influence, and he proposed instead 

(Fewkes 1896b:l54-155, 172, 1896d:276, 1904a:6) that ancestors of the 

Hopi had originally inhabited northern Mexico. In his View, proto

Hopi groups had moved slowly northward through a series of great 

migrations, settling at various times in the Gila-Salt and Tonto 

--- -- ------
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Basins, the Verde Valley, the White Mountains, And along tributaries 

of the Rio Grande, San Juan, and Little Colorado Rivers (Fewkes 

1896a:367, 1898a:529-530, 1898c:S19, 539, 1900:449-450, 1904a:4-6, 

1904b:56, 93). He proposed no specific chronology for these events, 

but it was clear that he thought the migrations had taken place over a 

considerable and probably unknowable period of time. Fawkes 

eventually recognized an older. "pit dwelling" stage of culture in the 

migration sequence (Fewkes 1910), and be suggested (1904a:6) that the 

migrating Hopi had found it necessary gradually to assimilate 

culturally, linguistically, and genetically with "wilder tribes 

inhabi~ing the region into which they entered." He also proposed 

(Fewkes 1900:449-450; 1904a: 18-19) that after the Hopi had advanced to 

the far northern periphery of the Southwest, there were instances of 

reverse migration. Later, he incorporated into his migration theories 

the idea that there were in fact two distinct cultural groups that had 

united to form the modern Hopi: "the pure pueblo of northern origin" 

and "people of the Gila or the South" (Fewkes 1924b:397; see also 

Fewkes 1912b:156-157). 

Fewkes' archazological methods followed closely from his 

goals, and in a very great sense they can only be understood in terms 

of those goals. Armed with details of the location and appearance of 

legendary clan homes, he embarked in the summer of 1895 on a wide-

ranging reconnaissance of territories along major watercourses 

believed to have been principal migratory paths. The explorations of 

Mearns (1890), Bandelier (1892) and Hindeleff (1896), had alerted 
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Fewkes to the existence of large pueblo ruins in the Verde Valley, 

bis investigation of clan migrations began there. in the so-called 

"Red Rock" country along the Verde River south of Flagstaff. He 

reasoned that the Verde Valley had been a crucial artery of 

transportation, connecting the Hopi mesas and "cinder cone houses" of 

the Flagstaff area with an ancestral home in "a Giant Cactus country, 

which may have been as far south as the Gila Valley" (Fewkes 

1896d: 265-266) . 

Fewkes worked quickly in the Verde Valley in 1895, mapping and 

photographing ruins, and condUcting limited excavations. At the 

conclusion of this brief work, he declared (1898a:529) that he had 

found, in two cliff ruins named Honank! and Palatkl, the ancestral 

home of the Water House Clan, a place referred to in legend as 

"Palatkwabi." The thrill of identifying these ancient clan houses was 

apparently great, for it prompted a somewhat ingenuous confidence: 

"before I took to the field I had long been convinced that this must 

have heen one of the homes of certain Hopi clans" (1696a:531) 

Fewkes realized, however, that an "older view" (for example, 

that of W.H. Holmes 1666) held that cliff dwellings were considerably 

more ancient than open air pueblos. He was thus left with th.,.- task of 

explaining how his so-called Pa1atkwabi could be at the same time 

cliff house and one of the later stopping points of the great 

migration (Fewkes 1696d:279). Fewkes solved this problem easily by 

rejecting outright any significant temporal component in local 

architectural variability. "Differences in habitations," he 



proclaimed, "are not indicative of culture stages, but are due to 

surroundings, to emergencies" (Fewkes 1896d:263). This early. and 

subsequently oft-repeated assumption (Fewkes 1898a:531, 574; 

18980:539; 1900:428, 432, 449; 1904b:39-40) served a crucial 
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methodological purpose. Not only did it free him from the distraction 

of creating formally-based, chronological sequences o~ pueblo ruins in 

any particular region. it gave him license to consider all artifacts 

as timeless exemplars of a "pure H pueblo culture, untainted by 

European contact (Fewkes IB96b:159; 1896c:587-588; 1898c:520). 

Having thus excused himself from conSidering architecture and 

artifacts within a temporal framework, Fewkes embarked on an 

astoundingly ambitious program of excavation at some of the largest 

sites in the northern Southwest. In the summers of years between 1895 

and 1900, he excavated at dozens of sites in the White Mountains, 

the Hopi Mesas, and along the Little Colorado River and its 

tributaries, Included in the list of prominent sites were the 

Pinedale, Fourmile, Chevelon, and Chavez Pass ruins, southeast of 

Flagstaffj the Homolovi pueblos, near Winslow; and Awatovi, Sikyatki, 

and Shungopovi, on the Hopi Mesas. These visits were intended to be 

only the beginning of a much larger program of excavations that he 

hoped would eventually cover a vast area extending south from the Hopi 

Mesas, off the Mogollon Rim, and down into the valleys of the Gila and 

Salt rivers. "When that is done," he predicted, "we will have what 

has never been done before in Southwestern archaeology, the tracing of 
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a migration legend of a pueblo people I step by step, by archaeological 

methods" (Fewkes 1898c:539). 

Because Fewkes had identified pottery designs as a key to 

deciphering the clan affiliations of abandoned ruins, his excavations 

were concerned almost exclusively with the recovery of intact pots. 

The distribution and form of other artifacts, including prayer sticks 

(Fewkes 1896b: 167-168), painted baskets and stoDe tablets (Fewkes 

1898c: 528). polished stone axes (Fewkes 1896d: 282) and shell jewelry 

(Fawkes 1896a:367) were sometimes used to argue general points of the 

migration thesis, but it was painted pots, especially those exhibiting 

human or animal figures, that were sought for the purpose of verifying 

specific legends. From the beginning, Fewkes concentrated his 

excavations on the burial grounds that he knew would provide the 

greatest yield of intact pots (Fewkes l898c: 528). Although he decried 

the lack of provenience information from earlier archaeological 

collections (for example, the collection made by trader Thomas V. Kearn 

[Fewkes 1896c:566), to Fewkes it was adequate simply to record the 

particular site that a pot had come from, and not the in:iividual 

burial, feature, or room. Such a recording system, unconscionable by 

today's archaeological standards, was perfectly logical given Fewkes 

goals and methodological assumptions. Prehistoric archaeological 

sites were, after all, only briefly occupied stopping places of 

particular clans. If one wished to trace clan migrations, by Fewkes' 

reasoning one should study the entire corpus of vessel deSigns, and 
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not the symbols on an individual pot or even the contents of a single 

burial (Fewkes 1896c:582. 1919). 

With these goals and methods in mind, Fewkes twice took his 

pursuit of Hopi migration legends to ruins in the Flagstaff area, 

visiting briefly in the summer of 1895, and again in April, 1900. He 

was impressed by the Size, quantity. and preservation 'of the Flagstaff 

sites, and he lamented the fact that there had been no archaeological 

work in the region since the visits of Powell and Stevenson (Fewkes 

1900:422; 1904b:35). He was also appalled at the ongoing destruction 

of ruins at the hands of amateur and professional pothunters, and he 

urged. as he would later do for many other Southwestern ruins. that 

protective measures be taken by the government (Fewkes 1900, 1904a, 
4 

1904b) • 

However, Fewkes did not spend a great deal of time 

investigating the Flagstaff sites, and he conducted no large-scale 

excavations. Like most of his field projects (Swanton and Roberts 

1931; Hinsley 1981;281), the work in Flagstaff was superficial and 

unfocused. The investigations were mainly a reconnaissance effort 

that included visits to Walnut Canyon, a set of caveate dwellings east 

of Flagstaff, and the pueblos near Black Falls along the Little 

Colorado River. The extent of his work at Walnut Canyon is unknown, 

but it was probably minimal. Investigation of the caveate dwellings 

was also limited, but it did result in maps (Fewkes 1904b:37) and 

photographs (Fewkes 1904b:P1ates I-VI) of selected rooms at Old Caves 
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And New Caves Pueblos and Turkey Tanks. 

The most intensive work seems to bave been accomplished at the 

Black Falls ruins, where numerous pueblos were inspected and a few 

burials were excavated. Fewkes made excellent photographs and maps of 

many large, standing pueblo ruins, including Wupatki, Wukoki, Lomaki, 

the CItadel, and other sites that are now part of Wupatki National 

Monwnent. l'recisely where be excavated is not reported, but several 

graves were opened. including a richly-appointed burial near Wukoki. 

At some point in his visits, Fewkes also examined a collection of 

artifacts that had been pothunted from the Black Falls area by a local 

prospector named Ben Doney (Fewkes 1900 :442; 1904a:16). 

Based on this work, Fewkes proposed (1900) three different 

categories of ruins surrounding Flagstaff: (1) Cliff dwellings, such 

as those in Walnut CanyoD; (2) "Cavates" [sicl, including the sites of 

New Caves, Old Caves, and Turkey Tanks; and (3) Large, open-air 

pueblos with standing walls, exemplified by the Black Falls ruins 

group. Smaller, unclassified sites were also seen throughout the area 

"in the cedars," but like Powell, Fewkes declined to investigate them 

(Fewkes 1900 :422). 

Paradoxically, but consistent with his earlier arguments, 

Fewkes had categorized local architectural variability in order to 

dismiss its importance. He maintained that because similar pottery 

designs crosscut all formal types of sites, all sites in the area must 

have been related to one another. as well as to sites in the Verde and 

San Juan drainages that had similar pottery. Architectural 
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differences were, he said. due to nothing more than the combined 

effects of "readily available building material" aDd "peculiar 

geological conditions" (Fawkes 1904b: 36). 

Because Fewkes had spent the greatest amount of time 

investigating the Black Falls ruins, and had obtained pottery from 

some of them through excavation, he devoted most of his discussions of 

the overall significance of Flagstaff ruins to these sites. Of their 

ages, he said (1904a:16) that "there is no way to determine when the 

original inhabitants left their settlement near Black Falls." He was 

inclined, however, to view them as relatively recent, a conclusion 

that was based primarily on the presence of well-preserved walls and 

roof beams (Fewkes 1900:443; 1904a:18; 1904b:42). 

However. the inference that the Black Falls ruins were recent 

left Fewkes with a dilemma: .Just a few miles to the southeast, and in 

the same drainage baSin, there was the supposedly'recent site of 

Homolovi, yet it contained radically different pottery than that which 

had been seen at the Black Falls ruins. As usual, Fewkes rej ected a 

chronological explanation for this variability. and he suggested 

instead (l904b:56) that the Black Falls ruins had been built by 

completely different clans during completely different aspects of the 

Hopi migration: 

It might naturally be supposed that there would be a close 
likeness between the pottery of the Black falls ruins and 
that of Romolobi [sic] I and that kinship once existed between 
the inhabitants of these pueblos on the same river. Close 
study. however. shows marked differences. and the author is 
led to the belief that while both were pueblo people. and, 
therefore, similar in CUlture, the clans which inhabited 

-------~--- ---------



Homolobi were not the same as those which lived in the Black 
falls villages. The clans which lived at Komolobi came from 
the far south, through Chaves pass [sicl. while those at 

Vukoki [now called VUpatkli see Colton 1933c:63)] came from 
the opposite direction. Both evidently aouaht refuge in the 

5 
Hopi pueblos. where their descendants now Uve together. 
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On the matter of why the clans had migrated to the Black Falls 

area in the first place, and why they ultImately left, Fewkes had 

little to say. He noted simply (1904&:18) that the first settlers at 

Black Falls represented "a returning wave of the survIvors of the 

cliff house and other people from tbe northern limits" of the orIginal 

migration, but precisely what they had survived. and why they 

returned. were not discussed. l'erhaps he believed that they had been 

driven from the !!northern limitsll by drought, a cause that he would 

later assign to the abandonment of the Mesa Verde region (Fewkes 

1911:81). The subsequent abandonment of sites along the Little 

Colorado was attributed to a number of possible causes, including the 

disruption of trade connections (Fewkes 1904b:88) I droughts (Fewkes 

1904a:16), floods (1904b:22) Apache raids (1904a:16; 1904b:123), 

raiding by unspecified enemies (Fawkes 1900:427) J or affliction by na 
6 

kind of gnat or sand flea,· and "vermin" (Fewkes 1904b:22). Clearly, 

Fawkes preferred to reconstruct the routes, and not the root causes. 

of the great Hopi migrations. No matter; his primary task, as 

repeatedly stated, was simply to !!!!!!. the prehistoric. stopping points 

of Hopi elans, not to explain ~ tbey bad moved, and he was satisfied 



that he had found and correctly identified several such stopping 

points near Flagstaff. 

! !:!!!!.! Archaeology: ~ ~ ~ ~ Datins 
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Like so many of his Southwestern projects, Fewkes' interest in 

Flagstaff prehistory was nat sustained. Following the investigations 

of 1900. and the publication of three articles On that work (Fewkes 

1900, 19048, 1904b), his career took a number of paths. After the 

Spanish-American War. Fewkas turned to Caribbean archaeoloBY. a rather 

peculiar choice that, in the words of Hinsley (1981:281), -followed 

the course of empire more than the logic of science.· Involvement in 

Southwestern archaeology was maintained through excavations at Mesa 

Verde (Fewkes 1911) and Casa Grande (Fewkes 1912b) , a su.rvey of sites 

in the Verde valley (Fewkes 19l2a), and several other field projects, 

but much of Fewkes I work in this period was oriented toward the 

preservation and restoration of ruins for public visitation (for 

example, Casa Grande, Mesa Verde, and Bovenweap). 

Meanwhile, profound changes were taking place in the methods 

and aims of American anthropology, and. Southwestern archaeology in 

particular. As the century turned, the field began increaSingly to 

show the influence of the region-specific. culture-historical 

orientation in anthropology that would Boon be fully elaborated by 

Franz Boas and his students. As a consequence. Fewkes' idiosyncratic 

and largely intuitive views, particularly his self-serving peSSimism 
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about prehistoric chronology, were soon widely discredited. Within a 

very short time, carefully-designed stratigraphic and seriational 

stUdies, intended to address specific issues in local culture 

histories, were beginning to reveal detailed sequences of prehistoric 

architectural and ceramic styles in various parts of the Southwest. 

Included in these works are the classic studies of Nelson (1916). 

Kroeber (1916a; 1916b) Spier (1917), and Kidder and Guernsey (1919), 

which unquestionably established that Southwestern pottery designs 

formed a coherent temporal sequence (see also Spier 1931; Meltzer 

1985:256). 

Although it was never accepted or acknowledged by Fewkes (see 

especially Fewkes 1926a), the combined weight of these studies, and 

the parallel innovation of the "sherd survey," soon established that 

ceramic decoration and architectural style were not simply expressive 

of local geology or clan affiliation, but that they revealed a complex 

sequence of cultural change in need of explanation. Perhaps equally 

important, it was demonstrated that potsherds, disdained by Fewkes, 

could provide an Ubiquitous, easily-obtained, and eminently 

classifiable medium for placing archaeological sites in a temporal 

framework. As the 19208 drew near, it had become apparent that the 

theoretical orientation and methods of Fewkes were untenable, and that 

the common potsherd was providing Southwestern archaeologists with a 

key to unravelling Southwestern prehistory. 
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The period fram the mid-IOOOs to the second decade of the 

1900& saw profound chaqBs in American anthropology, and many of these 

cbanges were reflected in Flagstaff archaeology. Early explorers 

reported aD the area's remarkable ruins, but provided little useful 

scientific information. Their efforts did. however, lead eventually 

to the investigation of local ruins by the first "scientific" 

observers. under the direction of John Wesley Powell of the U.S. 

Bureau of Ethnology. Unfortunately. the conclusioDS of Powell appear 

to have derived from deeply-held convictions about Anglo-

European/Native American conflicts, and not from any. systematic or 

consistent consideration of archaeological evidence. 

Powell's brief investigations were followed by visits from 

Jesse Walter Fawkes, an erstwhile zoologist turned U.S. Bureau of 

American Ethnology archaeologist and ethnologist. Fewkes' forays into 

the Flagstaff area were part of a series af expeditions designed to 

collect archasological evidence in support of Hopi clan migration 

myths. Although Fewkes I goals and methods were quite different from 

those employad by Eowell, their programs did share some comm.on traits. 

Both men took to the field armed with. set of expectations that 

virtually guaranteed the outcomes of their observations, and neither 

seemed willing or able to make Bustained, critical observations about 

the archaeological record. 

By the turn of the century, the time of such idiosyncratic, 
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intuitively-based interpretations had passed. As a Eoasian paradigm 

of region-specific culture history and description began to assert 

itself in American anthropology, a new generation of researchers was 

turning to a powerful set of methods for reconstructIng Southwestern 

culture history. In the second decade of the twentietb century. 

regional sequences of change in architecture, ceramics. and other 

traits were beginning to emerge, and the ·shard survey· was 

increasingly employed to reconstruct changes in regional settlement • 

.Jesse Walter Fewkes continued to conduct resaarch in 

Southwestern archaeology during this period, but be declined to accept 

either the new archaeological methods. or the conclusions that they 

entailed (see especially Fewkes 1919:215-2l8). 'l'his recalcitrance 

WOUld. as we will see. contribute directly to a later conflict between 

Fewkes and a representative of the "new school. Harold S. Colton. 

:Before reviewing that episode. however. I will first describe the 

entry of Colton and his wife. Mary-Russell Ferrell Colton. into the 

field of Southwestern archaeology. 

IIOTES 

1. No doubt Sitareaves. like Fawkes (1900, 1904a. 1904b), was 
impressed by the extraordinary preservation of the Wupatki-area ruins, 
which often appear to be far younger than their actual age of more 
than 800 years. Because of the extreme aridity of the little Colorado 
River Valley, many of the ruins still exhibit standing walls and 
intact roof beams. 

2. 'l'he Sitgreaves Expedition eventually arrived in Yuma on November 
3D, 1851. near starvation and minus two men who had died along the 
way, one after receiving a severe beating from a group of Indians in 
western Arizona (Wallace 1984:326, 358, 361). OVerall. except for the 
scientific observations made by SUgreaves and Woodhouse. and the maps 

----------_.-



that were made by Kern, the expedition had been a failure. The Zuni 
River was not a navigable stream, and Sitgreaves had paid little 
attention to identifying a wagon route. 
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3. Exactly which ruins be observed is not clear; but given the plot of 
the ruins on the map produced for the expedition by topographer A.A. 
Humphreys, it was probably Wupatki l'ueblo (Ives 1861: Map Number 2). 
Apparently. there were no drawings made of the ruins. and there is no 
report that they were investigated. 

4. His efforts eventually contributed to the creation of two National 
Monuments in the Flagstaff area: Walnut Canyon, in 1906 (Colton 
1932g). and Wupatki, in 1924 (Colton 1933c). 

5. Of course, the real reason for these differences is time, with 
Wupatki Fueblo reaching a peak of occupation at least two centuries 
before the Pueblo IV components at Homolovi. 

6. Although Fewkes is quite noncommital in his opinions regarding what 
had actually caused pueblo abandonments, he was certain that it was 
not a radical change in overall climatic regime, stating "I do not 
share a common belief that when these now-ruined structures were 
inhabited the precipitation was greater" (Fewkes 1900:430). 
Interestingly, in the Black Falls area he noted the cinder cover from 
Sunset Crater, but he did not correctly identify it as pyroclastic 
material. He thought instead that the cinders had resulted from 
erosion: "The erosion of the lava produces a coal-black, porous sand 
which as a rule covers the finer red soil derived from the sandstone 
and limestone" (Fewkes 1900:429). Remarking on the absence of springs 
and other surface water in the area covered by this "sand." he saw 
neither evidence for a changed climate, nor a hindrance to prehistoric 
occupation: "In an arid region springs rapidly fill with drifting 
sand if not dug out repeatedly. The Hopi are obliged to clean out 
some of their largest springs biannually" (Fewkes 1900:430; see also 
Colton 1932e:598). 



CHAPTER FOUR 

THE COLTONS ARRIVE 
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Although the work of looters and curio seekers continued 

Unabated after Fewkes' 1900 Flagstaff visit, the area was ignored by 

archaeologists for more than 15 years. However. in the summer of 1916 

arguably one of the most important events in the history of Flagstaff 

archaeology took place when Harold S. Colton and his wife, Mary

Russell Ferrell Colton, began what would become a life-long 

investigation of the numerous "small house sites" surrounding 

Flagstaff (Colton 1918; Colton and Colton 1918). At the time, Harold 

Colton was Professor of Zoology at the University of Pennsylvania, and 

Mary-Russell Ferrell Colton was a sucessful Philadelphia watercolor 

painter, one of a coterie known as "The Ten." The Coltons had 

developed a fascination with the Southwest during a honeymoon trip to 

the San Francisco Peaks in 1912j in the summer of 1916, they were 

returning to Flagstaff as a vacation spot and "headquarters ... for 

numerous side trips" throughout the Southwest (Miller 1985: 93). 

During that swnmer, the Coltons' vacation acquired a distinct 

though unplanned emphasis. As Harold Colton (n.d. j cited by Miller 

1985:93-94) remembered it, the couple's interest in Southwestern 

archaeology began at a family picnic, when their young son, Ferrell, 

picked up a potsherd from the ground and handed it to his father (see 

also Smith 1968:6-7). Realizing that they were sitting on a small 

prehistoric ruin, the Coltons became intrigued by this site and the 

many others that they could see in the pine forests surrounding 
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Flagstaff. They soon made a trip to Los Angeles and the Southwest 

Museum's archaeological library to determine the significance of their 

discoveries (Miller 1985:94). Finding that previous researchers had 

generally ignored the smaller pueblos, they returned to Flagstaff and 

began a study devoted exclusively to that type of archaeological site. 

The Coltons worked quickly, conducting a reconnaissance survey 

of more than 100 square miles. and a more intensive inspection of 

about eight square miles (Colton and Colton 1918:101-1(2). In a 

report soon published on this work, they made it clear that, unlike 

Fewkes and the other early archaeologists, their research interests 

did not lie in large, spectacular ruins and extensive collections of 

intact artifacts. Instead, they were intentionally chOOSing "small 

house sites" because they believed such dwellings were closely related 

to the daily realities of prehistoric agriculture in a way that the 

larger sites were not. By studying small sites, they aimed "to show 

some of the relations that exist between them and the physical 

characteristics of the neighborhood such as topography, water supply. 

and arable land" (Colton and Colton 1918:101). Clearly, theirs was 

not a deductive approach, seeking verification of myths through far

reaching studies of pottery symbols. Their program was, rather, an 

inductive and local prehistory, designed to educe the history of 

relationships between environment, farms, and small houses over a 

comparatively small area. 

This orientation contrasted starkly with the previous efforts 

of Fawkes. Whereas the latter had breezed through countless regions 
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of the Southwest. stopping long enough only to raid the burial grounds 

of large pueblos for whole pots, the Coltons were settling into a 

single region to build a cumulative base of knowledge about all types 

of sites, including even small scatters of artifacts without ruins 

(Colton and Colton 1918:104-105). Furthermore, like many of their 

contemporaries in Southwestern archaeology, they were building 

chronological sequences of occupation based on a previously ignored 

medium of study: potsherds. In 1916. the Coltons were well aware of 

the recent stratigraphic studies of Nels Nelson (1916) in the Galisteo 

BaSin, and they were eager to extend his observations to the pottery 

found at Flagstaff ruins. Thus, in their first archaeological 

publication, the Coltons proposed two periods of occupation: an early 

period with black-an-white pottery, large rooms, and little 

consideration for defense in settlement location, and a later period 

of defensive pueblos associated with black-on-white, black-an-red, and 

polychrome pottery (Colton and Colton 1918:124-125). To illustrate 

the similarity of Flagstaff pottery to that from other areas of the 

Southwest, they presented illustrations of selected potsherds found on 

their surveys (Colton and Colton 1918:123). 

In a solo publication of 1918, Harold Colton took these 

approaches several steps further by outlining a remarkably precocious 

and ambitious vision of what he thought might be accomplished by a 

prehistoriC archaeology that considered time, enVironment, climate, 

and the agricultural decisions. In this piece, he presented (Colton 

1918:54-55) a highly detailed, "hypothetical chronology" of 
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prehistoric Flagstaff settlement patterns that was based on the 

ceramic and architectural chronologies of Kidder (1916) and Nelson 

(1916). This chronology placed major ruins into a series of absolute 

periods that Colton suggested (1918:56) should serve "as a working 

hypothesis for future investigations in this region." In surely ODe 

of the first applications of dendroclimatology in the pueblo 

Southwest, Colton (1918:56-58; see also Colton 1938b:6S) correlated 

perceived changes in Flagstaff settlement patterns with a dated, 

supposedly tlworldwide" climatic record reconstructed by Ellsworth 

Huntington (1913:405-412) from the ring patterns of California 

sequoias. Although both the "worldwide" climatic pattern as well as 

Colton's chronological scheme are now rejected, the model of 

settlement change that he proposed is strikingly sophisticated for 

1918. Colton conceived of prehistoric agricultural decision-making as 

a complex process, incorporating environmental variables such as soil 

type, amount and distribution of seasonal rainfall, frost season, and 

cloud cover. He also proposed that prehistoric farmers' responses to 

climate change could include both seasonal movements between 

microclimates. as well as long-term settlement shifts in response to 

directional climatic change (Colton 1918:49-57). 

By 1920, the Coltons had identified a number of types of 

archaeological sites in the Flagstaff area, and they had become 
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particularly intrigued by one category, marked by shallow, boulder-

outlined depressions surrounded by a scatter of potsherds. In 1920 

Harold Colton published a short paper in which he addressed the 

function and chronological and cultural affiliations of such features, 

which he termed "boulder houses" (Colton 1920:298). In the paper, be 

reported results of the "small house" surveys to 1920, and noted that 

from the eastern slopes of the San Francisco Mountains to the Little 

Colorado River, there were numerous boulder-outlined depressions that 

appeared to be some type of ruined prehistoric structure. In these 

boulder outlines, gaps could be seen that appeared to indicate 

doorways, and some contained a bulbous extension that was termed a 

"vestibule." Col ton reasoned (1920: 299) that because Navaho hogans 

often leave a similar depression after they have collapsed and 

decayed, the so-called boulder houses might be but a local form of 

prehistoric architecture analogous to modern Navajo hogans or Pawnee 

earth lodges. With the exception of fragments from red and black, 

polished bowls, all of the potsherds associated with the sites were 

similar to those of the cliff dwellings and earlier slab houses that 

had been reported by Kidder and Guernsey (1919) in the Marsh Pass 

area. Furthermore, examination of the skulls from Flagstaff-area 
1 

burials containing this pottery revealed "a flattening of the back of 

the head ... characteristic of the cliff-dweller culture as described 

by Kidder" (Colton 1920:298). Colton therefore concluded that 

inhabitants of the Marsh Pass and Flagstaff areas were of the same 

cultural st~ck. and that the small-house period, known to be earlier 
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than the defensible pueblo stage, could be further subdivided into 

earlier and later sub-periods based on the presence or absence of the 

more ancient "slab house n pottery. 

Spatial Distribution .E! ~ 

As the Coltons continued their program of summer 

archaeological surveys around the San Francisco Mountains, they 

gradually built an impressive data base on the distribution of ruins 

and their associated artifacts, especially potsherds. In 1924, Harold 

Colton emphasized the central position that prehistoric ceramics had 

assumed in Flagstaff archaeological method by publishing a paper 

devoted entirely to potsherds. Specifically. he drew attention to the 

striking spatial regularities that could be observed in the 

proportions of various kinds of potsherds in the Flagstaff area 

(Colton 1924). 

Unlike his predecessors. and many of his contemporaries. 

Colton was not satisfied simply to report his intuitive perceptions of 

archaeological patterns. l'robably because of his background in 

zoology. he opted instead for careful, data-based study and an 

explicit justification of conclusions. Thus, archaeological surveys 

since 1916 had concentrated on carefully mapping, locating, and 

collecting potsherds from the Flagstaff area ruins, and the survey of 

1921 was devoted to an experiment in the collection of comparable, 

quantitative information on potsherd distributions. 

This experiment included a notably early application of 
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stratified sampling techniques. To assess differences in spatial 

distributions of various types of pottery, Colton divided the 

Flagstaff area into four geographical zones from which uDselected 

potsherd collections were taken; (1) the Upper Rio de Flag drainage; 

(2) the Lower Rio de Flag and Walnut Creek; (3) the Deadmans Flat 

area; and (4) the Little Colorado River area, adjacent to the Kayenta 

culture area that previously had been explored by Kidder and Guernsey 

(1919). 

The actual collection of potsherds from individual sites was 

no less systematic than the selection of study areas. and represents 

one of the first controlled surface collections of artifacts in the 

Southwest (see also Kidder 1919): 

An area on the ground was outlined. From this areas [sic], 
every potsherd was gathered and placed in a bag. Later these 
potsherds were sorted and the various classes weighed (Colton 
1924:119). 

When the collections were completed, percentages of the 

various kinds of sherds were determined for each area, and the results 

were tabulated and mapped (Colton 1924:119, 122). To Colton, the data 

convincingly demonstrated that there were indeed strong spatial 

regularities in sherd distributions. Specifically. he argued that the 

results showed major changes in the pottery assemblages between the 

geographical zones that had been sampled. In the Upper Rio de Flag, 

for eXample, the "characteristic potsherd is of a coarse reddish or 

brownish paste with various tempering materials"; further downstream 
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on the Rio de Flag, and In the area of Walnut Creek, the dominant 

pottery was a "black, red or gray ware with one side or perhaps both 

sides, bearing a black polish" (Colton 1924:120). Northward, in the 

area of Deadmans Flat, "the dominant potsherd is that of a plain fine-

grained gray ware," but further north, in the area of the Little 

Colorado River, the majority of the pottery was "Kayenta Ware, If as 

described by Kidder (Colton 1924: 120). 

Although somewhat limited in the scope of its conclusions, the 

study nonetheless had some important implications for future 

archaeological research in the Flagstaff area. First, it established 

that in addition to strong spatial regularities in the distribution of 

the dominant sherd types, "a few potsherds of typical 'Kayenta'" type 

were found on all sites that were examined (Colton 1924:121). Thus, 

"Kayenta" sher<1s; l;;ec:!uenced elsewhere by stratigraphy and seriatIon 

studies, could be counted on for ordering local sites in all of the 

major environmental zones. Second, the study provided a hint that 

there might someday be a useful local ceramic sequence, based on 

undecorated wares: 

An overlap exists between two geographical areas. The plain 
reddish or brownish undecorated ware, of the Upper Rio de 
Flag, is found on the cinder cones in the Lower Rio de Flag 
region. Some evidence exists, which I will not discuss here, 
that this plain ware is older than the black polished ware 
(Colton 1924:121). 

Finally, the study demonstrated that the careful collection 

and quantitative study of potsherds -- a method and medium disdained 

by Fawkes and the others who sought only archaeological "trophies" 



(Colton 1918:37) -- could provide useful information not only on the 

time period during which indIvIdual ruins were occupied, but also on 

broad geographical patterns of material culture that might not 

otherwise be discerned.' It was a theme that would becOfIIe a hallmark 
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of the subsequent researches of Colton and associates (see especially 

Colton 1946b:260-266). 

Investigations of the Milwaukee Public Museum 

The only other significant efforts in Flagstaff archaeology 

during this period were conducted in 1922 and 1923 by parties from the 

Milwaukee Public Museum (Barrett 1923; 1927; Edwards 1923). These 

excursions were not particularly important in the construction of a 

local prehistory, nor did they result in new methods or techniques. 

They do, however, illustrate the type of superficial and undirected 

institutional projects against which the Coltons' private endeavors 

may be favorably compared. 

The Milwaukee Museum's first excursion, led by Ira Edwards, 

was primarily a geological field trip to the Grand Canyon, and thus 

was not directly concerned with archaeological investigations. 

However, in a report on the trip Edwards did comment on the ruins at 

"Cave Hill" (Old Caves Pueblo), and, in a pOSition little different 

from that of Fowell (1891), he expressed the opinion (1923:92) that 

"all of this region of mountains and desert was once the home of the 

Havasupai." The expedition might have provided more archaeological 



75 

information, but a side trip to the Painted Desert and Wupatki Pueblo 

was cut short when a severe thunderstorm flooded the road to the site. 

After this incident, the party continued to the Grand Canyon, making 

no further investigations of the local archaeology (Edwards 1923:92). 

An excursion by Samuel Barrett was explicity concerned with 

archaeology, and produced a slightly more substantial, but still 

extremely limited set of observations. In 1922, a Museum party under 

his direction excavated briefly at Old Caves Pueblo, digging through 

the fill of a prehistoric sUbterranean room and exposing a hearth. 

Barrett noted an abundance of trash on and around the site, and 

puzzled over the length of the occupation that might have produced 

these remains: 

Upon ascending the southern slope we encounter many potsherds 
of several different types: black and white ware, red and 
white ware, yellow ware, black ware, and a ware decorated 
with imitation coil and thumb nail designs. These sherds 
increase in numbers as we advance up the slope and we are 
more and more convinced that we are in the presence of an 
archaeological site which must have held a considerable 
population at some time. Was it a permanent habitation 
sporadically occupied by parties over a long period of time? 
(Barrett 1923:176). 

Barrett answered his own question by concluding that the rooms 

were too small and indefensible to have been occupied permanently. 

The site was thus attributed to a seasonal occupation by prehistoric 

farmers who "may have used these caves as shelters while tending 

[their] fields" (Barrett 1923:180). The potsherds that Barrett had 

described were taken to indicate a cliff dweller or pueblo cultural 

affiliation. but -- in apparent ignorance of then-current techniques 

------------ ----
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of ceramic cross-dating. and the Coltons I local ceramic: sequence -- he 

ventured no guesses about the age of the ruins. 

The next year. Barrett and a Museum party returned to 

Flagstaff, this time visiting the Citadel area and conducting a 

hurried but slightly more substantial archaeological investigation. 

During a one-week period in mid-September of 1923. th~ party excavated 

in a badly pothunted burial ground Dear the Citadel, and mapped and 

photographed numerous surrounding ruins. Barrett (1927) produced a 

fairly detailed report of these investigations, including a typology 

of architectural types and photographs of restorable vessels taken 

from the burial ground, but in it be offered few interpretations, 

either cultural or chronological. In one of Barrett's few non-

descriptive observations, he concluded (1927:17) that the 'I-shaped 

doorways of some of the ruins near the Citadel indicated a cultural 

affiliation with the cliff dwellings of Navajo Canyon, but he refused 

to speculate on the relative ages of the ruins in the two areas. 

Barrett suggested (1927:41) that the contrasting architectural styles 

of adjacent ruins near the Citadel might indicate that one group of 

inhabitants had been conquered -by.::. people with different 

architectural ideas," but did not venture a guess as to when such an 

event might have occurred. The only explicit consideration of 

chronological issues is an expression of bafflement regarding how long 

the Citadel might have been occupied: "perhaps a few years, perhaps a 

few centuries" (Barrett 1927:11). 

After the two swmoers of work, Barrett and the other members 
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of the Milwaukee Public Museum evidently lost interest in the 

archaeology of the Flagstaff area, and the 1923 visit marked the end 

of that institution's archaeological excursions there. 

By the JDid-!920s. the Coltons bad decided to make Flagstaff 

their permanent home. Although mallY factors no doubt entered into 

this choice (Hiller 1985:111-114), it WDuld appear that the Coltons' 

artistic and research interests had Bradually shifted away from 

Philadelphia, and to the Southwest. A precipitating event may have 

been the 1925 death of Harold Colton's father. When the will was 

settled, Colton had inherited one fourth of his father's estate. a sum 

that "provided [him] a substantial income for the rest of his life" 

(Hiller 1985:113). Whatever the deciding factors, in April of 1926, 

the Coltons moved permanently to Flagstaff, ready to pursue new 

careers in Southwestern anthropology and art. Except perhaps for 

their initial decision to pursue the study of prehistoric small house 

Sites, few events have had a more lasting impact on Flagstaff 

archaeololY. 

In the ten years between the Coltons' first archaeological 

survey and their permanent move to Flagstaff. they brought Significant 

new Boals, concepts, and methods to the study of local prehistory. 
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Specifically. they combined. a strona research orientation --

investigation of the relationships between environment, agriculture, 

and settlement -- with emergta& methode of twentieth century American 

archaeology. Throughout this period, they worked steadily to collect 

data OD the contents, form, and distribution of prehistoric sites, and 

they proposed a rather sophisticated e8t of chronolog~cal and 

ecological relationships for theae sites. With a permanent move to 

Flagstaff in 1926, the Coltons were prepared to pursue their 

archaeological studies full time, unimpeded by financial constraints 

or career abIiaatioDs, and to bulld on an already substantial base of 

knowledge acquired since 1916. 

Soon after their arrival, however, they were forced to 

confront the resurgent archaeological ambitions of Jesse Walter 

Fewkes, who was returning to Flagstaff in a final effort to vindicate 

his turn-of-the-century research program. It Is to this conflict, and 

the important intellectual transition that it embodies, that I now 

turn. 

NOTES 

1. These wera probably the seven burials that were axcavatad by Harold 
Colton at the "Picture Canyon" sites in 1919 (Colton 1932f:24-25, 
1946b:SO-51j see alao Miller 1985:104). 
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CHAP'I'ER FIVE 

THE RETURN OF JESSE WALTER FEWKES 

Ironically. even as the Coltons were planning their move to 

Flagstaff. a septuagenarian Jesse Walter Fewkes was once again turning 

his attention to that region's archaeological treasures. Had it not 

been for Fewkes I renewed interest I Flagstaff I s archaeological history 

might well have resembled that of other areas of the Southwest, where 

the broadly-conceived, largely intuitive prehistory of researchers 

like Fewkes was quietly replaced by a new generation of archaeological 

scholars who sought local, chronologically-grounded sequences of 

culture change (Meltzer 1985). In Flagstaff, however. Fewkes refused 

to let the transition pass unchallenged, and in the late 19208, as 

head of the U.S. Bureau of American Ethnology (BAE) , he mounted what 

was surely one of the latest and most spirited twentieth-century 

defenses of nineteenth-century archaeological methods and 

interpretations. 

Two events of the mid-1920s seem to have inspired Fewkes' 

return to Flagstaff archaeology. First, Harold Colton sent to Fewkes 

a manuscript reporting the results of the archaeologieal surveys that 

he and his wife had been eonducting around the San Francisco Mountains 

since the summer of 1916 (Colton 1927:142. 1932f:1). In this paper, 

Colton provided maps, illustrations. and photographs of local ruIns, 

as well as a potsherd-based chronology and a rudimentary cultural 

classifieation based on plainware sherds. Fewkes' reaction to the 
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work is unknown, but if he did read the manuscript, he could not have 

missed how very differently the Flalstaff ruins were now being 

interpreted in comparison to his turn-of-the-century ideas. 

A second event, occurring in 1925, had. the very definite 

cODsequence of re-awakening Fawkes I legendary lust for Southwestern 

pottery specImens. Fewkes was reminded of Flagstaff's extraordinary 

pottery endowments when a local artifact collector, 3 :C. Clarke, sent 

to the :BAR a number of pots from burials and cremations exposed in a 

road cut near Young's Canyon (Fawkes 19268:2). At the time, Clarke 

was an associate of Harold ColtOD, and the custodian of Vupatki 

National Monument. Later, Clarke would become a trustee of the Museum 

of Northern Arizona and one of its major contributors (Anonymous 

1928:2, 5, 7. 1929:11, 1930:3; Colton 1933c:62). However. in 1925 

there was not yet a local museum, so he apparently felt that the best 

curator of the collection would be the U.S. government. The artifacts 

were sent first to the BAB (Pawkes and Walcott 1926:62-63), and then 

were transferred to the collections of the u.s. National Museum 

(Wetmore and Walcott 1927:36). 

The Clarke collection obviously impressed Pewkes a great deal. 

He was prompted not only to declare that the decorations on the pots 

were "among the most striking, from an artistic pOint of View, of any 

in our Southwest- (Pewkes 1926a:8), he was further moved to produce an 

uncharacteristically detailed report on the pots and their 
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proveniences in individual burials. The report, issued by the 

Smithsonian Institution as a title in its popular "Miscellaneous 

Collections 11 series, included numerous plates and drawings of pots and 

other artifacts, as well as a crude, five-part, "waren-level pottery 

typology (Fawkes 1926a:3-10). 

The report was not, however, simply descriptive. On the 

contrary, Fewkes seems to have intended it mainly as a vehicle for 

serving notice to a newer generation of Southwestern archaeologists 

that he remained unchastened and undaunted by their criticisms of his 

earlier methods and conclusions (e.g •• Kidder 1924:45). In many 

places in the report Fewkes launched a counterattack on the claims of 

the younger archaeologists, denying that their stratigraphic 

excavations and potsherd studies had produced much of substance. 

Fewkes employed a number of strategies in these rebuttals. One tactic 

was to mount an assault on unspecified "generalizations" by assuming 

an air of scholarly caution: 

Notwithstanding the important articles on Southwestern 
antiquities that have been published during the past decade, 
we are still on the threshhold of the subject. Many 
generalizations thus far suggested are provisional and must 
so remain until more comprehensive knowledge is available to 
provide broader foundations (Fewkes 1926a: 1) . 

Another approach was to pOint out the methodological 

shortcomings of the newer generation of archaeologists by claiming the 

superiority of his own, freer methods of interpretation. Fewkes 

noted, for example, that the recently-acquired Clarke collection had 

--------,---- - ---
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contained a cremation vessel. II:. a most elliptical line of reasoning. 

he concluded that this fact demonstrated the cultural 

interconnectedness of Flagstaff-area ruins, Spanish-contact Zuni, and 

prehistoric sites along the Gila River (Fewkes 1926a:7-8 [footnote 2], 

12 [footnote 4J), On this basis, he reproved his more staid and 

chronologically-minded colleagues for abandoning such creative 

arguments: "This is a very good example of the ease w.lth which 

archeological objects may be interpreted by modern ceremonial 

survivals, a method at present greatly neglected by writers on pueblo 

chronology" (Fewkes 1926a: 12 [footnote 3 J) • 

Fewkes further demonstrated his methodological intransigence 

with a typically idiosyncratic interpretation of the symbolic 

importance of the Clarke collection, drawing parallels with pottery 

and artifacts from across the Southwest. As in his earliest 

publications in Southwestern archaeology, he presented an analysis of 

the collection by means of a free-floating discussion of pottery 

symbols, with little apparent concern for either time or space, and no 

explicit connections between the symbolic comparisons that were made. 

For example, the absence of "killed" vessels in the Clarke collection 

was compared to the common occurrence of this trait in the Mimbres 

area (Fewkes 1924a:26); the absence of broken encircling lines on the 

vessels was compared to the abundance of such decorations on 

collections from Romolovi, Sikyatki, and Awatovi; and the lack of 

exterior decoration on the collection's bowls was contrasted with its 

frequent occurrence on bowls from Sikyatki, Remolov!, "and other ruins 
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in the middle valley of the Little Colorado" (Fewkes 1926a;9). 

Elsewhere, Fewkes saw meaning in the form and decoration of an unusual 

pottery ladle that had been included in collection. In discussing the 

ladle's symbolism, the artifact was compared to such disparate media 

as (1) modern Pueblo rattles; (2) pottery from the Gila and Middle 

Little Colorado River valleys, Sikyatki, and other Hopi ruins; (3) the 

facial decorations of Hopi clowns; and (4) prehistoric clay effigies 

recovered by Kidder and Guernsey (1919:143-144) from sites in the 

Marsh Fass region (Fewkes 1926a: 11). 

To top off his determined rej ection of the newer archaeology. 

Fewkes proposed an entirely new cultural synthesis of the northern 

Soutbwest. Obviously. he was not impressed with Kidder's (1924) then-

recent temporal and areal classifications of prehistoric Southwestern 

cultures, and he presented an alternative classification that 

incorporated many elements of his previous interpretations. 

Supporting this synthesis by reference to the Clarke Collection, 

Fewkes predicted vindication with additional fieldwork, and he 

proposed (1926a:14-l5) what he thought would eventually be hailed as a 

major new prehistoric cultural classification: 

Similar pottery has a wide distribution, and has been 
reported from various points also in Colorado and New Mexico, 
but it is best represented on the Lower San Juan in the 
region called Tokonabi by the Snake people of the Hopi. 

It will probably be found later that a culture not radically 
unlike that indicated by the ceramic and other obj ects from 
Young's Canyon, extended over the whole of Arizona north of 
the Magallanes from the Little Colorado to the San Juan, more 
especially in the eastern part, over the border into New 
Mexico, where we find evidences of a more thickly settled 



region. indicating that incoming people from the north, east. 
and south bad united with it or modified it. and formed a 
mixed pueblo people. 1'he survivors of this mixture are 
represented by inhabitants of the modern Zuni and HopI 
pueblos. especially the latter. which have conserved to our 
own time the least modified cultural elements of the 
prehistoric Southwest. 

. .• The author susgests that the name Taltonabi be 
applied to the culture area. which ia a very extensive one. 
in which the ruins here referred are situated. 
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Fewkes' apparent discontent with contemporary archaeology. and 

his expressed desire for a new cultural classificatIon, very quickly 

manifested itself in • major field InvesticatioD in the Flagstaff 

regIon. In the same Dummer (1926) that the exegesis of the Clarke 

collection appeared, Fawkes returned to Flagstaff to exeavate Elden 

Pueblo. Although his preCise motivation for takIng on a project of 

this magnitude at the advanced age of 75 years iB not known (cf. Kelly 

1970:80, 82-83), based on hill report on the Clarke collection it would 

appear that he was compelled to defend his contributions to 

Southwestern archaeoloBY with yet another large-scale excavation. In 

the Clarke collection report, he had hinted that such a project was in 

the offinB: 

We are greatly in need of field-work in several 11ttle-
known localities.... Olle of the least known of these 
UDinvestigated areas of our Southwest, but one which bids 
fair to yield instructive results bearing on the solution of 
important problems, lies in Arizona, extendiDB down the 
eastern slope of the San Francisco Mountains and ending in 
the foothills on the left bank of the Little Colorado. These 
moWltains are called by the Hopi Indians Nuvatiklobi, or The 



Place of the High Snows. Lying in full eight of the Hopi 
mesas, they are associated with many Indian migration legends 
and important Hopi ceremonials (Fawkes 1926&:1). 

.5 

Thus. in the S'WIIDer of 1926, Fewkes arrived. 1n Flagstaff to excavate 

Blden Pueblo. determined to vindicate both his interpretations and his 

field methods with more symbolic evidence. 

The project turned out to be nothing leS8 than one of the most 

anachronistic field investigations ever conducted in Southwestern 

archaeology. The excavation strategies pursued at Blden Pueblo, 

includins the clearing of rooms and burial areas with horses and 

plows, have been documented elsewhere (Kelly 1970:83-85). and the 

details will not be repeated here. Particularly telling is the fact 

that were it not for the efforts of Fewkes' assistant. BAB ethnologist 

anel linguist J'ohn P. Harrington. there would be few useful records of 

the excavation (Kelly 1970:82). Except for Harrington's efforts, 

however. the work was little different from Fewkes' turn-of-the-

century efforts at Awatovi. Homolovi. or any of the other large 

pueblos that had been excavated for painted pots. Following the same 

str,ategy of previous days (see Fewkes 1898ct528). Fewkes focused his 

attention on the burial areas at Elden, removing more than 150 human 

skeletons and 500 associated whole or reconatructable pots (Fawkes 

1927b:214; Kelly 1970:85). Thirty-four rooms were also excavated, 

Uncharacteristically higb number that is probably due to Fewkes I 

desire that the ruin be restored and designated a National Monument 

(Kelly 1970:85). 

Advanced age and ill health prevented Fewkes from producing a 
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lengthy monograph on the Elden excavations, but he did publish a few 

SUIIIIIlary reports of the work (Fawkes 1926b, 1927b. 1928a, 192Bb). 

including some illustrations and photographs of artIfacts and burials. 

In these reports, he argued that the artifacts and architecture of 

Elden Pueblo bad indeed upbeld his version of Hopi prehistory by 

conclusively demonstrating a link between the prehlst~ric compounds of 

the Gila Basin, the pueblo ruins of the San Juan, and modern Hopi. 

"It ls,· he wrote, ". type ruin strategically placed, adding Dew facts 

bearing aD several problems of the prehistoric Southwest" (Fawkes 

1927b:231). 

A crucial element in this argument was Fewkes' interpretation 

that a large, rectangular room. on the east side of the main pueblo 

room. block represented a kiva. Although there is some question 

whether or not the structure was in fact a kiva (Colton 1946b:213), 

and there is a persistent rumor that some of the aUesed kiva features 

were "manufactured" during the excavation and restoration of the room 

(see especially Smith 1952r163), Fewkes (1928b:4) was adamant about 

its function: 

One of the most significant discoveries at Elden Pueblo was a 
room called the kiva, or ceremoJ:l.ial chlUDber, about midway in 
the length of the ruin on its east side. The kiva has thus 
far not been deScribed from the Flagstaff area and its 
existence has been denied in the ruins of this area. 

'l'he kiva at Elden Pueblo is very large and rectangular in 
form with round corners. It is partly subterranean and bas a 
banquette extending wholly around the wall of the room. It 
also has a ventilator opening externally in the east wall, 
peculiarities which occur in the ruins at Marsh Pass and 
elsewhere. 
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When Fewkes proclaimed the significance of the supposed 

"kiva," it was easy to see why he had taken such pains to describe it 

and argue its function. In this single architectural feature, he 

believed that he had found a smoking gun that would prove the general 

correctness of his interpretations: 

It thus appears that the legend of the modern Hopi that 
certain of the Hopi clans formerly lived on the San Juan and 
its tributaries is not fanciful. but what they recount of the 
southern migration of these clans before they settled on 
their present mesas is supported by archeological evidences 
in architecture as well as ceramics (Fewkes 1928b:4). 

Fewkes sought additional evidence of migrations by asking Hopi 

visitors to the excavation if they knew of any tales that referred to 

Elden Pueblo. "All were unanimous," he claimed, "in their replies 

that Elden Pueblo was built by the ancestors of the Snake Clan, who 

later were joined by other clans, forming by this union what is known 

today as the Hopi tribe" (Fewkes 1926b:30; see also Nequatewa 1955; 

d. Farmer 1955). Still more evidence was adduced in the form of 

artifacts. Because Fewkes bel ieved that Elden was a "meeting place," 

strategically located between the Gila and San Juan Rivers, he felt 

free to make artifact comparisons in either direction. Thus, spindle 

whorls and paint grinding stones were compared to examples from Cas a 

Grande and Mexico (Fewkes 1927b: 213); carved bone implements were said 

to be similar to those still used by Hopi and Zuni warriors (Fewkes 

1927b:214); pottery was judged similar in some respects to that from 

Marsh Pass, but in other ways to ceramics from the Gila Valley (Fewkes 
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1927b:221); and shell jewelry, though obviously originating from the 

south (Fewkes 18968) I was believed to "closely resemble many similar 

objects stUl surviving among the Hopi" (Fewkes 1926b: 14). 

Fewkes aleo made it claar that he was not impressed by the 

prehistoric chroDologies that had been built by the newer 

generation of archaeologists, Dor by the prominent role that they had 

aSSigned to chronological control in archaeological interpretation. 

Throughout his career, Fewkes had largely regarded the relative ages 

of the phenomena that he interpreted as a moot or irrelevant point. 

and the interpretation of Elden Pueblo presented DO exception. By 

claiming that Elden Pueblo provided a Unk between the supposedly 

"ancientl! compounds of the Gila RiVer and the pueblos of the San .Juan, 

he was ignoring the chronological relationships of Southwestern ruins 

and pottery types that had been proposed on the basis of stratigraphy, 

seriation. and even, by 1927. relative dendrochronology (Douglass 

11)21). Kidder (1924:103-104. 113), for example, bad proposed from 

ceramic evidence that compound architecture at sites in the Gila 

drainage was comparatively late in the prehistoric sequence. 

Meanwhile, through stratigraphic excavations at Togetzoge, Pueblo 

Grande, and La Ciudad, Erich Schmidt (1926, 1927, 1928) had argued for 

the relative recency of compound architecture at eites in the Salt 

RiVer drainage, and had presented a stratigraphic sequence of 

intrusive northern ceramics. Furthermore, at about the same time as 

the Blden excavations. A.E. Douglass obtained wooden beams from 

Wupatki Pueblo and the Citadel -- both of which contained pottery 
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similar to that found at Elden Pueblo -- which established them as 

late prehistoric ruins (Douglass 1929; Robinson et al. 1975:36. 92; 

Site Files, Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research, University of Arizona). 

Still, Fewkes persisted in his skepticism about Southwestern 

chronologies, and he clung to the point, made fifteen years before 

(Fewkes 1912b: 150) that lithe relative age of Gila compounds and San 

Juan pueblos is a problem we are as yet unable to satisfactorily 

solve" (Fewkes 1927b:231; see also Fewkes 1924a:27). One concession. 

however, is evident; although he considered Elden to be "archaic" and 

similar to "the oldest ruins in Arizona" (meaning, of course, the 

compound sites of the Gila Basin that were more proximate to supposed 

Hopi ancestral sites in Mexico [Fewkes 1912b:150-152]), he apparently 

could not deny the obvious resemblance of the Elden ceramics to late 

prehistoric "Kayenta Ware" described by Kidder (1924:6B-72). Thus, 

perhaps rethinking previous ideas about how old the "oldest ruins in 

Arizona" might actually be, Fewkes proposed (1926b:30) with 

considerable accuracy that Elden Pueblo had been occupied between A.D. 

1100 and 1300 (see Colton 1946b:45 and Kelly 1970:89 for more recent 

estimates of the ruin's age). 

One can well imagine Harold Colton's frustrations as he 

endured Fewkes' excavation and interpretations of Elden Pueblo. 

Certainly it must have been difficult for Colton to witness such a 



90 

destructive assault on both a previously unmolested ruin, and nearly a 

decade's worth of systematic fieldwork, classification, and synthesis. 

His frustration could only have been heightened by the knowledge that 

Fewkes, as head of the BAE. had absolute authority to conduct the 

investigation in any way he saw fit. It must also be reaUzed that 

during and after the work at Elden, Fewkes maintained .control over the 

fate of Colton's BAE survey manuscript (Colton 1932£), a publication 

that was of great importance to the latter's budding career as a 

Southwestern archaeologist. 

In spite of these tensions, there were few public clashes. 

The Coltons, mindful of their emerging status as community leaders, 

entertained in their new home both Fewkes and Harrington during the 

1926 field work at Elden Pueblo, and it would appear that all were 

able to maintain cordial relations for the duration of that summer 

(Mi11er 1985:116). As Miller (1985:174) has noted, such restrained 

civility was a hallmark of Harold Colton's personality: nColton was 

not combative or argumentative in any of his professional 

associations n (see also Smith 1984:87). 

However, when conflicts between Fawkes and Harold Colton did 

later surface they were quite lively. even if not exactly to the point 

of their real differences. One particularly revealing exchange was 

begun in the pages of ~ magazine, wherein Fawkes (1926c). 

reporting on a paper read to the National Academy in 19.26, claimed 



that he had discovered an important new ruin that be called Elden 

Pueblo: 

the object of [this] communication [is] to announce the 
discovery, by archaeological methods, of • prehistoric pueblo 
which had Dever been described •••• 

This pueblo was excavated during the period from June to 
September of the present year. It was practically unknown to 
any scientific man before Hay ••.. 

,;'he name "Elden Pueblo" was given to the ruin by the author 
on account of its neighborhood to Eldan Mesa .••• 
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These apparently innocuous annOUDcements irritated Colton for 

at least two reasons beyond his general disagreements with Fewkes' 

style of archaeology. First, Fewkes had ~ discovered the pueblo, 

and second, the ruin already.!!.!!! a name, given to it by Colton some 

years before. Colton'. exasperation with Fewkes is evident in a 

February, 1927 reply, also published. in ~: 

If the author [Fewkes] would refer to the Memoirs of the 
American Anthropological Association, (1918) volume V. number 
4, he would find on page 115 the ruin described as pueblo 142 
and figured on plate X, figure 1. In a manuscript of an 
intensive survey of the ruins of the San Francisco Mountain 
region which has been in the hands of the Bureau of Ethnology 
for the past year and a half awaiting publication, this ruin 
is again dQscrlbed, furnished with a measured plan and given 
a name. Indeed, Dr. Fewkes undertook the excavation of the 
ruin at the suggestion of the writer and used the measured 
plan referred to above in the early part of his excavations 
(Colton 1927r142). 

Colton went on to say that Fewkes' suggested name for the 

ruin, "Blden Pueblo, II was "Ul-advised, II since the same name had 

alread,. been applied to another ruin that was much closer to Blden 
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Mountain. He pointed out that in his BAE survey manuscript, be had 

referred to Fewkes' "Elden Pueblo" as "Sheep Hill Pueblo," to Colton a 

more logical choice since the site was only "a quarter of a mile from 

the conspicuous crater of Sheep Hill" (Colton 1927:142). 

In February of 1927, Fewkes submitted to Science a rejoInder 

to Colton's charges (Fewkes 1927a). Although he apologized for 

"inadvertance" in neglecting to mention Colton's previous discovery of 

Elden Pueblo, he denied using Colton's maps, and he downplayed 

Colton's role in selecting the site for excavation: It! must say," 

Fewkes wrote, "that it was due more to the efforts of Mr. J .C. 

Clarke." He also defended the name "Elden l'ueblo, It arguing that 

inasmuch as this is the first ruin in the immediate 
neighborhood of Elden Mesa to be excavated and made available 
to tourists and students, and as that Mesa is a most 
conspicuous obj ect in the surrounding landscape, I think that 
the appropriateness will not be questioned. As other ruins 
which !'rofessor Colton mentions are opened up and studied, 
equally appropriate names can surely be applied to them. 

Here, the dispute ended. Already debilitated by recent major 

surgery at the time of his Elden !'ueblo excavations, Fewkes' health 

deteriorated rapidly, and he was forced into retirement in January, 

1928 (Swanton and Roberts 1931:615). Following this, he performed no 

additional field work, and undertook no Significant writings. On May 

31, 1930, Jesse Walter Fewkes died, and with him went the last 

advocate of a program for "tracing ••• a migration legend of a pueblo 

people, step by step, by archaeological methods" (Fewkes 1898c:539; 

see also Hough 1931; Swanton and Roberts 1931). 
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The Coltons must have envisioned their 1926 move to Flagstaff 

as a leap into an exciting future of scientific and artistic pursuit, 

but local archaeology that year was firmly tied to the past. As the 

Coltons were making their move to Flagstaff, jesse Walter Fewkes was 

returning to make one last archaeological stand at Blden rueblo. 

Here, he hoped to revitalize long-rejected interpretatIons with Dew 

archaeological evidence, and thus to show a Dew generatIon of scholars 

that the pursuit of Hopi migration Ielands eould yet lead to 

significant insilhta into Southwestern prehistory. Instead, he seems 

only to have highlighted the obsolescenc:e and futility of his 

particular brand of archaeology by presenting yet another 

idiosyncratic and. selective "reading" of artifacts and. architecture. 

As the 19208 drew to a close. it was clear that potsherds and. small

house sites. not clan symbols and. migrations, would guide Flagstaff 

archaeology in the decades to come. 

Yet. it would be a great mistake to view the archaeoloBY of 

late 1920s Flagstaff in isolation from the larger intellectual 

currents that bad swept Southwestern archaeolosy, and indeed, American 

anthropology, in the early years of the twentieth century. Although 

the clash between Fewkes and Colton is Beasoned with the spice of 

personal conflict. the real source of their differences lay in a 

broader transformation, from the personal, perhaps even idiosyncratic 

accounts acceptable to nineteenth century anthropology. to the more 
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rilorous standards of description and interpretation that emerged with 

tbe "professionalization" of the discipline by Franz Boas and his 

students in the first few decades of the 1900s (Lowie 1937:128-130. 

154-155; Harris 1968:250-252, 301-302, Stocking 1968:210-211; Hinsley 

1981:223-224; J'acknis 1985:75, 108; Meltzer 1985:256, 258). 

In North American archaeology. the Boasian ideal of detailed, 

region-specific description of cultures was abetted by a new-found 

control over time, achieved prIncipally through the methodological 

innovations of stratigraphy, seriation, and. for the Southwest. 

dendrochronology. Temporal control served well the aims of 

Southwestern archaeology in the period between the world wars, when 

the definition of local cultUres, and. the reCODstruction of culture 

change, particularly material culture change, was intensively pursued. 

These activities reflected a new, historical-descriptive phase of 

American anthropology (Honigman 1976:211-212) that emphasized the 

delineatioD and description of individual cultures and culture areas 

(e.g., Boas 1896; Kroeber 1922, 1923, 1925; Wissler 1922, 1923). From 

his earliest archaeological research, Harold Colton fit this 

traditioD. working in a limited region around the San Francisco Paaks 

to build a detailed, chronological sequence of changes in material 

culture, house types, agricultural practices, and settlement patterns, 

for the explicit purpose of identifying the relationships between 

these variables and the environment (see especially Colton 1!H8). 

A particular liability of Jesse Walter Fewkes throughout 

this transformation was his unwillingness to accept the Dew methods of 
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temporal e:ontrol. One ean only speculate how Fewkes, with his 

impressive personal knowledge of Hopi oral tradition. and unparalled 

grasp of Southwestern ceramic design, might have influenced 

Southwestern archaeology had he used the emerging ceramic chronologies 

in his later work. The pity was that he did Dot. Thus, Fewkes' work 

at Elden Pueblo stands as a bitter epilogue to a long career in 

Southwestern archaeology, and as all: excellent example of the conflicts 

entailed as the discipline moved from Individual, intuitive 

interpretations of Native American myths and traditions, to a shared 

sense of scientific goals and methods. 

For the conduct of archaeology in the Flagstaff area, the 

efforts of Fawkes at Elden Pueblo had immediate and tangible 

consequences. Perhaps most important. his hasty excavation and 

removal of the Elden Pueblo artifacts contributed to the founding of 

the Museum of Northern Arizona in 1928. This event, along with two 

other important innovations -- the 1927 development of the Pecos 

Classification, and the closinc of the Bo-called "tree-ring" gap in 

1929 -- have exerted a profound influence on the course of Flagstaff 

archaeology to the present day. I turn now to these three 

developments. and to a discussion of how they have enabled and 

influenced subsequent archaeological research. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

YEARS OF TRANSITION, 1927-1929 

The closing years of the 1920s mark a transitional period in 

which the stage was rapidly set for fUrther reseao:;:h under the goals 

and methods defined by the Coltons in the previous decade. Three 

events of major importance mark this transition: (1) the founding of 

the Museum of Northern Arizona; (2) the creation of the Pecos Cultural 

Classification system; and (3) the bridging of the so-called "tree-

ring" gap. 

It is perhaps Dot widely realized that the work of Jesse 

Walter Fewkes had significant but unintended impacts on Flagstaff 

archaeology in the late 1920s. Perhaps most important is the fact 

that Fewkes I excavations at Elden Pueblo galvanized public support for 

a local museum, and thus contributed in some measure to the founding 

of the Museum of Northern Arizona. When Flagstaff citizens realized 

that Fewkes had taken the highly publicized Elden Pueblo artifacts 

back to the Smithsonian Institution for permanent storage, they were 

outraged. Publ ic meetings were organized to promote a local museum, 

and the conduct of Fewkes was invoked more than once to remind 

citizens of what had happened without such a museum. At one such 

forum, .]. C. Clarke, one-time friend and guide of Fewkes J claimed that 

the recent excavation of Elden Pueblo constituted "the latest notable 



example of [the J 'hogging' of Arizona' s archaeological treasures" 

(Coconino Sun 8/12/27). Eyron Cummings, Dean of the University of 

Arizona, echoed Clarke's comments: 

Dr. Cummings said he protested to Dr. Fewkes against carrying 
all of these things away. most of them to be stored in the 
cellars at the Smithsonian and ultimately to be "carried out 
its back doors," and that he told Dr. Fewkes [that} part at 
least of the specimens should be left here. He said he did 
not ask on behalf of the State university museum, but on 
behalf of Flagstaff; but that not only were they all carried 
away, but he himself wasn't given the opportunity to see any 
of them (Coconino Sun 8/12/27). 

97 

Such statements no doubt inflamed the small-town boosterism of 

1920s Flagstaff, and may have succeeded in convincing citizens that a 

local museum could prevent future pilfering of the area's antiquities. 

Within a year of Fewkes' departure, the Museum of Northern Arizona was 

founded as a place "where the archaeological and ethnological 

treasures of Northern Arizona can be preserved" (Anonymous 1928; l). 

It is difficult to say whether Fewkes' Elden project was a 

deCiding or merely contributing factor in this process. ActUally, the 

foundation of a museum in Flagstaff had been planned for several years 

before the Museum of Northern Arizona was established. As early as 

1923, the Flagstaff Woman's Club had attempted to accomodate local 

interest in Flagstaff prehistory by displaying a few prehistoric 

"curios" in its meeting hall (Colton 1933a:9-10). 

However, it was not until 1927 that serious plans were made to 

establish a museum. In August of that year, during a horseback ride, 

the idea was discussed by Harold Colton and Frank C. Lockwood, Dean of 



98 

the University of Arizona. liithin a few days of this conversation, 

Lockwood proposed the concept t.o the Flagstaff Chamber of Commerce, 

and an organizing committee was formed. The idea was well-received by 

the Chamber, and plans to organize a museum fell quickly into place. 

In early 1928, the Northern Arizona Society of Science and Art was 

established to administer the museum, and the society quickly elected 

a board of trustees. Harold S. Colton was installed as Fresident of 

the Society and Director of the Museum, and Mary-Russell Ferrell 

Col ton was elected Curator of Art. The Flagstaff Woman's Club offered 

a newly-built meeting hall to provide exhibit space, the Museum of 

Northern Arizona accepted. and on September 6, 1928, the Museum was 

officially opened (Colton 1933a;11; Miller 1985:124. 133). The guest 

speaker on that evening was Byron Cummings, who spoke about his recent 

excavations at Turkey Hill Pueblo (Anonymous 1928: 5) . 

Although it would take more than a year for the Museum to 

become properly equipped, staffed, and organized (Anonymous 1930: 1), 

its impact on the conduct of archaeology in the Flagstaff area was 

immediately felt. For one thing, it meant that the summer 

archaeological investigations begun by the Coltons in 1916, and now 

continued mostly by Harold Colton, could be run on an expanded scale, 

year-round, from a Flagstaff base. Second, although there were no 

formal divisions of archaeological territories in the Southwest. the 

presence in Flagstaff of the Museum of Northern Arizona effectively 

blocked subsequent archaeological expeditions by outside institutions. 

This situation had a price, of course, in that it insured a certain 



99 

singularity in methods, goals, and interpretations. On the other 

hand, it also brought a clear focus to Flagstaff-area archaeological 

research. and perhaps more important -- considering the intensive work 

that was soon to come across the Southwest in ceramic and cultural 

taxonomies -- it provided a central repository where materials and 

data could be stored. Freviously, archaeological collections had been 

removed from Flagstaff at the end of a field proj ect. and shipped to a 

variety of institutions, including the Smithsonian Institution, the 

Milwaukee I'ublic Museum, and the Arizona State Museum. Now, all 

archaeological objects and records of surveys and excavations could be 

housed under a single roof, insuring a previously impossible 

conSistency in taxonomy and the training of field workers, and an 

ability to reinspect primary archaeological materials to verify or 

revise conclusions. The latter benefit WOUld. as will be discussed 

later, prove most important to the development of archaeological 

method and knowledge in the Flagstaff area. 

Finally, although the subject cannot be adequately dealt with 

in this paper, the intellectual abilities and inclinations of Harold 

Colton would have a profound effect on the theoretical orientation and 

methods of Flagstaff-area archaeological research, and thus on the 

specific version of Flagstaff prehistory that would emerge in the 

coming decades. Colton, with his distinguished background as a 

professional zoologist, was especially suited to the task of 

qua.atifying and systematizing the enormous amounts of art if actual , 

arChitectural, and chronological information that the Museum's 
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archaeological expedItions would soon collect. More important. 

because his concern with gathering and Borting details was 

complemanted with serious intere ... ts in zoology. geography. 

meteorology, and ethnology, there was little danger that the details 

themselves would become the end. Under Colton's direction, the 

personnel of MNA would later pursue an almost unbelievable variety of 

research topics, including studies of the effects of soil conditions 

on tree arowth (McGregor 19368) I experiments in corn germination and 

growth (Haule 1963; Colton 1965), and analysis of IDeal precipitation 

patterns (Colton 1958b). All of these disparate topics, however. were 

connected with a broad theme that had been articulated as early as 

l!HB. and that was the exploration of the relationships between 

environment anel hUlllan behavior. 

To insure that the theme was exploreel to his satisfaction, 

Colton chose to emplo,. personnel whose inclinations and abilities 

matched his own. Thus, among the first to be hired at the new museum 

was Assistant Director L;ynelon L. Hargrave, traineel in biolog,. anel 

specifically selected by Colton for his demonstrateel talents in 

s,.stematizing Southwestern ceramics (see. for example, McGregor 

193b83-84). It was an important choice. for in the next decade 

Colton and Hargrave would together produce a series of ceramic 

articles and handbooks (Hargrave 1932a, 1935aj Colton 1932a; Colton 

and Hargrave 1937) that still provide the basic frameworks for 

classifying the prehistoric ceramics of Northern Arizona. 
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~ !!.£2!. Classification 

At about the lIame time that the Museum of Northern Arizona was 

founded, there were two developments beyond the Flagstaff area that 

would have an important impact on future research there. The first 

was the proposal, in 1927, of the (leeDs CUltural Classification 

(Kidder 1927i Woodbury 1973:39-40, 112-116). According to its 

principal author. Alfred Vincent Kidder. the Classification was an 

attempt "to lay the foundations for a unified system of nomenclature" 

so that archaeologists across the Southwest could more systematically 

plan their investigations, and more effectIvely conuunieate the 

results. Based on "chronologically sequent periods" of cultural 

development. the Pecos Classification recognized eight basic nstages ll 

of Southwestern prehistory: lSasketmaker I-III, and Pueblo I-V. Each 

stage was differentiated from the previous one variously by changes in 

head shape, subsistence, architecture, artifacts, and settlement 

pattern. 

The Pecos Classification was the outcome of a meeting of 

Southwestern archaeologists Dear Pecos Pueblo from August 29-31, 1927. 

One of the archaeologists present at this conference was Harold 

Colton. As related by Miller (1985:119), Colton learned of the 

event quite by accidetlt: 

He bad read a notice in a newspaper that A. V. Kidder of the 
Robert S. Peabody Foundation for Archaeology at Phillips 
Academy in Andover, Hassachusetts, had invited Southwestern 
archaeologists to a meeting of the Pecos Pueblo ruins in New 
Mexico. where Kidder had been excavating. Although Harold 
hadn't received a personal invitation. he went anyway. WitJ::1 

----_. __ .. ---



Mary-Russell and her Fhiladelphia artist-friend, Isabelle 
Bronson Cartwright. he drove his 1922 Buick to Pecos, New 
Mexico. They set up camp across the wash from Kidder's 
excavations. and Harold attended all the sessions held at 
that archaeological convoeation. 

Colton had previously relied on the work of Kidder to argue 
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that the ceramics and cranial deformation of prehistoric Flagstaff-

area populations was basically puebloan, and that the 'earth lodges, 

cliff-houses, and pueblos there had been "built by the same people" 

(Colton 1920;300). Also, based on the data that bad been accumulated 

by his summer surveys, Colton had perceived that there had been an 

evolution of house types and settlement patterns that appeared to 

folloW the sequence proposed in the Pecos Classification. He was 

therefore quite receptive to the scheme as a device for organizing the 

archaeological record of the Flagstaff area, and immediately embraced 

its chronological and evolutionary implications as well as its 

convenience as a device for framing and communicating research 

questions. The Pecos Classification throughout the 1930s therefore 

served as the major device of the Museum of Northern Arizona for 

classifying sites and reconstructing trends in artifact styles, 

subsistence, architecture, and settlement patterns. Only in the 

latter part of the 1930s, when Colton began to envision the Flagstaff 

area as basically Don-puebloan, was the Pecos Classification scheme 

formally supplanted with a local cultural taxonomy and chronological 

sequence (Colton 1939b). 
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Dendrochronology 

A third important development of the late 19205 was the 

bridging of the tree-ring "gap" that allowed the absolute dating of 

sites and artifact styles. The history of dendrochronology has been 

detailed in several excellent accounts (Douglass 1929; Haury 1962; 

Robinson 1967, 1976; Dean 1978b) and will not be repeated here. It 

should be noted, however, that people and places of the Flagstaff area 

figured prominently in the development of the science. For example, 

the inspiration for regarding tree-rings as a climatic record is 

attributed to a wagon ride taken by Douglass in the Kaibab Forest 

while working in nearby Flagstaff as an astronomer. Later. when wood 

samples were sought by Douglass to build a prehistoric ring sequence, 

it was Flagstaff-area ruins such as Wupatki, Lomaki, the Citadel, and 

Turkey Hill Pueblo that contributed important portions of the early 

floating chronology. Finally, Lyndon Hargrave of tiNA was a prominent 

member of the National Geographic Beam Expeditions that were designed 

to connect the historic and prehistoric ring chronologies. Hargrave in 

fact was "on loan" from the Museum of Northern Arizona to the Third 

National Geographic Beam Expedition from IiNA when he and Emil Haury 

recovered the charcoal specimens that finally bridged the gap in 1929 

(Haury 1962). 

One final event marks the end of "outsiders' It participation in 

pre-war Flagstaff archaeology, and the beginning of a long period of 
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dominance by the Museum of Northern Arizona. Soon after Fewkes' work 

at Elden Pueblo, and perhaps inspired by the prodigious haul of 

artifacts from that site (Anonymous 1928:3; Kelly 1970:86), Byron 

Cummings of the University of Arizona arrived in Flagstaff to dig 

Turkey Hill Fueblo, another large, late prehistoric community located 

just east of Elden Pueblo. Cummings no doubt was interested in the 

artifacts that could be obtained from the ruin, but another important 

mission was the training of students in archaeological field 

techniques. The site was excavated in the swnmers of 1927 and 1928; 

the first summer's work was supervised by Emil W. Haury, who was then 

an archaeology student at the University of Arizona. 

Unfortunately, as with Fewkes' project at Elden, no formal 

report was ever issued on the excavations at Turkey Hill. Today the 

only documentation of this work is found in a large artifact 

collection at the Arizona State Museum, a smaller collection at the 

Museum of Northern Arizona, and in a set of field notes, photographs, 

and drawings on file in the Arizona State Historical Society Museum in 

Tucson. One important historical aspect of Turkey Hill !'ueblo is that 

it, along with Wupatki and the Citadel, was one of the first ruins to 

be successfully tree-ring dated in the Southwest, first according to 

the relative or "floating" chronology that existed prior to 1929, and 

in 1929 according to the Christian calendar. 

--- -- ~----~. 
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As the 19208 drew to a close, three innovations set the stage 

for a remarkable period of archaeological activity that would unfold 

during the next decade. First, in the Museum of Northern Arizona, the 

Coltons established a new institution equipped to pursue Flagstaff 

archaeology unchallenged by outside institutions or individuals. 

Although they had for years collected archaeological survey data on a 

part-time basis, they could now conduct more intensive studies, 

including archaeological excavations. The creation of the Fecos 

Cultural Classification system, in 1927. and the final realization of 

of the absolute dating potential of dendrochronology. in 1929, 

provided the remaining two elements. Thus, in 1929, after a short 

period of organization. installation of key personnel. and some minor 

archaeological field proj ects (Anonymous 1930: 1 j Col ton 1946b: 84-90). 

the Coltons were ready to lead the Museum of Northern Arizona in the 

fulfillment of its expected potential. In short. they were set to 

discover the "one grand history" they believed lay hidden in the 

pithouse and pueblo ruins of the San Francisco Mountains. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

"ONE GRAND HISTORY"; PRE-WAR EXPEDITIONS, 1930-1941 

In the summer of 1930, personnel at the Museum of Northern 

Arizona were eager to attack the archaeological record of the San 

Francisco Mountain region. Their plan was simple: " .•. to 

investigate Pueblo II, a little-known period in Southwestern 

archaeology" (Anonymous 1931:2). Specifically, a five month 

expedition was planned to excavate sites in the area of Deadmans Flat, 

20 miles north of Flagstaff. Here. the MNA Archaeological Survey had 

recorded more than 120 house depressions, many of which had Pueblo II 

potsherds scattered about nearby. Deadmans Flat was the same area 

where Col ton had test-excavated one of these depressions more than. a 

decade before (Colton 1920), and had concluded that it and others 

represented prehistoric "hogans." The Museum's archaeological 

expedition of 1930 was therefore returning to the "hogan" problem, but 

with a perspective that had evolved considerably since 1920. The 

"hogans" of Colton's earlier work were now termed "earthiodges" or 

"pithouses," and were known to represent a common architectural fol'1ll 

in the era prior to masonry pueblos (Hargrave 1930:1). As such, they 

were believed to offer great potential for containing both the burned 

beams necessary to date l'ueblo II, and the pottery and other artifacts 

needed to refine the definition of that stage (Hergrave 1930:3). 

Thus, on June 1. 1930, supported by a two-thousand dollar donation, 

ASSistant Museum Director Lyndon L. Hargrave, University of Arizona 
2 

archaeology student John C. McGregor. and a crew of students and 
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laborers took to the field. In this, the first full season of 

archaeology following the closing of the tree-ring "gap," all fully 

expected to spend the summer dating and defining the local version of 

the Pueblo II stage. 

In fact, much useful information on the local form of Pueblo 

II was gathered that year, but all events of the summe.r were 

overshadowed by an unexpected and supremely important discovery: Over 

the course of a few days in June. four separate observations were made 

that demonstrated conclusively that Sunset Crater, a cinder cone 

volcano about 15 miles northeast of Flagstaff, had erupted during the 

prehistoric pueblo occupation (Colton 1946b:25B). 

Archaeological ~ £f the Eruption. lli.Q. 

The first observation leading to this discovery was made by 

McGregor and a crew of student excavators from Arizona State Teacher's 

College in Flagstaff. As they worked in a deep, prehistoric pithouse, 

designated by the MNA Archaeological Survey as site NA 1296, they 

noticed a lens of black, angular volcanic ash in the house fill. 

Close scrut.iny of the lens revealed two layers of cinders: the 

cinders in the bottom layer appeared coarse and angular, while those 

in the top were finer and more rounded, as if redeposited by wind 

(McGregor 1936b:3). The presence of the ash deposit, and the layers 

within it, were puzzling, but no interpretation could be immediately 

made. 
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Shortly afterward, a second observation was made by Hargrave 

and his crew while excavating a pithouse. NA 860A, on the same ridge 

as NA 1296. In NA 860A, Hargrave also noticed volcanic ash, this time 

in the postholes and above the floor of the pithouse (McGregor 

1936b:3; Colton 1946b:80). Furthermore, the ash was very similar to 

that seen by McGregor in NA 1296 (McGregor 1936b:3). Again, the ash 

was noted, but its significance still was Dot realized. 

Within a few days of Hargrave's excavation, a third 

observation was made by the Museum's Curator of Geology, "Major" 

Lionel F. Brady. Brady's discovery was quite accidental, and occurred 

under somewhat unusual circumstances. In June, 1930, an Australian 

watercolor painter, H. Neville-Smith, had been invited to the Museum 

for a one-person show of his work (Anonymous 1931:2; Colton 1960:26). 

While in Flagstaff, Neville-Smith desired to make paintings of some 

local landscapes, and he wished especially to make one of Sunset 

Crater. Because he lacked an automobile, the task of transporting him 

to the vicinity of Sunset Crater fell to Brady, who, as the Museum's 

resident geologist, obviously knew the route. While waiting for 

Neville-Smi th to complete his work near Sunset Crater, Brady took a 

walk on the deep cinders that had been ejected from the volcano. Much 

to his surprise J he soon found a handful of what he knew were early 

black-on-white potsherds lying on the surface. directly on top of a 

thick layer of volcanic cinders (McGregor 1936b: 3 j Colton 1960: 26). 

Brady returned to the Museum and reported his find, and the 

significance of the ash deposits just observed in the excavated 
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pithouses was realized; the potsherds that Brady found must have 

somehow worked their way to the surface from a prehistoric site 

beneath the ash of Sunset Crater, and it was probably the same ash 

that bad been seen in the two pithouses. NA 1296 and NA 860A. 

Hargrave and his archaeological crew were quickly dispatched to the 

area where Brady had found the sherds, and they set to work test

excavating for buried pithouses. Their efforts soon were rewarded 

with the "Sunset l'itbouse" (NA 1653), a dwelling (actually, two 

superimposed pithouses) that was completely sealed beneath a deep 

layer of volcanic ashes (McGregor 1936b:3; Colton 1946b:l25). The 

fourth, and clinching observation had now been made. It was apparent 

that Sunset Crater had spewed forth its ash during the prehistoric 

pueblo period, covering pithouses that had boan inhabited during the 

early stages of the ceramic period occupation (Anonymous 1931: 1) . 

Furthermore. because many archaeological sites in the Flagstaff area 

were known to post-date the eruption -- having been built on or 

through the ash and cinder deposits -- it was clear the the 

prehistoric occupation had continued under what must have been 

radically altered environmental conditions. 

This was indeed an exciting discovery. for previous 

researchers had known only that SUnset Crater was among the most 

recent cinder cones in the San Francisco Mountain Volcanic Field. 

Even the most informed geologist who had worked in the area. Henry H. 

Robinson, had been forced to guess. and he could offer only the vague 

suggestion that the eruption had taken place between 300 and 1000 
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years before (Robinson 1913:90). This was hardly a reliable figure, 

and in any case, a latitude of 700 years was practically useless for 

asseSSing the impact of the eruption on prehistoric popUlations. 

However, with the discovery that pithouses lay beneath the ash, and 

with the promise that tree-ring specimens might be able to give a 

preCise date for a major envircl:l!-nental event, the eruption of Sunset 

Cr.:lter was about to assume an unanticipated significance in Flagstaff 

archaeology. 

The impact of this discovery on the archaeological goals of 

the Museum of Northern Arizona was immediate and profound. The 

finding was not right away hailed in archaeological literatUre as a 

significant one (in fact it was announced rather quietly in the 

summary report of Museum activities for 1930 [Anonymous 1931: 11), but 

it would forever alter Flagstaff archaeology. It would not be an 

exaggeration to conclude that most subsequent archaeological research 

on the prehistoric ceramic period of the Flagstaff area has in some 

way addressed the effects of the eruption of Sunset Crater. The 

eruption became a benchmark for the prehistoriC occupation, 

dichotomizing it, and perhaps reducing it, into pre-eruptive and post

eruptive patterns. 

Certainly the eruption was a central issue in the 

archaeological research of the 1930s, and it gave coherence to an 

incredibly prOlific and wide-ranging series of archaeological 
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proj ects. Because this work provided the data base that was used in 

the 19308 to formulate most aspects of the current version of 

Flagstaff prehistory, a summary of the archaeological activities of 

MNA from 1931-1941 is presented below. The importance of these 

expeditions is two-fold: (a) the intensity of archaeological 

activities during this period -- including the creatio.D of ceramic and 

cultural taxonomies and chronological frameworks -- has never been 

matched; and (b) the large majority of archaeological materials and 

data available today were obtained during this period. 

MNA Archaeological Expeditions. ~ 

The 1930 discoveries regarding the eruption of Sunset Crater 

spawned a series of MNA archaeological expeditions designed to explore 

a wide variety of archaeological topics in a number of the geographic 

zones surrounding Flagstaff. These expeditions are reviewed in 

chronological order below. 

Pecos Stages and the Eruption: Expeditions of 1931 and 1932 

The fall and winter of 1930-31 were spent analyzing the 

results of the 1930 Archaeological Expedition and preparing for the 

expedition of 1931. Over the winter, three goals were formulated for 

the next year. First. and most important, was the dating of the 
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eruption of Sunset Crater. In 1930. HNA personnel had worked out 

methods for maximizing the recovery of cultural material and tree-ring 

samples by concentrating Oil burned houses, and this would not change. 

Burned houses were still the focus of excavation, but in 1931 the 

emphasis was on finding such structures beneath layers of SUnset 

Crater ash. Thus, a large portion of the 1931 Expedition was devoted 

to the area of Bonito Terrace. where Pueblo I and early Pueblo II 

shards -- now known to be of pre-eruptive age -- had been seen at the 

surface. It was hoped that these ·sherd areas" would mark the 

locations of ash-covered pithouses. and that the" would provide wood 

specimens suitable for datIng. 

In 1931. as in 1930, the Expedition was also concerned with 

understanding the local manifestation of the cultural stages of the 

Pecos Classification. Therefore, a secondary goal, retained from the 

previous year, was to further define and date the local expression of 

the relatively poorly dQcumented Pueblo II stage (Hargrave 1931bd). 

To some extent this goal was now subsumed under the problem of dating 

the eruption of Sunset Crater, since the eruption vas thought to have 

taken place between late Pueblo I and early Pueblo II. However, 

research interests at the Museum ineluded the Whole of Pueblo II, 

three areas north of the heavy ashfaU zone were also to be 

investilated: the Hedic:!ne Valley, Deadman Mesas, and the Lava 

Terraces, a region north of Deadmans Hesa. The archaeological survey 

had previously identified numerous Pueblo II sherd seatters and 

pithouse depressions in those areas, and several of these sites were 
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selected for excavation. 

A final goal of the 1931 Expedition was to trace the 

continuity of the Pueblo II stage into Pueblo III (Hargrave 1931b:l-

3). In 1931. several large Pueblo III sites were known in the 

Flagstaff area, and two of them, Elden and Turkey Hill pueblos, had 

been excavated. A third large, Pueblo III site, Wupatki, had not yet 

been excavated by archaeologists, but it was well-dated by tree-rings 

(Douglass 1929:743; McGregor 1930:2), and many artifacts looted from 

the site had either been described in the literature by Fewkes 

(1900:442, 1904a:16) or donated to MNA by J ,C. Clarke (Anonymous 

1928:2). Elden, Turkey Hill, and Wupatki therefore illustrated that 

after the eruption, there bad been profound, and perhaps rapid 

cultural changes, from the Pueblo II developmental stage --

characterized by small groups of earthlodges and vestibule houses --

to the l'ueblo III stage, with large, multistoried pueblos, rich 

burials, great changes in the variety and quality of pottery, and an 

apparent shift in the focus of settlement from the pine forests into 

lower elevations. Another feature of interest was the fact that some 

Pueblo III sites In the Flagstaff area had associated with them "large 
3 

elongated depressions" of unknown fUnction (Hargrave 1931b: 2-3). All 

of these aspects of the Pueblo III stage presented an intriguing 

picture of cultural change, snd a primary question was whether this 

change represented indigenoUl'1 development, or had been accomplished by 

some other means, perhaps migration or re-occupation of the Flagstaff 

ares after an abandonment. 

-- -- --~~-.------ - -



114 

Thus, the Expedition of 1931 was to investigate two Pueblo III 

sites north of Flagl5ltaff: (1) Juniper Terrace (NA 1814). a small 

pueblo that had a nearby depression and an interesting. previously 

unk:u.own black-on-gray pottery type (Colton 1946b:l45, 147), and en 
the Heiser Springs pithouse site (NA 1754). a small site near Wupatki 

that appeared to have evidence of both Pueblo II pithouses and Pueblo 

III masonry rooms (Hargrave 1931b:l, 3). It was hoped that 

investigation of these two areas would illuminate the timing and 

specific processes of the Pueblo II to Pueblo III cultural transition 

(Hargrave 1931b:l. 3). 

The MNA Archaeological Expedition of 1931. under the direction 

of Lyndon Hargrave, took to the field on May 4. Because of the broad 

area that was to be covered, a centrally located headquarters was set 

up in the Medicine Valley, where, it was said, "the delightful ca.-np 

among the pines was a relief from the daily work in cinder and desert 

regions" (Hargrave 1931b:l). The ambitious goals of the expedition 

were accomplished by Hargrave, an assistant archaeologist, a cook, and 

three laborers. Reflecting Colton's ecological approach to Pueblo 

prehistory, a biologist, Clifford Armack was retained to collect 

biological material for the Museum, and to assist in a study of "the 

economic conditions affecting the lives of the ancient PueblO Dwellers 

of the region" (Hargrave 193Ib;I). In addition, Hargrave was assisted 

in the field on weekends by John McGregor. who helped to remove tree

ring samples. Back at the Museum, the archaeological laboratory was 
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directed by Katharine Bartlett, and tree-ring specimens were analyzed 

by HcGresor. 

The 1931 field season began with excavations at :Bonito l'ark, 

where numerous shard areas were systematically trenched in search of 

pithouses. Because of the cinder cover from Sunset Crater. pithouse 

depressions and artifact scatters could not readily be seen; instead, 

the location of a site was usually inferred on the basis of a few 

sherds lying at the surface, or observed in the roots of a fallen 

tree. When such IDeations were found. the only way to discover a 

pithouse was to place a series of excavation units in the cinders. 

Usually. a layer of yellow clay would be encountered at a relatively 

shallow depth below the cinders; if so. the hole would be refilled. 

However, if the excavation did not encounter the yellow clay 

immediately, it was probable that the excavators were in the fill of a 

deep pithousa. and the excavation was continued to the house floor. 

Once the floor was located. it was pOSsible to determine whether the 

pithouse had burned. If it had. the entire house was excavatedj if 

not, the test unit was refilled (Hargrave 1933b:20-24). 

Using these methods. six pithouses were found and excavated; 

on the basis of ceramic decoratioDs, five were classified as Pueblo 

II. the other as Puebla I (Hargrave 1931b:2). Hawever, the excavators 

were extremely disappOinted with their finds. Digging in the deep 

cinder fill was difficult anaugh. but the extrenae depth of the 

pitbouses (up ta six feet) meant that the work at Bonito Terrace was 

unusually tedious. In spite af all af this effort. the plthouses that 
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were excavated did DOt produce the hoped-for contents. InvarIably, 

they contained few artifacts Dr datable tree-ring samples, and given 

the effort that had been expended, the work at Bonito Terrace was 

judged a major disappointment (Hargrave 1931b:2; Colton 1932b:2). The 

one bright spot was the fact that the six houses did provide useful 

stratigraphic sequences of ash and cinders that recorded the various 

stages of the eruption of Sunset Crater. Unfortunateiy, the eruption 

i tael! remained undated. 

The Expedition then moved north, to the Medicine Valley and 

Daadmans Mesa, where several Pueblo II pithouses and small, masonry 

rooms, called "graD_rles,· were excavated. In all, 16 plthouses and 

two granaries were examined, providing a large a.ample of artifacts and 

numerous tree-ring specimens (Harerave 193Ib:2). Operations were next 

shifted to Juniper Terrace. Here. an important discovery was the 

presence of a burned. Pueblo II pithoD.e (NA 1814C) Dear a large, 

Pueblo III masonry structure (RA 1814A). This find was believed to 

indicate a continuity in the Pueblo II to l'ueblo III occupational 

sequence at that site (Hargrave 1931:3). The large. elongated 

depression near the pueblo was partially excavated. but its function 

was not determined (it is today interpreted as the Juniper Terrace 

ballcourt, NA 804 [Colton 1946b:76-77]). 

Finally, the Expedition moved far to the northeast. to the 

Heiser Springs pithouse site near WUpatki l'ueblo. At this site. three 

masonry pit structures, classified as Pueblo II. and a three-room, 

above-ground pueblo unit, classified as Pueblo III. were excavated 
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(Hargrave 1931b:3, 1933brSS-67). Because the above-ground pueblo lay 

cUrectly over one of the Pueblo II pithousea. the site was judged 

extremely important in further demonstrating the continuity of Pueblo 

II to Pueblo III occupatioD, and for establishing that the Pueblo II 

plthouse stage had indeed evolved. in a continuous fashion, into PIlI 

(Hargrave 1931b;3). 7he 1931 Expedition ended on September 29. 

In sum, the 1931 Expedition produced both disappointment and 

success. Although the tedious Bonito Park excavations had provided no 

absolute date estimates for the eruption of SUnset Crater, a large 

number of artifacts and tree-ring samples bad been recoverd from a 

variety of Pueblo I, Pueblo II, and l'ueblo III sites. The total haul 

for the summer was more than SOD catalogued artifacts. and more than 

700 tree-ring samples. Thus. in terms of its secondary goals. the 

1931 ArchaeolOllical Expedition had bllen a success. providing a clearer 

picture of the form and dates of the local manifestations of the Pecos 

stages. Hargrave (l931b:4) found one final reason to celebrate the 

1931 Expedition: Preliminary analysis of the tree-ring samples had 

produced ODe pithouse site believed to have been constructed in A.D. 

82S. a date that made it the oldest absolutely-dated house in North 

America. 

The MN"A Archaeologlcal Expedition of 1932 ·was. with few 

exceptlons, a COntiDuance of studies started in 1930 and 1931,· and 

the primary aim again was to date the eruption of Sunset Crater 

-------- -~~-~--~--~-~-
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(Hargrave 1932b:25). Several goals of lesser importance were also 

defined: (1) To excavate and restore a select group of ruins in the 

Pueblo III cliff dwellings of Walnut Canyon; (2) To further 

investigate .the differences between Pueblo II and Pueblo III by 

seeking the "causes" of changes in pottery styles between the two 

periods (presumably. this meant developing a more com~lete sequence of 

ceramic transitions); and (3) to trace a "Hohokam" influence that had 

been detected by the MNA Archaeological Survey in the vicinity of 

Turkey Tanks. 

The last goal was an outcome of the extreme concern across the 

Southwest at that time with the definition of local archaeological 

culture units. In 1932, Emil Haury of Gila Pueblo published his 

report on excavations at the site of Roosevelt 9:6 (Haury 1932), 

wherein he formally defined the "Hohokam" CUlture, and argued for its 

distinctiveness from "Pueblo" culture. Because the MN'A archaeological 

survey had discovered apparent Hohokam traits (red-on-buff potsherds 

and trash mounds) in the midst of the supposedly puebloan Flagstaff 

area, Colton and Hargrave were eager to investigate the meaning of 

these phenomena through excavation (Hargrave 1932b:27). 

The MNA Archaeological Expedition of 1932 was again led by 

Hargrave, assisted by six workers. Operations began with the 

excavation and restoration of several rooms at Walnut Canyon, where 

tree-ring dates and ceramics were secured that generally confirmed the 

placement of the cliff-dwellings in the Pueblo III stage (Hargrave 

1932b:26). After the work at Walnut Canyon, the Expedition set up 
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camp at Jack Smith's Tanks; here, two -vestibule houses" were 

8XClvated. providing additional architectural and artUactual evidence 

on this PII house form. 

Next, Hargrave began work at Bonito Park in hopes of improving 

on the previous year's dismal finds (Hargrave 1932bl26). 

Unfortunately, although greater efforts were expended, they were not 

repaid. Twenty pithouses were excavated. but the Expedition's "'time, 

labor and expense ••• was rewarded primarily by only a few speCimens 

of datable charcoal," a fact which Hargrave (1932b:26) found "very 

trying and discouraging.- Again, solace had to be taken in 

accomplishments other than tree-ring dating; although the Museum was 

no closer to providing an absolute date for the eruption, a good 

sample of late Pueblo I and early Pueblo II pottery had been 

collected, and there was good information on architecture from these 

periods (Hargrave 1932b~27). 

After the dIsappointing work at lonito Terrace, Hargrave 

completed work at JunIper Terrace Pueblo, which had been partIally 

excavated the year before. In early July, camp was moved to Turkey 

Tanks 80 that work could begin on the yearl s third problem. the 

investigation of an apparent Hohokam. presence in Flagstaff. Perhaps 

mostly because of the disappointment at lonito Terrace. but also 

perhaps because it represented the first solid evidence that the 

Flagstaff area might not be so easily accomociated by the Pecos 

cultural classification, Hargrave (1932b:27) reported that the work at 

Turkey Tanks had produced lithe most important results of the season. II 
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At site NA 2098, excavation had revealed numerous Hohokam traits, 

including red-on-buff pottery, trash mounds, cremations, Hohokam-style 

houses, and potsherds exhibiting a "Gila shoulder" form characteristic 

of Hohokam pottery. Hargrave (1932b:28) immediately proposed that 

these traits indicated a Hohokam migration to the Flagstaff area, and 

that tbese "immigrants from the south" had "left an i~delible 

impression upon the cultural development of the region. n 

Before concluding on September 29, the 1932 Expedition 

provided another important discovery. During work late in the season 

at the base of Elden Mountain, a burned, Pueblo I pithouse site (NA 

1531) produced abundant charcoal. Although the charcoal was not 

immediately dated, the ring series overlapped with the rings from 

another pre-eruptive site, indicating that NA 1531 would eventually be 

dated. Hargrave was pleased with the prospect of dating a house from 

the Pueblo I period -- a period known from stratigraphic evidence to 

pre-date the eruption of Sunset Crater -- and he expressed the hope 

that "in time we will be able to give absolute dates of Pueblo I from 

this region" (Hargrave 1932b:27). 

ThUS, in 1932 the Museum Expedition again failed to achieve 

the primary goal of directly dating the eruption of Sunset Crater, but 

wide-ranging efforts had produced a lerge amount of information on the 

local expression of the Pueblo I~ II, and III stages, Judged by the 

number of structures excavated and artifacts and tree-ring samples 

recovered, the field season of 1932 had been quite productive. 

Numerous cliff houses in Walnut Canyon had been restored; 17 Pueblo I 
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pithouses and 15 Pueblo II pithouse. had been either partially or 

completely excavated; three Pueblo III structures had been excavated 

or tested; and two _all caves in Deadman. Wash and 2 caveatea in the 

Coanino area had been excavated (Hargrave 1932bI26-28). These efforts 

had produced 761 catalogued artifacts; thousands of potsherds; hUDdreds 

of tree-ring samplesj valuable geological sections of .Sunset Crater 

ash; and dozens of drawings and photographs of architectural units 

ranging in age from Pueblo I to Pueblo III (Hargrave 1932b:28). 

wupatki, Nalaldhu, and the Deflnition of Pueblo I: 
Expeditions of 1933 and 1934 

After the large-scala field seasons of 1931 and 1932, 

archaeological excavatioDs in the Flagstaff area over the next two 

seasons were cut back. both In geographical anel temporal scope. In 

1933 and 1934. perhaps because so many Pueblo II pithouses hael been 

dug in the previous three seasons. and perhaps because the efforts to 

date Sunset Crater had been so disappointing. efforts were 

concentrated mostly on the largest Pueblo III site in the region, 

Wupatki Pueblo. Also, and perhaps most Important, because Wupatki was 

a U.S. National Monument. it was possible to use federal relief money 

to fund part of the exeavat ions. 

The research design for work at Wupatki basically had two 

goals: (1) to restore rooms as part of an interpretive program for the 
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Park Service (Wupatki Pueblo had been part of Wupatki National 

Monument since 1924). and (2) to recover as many Pueblo III artifacts 

and food remains as possible (Hargrave 1933a). The Expedition hoped 

to take advantage of the extremely dry conditions inside the collapsed 

rooms, where perishable items. such as wooden beams, matting. and corn 

cobs. previously had been found. At least part of this effort was 

geared toward an ultimately unsuccessful attempt to use the large 

number of tree-ring dates from Wupatki to create a chronology of 

stylistic change in textiles (Colton and Hargrave 1937:xii). 

Excavations at Wupatki, requested by the National Park Service 

and funded as a federal Civil Works Administration (CWA) project 

(Colton et a1. 1933) were conducted from April 1 to October 1 

(Hargrave 1933a:23; Colton 1934:40). From April to the end of May, 

the operation was supervised by Lyndon Hargrave; from June to July. 

Hargrave assisted with the University of California Rainbow Bridge

Monument Valley (RBMV) Expedition (Hargrave 1935bj Beals et a1. 1945; 

Crotty 1983; Christenson 1987), and Harold Colton took charge of the 

excavation. Hargrave returned in early August, bringing with him some 

of the members of the RBMV Expedition, and completed the excavations. 

In 1933 at Wupatkl, several rooms were excavated, including an 

unusual, unroofed, round structure known as the Amphitheater. From 

the rooms and trash depOSits, 614 artifacts were catalogued, and 

hundreds of tree-ring speCimens, which produced 51 dates, 

collected (Hargrave 1933a:25-26). 
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In 1934, the Museum again concentrated its archaeological 

efforts at Wupatki l'ueblo. The excavations at Wupatki in 1934 were a 

continuation of the previous season's work, and the goals were much 

the same: To clean and reconstruct as many rooms as possible for 

public interpretation, and to recover as many artifacts. tree-ring 

specimens, and perishable remains as possible to enhance the 

understanding of the local manifestation of Pueblo III. Again, 

during part of the season Lyndon Hargrave was on n loan II from MNA to 

the RBMV Expedition, as he and Claiborne Lockett, a Museum Research 

Associate. assisted in that work. 

Between the two Museum. excavations at Wupatki, another CWA

sponsored Museum project was conducted at Nalakihu. a small, open-air 

pueblo located on WUpatki National Monument near the Citadel. The 

project at Nalakihu, which included survey of the surrounding area as 

well as excavation of the pueblo, was begun very late in 1933 and 

continued through the spring of 1934 (King 1949: iii). Excavation of 

Nalakihu was supervised by Dale King; the survey of the Citadel area 

was conducted by Charlie R. Steen (Steen 1949). 

The excavation of Nalakihu had not been anticipated. The 

original plan had been for MNA to work under a CWA contract to 

excavate and restore additional cliff dwellings at Walnut Canyon. 
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However, just before work was to begin late in December, 1933, Walnut 

Canyon was covered with a deep snow, and an alternate excavation site 

-- keeping in mind the CWA sponsorship -- had to be chosen. Colton, 

knowing that the approximately 5000 foot elevation at Wupatki National 

Monument would offer much better weather conditions, steered King to 

Nalakihu. a small pueblo that, because of its proximity to a road. 

could also be reconstructed for viewing by the public (King 1949: iii). 

King, aided by a crew of six workers, worked at Nalakihu from 

December 27, 1933. to April 12. 1934 (King 1949:iii). Although 

Nalakihu was neither large, nor its contents spectacular, it did 

provide additional artifacts and tree-ring dates for the l'ueblo III 

period, and added knowledge about the form and contents of smaller, 

unexcavated pueblos that were espeCially common in the Wupatki region 

(Colton 1932f). Steen's survey of the area surrounding Nalakihu was 

also an important contribution, since it provided a great deal of 

information on the density. form, and ceramic dates of the small 

pueblos, field houses, and agricultural features in the WUpatki area. 

Although the work at Nalakihu was not reported until 1949 (King 1949), 

results of the excavations were generally known by Museum personnel. 

A third component of the 1934 field season was a short 

excursion by MNA Archaeology Research Associate EdWard H. Spicer to 

Baker Ranch, northWest of Flagstaff (Spicer 1934). Spicer's assigned 
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task was simple: To refine the definition and dates of the local 

manifestation of Pueblo I. In 1934. dozens of Pueblo II sites had 

been excavated in various locations around the Flagstaff area, and 

this period was considered relatively well-represented. The Pueblo I 

period, on the other hand, was comparatively poorly known, and except 

for the site NA 1531 (Hargrave 1932b:28). very few datable wood 

specimens had been obtained from l'ueblo I sites. Baker Ranch was 

chosen for excavation for two reasons: (1) The MNA archaeological 

survey had recorded several sites in that area that contained 

exclusively Pueblo I style black-cn-white pottery, and (2) While 

plowing. ranch-owner Elijah Baker had uncovered a burned, l'ueblo I 

pottery vessel and charred corn remains. These finds, which Baker 

brought to the Museum, indicated to Colton that additional burned 
, 

sites, perhaps containing datable charcoal, might be found in and 

around Baker's fields (Colton 1946b:203-204). 

Accompanied by three assistants, Spicer worked at Baker Ranch 

for five weeks in the summer of 1934, excavating five pithouses and 

masonry/adobe surface structures (Spicer 1934:18). All of the sites 

produced numerous tree-ring samples and artifacts, adding 

substantially to knowledge of Pueblo I house types and material 

culture. Unfortunately, as I will discuss in Chapter 8, important 

tree-ring evidence from the sites which could have been useful for 

dating the eruption of Sunset Crater was ignored (McGregor 1936d:22; 

Colton 1946b:251) until some years later. 
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A Final Attempt to Date Sunset Crater: The Expedition of 1935 

In 1935, it was again decided to attempt to date the eruption 

of Sunset Crater, and the MNA Archaeological Expedition of that summer 

was devoted mostly to this problem (McGregor 1935). Two areas were 

selected for excavation; in spite of previous disappointments, Bonito 

Terrace was again chosen, along with an area along the Little Colorado 

River near Grand Falls where sites had been found containing the 

pottery types known to date apprOXimately to the period of the 

eruption. At Eon ito Terrace. the Expedition had goals identical to 

the those of 1931 and 1932: (1) to secure beam material from pre

eruptive sites, and (2) to obtain profiles of ash fall and house fill 

sediments. and thus provide the capability to recover artifacts and 

architectural information in such a way that stratigraphic evidence 

might be used to seriate house styles and artifacts even if absolute 

dates could not be obtained from the tree-ring specimens (McGregor 

1935:25-26). 

The sites along the Little Colorado River were chosen as a 

clever hedge against the potential disappointments that might be 

provided again by the sites at Bonito Terrace. Even though they were 

outside the area of heavy ash and cinder fall. it was hoped that the 

sites along the river might produce both tree-ring dates and ma;terial 

culture that could be correlated with the pre-eruptive Bonito Terrace 

houses (McGregor 1935:26). It was thus an ingenious plan~ One bet 

was that the eruption could be dated directly from tree-ring dates 

obtained from the pre-eruptive sites at Bonito Terrace. The cover bet 
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was that the river sites were so similar to those at Bonito Terrace 

that tree-rinti, dates from the river sites would provide a proxy 

eruption date .!y!!!. .!! Bonito Terrace produced no tree-ring specimens 

at all. 

The 1935 Expedition was also an experiment in a new means of 

conducting summer archaeological research at the Muse~ (McGregor 

1935:25). In 1935, graduate students wishing to work in the Southwest 

were promised room and board by MNA in exchange for their labor during 

the summer Expedition. It was a necessary plan, born of the Great 

Depression, but Colton (1936a:40) was pleased with the ultimate 

results. Ten people staffed the 1935 Expedition, including five 

graduate students wbo accepted the Museum's offer of experience and 

room and board: J. Lawrence Angell and Richard P. Wheeler from Harvard. 
4 

Walter W. Taylor of Yale. Marshall T. Newman of Chicago, and George 

Dickey of Oberlin College (McGregor 1935:25; see also Gifford and 

Morris 1985:400-401). Lyndon Hargrave of MNA was scheduled to lead 

the Expedition. but he came down with pnuemonia on opening day, June 

24 (McGregor 1935:25). He was replaced by John C. McGregor, to whom 

fell the task of leading the Expedition, as well as synthesizing its 

results (McGregor 1935, 1936b. 1936d. 1936f). 

The 1935 excavations at Bonito Terrace employed methods 

similar to those used in 1931 and 1932, once again involving 

systematic testing of sherd areasj in this particular case. tests were 

made at 1.5 meter intervals (McGregor 1935:26, 1936b:4; Colton 

1946b: 157). Using this method of house detection. 9 pithouses were 
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found, and 5 of them were completely excavated. Unfortunately, the 

Eonito Terrace pithouses again failed to produce good tree-ring 

specimens. Only 41 "small and probably undatable fragments of 

charcoal were collected," a fact that McGregor (1935:26-27) attributed 

to "ample warning of the approaching catastrophe" (i.e •• the eruption) 

and the dismantling of houses and the removal of their contents by the 

occupants. However, the pithouses did provide good stratigraphic 

sequences of the ash fall and useful architectural and ceramic 

information from the pre-eruptive period. Some masonry-lined 

pithouses were also discovered beneath the ash, leading McGregor to 

propose (1935:27) an evolutionary sequence of Flagstaff-area 

pithouses, from wooden to masonry pithouses, and finally, into above

ground pueblos. 

The sites along the Little Colorado were also a 

disappOintment, at least with respect to tree-ring dating. Although 

many more artifacts were recovered bere than at Bonito Terrace, the 

backup plan for dating the eruption was stymied by a total lack of 

datable charcoal (McGregor 1935: 28). Nonetheless, an excellent 

sequence of house types and ceramic styles was obtained from four 

sites that spanned the Pecos periods of Easketmaker III through Pueblo 

III. A total of ten pueblo rooms, two pithouses, six storage dsts, 

three trash mounds, and six burials were excavated, providing 

excellent architectural information and data on the physical 

characteristics of the prehistoric population (McGregor 1935:28). 

On the whole, then, like the efforts of 1931 and 1932, the 
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Expedition of 1935 had produced mixed results. Again, the eruption of 

Sunset Crater had not been directly dated, although again a great deal 

of geological, architectural, and ceramic information was obtained. 

Along the Little Colorado River, four sites had chronicled changes in 

the Pecos stages from Basketmak~r III to Pueblo III. In terms of 

quantity, the year's work was impressive: 99 tree-ring specimens 

were recovered, along with 279 catalogued artifacts, 22 whole or 

restorable pottery vessels, 10 partial pots, and more than 20,000 

potsherds (McGregor 1935;28). McGregor, in charge of the year's work, 

soan produced a synthesis of the work of 1931. 1932, and 1935 

(McGregor 1936b). and used it to estimate the date of the eruption of 

sunset Crater, which he put at A.D. BB5, plus or minus 25 years 

(McGregor 1936d:24). 

The EXploration of Prehistoric Culture Units, 1935-1939 

In the remainder of the pre-war period, the Museum turned away 

from the problem of fixing the date of the eruption of Sunset Crater, 

and toward a more detailed definition of the local culture units in 

the Flagstaff area. These goals were pursued largely through 

excavations at Winona Village and Ridge Ruin, east of Flagstaff, and 

in the archaeologica11y unexplored area west of the San Francisco 

Peaks. After the summer of 1935, there were no longer any MNA 

archaeological "Expeditions," at least of the type seen in the years 

1930-32 and 1935, when nearly all· of the Museum's resources were 
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devoted to IODg summer seasons of privately-funded. intensive 

excavations. Instead, there vere a aeries of smaller. less intensive 

efforts conducted by several individuals and funded in large part by 

public relief agencies such as the Worke Progress Administration 

(WPA). 

In the fall of 1935, McGregor, USing WPA fUnds. led a small 

party of students from Arizona State Teacher's College in Flagstaff in 

the excavation of onB of the "bowls" north of Flagstaff (McGregor 

19368, 1937b, 1937c, 1937d). During the expedition of 1931, Hargrave 

(l931b:2-3) had tested ODa such elongated depression in the vicinity 

of Juniper Terrace, but had reached no conclusioDS about its function. 

A possible use was suggested in the spring of 1935 when McGregor 

visited the Gila Pueblo excavations at Snaketown, south of Phoenix. 

There, as a IIbowl" was excavated before a group of visiting 

Mesoamerican scholars, all agreed that the feature was in fact a 

prehistoric ballcourt, similar to those found at various prehistoric 

Mesoamerican sites (McGregor 1936a:55). 

Unfortunately, McGregor did not have a chance to investigate 

the Flagstaff IIbowls" immediately after his Snaketown visit. On his 

return to HNA in the sWDlDer of 1935 he was substituted for the 

pnuemonia-stricken Hargrave as leader of the 1935 Archaeological 

Expedition, and vas assigned the task of dating the eruption of Sunset 

Crater. However, in the fall of 1935, COltOD was eager to assess the 
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chose McGregor to direct the excavations. 
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From September 1935 to .January 1936, McGregor coorcUnated the 

Arizona State Teacher'. College student excavation of two courts in 

the Flagstaff area, at NA 804, north of Flagstaff. and. at NA 2132, 

Dear Winona Village. Weather forced a halt to the work at both 

locations in January. but from .rune 8 to J'uly 9, 1936, thA excavations 

at Winona ware continued. During this time, the depression was 

completely excavated and judged indeed to represent a ballcourt 

(McGregor 1937drlO-18). Intrigued b,. the court and other Hohok8.ltl 

features at Winons. including trash mOWlds and red-on-buff pottery, 

McGregor expanded the excavations in .June to include a large pithouse 

(NA 2134A) and a nearby trash mound (McGregor 1937b, 1937c, 1937d). 

Other than this project, however. the Huse\UII vas not occupied 

much with Flagstaff archaeology in 1936 and 1937 (Hargrave et al. 

1937; Colton 1937d, 1938c). A major factor in the reduction of 

act.ivities during this period vsa the fact that the Coltons were 

absent from the Museum from December. 1936 to Hay, 1937 as they went 

on a round-the-vorld ocean cruise (HUler 1985;187-192). In the 

summer of 1936, there was no archaeological expeditioD, and Lyndon 

Hargrave's services were again donated to the BBMV Expedition. A 

minor excavation was conducted at Wupatki in October and November of 



132 

1936, when Erik Reed and J .W. Brewer of the National Park Service 

completed the excavation of Room 7, which had been started during the 

HNA Archaeological Expedition of 1933 (Brewer and Reed 1937; Reed 

1939). The general lull in Flagstaff archaeOlogy continued through 

1937. when McGregor took a leave of absence to continue graduate 

studies at the University of Chicago. On McGregor's return that fall, 

neither he nor Hargrave, now the Museumts Field Director, did any work 

in the Flagstaff area. 

In 1938, MNA personnel again turned attention to Flagstaff 

archaeology. this time with a focus on "ethnic" problems, '!'wo major 

field efforts were undertaken. The first, directed by Hargrave. was 

conducted west of the San Francisco !leaks in the summer of 1938 

(Hargrave 1938). The goal of this effort was to explore an area that 

appeared from the !iNA archaeological survey to be the heartland of a 

gray pottery that was not indigenous to the area immediately 

surrounding Flagstaff. Although Hargrave (1937) had previously 

written on this problem, suggesting that the term "Cohonina" be used 

to refer to the indigenous culture responsible for the paddle-and

anvil pottery of the Flagstaff area, he was apparently unsure if there 

were geographically differentiated subcultures within the larger area. 

The expedition of 1938 was explicitly designed to resolve this 

question through excavations in the previously unexcavated area west 

of Flagstaff (Hargrave 1936:44). 
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The project was set up in the spring of 1938 by an 

archaeological survey. conducted by Hargrave. of an area surrounding 

Williams, Arizona. The survey succeeded in locating 26 gray ware 

sites, nine of which were chosen for excavation. Because 

chronological concerns were a prime focus, all nine of the sites to be 

excavated were selected from the pine zone north of Williams, where 

datable tree-rIng samples could be expected (Hargrave 1938:44). In 

the surmner of 1938, Hargrave returned to the Williams-area sites with 

an excavation crew of Milton Wetherill, as excavation foreman, 

graduate students Albert H. Schroeder, Walter W. Taylor, and Robert 

Solenberger. a cook, and two Hopi laborers. The work was funded with 

a $1000 grant from the E'enrose Fund of the American Philosophical 

Society (Colton 1939a:56). 

The excavations were quite successful in providing both tree

ring material and artifacts. The 11 sites that were excavated that 

summer (nine sites from the survey, plus two sites previously 

discovered) yielded 296 cataloged artifacts, 20 crushed but restorable 

pottery vessels, and more than 110 tree-ring samples (Hargrave 

1938:45-46). Analysis of the material indicated to Hargrave that the 

area to the west of Flagstaff was associated with a. distinct 

archaeological culture, which he called the "Cohonina" branch of the 

Patayan cultural root (Hargrave 1938:48-49; see also McGregor 

1941a:341-347), This conclusion was soon reflected in Colton's first 

maj or synthesis of northern Arizona prehistory, in which he separated 

the Flagstaff area into two distinct archaeological cultures. the 
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Sinagua and Cohonina (Colton 1939b:25-29, 33-44). 

In September, 1938, McGregor returned to !iNA from his summer 

studies at the University of Chicago to excavate again at Winona 

Village. This project, sponsored by the Wl'A, lasted from October 24 

to January 16, 1939. As before, McGregor led the excavation, assisted 

by Milton A. Wetherill as field foreman, Kenneth C. Judson as clerk, 

12 field laborers, three lab workers (including two technicians who 

reconstructed pottery vessels). and a typist. who transcribed the 

artifact cards and field notes (McGregor 1941b:5-6). 

In the seven weeks of field work, a very large portion of the 

Winona Village site was excavated. Five trash mounds were trenched 

(including two that were sectioned stratigraphically to build a 

relative ceramic chronology) 16 houses were excavated, and 57 

cremations or inhumations were found. From the houses and burials, 

more than laO whole or restorable pots were recovered, some of which 

provided the first whole specimens for pottery types that had 

previously been known only from sherds (McGregor and 'Wetherill 

1939:51). Because of the availability of labor and the desire to 

recover stone and shell beads and jewelry, trash and house fill 

deposits were often screened, resulting in the recovery of hundreds of 

small artifacts that otherwise would have been missed (McGregor 

1941b:6) . 
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Excavations in the Winona area were continued frOllt April 17 to 

June 30, 1939, when McGregor, Wetherill, and another large 'WFA crew 

expanded their work to include Ridge Ruin, a :E'uehlo III masonry ruin 

with numerous surrounding Pueblo II and Pueblo III pithouses and two 

ballcourts. During this project, six pithouses and nineteen pueblo 

rooms were partially or completely excavated, five trash mounds were 

trenched, and two ballcourts were test excavated (McGregor 1941b:5, 

267-268, 271-273; Colton 1946b:138-145. 237-242). In addition. 63 

inhumations or cremations were discovered. including an exceptionally 

rich burial in Room 13 at Ridge Ruin. Referred to as the "Magician's 

Burial" (McGregor 1943), this find remains the most richly appointed 

prehistoric burial in the Flagstaff area, and one of the richest ever 

found in the Southwest. 

End of an Era: MNA Archaeology 1939-1941 

McGregor's 1939 work at winona and Ridge Ruin marks the last 

major MNA excavation of the pre-war period. 1939 also saw a 

significant defection from the ranks of Museum personnel when, early 

in the year, Lyndon Hargrave resigned from his position as Field 

Director (Colton 1940a:65). McGregor, meanwhile, was becoming ever 

more involved in completing his graduate studies at the University of 

Chicago, and the final report on the Winona-area excavations --

finished in 1941 (McGregor 1941b) was his last major project for MNA. 

Two minor Flagstaff-area archaeological projects were 

completed by the Museum in the unsettled period just prior to World 
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War II. In 1940, newly-appointed MNA Field Director Milton Wetherill 

and two assistants excavated a single room at the large, late 

prehistoric pueblo of Kinnikinnick (Connor 1943). The purpose of this 

project was explicitly chronological, for it was hoped that tree-ring 

specimens from the site would fill a gap in the dated occupation of 

the Flagstaff area (Colton 1941c:71, 1946b:I23). Apparently, the 

project was considered a success: 

The dates indicate that the pueblo was first built about 1269 
A.D., and that building continued at intervals until 1306 
A.D. The gap in the Flagstaff series was not closed by the 
work of the expedition, but it was narrowed from thirty years 
to seven years (Colton 1946b:l23). 

The final work before the war took place in the summer of 

1941, when Bryn Mawr's Fr@derica de Laguna led a group of six students 

in the excavation of the Cinder :Park site (NA 3996), a small 

Basketmaker III/Early Pueblo I village (De Laguna 1942; Colton 

1946b:243-247; Gifford and Morris 1985:40l). The project was run as a 

joint Bryn Mawr/tiNA field school. In nine weeks of field work, de 

Laguna and her students completely excavated three pithouses, two of 

which produced datable beam material from the late seventh century 

(Robinson et a1. 1975:37). The Cinder Park site also provided a 

surprisir.gly large number of artifacts, including thousands of early 

potsherds. broken stone tools, animal bones, and several 

reconstructable pots from the floor and fill of one of the houses (de 

Laguna 1942: 55-56). Al though a complete report was never published. 

the work is exceptionally well-documented in the MNA Site Files, and 
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it remains the most important. work yet conducted on an early ceramic 

period aite. 

World War II 

Across the Southwest, World War II brought a complete or near

complete halt to archaeological field work. and the Flagstaff area was 

no exception. During tbe war, archaeological activity at HHA was 

confiDed mostly to a small amount of survey and site recordIng_ 

Because the Office of Defense Transportation authorized the Museum to 

accumulate a small number of annual vehicle miles in the conduct of 

official business (Colton 1944:72), Harold Colton and Katharine 

Bartlett managed to record a very small number of archaeological sites 

in the years 1942-1945 (ColtOD 1943:64, 1944:75, 19458=66, 19468:66). 

However, t.here were no excavatioDs, and most members of previous 

expeditions were either inducted into milltary service or placed in 

war-related jobs. Thus, although the pace of Flagstaff archaeology 

had slowed by 1939, World War II dramatically punctuates the area's 

most prolific period of field work and intellectual activity. 

By any standard. the pace of Flagstaff archaeology in the pre

war period was remarkable. In less than a decade, a variety of MN'A 

Archaeological Expeditions had ranged over a vast area, collecting 

artifacts, tree-ring specimens, and architectural information from an 
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impressive sample of pithousea and pueblos spaDnlng the Pueblo I 

through Pueblo IV ataBas. Equally remarkable was the rate at which 

this informatioD. was processed, interpreted. and disseminated. From 

1931 to the eve of World War War II, Harold Colton and his colleagues 

at the HuseWD of Northern Arizona managed to craft a coherent. 

logical, and detailed account of Flagstaff prehistory .froa what easily 

could have been a bewildering wealth and variety of archaeological 

data. It was truly a grand feat. rendered all the more so by the fact 

that sytlthesis was achieved largely through the simultaneous 

development of basic ceramic. temporal. and cultural classifications. 

In these respects, of course, the Flagstaff area was not 

unique in the Southwest. or for that matter, in North American 

archaeology as a whole. During approximately the same period, many 

other archaeological provinces witnessed similar bursts of intensive 

field work, conceptual development, and archaeological synthesis. and 

it was often conducted by private institutions like MNA. If ever 

there was a recognizable archaeological Zeitgeist on this continent, 

it was in the period between the world wars, and it was characterized 

by cultural and ceramic classification (sea also Willey and Sab10ff 

1980,83-129). 

Even so, the pre-war MNA archaeoloBical program managed to 

distinguish itself. Resaarch waa focused on a single area, it 

was conducted by a stable ensemble of characters, and most important, 

it was driven by the persistent, ecologically-oriented vision of 

Harold Colton. Tbese elements produced a set of conceptual. 
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methociololical. and empirical achievements that have shaped the 

conduct of Flagstaff archaeology to the present day. It is to a 

review of these accomplishments that I DOW turn. 

NOTES 

1. The contributor of the $2000 was not at first disclosed (Anonymous 
1931;2), but Harold Colton (19338:11) later revealed that bis mother, 
Hrs. S. W. Colton, Jr •• made her first IIsubstantial annual donation" 
to the HNA archaeological expedition in 1930. 

2. Sometime during the summer of 1930, John McGregor was appointed 
Curator of Archaeology at HNA. McGregor's promotion was explained as 
follows: "As Major Brady became more and more interested in 
meteerit!es [sic], he was shifted from the Curator of Archaeology to 
that of Geology, and John C. McGregor was appointed in hiB place" 
(Anonymous 1931:1). 

3. Hargrave (1931b:3) argued t.hat t.he "depressions" -- now believed 
to represent prehistoric ballcourts -- mIght have been used as 
reservoirs. although he acknowledged that. "many of them are often so 
situated that DO drainage water will ent.er them." 

4. Walter Taylor later claimed that Lyndon Hargrave had inspired him 
to write his controversial critique of American archaeology, ! ~ 
2! Archeology (Taylor 1948=9-10), "Lyndon Hargrave probably started 
the whole thing by the stimulation of his free-flowing ideas on the 
archeology of northern Arizona; th1a volume would have profited if I 
had takeD Dotes during some of those long winter evenings in 
Flagstaff. n This comment would seeM to indicate that Taylor had a 
favorable impression of the intellectual atmosphere at MN'A, which may 
help explain the relatively gentle treatment, and at times, even faint. 
praise that. was given to Harold Colton and his HNA eolleagues in A 
~.2l ArcheoloBf (Taylor 1948:93, 128. 137, 165-167). Other -
individuals and institutions, of course, were not nearly so fortunate. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT 

MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF THE FRE-YAR PERIOD 

In this chapter, I review tbe most significant outcomes of the 

field work that was described in Chapter 7. Five contributions are 

discussed: (1) The Collection and Interpretation of Tree-Ring Dates; 

(2) Dating the Eruption of Sunset Crater; (3) Ceramic "Taxonomy and 

Dating; (4) Culture History and the Identification of Prehistoric 

Culture Units; and (5) Sunset Crater and the Explanation of Cultural 

Change. 

The ~ ~ Interpretation .£!. Tree-ring Dates 

One of the roost important, and certainly one of the most basic 

sets of pre-war innovations was in the area of dendrochronology. If 

the advancement of archaeological knowledge during this period is 

conceived as a hierarchy, building from the most specific to the most 

general levels, then dendrochronology must certainly be placed at the 

base of the pyramid. First, the absolute chronological control 

provided by tree-ring dated sites was essential to pre-war attempts to 

date the eruption of Sunset Crater. Second, the dating of particular 

ceramic specimens and assemblages -- mostly in the context of attempts 

to date the eruption -- was indispensible to pre-war ceramic 

taxonomies and dating schemes. Ceramics. in turn, were the supreme 

methodological medium used to outline the boundaries, movements, and 

interactions of the prehistoric cultures that were the primary 
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analytical units of the period. Finally, it was the perceived 

activities of these cultures through time that provided Colton and his 

MNA colleagues with the inspiratioD for their explanatory model of 

local prehistory in terms of cultural responses to the eruption of 

Sunset Crater. Thus, at the base of the entire scanario of Flagstaff

area prehistory, and the explanation of that prehistory, was the 

chronological control afforded by dendrochronology. 

Within the realm of dendrochronolosy, two broad areas of pre

war accomplishment may be cited: (1) The collectioD of an 

exceptionally large and high-quality dendrochronoloBical data base, 

and (2) The development of a rudimentary Bet of conventions for 

reporting and interpreting tree-ring dates. 

The Dendrochronological Data Base 

One of the most significant substantive COntributions of the 

pre-war era is the fact that the various HNA archaeological 

expeditions produced a very large number of tree-ring dates from a 

wide range of site types and time periods. The ,ears prior to 1941 

were exceptionally prolific in this regard, and it can easily be 

demonstrated that no comparable time span comes close to matching the 

output of tree-riDS dates from this period. In fact, as I will 

discuss below. the majority of dated contexts, total tree-ring dates. 

cutting dates, and nOD-cutting date clusters available for analysis 

today were produced during that period. 
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Because modern reporting of tree-ring dates includes only 

those dates that are unique and verified through a process of double 

checking (Robinson et a1. 1975:1-2). it is possible to compare both 

the quantity and quaUty of the dates from the pre-war years with 

those obtained during subsequent investigatIons. The comparison 

reveals that from the "I- quadranlle (an archaeological mapping unit 

of the Arizona State Museum. covering approximately 1 degree of 

latitude and longitude surrounding the Flagstaff area; see Robinson et 

a1. 1975:2). about 72% (lOS of 145) of the contexts that have produced 

tree-rIng dates were excavated or sampled prior to World War II 

(Robinson et a1. 1975:27-99; Sullivan 1986:347-352; l.aboratory of 

Tree-Ring Research Site Files). Of the total number of tree-ring 

samples derived frOID these contexts (980), nearly 70% (680) were 

obtained from. pre-war investigations. Furthermore, this era produced 

a majority of the highest quality tree-ring dates. Of all cutting 

dates reported from. the I quadrangle (253), about 60% (149) are from 

specimens obtained prior to 1941. Finally, of the eight non-cutting 

date clUsters (i.e., 3 or more identical non-cutting dates from a 

single context) in the I quadrangle, six of these are derived from 

pre-war samples. 

Advances in Reporting and Interpreting Tree-Ring Dates 

A second major contribution of the years 1930-1941 is in the 

area of reporting and interpreting dendrochronological information. 

The hIstory of dendrochronological studIes in the pre-war years can be 
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split into two general periods, the first lasting to 1934. During the 

earlier period. the reporting and interpretation of tree-ring elates 

was based on an assumption of equivalency between outside dates. 

cutting dates, and construction activity. An early expression of this 

position appears in the work of Douglass (1929). who clearly implied 

that all reported tree-ring dates from Southwestern sites -- reported 

without qualification -- could be interpreted as representing the year 

of some construction event. Thus I all dates wera referred to as 

"building dates." and variability in the ranges of ~ates reported from 

individual sites was explained as a reflection of the fact that pueblo 

sites were "under construction at different times." In the Flagstaff 

area. four pueblo sites were interpreted as being "under construetion

during the following periods= Wupatki. A.D. 1087 to A.D. 1197; 

Lomaki. A.D. 1192i the Citadel, A.D. 1192 to A.D. 1260i and Turkey 

Hill Pueblo, A.D. 1203 to A.D. 1278. Because many of these dates were 

obtained from uneroded dry wood specimens. there is probably a great 

deal of validity in Douglass' equation of outside dates, cutting 

dates, and construction dates. 

Unfortunately, however, many of the subsequent tree-ring dates 

from the Flagstaff area were obtained DOt from dry WOOd, but from 

charcoal, a material that is potentially more susceptible to erosion 

of the outside rings. The earliest interpretations of charcoal

derived tree-ring dates appear to have made no allowance for this 

fact. and numerous erroneous interpretations of dates were made in the 

years prior to 1934. For example, McGregor (1932) closely followed 
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Douglass' interpretive model in presenting and evaluating the 

Flagstaff-area dates -- including many from charcoal -- that had been 

collected prior to 1932. This is clear in his interpretation of the 

charcoal-derived dates from pithouses NA 2002A and NA 1625C. 

According to McGregor (1932: 15). a 203-year range of dates from NA 

2002A revealed that the pithouse had been "occupied continuously from 

912 to 1115 A.D." 

A set of McGregor's notes on site NA 2002A, contained in the 

site files of the Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research at the University 

of Arizona, show even more clearly the degree to which all tree-ring 

dates were interpreted quite literally as indices of construction or 

repair activity. Reviewing the entire date series obtained from the 

pithouse, and considering these dates in terms of the architectural 

element represented (I.e., main roof support posts, split planks used 

to buttress earthen walls, and vertical poles used to hold the planks 

in place), McGregor crafted the following interpretation of building 

and repair events: 

House was built in 950. In 970 east post replaced. 
970-980 planks put in east walL 1060 [and] 70 east wall 
again repaired with planks. In 1075 [illegible], N.W. wall 
had planks added. In 1080-90 more planks added to E and W. 
walls. 1100-1116 planks and vertical poles added to E and W 
walls. 

The latest dates represented in this site are split planks 
[and] vertical poles on side walls[,] obviously an attempt to 
stop walls from caving in. 

Similarly, for site NA 1625C, the earliest date from the 

pithouse, at A.D. 784, was interpreted as a true construction date, 
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one which made it "probably the earliest dated structure in North 

America" (McGregor 1932:15). A later date, at A.D. 8BO, was said to 

reflect the year ·when a repair was made in the side plankinB of the 

structure. by the substitution of a new plank," and the very latest 

date, at A.D. 887. was saen as lithe 1aat .repair" of a decaying, 103 

year-old dwelling (McGregor 1932:15). Other applications of the model 

may be found in the work of Hargrave (1931b:4, 1932b:26, 1933b:33-34, 

36. 48. 55) and Colton (l932b:2, 1932e:584). 

The standards for 1°eporting and interpreting tree-ring dates 

chenged considerably in 1934, when the first tree-ring conference was 

held at the Museum of Northern AriZona. One of the chief resolutions 

of the conference was an agreement that future discussions of tree

ring dates should proceed according to a standard set of reporting and 

interpretive conventions. l'reviously, tree-ring dates had been 

reported either with no comment, or with only a miniDIUI'Q of qualifying 

symbols, which were themselves often not explained (e.g., McGregor 

1932=14). This lack of qualifying symbols was of course nothing more 

than a reflection of the early concept that most tree-ring dates could 

be accepted at face value as true construction dates. 

By 1934, though, it bad become apparent that these practices 

and assumptIons wara forcing a nwaber of illogical, counter-intuitive, 

and Increasingly untenable conclusions. For eXample, it was difficult 

to understand how a single wooden pithouse, such a. NA 2002A, could 

have been occupied continuously and without significant repair for 

more than 200 years, while a large, multi-room.ed masonry site such as 
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Wupatki Pueblo showed a great deal of repair activity over an 

occupation span of only slightly more than 120 years. An obvious 

answer was that not all tree-ring dates were analytically equivalent, 

and some specimens -- especially pieces of charcoal from burned 

pithouses -- could have experienced a substantial loss of their outer 

rings. 

The 1934 tree-ring conference therefore proposed that all 

future tree-ring dates should be reported in terms of a standard set 

of qualifying symbols, and that interpretation of dates should 

consider the uncertainties reflected in the symbols. In a report 

based on that conference, Waldo Glock (1934) presented the suggested 

qualifierfl, and an explanation of how they should be used in 

interpretation. The first growth ring of a tree-ring specimen, 

previously not consistently reported, was to be referred to as the 

"Center Ring"; if the first ring could not be identified, it was to be 

listed simply as the "Inside Ring." A true outside ring, 

representing the last year of a tree I s growth, was to be referred to 

as a "Bark Ring," and the date derived from this ring was to be called 

the "Bark Date." If the true outside ring was not present, it was 

proposed that the "Bark Date" be estimated, but that a :!: symbol and 

error factor be added to ind1cate the subjective degree of uncertainty 

involved in the date estimate. 

Finally. and perhaps most important, it was proposed that 

future interpretations of tree-ring dates should consider the whole 

series of dates from a structure before arriving at an "Estimated 
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Building Date." It was DO longer acceptable simply to interpret the 

earliest date in a series as the construction date. and to identify 

all subsequent dates in terms of repair events. Instead. the goal was 

to identify ~ of dates that would most likely mark a 

significant episode of cutting activity, which could then be assigned 

some specific interpretation such as construction, repair, or 

remodeling of a structure. The identification of an "Estinaated 

Building Date" therefore included the option of rejecting isolated, 

anomalously early dates that had been produced by loss of a large 

number of outside rings. 

Glock's model appears to have been irmnedlately applied to the 

interpretation of Flagstaff tree-ring dates. In reporting the basis 

of the Central I'ueblo tree-riDg chronology. built largely with 

Flagstaff-area samples, Douglass (1936) listed the dates in terms of 

the new conventions. He also proposed that a new symbOl. "+X.· be 

appended to dates for which an unestimated number of rings were 

suspected to be missing. In another report on Flagstaff-area tree

ring dates. McGregor (1936d) applied the conventions of both Glock 

(1934) and Douglass (1936). but he too suggested revisions designed to 

increase the amount of information reported for each date. For 

example, severe.! of McGregor's dates were accompanied by subjective 

assessments of the quality of the sample, such as "weak date" and 

"dating weight 8 in a scale of "10· (McGregor 1936dd7). He also 

elaborated on the concept of IIEstimated Building Date" with the 

unqualified notation "Building Date" (presumably, the hIghest level of 



interpretive confidence) and the more tentative "Building? Date" 

(apparently. the lowest level of confidence) (McGregor 1936d:l7). 
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Other pre-war examples of the new reporting and interpretive standards 

from the 1934 convention may be found in additional publications by 

McGregor (1936b, 1938a, 1941b). 

Conclusion 

Of course, the improvements of the 1930s provide only the 

rudiments of modern dendrochronological standards. and many of the 

dates and interpretations from that period are no longer accepted. 

Robinson et al. (1975:3-4) document some of the problems associated 

with the earlier work, including the dating of an insufficient sample 

of the available set of tree-ring specimens, the failure to recognize 

duplicate dates from the same specimen, and the provision of 

inadequate or erroneous provenience information in published and 

unpublished reports. Nonetheless, the adVances in tree-ring dating 

that were made throughout the 19308 are an important contribution, and 

ones on which a number of subsequent archaeological interpretations 

have been based. Particularly important were pre-war attempts to date 

the eruption of Sunset Crater. 

A major pre-war accomplishment that was aided by the advances 

in dendrochronology is the dating of the eruption of Sunset Crater. 
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It is important to recognize. however I that in speaking of the 

"dating" of the eruption, the distinction should be made between the 

accUIDulation of archaeological information pertinent to the eruption 

date, and the interpretation of that information. In the first case, 

there is little question that the pre-war period was most successful. 

Previously, I documented how some HNA Archaeological Expeditions 

(1931, 1932. and 1935) were focused on the sites roost likely to 

provide archaeological, geological, and dendrochronological data 

bearing on the problem, and how other archaeological proj ects were 

designed to recover materials from a wide variety of sites dating 

before and after the eruption. Although it is true that the specific 

results of the expeditions at places like Bonito Terrace were often 

less than expected (especially with respect to tree-ring dates), the 

bulk of the archaeological information relevant to establishing the 

eruption date was collected in the years 1930-1941. sometimes without 

the immediate realization that it would be useful for the task. In 

this sense, then, the pre-war period was crucial to establishing the 

eruption date. 

On the other hand, pre-war attempts to interpret this 

information must be regarded as a mixture of failure and success. As 

will be discussed later, it is now known that pre-war estimates of the 

eruption date were in error by nearly 200 years. and that the 

prehistoric reconstructions based on these estimates were often 

unknowingly illogical and confused. Yet, the manner in which the 

dates were estimated is quite logical, and the entire effort 
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represents one of the most painstaking and focused archaeological 

studies ever undertaken in the Southwest. l'hus, the real significance 

of the initial dating attempts is found not in the specific date 

estimates that were produced, but in the exemplary efforts that were 

made to assemble and Int.:!rpret a complex set of archaeological 

evidence, and in the utility that the estimates had for pre-war 

reconstructions and explanations of Flagstaff-area prehistory. 

A First Attempt: Efforts of 1932 

When it was discovered in 1930 that the eruption had taken 

place in prehistoric times. it was at once possible to bracket the 

eruption date in terms of the Pecos Classification stage scheme. 

Because many of the potsherds beneath the ash and cinders were of the 

Pueblo I Kana-a style, and it was known that many Pueblo II sites 

showed no evidence of Sunset Crater deposits, it was possible to place 

the eruption during either the Pueblo I or Pueblo II periods. Two 

years later, Colton (1932e:583-584) attempted a more precise estimate 

of the eruption date from the dendrochronological and geological 

evidence collected during the MNA archaeological expeditions of 1931 

and 1932: 

From sites buried by volcanic ash and from sites without 
the ash cover Mr. Lyndon L. Hargrave. in charge of the 
archaeological expedition of the Museum, has painstakingly 
gathered charred wood and carbonized planks and timbers. The 
material has been submitted to Dr. A.E. Douglass and J.e. 
McGregor. By the Douglass tree-ring method they have dated a 
number of the posteruptive sites. These sites were occupied 



betWlilBn 875 and 1276 A.D. The preeruptive sites have DOt 

been dated bacause of the poor quality and scarcity of the 
charcoal recovered. As same of the preerupt1ve sites show 
Uttle erosion before the ash fall, they cannot have been 
deserted long before the eruption. It may be safaly assumed. 
that the eruption of Sunset Crater took plaee some tim •• fter 
700 and before 875 A.D. 

This estimate was subsequently Incorporated into several 
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reconstructions of Flagstaff-area prehIstory (e.g •• lIartlett 1933 •• 

1934; ColtOD 1933b). and for the next three years it served as the 

standard eruption date. 

A Second Attemptl Efforts of 1935-1936 

By 1935, however. the early estimate was considered 

inadequate. and field work was again directed toward the collection of 

data relevant to the eruption data. Combining these data with 

information from previous MNA projects, McGregor (1936d) was able to 

produce the "official" eruption date that would remain in use until 

the end of World War II. Curiously enough, his estimate was almost 

the same as Colton's, and it would have been precIsely the same, 

except that McGregor (19364:24) added 10 years to the latest pre-

eruptive site date, and introduced an error term. of plus or minus 25 

years. Thus, from 1935 to 1945, the eruption of Sunset Crater was 

placed "sometime very Dear 885 A.D., but it might conceivably have 

been as early as 860 A.D., or as late as 910 A.D. II' (McGregor 

'1936d:24). 

To arrive at this estimate, McGregor synthesized all available 
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evidence on pre-eruptive sites in the Flagstaff area (McGregor. 1936b). 

With this synthesis as a guide, he arranged the sites into an inferred 

order of occupation, relying in some cases on tree-ring dates, and in 

others on the relative percentages of pottery styles, which he 

c:lassified according to • typology created .specially for the purpose 

(McGregor 1936d:18-21). McGregor (19364:20) believed that the 

occupational sequence of pithouses thus obtained was generally 

confirmed by geological crosB-sections of pithouse profiles. which 

indicated a similar ordering of occupations based on the relative 

depth of post-abandollment/pre-eruptive fill sediments. Therefore, the 

arrangement of sites was accepted 8e a valid means for estimating the 

time of the eruption. and a straightforward interpretation of the 

evidence was made. The procedure was simpl,. to examine the list of 

pre-eruptive sites for the latest one with reliable tree-ring dates; 

add 10 years for the possibility of continued occupation after the 

latest date; and propose a 25-year error term to cover the temporal 

uncertainty created by the fact that the earliest post-eruptive site 

was believed to have been constructed at A.D. 910 (McGregor 1936d: 17-

21, 25). In thls, McGregor had more or le&s replicated the results of 

Colt.on's (1932e) analysis, since the archaeological dat.a collected 

since 1932 had not extended the date of the latest pre-eruptive site 

past A.D. 875. 

Only one site, Baker Ranch pithouse site NA 2798. seemed t.o be 

an anomal,.. Although the site was outside the ash fall zone. Pueblo 

I-style ceramics indicated a pre-eruptive occupation. yet tree-ring 
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dates were as late as A.D. 927 (McGregor 1936d:20. 22-23). This date 

obviously conflicted with the remainder of the tree-ring and 

stratigraphic evidence, and it clearly challenged then-current 

thinking about the duration of the I'ueblo I stage (e.g., Spicer 

1934:17-18). McGregor (1936d:23) resolved the matter by wholly 

dismissing the Validity of the date from NA 2798: 

A careful perusal of the field notes taken at the time of 
excavation of this site indicates that in the region within 
the structure from which this beam was secured at least two 
rodent nests were encountered. Further, an intrusive bUrial 
was secured from a structure of similar period in the 
immediate vicinity. and contained pottery of a type which 
could easily be associated with the date 927 A.D. Thus it is 
entirely conceivable that this charred beam was included in 
the site after it was abandoned, and as any questionable data 
are to be ruled from this discussion, we must logically 
eliminate this date. 

Conclusion 

As it turned out, McGregor had made a crucial mistake. The 

tenth-century dates from NA 2798 are now known to be valid, and there 

was a great deal of additional evidence that could have indicated this 

to McGregor if certain of his assumptions had been modified. However, 

a discussion of these matters must be deferred until a later section, 

when the admission and correction of McGregor's error (Colton 1945b) 

is explored in some detail. For noW, it is sufficient to note that 

the estimated eruption date of A.D. 885 .:!:. 25 years served for years as 

an organizationally useful, if erroneous, working hypothesis. 

Moreover, in the context of this review the ultimate importance of 
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McGregor's (1936d) work is Dot the date estimate itself. but the fact 

that the estimated eruption date allowed the confident creation of a 

rather complex set of archaeological methods -- based principally ott 

ceramic classificatioDs -- that in turn led to an elaborate 

reconatructioD and explanation of prehIstoric events. In addition, it 

is well to note that it was McGregor I s honest and detailed 

documentation of data and assumptIons, and HNA's curatian of pertinent 

archaeological materials, that would later allow the true eruption 

date to be determined by Colton in 1945 (Colton 1945b). 

Closely related to dendrochronology anel the dating of Sunset 

Crater are pre-war advances in cermie stUdies, especially the 

creation of a uniform. system of ceramic classification and the dating 

of eeramic styles and types. Two speci!ic and major accomplishments 

may be cited; (1) The creation of a ceramic taxonomy that has 

survived largely unchanged to the present day. and (2) The first 

identification of the recurrent combinations of ceramic types that 

still serve as the primary method for the relative and absolute dating 

of Flagstaff-area sites. 

Early Efforts 

From. its inception. a primary institutional goal of the Museum 

of Northern Arizona was to classify and date the cerc.mics of northern 
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Arizona. Of course. even before the Museum was founded. the Coltons 

(Colton 1918, 1924i Colton and. Colton 1918) had considered ceramic: 

classification a primary archaeological task, and they bad attempted 

to date Flagstaff-area decorative styles by analogy with sequences 

obtained from stratigraphic and seriational studies from elswhere in 

the Southwest (e.g. Kroeber 1916a. 1916bj Nelson 1916; Kiclder and 

Guernsey 1919; Kidder 1924). When the Museum was established in 1928. 

full-time, systematic studies of Flagstaff-area ceramics were finally 

possible, and a large amount of the Museum's limited resources were 

channeled into this area. A measure of the importance of pre-war 

ceramic studies is the fact that one of the first Museum staff members 

to be hired was Lyndon L. Hargrave, "a yOUDg man already well known in 

the scientific world" for his knowledge of Southwestern ceramics and 

the application of that knowledge to the problem of closing the tree

ring gap (Anonymous 1929:10-12; Hargrave 1932a:9; Colton and Hargrave 

1937;5). Hararave was immediately put to work systematizing the 

pottery specimens of the Huseum (Anonymous 1929: 12), some of which had 

already been organized into public displaye designed to show the local 

evolution of ceramic styles (Anonymous 1928:4). 

Absolute Dendrochronology 

Efforts to categorize and date the prehistoric ceramics of 

northern Arizona received adcUtional emphasis in the summer of 1929, 

when the development of an absolute dendrochronology revealed the 

potential of ceramic cross-dating (CoIton 1935b:6-7). For the first 
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time, it was possible to specify within a reasonably narrow time span 

wheD. particular ceramic decoratioDs had been in use. and to extend 

this inference to any site that contained this particular kind of 

pottery (Colton 1935b;7). Whereas previous attempts to date changes 

in settlemant patterns had relied either on a rather circular 

correlation of population movements with supposedly "worldwide" 

climatic changes (Huntington 1913; Coltan 1918:53-58). or had been 

confined to a relative ranking of settlement occupations (e.g.) 

Kroaber 19168. 1916b) I it was now hypothetically possible to provide 

absolute date estimata. for individual sites simply by collecting and 

classifying their decorated potsherds, which occurred in abundance at 

lIlost sites. The realization of this potential was an important early 

goal of the Museum, and field strategies throughout the pre-war period 

were explicitly designed to obtain good correlations between ceraulic 

samples and tree-ring dates so that ceramic chronologies could be 

built (Hargrave 1933b:22-26; Colton and Hargrave 1937:23-26). 

The 1931 Gila Pueblo Conference 

The study of Flagstaff-area ceram.ics was given additional 

impetus by a 1931 conference at Gila Pueblo in Globe, Arizona. The 

goal of this meeting, convened by Gila Pueblo director Harold Gladwin, 

was to devise a method for categorizing the archaeological cultures of 

the Southwest that did not seem to fit the Pecos Cultural 

Classification system (Gladwin and Gladwin 1934; Colton 1939b:3, 

----------
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1946b:16). Among those in attendance was Harold Colton, who 

enthusiastically accepted Gladwin's invitation to define the culture 

history of northern Arizona according to the cultural taxonomy of 

"roots," "branches," "stems," and "phases" that was the outcome of the 

conference (Gladwin and Gladwin 1934:9-10j Colton 1939b:3, 5-16, 

1946~116). Because of a previous commitment to potsherds as a medium 

for inferring both time (Colton and Colton 1918:124-125; Colton 

1918:37, 53-54, 1920:298, 1924:121) and cultural affiliation (Colton 

1920:298, 1924:120-121), Colton believed that a ceramic taxonomy 

should precede any attempt at cultural classification. He therefore 

asked Lyndon Hargrave to produce a detailed definition of the ceramic 

types and wares of the San Francisco Mountains area (Colton 1939b:3, 

1946b:16). 

Hargrave and the 1932 "Guide to Forty Types" 

The results of Hargrave's work were published in 1932, as the 

"Guide to Forty Pottery Types from the Hopi Country and the San 

Francisco Mountains, Arizona" (Hargrave 1932a). As the title implies, 

this publication was intended as a practical guide to the field and 
1 

laboratory classification of common Flagstaff-area pottery types. The 

classification system revealed in the Guide was binomial (a Pecos 

Conference innovation [Kidder 1927]), and based explicitly on 

biological analogy (as suggested by Gladwin and Gladwin 1930). The 

biological overtones of the classification were evident in its three 

salient features: (1) it was "roughly evolutionary" in outlook; 
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(2) it was based OD the "fundamental structure" of potsherds, and Dot 

their "superficial surface details"i and (3) it wall a phylogenetic 

Bcheme, in the •• n.8 that "closely related tYPtis (in general) fall 

together II (Colton 19328:1). 

Hargrave's concepts and terminology reflected the eclectic use 

of biological classification models characteristic of the "time-space 

systematics" period in Southwestern archaeology (e.g .• Gladwin and 

Gladwin 1934). The scheme may also bave been shaped by Colton's 

background as a profeasional zooIog1st. specifically his studies of 

the variation in shape, pattern, color, and texture of marine snails 

(Miller 1985:103-104). As Hiller (19851104) has noted, Colton's early 

twentieth-century experiences as a zoologist were directly relevant to 

later ceramic studies at MNA: 

Years later, when Colton was working on the Colorado Plateau 
collecting and organizing potsherds he used much the same 
technique of cateaorizing by color. pattern. and geographic 
location that he had used in Maine with sea snails. The 
method served him admirably in both cases and brought a 

simple, understandable system to the budding field of 
archaeological research in pre-historic Southwestern pottery 

Whatever the contributing influences, Hargrave's ceramic 

classificatioD units were borrowed directly and without apology from 

Linnaean biological nomenclature (Hargrave 1932a:8). All potsherds 

were considered to be in the Kingdom of Artifactlil, the Phylum. of 

Ceramics, and the Class of Pottery. At the level of Order, potsherc!s 
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were subdivided into seven basic groups, defined on the basis of paste 

color (gray vs. yellow) and temper type (sand. cinder, sherd, or 

untempered). At the Family level (also called the pottery "ware") I 

sherds were classified on the basis of "basic: surface color after 

firing": gray, white, red, orange, yellow, and buff. The Genus of a 

particular potsherd was based on various modes of surface treatment, 

such as polishing, painting, slipping, corrugation, and tooling. 

Finally. the "Species" of a sherd -- in practice, referred to as the 

ceramic type or subtype -- was determined by the particular foI'lll of 

surface treatment. 

This taxonomy was intended simultaneously to accomplish two 

tasks: (1) to classify sherds according to culture and/or region of 

manufacture, and (2) to classify sherds according to approximate date 

of manufacture. Each of the levels in the pseudo-Linnaean system was 

conceived as a progressively more specific and less rigidly determined 

stage in the sequence of ceramic manufacture. For example, all of the 

recurrent combinations of attributes that determined the Order and 

Genus of a potsherd were seen as the outcomes of choices and 

contstraints that had operated during the manufacturing process. 

Because these choices and constraints reflected either the cultural 

affinity (e.g., paddle and anvil va. coil and scrape methods of 

manufacture) or geographical location (e.g., use of particular clays 

and tempering materials) of the pottery maker, potsherds were 

conceived as "concrete evidence 01:" indigenous expression and as a 

record of foreign influence" (Hargrave 1932a: 10). On the other hand, 
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choices that were made at the lowest level of the classification 

hierarchy were seen as relatively flexible and easily subject to 

change. Thus, types and subtypes -- reflecting the changing fashions 

of surface decoration -- were believed to be most useful for 

"determining the relative ages of ruins" (Hargrave 1932a:9). 

For the next five years, the Guide served as the standard 

reference on Flagstaff-area pottery types, and it was the basis for 

the initial classifications of MNA pottery collections (e.g .• Colton 

1932e:587, 1932£:12-13). However, the Guide was never intended as 

more than an interim work, and the plan was to quickly replace it with 

a series of more comprehensive type descriptions that "should be 

published as soon as sufficient information has been accumulated" 

(Hargrave 1932a:10). Unfortunately, the accumulation and compilation 

of this information took much longer than anticipated, and a revised 

and expanded version of the Guide was repeatedly delayed beyond the 

original publication target date of 1934 (Colton 1937c). In the 

meantime, Hargrave and Colton (Hargrave 1935a; Hargrave and Colton 

1935) were confined to brief, programmatic statements in which they 

affirmed the potential role of ceramics in the reconstruction of 

prehistory, and alluded to a new and more efficient classification 

scheme that was in preparation. 

"Handbook of Northern Arizona Pottery Wares" 

The new classification scheme was finally realized in 1937 

with publication of a voluminous reference entitled "Handbook of 
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Northern Arizona Pottery Wares" (Colton and Hargrave 1937). As it 

was, the Handbook was an impressive compendium, but it had been 

initially conceived as a much larger work: "The original plan called 

for a systematic classification of all Southwestern pottery types 

described in the literature" (Colton 1937c). However, it was soon 

realized that this task was impossible with the finite resources and 

expertise at HNA, so "the geographic area [was] constantly reduced 

until only wares occurring in northern Arizona [were] retained" 

(Colton 1937c). In fact, only a portion of northern Arizona was 

covered by the study, comprising an area extending from 100 to 150 

miles north and east of Flagstaff. 

Nonetheless, the Handbook was indeed a major expansion and 

revision of the Guide. Although the basic taxonomic: unit of the 

Handbook was still the ceramic type. and the definition of the ceramic 

type was little changed since 1932. the conceptual framework and 

nomenclature for the rest of the classification system had been 

substantially altered. Gone was the cumbersome Linnaean system. with 

its deductively-derived taxa. and in its place was an inductive system 

that grouped ceramic 1IE.!.! into ceramic ~ based on the inferred 

phylogenetic relationships of individual types. The inference of 

specific "ancestor-descendant" relationships among ceramic types was 

admittedly subj ective. but the new system avoided inflexible 

classifications forced by the 1932 Guide: 

The important thing in a classification is to have material. 
obviously related, placed in the same pigeon-hole. So we 
must try to place pottery types obviously related in the same 



ware. It i8 impossible to make rules that will pigeon-hole 
the material automatically because in humanly manufactured 
articles so many variable influences bave Boverned their 
manufacture and have affected their finished condition. Only 
personal judgment can care for some cases. A classification 
to be of value must aid our minds in grasping relat!ClDships. 
It cannot, however, be mathematically absolute (Colton and 
Hargrave 1937:4). 
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A key concept in the proposed "pigeon-hoUns" was the idea of 

a ceramic "series." defined as a group of types (discriminated on the 

basis of decorative chalLles). within a single ware (grouped according 

to similarities in materials and manufacturing techniques) I that were 

believed to have descended from a COIIImOD "ancestral type" (Colton and 

Hargrave 1931:3). Although it was not explicitly stated. it is 

evident that many of the Handbook's ceramic series were reconstructed 

from stratigraphic. seriational, and tree-ring evidence recovered by 

the Rainbow Bridle-Monument Valley Expedition (Hargrave 1!i135bj Colton 

1937Cj Beals et a!. 1945), and especially HNA's concerted efforts to 

date the eruption of Sunset Crater (McGregor 1936c). ThUll. in the naw 

classification system. specifiC knowledge about the tamporal 

relationships of ceramic types could be fully utilized in 

reconstructing particular "series" of stylistic change within single 

technological traditions. Hargrave's (1932.) rigid classificatory 

strictures had Dot allowed such subjective assessments, and this was a 

major factor in its rejection and the proposal of a ware-type-series 

classification: 

His lHargrave's] classification is ideally perfect in that 
the material falls into definite pigeon-holes. But because 
it does Dot always bring together in groups pottery types 



obviously related genetically, i.e., having a common 
derivation, it does not satisfy certain requirements of a 
logical classification system. For this reason a more 
realistic definition of ware becomes necessary. . •. Before we 
can define a ware we must define the word 'type, I because the 
definition of a ware is dependent upon the types within the 

While studying certain types in the preparation of this 
Handbook, it became obvious that wares could and should be 
subdivided on the basis of genetic series of types that were 
observed in several wares (Colton and Hargrave 1937:1-2). 
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Although this pOSition represented a substantial change in the 

conceptual basis of ceramic classification, the goals of the 1937 

Handbook were very much the same as those expressed in the 1932 Guide. 

Col ton and Hargrave were convinced that the study of Southwestern 

ceramics was yet in its infancy as of 1937, but they were equally 

convinced that their ceramic analyses had already led to substantial 

conclusions. In a thinly veiled reference to the work of Fewkes, they 

noted that the limited studies so far undertaken had "incidentally 

destroyed the old theory that color and design were characteristic of 

clans" (Colton and Hargrave 1937:5). In place of the "old theory", 

they advocated an inductive reconstructioll, through the ware-type-

series classification of potsherds, of prehistoric population 

movements, exchange relationships, and diffusion of traits. All of 

this would enable the Southwestern archaeologist "to understand better 

the intricate archaeological history of local districts" (Colton and 

Hargrave 1937:5). Colton and Hargrave (1937:xii) succinctly 

summarized the progress that they believed could be made from the 

detailed classification and analysis of potsherds: 



Through a proper correlation of this knowledge with knowledge 
from other sources, it then should be possible to determine 
pottery indigenous to a locality; .•. to recognize the advent 
into a locality of Dew peoples; •.. or to trace the trend of 
the times as they swept across the county from one people to 

2 
another. 
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The ceramic "knowledge" contained in the Handbook consisted 

primarily of standardized and extraordinarily detailed pottery type 

descriptions designed to aid in the consistent field and laboratory 

identification of northern Arizona ceramic types wherever they might 

be found in the Southwest. Each description included detailed 

documentation of previous descriptions; information on the location 

and museum specimen nlL'Ubers of pertinent "type specimens n; an 

identification of the locality, or "type site" where the type had 

first been discovered; an estimate of the Pecos stages and absolute 

dates during which the type was in use; a standardized, technical 

description of the construction techniques, firing atmosphere and 

temperature, clay and temper types, surface finish, and surface color 

of the type; the recorded range of metric attributes such as vessel 

thickness and rim form; a description of decorative designs thus far 

recorded for the type; the known geographical range of the type; 

illustrations and photographs of "type specimens"; and a generous 

"Remarks n section, which served as a forum for discussions of the 

significance of the type, its inferred relationships to other types, 

and weaknesses in the type's description. It was a massive effort, 

and much of the consistency and clarity of the descriptions is due to 
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the efforts of VataoD Smith, who donated his formidable edItorial 

skills to the completion of the project in 19:tS and 1936 (Hargrave et 

81. 1936:42; Colton 19370, 19374143; Smith 1964:61-64). 

Legacy of the Handbook 

The ceramic classification system today in use in northern 

Arizona is substantially the same as that advocated in the Handbook. 

Of course. some type and ware descriptions have since been 

revised and refined (e.g •• Colton at a1. 1940; McGregor 1941b:28-68j 

Colton 19558, 1955b. 1956. 19588; Ambler at a1. 1964:69-80; Lindsay 

1969:283-336j Smith 1971; Gifford and Smith 1978), and the list of 

known types has greatly been expanded (e.g., Colton 1940bj Gumerman et 

a1. 1972), but in its usence the sfstem of classification advocated 

in the Handbook has remained intact. Furthermore. because many of the 

actual ceramic samples classified according to the conventions of the 

Handbook have since been either intentionally discarded or lost (see, 

for example. Stanislawski 1963r210), the enduring significance of the 

scheme is assured. Finally, in spite of the proposal of alternative, 

-attribute"-based scbemes of ceramic classification (e.g., Plog 1980). 

it would appear that the ware-series-type classification system 

proposed in the Handbook is still the preferred method among 

Flagstaff-area archaeologists for classifying and manipulating data 

from large COllections of potsherds for chronologieal purposes. Thus. 

the 1937 Handbook must be counted among the major pre-war 

accomplishments in Flagstaff archaeological method. 
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Ceramic Chronologies 

One of the primary fUnctions of both the 1932 Guide and the 

1937 Handbook was the facilitation of ceramic cross-dating through the 

explicit and consistent definition of temporally diagnostic ceramic 

types. Frior to the publication of these two works, there had been a 

general understanding of the temporal meaning of various ceramic 

decorative styles and their relative proportions in a given 

assemblage. However, because there was no consistent means for 

reporting ceramic variation, there could be no way to adequately 

describe temporal trends in stylistic change. The definition of 

ceramic types -- a principal aim of both the Guide and the Handbook -

was therefore an indispensible element in the development of 

Flagstaff-area ceramic cross-dating. 

In practice, pre-war ceramic dating was accomplished in a 

variety of ways, One of the simplest and earliest uses of key 

decorated types -- invariably, black-on-whites -- was the aSSignment 

of a particular site to the appropriate Pueblo period. For example, 

the presence of Lino Black-on-gray was used to define a Basketmaker 

III occupation; Kana-a Black-on-white a Pueblo I occupation; Deadmans 

(later re-named Black Mesai see Colton 1941b) Black-on-white a Pueblo 

II occupation; etc, (Colton 1932f:12-13, 1933b:9-10, Spicer 1934:17, 

20). Another important advance in ceramic dating was the 

identification of key ceramic "complexes" or "associations" 
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characteristic of particular occupation dates. The identification of 

these complexes was greatly aided by the dendroehronological and 

stratigraphic seriation of assemblages that took place during attempts 

to date the eruption of Sunset Crater. As more information was 

accumulated on pre-eruptive and post-eruptive ceramics assem.blages, it 

became possible to divide the relatively gross Pueblo periods into 

relatively more fine-grained subperiods (e.g •• early, middle, and late 

Pueblo II) on the basis of recurrent combinations of key pottery types 

(Colton 1932e:583. 587, 1932f:12-13. 1933b:9-10j Bartlett 1934:7-8; 

McGregor 1936b:26-28, 1936d:18-20, 24-26, 1938a, 1937d:24-31, 

1941b:18). Finally, perhaps the most sophisticated pre-war efforts to 

create a ceramic chronology involved the use of tree-ring dates to 

assign specific date ranges to key pottery types, referred to as 

"index types" (McGregor 1938a:3-7). With specific date ranges for 

index types, more restricted date ranges for ceramic complexes could 

be inferred by estimating the temporal interval logically implied by 

the ceramic co-associations. 

When considered as a historical sequence, the various pre-war 

ceramic chronologies reflect an increasing sophistication through 

time, and they cannot be understOOd apart from parallel refinements in 

dendrochronology and the MNA ceramic taxonomy. Because an extended 

analysis of each separate chronology would unnecessarily expand this 

paper, the most important pre-war ceramic dating attempts have been 

summarized in Appendix 1. In the context of the present discussion, 

two points are made. First, in most cases, the specific dates 
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assigned to key "index types" have 10Dg siDce been superseded by more 

refined date estimates (e.g., Colton 1946b; Breternitz 1963., 1966; 

Wilson 1969). Therefore, a8 with the first attempts to date Sunset 

Crater. the significance of early ceramic type dating efforts is found 

in contributions to archaeological method, and DOt in enduring 

empirical results. Hoy of the methods used to link tree-ring dates 

with ceramic types were qUite thoughtful, and they provide a firm 

foundation for re-analysis of the primary archaeological materials 

(see especially Colton and Hargrave 1937:23-26 and. McGregor 1938a:3-7 

for early diBcu.sions of the methods alld assumptions of ceramic 

datiDS). Second. in contrast to the specific age estimates for 

ceramic types, the recurrent and temporally-diagnostic ceramic type 

associations that were identified during the period!!!!!. survived 

relat.ively intact. t.o the preaent day. Of course, t.here have been some 

revisions of the sub-period ceramic "associations· identified by 

Colton (1932e:583, 587. 1932f:12-13), Bartlett (1934). and HcGregor 

(1936b, 1937c:42, 194Ib:18), but the badc cODstituents of the 

associatiODS and the logical basis for their creation and use in 

ceramic cross-dating have not changed appreciably in subsequent 

decades (e.g .• Colton 1945b, 1946b, 19S3b; Wilson 1969). The ceramic 

association or ceramic nsroupll datins approach, must therefore also be 

counted amoDg the major achievements of the pre-war period. and one 

that was ultimately crucIal to pre-war archaeolosical syntheses and 

explanations. I now turn to the key element of those efforts, the 

classification of prehistoric culture units. 
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As in other regions of the Southwest. the quest for diagnostic 

features and histories of prehistoric cultures was a major 

archaeological activity in the Flagstaff area during the pre-war 

years. As I have discussed, a crucial aspect of such studies was the 

assumption that undecorated ceramic types could reveal "stable" 

aspects of the learning systems associated with ceramic manufacture, 

and therefore could be used to identify signif icant cultural 

boundaries. However, the reconstruction of prehistoric culture units 

involved much lIlore than just ceramics. Also used were such traits as 

architectural styles, projectile point styles, stoDe axe styles, 

burial practices, and physical types, to name just a few. Because 

such evidence was often unevenly preserved, or was considered useful 

in some time periods but not in others, the specific arguments that 

were used to reconstruct the boundaries and movements of prehistoric 

culture units are often complex and seemingly illogical. Furthermore, 

the definition and meaning of prehistoric culture units seem to have 

been continually altered. This is especially true in the Flagstaff 

area, where the numerous HNA archaeological expeditions were 

constantly adding new information about sites from previously 

unexplored geographical areas and time periods. 

Because of the extremely complex subj ect matter, the topic of 

prehistoric culture units can be given only superficial treatment in 
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this paper. Summaries of various pre-war statements on prehistoric 

culture units are presented in Appendix 2. Here, it is noted simply 

that the categorization of Flagstaff-area cultures by Colton and his 

tiNA associates appears to have undergone. three definite but somewhat 

overlapping phases. These three phases (reflected in the organization 

of Appendix 2) are; (1) A period from 1918 to about 1932, when the 

prehistoric culture Flagstaff area was conceived as basically Puebloan 

and ancestral to the modern Hopi; (2) A period from about 1932 to 

1936, when the Flagstaff culture was seen as basically non-Puebloan, 

and home to several groups of prehistoric immigrants; and (3) A final 

period, from about 1937 to 1941, when major local prehistoric cultural 

units -- the Cohonina, the Sinagua, and the culturally Rmixed" 

phenomenon of Winona Village -- were formally named and defined. The 

three phases are briefly reviewed below. 

Period I: Pueblo Culture and the Prehistory of the Hopi People 

The endeavors of Fewkes (1900, 1904a, 1904b, 1926a, 1926b, 

1927b, 1928a, 1928b) and members of the Milwaukee Public Museum 

(Barrett 1923, 1927; Edwards 1923) aside, the earliest modern cultural 

classifications seem to have relied heavily upon the assumptions that 

Flagstaff-area populations were Puebloan and ancestral to the modern 

Hopi. For a brief period after the establ lshment of MNA, this 

position was reinforced both by the Museum's research charter -- the 

study of the history and prehistory of the Hopi people -- and by the 
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Fecos cultural classification scheme, which had just been proposed and 

was widely accepted as a useful classificatory device for the Plateau 

Southwest. Thus, although Colton (1918) had early on recognized some 

aspects of Flagstaff-area archaeology as not typically PUebloan, until 

about 1932 the Puebloan-Hopi classification appears to have dominated, 

at least as a convenient device for cOIDlllUDicating research goals and 

results. 

Period II: The Recognition of Intruders 

After the archaeological expedition of 1931 it became clear 

that there were many artifact types, architectural traits, and other 

archaeological features, such as trash mounds, that could not be found 

in the Pueblo area immediately north and northeast of Flagstaff, but 

were relatively common to the south. This perception was facilitated, 

and might even have been brought about, by Haury's (1932) formal 

definition of the Hohokam, the desert culture to which the phenomena 

seemed to be most closely related. From about 1932 through 1936, 

then, a second interpretive position emerged, one which allowed for 

the perception that the Flagstaff culture was uni~ue, was non

Puebloan, and might have been influenced by immigrants from the 

Hohokam culture area. This theme of immigrant intruders was 

elaborated upon by McGregor (I936b, 1936d). who claimed that a fine 

division of black-on-white ceramic styles revealed at least three 

distinct, local culture units, one of which -- the "Bonito Terrace 
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people" -- appeared to have been composed of a group of relative late-

Period III: The Cohonina, the Sinagua, and the Winona Culture 

A third and final set of cultural interpretations resulted 

from the intensive field work conducted by McGregor, in and around 

Winona Village, and by Hargrave, in the vicinity of Williams, Arizona. 

Data from both of these areas was crucial to the definition of the two 

major archaeological cultures defined for the Flagstaff area; the 

Sinagua, to the east, south, and southeast of the San Francisco Feaks, 

and the Cohonina, in the area west, north, and northwest of the Peaks. 

In addition, a third prehistoric culture, of somewhat ambiguous 

status. was identified as having existed for a brief post-eruptive 

period of cultural "mixing" or "fusion" in the area within about 10 

square miles of Winona Village. 

Until Hargrave's (1936) excavations near Williams, it had been 

known only that the area to the west of Flagstaff was marked by sites 

with a predominance of smooth, gray ware pottery -- San Francisco 

Mountain Gray Ware (Colton and Hargrave 1937) -- and a general lack of 

surface masonry architecture. It was not clear what this phenomenon 

represented; the gray ware pottery exhibited many similarities with 

the brown ware pottery in the immediate vicinity of Flagstaff 

(chiefly. it was made with a paddle and anvil technique). and in the 
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Medicine Valley there were many sites with a mixture of both gray and 

brown ware pottery. Hargrave' s research was therefore designed to 

excavate sites in the heart of the gray pottery distribution to obtain 

a set of traits for comparison with the Flagstaff brown ware sites. 

As reported in the preceding chapter. Hargrave was considered quite 

successful in his quest, and the traits that were inventoried in the 

area of Williams were deemed sufficient to define a distinctive 

prehistoric culture in a vast area to the west of Flagstaff (Hargrave 

1938; Colton 1938a, 1938d). This culture was named the Cohonina 

branch of the Patayan culture, and was considered baSically different 

from the culture of the brown ware sites in the area south and east of 

Flagstaff. For a brief period prior to the Williams work, Hargrave 

appears to have intended that the term "Cohonina" be used to describe 

the prehistoric culture of all sites surrounding the San Francisco 

Peaks (Hargrave 1937). However, the work at Williams must have ended 

this practice, for thereafter "Cohonina" was used only in referring to 

the basic culture of sites north and west of the Peaks. 

At about the same time as Hargrave's work, John McGregor was 

conducting excavations at Winona Village and Ridge Ruin that would 

lead to a formal definition of a second prehistoric Flagstaff-area 

culture, the Sinagua branch of the Mogollon culture root. Combined 

with previous work at sites in the area east and south of Flagstaff, 

the Winona-Ridge Ruin work provided enough traits to allow a formal 



definition of Sinsgua c.ultural foci -- Le .• limited periods of 

cultural uniformity (Colton 1939b:6-11) -- extending from the 

Basketmaker III through Pueblo IV developmental periods (Colton 
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1939b: 33-44). The Sinagua were considered to be the indigenous 

inhabitants of the Flagstaff area, with traits that could easily be 

distinguished from those of Hohokam and l'atayan llIlJlligrants who had 

moved in after the eruption. Basic cultural attributes of the Sinagua 

were identified as oxidized, paddle-and-anvil pottery, alcove and deep 

timber pithouses with ventilators, and extended burials (Colton 

1939b:32) • 

However, in the post-eruptive period in the area sUrrounding 

Winona, it was believed that a study of artifacts, architectural 

styles, and burial practices revealed a great deal of short-lived 

cultural "mixing" or "fusion," brought about by a nearly side-by-side 

residence of Sinagua, Hohokam, and possibly Mogollon people who had 

been attracted by improved agricultural conditions. To accomodate 

this situation, it was proposed that in the beginning of the Winona 

occupation, there were at least two simultaneous cultural foci 

associated with the Hohokam and Sinagua/Hogollon people. These 

periods were named the Winona and Angell foci, respectively (Colton 

1938b, 1941a:4; McGregor 1941b:89-121, 136-139, 281-282, 285), and were 

identified primarily on the basis of architectural differences. Two 

succeeding periods, named the Padre and Elden foci (McGregor 1941b: 121-

136, 139-157, 262, 285, 286), were believed to represent further 

mixing of cultures, with perhaps some additional Mogollon influence 
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(McGregor 1941b:282). It was believed that many aspects of the Padre 

and Elden foci had begun in the vicinity of Winona Villagtl. but had 

diffused graduaUy into the surrounding area of Sunset Crater ash 

fall. 

Because this entire phenomenon of mixed architecture, 

artifacts, and burial practice. seemed to be unique to a relatIvely 

small area surroundittg WInona Village. it was considered to be a 

cultural expression worthy of special recognition. Colton (194la:4) 

appears to have regarded the mixture as distinctive enough to warrant 

separation as a cultural "branch." McGregor (1941b:19, 274) did Dot 

share Colton's opinion, and referred consistently to the post-eruptive 

sites surrounding Winona somewhat ambiguoua!y (at least with respect 

to Colton's 1939b cultural taxonomy) as the Winona "Culture. II Even the 

sites surrounding Ridge Ruin seemed to have been considered a separate 

taxonomic unit, as McGregor at one point (1941bd9) refers to the 

Ridge Ruin "CultUre." Whatever its taxonomic status, however, the 

Winona phenomenon was definitely perceived as an important cultural 

element in the local prehistory, and the idea that Winona Village 

represented a "peaceful co-mingling" of different cultures was a key 

concept in the construction of numerous scenarios of post-eruptive 

culture changa (e.g .• McGregor 1941a:268. 1941b:274-286; Colton 

1946b:270-27S, 300-301, 1960; Schroeder 1961, 1977133-68). 
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Conclusion 

To some extent, the activity of classifying prehistoric 

cultures was a product of the times, mandated by the desire of 

Southwestern archaeologists to label consistent constellations of 

prehistoric artifacts and architecture if for no other reason than to 

provide a suitable lexicon for discussing their current field work at 

the annual Pecos Conference. Undeniably, in many areas of the 

Southwest, as across North I.'llerica, pre-war cultural classification 

was often simply ior its own sake, or perhaps in vague antiCipation of 

some future study that might give it all some diffusionist or direct

historical purpose (Willey and Sableff 1980 ;104-132). On the other 

hand, this activity for the Flagstaff area seems somehow different, 

and the reason is probably that cultural classification at MN'A was 

conceived as a means for illuminating the complex environmental and 

cuI tural changes that were presumed to have followed the eruption of 

Sunset Crater. Certainly, as in other regions of the Southwest at 

this time, there was a seeming obsession with classifying prehistoric 

cultures and their movements about the landscape, but in this context 

there was purpose to the classification, and imputed purpose to the 

perceived prehistoric movements of cultural groups. People were not 

simply moving, they were moving 12 something. and that something was 

an improved environment and increased agricultural potential brought 

by the eruption of Sunset Crater. It is to this model of 

environmental and cultural interaction. built around the effects of 

the eruption of Sunset Crater. that I now turn. 

----------------
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At the bead of all of pre-war achievements is the synthesis 

and explanation of prehistoric events and processes, particularly for 

the period following the eruption of Sunset Crater. As noted 

previously, in 1930 the eruption was seized upon almost immediately as 

a benchmark in tile prehistoric cultural sequence, and it was the 

consideration of the eruption's effects that gavE: coherence to what on 

the surface seems to be an unconnected series of tiNA archaeological 

expeditions throughout the period 1931-1941. Each of the expeditions 

after 1930 was designed in some way to collect data pertinent to the 

question of pre- versus post-eruptive cultural patterns, and although 

these proj ects often sampled sites from many different areas and time 

periods, the collection and interpretation of data were determined 

always by some consideration of the sites' temporal and spatial 

distance from the eruption of Sunset Crater. Furthermore, none of the 

methodological innovations just discussed was developed independently 

of a consideration of the eruption's potential impacts. In fact, many 

methods -- such as the ceramic group dating approach -- were developed 

explicitly as a means for contrasting pre- and post-eruptive cultural 

patterns. Even the delineation of prehistoriC cultural units -- an 

activity common to all areas of the Southwest during this period -

was heavily influenced by knowledge of the eruption's date, and a 

perception of its environmental effects. Particularly notable in this 

regard is the interpretation of archaeological traits at Winona 
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Village, where the assumption that the eruption had stimulated 10ng

distance migrations was an integral part of the complex cultural 

taxonomy that was developed for that site. 

Perhaps the most remarkable aspect of the pre-war 

archaeological syntheses at HNA is how very rapidly the eruption of 

Sunset Crater was identified as a paramount event in the local 

prehistoric sequence. By 1932 -- less than two years after the 

discovery that volcanic activity was in fact a late prehistoric 

phenomenon -- the eruption had been identified as nothing less than a 

prime cause of prehistoric cultural change, and an event with lasting 

cultural significance for the Hopi people. 

One measure of the eruption's perceived importance to MNA 

research is the fact that in 1932. Harold and Mary-Russell Ferrell 

Colton, with the help of Hopi interpreter and eventual Museum 

Associate Edmund Nequatewa, catalogued a selection of Hopi myths 

pertaining to the Sunset Crater region and, possibly, the eruption 

itself (H. Colton 1932c; H. Colton 1932). The collection consisted of 

two stories associated with various physical features of SUnset Crater 

(Nequatewa 1932a, 1932b), and one tale that might refer to the fire 

and ash of the eruption (Voth 1905, c:ited by Colton 1932c). To the 

Coltons these myths indicated that the crater, as a geographical 

place, and the eruption, as a possibly long-remembered event, were 

indeed important aspects of Hopi culture (see also Malotki 1987). 

Since a primary research goal for tiNA was an exploration of the 

history and prehistory of the Hopi people. the stories no doubt fueled 
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their interest in dating the eruption and assessing Its effects on the 

local prehIstoric population, which was at that time considered 

ancestral to the modern Hopi. 

However, the major factor in elevating the eruption to its 

quickly-achieved status as ·prime cauae n of prehistoric cultural 

change was its apparent power to explain a long-known set of anomalies 

in Flagstaff-area site distributions. In ODe of the earliest 

important statements on the eruption and its effects, Harold Colton 

(1932e=582) described how these anomalies. first glimpsed in 1916. 

were almost immediately resolved in his mind by the knowledge that 

Sunset Crater had erupte4 during the Pueblo II period. To Colton. the 

eruption seemed a remarkable event, able to explain not only a IDeal 

population increase in late Pueblo II and Pueblo III times -- but a 

subsequant population deeline and area-wide abandonment as well. 

These two aspeets of the eruption's supposed effects -- short-term 

benefits, but inherent long-term limitations -- were quickly 

elaborated into a consistent and well-araued set of prehistoric 

reconstructions and self-contained explanations. 

Short-Term Benefits 

The most obvious and significant environmental effect of the 

eruption of SUDset Crater was the ejeetlon of a huge quantity of 
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volcanic ash and cinders, and the extrusion of a very large amount of 

molten lava. In the immediate vicinity of Sunset Crater, there was a 

core area where deep cinders. lap!ll!, volcanic bombs, and lava flows 

covered the original ground surface to a depth of dozens or even 

hundreds of meters. Because prevailing winds in the area are from the 

southwest, most of the airborne ash and cinders that had not formed 

the actual cone of the volcano were distributed over a vast area to 

the north and east. The wind-deposited ash and cinders became 

gradually more shallow with distance from the crater. until the 

volcanic deposits ended completely in the vicinity of the Little 

-Colorado River, approximately 35 kin to the northeast. 

Upon discovering that the eruption was a phenomenon from the 

prehistoric pithouse and pueblo period, Harold Colton seems instantly 

to have grasped that one possible benefit of the ash and cinders would 

have been an increase in soil moisture and, therefore, the 

agricul tural potential of a previously arid and unfarmable area. He 

reasoned that the increase in soil moisture would have been caused by 

the ability of the layers of ash and cinders to retain rainfall and 

sno~elt that otherwise would have been lost, either through runoff, 

or through evaporation from the thin, residual soils that cover most 

of the ash~fal1 area. An early statement of this propOSition by 

Colton (1932e:589) is typical of the many (e.g., Colton 1932£:3, 16, 

45, 1933b:l2, 1936b:341, 1937b:10-ll; McGregor 1932:13, 1941b:l6-17, 

276; Bartlett 1933a:15, 1934:8) that would soon follow: "After the 

eruption of Sunset Crater, with the country covered with a thin layer 
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of black sand, a new era for agriculture developed. This black sand 

absorbed heat and at the same time acted as a mUlch conserving the 

water in the soil. n 

The moisture retaining effects of this "black sand mulch" were 

in part suggested by. and certainly drew their significance from 

analogy with Hopi methods of sand dUne agriculture. Again, at an 

early date Colton (1932£:16) formulated a position that would remain 

typical of subsequent interpretations (e.g., Colton 1932e:589-590, 

1933b:12. 1937b:9, 1938b:65; Bartlett 1934:22-24, 37): 

At the present time the Hopi selects for his cornfields a 
thin sand dune which is traveling slowly across the land. 
With his digging stick he plants the seed in the soil, which 
is kept moist by the mulch of sand, a foot to 18 inches deep, 
depending on the thickness of the mulch. It is thought 
probable that the black sand made a similar mulch and that an 
area which had previously been unsuitable for agriculture 
beC4fl1e a garden spot . 

.. . In many places lines of stones are visible which mark the 
position of the ancient fields. Lines of stones dammed 
little draws and caught the sand and moisture, as we see to
day at the second Hopi Mesa. " .Parallel lines of stones were 
used as windbreaks, such as can be seen to-day at Sikyatki at 
the First Hopi Mesa •.•. 

Broken hoes are picked up on the site of the fields and a 
digging stick has been found in one excavation. 

Methods of agriculture as far as we can see were similar to 
the methods used to-day by the Hopi. 

This analogy seemed to be an especially apt choice, and not 

just because the Hopi were the nearest group of aboriginal 

agriculturalists. On reviewing data from his archaeological surveys, 

Colton (1932e;587-589; see also Bartlett 1933a:15) observed that the 
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density of post-eruptive settlements could be roughly correlated with 

the absolute depth of the ash fall. He believed that this pattern --

since 1916, a puzzling anomaly -- now made a great deal of sense if 

one considered the requirements of Hopi crops and cultivation methods: 

It is seen that the preeruptive sites lie among the cinder 
hills and on the alluvial fans south and east of the Peaks. 
!'osteruptive sites of late Pueblo II and early Pueblo III are 
much more DWDerous and are confined to the area where dunes 
of black basaltic sand are found. The posteruptlve sites are 
particularly numerous on the periphery of the ash-fall area, 
I.e. where the material was finest. Sites are absent in the 
region of coarse lapiUl and scarce in the area where the ash 
did not fall. 

... the distribution of a dense population, late Pueblo II 
and early E'ueblo III in time, corresponds with the 
distribution of Sunset ash dunes. Since it is found in the 
ash fall area alone and not north or south in similar soil 
conditions, altitudes, or exposures, it is evident that the 
ash fall was somehow responsible. The nature of Hopi 
agriculture offers an explanation. The black sand formed a 
mulch, conserved the moisture, and made agriculture possible 
where it had not been possible before (Colton 1932e:587-589). 

The perceived significance of the mulcb to agricultural 

pursuits was not confined, however, just to an increase in soil 

moisture available for crops. Another suggested effect of the ash 

cover -- albeit perhaps in combination with a period of increased 

precipitation after the eruption (Colton 1932e:590, 1932f:17; Hargrave 

1933b:49, 73; McGregor 1941b:14-15, 278, 287) -- was an increase in 

groundwater, and, therefore, springs. Sources of permanent water were 

viewed by Colton as a crucial factor in the agricultural use of the 

ash fall zone, and he believed that the ability of the mulch to retain 

soil moisture could be translated into an increased number and 
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reliability of springs in the post-eruptive period. He was somewhat 

puzzled about why some of the springs exhibiting prehistoric potsherds 

had since run dry, but he offerred two suggestions: They might have 

since become choked by wind-blown accumulations of cinder and ash 

(Colton 1932e:590, 1933b:l2), or there might have been a decrease in 

precipitation since prehistoric times (Colton 1932e:590, 1932£:17, 

1933b:12). At any rate, a second (but often overlooked) proposed 

benefit of the eruption was an increased domestic water supply in a 

previously waterless, and therefore uninhabitable, region. 

Several lines of evidence were used to bolster the argument 

that the Sunset Crater ash and cinders would have provided a moisture-

retaining mulch. One early observation pertained to the present 

distribution of two types of trees, the ponderosa pine (Pinus 

ponderosa) and the one-seed juniper (Juniperus monosperma). Colton 

(1932e:589-590) noted that, in the area of the ash fall, both species 

grow today at an elevation that is approximately 1000 feet lower than 

their minimum elevational ranges beyond the ash fall zone. This fact 

was unequivocally attributed to the ability of the cinders and ash to 

provide thin soils with a mOisture-retaining cover: "the distribution 

of trees confirms the conclusion based on agriculture -- that the 

cinders form a mulch. valuable to plants" (Colton 1932e:589-590I see 

also Colton 1933b:l2). 
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In addition, patterns of prehistoric wood use were believed to 

reflect the moisture-retaining properties of the volcanic ash and 

cinders. For example, Lyndon Hargrave (1933b:26) claimed that his 

excavations in 1932 had proven that 

juniper and pinyon Were generally used in prehistoric times 
in a locality where pines now flourish. This discovery 
indicated a change in ecological conditions -- a change which 
in that locality can be attributed to the eruption of a 
volcano nearby. 

Similarly, A. E. Douglass (1935a:47) noted that many of the 

roof beams at Wupatki Pueblo had been fashioned from ponderosa pine. 

This was believed to indicate that, in the period immediately after 

the eruption, volcanic ash had encouraged the growth of pine trees 

quite near Wllpatki: 

There is no doubt that the large number of these Wupatki 
timbers indicate a nearby forest. Judging by our 
investigations at other pOints, one would conclude that the 
pine forest, now some eight miles distant, extended in the 
twelfth century to the mesa immediately above the ruin. 

Finally, John McGregor (1941b:277) observed that several of 

his sites at Winona Village and Ridge Ruin had produced beams of 

Douglas fir, and that "fir trees do not grow near these sites DOW." 

He reasoned that, since pine beams were "certainly available, and were 

about equally usable and just as straight," it was unlikely that the 

fir beams would have been specially selected and transported to the sites 

from some distant place. He therefore concluded that Douglas firs had 

lived in the immediate vicinity of Winona and Ridge Ruin just after 
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the eruption, when "the fall of light ashes" and "a changed 

environment" would have combined to produce conditions favorable for 

their growth (McGregor 1941b:277-276). The recovery of fish bones, 

waterfowl remains, and freshwater snail shells from Winona and Ridge 

Ruin were cited as fUrther evidence of increased post-eruptive soil 

and surface moisture in the vicinity of those sites (McGregor 

1941b; 276-277). 

A third line of evidence revealing the beneficial aspects of 

the cinder cover was believed to have been encoded in the ring 

patterns of the trees themselves. In 1932, McGregor (1932: 13) 

announced that his dendrochronological studies had revealed a pattern 

in the growth rings of trees from the years A.D. 920 to A.D. 1070, 

"which, at present, can be accounted for only by the eruption of 

Sunset Crater and the attendant fall of ash." Although it is now 

known that this pattern, whatever it was (McGregor did not identify 

the pattern, or which tree-ring specimens were involved), could not 

possibly have been produced by the effects of Sunset Crater (since the 

inital date of the eruption is today confidently fixed at A.D. 1064), 

it was nonetheless taken at the time as another indication of the 

eruption I S profound environmental impact. 

To test the hypothesis that the ash and cinders were 

beneficial to prehistoric plant growth, McGregor (1936e) undertook a 

rigorous analysis of the effects of cinder cover on contemporary tree

ring patterns. In this study, 184 core samples were taken from 

ponderosa pine trees growing in a variety of ash-covered and ash-free 
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After examining the growth patterns for the years 1922-1932, 

McGregor concluded (1937e=13) that, when other factor~ were 

controlled, the rings of trees growing in areas with ash cover were 

indeed larger than those in ash-free areas, 

It would appear fairly obvious that a cover of cinders over a 
clay or alluvjal base greatly increases the size and growth 
of rings of the Western Yellow Pine. In view of the nearly 
equal precipitation over the area studied, and the obvious 
lack of plant food in the unweathered cinders from. Sunset 
Crater, we conclude that the ash acts as a lDUich to conserve 
the scanty water supply •••• [T]he most ideal conditions for 
tree growth were represented in areas where about six to ten 
inches of rather fine cinders or ash covered a clay surface, 
and the drainale slopes were lentle with no prominent 
valleys. 

AlthoUlh in a strict sense this study pertained only to the 

ponderosa pine, its implications for the mulching hypothesis, and 

therefore prehistoric agriculture, were clear. inlat had seemed 

evident from the elevational distribution of pine trees, was now also 

supported by analysis of their Irowth rings, i.e., the cinders and ash 

conserve soil moisture for trees, and therefore must have provided the 

same benefit for corn plants. Perhaps more important, McGrelor's 

specific findings about the optimal depth of the cinder mulch for tree 

growth (6-10 inches) aleo supported the proposition (e.g., Colton 

1932e;5'8, Bartlett 1933a:15) that cinder depth was correlated with 

settlement density via the requirements of Hopi alriculture. Since 

trees appeared to srow best with only a moderate cinder cover, then 

logically the optimal zone for post-eruptive agriculture would have 

been the periphery of the ash fall zone, where volcanic deposits were 

---------------_.--
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shallow enough to allow corn to germinate, but deep enough to provide 

a significant mulching effect (see also Maule 1963; Colton 1965; 

Gasser 1979). 

The cultural consequences of the eruption were thought to have 

been profound, and the environmental changes cited above -- namely, 

the mulching effect of volcanic deposits -- were believed to have 

attracted a large number of farmers from surrounding areas of the 

Southwest. It was generally agreed that in the pre-eruptive period, 

the regional population density had been quite low, with a small 

number of pithouse-dwellers occupying the parks and alluvial fans in 

only a few agriculturally and hydrologically favored areas south and 

east of the San Francisco Peaks (Colton 1932e:567, 1932f:45, 

1936b:338, 1937b:9, 1941a:3; Bartlett 1933a:13-14, 1934:5-7). Because 

of good conditions for public health, promoted by a residence pattern 

of dispersed pithouses, and an increased carrying capacity of the 

environment, brought about by the introduction of Mexican cultigens 

such as corn and beans, some population growth was admitted for the 

pre-eruptive period (Colton 1936b:342-343). It was, however, viewed 

as only a very slow rate of growth, from approximately 60 individuals 

at A.D. 600 to perhaps 340 by A.D. 800 (Colton 1941a:3). 

After the eruption, though, population levels seemed to grow 

rapidly as immigrants arrived in the Flagstaff area to farm the newly 

productive area within the ashfall zone of Sunset Crater. According 



to Colton (l937b:11), "People from the north, east, the west, the 

south, and southeast came in ever increasing numbers until by 1100 

IBB 

A.D. a teeming population of over four thousand souls, in groups of 

pit-earth lodges, occupied almost every well drained ridge or rise of 

ground where digging was easy." Blaewhere. it was claimed that 

between A.D. 1000 and A.D. 1200 there was a "great increase in 

population" (Colton 1932e;582); that ·population flowed into the ash 

covered area ••• and flourished" (Colton 1932e:587); that "people 

swarmed into the [asb fall] araa in large numbers" (Bartlett 

1933a:lS); and that there was a "great increase in the population of 

the Deadman. Walnut, and Padre drainages, between 800 A.D. aDd 1000 

A.D." (Colton 1936b:340). It seemed clear that there had been a major 

jump in population -- far too great to be accounted for by natural 

increase (Colton 1938b=65) -- and immigration to exploit the mulching 

effect of SUnset Crater ash and cinders was the only plausible 

explanation. 

However, the cultural effects of the eruption were not 

confined simply to an increase in the local population. As discussed 

in the precec!1ng sectioD on prehistoric cultural units. it was also 

believed that the coming together of diverse prehistoric cultures from 

several areas of the Southwest brought a un.ique cultural syncretism to 

the Flagstaff area. After a brief period of d1&sension, marked by the 

construction of hill-top forts such as Hedicine Fort (NA 862), the 

regional population was thought to have enjoyed a peaceful and 

productive period of assimilation and coexistence. As COltOD 



(1937b:1l) put it, 

•.• the invaders were not wholl,. war-like and soon the forts 
fell into ruin and the old inhabitants and the new mingled. 
and lived in peace. The newly arrived farmers brought with 
tbem their arts and crafts, beliefs and customs. Pottery 
from the north mixed with pottery from the south. The nortb 
introduced the kiva and masonry buildings. The south 
introduced a ball game with an oval court somewhat similar to 
the Haya game of 'Pok-da-pok. I 

The ultimate expression of this "peaceful mingling" of diverse 

cultures was found, of course, at Winona Villaga, where It was 
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proposed that the people of at least two, and perhaps four basic 

SouthWestern cultural groups lived side by Bide (McGregor 1941b:285). 

In sum, the eruption of Sunset Crater was believed to have 

brought Important local enviroDJDental changes that led to, or perhaps 

even required (see Colton 19371:1: 12; McGregor 1941b:16-17) a series of 

profound demographic, technological. and cultural changes. The 

mulching effects of a "black sand" cover and. possibly, greater post-

eruptive preCipitation were beHeved to have prOduced a local 

envirolUDent with unmatched agricultural potential. Among the short-

term effects of this changed environment were a large increase Ln the 

local population, unprecedented changes in material culture and 

architecture, and a peaceful interaction and sharing of ideas among "a 

very cosmopolitan group" of Flagstaff-area settlers (Colton 1936b:341; 

see also Colton 1933b:13). 
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Inherent Limitations 

However, the halcyon conditions envisioned in the immediately 

post-eruptive period were seen as inherently limited by the erosional 

instahility of the volcanic ash and cinder deposits. One of the most 

intriguing aspects of the pre-war reconstructions, then, is the fact 

that the Sunset Crater eruption could be used to account for both the 

rise and fall of prehistoric Flagstaff-area culture. Although the 

postulated trajectory of cultural change was fully presented in only a 

few places (e.g, Colton 1936b, 1937b), it is clear that the entire 

course of post-eruptive prehistory, as written in the 19308 and early 

19408, was conceived as a set of interrelated processes set in motion 

by the eruption (see especially Colton 1937b:12). 

Abandonment: The Hodel ~ ill Inspiration 

The composite story of post-eruptive prehistory is somewhat 

convoluted, but all events and processes leading to area-wide 

abandonment were ultimately attributed to one characteristic of the 

Sunset Crater ash fall, specifically the fact that it could readily be 

stripped from the landscape by water and wind erosion. Basically, it 

was claimed that: 1. After a period of initial conflict, farmers 

settled into a period of peaceful co-existence and cultural fUsion; 2. 

This period of harmony ended when the productivity of the land was 

irreparably damaged by overcultivation and erosion of the volcanic ash 

and cinders; 3. As productivity declined and conflict escalated, 
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groups of farmers sought defenBive refuge in multi-roomed, above 

ground pueblos; 4. Because of a lack of experience in living in pueblo 

lIapartments," this algresatioD led to poor sanitation, diseasa, and 

high infant lDortality. 5. As the Flagstaff-area population diminished 

from disease throughout the 13th century, all but a few large pueblos 

-- such as Wupatki. Elden, Turkey Hill. and Old Caves -- were 

abandoned, 6. The -Great Drought, II documented in Southwestern tree

ring sequences from A.D. 1276 to A.D. 1299, eventually ended an 

already tenuous occupation of the pueblos; 7. After abandoning the 

Flagstaff area. some people sought refuge in places such as the Verde 

Valley, or in the Homolovi Pueblos aloDa the Little Colorado River, 

but eventually these locations too were abandoned; 8. Descendants of 

the original Flagstaff-area population moved to the Hopi Hesas. where. 

it was said. "the blood of the ancient Wupatkians probably flows in 

the veins of modern Hopia" (Colton 1933c:63). 

It is interesting to note that this explanatory sketch seems 

to have been greatly influenced by two factors: 1. Contemporary Dust 

Bowl conditions on the southern American Great Plains; and 2. Colton's 

personal experiences with disease and Infant mortalIty, including 

observations of conditions in crowded tenements of Philadelphia, and 

the death of his own SOD. 

To my knowledge, the effects of the Dust Bowl years on the 

thinking of HN'A personnel are nowhere recognized, but they must have 

been Significant. The wIdely publicized dust storms of the southern 

plains. termed "black blizzards" by some, began in January of 1932. 
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and reached catastrophic proportions in the spring of 1935 (Hurt 

1981: 33-37. 49-66). As the following quotations demonstrate, the 

perceived magnitude and significance of aeolian erosion in post-

eruptive prehistory appear to have grown in tandem with the publicity 

surrounding Dust Bowl events. For example, in 1932, the stripping of 

SUnset Crater ash and cinders is seen by Colton as a gradual process, 

and a factor that was only "part" of the story: 

But the westerly winds, which blow so strongly on those 
grassy steppes in May and June, gradually removed the fine
sand cover from most of the populated area. The winds piled 
the sand into dunes too deep for Hopi maize. They drifted 
the sand into the limestone canyons in great black banks, 
whence the intermittent streams carried much of it away. 
They collected the sand in drifts below escarpments and on 
the lee side of cinder cones. The winds, therefore, are part 
of the story (Colton 1932e;589). 

By late Pueblo III times (1200) the ash had accWllulated into 
dunes or had been blown into the canyons I so that the surface 
of the ground was bare once more ... (Colton 1932f:45). 

By 1933, however, the "Black Sand n area was seen as having 

been beset by "great clouds of dust," which, as was then true on the 

southern plains, made life "exceedingly uncomfortable"; 

The prevailing westerly winds must have stirred up great 
clouds of dust from the newly fallen volcanic ash, which 
until the dunes were more or less anchored would have 
rendered the district, except on the western periphery, 
exceedingly uncomfortable (Colton 1933b: 12). 

A few years later, perhaps taking a cue from the recognized 

causes of worsening Dust Bowl conditions in the United States --

drought, poor soil conservation techniques, and overcultivation of 
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crops by "suitcase farmers" during a great "plow up" of the plains in 

the 1920s (Hurt 1981;28, 68) -- Colton identified wind and human 

activities as the reason for erosion of the Sunset Crater ash: 

The continual cultivation of the black sand cover brought the 
finer ash particles to the surface, exposing them to the 
action of the wind. Thus the fine sand cover which had done 
so much to preserve the moisture in the soil, was slowly 
gathering into dUnes (Colton 1937b:12). 

The next year, perhaps with a skeptIcism born of the seeming 

inability of massive New Deal soil conservation efforts to contain 

modern American dust storms, Colton focused on the futility and 

frustration that prehistorIc inhabitants must have experienced in 

their own attempts at erosion control: 

There is evidence that ash fall cover was. finally. removed 
by the wind and was blown over the rim of the mesa, where it 
now rests in great dunes. In some areas near by, rows of 
stones show the efforts of the inhabitants to hold the black 
sand in place and wing walls on the south and west sides of 
the later masonry houses lead us to believe that the people 
were troubled by the sand and dust storms (Colton 1938b:65). 

Finally, it is particularly interesting to note that although 

wind and water stripping of Sunset Crater deposits were identified in 

a geological study by Colton as significant erosional factors (Colton 

1937a:35-37), his archaeological publications almost invariably 

emphasize aeolian forces. This seeming inconsistency may be another 

example of the effects that contemporary Dust Bowl events exerted on 

1930s attempts to explain prehistoric events. 
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Thus, it would appear that although the erosion of Sunset 

Crater ash and cinders was noted early on, and identified as one 

potential cause of prehistoric abandonments in the Flagstaff area, 

there was an increasing emphasis on this factor as the Dust Bowl years 

wore OD. Whether such an influence was recognized by Colton or other 

MNA personnel is not known. 

On the other hand, Colton was quite candid about the role that 

his own experiences in Philadelphia had played in the proposition that 

movement into multi-room pueblos had resulted in a precipitous 

population decline: 

In my youth the annual loss in Philadelphia of adults by 
typhoid and of children by infantile dysentery was terrific. 
I can remember the headlines in the papers when the annual 
September typhoid epidemic was reported. All statistics show 
that from the point of view of population increase, it is 
better to live in a farm house than in a city flat (Colton 
1936b:342). 

Also. in searching for a Western vacation spot in 1916. Colton 

wrote a letter to a Flagstaff astronomer, Dr. Vesto Melvin Slipher, 

inquiring about the local living conditions. Colton (letter of 

February 14, 1916, cited by Hoyt 1973:72) posed several questions on 

behalf of his wife and infant son which well illustrate his concerns 

about the linkage between housing and health: 

1. Is there any family who is not tuberculous living in the 
pine woods that would take us as borders [sic]? 
2. Is there good milk to be had? 
3. Is there a good dOctor in town? 
4. Are the flies very bad in August (We were there in June 
and I remember none) 
5. Is it a healthy place for babies? 
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Finally, although the influence of this event can only be 

inferred, the 1924 death of the Coltons' six-year old son, Sabin, may 

also have played a role in the disease hypothesis. Sabin's death was 

evidently due to Valley Fever, a disease caused by an airborne fungus, 

but it was attributed by the family to the ingestion of bad well water 

during a visit to Tucson (Miller 1985:107; John C. McGregor, personal 

communication, 1987). According to Hiller (1985:107), this event 

"caused Mary-Russell [ColtonJ to become extremely cautious of sanitary 

conditions," and it seems certain that this caution would have 

extended to Harold Colton as well. Thus, his own son's death may have 

reinforced an already present fear of sickness (see letter of 2/14/16, 

above), and contributed to the identification of disease-induced 

mortality as a cause of pueblo abandonments. 

The empirical support for this model of post-eruptive 

environmental degradation, disease, and population decline was 

somewhat weaker than that which had been used to argue for a 

temporarily enhanced agricultural potential, but nonetheless several 

categories of data were cited. First, it seemed obvious to Colton 

that even a casual observer could see tbat a great deal of the 

volcanic ash and cinders had indeed been lost tbrough erosion. One 

had only to tour the ash fall zone to notice that the lee sides of 

mesas and cliffs had accumulated a great deal of cinder drift, and in 
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some cases the deposits were dozens of meter. deep (Colton 1932e:589, 

1932£:45, 1937&:35-36). In other places, for example, on the lee side 

of Woodhouse Hesa near Wupatki Pueblo, there were deep deposits of 

cinder dunes that were constantly shifting about and alternately 

exposing and covering post-eruptive archaeological sites (Hargrave 

1931b~3) • 

Another category of evidence used to support the idea of 

deteriorating agrIcultural conditions was an abundance of prehistoric 

stone alignments that cover the landscape in the ash fall zone. 

Although these alignments are known tociay to be cormon across the 

Southwest, and even in the Flagstaff area occur in abundance beyond 

the asb fall, in the pre-war period they were interpreted as 

desperation attempts to anchor the drifting dunes of cinders and ash. 

An early statement by Colton (1932e:589; see also Colton 1932f116, 

1933b:12, 1938b:6S) is typical: 

With the departure of the sand the population seems to have 
dwindled. Lines of stones cross inc little valleys or on 
lava or sandstone ridges show how the ancient people 
attempted to anchor their dunes, just alii the Bopi today 
endeavor to prevent the sand mulch from leaving their fields. 
By the year 1200 most of the people had departed. From 1200 
to 1300 four medium-sized pueblos strullied on. After 1300 
the pueblo people abandoned this region as their home. 

Cultural patterns of wood use and tbe growth patterns of tree-

rings were also used to document that the ash bad gradually blown 

away. In the same way that A.E. Douglass bad argued that an abundance 

of ponderosa pine at Wupatki indicated the nearness of a pine forest 

during the Pueblo's occupation, he also argued (Douglass 1935a:47) 
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that the absence of such a forest today indicated the loss of the 

local ash acd cinder cover: "The retreat of the forest to its present 

position is probably due to the blowing away of cinders spread over 

the country at the last eruption of Sunset Crater as suggested by Dr. 

Colton." Additional evidence. he thought. was provided by the ring 

patterns of the Wupatki beams themselves: 

... many of the larger logs in the ruin were from trees that 
could have been dead when they were used. .,. The trees looked 
as if they bad died of starvation. But in both Chaco and 
Seg! [sic] Canyons we found roots of pine trees exposed by 
blowing away of the soil. Their rings showed the effects 
similar to that in the Wupatki beams and thus seemingly 
identified the cause of the starvation rings in the latter as 
due to injury to the soil cover (Douglass 1935a:47). 

Similarly, McGregor (194Ib:259-260) believed that a "cinder 

mulch," in combination with increased preCipitation, had once fostered 

permanent streams, shallow ponds, and the growth of Douglass fir trees 

in the immediate vicinit'y of Winona Village and Ridge Ruin. 

Prehistoric removal of protective vegetation, subsequent stripping of 

the cinders, and climatic ct-Lange had all combined to rid the area of 

these features since the prehistoric occupation. 

Support for the idea of increased infant mortality and 

population decline was indirect. Colton would probably have 

considered skeletal data in his arguments had a sufficient quantitiy 

been available. However, several factors prevented the use of 

skeletal material for assessments of demography or disease-induced 

pathologies: (1) the pre-war investigations had not produced a great 

number of prehistoric burials (Bartlett 1934:72; Colton 1946b:294-
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297); (2) much of the skeletal material was quite poor (Colton 

1946b:296); and (3) Colton had little faith in Flagstaff-area burial 

data because of the extensive looting of prehistoric: cemeteries that 

had already occurred by the time of his arrival in 1916 (Colton 

1932£:2, 1946b:294). Instead, he based his arguments on ethnographic 

analogy and the trend lines revealed by his own reconstructions of 

prehistoric population growth and decline (e.g, Colton 1936b). 

For the ethnographIc analogies. he did not range far from 

Flagstaff, concentrating on Navajo and Hopi dwelling arrangements and 

demographic trends. Harking back to the "boulder house" 

interpretations made years before (Colton 1920), Colton proposed that 

the Navajo were a good analog for the "pithouse dwellers" of the pre-

eruptive and immediately post-eruptive periods: 

The Navajos dwell in earth lodges called 'hogans.' These 
hogans are widely spaced. It is rare that one finds four 
close together. Sometimes two may be within a hundred feet 
of one another. It is customary for one family to occupy 
such an earth lodge. I have no figures as to the average 
size of the family. They move frequently. Their water 
supply is usually distant from their living quarters. 
Although the human excreta are deposited not far from the 
hogan, as there is no density of population and the climate 
is semi-arid it does not amount to a menace to health. 

Like the pithouse dwellers of yore, the Navajos are 
increasing rapidly (Col ton 1936b; 342). 

Conversely, the sedentary Hopi seemed to be a good analog for 

the pueblo dwellers of the post-eruptive period: 

The pueblo family, on the other hand, lives in crowded 
quarters. Families live close together, and the excreta are 
deposited in the narrow plazas, streets, middens and passages 



near the houses. Were it not for the arid climate, 
conditions would be impossible. 

Al though the drinking water is usually procured from a spring 
at SOlDe distance from the village, yet in times of heavy 
rainfall, temporary pools form on the rocks close to the 
village which are filled by surface run-off. This water is 
contaminated from excreta. . .. The infant mortality of the 
Hopi children under two years of age after the summer rainy 
season is very great. I have no exact figures, for the Hopi 
agent and the Indian Bureau keep no vital statistics, but in 
1934 nearly all the children under two years of age died of 
infantile dysentery at Shungopavi and also at First Mesa 
(Colton 1936b:342). 

These analogies were given significance by the postulated 
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course of demographic events that was set into motion by the eruption 

of Sunset Crater. According to Colton (l936b:338-343), in the pre-

eruptive period, population growth was slow, abetted by the dispersed 

pattern of pithouse living and an increase in the productive potential 

of the environment that had been brought about by the introduction of 

Mexican cultigens, principally maize. After the eruption, the local 

population grew rapidly through some natural increase, but mostly 

through immigration. As agricultural conditions worsened, however, 

people crowded into large pueblos for defensive purposes. Thus, 

Colton proposed, the same black sand that by its initial presence had 

caused the local popUlation to increase had, by blowing away. 

indirectly caused a demographic collapse: 

In one place the sand was now too deep for the digging stick 
to reach the soil beneath, or the corn planted in the sand 
failed to reach the surface. 

In another place the black sand cover was entirely removed 
and the mulch thus destroyed. Trouble and discontent arose 
and the families who lived in the small stone houses began to 



join with other families and to construct large masonry 
apartment houses to protect themselves against their 
neighbors. When the people crowded together, sanitary 
conditions became increasingly bad so that each year many of 
the young children died (Colton 1937b:12). 
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We do not have to postulate nomads. we do not have to 
postulate drought. The mere fact that people lived in 
crowded tenements under bad sanitary conditions, and so could 
not raise their children is a sufficient explanation to 
account for a loss of population (Colton 1936b:343). 

With a greatly diminished local population "struggling on" 

(Colton 1932e:589) in many of the same areas that had supported a 

smaller pre-eruptive population -- namely, the well-watered alluvial 

fans east and south of the San Francisco Peaks -- it seemed unlikely 

that the Flagstaff-area culture could have survived the so-called 

"Great Drought," widely believed at the time to have had dire 

consequences across the Colorado Plateau. This was exactly the 

scenario envisioned by Colton as he described what had happened to the 

descendants of Itawa-a, a mythical, pre-eruptive man whom Colton had 

used to personalize an occasionally whimsical -- but nonetheless 

revealing -- account of the effects of Sunset Crater: 

The [Flagstaff-area} population dwindled until by 1275 A.D. 
there were but three large apartment houses left unoccupied, 
with not more than 600 people. The drought which followed 
(1275-1299) caused these last inhabitants to move away and 
join other groups which dwelt by the Little Colorado River at 
Winslow or at Chavez Pass, where there was a permanent water 
supply. By 1300 Itawa-a's descendants had left the San 
Francisco Mountains and the SZ£!! .2! development initiated ~ 
~ eruption 2! SUnset Crater ~ complete. It was a cycle 
unique in American history (Colton 1937b:12, emphasis added). 
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The major archaeological accomplishments of the pre-war period 

(1930-1941) wera the excavatiOll of an astounding number and variety of 

prehistorIc sites, and. the creation of a basic set of methods and 

conceptual frameworks that still guide the interpretation of Flagstaff 

prehistory. 'I'he specific achievements of this period fall into five 

broad categories: (1) Advancements in the collection and 

interpretatIon of tree-ring dates; (2) Collection of archaeological 

and geological evidence to date the eruption of Sunset Crater; (3) 

Creation of a basic ceramic taxonomy and chronology; (4) Creation of a 

basic taxonomy of prehistoric culture units; and (5) Synthesis of a 

wide variety of information in an attempt to explain prehistoric 

Flagstaff-area event. and processes as the outcome of environmental 

changes associated with the eruption of Sunset Crater. 

Although these accomplishments do indeed still suUe the 

interpretation of Flagstaff-area prehistory, they were not at the time 

unanimously accepted by the community of Southwestern archaeologists. 

During World War II the cultural chronology, taxonomy, and synthesis 

that had been proposed by Colton and his MNA colleagues was attacked, 

and to a large extent even ridiculed by Harold Sterling Gladwin. of 

Gila Pueblo Archaeological Foundation of Globe. Arizona. Gladwin·e 

criticisms were serious, sarcastic. and well documented. and they 

enlivened the otherwise dreary war years with one of the most 

entertaining debates ever to be conducted in Southwestern archaeology. 

In the end. Gladwin lost the debate. but not before he had forced 

------ ._-----_. 
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Colton to painstakI.nsly justify the conclusions that had been reached 

by the MN'A researchers during the pre-war years. ~he detailed. and 

well-ar8ued defense that was prepared by Colton toward the end of 

World War II may well explain the ultimate longevity of pre-war 

e:oncepts and interpretations. In defending the pre-war work of MNA 

against Gladwin's critical 8ssault, Colton was able to build an 

interpretive monolith that has only recently received serious 

criticism.. It la to GladwIn's critique, and Colton's response, that I 

DOW turn. 

NOTES 

1. An especially important aspect of the Guide was an explicit and 
exclusive cOQcentration On the classification of potsherds, and a 
complete neglect of complete pottery vessels, which were intended to 
be dealt with in later publications (Colton 1932a). Such an emphasis 
was no doubt related to the fact that as of 1932 the Museum had not 
yat accumulated a great number of whole vessels. but had recovered 
thousands of potsherds from. the hundreds of sites that had been 
diseovered by the lelA Arehaeo!ogical Survey. This in turn was yet 
another reflection of Colton's commitment to the regional and 
quantitative stu4yof potsherds (Colton 1924). and a rejection of an 
earlier archaeology -- such as that of Fewkes -- which had emphasized 
the analysis of whole vessels from a few large sites. 

2. As the last portion of this statement implies, Colton and Hargrave 
apparently believed that changes in ceramic deSigns could take place 
quite rapidly across a broad area. Another atatement by Colton 
(1936b;338) makes the assumption of rapid stylistic change more 
expliCit; 

Styles of pottery in the Southwest in prehistoric times were 
very like those of women's clothing at the present time. 
When a style is evolved in Paris, in two months it has 
reached Hollywood, and it will be seen in every town from 
Hackensack to Kalamazoo. In another month the girls of Tokyo 
will adopt it. It was the same with pottery styles. From 
some center, a woman created an attractive design on her 
pottery. This was copied by others, and soon this design 
spread all over northern Arizona. 



CHAPTER NINE 

THE WAR YEARS: GLADWIN'S ATTACK, COLTON'S RESPONSE, AND THE 

SYNTHESIS OF FLAGSTAFF l'REHISTORY 
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Although a general slowdown of the Museum's archaeological 

excavations had begun by 1939, the coming of World War II brought them 

to a complete hal t. Following De Laguna I s work at Cinder Park in 

1941, MNA personnel would not embark on another major archaeological 

investigation until the summer of 1948, when lo7atson Smith led an 

Expedition to the Big Hawk Valley (Smith 1949, 1952; see Chapter 10). 

For the most part, activities at the Museum from 1941 to 1948 

consisted of a much attenuated archaeological survey. and reanalysis 

of existing collections. 

However dismal these circumstances may sound, there is no 

doubt that the 1940s were a critical period in the history of 

Flagstaff archaeology. World War II may have brought an end to field 

work, but two of the most important figures in Southwestern 

archaeology -- Harold S. Colton and Harold S. Gladwin -- did not 

remain unoccupied. The story of the 19405 is thus one of intellectual 

attacks and counterattacks involving these two men, who were at the 

time heads of two of the most important archaeological institutions in 

the Southwest (see Hiller, 1985; Haury and Reid 1985). In the end, it 

was Gladwin who emerged the loser, but not before he had forced 

clarification of several major issues in Flagstaff prehistory. 



204 

Gladwin made the first attack in 1943 with an almost 

unbelievably caustic criticism of tolNA's archaeological 

reconstructions. Gladwin's motivations are difficult to gauge, but 

for one thing he apparently was rankled by Colton's 1939 publication, 

"Prehistoric CuI ture Units and Their Relationships in Northern 

Arizona." In 1934, Winifred and Harold Gladwin had taken the liberty 

of systematizing the Flagstaff-area archaeological record, and had 

classified all of the various "phases" there as Kayenta Anasazi 

(Gladwin and Gladwin 1934). Five years later, Colton (l939b), without 

mentioning Gladwin's work, produced his own, carefully-reasoned 

synthesis of Flagstaff archaeology, proposing that the indigenous 

cultures there belonged to two nbranches" unrelated to the Anasazi: 

tbe Sinagua and Cohonina. 

Gladwin t s response to this apparent affront was to propose 

that not only was Colton's cultural classification incorrect, it was 

based on a hopelessly flawed chronological teChnique, namely the 

Douglass method of tree-ring dating! Gladwin claimed that his first 

inspiration for such a conclusion had come during a consideration of 

discrepancies between the archaeological materials and dates at two 

ruins, the Bluff and TUsayan ruins (Gladwin 1943:65). The 

unreliability of the Douglass method had been further demonstrated, he 

said, during a recent nre-working" of the chronology from the 

Snaketown site, which had recently been excavated by Gila !lueblo. The 

Snake town chronology to Gladwin appeared completely incompatible with 
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the Flagstaff chronology as given by Col ton and his colleagues at HNA. 

Gladwin (1943:2) proposed that the time had come to reconsider 

the entire basis for the archaeological reconstructions of the Museum 

of Northern Arizona: 

... we can now ... analyse Colton's synthesis, and there are 
three subj eets with which we shall have to deal -- Culture -
Space -- and Time. The first two subjects are both tangibles 
and I will start with them -- but it looks to me as if the 
subject of Time, in spite of all the tree-ring dating which 
has been done. must still be regarded as an intangible, 
although 1 realize that in expressing this belief 1 am laying 
the foundation of bitter controversy. 

Dealing with the "tangibles" of culture and space, Gladwin 

launched a systematic and highly critical review of previous Museum 

archaeological efforts. Through liberal use of italics to highlight 

discrepancies or contradictions, he reviewed the published information 

on major sites which had been used by Colton and his MNA colleagues to 

support their version of the Flagstaff prehistoric sequence. 

Gladwin's critique was organized by the cultural classification of 

Roots (Patayan and Mogollon), Branches (Sinagua and Cohonina), and 

phases (Coconino, Medicine Valley, SUnset, Rio de Flag, and Padre) 

that had been used by Colton (1939b) in systematizing the sequence. 

The critique itself was taunting and sarcastic. In an odd 

preface, Gladwin (1943:iii) set a tone that was followed throughout: 

Many, many years ago a young man took a young lady to a 
matinee at the old Academy of Music in New York. They had 
started down an aisle. a long ramp broken every few feet with 
a step, when all of the lights went out. The young man lost 
his balance and plunged forward -- each time that he was on 



the point of recovery, he reached another step -- and 
gathered speed -- fiDally landing in a heap against the 
orchestra rail with his handa full of silk scarves. feather 
boas I and scraps of lace which h. bad gathered en route. 

I tell the tale because I was the yOUDg man. and it looks 
very much as if I am about to repeat the performance. I have 
strayed into a theatre where a group of players have been 
rendering a version of the 'Flagstaff Follies' - the 
atmosphere is very murky -- and I suspect that I am. about to 
los8 my balance and carry everything with me down into the 
pit. 

Dr. Colton ended one of his reports with 'Archaeologists, go 
to itl' -- I begin this one with 'Here we come.' 

Gladwin made it quite clear that he was DOt pleased with 

either the reporting of Flagstaff archaeoiolical data, or its 
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interpretation, and his critieisms were thorough and well-referenced. 

Ranging widely throughout most of the archaeological reports that had 

been prepared by HNA personnel during the 1930s, he criticized 

(Gladwin 1943) in turn a lack of references cited in discussions of 

specific sites (p. 3)i functional interpretatiOns of particular house 

types (pp. 4-6, 28); a lack of drawings of floor plans of excavated 

houses (pp. 6, 25, 27-28, 34); pueblo period assignments based on 

pottery found within the houses (p. 7); confusion caused by apparent 

typographical errors in site numbers (p. 12); specific reconstructiolls 

of house forms (pp. 11, 14, 34); the cultural significance of 

architectural traits (p. 18); lack of information on site locations 

(pp. 23-24), inaccuracy of references (pp. 24, 37); miscellaneous 

typographical errors (po 26); and the assignment of some sites to 

multiple phases (ppo 33, 36)0 
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Interpretations were criticized even more harshly. First, 

said Gladwin, it was difficult to imagine how the Sinagua and Cohonina 

could be conceived of as spatially-restricted, ethnic groups, as 

Colton (1939b:25-46) had proposed. Reviewing the published site 

locational information, Gladwin claimed that "there appears to be no 

geographical differential whatever" between houses assigned to various 

phases of the Sinagua branch, and houses assigned to phases of the 

Cohonina branch. Furthermore, Gladwin pointed out that although the 

territory of the Sinagua was supposedly the area to the southeast of 

Flagstaff, Sinagua sites were actually found in considerable abundance 

along Deadmans Wash and in the Medicine Valley, ~ and northeast of 

Flagstaff. Similarly, Cohonina sites -- said by Colton to be found 

"on the Plateau of Northern Arizona, south of the Grand Canyon and 

north of the San Francisco Mountains" (Gladwin 1943;29) -- also 

occurred in abundance along Deadmans Wash and in the Medicine Valley, 

to the east of the San Francisco Mountains. 

Second, Gladwin did not believe that the cultural sequence 

that had been proposed by Colton (1939b) formed a coherent, temporal 

progression. In particular, he was skeptical that the Rio de Flag 

phase could have been followed by the Padre phase. To GladWin, the 

Padre phase was a cultural anomaly in the local sequence, part of an 

exotic and as-yet unexplained cultural expression associated with 

Winona Village. He preferred not to attempt an explanation of events 

at Winona Village, or to speculate on the origins of the cultural 

groups that had settled there, but he was willing to point out that in 
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no way did be believe that the l'adre phase could have been a "direct 

successor" to the Rio de Flag phase defined by Colton (Gladwin 

1943:36). 

To simplify the cultural sequence in the Flagstaff area, 

Gladwin proposed that, Winona Village aside, there had been a simple 

geographical shift in the focus of occupation, involving a single 

group of people, from Pueblo I to Pueblo II. The Pueblo I occupation, 

Gladwin believed, had been correctly identified by Spicer (1934) at 

Baker Ranch. Following the occupation of Baker Ranch, Flagstaff-area 

populations had moved slightly south and east, into the Deadmans Wash, 

Bonito Terrace, and Medicine Valley areas, where there bad been a 

"remarkably uniform combination of pit house and store room which, to 

my way of thinking, constitutes a single phase -- the local equivalent 

of Pueblo II" (Gladwin 1943:39). In this formulation, "store rooms," 

or those small structures previously identified by Colton as 

"granaries," were believed to have originated from contact with the 

Kayenta Anasazi. Store rooms were, he said, a spatially-conditioned 

phenomenon, since tithe fact which at once leaps out is that these 

sites are all located on the northern periphery of the area under 

discussion" (Gladwin 1943: 39). Furthermore, Gladwin eliminated from 

his own synthesis the Site of Medicine Fort (NA 862), 3. large, masonry 

site at the edge of Medicine Valley. It was, he said, "not •.. 

typical" of any of Colton' s phases. and would require a separate 

treatment (Gladwin 1943:40). 
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To demonstrate the validity of his new, streamlined version of 

Flagstaff culture history, Gladwin proposed a simplified typology of 

28 well-described prehistoric sites. To Gladwin, there were only two 

kinds of structures present in the Flagstaff area, not the multiple 

forms that Colton and his colleagues had identified on the basis of 

subtle or even, according to Gladwin, non-existent features. There 

were only rectangular, 4-post support, deep pithouses, with a central 

firepit. a ventilator, and an entryway, and small, shallow store 

rooms, usually equipped with an alcove (Gladwin 1943:40). In this 

formula, Gladwin was essentially rejecting all of the cultural 

taxonomic work that had been done by MNA since the early 1930s; he was 

in fact returning to the original MNA organizational scheme, the Pecos 

stage classification. 

In arguing for his simplified scheme, and against Colton's 

four-phase classification system, Gladwin made the following points: 

(1) There was no evidence whatever of side entrances in the published 

site descriptions that relied upon this trait as definitive of 

particular phases; (2) There was no record whatever in the publ ished 

site descriptions of masonry walls, another supposedly diagnostic 

trait for some PII phases; (3) The alcoves seen in some structures 

were definitely not the functional equivalents of ventilators, 

Colton (1939b) had argued in using these sites as examples of 

habitation structures for the Sunset phase. This latter point was 



especially important to Gladwin, for it indicated to him the basic 

illogic of Colton's entire classification scheme: 

It seems very strange .•. to coin the idea that of two 
families, bent on building their homes in Medicine Valley, 
one should choose a nice soft spot and go to work to dig a 
pit house (N.A. 1554) -- while the other should select a site 
nearby on a clay ridge filled with boulders and be compelled 
to build an entirely different kind of a house above ground 
(N .A. 1295). This is simply another way of saying that a 
man, who had decided to build a house, did not know what kind 
of a house to build until he started to dig. If the ground 
was soft he ended up with a deep pit house. lined it with 
planks, provided himself with one kind of ventilator, and did 
not bother about storage space -- if he ran into rocks, he 
wound up with an alcove house above ground, used masonry, 
built a different kind of ventilator, and added an alcove ... 
(Gladwin H)43:44) 
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Simplifying Colton's scheme again, Gladwin (1943:45) proposed instead 

that "I think it is more logical to think that [alcove houses] ... 

the indications of the type of store room local to the Flagstaff 

district. " 

A third issue discussed by Gladwin was the apparently 

contradictory evidence provided by ceramic artifacts and the cultural 

and temporal classifications of MNA. First, he said, a principal type 

used to provide temporal control was the type Deadmans (now Black 

Mesa; see Colton 1941b) Black-on-white. However, Gladwin said, this 

"chief pottery prop" had been dated from A.D. 875 to A.D. 1130, hardly 

sufficient for proper chronological control. Second, he assailed the 

inferences that had been made regarding which pottery types were 

"intrusive, n and which were "indigenous." He accepted neither the 

proposed geOlogical sources of numerous pottery clays and tempers 

identified by Colton and Hargrave, nor the assumption that knowledge 



of the point of origin for such materials was a reliable means for 

assassing where a particular pot had been made: 

.•. it seems to me to be very unlikely that any such quantity 
of manufactured pottery CQuid have been carried for 50 to 100 
miles from the Hopi towns and traded to the people who were 
living Dear the San Francisco Peaks. . .. We are studying the 
work of men and women who were not bound by any laws and who 
usually followed the path of least resistance -- and carrying 
a load of pots across the gorge of the Little Colorado cannot 
be so described (Gladwin 1943:53). 
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Finally. based on the associations between pottery types and 

architectural types, Gladwin (1943:54) proposed relative cultural 

uniformity in the Flagstaff area, and a coherent transition from 

Pueblo 1 to Pueblo II: 

•.. I should have no hesitation in saying that the Flagstaff 
Culture shows a E'ueblo I or Coconino Phase at the Baker 
Ranch, and developed into a Pueblo II or Medicine Valley 
Phase in Medicine Valley and on Bonito Terrace ... , and one 
might add that this Pueblo II shows remarkable uniformity. 

As additional justification for the linking of wooden pit 
houses and alcove houses as dwellings and store rooms, it is 
important to realize that the distribution of pottery types 
which have been listed .above ~ the ~ for both ~ houses 
and alcove houses .••. 

There again appears to be no evidence whatever for the 
creation of a different branch -- Sinagua -- or two 
additional phases -- Sunset and Rio de Flag. 

As critical as he had been of the Rtangibles" of "Culture" and 

tlSpace ," Gladwin prepared an even more sarcastic assault on the third 

member of his archeological interpretive triumvarate, "Time." To 

Gladwin, "Time" was synonymous with the means of chronological control 
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that had been used since 1929. that is, the Douglass method of tree

ring dating. Because he entertained a set of long-held notions about 

the rates and timing of cultural change. Gladwin believed that the 

Douglass method was fatally flawed. 

The criticism of tree-ring dating began with an attack on 

methods of reporting tree-ring dates. Gladwin took no notice of the 

changes that had taken place in reporting conventions throughout the 

19305. Instead, he chose to highlight any discrepancies that appeared 

in the published literature, regardless of the time of publication. 

Gladwin's position apparently was that, since there had been no formal 

retractions of earl ier interpretations and reported dates. all were 

fair game for criticism. 

The commentary was abundant and acerbic. Of the many early 

reports of tree-ring dates that had been published without symbols or 

comments, Gladwin said (1943:55) that "it is not possible for me to 

say what is meant." However, the later reports that included 

explanatory symbols did not please him either. The addition of a .:!: 

symbol to a reported date was "a misguided attempt to endow tree-ring 

dating with an accuracy for which there can be no authority or excuse" 

(Gladwin 1943:55). Regarding those non-cutting dates for which the 

amount of ring loss remained unknown (denoted by a + added to the last 

ring date). Gladwin suggested that such dates should be interpreted 

only as minimum dates which could achieve meaning only when present in 

large numbers and clustered around a central value. Thus, he 

concluded that "the only definite date which can be obtained from 
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tree-rings is an actual cutting date," represented by specimens with a 

full circuit of a ring around the exterior (Gladwin 1943:55). Again 

ignoring the changes in reporting conventions that had occurred in the 

1930s, he complained that this condition was not regularly reported 

for particular specimens, and often had to be inferred from the 

absence of qualifiers appended to a list of dates. 

Other criticisms of tree-ring dating concerned not the manner 

in which they were reported, but the actual dates. Gladwin pointed 

out first that Douglas:'! and McGregor, reporting dates from what to him 

appeared to be identical specimens. often disagreed about both the 

symbols to be associated with the dates, and the dates themselves. 

Yet again, he used the discrepancies between reports of the early 

1930s and those of the later 1930s to build his case. Citing a 

particular case in which Douglass and McGregor appeared to have 

produced tree-ring dates from the same site that varied by 208 years, 

Gla.dwin (1943~60) professed exasperation: 

I have no explanation as both Douglass and McGregor, in 1938, 
were publishing dates of specimens which appear to have been 
originally dated as far back as 1932 or earlier, and it is 
difficult to understand how the original obj ective evidence 
of a piece of wood or charcoal could be changed by their 
subjective estimates and still be called tree-ring dating. 

Gladwin further argued that, problems of consistency aside, 

the Douglass method of tree-ring dating had produced dates that 

simply could not be believed unless one held the untenable assumption 

that a wooden pithouse could survive in the Flagstaff environment for 

more than 200 years. As an example, he pOinted to one particular 
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pithousa. NA 2002A. Correctly J Gladwin Doted that in 1932, McGregor 

bad accepted all of the dates obtained from charcoal at the site as 

"actual CODstructioll dates." However, Gladwin failed to grant that 

this interpretation was DO longer held. and he ridiculed the original 

inference by McGregor that the pithous. bad been occupied continuously 

from A.D. 912 to A.D. IllS (Gladwin 1943:58-59). 

The most strident eriticiams were presented in a review of 

published tree-ring dates on a site-by-site baais. In this review, 

Gladwin gleefully documented every seeming or actual inconsistency. 

contradiction, and t:ypographical error that he could find. The tone 

was sarcastic in the extreme, as the following exaraple (Glaelwin 

1943;63) illustrates: 

N.A. 2551. provides a ahining example of the almost limitless 
possibilities of dating with one little piece of charcoal. 

McGregor got off to a flying start in 1936 by publishing a 
date of 658 .:!:. X which he said was derived by Douglass. l'his 
may have been a misprint for 685 but, even if it was, the 
addition of 27 years would Dot have satisified Douglass, who 
promptly decided that the date ought to have been 750 plus 40 
years, more or less. 

McGregor, in 1938a, was willing to guess as high as 750, but 
appears to have balked at the extra 40 years. 

Then. in 1938b, he compromised on a tree-ring data of 685 
with a plus sign to show tbat X rings may have been lost from 
the outside of the specimen. 

McGregor seems to have persuaded Douglass who, in 1938, also 
published the date as 685 + X. 

Finally Colton, in 1939. took charge of the situatioD and 
listed the site as havin& a range of construction dates, from 
770 to 9271 



As the situation stands at present, this single piece of 
charcoal, which Douglass Identified. 88 IF. 4040, has been 
published. as dating at 658 ± X, 685 1:. X, 750 ± 40, 750.! 50, 
and 770 to 927. which, I believe, cODstitutes an all-time 
record. 
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After similarly reviewins all of the tree-ring dated sites in 

the Flagstaff area, Gladwin concluded (1943:67) that Colton's concepts 

of both the rates and timing of cultural change, as well as the use-

lives of pithouse., could not be supported: 

. .. it ... comes as a shock to be told that 8uch perishable 
structures as wooden pit houses Dot only showed no • 
architectural change whatever ovpr a period of more than 300 
years, but that some of these pit houses were actually 
occupied for 200 years or mora. 

Gladwin beliaved that even after arranging all dated Flagstaff 

sites in a table according to the latest date obtained from the site, 

he could not produce a coherent sequence of change. It seemed clear 

to him that there was only one explanation, and that was that the 

Douglass method of tree-ring dating was in error. He went on to state 

(Gladwin 1943:68) what he believed to be the source of the dating 

confusion. a factor that bad been overlooked by all practitioners of 

tree-ring dating except himself: 

As to how a mistake ••• may have occurred, I think it can be 
demonstrated that the pattern of tree growth is often 
repeated over short periods of 25 years or so, and it is 
quite possible that such repetitions may occasionally be of 
longer duration. 



With this possibility in mind, I venture the opinion that in 
the original dating of tbe Flagstaff pit houses -- when the 
archaeology was still in a formative stage -- it may be 
possible that a specimen was correlated at a date of. say. 
1050 A.D., when it actually should bave been dated at, say. 
850 A.D. 
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Gladwin was prepared to support this claim with his own method 

of tree-ring dating, and he promised (1943:69) that in a forthcoming 

publication he would prove his case: 

The doubts which I have cast upon the accuracy of tree-ring 
dates for sites near Flagstaff demand substantiation which, 
in turn, will require a comprehensive review of the whole 
subject of dating by meaDS of tree-rings. This is now in 
progress. 

Gladwin made good on his promise one year later by producing 

another Medallion Paper intended to reveal, in painstaking detail, the 

flaws in the Douglass method of dendrochronology (Gladwin 1944). The 

review was concerned eXplicitly with sites in the Medicine Valley. 

As he had stated in 1943, Gladwin believed that there was 

nothing inherently "wrong" with the Flagstaff archaeological record. 

By thiS, he meant that in its broadest outlines, the Flagstaff 

prehistoric sequence looked little different to him than sequences in 

other parts of the Southwest such as Chaco Canyon, Mesa Verde, and the 

San Francisco and Mimbres Valleys. Pottery from Flagstaff area sites 
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that had been described. 8S Pueblo I and Pueblo II, he said (Gladwin 

1944: 1) J presented no problems: 

These types have been found throughout northeastern Arizona 
and the cultural periods of which the, are characteristic 
have been clearly and frequently described by man,. of our 
foremost archaeologists. 

Weither did the architectural types described for the 

Flagstaff area present a problem, at least with regard to Gladwin's 

pre-conceived notions of the time periods during which they should 

have been occupied: 

The local pit-houses were also a reliable guide as to the 
general period of culture, since enough work has now been 
done in various areas of the Southwest to make it clear that 
true pit-houses, sunk into the subsoil to a depth of six feet 
or more, did not make their appearance much before 600 A.D. 
and were not used as dwellings much later than 900 A.D. 
(Gladwin 1944:1). 

The real source of the confusion. he maintained, was to be 

found in the convoluted interpretations of the archaeological record 

that were being forced by an acceptance of the Douglass method of 

tree-ring dating. He believed that seven factors bad perpetuated the 

confusion; (1) A blind acceptance of the Douglass method by its 

practitioners; (2) A parochial view of Flagstaff prehistory, built at 

a time when "there was comparatively little knowledge of other pit-

house cultures which could serve as a control upon archaeological and 
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chronological conceptsj (3) Erratic ring patterns of Flagstaff-area 

trees; (4) Exclusive use of what he believed were relatively 

unreliable charcoal specimens to build. the earliest part of the 

Flagstaff tree-ring sequence; (5) Use of unreliably short ring 

sequences to build many parts of the chronologYi (6) Use of building 

estimates basad on -non-existent rings" (Gladwin here is referring to 

the practIce of estimating the true outside date of a specimen without 

outside rings); and (7) "eareIes8ness in the publication of dates and 

unwillingness to admit or correct obvious mistakes" (Gladwin 1944:2). 

To Gladwin, these sources of confusion had resulted in an 

entirely erroneous conception of both the sequence and timing of 

cultural change in the Flagstaff area. To make his case, he 

concentrated on two aspects of the Flagstaff archaeological sequence: 

(1) The relationship of pithouses in the Medicine Valley to a small 

pueblo nearby (the site of Medicine Fort, NA 862) i and (2) The extreme 

"lateness" of dates assigned to pithousea in the Medicine Valley when 

compared to pithouses found in other parts of the Southwest. Gladwin 

was a man of strong convictions, and he was convinced of one thing: 

there was no way that the Flasstaff archaeological sequence could be 

so radically different from. what he perceived as a COlllDon, pan-
1 

Southwestern archaeological sequence. 

Aa for the aite of Medicine Fort, a masonry structure, he was 

incredulous that anyoDe could have proposed, as had Colton (1939b;2B). 
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Hargrave (l933b:49-53), and McGregor (1938), that it had existed side-

by-side with the pithouses of the Medicine Valley: 

., .there is not one single feature which the pit-houses and this 
pueblo or fort share in common, and it is very difficult to 
understand how they could possibly have been contemporaneous 
(Gladwin 1944:3). 

Furthermore, he was willing to accept neither the proposition 

that pitbouses bad been occupied for more than 200 years. nor that 

pithouses could have been occupied as late as the lIDOs. He was 

convinced (Gladwin 1944:9) that it was tree-ring dating, as practiced 

by Douglass and his students, that was to blame for both the "Medicine 

Fort" and "pithouse" problems: 

I think that the combination of archaeological evidence and 
tree-ring dates frOID other areas shows beyond reasonable 
doubt that the archaeological evidence at Flagstaff cannot be 
reconciled to Douglass I tree-ring dates. As I see no reason 
for trying to distort the local archaeology to conform to 
these dates, it seems to me that the best thing to do will be 
to investigate the validity of this dating. 

To prove his case. Gladwin devoted the largest part of his 

publication to a systematic review of the tree-ring evidence from 

several sites in the Medicine Valley. In doing so, he was presenting 

the outline for a new and radically different version of tree-ring 

dating, the so-called Gladwin method. Gladwin's method was tedious 

and quantitatively oriented, and involved several phases of 

measurement, plotting of ring-widths according to a running 30-year 

average. and color coding of ring-Width departures from the average. 

A major feature of the Gladwin method was the use of his own "Station 
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Composite" graphs I consisting of plots of the running averages of ring 

widths from individual trees, and "District Composite" graphs, 

consisting of running average plots made from data collected at 

numerous individual stations. The idea of Gladwin's method was to 

provide tree-ring dating with a quantitative basis for measurement, 

opposed to the skeleton plot technIque of the Douglas~ method, which 

he obviously regarded as subjective and prone to error. Actual 

derivation of tree-ring dates was accomplished searching for the 

highest percentage of agreement between the ring ser ies of a specimen 

and several "District Composite" plots. 

There was another feature of the Gladwin method, and one that 

well illustrates his extreme interpretive biases. Although the 

Gladwin method of tree-ring dating was ostensibly quantitatively-

oriented and replicable, it actually reiied on the use of 

archaeological evidence to "ballpark" the portion of the District 

Composite plots to which a particular specimen would be compared. In 

other words, Gladwin would inspect the archaeological materials from a 

Site, decide where it ~ to fit into the composite plots, and make 

comparisons. He explained this procedure as follows: 

It may seem strange that I place so much more reliance upon 
the evidence of pottery and architecture than upon actual 
correlations, but it will take only a moment to make this 
clear • 

••• With 2000 years of Master Charts to choose from, the ~ 
reason why I did not carry these comparisons up to 1943 A.D. 
or down to 54 B.C. was because the archaeological evidence of 
pottery and architecture in this and other areas indicated 
that these sites had probably not been occupied much before 



800 or after 1100 A.D. I think that if the comparisons bad 
been tried at dates other than those ••• it is quite possible 
that other suBgestive correlations might have been found. 
This, therefore, is my reason for sayIng that, in my opinion, 
arcbaeological evidence must always be the primary guide as 
to the gBneral period at which to seek for correlations of 
tree-ring charts, and whenever there is conflict between 
archaeology and tree-ring dates, I should always rely upon 
the evidence of archaeoloBY (Gladwin 1944:25). 
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Gladwin was therefore explicitly acknowledging that his tree-

ring dating method would Dot always lead to an unambigous date. sincs 

several options misht be available if all possible correlations in the 

master sequences were tried. This was not a matter of great concern, 

however, because be believed that this was also the case with the 

Douglass method of tree-ring dating. Indeed, he seemed to believe that 

multiple date options wO\l.ld probably be a problem with any method, 

since there was, in his opiJ:lion, repetition of ring sequences 

throughout the prehistoric record (Gladwin 1943:68). What made his 

method superior, he thought, was its quantitative aspects, and the 

fact that he alone was perceptive enough to acknowledge such 

repetitions and use archaeological data to control for them. 

Vsina his own tree-ring dates to review the Flagstaff 

archaeological aequence, Gladwin not surprisingly was able to 

reconcile prehistoric events there with hi. perception of events 

across the Southwest. Pithouses in the Medicine VaUey were now found 

to have been abandoned by about A.D. 850, and thus were made 

contemporaneous with pithouse occupations in the Puerco, Chaco Canyon, 

Mesa Verde, and Upper Gila regions. Medicine Fort. interpreted by 

Gladwin as nothing more than a "small pueblo," was now a 
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representative of the "small pueblo period" common to large areas of 

the northern Southwest in the 11th century (Gladwin 1944:43). The 

only remaining problem appeared to be how to explain an apparent 200 

year hiatus in occupation: If the pithouse period had ended at A.D. 

850, and the occupation of Medicine Fort had not begun until about 

A.D. 1050, what had happened in the Medicine Valley a~l that time? 

Gladwin, thinking that he had outsmarted and outsynthesized Colton, 

offered this explanation: 

... if Colton and McGregor are correct in dating the eruption 
[of Sunset Crater] at 885, I think that any suggestion or 
claim for a tree-ring date between 900 and 1000 A.D. for a 
site in Medicine Valley would almost certainly be a mistake 
and should be regarded with suspicion. . .. [It is] extremely 
unlikely that people would choose to live in a volcano 
stricken area •.•. (Gladwin 1944: 32). 

Although it was not phrased as such, a reply to many of 

Gladwin's criticisms appeared in 1945, when Colton (l945b, 1945c) 

presented a revised date estimate for the eruption of Sunset Crater. 

In this revision, Colton pushed the date forward in time nearly 200 

years, from the previous estimate of A.D. 885, .:!: 25 years (McGregor 

1936d), to approximately A.D. 1066. Since a key element of Gladwin'S 

(1944) alternative prehistory for the Flagstaff area included a Sunset 

Crater-induced occupational hiatus in the Medicine Valley from A.D. 

850 to A.D. 1050, the revised eruption date of A.D. 1066 effectively 

refuted this claim. 
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Colton's revision of the eruption date illustrated 

simul taneously admirable humility and keen synthetic skills. Rather 

than lamenting the original estimate, Colton (l945b:346) graciously 

adopted a complimentary tone, describing McGregor's (l936d) previous 

efforts as a "masterly handling of typology, seriation, and tree-ring 

dating." Furthermore, Colton allowed McGregor to comment on the 

suggested date revisions in a footnote to the article (Colton 1945b) 

detailing the revised date estimate. McGregor took this opportunity 

to assent with Colton's revision. saying that "the writer agrees to 

the necessity for a revision of the date of the eruption into a more 

recent time" (McGregor in Colton 1945b:347-348, Footnote). 

The need to revise the eruption date may actually have been 

suspected some years before 1945. Although he does not indicate 

precisely why, just three years after McGregor's (1936d) thorough 

evaluation of the archaeological evidence, Colton appears to have had 

some reservations about the results of that study: 

In order to approach directly the problem of dating the 
eruption. the author assumed that the Bonito Lava Flow from 
Sunset Crater might have entered a forest of yellow pines 
similar to that growing in the area at present. If the flow 
had entered such a forest, one would expect to find charred 
timbers at the end of the lava flow. Acting on this 
hypothesis, in 1939, he instructed Mr. Milton A. Wetherill, 
who was assisted by five men of the Civilian Conservation 
Corps, to excavate to the old ground level, at a number of 
places at the end of the lava flow. Although the party 
worked for about six days, and moved a quantity of cinders, 
no timbers were discovered and the search was discontinued 
(Colton 1945b:354 [footnote 12)). 
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The first concrete evidence that the original date estimate 

might seriously be in error seems to have come in early 1940. when 

McGregor, on the verge of issuing his (1941b) monograph on excavations 

at Winona Village and Ridge Ruin, received word from A.E. Douglass of 

the tree-ring dates from Site NA 2133A. a pithouse at Winona Village. 

'1'0 McGregor, the ceramic contents of this pithouse, including smashed 

pots lying directly on the floor (see Appendix 4), clearly indicated 

that it had been occupied not long after the eruption, and well before 

the construction of another tree-ring dated pithouse (NA 2134E.l; 

McGregor 1941b:96-100) that lacked such excellent ceramic 

associations. Douglass reported dates from the latter structure at 

A.D. lOB5, which was evidently acceptable to McGregor, but NA 2133A 

had produced tree-ring dates in the A.D. 1100s1 Obviously, something 

was wrong, and in a letter to Douglass, dated May I, 1940 (Site Files, 

Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research) McGregor suggested that it might be 

the tree-ring dates: 

I had dated [tree-ring specimen} No 4471 from 2134 E I, as 
1085 A.D. You make it 1085. As regards the material from 
2133A, it is very much earlier than that date (1100+). and in 
reviewing the archaeology of it I cannot see it other than 
about 1000 A.D. You have suggested in two places in your 
letter [reporting these dates] that it looks like sometime 
[sic} after 1100 A.D. If such is the case I shall be the 
most surprised and dissilusioned [sic} archaeologist in the 
Southwest. 

. .. I must say again that such a date as one slightly later 
than 1100 A.D. is so completely out of character with the 
archaeological sequence we have worked out it is in all 
seriousness impossible. for site NA 2133A. 
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To resolve the matter, McGregor suggested that Douglass come 

to Flagstaff and personally demonstrate the validity of the date. 

Receiving no reply to this offer, McGregor again wrote to Douglass 

(letter of 5/23/40, in Site Files of Laboratory of Tree-Ring 

Research), expressing his quandary in frank terms: 

The manuscript [on Winona Village and Ridge Ruin] is all 
finished, read, revised, etc .• as far as it is possible to go 
with it until you bave 'O.K.-ed' the dates for it, 

. .• The problem of course is what I am to do about these 
dates. I have wanted to let you check everything before I 
use it in any way in publications, but this paper is too 
important to hold up much longer. I am still convinced that 
the dates from the Hohokam house, NA 2133A should be nearer 
1000 than 1100 A.D. 

Lacking dates only one alternative is open to me; that is to 
give dates as derived from archaeology rather than tree 
rings. This is in any case a poor substitute. [Thel other 
possibility is that I suggest these as likely dates, not 
committing myself irrevocably. and go ahead and use them. 

McGregor did indeed go ahead and use the dates in his 

monograph, listing a date range of A.D. 1071-1108 for site NA 2l34E, 

and A.D. 1071-1086 for NA 2133A (McGregor 1941b:l6). At the same 

time, he cautioned against an unconditional acceptance of these dates: 

In any case, such a list is only indicative of the time of 
occupation, and not definitive of it. Only by a careful process 
of seriation, or correlation with other traits, or series of 
traits, or characters, may final occupation dates be determined. 

Eventually. however, McGregor accepted the dates from NA 

2l33A, along with the conclusion that they entailed, namely, that the 
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eruption of Sunset Crater had been much later than previously thought. 
2 

Thus, some time between 1941 and 1945, Colton and McGregor reviewed 

the evidence, identified the factors responsible for the error, and 

derived a new estimate for the eruption date. Most important, they 

publicly admitted their mistake, and provided a full disclosure of the 

evidence used in the revision. 

In presenting evidence for the new date, Colton first reviewed 

the methods of the original date estimate, then identified three 

factors responsible for the date. Originally, he said, McGregor had 

been forced to use data from only two sites in arriving at the 

estimate: NA 1680, apparently without ash cover and an estimated 

building date of A.D. 910. and NA 1920. with ash cover and an 

estimated building date of A.D. 875. It was now known that the 

absence of ash cover at NA 1680 was not significant: 

It seems pretty clear that during the eruption of the cinder 
cone. the wind was seldom from the southeast. and that the 
Medicine Valley was too far from the crater to have received 
much ash. The little ash that fell became mixed over a 
period of years with the alluvial soil of the valley, so the 
absence of ash from site N.A. 1680 ..• does not necessarily 
mean that [it was] post-eruptive (Colton 1945b:352). 

Second, Colton (1945b:346-347) said that the pottery typology 

as of 1935-1936 was inadequate: 

When McGregor made his study. many of our common pottery 
types had not been recognized and described. nor had 
statistical studies been carried out on a large scale. 
Besides, in the past decade. many additional sites have been 
excavated and thousands of sherds identified by type and 
their number tabulated. 
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Finally, there was the fact that since 1936, "McGregor also 

dated many other sites by the tree-ring method" (Colton 1945b;347) 

Thus, said Colton (l945b:347), "incorporating this new information 

with the old makes a revision of the date of the Sunset eruption seem 

desirable. " 

Three basic sources of data were used in the revision: (1) 26 

excavated, ash-covered sites containing ceramics, some of which also 

had produced tree-ring dates; (2) six tree-ring dated sites, from 

outside the primary ash-fall zone surrounding the crater, with pottery 

complexes closely similar to ash-covered sites; and (3) 10 tree-ring 

dated sites that represented the earliest examples of sites containing 

the pottery type Sunset Red. Sunset Red was now known definitely to 

post-date the eruption, since it was tempered with volcanic cinders 

originating from Sunset Crater. 

As had McGregor (l936d), Colton (1945b) first turned to 

ceramics. Like McGregor, Colton produced a seriation of pottery 

assemblages, but this time there was available a much more finely 

subdivided ceramic typology. Based on recurrent pottery assemblages 

that had been recovered from sites since McGregor's efforts. Colton 

proposed six clusters of ceramic types that he believed were 

temporally significant (Table 9.1). Several important type 

distinctions, not made by McGregor, were incorporated as diagnostic 

features of Colton's Ceramic Groups. Colton distinguished two 

decorated redware types, Deadmans and Tusayan Black-on-red; one 

undecorated red ware type, Sunset Red; and two decorated whiteware 
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Table 9.1. Ceramic Groups Used in the Re-Evaluation of the Sunset 
Crater Eruption Date (Colton 1945b;350). 

Groups 1 and 2: Indicated by Lino Gray. 

Group 3: Kana-a Black-on-white, usually associated wj,th Deadmans 
Black-on-red and Kana-a Gray. 

Group 4: Kana-a and Black Mesa Black-on-white, with Deadmans Black
on-red. Considered a mixture of Groups 3 and 5. 

Group 5: Black Mesa Black-on-white and Deadmans Black-on-red. 

Group 6a: Black Mesa Black-on-white and Tusayan Black-on-red. No 
Sunset Red or Deaclmans Black-on-red. 

Group 6b: Black Mesa Black-on-white, Tusayan Black-on-red, and Sunset 
Red, often with Dogoszhi and Sosi Black-on-white. 
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types, Sosi and Flagstaff Black-cn-white. 

Using the Ceramic Groups. Colton made several observations 

that he believed were pertinent to dating the eruptions. First, he 

said, of 26 definite pre-eruptive sites (inferred from an unbroken ash 

cover over architectural features), seven belonged to Group 3, 12 to 

Group 4, and six to Group 5. Sign1!icantly, no pre-eruptive site 

exhibited a Group 6 pottery assemblage. and no pre-eruptive site 

exhibited two ceramic types that had not been segregated by McGregor, 

Tusayan Black-cn-red and Sunset Red. 

Another signif ieant al teration in McGregor' s conclusions was 

presented: Although McGregor had considered site NA 1570A to have 

been .E..£!!.-eruptive, a reconsideration of field notes led to the 

conclusion that the site was E£!.-eruptive. Ceramics from NA 1570A 

were Group 5; the latest tree-ring date from the site was A.D. 1046. 

Therefore, it appeared that the eruption must have taken place after 

that date, and either during or after tne use of Group 5 ceramics. 

However. since no Group 6 ceramic assemblages had ever been found 

underneath the volcanic ash, it was inferred that the eruption had 

taken place before Group 6 ceramics were in use. Therefore, said 

Colton (l945b:351), "the eruption probably took place just after the 

transition from Ceramic Group 5 to Group 6. If 

Exactly when the transition from Group 5 to Group 6 took place 

was not known. However. two other tree-ring dated sites, located 

outside of the ash-fall zone (Medicine Fort and site NA 1238) provided 

some clues. Site NA 1238, with a latest date of A.D. 1066, contained 
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no sherds of Tusayan Black-an-red, a definite, poat-eruptive marker, 

and a definite member of Ceramic Group 6; all sherds from the site 

were Deadmans Black-cn-red. However. Medicine Fort, with a slightly 

earlier latest date of A.D. 1061, contained a few sherds of Tusayan 

Black-cn-red. Although somewhat ambiguous, this evidence indicated 

that the full transition to Group 6 pottery must have taken place 

after A.D. 1066, but, as the evidence from Medicine Fort showed, 

perhaps not long after this date. The ambiguity involved the actual 

length of time Medicine Fort might have been occupied after its latest 

date of A.D. 1061. 

To address the problem of the starting date for use of Group 6 

ceramics, Colton turned to the set of tree-ring dated sites that 

contained such assemblages. Because he was interested only in the 

beginning, and not the ending dates of Group 6, he examined dates only 

from the earliest sites containing both Group 6 assemblages !E.!! the 

unambiguosly post-eruptive ceramic type Sunset Red. This led to a 

simple observation, and an obvious solution to McGregor's dilemma 

regarding the tree-ring dates from Winona Village: 

If we turn to ... the earliest tree-ring dates from sites 
with Sunset Red, we will note them as follows: 1003, 1071, 
1075, 1076, 1079, 1096, and 1100 A.D. Consulting McGregor's 
original tree-ring data from these sites we note that while 
be dated fifty-four timbers, that timber he dated 1003 was 
the only one earlier than 1071 AD. I, therefore, conclude 
that the timber with the date of 1003 AD was e :!'eused beam 
from an earlier site. If tbis explanation is acceptable, 
then the eruption must have taken place after 1046 AD [the 
latest definite pre-eruptive date, from NA 1570A], and 
certainly before 1071 AD (Colton 1945b:352, emphasis in the 
original). 
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The only problem left for Colton to explain was the fact that 

some sites in the Medicine Valley dated much later than A.D. 1071 (a 

date from a site at Winona Village, several miles southeast). yet they 

contained no Sunset Red. This seeming anomaly was explained as 

the reflection of a possi~le time lag in the diffusion of ceramic 

manufacturing techniques: 

It is possible, and very probable, that cinder temper was not 
used illllllediately after the eruption. and that in the early 
years when Group 6 was in vogue. the experiment had not been 
made. and that the use of cinder temper came in gradually. 
beginning in the Winona area, and later spreading to other 
nearby regions. The absence of cinder-tempered sherds on 
certain Group 6 sites does not seriously interfere with the 
acceptance of a new date for the eruption of SUnset Crater 
(Colton 1945b:354). 

Far from being apologetic or embarrassed by the announcement 

of a substantially changed date for the eruption of Sunset Crater, 

Colton appeared relieved. The revised date would, he said, "explain a 

number of facts that previously were difficult to fit into the 

picture" (Colton 1945b:354). First. dates from NA 1570A could now be 

accepted as genuine; "the notes show the site to have had a complete 

ash cover ... and ... the dates are in perfect accord with the ceramic 

data from the site" (Colton 1945b:354). Second, it was now apparent 

that "the Indians used Sunset ash as a tempering material a few years 

after the eruption, instead of waiting 185 years to make the 

experiment" (Colton 1945b:355). Third, the revised dates compressed 

the time frame involved in the migration into the ash-fall zone. 

making it seem even more like a clear-cut example of cultural response 
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to environmental change: "Thus the land rush into the area covered 

with the fall of Sunset ash took place soon after the volcano quieted 

down. and not a hundred years later" (Colton 1945b:355). In addition, 

the foundation and growth of Wupatki Pueblo -- and indeed, many of the 

other Pueblo III sites -- now appeared to be a more immediately post

eruptive phenomenon. Reprising the earlier idea of Douglass (1935), 

Colton suggested that the growth of Wupatki might have been 

facilitated by changed environmental conditions that existed 

immediately after the eruption. He argued that, since most of the 

dated timbers used in the most rapid period of pueblo growth. from 

A.D. 1120 to A.D. 1140, began to grow after A.D. 1070, na new forest 

of yellow pine sprang up after the fall of the ash, and ... these 

trees were utilized by the build!!.,;,s of the pueblo" (Colton 1945b:355). 

Finally, "a later date for the eruption would make more credible a 

historical background for a Hopi legend associated with the 

destruction of the pueblo of Pivahongkiapi n (Col ton 1945b: 355, citing 

Voth 1905:243). (Colton did not mention how he perceived the effect 

of the revised date on the credibility of Hopi legends of the eruption 

that he and his wife had earlier collected [H. Colton 1932c; M. Colton 

1932].) 

There were several other consequences of the revised date that 

Colton did not mention. For example, the acceptance of a late ninth

century eruption date had forced the assignment of implausibly long 

periods of use for some ceramic types. One particularly troublesome 

type was Tusayan Black-on-red, which, using the A.D. 875 eruption 
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date, appeared to have remained in usa for more than 300 years. 'rbe 

revised eruption date greatly compressed the use-lives of many ceramic 

types, eliminatins this and other unexplained ineODsistencies in 

ceramic dating. some of which bad been pointed out by Gladwin 
3 

(1943.49-54). 

Second, altbough Colton apparently did Dot rea.lize it at the 

time (see especially Colton 1946b:25l) the revised eruption date 

eliminated the necessity for a set of convoluted dismissals that had 

been made of lOth-century dates from the Pueblo I Baker Ranch and 

Elden pithouBes (NA 2798 and NA. 1531; see McGregor 1936c:23 and 

Douglass 1936=34; and Colton and Hargrave 1937:24-25). Since it was 

now known that the eruption of Sunset Crater had occurred in the 

latter half of the 11th century, it was DO longer necessary to explain 

how it could be that Pueblo I sites could produce tree-ring dates that 

post-dated the A.D. 875 eruption. Now, with the eruption placed in 

the late 11th century, the heretofore suspect 10th century dates frOID 

both the Baker RlUlch and Elden pithouses were safely well-before the 

eruption, and there was no need to dismhs the dates frOID NA 2798 as 

"intrusive" (as McGregor 1936c:23 had done), or to resort to strained 

explanations involving the re-occupation of Elden plthouse by 

extremely careful PII occupants wbo broke no pots (aee Colton and 
4 

Hargrave 1937:25). 

:By far the most important consequence. however, was the effect 

that the revised eruption date had on the cultural sequeDce that had 

been proposed by Gladwin (1943, 1944). Although it was DO doubt 
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painful for Colton and HcGregor to admit and document an error of 

nearly two hundred years in the dating of an important prehistoric 

event. the pain was surely eased by the devastating effects that the 

revised date had on Gladwin I s model of Flagstaff prehistory. With a 

revised eruption date of ca. A.D. 1066, Gladwin's proposed 200-year 

occupational hiatus in the Medicine Valley could no longer be 

explained with reference to the A.D. 875 eruption of SUnset Crater. 

Furthermore, in presentIng all of the evidence relevant to dating the 

eruption. Colton had obliquely responded to many of Gladwin's 

criticisms of tree-ring dating at individual sites. A full response 

to Gladwin's critique was one year away. 

An extended rebuttal of Gladwin's critiques of MNA archaeology 

was published by Colton in 1946b as a voluminous monograph entitled The 

Sinagua (Colton 1946b). As the title of the work indicates, Colton 

was determined to defend the MNA interpretations of Flagstaff 

prehistory without apology or concession to Gladwin. It is probable 

that Colton would have produced a detailed synthesis of MNA's 

archaeological work of the 1930s at some point anyway, but there is 

little question that Gladwin's monographs of 1943 and 1944 exerted a 

tremendous influence on the the timing, form, and content of The 

Sinagua. Consequently there are very few aspects of the work that 

cannot be construed as some form of response to Gladwin's stinging and 
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well-documented eri tic isms • and many statements cannot be interpreted 

except in the context of Gladwin I s critique. Even today. 40 years 

after its publication, !h£. Sinagua stands as the most detailed and 

far-reaching synthesis of Flagstaff prehistory, and Gladwin is surely 

due some of the credit for its production. 

Colton's reply to Gladwin was extremely well-organized, and 

was grouped into three sections: Part I, a defense of MNA's methods, 

including tree-ring dating; Part II, a detailed series of reports on 

excavated sites in the Flagstaff area; and Part III, a thorough 

defense of MNA's version of Flagstaff prehistory. 

In Part I. Colton vigorously defended the methods by which MNA 

had obtained the basic data that had been used in reconstructing 

Flagstaff-area prehistory. In this defense, Col ton took the 

opportunity to pOint out that much of the supposed confusion regarding 

prehistoric cultures in the Flagstaff area had been created by Gladwin 

himself. Colton (1946b:16) complained that in 1931, during a meeting 

at Gila l'ueblo, Gladwin had asked him to Itdefine the phases for 

northern Arizona, a request which the author proceeded to carry out as 

soon as he returned to Flagstaff. 1t .Because of Colton's cautious, 

inductive approach to archaeological inference, and his extreme 

commitment to ceramics as a methodological tool, he felt that it was 

first necessary to complete a detailed study of the ceramics of 

northern Arizona before attempting a prehistoric synthesis. Thus, to 

accomodate Gladwin's request. Colton comro~ssioned Lyndon Hargrave to 

begin an intensive study of the ceramics of northern Arizona. This 
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study ended, far behind schedule, in 1937 with publication of the 

"Handbook of Northen Arizona Pottery Wares" (Colton and Hargrave 

1937) • 

According to Colton (1946b:16), however, the pace of this work 

was too slow for Gladwin. who in the meantime produced his own 

synthesis of Flagstaff-area culture history: 

While all these pottery studies were going on, Gladwin 
became impatient with the delay and in 1934 published 
Medal! ion XV. In this he briefly outlined ... the phases as 
he saw them for northern Arizona. . .. He recognized the 
Sinagua Branch by phases but considered it part of the 
Kayenta Branch. 

To Colton (l946b:17), such a conclusion seemed absurd: 

When the author turned his attention to the classification 
of the cultures of northern Arizona, he soon realized that 
[Gladwin's] series of foci formed no part of the Kayenta 
Branch and so suggested an independent branch which he called 
"th'eSInagua . 

... Therefore, in 1939 the author proposed two new foci, Rio 
de Flag for the early period and Padre for the later period. 
McGregor subsequently recognized the Winona and Angell Foci 
in this same general period. 

Not surprisingly, much of Colton's defense of MNA's methods 

concerned the use of ceramics as a tool for inferring time and 

cultural affiliation. Hence, he provided an extended discussion --

actually, a reiteration of material presented initially by Colton and 

Hargrave (1937) -- of MNA's approacbes to ceramic classification and 

analysis. The discussion was structured to respond to Gladwin's 

criticisms of ceramics as a means for dating sites, and to address his 
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Skepticism regarding the places of manufacture of ceramic vessels. 

First. Colton (l946b: 18) formally defined the concept of the 

"ceramic group, n which was the principal means used by MNA to assign a 

site, pithouse, or other archaeological feature to a particular time 

period: 

A ceramic group may be defined as an assemblage of 
contemporary, usually painted, pottery types recognized at a 
site of short occupation. As small decorated vessels were 
widely traded out of the area of manufacture, their sherds 
point out contemporary sites over a fairly wide area. 

Twelve ceramic groups (Table 9.2) used to allocate Flagstaff-

area sites to particular time periods were listed. and the individual 

ceramic types used to create the groups were carefully defined. 

Included in the definitions were illustrations of the design styles of 

the types, as well as a discussion of the geological evidence relevant 

to inferring the place of manufacture for the types. In detailing the 

groups and the membership elements of the groups, Colton (l946b:20) 

was making an important point: It was the combination of ceramic 

types at a site that was used to infer occupational periods, and not 

individual types, as Gladwin (1943:52) had sarcastically suggested 

when he had singled out the type Black Mesa Black-on-white for special 

criticism as a dating tool. 

Attention was then turned to the unpainted pottery types --

called "index wares" -- that had been used to reconstruct cultural 

affiliations. The logic behind the interpretatIon of index wares, 
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Table 9.2. Post-War Ceramic Groups (Colton 1946b: 20. 249-250, 254). 

Group 1. (A.D. 500 to A.D. 700) Lino Black-cn-gray. 

Group 2. (No date range given) Lino Black-cn-gray with Kana-a Black
on-white; this group is a mixture of Groups 1 and 3. 

Group 3. (A.D. 700 to A.D. 900) Kana-a Black-cn-white with or 
without Deadmans Black-cn-red. 

Group 4. (No date range given) Kana-a and Black Mesa (Deadmans) 
Black-cn-white, usually with Deadmans Black-cn-red. This group is a 
mixture of Groups 3 and 5. 

Group 5. (A.D. 900 to A.D. 1050) Black Mesa (Deadmans) Black-on
white with Deadmans Black-cn-red. No Tusayan Black-cn-red, or Sosi or 
Dogoszhi Black-an-vhi teo 

Group 6. (A.D. 1050 to A.D. 1130) Black Mesa (Deadmans) Black-cn
white with i'usayan Black-on-red. Sosi, Dogoszhi, and Holbrook Black
on-white may also be present. No Deadmans Black-an-red. 

Group 6A. (A.D. 1070 to A.D. 1130) Black Mesa Black-on-white, Tusayan 
Black-an-red. No Deadmans Black-on-red, no Sunset Red. 

Group 6B. (A.D. 1070 to A.D. 1130) Black Mesa Black-on-white, 
Tusayan, but no Deadmans, Black-on-red. Sunset Red is present. 

Group 7. (A.D. 1130 to A.D. 1210) Flagstaff and Walnut Black-on
white. Small amounts of Dogoszhi and Sosi Black-on-white, Tusayan 
Black-on-red, and Citadel Polychrome. 

Group 8. (A.D. 1210 to A.D. 1240) Flagstaff, Walnut, and Wupatki 
Black-on-white, with Citadel and Tusayan Polychrome. 

Group 9. (A.D. 1240 to A.D. 1300) Wupatki, Kayenta, and Walnut 
Black-on-white, with Kayenta, Kiet Siel, and Tusayan Polychrome. 

Group 10. (No date range given) Kayenta Black-on-white, Jeddito 
Black-an-orange. 

Group 11. (No date range given) Jeddito Black-on-yellow. No 
Sikyatki Polychrome. 

Group 12. (No date range given) Jeddito Black-on-yellow with 
Sikyatki Polychrome. 
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stated originally by Colton and Hargrave (1937:27-28), was repeated: 

The index ware is defined as a pottery ware including a 
number of more or less similar types used for cooking or 
storage which can be used as indicators of culture. Large 
pottery vessels such as are used for cooking and storage were 
difficult to transport and SO~ with very few exceptions, they 
are found close to the point of manufacture and can act as 
indicators of the people who made them (Colton 1946b:l8). 

Each of the index wares of the Flagstaff area '-- Alameda 

Brown, San Francisco Mountain Gray, Tusayan Gray, and Prescott Gray 

Wares -- were then defined, but in somewhat more detail than presented 

by Colton and Hargrave in 1937. To address Gladwin's skepticism 

regarding the inferred places of ceramic manufacture, Colton included 

extended discussions of the geological evidence that had been used to 

define zones of ceramic production. The following discussion is 

typical of the arguments that were made: 

San Francisco Mountain Gray Ware, from the evidences at hand. 
was manufactured from Kaibab limestone residual clay; at 
least similar pottery can be made from this clay and we know 
that San Francisco Mountain Gray Ware was manufactured where 
Kaibab residual clay was the principal available material. 
Kaibab limestone residual clay appears to contain fine to 
medium grains of quartz sand in sufficient quantity so that 
no temper needs to be added to make good strong pottery. . •. 
The ware was fired in a reducing atmosphere and as the clay 
contained considerable iron, the pottery is usually quite a 
dark gray .•.. (Colton 1946b:28-29). 

Another significant component of Colton's methodological 

defense was a reply to Gladwin I s critique of the Douglass method of 

tree-ring dating. Given the amount of effort that Gladwin had devoted 

to his exposition of the failures of the Douglass method and the 
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correctness of his own method, Colton's response was surprisingly 

brief and uDderstated. It was. however, effective. He pointed out 

tbat Gladwin. in criticizing maDY of the interpretatioDs made by MNA, 

was Incorrectly assuming that all interpretatioDs made in print were 

equally valid: 

Lacking historic perspective, Gladwin forgot that the 
technique of tree ring dating was evolving fast during the 
1930's, &0 that the presentatIon of data in the first part of 
the decade was quite different from the presentatioD of the 
same data toward the end. As an example. it was first 
customary to report the date of the last visible ring without 
any comment. Comparing data from early in the decade with 
that from the end, Gladwin paints a picture of utter 

confusioD which does not really exist. Also, ha seemed not 
to realize that the conclusions presented in more recent 
papers often superseded the early ones (Colton 1946b:33). 

Colton also ealmly dismissed Gladwin's idea that the ring 

sequences of the Flagstaff area were periodically repeated. He 

admitted that although at firat there had. been some diffieulties in 

assigning dates to specimens that spanned A.D. 900 to A.D. 1000, there 

were now suffieient alllDples of ring sequenees from that period to 

construct a reliable master chronology. It was a crucial point that 

Gladwin, in his critical zeal, haci missed; 

Several years ago Gladwin wrote to HcGregor for material 
covering the aeries 900 to 1000 A.D., and it was forwarded to 
him. He did not ask for and did not receive the material 
that tied. in both ends of the series. HcGregor sugsested to 
Gladwin. before the latter's paper was published, that he 
come to Flagstaff and review all of this material, which 
included several fine long plank specimens, which dated into 
both ends of the series. This offer Gladwin did not accept 
(Colton 1946b:34). 
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The clinchlDIL argument against the Gladwin method of tree-ring 

dating was made with data from. pithoUB8 MA 2D02A. Because this site 

was a deep, timber plthous8. Gladwin could not accept that it was 

occupied into the A.D. 1100's. as Indicated by the Douglass method of 

tree-ring dating. To Gladwin, it had baen a perfect example of a 

mistaken match between ninth century tree-ring patte%"Qs and similar 

patterns from the twelfth century, and he had staked mucb of his 

critique on this site. Colton patiently explained (1946b:34) why 

Gladwin was wroDg: 

From M.A. 2002, Gladwin re-dated five specimens. no one of 
which agreed with the dates of McGregor. Of the five 
specimens, two of McGregor's dated in the 10th Century. and 
three in the 11 th Century. Gladwin placed them all in the 
9th Century, making the site contemporaneous with Pueblo I, 
but he did not know that the pottery from the site was late 
Pueblo II, agreeing with th= 11th Century dates of McGregor. 
'Usine Gladwin's own test for the validity of a date, Le. 
agreemsnt with the archaeological evidence, we believe 
McGregor's dates to be correct. 

Having thus detailed and defended the methodology used to 

gather and interpret basic archaeological information, Col ton next 

addressed Gladwin's critiques of data preeentation. He did this in 

Part II of The Sinasua by providing descriptions of all archaeological 

sites that had been excavated in the Flagstaff area. Each site was 

reported accordiDa to a standard format which included the site 

number asaianed by the Musewa of Northern Arizonaj geoaraphical 

location, including "pertinent information of geographical or 

ecological interest"; maps and verbal descriptions of important 
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architectural features and "unusual characteristics"; updated lists of 

tree-ring dates; a detailed listing of all ceramic types recovered} 

and a short synthesis of tha caramic information. including minimal 

occupation dates as Indicc.tl!Q DJ Ceramic Groups, and cultural 

components as indicated by Index Wares. Included in these 

descriptions were more than 250 sites, which bad produced 5,344 trea

ring specimens (420 of which produced dates [Colton 1946b:33]). 12,000 

catalogued artifacts, and more than 230,000 !lorted and typed potsherds 

(Colton 1946b:35). 

These site descriptions formed the basis for the synthesiS and 

conclusions presented in Part III of Ih! Sinagua. In this section, 

Colton used the data that. had been presented in the site descriptions 

to review, in turn, the basis for ceramic dating in the Flagstaff area 

(Colton 1946b;248-257)j the datinll of the eruption of Sunset Crater 

(Colton 1946b;258-259)1 the eVidence, from Index Wares, for the 

distribution of prehistoric culture units (Colton 1946b;260-266); 

architecture. including a typology of houses (Colton 1946b;261-281); 

miscellaneouB artifact type •• including arlndinll stones. hoes, diglling 

sticks, pottery anvils, and projectile pointa (Colton 1946b:281-293); 

practices of burial and cranIal deformation; and the physical types of 

the area's prehistoriC population. All of this was itself a prelude 

to an extended discussion of the validity of the SInagua and Cohonina 

cultural branches, and their use in reconstructinll Flallstaff-area 

prehistory, especially events surrounding the eruption of SUnset 

Crater. Colton (1946b;311) ended his defense of the MN'A work of the 
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19309 with the following capsule summary of Flagstaff-area prehistory: 

The history of the Siuagua Indian tribe which occupied the 
region of the San Francisco Mountains during a time 
contemporary with our Middle Ages can be briefly outlined: 
At a time coincident with Anasa?! Basket Maker III, 500 A.D. 
to 700 A.D., we find the remains of pithouses and pottery 
~ unlike that .2! contemporary ~ living !£ the 
north. This tribe or branch, which we call Sinagua, 
maintained its integrity and defended its frontiers until 
about 1066 A.D. when the eruption of Sunset Crater. disturbed 
its orderly life. The eruption not 'only drove out the 
original inhabitants for a short time but also covered that 
800 square miles of their land with a layer of black volcanic 
ash. This ash proved a blessing in disguise for it acted as 
a mulch, conserving water and making a large area available 
for agriculture which previously had not been habitable by an 
agricultural people. Into this area the original inhabitants 
returned, together with representatives of neighboring 
people, such as the Hohokam and Anasazi, causing mixture of 
cultures out of which in a generation a uniform Sinagua culture 
with pueblo architecture developed . 

... The Sinagua culture persisted from about 1125 to 1275 
A.D. with little change. The great drought 1276 to 1299 A.D. 
seems to have caused a general exodus from the area into the 
well watered Verde valley, to the springs on Anderson Mesa, 
and to the Little Colorado River. By 1300 all of the pueblos 
except one in the San Francisco Mountains were abandoned and 
that one soon followed. [Emphasis added} 

Colton's replies to Gladwin, though among the most direct, 

were certainly not the only ones issued. Webb (1983:161-171) provides 

an excellent summary of the entire controversy surrounding Gladwin's 

cri tique of tree-ring dating. including a review of the various 

articles prepared in response by A. E. Douglass and his associates at 

the Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research at the University of Arizona. 

According to Webb, Gladwin's disillusionment with tree-ring 
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dating began in 1930 whUe taking a class in the science from A. E. 

Douglass. By his own admission, Gladwin could not perceive or use 

subtle differences in ring widths that were a key to -skeleton plot n 

dating as it was then practiced. Frustrated by this inability, he set 

about as early as 1932 to develop a mechanical and. to him, more 

objective technique for preparing tree-ring specimens and measuring 

ring variation (Gladwin 19408, 1940b). In fact, Gladwin's technique 

of preparing specimens -- consisting of abradIng charcoal surfaces 

with a sander and blown abrasive compound, then coating them with a 

mixture of celluose cement and acetone -- actually served to ~ 

true patterns of ring growth, DOt make them more apparent. 

Furthermore, Gladwin'S techniques for selecting tree-ring specimens 

for building his chronology was fatally flawed. Rather than chOOSing 

only those specimens most likely to show climate-induced variation in 

growth rings. Gladwin chose his samples indiscriminantly. with the 

misguided faith that "average- variation in ring widths would be 

sufficient for statistical correlations and, therefore. dating (Webb 

1983,162-163). 

Douglass was aware early on that Gladwin was developing 

alternative but invalid methods of tree-ring dating. In spite of his 

colleagues' objections, however. he chose at first not to respond 

directly. Instead, beginning in the early 1940s, Douglass issued a 

series of brief reports that documented the proper techniques of 

preparing specimens and measuring ring widths (e.g •• Douglass 1940. 

1941a. 1941b, 1943a, 1943b). These constituted a reply. of sorts, to 
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Gladwin I S concerns; perhaps it was hoped they would arrest further 

development of the "Gladwin Method" of dating. 

Gladwin, of course, proceeded with his public critiques of 

tree-ring dating and the archaeological interpretations based thereon. 

After Colton was finished with his replies, Douglass was inspired to 

issue his own (Webb 1983:169). The result was a serie.s of letters to 

colleagues and a monograph (Douglass 1947) that detailed the sources 

of Gladwin's errors and upheld at a technical level (as opposed to 

Colton's archaeologically-based reply) the Douglass method of tree-

ring dating. 

However, Gladwin was not finished in his role as iconoclast. 

He soon issued a new critique (Gladwin 1947) of one of Douglass' 

interpretations, the inference that there had been a tlGreat Drought" 

in many areas of the Southwest in the years A.D. 1276-1299 (Douglass 

1929, 1935a). Gladwin focused on the point that much of the variation 

in ring-widths of climatically sensitive trees is due to winter, and 

not swnmer, precipitation. Therefore, he wrote (1947:9) 

Since it would seem that summer rainfall, during crop-grOWing 
months. is the only season of moisture which could affect the 
agricultural well-being of l'ueblo peoples, I do not see how 
narrow tree-rings can be regarded as providing any indication 
of economic disaster in ancient times. 

As noted by Webb (1983:171), this criticism "presented no 

significant challenge to Douglass" and his method of tree-ring dating; 

it would be left to later researchers to refine the techniques of 

dendroclimatology, and to assess the meaning and consequences of the 
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ring sequences referred to as the Great Drought. Perhaps finally 

spent of critical energy. and no doubt deeply discouraged that years 

of painstaking labor in developing an alternative dating method had 

gone for naught, Gladwin ceased his challenges to both Douglass and 

Colton. In 1950, he disbanded the Gila Pueblo Archaeological 

Foundation, sending its archaeological collections and documents to 

the University of Arizona, and turning over its buildings to the 

National Park Service for use as headquarters of the Southwest 

National Monuments (Haury and Reid 1985:279). 

In spite of his failures on specific points, Gladwin did 

contribute significantly to Flagstaff archaeology, and to the fields 

of dendrochronology and dendroclimatology. As noted, his well

documented critiques of pre-war MNA interpretations were instrumental 

in the production of The Sinagua, and they forced the clarification of 

a number of issues that had been dealt with poorly in pre-war articles 

and monographs. Similarly, his challenges to tree-ring dating and 

climatic reconstr-uctions stimUlated a movement toward quantitative 

techniques in both fields (Jeffrey S. Dean. personal cOlDIllunication 

1987). Finally, and ironically, parts of Gladwin's own measurement 

devices, having been acquired through the dissolution of the Gila 

Pueblo Archaeological Foundation, are now in use at the Laboratory of 

Tree-Ring Research at the University of AriZona. His tree-ring 

specimens also reside there, after passing from the Gila Pueblo 

Archaeological Foundation, to Cal Tech, and finally to the UniVersity 

of Arizona in 1957 (Webb 1983:186). 
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The years of World War II had provided HKA archaeological 

InterpretatioDS with their greatest challeDge. but by the end of the 

war the challenge had been met. The result was an excellent example 

of scientific self-correction. Much of Gladwin's (1943, 1944) 

critique of HN'A archaeology bad rested on the charge that basic 

archaeological data from the Flagstaff area had been poorly presented 

and interpreted. and on the hold suggestion that the Douglass method 

of tree-rIng dating was fatally flawed. In two publicatioDs, Colton 

directly or indirectl:y addressed most of Gladwin's charges, first with 

the admirable and well-argued admission of error in the original 

dating of Sunset Crater (Colton 1945b), and shortly thereafter with a 

remarkably detailed volume (Colton 1946b) setting forth the methods 

and data used by MNA to reconstruct and explain Flagstaff prehistory. 

:rhese two works formed the basis for post-war archaeology in the 

Flagstaff area, providing an interpretive framework into which new 

archaeological data were fitted. In the next chapter, I review this 

period of "normal science." which I place from about 1947 to 1969. 

NOTES 

1. Gladwin (194418-9) offered a detailed discussion of why he 
believed that numerous aspects of the Flagstaff archaeological 
sequence could not be reconciled with tree-rina dates derived using 
tbe Douglass method: (1) Even allowina for the fact that many dates 
from pitbouses were not outside dates, and thus were interpretable 
only as minimum dates, they were far too late when compared to 
pithouses elsewhere in the Southwest. Eleven of 17 dated pithouses 
from Flagstaff showed occupation past A.D. 925, a time "after all 
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other groups in the Southwest had given up pithouses as dwellings." 
(2) Architecture of many Flagstaff-area pithouses that were dated to 
the 1100s was no different from pithouses dated to the 800s. This 
seemed to Gladwin to indicate an unbelievable degree of cultural 
stasis for the Flagstaff area. (3) An abundant and chronologically 
important pottery type, Black Mesa Black-an-white, appeared to remain 
stylistically unchanged for more than 300 years, since it was found 
in pithouses dating from the 800s to the 1100s. (4) A Pueblo I pottery 
type, Kana-a Black-cn-white, was found at two pithouses, NA 2551 and 
NA 2798, which appeared to have been constructed as late as A.D. 927. 
This situation could not be reconciled with the fact that apparently 
earlier sites in the Medicine Valley had produced Black Hesa, rather 
than Kana-a, Black-on-white. (5) Three Pueblo II pithouses, containing 
:E'ueblo II pottery types, had been dated as late as A.D. 1115. If 
these houses really had been occupied that late, Gladwin thought, they 
should have contained Pueblo III pottery such as that found at Wupatki 
l'ueblo. (6) Two sites, NA 1238 (a pithouse) and NA 862 (Medicine Fort) 
had developed side by side, "within shouting distance," for 137 years, 
yet they shared not one architectural trait. (7) One pithouse, NA 
2002, had been dated in 1932 by McGregor from A.D. 912 to 1115, a span 
of time much longer than the inferred occupation span for such large 
:E'ueblo sites as Wupatki, the Citadel, Betatakin, and Cliff Palace. 

2. It is interesting to note that in a 1942 article reviewing the 
archaeology of the Flagstaff area, Colton did not once mention the 
inferred date of the Sunset Crater eruption, as he had in nearly every 
other publication of this nature that he bad written since 1932. He 
specifically cites the eruption as a prehistoric "crisis," and gives a 
chronology of Flagstaff-area phases (Colton 1942: 39), but refernces to 
the eruption date, and McGregor's (1936d) article, are lacking. It 
would thus appear that by late 1941, when the article was prepared 
(Colton 1942:40), Colton no longer accepted the original date 
estimate. 

3. Unfortunately, the implications of the revised eruption date were 
not thoroughly considered for all ceramic types. One example is the 
post-war date ranges that were assigned to the companion types 
Coconino Gray and Medicine Gray. Coconino Gray was found in abundance 
at Medicine Fort, which was dated both ceramically (Group 5) and 
dendroehronologically (building date A.D. 1060 [Colton 1946b:84]) to 
the time of the eruption. However, ignoring the dates and ceramic 
associations at Medicine Fort, Colton (l946b: 252) assigned both 
Coconino and Medicine Gray -- types with "relatively short duration tl -

- a date range of A.D. 890 to A.D. 950. In doing so, he was 
inexplicably accepting the association of Medicine Gray with dates 
from Medicine Pithouse (NA 1680) -- placed through non-cutting dates 
in the late aoos and early 900s (Colton 1946b:127) -- and rejecting 
the association of Coconino Gray with four "bark dates" (ranging from 
A.D. 1028 to A.D. 1061 (Colton 1946b:84]) from Medicine Fort. 
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4. It would appear that this interpretive freedom remained 
unrecognized by Colton, who continued to either dismiss (Colton 
1946b:209) or ignore (Colton 1946b:llO) the dates. The result was the 
assignment of end dates for the Pueblo I period (and its associated 
ceramic complex) that were far too early (see Colton 1946b:249; Figure 
141). The dates were eventually accepted as evidence of construction 
activity by Harlan (1962;55, 93-94), and Breternitz (1963a:42-43. 45-
46), who used them to considerably extend the ending dates for Pueblo 
I ceramic types (Breternitz 1963a:361-362). 
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CHAPTER TEN 

POST-WAR ARCHAEOLOGY .AND 'nIB PERIOD OF "NORMAL SC!ENCB" 

Several major field projects were undertaken during the period 

from 1947 to 1968, but Unfortunately many of them have never been 

formally reported. The major MNA projects of the era include a 1948 

expedition to the Big Hawk Valley. led by Watson Smith (SmIth 1949, 

1952); salvage excavations associated with the construction of various 

natural Bas pipelines in 1953. 1956, and 1966 (Wendorf at al. 1956); 

various small-site excavations conducted by David A. Breternitz in the 

late 1950s and early 1960s (Breternitz 1957 •• 1957b, 1959. 1963b); 

1965 excavations to salvage sites to be destroyed by the construction 

of Interstate Highway 40 (MNA Site Files); and a number of 

miscellaneous small-scale excavations associated with various 

utilities and road construction projects (e.g •• Vivian 1956; Bradley 

1959; Kelly 1969). In addition, John McGregor of the University of 

Illinois conducted several major field school projects in cooperation 

with HNA. Among these were exc:avations in the summer of 1949 of sites 

in the Cohonina culture area surroundlna Williams, Arizona (McGregor 

1950, 1951, 1967); excavation of Pollock Pueblo, southeast of 

Flagstaff, in 1953 and 1955 (McGregor 1956, 1973); excavation of the 

Pershing Site, also southeast of Flagstaff, in 1958 and 1960 (McGregor 

1958, 1961, 1973; Wilson 1969); and excavation of Two Kivu Pueblo, 

east of Flagstaff, in 1962 and 1964 (McGregor 1973). Other 

signifIcant projects include National Park Service excavation and 

stabilization of 18 roOJQS at WUpatki Pueblo in 1952 (Anonymous 1953; 
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Hartman and Wolf 1971:12); and four rooms at Antelope House on Wupatki 

National Monument in 1965 (Vell and Mayer 1965). and the excavation of 

the Wupatki Ball Court, by Alexander .J. Lindsay. Jr .• of MNA. in 1965 

(Lindsay 1965; Hartman and Wolf 1977:14). Finally, from 1966 to 1968, 

Roger Kelly of the University of Arizona and MNA returned to Elden 

Pueblo and conducted limited excavations (Kelly 1970, .1971). 

With the exception of the Big Hawk Valley Expedition of 1948 

and McGregor's Cahonina project of 1949", none of these field projects 

resembled the pre-war archaeological expeditions. After World War II, 

MNA seems to have largely abandoned the format of privately-funded, 

extensive summer excursions designed to address some specific cultural 

horizon or time period. With the advent of government-sponsored and 

coordinated salvage excavations (e.g., Wendorf et a1. 1956), and with 

Col ton I s war-time syntheses looming as the dominant paradigm, there 

was a fundamental change in both the process and the intellectual 

climate of Flagstaff-area archaeology. It was a much different time 

than the exciting days of the pre-war period, when far-flung 

excursions were made to whatever site seemed to offer the necessary 

data, and the promise of "one grand history" seemed every year that 

much closer to fulfillment. Instead, during the post-war era, field 

work was often confined to a study area determined by the boundaries 

of a road, a gas pipeline, or a construction project, and 

archaeological analyses seemed geared mostly to relating particular 

facts to the larger classificatory and explanatory frameworks created 

in the 1930s. 

------- ----------
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Reasons for this situation are probably many. First, it may 

be that the particular combination of individuals involved in the pre

war efforts was uniquely productive as a unit. As John McGregor 

recalls it (personal communication, 1987). leading members of the 

19305 Archaeological Expeditions -- Harold Colton, McGregor, Hargrave, 

and Bartlett -- were extremely compatible and receptive to one 

another'S ideas and criticisms. Many times, afternoon discussion 

sessions convened by Harold Colton would last into the early evening, 

as field strategies, concepts, and interpretations were argued. No 

doubt, the enthusiasm and excitement of this combination would have 

been difficult to match in the post-war era. 

Second, after World War II Harold and Mary-Russell Ferrell 

Colton began to experience increasing personal and health 

difficulties. The specific form of these misfortunes have been 

documented by Miller (1985: 193-264), and they will not be recounted 

here. It is sufficient to note that the problems at times severely 

hampered Harold Colton's abilities to function at a level comparable 

to his pre-war capacities. One specific outcome of these conditions 

was the retirement of Colton as Museum Director. In 1956, Colton 

picked Edward B. Danson as his successor, a transition that was 

formally made on January I, 1959 (Colton 1959:91; Millar 1985:240). 

Also, during this period there were basic changes in the 

nature of archaeology in the Southwest, particularly in funding 

sources, and despite its charter commitment to the archaeology of the 

San Francisco Mountains, the Museum of Northern Arizona was no less 
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susceptible to these forces than any other institution. As noted 

above. many of the post-war projects undertaken by HNA were "salvage H 

operations, necessitated and funded by govar.mraent or utilities 

cODstruction projects. Although Harold Colton wes otten opposed to 

these types of projects. his institution was required to take them on 

If it was to remain intellectually and financially cmqpetitive in the 

field of Southwestern archaeology. 

ODe particularly large salvage operation undertaken by the 

Museum was the Glen Canyon Dam project, actually a long series of 

surveys and excavations jointly conducted by HNA and tbe University of 

Utah (e.g •• Adams and Adams 1959; Adams 1960; Adams at al. 1961, 

Ambler et a1. 1964; Jennings 1966). This operation. perhaps more than 

any other in the years from. 1947 to 1968, may explain a general 

dee:line in the attention that was devoted to Flagstaff archaeology. 

For many years, beginning in 1952, the Museum was heavily e:ommitted to 

this project in terms of eqUipment, personnel, and publications 

resources. Although MNA. would keep an institutional hand in Flagstaff 

archaeology through cooperative field schools with John McGregor and 

the University of Illinois, and. through the pioneering, small-scale 

salvage excavations of David Breternitz, the Glen Canyon Dam project 

was undoubtedly the Museum's foremost archaeological commitment from 

the mid-1950s to the late-1960s. 

However the years from 1947 to 1968 are ultimately judged, 

Flagstaff archeology did not cease during the period, and a number of 

specific and important accomplishments may be cited. Paralleling 
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areas of development in the 19308, significant post-war achievements 

were made in dendrochronology. ceramic dating, ceramic taxonomy. 

cultural classification, _lind prehistoric synthesis. Major 

contributions that were made under these topics are reviewed below. 

Dendrochronolosy 

Throughout the period there was the accumulation of additional 

dendrochronological data. Especially noteworthy in this regard were 

the 1952 NPS excavations at Wupatki (Anony~ous 1953), and the 1950s 

and early 19605 excavations by McGregor at the Pershing Site, Pollock 

l'ueblo, and Two Kivas Pueblo (McGregor 1973). All of these projects 

provided a large number of high-quality tree-ring dates, many from a 

time period -- the late 12th and early 13th centuries -- that had 

previously been poorly represented. McGregor's work in the Cohonina 

area also provided numerous dates for the region west of Flagstaff, 

with the result that the majority of dates (120 of 219 total dates, 15 

of 28 cutting dates, and 15 of 23 total dated contexts [Robinson et 

a1. 19751) from the "H" archaeological mapping quadrangle were 

collected during McGregor's "Cohonina" expedition of 1949. 

'l'here were also important innovations in the interpretation of 

tree-ring evidence. At a general level, several publications in the 

1950s and early 1960s (e.g., Bannister 1953, 1959, 1962; Bannister and 

Smiley 1955; Smiley et a1. 1953) presented improved guidelines for 

collecting, analyzing, and reporting tree-ring dates. In 1962, 'l'homas 
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Harlan of the University of Arizona applied many of these procedures 

:i.n analyzing a collection of 4263 tree-ring dates from the Flagstaff 

area. Harlan's work, which consistently reported specimen numbers and 

proveniences J reBut ted in 596 "outside" dates for the Flagstaff area. 

These dates were used (Harlan 1962) to revise the date ranges of 

Flagstaff-area phases that had been suggested by Colton (l946b). 

The most recent and important contribution of 'this period to 

tree-ring dating was the commencement in the 19605 of a systematic 

review of all Southwestern tree-ring specimens in the possession of 

the University of Arizona's Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research. This 

massive project was sponsored by National Science Foundation grants 

awarded in 1963, 1965, and 1968. The purposes of the re-analysis were 

(1) to check past work; (2) to obtain as many new tree-ring dates as 

possible; (3) to provide chronological control for dendroclimato-

logical reconstructions, and (4) to assemble dendrochronological data 

into a series of publications reporting all unique dates in a 

consistent format (Robinson et al. 1975: I) . The re-analysis of 

Flagstaff-area (H and I mapping quadrangles) tree-ring specimens was 

finally completed and published in 1975. The report on this work 

(Robinson et al. 1975) today provides the primary source of 

dendrochronological data for the Flagstaff area, and it supersedes all 

previously published tree-ring dates. (Dates since 1975 are recorded 

in the files of the Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research, using the same 

format presented by Robinson et a1. 1975.) 
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A second area of post-war accomplishment was in the refinement 

of ceramic taxonomy. In 1953. Colton presented a significant ceramic 

treatise, appropriately entitled Potsherds. In this work, Colton 

(1953) elucidated the methods of MNA ceramic analysis, and he included 

a large body of previously unpublished technical information on 

ceramic tests. He also reiterated the basis for the MNA system of 

ceramic group dating, and suggested that previous groups (e. g .• Colton 

1946b:18-32) might in the future be even more finely subdivided: 

In archaeological synthesis the conception of a Ceramic Group 
has certain advantages over a single pottery type, because 
the type may last a long time, but two distinet types may 
overlap. As an example, Black Mesa Black-on-white was made 
from about 900 to 1100 A.D., Deadmans Black-on-red from 800 
to 1050 A.D., and Tusayan Black-on-red from about 1050 to 
1150 A.D. With data of this sort it is possible to make a 
division between two complexes, both containing Black Mesa 
Black-on-white, at about 1050 A.D. Whenever we can discover 
such overlaps, we can break our ceramic groups into smaller 
and smaller time intervals. 

Colton also provided numerous illustrations of the decorative styles, 

deSign layouts, and design elements associated with individual ceramic 

types used in the ceramic group dating system, and he presented tree-

ring derived dates for the major decorated types. A listing of these 

date ranges, which adhere largely to the dates given earlier by Colton 

(1946b:251-253). is presented in Table 10.1. 

Another contribution of this period was the publication of a 

series of revised ceramic type definitions by Colton in the mid 1950s 

(CoIton 1955a, 1955b. 1956, 1958). Although these definitions did not 
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Table 10.1. Flagstaff-Area Ceramic Type Dates Provided by Colton 
(1953:75) and Breternitz (1963a). 

Lino Black-on-Gray 
Kana a Black-on-white 
Black Mesa Black-on-white 
Sosi Black-on-white 
Dogoszhi Black-on-white 
Flagstaff Black-on-white 
Wupatki Black-OD··white 
Kayenta Black-on-white 
Jeddito Black-on-white 
Deadmans Black-on-red 
Tusayan Black-on-red 
Citadel l'olychrome 
Tusayan Eolychrome 
Kayenta Polychrome 
Kiet Siel Polychrome 
Jeddi to Black-on-orange 
.Jeddito Black-on-yellow 

Colton 

A.D. 600- 700 
700- 900 
900-1100 

1070-1150 
1070-1150 
1120-1225 
1200-1275 
1250-1300 
1275-1350 
800-1060 

1050-1130 
1075-1175 
1150-1275 
1250-1300 
1250-1300 
1250-1300 
1300-1625 

* no date estimates are provided for this type 

Breternitz 
(Best Trade Dates) 

620- 875 
775- 950 
875-1130 

1075-1200 
1085-1200 
1066-1200 
1125-1300 
1255-1310 

775-1066 
1050-1200 
1115-1200 
1075-1280 
1023+-1279** 
Early 1280s*** 
1276-1320 
1300-1400 

** "no concentr .. tion of dates" (Breternitz 1963a:363) 
*** Best date not reported, but Breternitz (1963a:365) remarks that in 
trade contexts, "dates [are] concentrated in the early 1280s" 
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generally represent raclical changes over those presented in the 1937 

Handbook by Colton and Hargrave, and tbey often repeated or introduced 

substantial errors of various sorts (Watson Smith. personal 

communication 1988). they did incorporate important information that 

had been gathered since that time. These definitions still serve as a 

basic guide to Flagstaff-area ceramic type identification. 

In the early 19608, David Breternitz of the University of 

Arizona used many of Harlan 'e dates in a general review of tree-ring 

dated ceramics in the Southwest. Breternitz' (1962, 1963a, 1966) work 

was an Important contribution to the interpretation of Flagstaff tree

ring datl!ls. In reviewing Harlan's tree-riDS dates on a site-by-site 

basis, Breternitz (19638:25-80) used a knowledge of the provenience 

description for each specImen as a guide for eliminating multiple 

dates from. the same context. In doing so, he provided a more 

realIstic assessment of the true construction dates associated with 

individual Flagstaff-area structures, and later used this evidence to 

suggest a slightly revised date for the eruption of Sunset Crater, 

which he fIxed at A.D. 1067 (Breternitz 1967). (It now appears likely 

that an intial eruptioD. in A.D. 1064-1065 [Smiley 1958]. was followed 

by 8 second major eruption at A.D. 1067.) 

Breternltz (19638:308-315) also made an important contribution 

to the general theory of ceramic dating by suggesting that in building 

a ceramic type chronology, one should expliCitly c:onsicier the quality 
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of dated coutexts and the quality of the associations of dates with 

particular ceramic specimens. Thus. he advocated (1963a:307-315) that 

the assessment of ceramic type dates should begin first with an 

evaluation of the dated context itself (aided by the elimination of 

multiple dates from a single specimen). and then proceed to a 

consideration of the strength of association between ceramic samples 

and a particular dated context. In this way, only the most securely 

dated contexts, and the ceramic specimens most securely associated 

with these contexts, would be given the greatest weight in building a 

ceramic chronology. These principles were applied to all tree-ring 

dated sites from the Flagstaff area (Breternitz 1963a:25-85), with the 

result that several changes were made in the previous ceramic type 

dates that had been derived by Colton and Hargrave (1937), McGregor 

(1938a), and Colton (1946b:251-253; 1953:75) Crable 10.1). 

Cultural Classification 

Significant work was also done during this period to refine 

the definitions and pinpoint the interactions of prehistoric culture 

units. Very little of this work (but see Schroeder 1953, 1957, 1961) 

was oriented toward the proposal of "new" or previously unrecognized 

prehistoric culture units. That, it would seem, had been achieved in 

the pre-war period and reiterated by Colton (l946b) in "The Sinagua." 

Thus, most of the work in the period from 1947 to 1968 was oriented 

toward "filling-in-the-gaps," or working within the broad outlines of 
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previous definitions to propose specific details of cultural pattern, 

change. or interaction. 

Watson Smith and the Big Hawk Valley Project 

One ·particularly noteworthy study of prehistoric cultural 

units was undertaken by Watson Smith, during a 1948 MN'A Archaeological 

Expedition to the Big Hawk Valley area of Wupatki National Monument. 

In scope as well as in spirit, Smith's project marked perhaps the only 

post-war return to the type of investigations undertaken by the pre

war MNA Archaeological Expeditions. The project, which lasted from 

June 15 to August 1, 194~. consisted of 10 members: Director Watson 

Smith; "general assistant and foreman" Hilton A. Wetherill; a 

"culinary expert" (cook), John Edward Dalton; three graduate students, 

Richard Shutler, Jr. of the UniverSity of California, Eugene Frosio of 

the University of New Mexico, and George Ennis of the University of 

Pennsylvania; three Hopi laborers, Elmer Masayouma, Norman Sumatzkuku, 

and Herbert Lomatewa; and a Navajo worker, Haskie Yazzie (Smith 

1952: 1). 

The project was focused on three areas and six sites; a 

Pueblo III masonry pit structure or "kiva" (NA 1814E) at Juniper 

Terrace Pueblo, partially excavated by Hargrave in 1931 and 1932; four 

small, late Pueblo II - early l'ueblo III surface masonry/pithouse 

sites (NA 618 and 680-682) in the Big Hawk Valley of Wupatki National 

Monument; and the enigmatic Pueblo III structure of Crack-in-Rock 

Pueblo (NA 537), at the far northern end of Wupatki National Monument. 
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Reflecting the general tenor of the post-war period, these sites were· 

investigated to add detail to post-eruptive cultural patterns and 

interactions in the "frontier" zone at the northern edge of the ash 

and cinder faU. Smith (1952:5) succinctly sWllIlIarized what the 

project hoped to explore: 

First, the geographical limits to which each of the cultural 
branches [Anasazi. Sinagua, and Cohonina] advanced its 
penetration into the new territory; and secondly. the manner 
and degree of intermixture that developed between the three 
branches, including the modifications in each culture 
effected by wider removal from its center and by contacts 
with other peoples. Satisfactory and complete answers to all 
these questions can only be had when much more is known of 
the indigenous or 'classic' pattern of the culture of each 
branch in its own central area and when a more extensive 
investigation has been made of the frontier region itself. 
The basic patterns of both Sinagua and Cohonina Branches are 
still imperfectly understood, and as yet only spotty 
excavation of the area of mingling has been made. 

These issues were to be elucidated through the recovery and analysis 

of all types of anticipated archaeological information, but two 

categories were sought especially: (l) good stratigraphic sequences of 

utility or "Index Ware" pottery, and (2) data on the architectural 

details of subterranean structures whose position and form suggested a 

possible function as a "kiva." 

In the one and a half months that were alloted to the proj ect, 

Smith and his workers managed to complete excavation of structure NA 

l814E at Juniper Terrace; to uncover 17 masonry rooms, seven pit 

structures, and numerous extramural pits, burials and other features 

at the Big Hawk Valley sites; and to excavate two masonry rooms at 



Crack-in-Rock Pueblo. In addItion, about three square miles 

surrounding the Big Hawk Valley sites were surveyed and mapped, 

resulting in the discovery of 59 sites. 
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This information led to several conclusions regarding the nature 

of interaction among various "branches" in the post eruptive period. 

First, in the Big Hawk Valley. Smith (1952:166-178) was convinced that 

he could perceive in ceramic sequences and architectural data a 

"peaceful mingling" of several different ethnic groups, as first 

Sinagua. then Cohonina, and finally, Kayenta Anasazi populations took 

up residence at the sites. He argued that such accomodation was not 

unknown from the ethnographic record, and he pointed to several cases 

that he believed might provide an nnalog for the situation in the Big 

Hawk Valley during the A.D. 1100s: The Tewa village of Hano, built 

among the Hopi on First Mesa; Navajo-Hopi co-residence in Canyon de 

Chelly; and a peaceful accomodation of Pueblo groups by the Navajo in 

the La Jara-Governador area from 1670 to 1770. All of these instances 

were cited as precedents for a "postulated mingling of peoples 

representing allegedly different groups" at the small sites of the Big 

Hawk Valley (Smith 1952:177-178). 

Excavation of possible kiva structures at the Big Hawk Valley 

sites of NA 680, NA 681, and NA 682; NA l8l4E at Juniper Terrace; and 

Room 3 at Crack-in-Rock provided the basis for a lucid discussion of 

the status of "kivas" in the San Francisco Mountains. Smith's essay, 

entitled "When is a Kiva?" (Smith 1952:154-165), is a classic piece in 

the literature of Southwestern archaeology. It appears to have been 
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inspired, at least in part, by Fawkes' identification of a supposed 

kiva at Elden Pueblo: 

Since the existence of kiv8S in Sinagua sites has not up to 
this time been established, the proper identification of the 
large room at Elden Pueblo is of considerable importance. 
Fortunately, there is additional direct evidence available. 
Dr. Colton, who was present at the site during the period of 
Dr. Fewkes' excavations, says that the room was not in fact 
below the level of the ground, and that in the position at 
which Fewkes depicts a ventilator there was merely a pile of 
stones. He adds, however, that since Dr. Fewkes strongly 
felt the need for a kiva somewhere in the ruin, he felt 
justified in postulating a ventilator because he thought 
there ought to be one (Smith 1952:163). 

Evidently, more than twenty years after the Elden Pueblo controversy, 

Colton had still not finished with his reply to Fewkes. 

After reviewing attributes of "kivas" in areas surrounding the 

San Francisco Mountains, Smith (1952:164) concluded that "the certain 

determination of any given structure as a kiva during Pueblo II and 

Pueblo III in the San Francisco Mountain area is a well-nigh 

impossible task." Nonetheless, he offered what he called "reasonable 

hypothetical identifications" of kivas excavated by the 1948 project. 

Based on internal features and "positional relationships" to above-

ground room blocks, Smith proposed (1952:164-165) that the 

subterranean masonry structure at NA 1814E, Room 3 at Crack-in-Rock 

Pueblo, and isolated subterranean structures at NA 680, 681, and 682, 

were all "kivas, " which he defined (1952:154) as "specialized 

ceremonioll room[ s]. with few or no functions of a domestic nature." 



Variability in -kiva" form in this region was attributed to a 

variegated cultural pattern in the post.-eruptive period; 

If the San Juan kiva was evolved during Pueblo II out of an 
early pithouae type of dwelling and did not reach any higb 
degree of specialization or standardization until well into 
Eueblo III •••• then it 8eelllS probable that. when this kiva 
concepti during its transitional period. was introduced. as 
apparently it was, into an area like that of the San 
Francisco Mountains in which one or two differing cultures 
were a180 present, it would become manifest in a spectacular 
galaxy of mutations (Smith 1952:162). 

McGregor and the Cobonlna 

In 1949. John McGregor conducted a University of Illinois 
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archaeological field school in the CoboDina culture area surrounding 

Williams, Arizona (McGregor 1950, 1951). This excursion was 

specifically designed to collect information on architectural and 

artifactual traits that could be used to aSS8S8 the affiliations of 

the Cohooloa branch. The primary research questions were (McGregor 

1951;8): (a) Ware the so-called Cohonlna affiliated with the 

prehistoric Anasazi or Eatayan Culture Root?, and (b) Were the 

Cohonina sufficiently distinct from the Kayenta and Sinagua Branches 

to warrant status as a separate branch? Based on the results of the 

1949 expedition, McGregor concluded (1951:147-150) that the Cohonina 

probably had belonged to the Pat.yan root, and they were definitely a 

distiDct cultural branch, although they had been greatly influenced in 

their architecture and ceramics by trade contacts with the Sinagua and 

Kayenta branches. 
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Schroeder and the "'Hakataya" 

Challenges to the existing cultural classifications of Colton 

(l939b, 1946b), Hargrave (1937, 1938), and McGregor (1941b) were issued 

at various times during the post-war era by Albert H. Schroeder (1953, 

1957, 1961) of the National Park Service. Rather than concentrating 

on trait differences in various portions in the Flagstaff area, and 

identifying these trait differences as evidence of separate cultural 

branches of at least two different culture "Roots, n Schroeder believed 

that all of the pre-eruptive Flagstaff-area sites were part of a 

single, long cultural tradition that he referred to as the "Hakataya" 

tradition. Schroeder proposed that, after the eruption, the Hakayata 

tradition was changed by the influx of people from the Hohokam and 

Upper Little Colorado River areas. The m!!!gling of these immigrants 

with the local Hakatayan :.residents gave rise to what Schroeder chose 

to call the Sinagua cultural "pattern." Generally, Schroeder's 

classification was not widely accepted by archaeologists working in 

the Flagstaff area, and the term "Sinagua" has been retained for 

describing all phases of the ceramic-period occupation. 

Colton and "Frontiers of the Sinagua" 

In a Festschrift for Lyndon Hargrave. and in the last 

publication before his death in 1970, Harold Colton (1968) re-affirmed 

bis cultural classifications, and restated his hypotheSis of large-

scale migrations and peaceful "commingling" of culturally diverse 
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populations in the post-eruptive period. As in one of his earliest 

archaeological analyses (Colton 1924). he used spatial variability in 

the proportions of ceramic wares to argue for the placement of 

cultural boundaries. According to Colton (1968:11-15), ceramic data 

from the northern periphery of the ash fall zone, ne2r tr."upatki Pueblo, 

indicated a rather distinct set of cultural boundaries for the 

Sinagua, Cohonina, and Kayenta Anasazi cultures, and a high degree of 

cultural interaction along these boundaries, or nfrontiers, n as he 

chose to call them: 

Although there is no natural boundary between the cultures in 
this area, an invisible boundary separates the remains of the 
Kayenta culture from the Cohonina culture to the west. 
However, a triangular area north of O'Leary Peak, extending 
nearly to the Citadel, contains sites with components of all 
three cultures. 

Other frontier Kayenta sites to the east, such as Wukoki, 
Grand Falls, and Burned Pueblo, border on the Sinagua. 
Facing these Kayenta sites are a series of S1nagua sites 
extending to the southeast, such as Wood House Mesa, Wupatki, 
the Sinagua components at Heiser Spring, Ridge Ruin, Wilson 
Fueblo, Kinnikinnick, and Chavez Pass. 

From Wupatki, the Sinagua-Kayenta border runs in a 
northwesterly direction to Doney Mountain, then west 
following approximately the boundary between Wupatki National 
Monument and the Coconino National Forest to about U.S. 
Highway 89 ..•. 

West of U.S. Highway 89 the line separating the Cohan ina from 
the Kayenta runs north to the high land at Grandview Faint on 
the Grand Canyon rim .... 
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Prehistoric Syntheses 

Although Colton's (l946b) publication The Sinagua was indeed 

the major influence on the archaeology of the post-war period, there 

were additional attempts to synthesize Flagstaff prehistory. Most of 

these efforts were largely supportive of the pre-war model of cultural 

change, and much of the "synthesis" that was done from 1947 to 1968 

was concerned with assessing the relative influences of the various 

cultural groups that bad moved into the Flagstaff area in the post-

eruptive period. This activity, of course, implicitly embraced the 

major tenets of the pre-war model of cultural change, since it was an 

article of faith that there had indeed been large-scale immigrations 

that were inspired by the eruption of Sunset Crater. 

Colton and the "Black Sand" 

Probably the most significant post-war summary of Flagstaff 

prehistory was a brief, popular synthesis by Harold Colton entitled 

~ ~ (Colton 1960). Regarding the need for such a work (given 

that much of the material was previously covered in The Sinagua). 

Colton (l960:vii) explained that 

This book is a synthesis, the culmination of forty-two years 
of archaeological work in an area surrounding the San 
Francisco Peaks.... Over the years I have published the 
resul ts of my labors in more than thirty short papers and two 
extended memoirs and have supervised the preparation of many 
others. The published studies have been largely devoted to 
analysis such as the classification on [sicl and statistical 
studies on pottery and the compilation of other 



archaeological data. These data I recently summarized in a 
publication called 'The Sinagua,' and there the reader will 
find the detailed information on which I based the 
conclusions presented in that book. So the two books should 
go together: one book of analysis and this work of 
synthesis. Here. without the dull statistics, I have 
attempted to weld bits of information into a single whole, so 
that the reader can see the aim of an archaeologist -
working with facts, in this case, to write a thousand years 
of history. 

The synthesis presented in Black Sand was basically a 

reiteration of the pre-war model of culture change. As in The 
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Sinagua (Colton 1946b), the only significant change since pre-war 

times was the use of a more refined chronology of events and cultural 

phases that was based on the revised date of the eruption of Sunset 

Crater. Again, Colton told the story of how the eruption of Sunset 

Crater resulted in the creation of large areas of cultivable land; how 

these conditions attracted immigrants from the Hohokam, Anasazi, and 

Mogollon culture areas; and how the erosion of the ash fall and the 

spread of disease in crowded pueblos finally resulted in abandonment 

and a reduction in regional population. He also included a more 

refined set of estimates of the prehistoric population throughout 

Northern Arizona, charting an increase in population up to about A.D. 

1200, then charting a decline after that point. He attributed the 

decline to what he thought was the only common factor across the area, 

disease caused by poor sanitation (Colton 1960:100-107, 113-115). The 

following summary reveals how very similar the 1960 synthesis was to 



earlier reconstructions and explanations of Flagstaff prehistory 

(e.g., Colton 1932e. 1937b, 1946b): 

A local event of great importance not only to the 
inhabitants of the San Francisco Mountains region but to 
other more distant peoples was the eruption of Sunset Crater. 
As from a pebble dropped into a pond, waves spread out, 
affecting the population of a wide area. We have seen how 
the volcanic ash of this eruption made agriculture 
exceptional in a place where it had been nearly impossible 
before. We have seen a prehistoric land rush into the area, 
with immigrant farmers arriving to cultivate the new land. 
We have visions of the original peaceful inhabitants 
resisting this invasion but later absorbing the newcomers. 

As conditions became peaceful once more we found groups of 
pithouse people living in scattered farmhouses without any 
thought of defense. About 1125, the inhabitants moved their 
living quarters out of the pithouse into the masonry granary. 
Among the Sinagua, when the old pithouse was abandoned as a 
living place it did not remain as a kiva, as it did in the 
Kayenta tribe. The little stone farmhouses of two or three 
masonry rooms, occupied by a single family, dotted the 
landscape. The daughter, when she married now, did not need 
to leave her mother's house. She simply added a room or two 
for her family. We also think that sometimes unrelated 
families joined the house group, adding more rooms. So began 
the pueblo, which grew until it was the home of many 
families. 

The continual cultivation of the black sand cover brought 
to the surface the finer ash particles and exposed them to 
the wind, so that the black sand that had preserved the 
moistUre in the soil was now gathered into dunes. • .• The 
families who lived in the small stone houses began to join 
with other families in large masonry apartment houses to 
protect themselves against their neighbors. When the people 
crowded together the sanitary conditions became increasingly 
bad, causing the death of many young children from 'summer 
complaint.' The population dwindled until by 1275 but two 
large apartment houses were occupied, and by not more than 
six hundred people. The drought which followed (1275-99) 
caused these last inhabitants to move away. . •. By 1300 the 
cycle of development initiated by the eruption of Sunset 
Crater was complete. It was a cycle unique in American 

1 
history (Colton 1960: 117-118). 
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Stanislawski and ·Cultural Fusion" at WUpatki 

A second major post-wllr synthesis that was largely supportive 

of the pre-war model was presented in 1963 by Michael Stanislawski of 

the University of Arizona. Stanislawski (1963) analyzed the 

architecture, artifacts, and burial practices of WUpatki Pueblo for 

the purpose of identifying the various cultural "influences" that had 

contributed to the post-eruptive Sinagua cultural pattern. In the 

analysis, he accepted most of the tenets of Colton's model of 

Flagstaff prehistory, including the idea that the eruption of Sunset 

Crater had improved the agricultural potential of the ash fall zone 

and had thus attracted immigrants from the Anasazi. Hohokam, and 

Mogollon culture areas. However, he expanded the list of cultures 

represented in the migration to include the Chaco Anasazi, whom he 

believed had been an important contributor of Mesoamerican cultural 

elements to post-eruptive Sinagua culture. 

Like Schroeder, Stanislawski (1963:xii) believed that in pre

eruptive times, the Sinagua had exhibited a baSically "homogeneous" 

pattern of culture, Which, in post-eruptive times "was destroyed by 

the mass migration." In a detailed review of the architecture, 

artifacts, and burial practices of Wupatki Pueblo, Stanislawski sought 

to identify the various contributors to the traits seen at that site. 

He was especially interested in the traits which he believed had a 

Mesoamerican origin, and in identifying which prehistoric cultures 
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might have been the intermediaries responsible for bringing these 

elements to the Flagstaff area. His conclusion was basically that 

there were many Mesoamerican traits present at Wupatki, and that they 

had been brought to the settlement by representatives of the Chaco 

Anasazi and Hahakam cultures. The resulting "cultural fusion" 

accounted for the presence of a unique combination of traits in 

material culture and architecture at Wupatki. Specific features of 

Mesoamerican influence were the amphitheater, ballcourt, plazas, and 

core masonry at Wupatki. According to Stanislawski, when Wupatki and 

the Flagstaff area were abandoned, these Mesoamerican elements were 

passed along to early Hopi culture, bringing radical changes that shoW' 

clearly after about A.D. 1300. 

As for some other regions of North America, the period following 

World War II was a relatively qUiet one in Flagstaff archaeology. 

Al though the area was certainly not untouched by many of the general 

trends in American archaeology of that era -- particularly the rise of 

"salvage" or contract archaeology -- many other developments of the 

1950s and early 1960s, e.g .• the rise of settlement pattern studies, 

and an increased concern with the collection and analysis of 

subsistence data (Willey and Sabloff 1980:130-180), seem hardly to 

have had an impact. The case can be made, perhaps, "hat many such 

issues such as these that emerged in American archaeology during that 

time had been anticipated in Flagstaff archaeology long before by 
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Harold ColtoD, and that an "evolutionary-ecological" viewpoint had 

been in place since 1918 (Colton 1918; Colton and Colton 1918). 

Whatever the case, it is apparent that archaeological studies in the 

Flagstaff area in the years 1947-1968 proceeded within fraraeworks that 

had, in their broad outlines, been formulated in the 1930&, and 

solidified with the 1946 publication of "The Sinagua'" (Colton 1946b). 

Toward the aDd of the period. however, some archaeologists 

bagan to question one of the central axioms of Flagstaff prehistory. 

namely that the eruption of Sunset Crater had been a primary cause of 

prehistoric cultural chnge. The first clear expression of this 

challenge came in a 1969 Ph.D. dissertation by John r. Wilson of 

Harvard University. In the Dext chapter, I present a review of that 

work and its impacts on subsequent archaeological research in the 

Flagstaff area. 

NO:rES 

1. It is interesting to note that, although Colton seems to ha\·e 
modified a few of his previous conclusions, the overall version of 
post-eruptive events and the basic pre-war explanatory model remained 
virtually unchanged in 1960. For example. where originally the Sunset 
Crater ash fall was seen as making agriculture merely ·possibla" 
(Colton 1932f:45) in some regions. it was now perceived as making 
agriculture "exceptional.- In addition, Colton had added some details 
regarding the movement from pithouses into above-Bround dwellings I 
the transition from pithouses to pueblos (granaries) took place at 
about A.D. 1125, and matrilocal residence and fusion of unrelated 
households were identified as primary causes of pueblo growth. 
However. the revised date for the eruption of Sunset Crater. taking 
away nearly two hundred years of elapsed time between the eruption 
(originally, A.D. 875, now A.D. 1065) and the building of large. 
masonry pueblos such as Wupatki (from. the advent of tree-ring dating, 
placed in the late 11th century), seems not to have affected the 
reconstruction of post-eruptive events at all. The sequence of 
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immigration. initial conflict, peaceful coexistence, erosion of the 
ash cover, and crowding into pueblos remaf.ned virtually unchanged from 
the formulations of more than twenty years before (e.g., Colton 1937b). 
even though all of these processes would DOW have to be compressed 
into a period of about 60 to 100 years, aDd not the 200 to 300 years 
allowed by the original erupUon date estimate of A.D. 875. 
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CHAPTER ELEVEN 

WILSON'S CHALLENGE TO THE "BLACK SAND" HYPOTHESIS 

By the late 1960s, some archaeologists had begun to question 

the hypothesis that the eruption of Sunset Crater had been the supreme 

agent of cultural change in the Flagstaff area after A.D. 1065. In 

1969, John P. Wilson of Harvard University produced a Ph.D. 

dissertation (Wilson 1969) that foreshadowed in many ways the 

questioning of the pre-war model that marks the most recent era of 

Flagstaff archaeology. 

Wilson's study was based on an extensive survey of the 

Anderson Mesa area southeast of Flagstaff, and on the analysis of 

archaeological materials from the Pershing site, excavated in 1955 by 

a University of Illinois field school, led by John McGregor. He 

accepted many aspects of the traditional paradigm of Flagstaff-area 

archaeology, for example the bulk of the ceramic taxonomy and 

traditional classifications of prehistoric cultural groups beyond 

Flagstaff. However, he was skeptical about the validity of the 

traditional ceramic dating groups and their assigned date ranges, 

well as their applicability to the Anderson Mesa area east of 

Flagstaff. Therefore, Wilson (1969=210-214, 354-471) re-analyzed the 

evidence supporting Coltonls (1946b, 1953) traditional groups and 

their assigned dates, and he also produced a separate set of ceramic 

groups from the Anderson Mesa survey area. The results of Wilson's 

re-analyses, which slightly altered the groups identified by Colton, 

are presented in Table 11.1. 



Table 10.1. Flagstaff-area Ceramic Groups pr<)posed by Wilson 
(l969:Table 2D). 
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Group I (A.D. 600(7]-800). DOMINANT: Lino Black-cn-gray, Lino Gray. 
Rio de Flag Brown. 

Group II CA.D 800-950): DOMINANT: Kana-a and Black Mesa Black-on
white; Kana-a, Coconino, Medicine, and Lino Gray; Rio de Flag Brown; 
and Deadmans Black-cn-red. PRESENT: Lino Black-cn-gray and Angell 
Brown(?). 

Group III (A.D. 950-1067). DOMINANT: lHack Mesa Black-cn-white; 
Coconino and Medicine Gray; Tusayan Corrugated; Rio de Flag Drown; and 
Deadmans Black-on-red. PRESENT: Angell Brown(?); Winona Brown and 
Medicine Black-an-red rare, indicate late Group III. 

Group IV (A.D. 1067-1130). DOMINANT: Black Hesa, Sosi, Dogoszhi, and 
Holbrook Black-an-white; Tusayan Corrugated; Angell and Winona Brown; 
Sunset Red (and Sunset Brown?); and Tusayan Black-on-red. PRESENT: 
Flagstaff and Walnut Black-on-white; Coconino and Winona Red-on-buff; 
Winona Red; Winona Smudged; Winona Corrugated; Moenkopi Corrugated; 
Rio de Flag Brown (early Group IV); Youngs Brown; Turkey Hill Red 
(rare; late Group IV); Medicine Black-on-red; and Citadel Polychrome. 

Group V (A.D. 1130-1210). DOMINANT: Flagstaff, Walnut, Sosi, and 
Dogoszhi Black-on-white; Tusayan and Moenkopi Corrugated; Winona and 
Sunset Brown; Sunset Red; and Tusayan Black-on-red. PRESENT: Wupatki 
(Tusayan) Black-on-white (late Group V) ; Angell and Youngs Brown; 
Turkey Hill Red; and Citadel and Tusayan Polychrome. 

Group VI (A.D. 1210-1300). DOMINANT: Wupatki (Tusayan), Flagstaff, 
Walnut, and Leupp(?) Black-on-white; Tusayan and Moenkopi Corrugated; 
and Sunset Red. PRESENT: Polacca Black-on-white, Kiet Siel Gray, 
Winona Brown(?), Turkey Hill Red; Tusayan Black-on-red; Tusayan, 
Citadel, Kiet Siel. Kayenta, Kintiel, and St. Johns Polychrome; and 
Kintiel Black-on-orange. 

No post-A.D. 1300 ceramic groups are defined for the Flagstaff area, 
although possible occupations during this period are noted for NA 72, 
NA 414, and NA 863. 
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After analyzing surface potsherds from his survey area. the 

materials from the l'ershing site, and published excavation reports 

from the Flagstaff area, Wilson concluded that the term Sinagua was 

useful for referring to a geographical area marked by use of Alameda 

Brown Ware ceramics and certain architectural traits, but that the 

cultural meaning of these patterns was not clear. In other words, he 

was not prepared to view the Sinagua as the prehistoric equivalent of 

a "tribe," as had Colton (1939b), but rather as "a convenient shorthand 

designation that facilitates communication" (Wilson 1969:475). In 

assessing the cultural root affiliations of tbe Sinagua branch, Wilson 

(1969:505) was basically in agreement with Colton (1946b), and he was 

inclined to ascribe to them a Mogollon derivation, citing 

architectural and ceramic similarities with Mogollon sites further to 

the east. He also proposed (1969:505-506). however, that after A.D. 

1200, the culture of the Flagstaff area became affiliated with a 

widespread cultural pattern referred to by Erik Reed (1948, 1950) as 

the Western Pueblo Complex. 

Undoubtedly the most significant aspect of Wilson's study is 

the fact that it was one of the first major challenges to the pre-war 

model of culture change and the explanatory power of the Sunset Crater 

ash fall. In challenging the pre-war model, Wilson noted (1969:469-

498, 503-505) that, although an influx of migrants from the south, 

east. and north might have accounted for many post-eruptive changes in 

the Flagstaff area, the cause of these migrations was not clearly due 

to the power of the ash fall to improve agricultural conditions in a 
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restricted area. He accepted the traditional inference of a very 

widespread shift in occupation from higher to lower elevations after 

about A.D. 1130, but he suggested (1969:503-504) that this shift might 
1 

have had more to do with increased precipitation than the eruption of 

Sunset Crater. especially since such movements had occurred far beyond 

as well as within the ash £al1 zone. He also challenged previous 

environmental reconstructions, particularly the ideas of McGregor 

(1941b:15) regarding the establishment of Douglas fir trees in lower 

elevations around Flagstaff. Yi190n (1969:492, 503-504) pointed out 

that recent pollen analyses showed a reduction of moisture levels in 

the immediately post-eruptive period, and that very few of the Douglas 

firs cited by McGregor as evidence of a wetter post-eruptive climate 

had begun their growth in the interval from A.D. 1065 to A.D. 1125. 

He also doubted the idea that the blowing away of the ash cover was 

responsible for internecine strife and the subsequent construction of 

defensively oriented, multi-roomed pueblos. Wilson claimed that in 

his survey area on Anderson Mesa, there was an aggregation of 

populations into multi-roomed pueblos at about the same time as 

similar aggregations in the ash fall zone, yet the process could not 

be due to a blowing away of the ash cover, since the Anderson Mesa 

area never received a significant ash fall. He concluded his study by 

cautiously suggesting that future considerations of Flagstaff 

archaeology consider the combined effects of climatic change and 

social processes in a wide variety of environmental zones, rather than 
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focusing specifically OD the chaDges within the ash fall zone (Wilson 

1969,502-506). 

The questions raised. by Wilson were important ones, and they 

seem to have encouraBec! others to challenge the pre-war model that had 

served as the dominant interpretation for more tban 20 years. His 

understated suggestIon that "the cinder mulch-moisture conservation 

hypothesis perhaps needs to be reexamined- (Wilson 1969:492) soon 

became the focus of Plasstaff archaeology. In the next and final 

chapter in the historical review, I will discuss how contemporary 

archaeologists have continued to challenBa the pre-war reconstructions 

and explanations of Flagstaff prehistory through the critical review 

of Bx!stlng '!lata, the collection of new information, and the 

application of new methods. 

IIOTES 

1. CUrrent dendroclimatic reconstructions (Dean aDd Robinson 1977, 
1978) show negative departures from normal precipitation for the 
Flagstaff area for the decades A.D. 1130-1139, 1140-1149. and 
A.D. 1150-1159. 
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CHAPTER TWELVE 

THE MODERN ERA: FLAGSTAFF ARCHAEOLOGY, 1970-1988 

The final chapter in this historical review is concer~ed with 

the archaeology of the Flagstaff area since 1970. The year 1970 is 

chosen as a beginning point for two reasons. First, it marks the 

first year following Wilson's carefully considered suggestion that 

events and processes beyond the fall of Sunset Crater ash and cinders 

might have shaped events in the late 11th through 14th centuries in 

the Flagstaff area. Second, on December 29, 1970 Harold Colton died 

(Miller 1985:264). ending not only a remarkable scientific career, but 

also an era of archaeological discovery and intellectual ferment in 

the San Francisco Mountains that may never be matched. Actually and 

symbolically, then, the year 1970 marks another in a series of 

signifh:al'.Lt transitions in Flagstaff archaeology. 

Studies since 1970 may conveniently be placed into three 

groups. In the first group are the studies conducted by Kelly (1971) 

and Hevly et a!. (1979). The former study was an explicitly "New 

Archaeology" treatise on Flagstaff prehistory, tied to a heavily 

deductivist strategy of "hypothesis testing" and an adaptationist, 

systems-theory viewpoint. The latter work, with Kelly as a 

collaborator, utilized much of the same data employed earlier by 

Kelly, but relied on a polle::1-based reconstruction of Flagstaff-area 

climates and environments. Perhaps because of the questions that 

surround such reconstructions, these studies appear to have had 

relatively little impact on Flagstaff archaeology. 
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A second and much mora influential set of studies are those of 

Pilles (1978. 1979), and Fish et a1. (1980). These works, based on a 

re-evaluatioD of key pre-war methodological assumptions. have 

continued and strengthened the criticisms of Wilson regarding the 

Sunset Crater ash fall or "black sand" hypothesis. Pilles and his 

collaborators have raised serious doubts regarding the plausibility of 

a number of key elements in the pre-war interpretations, including the 

migration of foreign cultural groups to the ash-fall zone, and a 

substantial increase in population following the eruption. 

A third category reflects changing technical and methodological 

emphases in Flagstaff archaaololY in the late 19708 and early 19808. 

Although this grouping comprises a seemingly disparate set of studies, 

all are related by the fact that they represent a continuation of pre

war research concerns under quite different sets of assumptions. In 

this group are recent large-scale, intensive·padsstrian surveys (e.g., 

Baldwin and Bremer 1986; Bremer 1988; Downum and Sullivan 1988); 

technical studies of prehistoric agricultural fields, field systems, 

and water storage and delivery systems (Berlin at 81. 1977; Marous 

1984; Ritterbush 1984); reconstructions of paleoenvironments through 

analysis of woodrat middens (Cinnamon 1988); sourcing studies of 

prehistoric ceramics (Douglass and Schaller 1986; Kojo 1986); and 

fine-grained reconstructions of household and community organization 

through the sustained study of Bingle communities. 

Finally. it must be acknowledged that research programs have 

incorporated Flagstaff prehistory into larger models of prehistoric 
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change in the American Southwest. Two of these approaches -- the 

comparative tree-ring studies of (Berry 1982), and the Chavez Pass 

archaeological project conducted by Arizona State University -- will 

be briefly considered. 

~ and !h! New Archaeology 

One of the first studies to re-examine the pre-war model of 

post-eruptive cultural change was attempted in 1971 by Roger Kelly of 

the University of Arizona. Kelly's thinking appears to have been 

heavily influenced by then-current concepts associated with the New 

Archaeology program of a deductive, "scientific," systems-theory 

oriented archaeology. Kelly (1971:3) stated that his study was 

concerned with the processes of adaptation and adjustment to 
their environment by prehistoric, non-urbanized tribal 
agriculturalists as interpreted from studies of selected 
evidence from now-abandoned habitations of such cultures. 
The remains of one of these cultures in the American 
Southwest. called the Sinagua by archaeologists. offers a 
body of data upon which such studies and interpretations may 
be applied. This study can also be viewed as one attempt to 
test parts of the research design suggested informally by 
Hill and 1'log (1970) to study stress in prehistOric 
societies. 

The point of Kelly's study was to examine how the Sinagua 

cul ture had changed in response to what palynological reconstructions 

by Hevly (1969) had shown was a slowly deteriorating environment in 

the 12th and 13th centuries. Kelly subdivided the Sinagua cultural 

system into a set of cultural "subsystems" and "sub-subsystems," and 
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proposed a set of competing hypotheses and test implica'[.ions that 

anticipated how the Slnagua might have reacted to a progressively 

cooler and drier environment. The following example (Kelly 1971:15-

16) is typical of Kelly's statements of hypotheses and their test 

implications: 

Procurement Hypotheses 

As stress produced by a slowly deteriorating natural 
environment increases, agricultural peoples such as the 
Sinagua would be expected to adapt as follows: 

1. Emphasize other procurement subsystems, especially hunting 
and gathering. 

Implications: Greater number of implements, facilities, and 
procured resources of these subsystems will occur as the time 
period lengthens. There will be some recycling of implements 
from inefficient subsystems into those operating more 
efficiently. Smaller forms of animals will be sought more 
frequently. 

Kelly's plan for testing hypotheses such as these was not 

especially rigorous, given that he was attempting to use data gathered 

by a variety of investigators who had used a variety of methods. 

Therefore, there were no statistical tests of significance of the 

changes in artifact frequencies that were the mainstay of his 

hypothesis testing. Rather, 

The evaluation of test results [depends) on whether the 
quantified data reasonably indicates changes in conditions 
through time, thus confirming or not confirming the validity 
of stated hypotheses. A statement not confirmed may mean the 
wrong hypotheses for the data was [sic} asked, or that wrong 
data were applied in seeking a measure or that some other 
step was faulty. Confirmation and summary of some tested 
questions will then lead to the application of an explanatory 
model. The 'best fit' of a model of adaptive process will be 
that which best handles the Sinagua case, given limitations 



[of the data]. Steps to describe what went on. concepts to 
generalize what went aD. and models to compare cross
culturally what went on are basic .equential procedures 
suggested by this study (Kelly 1971:21-22), 
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Typical of other New Archaeology studies of the timlt. Kelly 

was forced to apply his nOD-traditional perspective to a data set that 

had been gathered and classified under "traditional" taxonomies. 

'rhus. he undertook his study using the traditional cultural 

classification for the immediate Flagstaff area (the Sinagua culture) I 

and he accepted in virtually unmodified form Colton'S (1946b) cultural 

foci and ceramic dating system (Kelly 1971;23-27). 

Based on assessments of artifact frequencies, Kelly concluded 

(1971=108-111) that several of his hypotheses had been confirmed. and 

several rejected. The analysis was said to indicate that, after the 

eruption, the Sinagua (a> bad not increased huntIng and gathering over 

agriculture; (b) had moved from subsurface to surface dwellings; (c) 

had shifted their population from higher to lower elevations in some 

areas; (d) had aggregated population into large pueblos in other 

areas; and (e) had gradually experienced. higher death rates after 

aggregating into multi-roomed pueblos. It was also concluded (Kelly 

1971;84-88, 110> that these higher death rates might have been due to 

infestation of the population with harmful parasites. Kelly was 

basical1y non-cOIDIII.ital about what all of this meant, proposing that 

nmultiple models" (Kel1y 1971:120) might best explain thllse changes. 

Clearly frustrated by what he perceived as a lack of quantifiable and 

well-dated archaeological data, Kel1y could suggest (1971:119-120) 
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only that the Flagstaff area had baen gradually abandoned as, in the 

face of a deteriorating envirOlUDeDt, the local population frasl'Dented 

into increasingly separated -amalgamatioDs of people. II 

Several years later Kelly collaborated all. l!!I.other study of 

post-eruptive change with Ricbar4 Hevl,., a palynologist from Northern 

Arizona University, and Stanley Olsen, a zooarehaeologtat from the 

University of Arizona (Hevly at 81. 1979). In this study. a wide 

variety of palynological, dendroclimatological, and faUI'a! data were 

examined in order to reconstruct the pre- and post-eruptIve 

environments of the Flagstaff area. Also employed were the results of 

previous analyses of so11 fertility from prehistorIc fields (Schaber 

and Gume:man 1969; Berlin et a1. 1977) and the identificatioD of 

parasite eggs from. abandoned pueblo rooms that may have been used as 

latrines. 

Many of the specific climatic and cultural reconstructions 

that emerged from this study departed significantly from. pre-war 

interpretations. aDd ,even from. Kelly's earlier (1971) views of events. 

For example. rather than identifying a post-eruptive movement from 

higher to lower elevations, it waa inferred that from about A.D. 1000 

to 1150, there had been gradual movement throughout the Flagstaff area 

into the higher elevations. This movement was said to have been a 

consequance of episodic drought. eroaion. and lowering of the water 

table. And, although it was admittsd that the effects of the Sunset 

Crater eruption might have eau3ed sOIDe movement into lower elevations, 

this was aeen as only a localized and short-lived phenomenon: 



285 

"Depc'dtloD of cinder mulch resultiDg from the eruption of Sunset 

Crater was simply a coincidental event that was significant in 

determining local aettlement patterns- (Hevly et a1. 1979:516). 

AltandolUDent of the Flagstaff area was also attributed to 

broad-scale ebviroJllll8ntal changes, but the model was complex. An 

early 12th-century increase in human population. brought on by an 

ameliorated environment. was identifed as the Ultimate cause of 

cultural change. Tbis growth was believed to have been occasioned by 

favorable agricultural conditions resulting from. the brief coincidence 

(1120-1140) of warmer springs Clonger growing seasons). increased 

effective moisture residual from the previous year. and adequate mid-

late-summer moisture. Later. the same population growth would have 

produced environmental degradation of a magnitude sufficient to cause 

abandonment of the entire Flagstaff area: 

The effect of population growth in the Flagstaff area would 
have been largely detrimental as trees were cut for 
construction and firewood and nutritional levels of arable 
soils diminished. A reversal of the above favorable climatic 
trends resulted in reduced carrying capacity and movement of 
people ••• Exhaustion of soil nutrition and wind deflation of 
cinder mulch frOID marginal soils accelerated the abandonment 
of the area which was complete· by 1300 (Hevly et al. 
1979:516). 

One other factor was also held responsible. In pollen samples 

from Blden Pueblo, the eBBS of several harmful parasites had been 

recovered from sediments of rooms believed to have been used as 

latrines late in the occupation of that site. In a variation on the 

disease theme that had been advanced by Colton (1936b) as a 



significant factor in the pueblo abandonments. Hevly and his 

colleagues (1979:516) commented: 

At least at Elden Pueblo the incidence of parasitic disease 
increased durine: the final stages of occupation and is an 
indication of generally declining healt •• or t.he population 
coincidellt with deterioration of environmental conditions 
essential for the prehistoric agricultural communities. 
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Although this study pulled together a variety of categories of 

evidence in an attempt to re-evaluate the pre-war model of cultural 

change, the overall model that resulted is extremely convoluted (see 

Hev!y et a1. 1979:513-S17) and based ultimately on questionable 

archaeological and palynological reconstructions. For example, it is 

asserted that the Flagstaff area was one of several places in the 

Southwest where population grew and expanded into higher elevations 

during the 11th and 12th centuries, but no supporting evidence is 

provided. Also, it is not clear that the control over time and 

possible human alteration of arboreal/nonarboreal pollen ratios is 

sufficient to support the palynological reconstructions of climate 

that are presented. Finally, the inference of an increase in parasite 

eggs from early to late in the sequence at Elden Pueblo may not be 

valid. It is not questioned here whether the eggs were correctly 

identified in the samples, only whether these identifications 

represent a temporal trend. Hevly and his colleagues (1979:507) 

assert that the concentration and increase in parasite eggs in late-

occupied rooms at Elden Pueblo indicate a progressive "deterioration 

of the general health of the human popUlation, n but this may not be 
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so. If. for example, the early samples which do not contain eggs are 

from rooroS that are not trash filled, and therefore were probably not 

used as latrines, the comparison of early and late parasite 

frequencies is meaningless. Thus, the issue of the general health of 

late prehistoric Sinagua populations, as well as the utility of the 

models suggested by Kelly, remain unclear. 

!!.!.!.!.! ~ .! !:!!:! Interpretation 

In the late 19705, Peter Pi lIes, archaeologist for the 

Coconino National Forest, produced or collaborated on a series of 

articles and papers that constitute the most persuasive challenge to 

date of the pre-war interpretive model. Like Kelly, Pilles bas 

questioned the model within the traditional classificatory frameworks, 

employing basically the same phase system, cultural classifications, 

and chronology that had been presented by Colton in 1946. However, he 

has been highly critical of several important aspects of the pre-war 

model, particularly the idea that post-eruptive population levels grew 

dramatically through the immigration of people from the Hohokam. 

Mogollon, and Anasazi culture areas. 1'illes' basic theses are (a) 

that a critical review of Flagstaff-area traits does not support the 

inference of a large-scale ilDltligration of foreign populations; (b) 

that the overall level of the population in the ash fall zone has been 

overestimated due to the counting of field houses and other temporary 

structures as permanent habitations; and (c) that the movement into 

the ash fall zone, whatever its magnitude, may have been more related 
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to widespread changes in temperature and prec:ipitation than the fall 

of volcanic ash and cinders. 

Although PUles' revisions of the pre-war interpretive model 

bave been SUlDlnarizad in a single synthetic article (Pilles 1979), they 

were actually the outcome of several Individual studies. One 

especially important component of the critique was a systematic review 

of evidence for prehistoric Flagstaff-area migrations, a study 

authored by Paul R. Fish and Suzanne K. Fish, of the Arizona State 

Museum and the University of Arizona. with the collaboration of Pi1les 

(Fisb at a1. 1980). Their study focused on one putative group of 

post-eruptive immigrants, the Hohokam. An exhaustive review of the 

evidence of supposed "Hohokam" traits in the Flagstaff and the Verde 

Valley areas for aU time periods indicated that many of the traits 

were not of unquestionably Hohokam origin. Figurines, for example, 

appeared to be more stylistically related to Prescott examples than to 

figurines from the core area of the Hohokam. Some traits, such as 

copper bells and mosaics, miaht just as easily have originated from 

the east of Flagstaff than from the south. Other items, such as nose 

plugs and shell jewelry, were judged stylistically unlike those from. 

the Hohokam. heartland. Ceramics were found to be especially 

problematic, since true red-on-buff sherds are quite rare in the 

Flagstaff area, and locally-made red-on-buff vessels were decorated 

with designs in some cases lIidentical to Flagstaff and tlalnut :Black

on-whites." and in others IIlike [those] found on occasional painted 

Sinagua types" (Fish at al. 1980; 164). Supposed similarities in 
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grinding implements and architectural styles were found on closer 

examination to be too vague for unambiguous assignment to the Hohokam 

culture (Fish et al. 1980;165). 

From this analysis, Fish et aI. (1980) concluded that there 

had probably been no large-scale migration into the Flagstaff area 

following the eruption of Sunset Crater. Rather, they believed that 

the number and distribution of supposedly Hohokam traits could be more 

parsimoniously accounted for by other mechanisms, specifically trade, 

or the adoption of certain aspects of Hohokam religious or ceremonial 

systems by indigenous populations. Another mechanism was also 

proposed. Because some large Flagstaff-area sites often have "a 

gi"eater quantity and variety of trade items and intrusive ceramics 

than other contemporaneous sites,H and Ha ball court and a Hohokam 

style pithouse, H and most Hoccur along ••. trade routes," it was 

suggested that some Flagstaff-area settlements might have supported a 

"trader-in-residence H: 

When trade becomes regular and predictable, another correlate 
is professional full or part-time traders. . .. It seems 
likely that resident Hohokam in the north would fall 
somewhere in the range of full time specialists. In this 
light, Hohokam style pithouses at the hypothesized trading 
centers may represent the homes of resident Hohokam traders. 
Alternatively, Hohokam style pithouses may have become part 
of a formalized set of architectural attributes associated 
with patterned trading relationships. As such. they could 
represent either the abodes or warehouses of Sinagua trading 
specialists (Fish et a!. 1980:171). 

Fish et a1. (1980:163) therefore argued that, if one considered both 

the quantity of Hohokam-style traits, and the patterning of these 
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traits within sites. "well known criteria for inferring migration are 

poorly met in the Verde and Flagstaff areas. n 

A second crucial elemeat in Pilles' (1979) criticism. of the 

pre-war model of post-eruptive change was his own study of the 

functions of limited activity sitee of the Flagstaff area (Pilles 

1978). In this study, Pilles used data obtained fram unpublisheci 

excavations undertaken in the mid 1960. by HNA along the path of 

Interstate Highway 40. A total of 31 sites were analyzed for the 

purpose of testin8 the hypothesis that "field houses, II or seasonally-

occupied farming structures, could be distinguished from permanent 

settlements on the basis of internal features: 

The sites were first separated into two groups. Field houses 
are characterized as small, one-to-four room masonry 
structures with walls 1 m or les8 in height. Permanent 
habitation sites consist of pueblos with three or more 
contiguous rooms and pithouses • 

• • • The sample of 31 aites was divided into 20 field house 
sites with a total of 32 rooms, and 11 permanent habitation 
sites with a total of 33 rooms .••• Various site attributes 
and artifact assemblages were then examined to see if the 
ass\IIIled functional differences, based primarily on 
architectural considerations, could be supported. SpecifiC 
traits examined include structure size. number of sherds. 
relative amounts of intrusive ceramics, artifact diversity, 
functionally related artifact assemblages, and functionally 
specific artifact types (PlUss 1978:120). 

The analysis indicated that the Sinagua "field house" was 

indeed a functionally distinct category of architecture, characterized 

by an agriculturally-oriented artifact assemblage: 

Thus it can be seen that the IDOst important activity at field 
houses. representing 45 percent of the artifact assemblage. 
is associated with mealing, while these artifacts only 



account for 16 percent of the permanent habitation site 
inventory. General ID8DufacturiDB artifacts are most 
important in the pezmanent habitation sites. It is a180 
interesting to bote that pottery manufacturing implements and 
ornaments are completely lacking at field houses. Slight 
differences are also apparent in the distribution of hoee and 
points •.•• 

From these studies, an idealized Slnagua field house can be 
portrayed as having a masonry foundation, a brush or jacal 
superstructure. and a floor area under 13 square meters, 
usually less thaD 7 square meters, Fire pits and hearths are 
infrequent. Trash usually CODsists of fewer than 500 shards 
and is simply scattered around the room •••. 

Although there is variation between individual sites of the 
same class. and some overlap exists between various 
categories of infonution, the occupational and functional 
dichotomy usually assumed for permanent habitation sites and 
field houses is supported (PUles 1978:125-128). 
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'Using this dichotomy of field house/permanent habitation site. 

Pilles re-evaluated the evidence for a post-eruptive population 

increase. and concluded (1978:130) that the increase "is more apparent 

than real." Two reasons were suggested for this alleged 

tDisperception: (1) "the new [post-eruptive] sites reflect an 

increased use of field houses by the indigenous Siaagua population 

after they abandoned the ponderosa forest and moved to the pinyon 

belt;" and (2) "the proportion of post-eruptive field houses to 

permanent habitation sitas increases from that of the pre-eruptive 

period." 'l'hese inferences were based in turn on two new source. of 

information: (1) studi.s of soils from prehistoric Sinagua fields 

(Schaber and Gwa.erman 1969; Berlin et a1. 1977), which indicated a 

considerable depletion of nutrients through prehistoric cultivation; 

and (2) palynological (Bevly et a1. 1977) and dendroclimatological 

(Robinson and Dean 1969) reconstructions that indicated a wetter and 
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cooler Flagstaff ellvironment from about A.D. 1100 to 1130. 

Unlike Kelly, Pilles accepted that in the post-eruptive 

period, there had indeed been a major shift in the general occupation 

of the Flagstaff area from the higher, cooler, ponderosa pine zone 

into the pinyon-juniper belt, and he also granted that the volcanic 

ash from Sunset Crater was an effective mOisture-retaining mulch. 

However, given the new evidence regarding soils and climate, he 

proposed that it had been increased precipitation as much as the 

eruption which had "permitted the Sinagua to leave their diminishing 

fields in the ponderosa forest and move to new locations in the 

pinyon-juniper country" (PUles 1978:129). Furthermore, !lilIes 

argued (1918:130) that this movement had been accompanied not by an 

increase in people, as Colton (l936b, 1949, 1960) had argued, but only 

by an increase in lli!!= 

.•. Although there are more post-eruptive sites, many if not 
most of these are field houses. 

This increase may be explained by the distribution of arable 
soils in the pinyon-juniper z.one. Arable land here is 
limited to wash bottoms and the solution-weathered pockets in 
the limestone country. Due to the scattered nature of the 
pockets, the population dispersed in order to utilize them. 
Since most of the pockets are small, a single family probably 
farmed several at once and used several field houses during 
the farming season. It is likely that the pockets could only 
be used for a short period of time, since their shallow depth 
would result in rapid soil depletion if they were intensively 
farmed .•.. This would have caused a rapid turnover in the use 
of the soil pockets and the field houses that served them. 
The large number of Elden phase field houses might be 
evidence for such a turnover. 

Thus, Pilles believed that the shift in occupation into the 

ash fall zone was only marginally related to the eruption of Sunset 



293 

Crater, since a depletion of soil fertility in the upper elevations 

and a change to a wetter and cooler environment were probably more 

important factors. Second. he thought that the perception of an 

increase in population within the ash fall zone was erroneous, since 

what had been counted in Colton's (l936b, 1949) earlier population 

estimates were actually seasonally-occupied field houses and not 

permanent habitation structures. Furthermore, FlUes held that the 

absolute number and ratio of these houses to habitation structures per 

unit of time had probably COinCidentally increased in the post-

eruptive period, due to the fact that soils in the ash fall zone oceur 

in dispersed pockets and are easily exhausted through cultivation. 

Just one year later. Pilles incorporated all of these elements 

into a synthesis designed to "reexamine the traditional model in the 

light of new developments" (PUles 1979:460). After reviewing the 

most recent evidence regarding the eruption history of Sunset Crater, 

the lack of evidence to support large-scale illlllligrations, and the 

errors made in previous population reconstructions, Pilles (1979:479-

480) presented this synopsis of a new interpretation of the effects of 

the eruption of SUnset Crater: 

Recent geologic work indicates that, rather than being an 
isolated event, the main eruption in 1064-1065 was one 
episode of volcanic activity that lasted for nearly 200 
years. Although people living in the vicinity of the crater 
were displaced, the cinder fall has usually been considered 
to bave been the only long-term effect. However, the 
importance of this ash for improved growing conditions has 
been overestimated, and may have been of only localized 
importance. A climatic change to more moist conditions is 
thought to have been of far greater consequence. 



The theory of migration as an explanation of cultural change 
in the centuries after the main eruption has been countered 
by demonstrating that there is little evidence in the 
archaeological record for multicultural migrations. . .. Trade 
and stimulus diffusion more likely explain .•. exotic 
materials in the Flagstaff area. 

Evidence for dramatic population increase has been found to 
be based on inadequate data and can more logically be 
interpreted as redistributions of the e;dsting population. 
It has been suggested that changing land-use patterns, rather 
than an influx of m::grant populations, better explains 
Sinagua responses to new environmental factors .... 

Ultimately. Pilles (1979:480) attributed late 11th and 12th 
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century events and processes in the Flagstaff area were attributed to 

pan-regional, cultural changes that remained unexplained: 

Tradi tional explanations of pOlOt-eruptive change have tended 
to view the Flagstaff area with blinders. While accepting 
local changes as due to outside causes, they have ignored the 
fact that similar changes and probably population growth 
occurred at this time over the entire Southwest and not only 
in the Flagstaff region. 

Most important, this is the time when the Western Pueblo 
tradition .•. was d~velopingJ and many of the post-eruptive 
changes in the Sinagua would seem to indicate they were a 
part of this important cultUral event. 

Thus, PUles believed that he had sucessfully refuted the idea 

that the eruption of Sunset Crater had been a supreme agent of 

prehistoric cultural change for the Flagstaff area: 

... It is apparent that future efforts to understand Sinagua 
cuI tural dynamics must view them in a broader geographic 
perspective and not as an isolated island of culture in the 
shadow of a volcano (PUles 1979:480). 
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Other Studies 

Two other modern studies relevant to PilIes I re-evaluation of 

the pre-war model deserve mention. In the early 19708, Warren De Boer 

undertook archaeological surveys and excavations in the ponderosa pine 

forest at the southern end of Elden Mountain, Dear Flagstaff. De 

Boer's (1976, 1980) work was important in documenting a continuity of 

occupation in this zone from pre-eruptive times through the Elden 

phase. A second study, also of sites near Elden Mountain, was 

undertaken by Alan Sullivan (1984) in 1980. From test excavations and 

surface collections from three small sites, Sullivan concluded 

(1984;93, 96) that two of the sites represented small "agricultural 

field camps," and the third a small agricultural field. Because these 

sites were dated to the immediately post-eruptive period (Sullivan 

1984:89-90), Sullivan concluded (1984:99) that populations in the 

upper elevations around Flagstaff might not have been significantly 

affected by the eruption. Rather, he suggested (Sullivan 1984:99-100) 

that there might have been a number of responses to the eruption 

depending on the environmental zone, and that PUles' (1978, 1979) 

revised model of post-eruptive processes might itself require 

al teration. 

New ~ ~ Techniques .!!! Flagstaff Archaeology 

Several innovations in Flagstaff archaeology have very 

recently appeared, and they may herald the beginning of a new era of 
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archaeological research basad on the critiques of Wilson and E'illes. 

Many of these projects are either still in progress, or have only 

recently been completed and have not yet been reported, so no detailed 

review is yet possible. However, it may be observed that these 

studies represented more focused attempts to resolve many of the 

research issues identified in the pre-war era, and that they bring a 

new set of technical and methodological tools to the problems. 

Among these studies, several broad trends may be identified. 

First, there has been an increased emphasis on broad-scale, 

contiguous, intensive pedestrian surveys, designed to reveal overall 

settlement patterns in limited regions (e.g .• Baldwin and Bremer 1986; 

Bremer 1988; Downum and Sullivan 1988). As a result, a mu~h clearer 

picture of variability in settlement pro~esses across the Flagstaff 

area has begun to emerge. Second, there has been increasing interest 

in chemical, pollen, and remote sensing analyses of prehistoric fields 

and field systems, and specialized water delivery and storage features 

(e.g .• Berlin et a!. 1977; Marozas 1984; Ritterbush 1984). These 

studies have provided important new data on the nature of prehistoric 

agricultural practices and domestic water procurement systems, and 

they will no doubt contribute to a greater understanding of the 

interaction between environment, Climate, agriculture, and prehistoric 

Flagstaff-area settlement processes. Third, the very recently 

completed studies of Steven Cinnamon (Cinnamon 1988), involving 

analyses of wood rat middens from prehistoric and historic contexts at 

Wupatki National Monument, have contributed important information on 
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the impacts of prehistoric agricultural and wood-procurement 

activities on vegetation communities. Cinnamon's research has 

given one of the first glimpses into the nature of prehistoric human

induced environmental changes, and their potential role in pueblo 

abandonments. Fourth, there have recently been several studies of 

prehistoric ceramics (e.g., Douglass and Schaller 1986; Kojo 1986; 

Douglass 1987) that have suggested new information on the sources of 

prehistoric ceramics and the mechanisms through which they arrived in 

the Flagstaff area. Finally, there has been a long-overdue trend 

toward th<l sustained study of how small prehistoric communities were 

organized. and how they may have changed through time. These studies 

have so far been accomplished through sWD!lIer archaeological field 

schools that emphasize careful, flne-grained stratigraphic excavation 

techniques and prolonged investigation of small. post-eruptive 

pithouse and pueblo sites (e.g., Wilcox 1986; Ramp and Whittaker 

1988). 

Reiection ~ ~ Interpretive Frameworks 

In addition to the revisions of the pre-war model that have 

been suggested within the traditional interpretive frameworks, it 

should be acknowledged that there have been a few attempts to fit 

Flagstaff-area prehistory into general models of Southwestern cultural 

change. while rejecting traditional chronologies and cultural 

classifications. 
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One such study. by Michael l!erry of the University of Utah, 

bas only peripherally treated the Flagstaff area (Berry 1982). 

Berry's thesis, which has drawn little support (see especially Dean 

1985; Irwin-Williams 1985). is that prehistoric cultural change in the 

Southwest follows a "punctuated equUlbriwn" model rather than a 

gradualist model, and that periodic droughts were the prime cause of 

change. Specifically. Berry (1982:106-126) interprets temporal gaps 

in the inventory of Southwestern tree-ring dated sites as an 

indication of widespread abandonments of the Plateau during periods of 

environmental stress, when populations concentrated into a few 

environmentally favored refugia. Berry (1982:108) believes that after 

periods of intensive interaction within these refugia, populations 

again dispersed across the Plateau, carrying with them a higher level 

of cultural achievement. In a discussion of the Pueblo II to Pueblo 

III cultural transformation, Berry (1982:111-113) identifies the 

Wupatki Basin as an especially important refugium, inhabited after a 

"severe" early 12th century drought. 

Berry's study is flawed in many respects, not the least of 

which is its rather mentalistic view of prehistoric Southwestern 

cultural change. Concentration of prehistoric populations into 

refugia is evidently considered sufficient stimulus for those 

populations to "invent" new systems of technology, social 

organization, and material culture. Berry's arguments are also flawed 

on a strictly empirical level. For example, in attempting to 

demonstrate that the Wupatkl area served as a refugium during the 
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Pueblo II to Pueblo III transition, Berry (1982:111) places the 

Citadel in the Wupatkl Basin; claims that none of the llwell-dated ll 

sites on the Colorado Plateau were "fully contemporaneous with 

Wupatki"i and asserts that "all of the ceramic types diagnostic of the 

ensuing Pueblo III stage in the Kayenta area were first developed in 

the Wupatkl Basin and these spread rapidly over the southern Plateau 

as climatic conditions ameliorated and populations dispersed. n All of 

tbese claims are either unsupported or simply false, adding to the 

problems of an already unconvincing model of regional culture change. 

A second research program attempting to revolutionize or 

remake Flagstaff prehistory according to a more general model of 

prehistoric Southwestern cultural change has been the set of 

archaeological studies conducted at Chavez Pass Pueblo, UDder the 

direction of Fred Plog of Arizona State University. Here, in 

field research concentrated mostly from 1977 to 1982, various 

researchers (e.g, Upham 1978, 1982, 1983, 1988; Upham at a1. 1981; 

Upham and PlOI 1986) have collected data tbat they claim demonstrate 

the importance of centralized, managerial elites and inter-settlement 

-alliances n of elites in shaping the events and processes of late 

Plateau prehistory. These claims are said to be based on 

archaeological met~ods aild analyses that are free from the biases 

inherent in traditiond ceramic taxonomies and chronologies (see 

especially Upham 1988:255-258). 

Unfortunately, the claims of Chavez Pass researchers have been 

clouded in controversy and marred by polemic. Much of the supposed 
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archaeological evidence for elite control of resources has upon closer 

inspection proven inadequate to support such claims, and some of the 

most crucial analyses from Chavez Pass now appear to have been at best 

naive aDd elliptical, and at worst obfuscatory (see for example Downum 

1986; Graves 1987). l'hus, pending a more complete disclosure of the 

evidence and methods employed by the Chavez Fass researchers, their 

contributions to the study of Flagstaff-area prehistory must be 

regarded as negligible. 

In the nearly twenty years since Wilson's (969) suggestion 

that the pre-war model of cultural change be re-examined, numerous 

individuals have accepted the challenge. USing Dew data and methods 

to explore settlement patterns, enVironment, and climate, the most 

recent generation of Flagstaff archaeologists has addressed many of 

the same anthropological issues that were raised by Harold Colton in 

1932, when the eruption of Sunset Crater was first recognized as a 

potentially significant prehistoric event. However, views on the 

relative importance of this eruption have changed considerably in 

recent years, and a new, !Dore regionally-based view of Flagstaff 

prehistory has emerged. 

For all these changes, however, the investigation of Flagstaff 

prehistory appears to continue on an ecologically-oriented track that 
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was outlined as early as 1918 by Harold Colton. In the next chapter, 

I offer a review of these developments. and some suggestions for how 

the history of Flagstaff archaeology might be employed to identify 

future avenues of research. 
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CHAPTER 13 

RETROSPECTIVE AND RESEARCH SUGGESTIONS 

In consIdering the preceding review of Flagstaff archaeology, 

several general pOints may be made. First, it is apparent that 

changes have proceeded unevenly. with long periods of fairly stable 

intellectual climates punctuated by relatively rapid transitions to 

new conceptual and institutional regimes. Whether these changes would 

fit a Kuhnian model of "paradigm shifts" (Kuhn 1972) is difficult to 

say. In some cases, as in the transition from the Powell-Fewkes-BAE 

era to the Colton-MNA era, this characterization would seem apt. In 

other cases, especially regarding changes in explanatory models since 

about 1970, it would not seem reasonable to postulate a greatly 

altered conceptual basis for reconstructing or explaining Flagstaff 

prehistory. 

Second, events in the history of Flagstaff archaeological 

research provide a number of insights into the nature of scientific 

disputes, and the processes by which they are resolved. It would 

appear that intellectual progress has often been gained from direct 

argumentation between representatives of opposing Viewpoints. The 

conflicts between Harold Colton and Jesse Walter Fewkes, and later 

between Colton and Harold Gladwin, provide excellent case studies in 

the nature of intellectual discourse in American archaeology. In both 

cases, positions were well articulated and reasoned, and in both 

cases, the matters in dispute were resolved empirically. The 



303 

Colton/Gladwin dispute (Chapter 9) is especially noteworthy, for it 

provides an informative example of the process of scientific self

correction in archaeology. encompassed in Gladwin's challenge to the 

Douglass m.ethod of dendrochronology and various archaeological 

syntheses based on that method; Colton and McGregor's admission of 

error in the initial dating of the Sunset Crater eruption; and the new 

archaeological syntheses and techniques of dendrochronological 

reporting that subsequently emerged. 

A third general conclusion from the preceding review is that 

that fundamental archaeological research methods and theoretical 

orientations in Flagstaff archaeology have remained relatively stable 

over a period of several decades. Although the most recent 

researchers on the Flagstaff scene are certainly guided by different 

standards of archaeological performance, documentation, and 

argumentation, and they are driven by a much less deterministic view 

of environmental forces than may have been characteristic of the early 

work by Colton and his MNA associates, they appear to rely on roughly 

the same epistemological, methodological, and conceptual bases that 

guided pre-war efforts. Thus, even though the Sunset Crater eruption, 

the "prehistoric land rush," the "disease hypothesis. H and the "Great 

Drought" have all been de-emphasized or rejected as causes of the 

cultural changes that began in the late 11th century A.D., most of the 

original archaeological tools used to examine those changes remain in 

place. rt would appear that dendrochronology and dendroclimatology, 

ceramic-based chronologies, and architecture-based demographic 
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reconstructions continue as the mainstays of Flagstaff archaeology. 

Recently added to this list of basic tools are an increased concern 

with intensive and contiguous survey; new techniques for analyzing 

agricultural field locations and productivity; greater sophistication 

in paleoenvironmental reconstructions from tree-ring. pollen, and 

macrobotanical evidence; enhanced technical ability to examine the 

locations of ceramic production; and an intensified emphasis on 

reconstructing changes in household and cOllUDunity organization. 

Fourth, it may be concluded that much of the stability in the 

method and theory of Flagstaff archaeology, at least in the last three 

quarters of the twentieth century. derives largely from the influence 

of a single individual. Harold S. Colton. and his institutional 

creation. the Museum of Northern Arizona. The success and longevity 

of the ecological approach in Flagstaff archaeology may be attributed 

to several factors, but most ultimately trace back to the basic 

intellectual abilities and convictions. personal proclivities, and 

financial means of Colton. There is no doubt that Colton's brand of 

cuI tural ecology was strongly shaded toward environmental determinism. 

In one of his earliest archaeological publications, Colton expressed 

his theoretical orientation in unmistakable terms (Colton 1918). This 

depth of intellectual conviction. however, was combined with a 

remarkable adaptability and Willingness to absorb the concepts, 

terminology, and methods of the day from American archaeology, his 

secondary discipline. Combining these traits with extensive financial 
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means and a clearly-defined and, at the time, virtually inviolate 

archaeological territory (the Flagstaff area). Colton was able to 

create a remarkably detailed, consistent, and logical reconstruction 

and explanation of prehistoric events snd processes in terms of an 

environmental force, the eruption of Sunset Crater. This story and 

the "mountain" of empirical evidence that was marshaled to support it 

were so robust that they managed to survive a two-hundred year error 

in chronology, and nearly forty years of additional archaeological 

field research and synthesis. 

However, the very strength of Colton's ecological convictions 

was ultimately a weakness. In retrospect, it would appear that he 

seized all too quickly on the effects of the Sunset Crater ash fall as 

a ruling hypothesiS for explaining in the local prehistory. For a 

person already convinced that environmental factors could strongly 

shape cultural responses, the 1930 discovery of the Sunset Crater 

eruption must truly have been an irresistable force. A more perfect 

deus ~ machina for explaining previously puzzling patterns of 

settlement and material culture could not have been invented. Details 

of the story -- e.g., the invocation of aeolian erosion and disease as 

explanations for large-scale abandonments -- may have been drawn from 

contemporary events and even personal experiences, but the ecological 

foundation for the story eame from a more basic intellectual position. 

Unfortunately, the Sunset Crater hypothesis did indeed rule, and it 

endured for several decades aa evidence accumulated that should have 

placed Flagstaff events and processes in a larger Southwestern 
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context. Thus, although significant effects for the ash fall could 

still have been admitted in a broader regional assessment of Flagstaff 

prehistory (cf. Hevly at 81. 1979; E'illes 1979), the basic outlines of 

Harold Col ton's views apparently remained little changed from their 

first crystallization in 1932 to his death in 1970. 

Perhaps not coincidentally, the death of Harold Colton marked 

the beginning of a new period of research in Flagstaff l!rchaeology, 

one that saw the questioning of many of the basic elements of the pre

war model of prehistory. The challenge presented by John 1'. Wilson in 

1969 was soon taken up by a number of researchers, and as a result 

many of the most basic pre-war inferences -- e.g .• that the eruption 

was a significant force in changing settlement patterns, that there 

was a large increase in post-eruptive populations, and that the 

Flagstaff area was colonized by foreign cultural groups -- have now 

been rejected. The most recent period of research has been 

characterized by important technical and methodological innovations, 

most of which address problems identified in the pre-war era. ThUS, 

although Colton's particular explanations of Flagstaff prehistory 

appear not to have survived his death, the archaeological methods that 

he and his MNA associates pioneered, and the theoretical orientation 

that he and his wife articulated more than seventy years ago, continue 

to dominate Flagstaff archaeology. 

With the removal of the Sunset Crater ash fall hypothesis as -a 

signficant force in shaping local prehistory, and with a new round of 
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field studies in pro&reBB, Flagstaff archaeololY now Beems to be in 

yet another transitional phase. Although many of the elements of the 

pre-war interpretatioDs have b.en successfully challenged. DO coherent 

explanatory model has yet emerged beyond the rather non-specific 

proposal that the Flagstaff _,rea. too. was susceptible to widespread 

prehistoric Southwestern demographic and settlement trends. With this 

observation in mind. I present below a review of the contemporary 

status of selected research topics in Flagstaff archaeology. 

Dendrochronology 

A well-stocked dendrochronological sequence is one of the 

major strengths in Flagstaff archaeology. As Doted. the quantity and 

quality of tree-ring dates from the Flagstaff area is perlJaps 

unmatched by any other portion of the Southwest. }. long sequence of 

well-dated sites, extending from the 8th through 14th centuries A.D., 

provides the basic chronological matrix for the resolution of a wide 

Variety of archaeological research issues, and a large number of 

archaeological and living tree-ring samples provide the data for a 

yearly dendrocl1matolosical record extending from A.D. 570 

to A.D. 1972. 

In spite of this abundance. however. thsre are several areas 

in which the dendrochronological record might be improved. For 

example, there is an undeniable hiatus in the record of tree-ring 
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dated Flagstaff-area sites from about A.D. 965 to A.D. 1050. Based on 

an understanding of the history of Flagstaff archaeological research, 

however, it would seem highly doubtful that this lack of dated sites 

indicates an occupational hiatus. As the preceding historical review 

has documented, only two major field operations (the MNA 

Archaeological Expeditions of 1931 and 1935) specifically targeted 

those sites that might have produced tree-ring dates from this 

particular date "gap," For various reasons, including the relatively 

low probabilities of obtaining cutting dates from such a small sample 

of sites, these expeditions were not sucessful in producing hlgh

quality tree-ring dates. 

Thus, although many portions of the Flagstaff archaeological 

sequence are relatively well represented, a period of about 85 years 

remains unaccounted for in the roster of tree-ring dated sites. As 

noted in Appendix 5, it is during this hiatus that some important 

stylistic transitions evidently took place in white ware and gray ware 

ceramics (e.g., the transition from Kana-a to Black Mesa Black-on

white, and the transition from Kana-a Gray to the more elaborately 

neck-banded types of Coconino and Medicine Gray). Important 

settlement changes may also have taken place at this time. Thus, it 

would seem desirable to target sites with appropriate ceramic 

assemblages (Le., those identified in the pre-war period as 

"immediately pre-eruptive") for investigations specifically designed 

to produce tree-ring dates from the period A.D. 965 to A.D. 1050. 
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Finally, in conducting this review, it became apparent that 

the reported Flagstaff-area dendrochronological data base (Robinson et 

81. 1975), although Benerally quIte accurate, contained 80Jl1a errors 

and ambiguities. Using doc~eDts contained in the Laboratory of Tree

Ring Research at the University of Arizona, the Museum of Northern 

Arizona, and elsewhere, I have attempted to correct or clarify these 

problems. The results of these efforts are presented in Appendix 3. 

Sunset Crater1 Dating 

The dating of Sunset Crater through geological, dendrochron

ological, and archaeological evidence. is one of the major successes 

of Flagstaff-area archaeological research. As noted, the process 

through which the eruption date was 101ta11y approximated, and later 

refined, stands as an admirable case study in scientific reasoning and 

self-correction. and constitutes aD object example of the cumulative 

knowledge that is possible from prehistoric archaeological research. 

It appears that among all contemporary research issues, the dating of 

the inital eruption of Sunset Crater eruption would be least subject 

to further refinement. Thus. pending unanticipated new evidence from 

the poorly-dated period frem A.D. 965 to A.D. 1050, the current 

estimate of the eruption date seems unlikely to change. 
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Sunset Crater: Bnvironmental and Cultural Effects 

Less well Wlderstood are the environmental impacts of. and 

prehistoric cultural responses to. the eruption. As noted (Chapters 

11 and 12). the "black sand" hypothesis has recently been rejected as 

a primary cause for changes in 12th-century Flagstaff-are. settlement 

patterns and material cultUre distributioDS. However, the rejection 

of the eruption as a primary cause of cultural change d08. Dot 

necessarily imply that it was not an Important force in shaping 

settlement or organizational changes in particular zones. There i8 DO 

question that some portIons of the "black sand" area were 

exceptionally densely settled (Downum. and Sullivan 1988). and the 

mulching effect of the Sunset Crater ash and cinders may have been a 

contributing factor (see also Hevly et a!. 1979:516). 

Although the importance of the Sunset Crater eruption cannot 

be presumed, some effect of this event on Flagstaff prehistory should 

not be arbitrarily ruled out. Until the effects of the eruption, or 

lack thereof, are better established, investigations of the potential 

impacts of the Sunset Crater ash and cinder fall should continue to be 

iii focus of Flagstaff archaeology. Studies of modern volcanic 

eruptions might provide appropriate analogs for such research. For 

example, since the eruption of the Paricutin volcano in Mexico in 

1943-1944, there has been almost continuous study of the environmental 

and cultural effects of that eruption (e.g., Eggler 1948, 1959, 1963; 

Rees 1970, 19791 Nolan 1979). The Paricutin case might be especially 
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relevant to Flagstaff prehistory because this volcano closely 

resembles Sunset Crater, so muc'i'l so that the two are in fact 

considered in many respects to be -twin" volcanoes (Smiley 1958:186; 

see also PUles 1979:464). For example, both Paricutin and Sunset 

Crater are cinder cone volcanoes of approximately equivalent size, 

both occur at similar elevations within large volcanic fields, Bnd 

both, at the time of eruption, were surrounded by agricultural systems 

based on the cultivation of maize, beans, squaah, and other North 

American crops (Rees 1979;256-251). Of course, the comparison should 

not be overdrawn, and there are significant differences between late 

11th-century Flagstaff-area circumstances and those surrounding the 

Paricutin eruption. Nonetheless, the long history of studies of the 

effects of Paricutin on local vegetation, wildlife, and agricultural 

practices might provide at least heUristic guidance for archaeological 

studies of the effects of the Sunset Crater eruption. It should be 

remembered that at the time that the effects of Sunset Crater were 

being assessed (the early 19305). the Paricutin studies were not 

available to Colton and his associates. Perhaps the time has come for 

a more measured assessment of the Sunset Crater eruption, Ohe that 

makes full use of available information on prehistoric settlement 

patterns, agricultural practices, and environmental changes, as well 

as the knowledge provided by the study of events surrounding the 

Paric:utin eruption. 
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Ceramic Taxonomy 

Although critical to the successful resolution of a number of 

higher-level research issues, ceramic taxonomy is potentially one of 

the weakest links in Flagstaff archaeological method. Existing 

ceramic types may have been well-suited to traditional research 

programs, hut their ability to serve future research demands may be 

questioned. In particular, it seems. doubtful that existing ceramic 

types are adequate for reconstructing fine-grained changes in 

settlement patterns that might have occurred in the early A.D. 12th 

century A.D. (see also PUles 1978:129). 

Revision of the existing ceramic taxonomy. however, requires a 

thorough understanding of its weaknesses, and the historical factors 

contributing to those wf'!aknessea. As I discuss in Appendix 5, many 

Flagstaff-area types appear to be extremely broadly defined, and 

evident stylistic trends within the life-spans of some decorated types 

appear not to have been recognized in traditional ceramic type 

definitions (cf. McGregor 1936d). Therefore, while Flagstaff ceramics 

may hold the potential for much improved dating of settlement changes, 

this potential probably cannot be realized using traditional ceramic 

types and existing reports of type frequencies. 

A principal reason for this situation may be the fact that the 

elemental Flagstaff-area ceramic taxonomy was developed during the 

earliest stages of tree-ring dating. As I have shown (Chapter 8), 

many of the early interpretations of tree-ring dates were seriously in 
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error, and most sites ware dated many years before their true 

c::onstruction anel occupation dates. This being 80, it does not 8eem 

surprising that ceramic types may have been defined in Buch a way as 

to miss or IIlump· significant directional stylistic change under a 

8ingle type category. 

Tables 13.1 and 13.2 provide some support for this inference 

by showing the nature and magnitude of dating errors aasociated with 

significant Flagstaff-area sites. It may readily be seeD that the 

sites listed in these tables WElre often temporally misplaced, 

sometimes by more than a century. and that the order of occupatIons 

was often reversed. Unfortunately, the dates and ceramics from these 

sites eonstltuted the basic data set that was used to clevelop the 

Flagstaff-area ceramic typology and. chronology in the early to late 

1930s. As I have also indicated (Chapters 8 and 10), this typology 

remains essentially unchanged, and has not made use of the most recent 

chronological information (e.g., Robinson et a1. 1975). 

Ceramic Dating 

The issue of ceramic taxonomy is of course closely related to 

ceramic dating. Even accepting the broad typological definitions 

created in the pre-war era, it is clear that additional information 

bas recently accumulated on the associations of ceramic types with 

tree-ring dated. contexts_ Because the last comprehensive update of 

existing type date ranges was accomplished more than 20 years ago 
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Table 13.1. Comparison of pre-war and modern construction date 
estimates for sites used in pre-war ceramic typology 
and dating. 

Contemporary 
Pre-War Construction Net Difference 

Site Construction Date Estimate Between Construc-
Number Date Estimate (or latest date) tiOD Dates 

NA 192515 860 83' -26 

NA 2800 710 to 790 865 +75 to +155 

NA 1920B 875 874vv (latest date) 

NA 2551 710 to 800 903vv (latest date 

NA 2798 760 to 840, and 930 to 970 928 +168 to -42 
(inferred re-occupation) 

NA 1531 850 964 +114 

NA. 1959 800 980 +l80 

NA 408 976 lO22vv (latest date) 

NA 1680 910 lOlOvv (latest date) 

NA 1625B 950 lO45vv (latest date) 

NA lS70A 1050 lO46vv (latest date) 

NA 862 1060 1050 -10 

NA 1238 1070 1066 -. 
NA 162SC 950 1092 +162 

NA 2001 970 1114 +144 

NA 2D02A 950, 1050, and 1120 I11B +168, +68, and -2 
(three bullding or 
remodeling events 
inferred) 
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Table 13.2. McGregor's (l936d: 21) seriation of Flagstaff-area sites, 
and Qlodern tree-ring based estimates of site construction 
dates. 

Site McGregor's Contemporary Canst. 
Number Const. D,at~ Est. Date Est. 

NA 2800 750+40 865 
NA 2551 750+40 903vv (latest date only) 
NA 2798 800+ 40 928 
NA 1531 850- 964 
NA 1925! 860 834 
NA 192011 875 874vv (latest date only) 
NA 3056 II 914vv (latest date only) 
NA 1600 # . 
NA 1922A # a:svv (latest date only) 
NA 1922B # 
NA 3029A # 
NA 3028 # 
NA 1680 910 l030vv (latest date only) 
NA 1625B 950? l045vv (latest date only) 
NA 162SC 950 1092 
NA 408 976 l022vv (latest date only) 
NA 2001 970 1114 
NA 1570A 10507 l046vv (latest date only) 
NA 862 1060 1050 
NA 1238 1070 1066 
NA lOO2A 1120 1118 
NA 20046 9501 676vv (latest date only) 
NA 739A 1100 l092vv (latest date only) 
NA 739B 1100 . 
NA 538 1185 

11 - no date estimate provided 
fe _ no tree-ring dates available 
felt .. possible typographical error. may refer to NA 358, the Citadel. 
with latest date of 1192rL 
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(:Breternitz 1063_, 1966). a re-evaluation of existing type date 

ranges, and a consideration of what such a re-e'V'aluation might imply 

about the existing ceramic taxonomy, may DOW be in order. 

As a first step in this process, I bave reviewed all of the 

tree-ring dated contexts from the Flagstaff area (defined for purposes 

of this study as all sites from archaeological mapping quadrangles H 

and I, and sites within the 0 quadrangle on Anderson Mesa.) From this 

set. a subset of contexts relevant to ceramic dating haa been 

extracted. These contexts are described in Appendix 4. Appendix 5 

provIdes a review of some major Flagstaff-area ceramic types 

potentially useful for dating, with appen.ded lists of tree-ring dated 

sites containIng the types. As discussed in Appendix 5, ttlany accepted 

ceramic types are in substantial need of revision if full use is to be 

made of the apparent stylistic changes that may have taken place 

within the Uves of those types. Obviously, such revisions will 

require much more detailed study than has been attempted in the review 

presented in Appendix 5. Nonetheless. it is hoped that the 

conclusions presented therein might indicate the potential for a 

refined Flagstaff-area ceramic chronology. 

In the preceding review of Flagstaff archaeology, I have 

attempted to show how the study of archaeological history may lead to 

a deeper understanding of particular prehistoric sequences and 
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explanations, as well as the archaeological enterprise itself. 

Lessons have been both general and specific. At the most general 

level, the history of Flagstaff archaeology illuminates how larger 

trends in American anthropology and archaeology had far-reaching 

effects, penetrating into a ~eripheral area of the Southwest and 

affecting even the most basic assumptions and methods of a local 

archaeology. In addition, this history provides a number of case 

studies relevant to a general understanding of how intellectual 

disputes may be resolved in prehistoric archaeology, and how the 

process of scientific self-correction proceeds. At a more specific 

level, I have attempted to demonstrate how contemporary events and the 

personal ities, scientific training. and personal experiences of 

individual researchers may have colored their particular perceptions 

of Flagstaff-area prehistory. Finally. 1 have used aspects of this 

review to suggest how future archaeological studies in the Flagstaff 

area might be improved. In all cases, it may be seen that the history 

of archaeological research itself constitutes an "archaeological 

record" that may be profitably conSUlted. 



APPENDIX 1; liRE-WAR ATTEMP:t'S AT CERAI!IIC DATING 

Colton (1918137, 53-58) Identifies a pre-pueblo or small house 
period, associated with black-on-white and corrugated pottery. 
Specific age estimates provided for several ruins, but ceramic 
associations not clear. 
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Colton and Colton (1918:124-125) Plagstaff prehistory is divided into 
two ceramic periods: (1) An early period. with black-on-white and 
black-on-red pottery, and (2) A later, large pueblo period, with more 
abundant and more complicated red decorated pottery. some of which 
exhibits two shades of red. 

Colton (1920:298) Potsherds from in and around pit house depressions 
consist of IIblack geometrical desigDs on a white slip, black 
Beometriea! designs on a red slip, carrueated ware and red bowls with 
polished black interiors." Except for the red bowls with black 
interiors, all of the pottery "is similar to that found by Kidder in 
the Marsh Pass region." affiliated with "the cliff dweller culture." 

Colton (1924: 121) Two periods are recognized, an earlier period, with 
"plain reddish or brownish undecorated ware," and a later period, with 
"black polished ware." 

Hargrave (1929:2) Elden Pueblo, of the Pueblo III stage, exhibits 
black-on-white pottery of "typical Tusayan types," Little Colorado 
black-on-red, TUsayan Polychrome. and plain, smoothed redware with 
interior smudging. 

Hargrave (1930~3) It is aaid that ceramic complexes have allowed 
identification of pithouses from the Basketmaker III, Pueblo I. and 
Pueblo II perioda, but the complexes themselves are not discussed. 

Cwamings (1930:6) Turkey Hill Pueblo, of the Pueblo III atage, 
produced "plain red and corrugated red with black interior, together 
with an abundance of black-on-white and acme polychrome of the Kayenta 
and Little Colorado regions." 
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and the Construction .2! !. Local Sequence 

Colton (1932e:583, 587) Twelve "ceramic periods, one merging into 
another" are recognized, but they are not identified. At the time of 
the eruption, ca. A.D. 875, "Deadmans Black-on-red, a ware with a sand 
temper, was replaced by Tusayan Black-on-red, a ware with a shard 
temper, and about that time corrugated wares were introduced." 

Colton (1932£:12-13) Identifies the ceramic complexes associated with 
various Pecos periods and subperiods in the Flagstaff area: 

Basketmaker III: Plain gray. Basket Maker Black-on-vh! te. 
I'ueblo I: Flain gray. plain gray with a neck coil, l'ueblo I 
Black-on-white, Rio de Flag Brown. 

Pueblo II, sites along Deadmans Wash and Antelope Wash: 
Deadmans Gray, Deadmans Fugitive Red, Deadmans Black-on
white, Deadmans Black-on-gray, gray corrugated, Deadmans 
Black-on-red. On late sites, Tusayan Black-on-red is 
present. 

Pueblo II, sites along the Rio de Flag and Walnut Creek: Rio 
de Flag :Brown, Sunset Red, Deadmans :Black-on-white, Walnut 
Black-on-white corrugated, gray corrugated, Deadmans Black
on-red. Pueblo III, sites along Deadmans and Antelope 
drainages, and the Little Colorado, Wupatki, and Rodin 
Basins: Gray corrugated (often partially obliterated coils), 
Tusayan :Black-on-white. Tusayan Black- on-red, Tusayan 
Polychrome. Late sites contain Wupatki Black-on-white and 
Kayenta Polychrome. 

Pueblo III, sites along the Rio de Flag and Walnut Creek: 
Gray corrugated (often with partially obliterated coils), 
Tusayan Black- on-white, L1 ttle Colorado Black-on-white. 
Tusayan Black-on-red, Tusayan Polychrome, Flagstaff Red, 
Elden Red Corrugated, and Sunset Red. On late sites, Wupatki 
Black-on- white. Kayenta Polychrome. Klag-E-to [sicl Black
on-yellow, Proto-Fourmile. 

Colton (l933b:9-10) The Pueblo II stage, lasting from about A.D. 715 
to A.D. 1050, is generally defined by the presence of Deadmans Black
on-white. The ceramic complexes in the Flagstaff area for Pueblo II 
substages, and the Pueblo III stage, are: 

Early Pueblo II: Deadmans Black-on-red. absence of "true 
corrugated" ceramics, presence of "a few sherds of Coconino 
Gray." 



Middle !'ueblo II: Deadmans Black-on-white I Deadmans 
Corrugated, Deadmans Gray and Deadmans Fugitive Red, Tusayan 
Black-on-red, Sunset Red, Deadmans Black-on-gray, Rio de Flag 
Brown. 

Late I'ueblo II: Absence of Rio de Flag Brown, addition of 
Moenkopi Corrugated and Tusayan I'olychrome. 

Pueblo III: Deadmans Corrugated, Tusayan Black-on-red, 
Tusayan Polychrome. Sunset Red. 
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Bartlett (1934:7-8) Early Pueblo II, at A.D. 700, shows an early 
variety of Deadmans Black-on-white, and Deadmans Black-on-red. Middle 
or "Typical" Pueblo II, "sometime in the 700's A.D." exhibits Deadmans 
Black-on-white, and Tusayan Black-on-red. l'ueblo III, "in the 1000's" 
exhibits Deadmans Black-on-white, Tusayan Black-on-red, Tusayan 
Polychrome. Early and late Pueblo II sub-stages are said to be "of 
short duration." 

Spicer (1934:17, 20) Flagstaff-area Pueblo I ceramics are identified 
as Kana-a Black-on-white, Deadmans Gray, and Deadmans Fugitive Red. 
Pueblo II, dated from A.D. 850 to A.D. 1100, is associated with 
Deadmans 1IIack-on-white. 

Colton (1935b:2-3, 7) Provides illustrations of black-on-gray and 
black-on-white decorative styles used to indicate Fecos classification 
stages in the Flagstaff area. Claims that with tree-ring dating, "we 
are now in a position to give the approximate date to every site with 
pottery on it." 

McGregor (1935:26-27) On the basis of field work during the 1935 MNA 
archaeological expedition, transitional Basketmaker II/Pueblo I 
ceramics are defined as a Lino Black-on-gray/Kana-a Black-on-white 
type "hybrid." The ceramic complex in the "very beginningll of Pueblo 
II consists of "neck-coiled pottery types ..• some few corrugated 
sherds ... Deadmans Black-on-white ... [and] a few sherds of Kan3-a 
1IIack-on-wbite. " 

McGregor (1936b:5, 26-28) The Pueblo I period is associated with 
Kana-a Black-on-white, Fueblo II with Deadmans Black-on-white. For 
pre-eruptive sites,' those of the "earliest period" contain Kana-a 
Black-cn-white, Deadmans Black-cn-red, Kana-a Gray, Rio de Flag Brown, 
and Deadmans Fugitive Red. Sites of the "middle period" have Deadmans 
Black-on-white, Style III; Deadrnans Black-on-red, Kana-a Gray, Rio de 
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Flag Brown, and Deadmans Fugitive Red. Sites of the "later period" 
contain Deadmans Black-cn-white, small amounts of Tusayan Black-on
red, greater amounts of Deadmans Black-cn-red, Tusayan Corrugated, Rio 
de Flag Brown, and "Fugitive Red". presumably Deadmans Fugitive Red. 
In addition, the "diagnostiC changes frOID these periods" are 
identified as follows: For the earliest period, there is only Kana-a 
Black-cn-white, and DO Deadmans Black-cn-white. During the middle 
period, there is Deaclmans Black-cn-white exhibiting both broad and 
fine lines, and an almost total absence of Tusayan Corrugated. In the 
latest pre-eruptive period, there are small amount of Tusayan 
Corrugated and Tusayan Black-cn-red, aod there is an abundance of 
Deadmans lHack-on-white decorated with broad lines. Burial data 
supports this seriation, as burials from site NA 1600, interred "just 
before the cinders fell. n contained Style II Black-cn-white (typical 
Deadmans Black-an-white). Deadmans Black-an-red. and Style III 
(Deadmans) Black-an-white. 

McGregor (1936d:l8-20, 24-26) Specific date ranges are provided for 
pottery types and styles believed significant to a determination of 
the eruption date: 

Black-on-white Style I (Kana-a Black-on-white): A.D. 750-
650, perhaps as late as A.D. 675 

Black-on-white Style II (Kana-a Black-on-white): A.D. 750-
600 

Black-on-white Style IlIa (Kana-a Black-on-white): A.D. 850-
675 

Black-on-white Style IIIb (Kana-a Black-an-white): A.D. 
1000-1100: 

Black-an-white Style IV (Black Mesa Black-cn-white): A.D. 
675-1100 

Black-on-white Style V (Sosi and Flagstaff Black-an-white): 
Begins A.D. 1100 

Coil Styles II (Kana-a Gray). III (Coconino Gray). IV 
(O'Leary Tooled), and V (Tusayan Corrugated and Medicine 
Gray): A.D. 650-900 

Coil Style VI (Tusayan Corrugated?): Begins A.D. 900, "lasts 
for some time" 

Transitional Coil V - Coil VI (Tusayan Corrugated): At the 
time of the eruption, A.D. 885 :!:. 25 

Polychrome Style I: Begins A.D. 1100 



~ lli II!!. Handbook. Tree-Ring ~ !!2!!.a.. 

and "Group· DatinB 
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McGregor (1937c:42) Using the ceramic taxa of the 1937 Handbook 
(Colton and Hargraved 1937). the ceramic assemblage of late Pueblo II 
is identified as: Deadman. Black-on-white, Tusayan Black-on-red. a 
small amount of Holbrook Black-on-white. Rio de Flag Brown, SUnset 
Red, Tusayan Corrugated, and a Dew type not yet described (probably 
Angell or Vinona Brown, or both). 

McGregor 1937d:24-31) Stratigraphic excavatioDS at Winona Village 
show the followiDB trends: During the late 2ueblo II period, Deadmans 
Black-an-white decreases rap1d1:r as Holbrook Black-on-white increases; 
Rio de Flag Brown waDas as Winona Brown and Sunset Red increase 
steadily. Vary late in Pueblo II, SUDset Red gradually replaces both 
Winona Brown and Rio de Flag Brown; Holbrook Black-on-white replaces 
Deadmans Black-on-white; and, by A.D. 1130, Tusayan Corrugated is "out 
of vogue. II 

Colton and Hargrave (1937) All pottery types described are given 
Pueblo perlod assigDlDenta and specific date ranges. but no further 
informatioD is provided. 

McGregor (1938a) Specific date ranges are provided for the following 
pottery types: 

Begins Period of End. 
Abundance 

LiDO Black-on-gray 5001 650- 750 150 
Kana-a Gray 800 875- 900 900 
Coconino Gray 865 865- 890 890 
Medicine Gray 865 865- 890 890 
Kana-a Black-on-white 700-750 800- 850 815 
Tusayan Corrugated 900 900-1000 1100+ 
Rio de Flag Brown Pre-750 750- 900 1100-
Deaelmans Black-on-white 815 1000-1100 1130 
Holbrook Black-on-white 900 1 1130? 
Flagstaff Black-oD-white 11001 1150-12507 12501 
Walnut Black-an-white 11007 1150-1200+7 1200+ 
SUDset Red 1100 1130-1200+7 1200+ 
Kayenta Black-an-white 1 1272-1280 1300 
Kayenta Polychrome 1 1272-1280 1300 
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Associations .2! Flagstaff Foci 

McGregor (1941b:l8) At \11nona Village, the Angell and Winona foci are 
placed in time from an unknown beginning date to about A.D. 11131; the 
E'adre focus, from A.D. 1100 to A.D. 1125; and the Elden focus, from 
A.D. 11501 to A.D. 1200. It Is said that "the total ceramic complex 
of each of the foci is different," and specifically, that the ceramics 
of the Elden focus consist of Citadel Polychrome, Walnut and Flagstaff 
Black-cn-whites, and a predominance of Sunset Red. Within the 
sequence of foci, the following changes are noted for specific pottery 
types: 

Deadmans Black-cn-white: Abundant in the early foci, but decreases in 
the Elden focus, when Deadmans and Hobrook Black-cn-whites are 
approximately equal but less abundant than either Flagstaff or Walnut 
Black-an-whites. 

Flagstaff and Walnut Black-an-whites: Both occur in the Angell focus, 
but are tI inconsequential. " Only during the Elden focus do they rise 
"to some importance." 

Tusayan Black-an-red: Follows the same trends as Flagstaff and Walnut 
Black-on-whites. 

Citadel Polychrome: Does not exist until the Padre focus, and then 
comprises "only a trace. tI The type is most popular during the Elden 
focus, but even then it exists only in "relatively sIDall amounts." 

Winona Red-an-buff: Peaks during the Padre focus. 

Coconino Red-an-buff: An earlier type than Winona Red-an-buff, most 
abundant during the Winona focus. 

Shato Black-an-white: Appears to peak late in the life of Winona 
Village (ca. A.D. 1130). 

Tusayan Corrugated: Peaks during the Winona focus. 

Winona Brown and Angell Brown: Both types decrease in frequency as 
Sunset Red increases throughout the Winona, Angell, Padre, and Elden 
foci. 



Youngs Brown: The relative frequency of this type follows that of 
Sunset Red. 
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Deadmans Fugitive Red: Decreases in frequency from the Winona through 
Padre foci. 

Winona Smudged and Winona. Corrugated: Both peak during the Padre 
focus. 
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APPENDIX 2; PRE-WAR CULTURAL CLASSIFICATIONS 

Col ton (1918: 55. 58) The prehistoric inhabitants of the Flagstaff 
area are said to be "l'ueblo Indians" who had migrated into the area. 
However, it is also acknowledged that "as Fewkes has pointed out, the 
people of the Pueblo epoch about Flagstaff seem to ha,!,e been 
intermediate in culture between that found in the south and that to 
the north and east." 

Colton (1920;298) l'rehistoric inhabitants of the Flagstaff area are 
"Pueblo People," with head shapes and pottery typical of the "cliff
dweller culture as described by Kidder." Some sites with pottery of 
the "slab-house" culture are also reported. 

Hargrave (1929) Walnut Canyon. Elden Pueblo, and Old Caves Pueblo are 
seen as "Puebloan," belonging to the Pueblo III stage. Architectural 
differences between these sites are referred to differing geological 
conditions and available building materials in the site areas. 
Because the "arts and customs" of Elden l'ueblo and Walnut Canyon are 
basically the same, it is concluded that there were no significant 
cultural divisions between pueblo dwellers and inhabitants of cliff 
dwellings. Al though "Elden l'ueblo contains artifacts typical of 
Pueblo III culture for the northern part of the Pueblo region," it 
also exhibits some differences in the local ceramics. Especially 
apparent are vessel forms and designs that show influences from the 
south and east. 

Anonymous (1929:1) Inhabitants of Walnut Canyon are specifically 
identified as "l'ueblo Indians" on the basis of pottery types, the 
shapes of skulls recovered from burials, and 'l'-shaped doorways. The 
culture of the Walnut Canyon cliff dwellings, and Elden, Turkey Hill, 
and Old Caves l'ueblos, is believed to represent a single "tribe." 

Colton (1930:1-2) Inhabitants of the Citadel area are classified as 
"l'ueblo Indians" on the basis of rectangular kivas. 

Cummings (1930) Because the inhabitants of Turkey Hill Pueblo 
constructed a "kiva" (a rectangular ceremonial room) and used northern 
pottery types, they are apparently considered Puebloan. 

Bartlett (1930) The basic cultural unity of Southwestern Indians is 
affirmed, and the Pecos classification scheme is applied to various 
areas of the Southwest. 
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Hargrave (1931a) Arizona is divided into three geographical zones 
(Desert. Mountains. and Plateau), and a cultural history is proposed: 
Sedentary farmers of the Desert introduced cultigens to Plateau 
nomads, wbo quickly adopted a sedentary way of life. In time, the 
l'ueblo Culture of the Plateau expanded, and dominated the Desert 
culture. However. between A.D. 1300 and A.D. 1400, the Pueblo Culture 
disintegrated. 

Bartlett (1931) A cultural sequence from "Nomads" into the 
Basketmaker periods shows indigenous cultural developments. 
"l'uebloans" -- presumably including those of the Flagstaff area -
are thought to represent immigrants with a distinctly different 
physical type. 

Colton (1932e) The prehistoric inhabitants of the Flagstaff area are 
glossed as I'uebl08n. 

Colton (1932f;1-3) The I'ecos classification scheme is said to provide 
convenient "chronological pigeon holes" for archaeological data. 
Pottery and "the few skulls that have been found" are believed to 
indicate that the descendants of the Walnut Canyon people later built 
Elden, Turkey Hill, and Old Caves Pueblos. The Flagstaff area is 
again Singled out as an ancestral home of the modern Hopi. I'eople of 
the San Francisco Mountains are believed to have left the area and 
"amalgamated" with early Hopi people during the late prehistoric 
period. 

Bartlett (l933b) Analogy with Hopi uses of grinding implements is 
used to interpret the prehistoric milling stones of the Flagstaff 
area. Variations in met ate form are believed to be potentially useful 
cultural markers, but no analysis is attempted. 

Hargrave (1933c:33. 35) Proposes that the purpose of Southwestern 
archaeology is to provide a history of the "Pueblo Indians. n The 
archaeological goal of the Museum of Northern Arizona is to establish 
the prehistory of the Hopi people. 

Colton (1933c:63) Ancient "Wupatkians" are identified as the 
descendants of San Francisco Hountains pithouse dwellers, and the 
ancestors of the modern Hopi. 

Colton (l935b) The Pecos cultural classification scheme is used to 
organize northern Arizona prehistory into developmental stages. 

McGregor (1935:28) Cranial deformation of a Pueblo III period burial 
from the 1935 archaeological expedition is said to indicate "a typical 
pueblo individual. n 
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Hargrave (1931b:2.4) The "Pueblo culture" of the San FrancsicD 
Mountains area is perceived as "unique". A developmental sequence 
from the rectangular pithouse. into the rectangular kiva, is used to 
explain the absence of circular kivas in the Flagstaff area. The 
choice of a pithouse vs. alcove house is not seen as culturally 
significant, but is believed due to nothing more than different soils 
and the need to adapt houses to local soil conditions. 

Hargrave (1932a:6-7, 31-32) The history and cultural 'significance of 
ceramic manufacturing techniques is assessed. Prior to A.D. 1115, 
inhabitants of the San Francisco Mountains area used paddle-acd-anvil 
(PA) pottery. and lived in pithouses. During the Pueblo I period, the 
pottery was FA exclusively. During the Pueblo II period, however, 
coil-and-scrape (CS) pottery was also manufactured. Later, CS pottery 
replaced the PA method entirely, and CS pottery was used until the 
Flagstaff area was generally abandoned at about A.D. 1275. These 
changes are believed related to external cultural contacts. On the 
basis of artifacts from Wilson Pueblo, the Flagstaff area is seen as 
being heavily influenced, at least in the 1'11 and PIlI periods, by the 
Hohokam culture. This is not considered particularly surpriSing, 
however, because the Flagstaff area lies at the fringe of both the 
desert and the plateau areas where cultural interaction would be 
expected. Clues to the origin of the strong PA pottery tradition of 
Flagstaff are sought with respect to the relatively close Havasupai, 
who historically have used FA techniques. It is claimed that the 
Havasupai pattern "may eventually explain the occurrence of Hohokam 
characteristics in a region which. until lately, has be~m considered 
typically Puebloan." Likewise, the "nearness of the Hopi and the 
undeniable expansion of northern Puebloan influence into the San 
Francisco Mountains Region" may explain the mixture of Puebloan
Hohokam culture that is seen in Flagstaff ceramics. 

Hargrave (l932b) The Flagstaff area is assumed to be the ancestral 
home of the modern Hopi. Archaeological studies of the San Francisco 
Mountains area were designed to provid.e "foundation work for a study 
of the Hopi Indians, historic and prehistoric." Differences in 
pottery complexes (implying cultural differences) are noted between 
the Deadmans Flat area and the area of Lower Walnut Creek. The Turkey 
Tanks area is seen as heavily influenced by the Hohokam culture, an 
influence that lasts into the Pueblo III period. Influences from the 
northern Southwest are seen in the use of certain pottery designs. 

Colton (1932f:8-9, 13-16) Notes that a rectangular kiva is associated 
with. all sites exhibiting Tusayan or Little Colorado black-on-white 



328 

pottery types. Differences in pottery complexes between the Walnut 
Creek and Deadmans drainages are noted and interpreted as indicating 
separate "tribes. II In the early period, the "tribes" of the Walnut 
Creek are.a apparently preferred plain ware of Rio de Flag Brown, while 
those of the Deadmans drainage area preferred Deadmans Gray and 
Deadmans Fugitive Red. During the Pueblo III period, the ceramic 
differences between sites in the Walnut Creek and Deadmans Wash areas 
are a predominance of Flagstaff Red and Little Colorado black-on
whites in the former area va. an absence of Flagstaff Red and a 
predominance of Tusayan black-an-whites in tbe latter. 

Colton (1933b:4-10) Identifies much cultural variability during the 
Pueblo II stage, which is itself identified only on the basis of a 
single pottery type, Deadmans Black-on-white. A distinctive pattern 
in the distribution of Sunset Red is noted (it is said to be absent in 
the area of Deadmans Wash), but the significance is not discussed. 

Hargrave (1933a:24-25) Proposes that the amphitheater at Wupatki is 
related to the Great Kivas of Chaco Canyon. 

Hargrave (1933b:34-36, 72-73) Id:mtifies air vents in pithouses as 
culturally diagnostic, and notes '.:,Iat the vents found in the Flagstaff 
area have indicated that the culture is "not purely l'uebloan as once 
thought, but is a mixture of cultural characters from other regions." 
The use of masonry architecture is seen as reflecting "outside 
influences," presumably from l'ueblo cultures of northern Arizona. 

Bartlett (1934) Hopi analogy and the l'ecos cultural classification 
scheme is used to discuss the material culture of the Pueblo II stage. 
The Pueblo III period is said to mark the beginning of modern Pueblo 
cuI ture. Site NA 2098, at Turkey Tanks, is interpreted as evidence of 
a Hohokam migration into the Flagstaff area. Cultural contacts with 
the Hohokam may have occurred when local populations traded for shell. 

Colton (1936b:340-34l) Proposes that after the eruption of Sunset 
Crater, the Flagstaff area was inundated with people who "flocked into 
this area from all about". including groups from the west. north, and 
southeast. These migrants "almost swamped the original settlers of 
the region", and brought "new ideas and methods of making things," 
such as houses and pottery. There were some Hohokam families included 
in the migration. After the eruption, the Flagstaff area was 
inhabited by a "very cosmopolitan group." Later, the populations of 
the Flagstaff area dispersed to the Verde Valley, Chavez Pass. and 
Winslow areas. Ultimately, these areas were abandoned and the 
populations moved to the Hopi Hesas where they are today represented 
by the Hop i people. 

McGregor (1936a:57-58) :Ballcourts in the Flagstaff area indicate a 
,I culture connection" between northern Arizona and Central America. 
Red-an-buff pottery, certain locally-manufacture vessel forms, and a 
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Hohakam house at WInona Village indicate "very close" contacts between 
the "court-building people" of northern Arizona and the Hohokam. 
Mogollon influence is seen in certain unidentified trade pottery 
types. 

McGregor (l936b:50) Based aD architectural and ceramic differences, 
two pre-eruptive cultural groups are identified in the Flagstaff area 
in the period. One group is believed to have inhabited the flats of 
the Little Colorado River, the other the slopes of the San Fr.::.nclsco 
Mountains. Early Baker Ranch sites and the late river sites are 
believed related to each other. but this is only an "evanescent" 
feeling on McGregor's part. A third cultural group. the Bonito 
Terrace people. are thought to have intruded and separated the :Baker 
Ranch and RiVer groups. The Bonito Terrace people thus are 
interpreted as ua different cultural group, or perhaps more properly a 
different ethnic one." Overall, the culture history of the Flagstaff 
area is perceived as atypical and complex: "Obviously the Flagstaff 
area is peripheral to the greatest culture development at this time, 
and in many respects shows culture lags and bad culture mixtures in 
such traits as house types and pottery." 

McGregor (1936d:l6, 20, 26) Claims that the culture of sites in the 
ash fall area was "basically uniform", but there were some "slight 
(almost microscopic) variations" between sites along the Little 
Colorado River, Bonito Terrace, and the area of Baker Ranch. These 
sites form local culture units called the River group, the Sunset or 
Bonito Terrace group, and the Baker group. A "more commmon occurrence 
of iron pigmented paints on pottery" of the River group shows 
different "culture influences" than the other two groups, and it is 
suggested that there was a "distinct lag" in the traits of the small 
sites surrounding the San Francisco Peaks. 

Colton (l937d:1l-12) Proposes that, following the eruption of Sunset 
Crater, the Flagstaff area was colonized by a variety of cultural 
groups in a manner similar to the Oklahoma land rush. After the 
initial colonization, there was a period of dissent, marked by the 
building of forts. A period of calm followed. when "pottery from the 
north mixed with pottery from the south. The north introduced the 
kiva and masonry buildings. The south introduced a ball game with an 
oval court .... " Subsequently, there was a period of aggregation into 
large pueblos. accompanied by more warfare and widespread disease. 
Eventually the entire area was abandoned, and Flagstaff-area 
populations moved to the Winslow and Chavez Pass areas. 

Colton and Hargrave (l937:xi-xiii, 1-36) Pottery is affirmed as a 
means for looki41g at cultural change, diffusion, and migration. 
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Hargrave (1937) It is acknowledged that by 1932, t.he Flagstaff area 
was perceived as not typically puebloan because of the presence of the 
3/4 groove stone axe, and paddle and anvil pottery, both of which are 
Hahakam traits. At the time, the culture was believed to be Hahokam. 
Excavations at Winona, however, have shown no Hahakam influence before 
about A.D. 1050. Also, the presence of red-on-buff sherds in earlier 
sites, previously reported in MNA publications. is disavowed. A 
problem is set up; The Flagstaff area could not be l'uebloan, it could 
not be Hohokam, and it was not Mogollon. It is therefore concluded 
that the Flagstaff area must have been the home of a previously 
unrecognized cultural group. The minimum boundaries of this culture 
are set at the Chino Valley, the San Francisco Peaks, the Bradshaw 
Mountains, and the Grand Canyon. Because the Hopi referred to the 
indigenous inhabitants of this region as Cohonina, the Cohonina Stem 
is proposed to classify Flagstaff area culture. Frior to A.D. 1050, 
this culture is defined on the basis of oxidized pottery built with 
paddle and anvil construction, and lacking corrugations. This culture 
is considered part of the Yuman Root. Some traits of the Cohonina 
culture resemble those of the Hohokam, but the two are not related. 
The major influences on the Cohonina were exerted through trade 
relations with the Pueblo culture, and, to a lesser extent, with the 
Mogollon. After A.D. 1050, Mogollon influences "suddenly" become 
quite strong, but from A.D. 1050 to A.D. 1100, a migration of Hohokam 
people brings additional influence from the south. Later, the Yuman, 
Puebloan, Hohokam, and Mogollon cultures merge to produce the PIlI and 
Pueblo IV cultures of the San Francisco Mountains area. 

McGregor (l937b) Proposes that trash mounds and red-on-buff pottery 
at Winona and Turkey Tanks show "pOSsibly a very small group" of 
Hohokam migrated into the Flagstaff area. Thus, the magnitude of the 
migration is downplayed. Three basic cultures are identified at 
Winona Village: Pueblo, Hohokam, and Mogollon. These cultures are 
said to have "blended" there. Contrary to the beliefs of Hargrave 
(1937), McGregor sees no Hohokam influence until after A.D. 1100. He 
proposes that by A.D. 1200, after exerting cultural influences for two 
generations, the Hohokam had departed, and their influence was 
ultimately obliterated by the "more virile l'ueblo culture." The 
phenomenon of cultural blending at Winona is thought to have 
encompassed additional settlements within an area of about 10 square 
miles. Sites within this area exhibit evidence of Hohokam influences 
in the form of trash mounds, ball courts, true red-on-buff pottery, 
local imitations of red-on-buff pottery, spindle whorls, shell 
jewelry, Hohokam-style pithouses, and cremations. The practice of 
cremation continues after the Hohokam departure. A lesser Mogollon 
influence is seen in the Holbrook, Walnut. and Winona series of 
pottery. All of these developments were superimposed on the basic 
culture of the Flagstaff area. This culture bad long been recognized 
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as distinctly non-Puebloan, but it had not been named or described. 
Boundaries of the Flagstaff culture are set at the Chino Valley. San 
Francisco I'eaks, Bradshaw Mountains, and the Grand Canyon (cf. 
Hargrave [1937]). 

McGregor (1937c:42) Discusses the influences of the Hohokam and 
Mogollon at Winona village. Hohokam influence is considered 
"obvious," but Mogollon influence is only a possibility. 

McGregor (l937d:42-51) The Winona phase is defined and ascribed to 
the influence of Hohokam immigrants from the Verde Valley. Winona 
Village is described as a "peculiar" culture, and a "pronounced mix of 
cultures. II The boundaries of a local Winona cultural system are 
placed from Highway 66 to Wupatki ['ueble, and from the Turkey Tanks 
road to a few miles west of Winona Village. It is proposed that the 
Winona people were hunters, who may have traded leather products for 
other artifacts. External influences on the Winona culture are 
assessed: the Pueblo culture laid the foundation for the Winona 
cultural system; Hohokam. influences were superimposed on this 
foundation without radically changing its basic aspects; and the 
Mogollon exerted influence primarily on local pottery series. 
Puebloan sherds found at Winona are bel leved part of "normal trade 
relations" between the two cultures. 

Hargrave (1938) A "basic culture" is identified within the area 
extending from the San Francisco Mountains to the Colorado River, and 
from the Grand Canyon to beyond the Bill Williams Fork. This culture 
is called Cohonina branch of the Patayan culture. The Cohonina branch 
is defined on the basis of San Francisco Mountain Gray Ware; an 
approximately equal mix of hunting and farming; a general absence of 
masonry architecture; distinctive styles of projectile points; a 
general lack of stone ornaments; the absence of shell jewelry; 
fugitive red paint as the dominant pottery decoration; vessel forms 
confined to jars and bowls (no pottery ladles made); no shoulders on 
pottery; no storage pits with undercut sides; no trash mounds; and no 
ball courts. 

Colton (1938a) The basic culture of the San Francisco Mountains area 
is called the Cohonina Branch. dated by tree rings from 4.D. 700 to 
A.D. 1050. The boundaries of this basic culture are set at the Little 
Colorado River, the Chino valley, the Grand Canyon, and the San 
Francisco Mountains. Seventy-five percent of the cultural traits of 
the Cohonina are shared with the Yuman culture root. It is proposed 
that the "Yuman" root be changed to "Patayan Walapaftl to avoid 
linguistic confusion. 

Colton (1938b) The Winona phase is believed to represent a 
distinctive cultural expression. confined to a lava flow east of 
Flagstaff. The California "Big Tree" dendroclimatic sequence 
(Huntington 1914) is used to infer that because population increased 
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Colton (1938d) In the context of recent work in the Williams area and 
at Winona Village. reviews Gladwin I s four Culture Roots in the 
Southwest: Caddoan, Basketmaker, Hohokam, Yuman. Proposes dropping 
the term Yuman, and replacing it with a linguistically neutral term, 
"E'8tayan. n 

Colton (1939b:3-16. 18, 25-29. 33-46, 70-72) A programmatic statement 
on the classification of prehistoric cultures, and a prehistoric 
cultural s:ynthesis of MNA's archaeological work, particularly that 
which was recently completed in the Williams and Winona areas. Colton 
identifies himself as an extreme splitter in matters of cultural 
classification. Prehistoric cultural units, defined on the basis of 
artifacts, may be considered analogous to ethnographically-described 
tribes. Phases or foci are believed to reflect the periods during 
which there is little change in the material culture of a single 
tribe; this time period may encompass 50 to 200 years. Cultural 
"branches," defined largely on the basis of utilitarian pottery wares, 
are believed to represent tribes throughout their histories. During 
the periods encompassed by the sequential foci of a branch -- i.e .• 
throughout the history of a tribe -- traits may vary considerably. 
Colton contrasts the cultural classifications of McKern and Gladwin, 
saying that because the McKern system does not consider time, and the 
Gladwin system does, the two schemes overlap in only one category, 
that of focus and phase. In what appears to be an underhanded 
criticism of Gladwin, Colton notes that it was "unfortunate that 
McKern and Gladwin [were] not aware of each other's efforts". 
However, be accepts Gladwin'S scheme as superior to McKern's, since 
"archaeology is history, and history involves the idea of chronology." 
Colton proposes modifying Gladwin's scheme so that the term focus is 
substituted for phase, and the term component is added. These 
modifications are seen as necessary since the Flagstaff area bas sites 
that might have been occupied at one time by more than one "tribe." 
Some of Gladwin's terms for cultural roots are rejected, in the same 
way as reported by Col ton (1938d). The cuI turd branch of a 
prehistoric site is identified on the basis of "indigenous" pottery 
wares, while the time period of occupation -- i.e., the focus of the 
branch -- is usually identified from temporally sensitive decorated 
sherds. Rarely, a focus may be identified on the basis of stone work. 
Multiple foci at a site may have existed diachronically, but they may 
also have existed siae by side, if people from more than one branch 
occupied the site. Contemporaneous foci of different branches may be 
identified on the basis of differences in indigenous pottery or kiva 
shape. Because it is so important to reliably distinguish 
contemporary foci of different branches, the "type site" of a given 
focus must be carefully selected. In order of importance, focus 
determinants are (1) pottery (2) architecture (3) stone or metal work 
(4) bone (5) shell (6) wood (7) fiber (8) food (9) disposal of the 
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dead (10) physical type. The branches and foci of northern Arizona 
prehistoric cultures are defined. The term "Sinagua" is introduced to 
describe the prehistoric cui ture east and south of Flagstaff. This 
branch is assigned tentatively to the Hogollon roo't, and is 
distinguished from the previously identified Cohonina branch, which 
was assigned to the Patayan root. The assignment of the Slnagua 
branch to the Mogollon root is an outcome of McGregor I s work at 
Winona, wherein a Mogollon influence was seen in the brown ware 
pottery. For the Sinagua, there are two series of pottery types: the 
Rio de Flag series of Alameda Brown Ware. and the Deadmans series of 
San Juan Red Ware. Sinagua and Cohonina traits are compared; it is 
noted that the Mogollon and Patayan are "hypothetical" roots, in 
contrast to the reliably identified Hohokam and Anasazi roots. 

McGregor and Wetherill (1939) On the basis of WPA work at Winona in 
1938, a "blending" of cultures is identified. Fottery is promoted as 
the most reliable means for identifying this blending. Specific 
pottery types are discussed: locally-made Winona Brown shows Hohokam 
influence in vessel form; trade types such as Deadmans Black-on-white 
and Tusayan Corrugated show Pueblo influence; Holbrook Black-on-white 
shows influence of eastern Anasazi cultures; and Winona Red, Winona 
Corrugated. smudged Rio de Flag Brown show Mogollon affiliatons. 
Hohokam influence is also seen in locally-produced red-on-buff 
pottery, clay figurines. cremations, Hohokam-style projectile points, 
house types, and ballcourts. House types at Winona are arranged 
typologically into a "definite series." From burials, two physical 
types are identified and interpreted as possibly indicating two 
cultural groups, one from the east and one affiliated with the Pueblo 
culture. It is proposed that people of Winona Village exported hides 
and stone work, particularly pipestone. Contrary to earlier opinions 
expressed by McGregor (1937b, 1937d) and Hargrave (1937), the Hohokam 
are now seen as having "undoubtedly" exerted the most basic cultural 
influences on Winona Village. However, the culture that was produced 
by these influences did not last long, and it soon took on a Pueblo 
aspect, as revealed in later masonry dwellings and a kiva-like 
pithouse form. 

Col ton (194la: 4) In introducing McGregor's maj or (l94lb) report on 
excavations at Winona, Colton identifies four cultural branches in the 
area of Sunset Crater ash fall: the Cohonina branch of the Patayan 
root, the Kayenta branch of the Anasazi root, the Sinagua branch, and 
the Winona branch. Thus, the culture of sites surrounding Winona 
Village is apparently elevated to "branch" status by Colton. This 
culture is described as an namazing mixture of house types and pottery 
types." The Winona culture is believed to have developed during a 
period of stress, warfare, and the construction of defensive forts. 

McGregor (1941b:274-286) Contrary to the statements by Colton (1941) 
in the same volume, McGregor apparently considers the Winona culture 
to be part of the Sinagua branch, and not a branch in its own right. 
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The Winona culture is viewed now as basically Hobokam and Mogollon, 
and not basically Fuebloan. as previously thought (e.g .• McGregor 
1937b, 1937d). A cultural "fusion" at Winona Village is believed to 
have been caused by post-eruptive environmental changes. which 
attracted settlers from many areas of the Southwest. The fusion first 
occurred at Winona Village. and later spread to rurkey Hill, Old 
Caves, Kinnikinnick, and Chavez Pass pueblos. At Winona Village, 
Hohokam influences are seen in figurines, cylindrical stone beads, 
shell jewelry, lip plugs. shell carvings, and animal pendants. The 
influence of the Hogollon is more problematic, but appears in the 
alcove house form, oxidized pottery. double-lobed shell beads, and 
some proj ectile point and bead styles. Possible Hogollon influence is 
identified in spindle whorls, pottery diSCS, bone awls, and arrow 
shaft straighteners. Pueblo contributions are downplayed, and are 
thought limited to surface architectural forms and traded pottery 
types. A possible puebloan contribution, the kiva, is dismissed. It 
is denied that apparent unit-type pueblos have true kivas; instead, 
these subterranean houses are considered to be merely pithouses, which 
probably pre-date the surface architecture. Pottery types at Winona 
are ascribed to specific cultural groups. Winona Brown and Winona 
Corrugated are believed to have been traded in from the east. Angell 
Brown and Sunset Red are considered locally-made types, although 
influenced by cultures to the east. Likewise, Coconino and Winona 
Red-on-buff are identified as locally-made copies of true Hohokam 
pottery. Holbrook and Walnut Black-on-white, Tusayan Black-on-red, 
and Citadel Polychrome are thought possibly to represent local types. 
Cohonina influence appears only in traded pottery, so the Patayan root 
"does not seem to have had a great influence on this development [the 
Winona Culture]." Additional Cohonina influence is identified in some 
p':'ojectile point forms. The Winona Culture itself may have 
contributed nose plugs, spindle whorls, bone awls with drilled heads, 
and arrow shaft straighteners to the surrounding area. A study of 
later sites, like 'Wupatki. is advocated to trace the influence of the 
Winona Culture. A comparison of the Winona culture with those of 
northeastern Arizona. the Upper Gila, and Aztec-Mayan cultures brings 
to light similarities between the Winona and Salado cultures. A 
sequence of events at Winona Village is proposed, and is put in terms 
of the Winona, Angell, Padre. and Elden foci. In this sequence, the 
Hohokam intruders of the Winona focus were the first foreign residents 
at Winona, coming to the Flagstaff area from the southwest. 
Apparently. the Hohokam never got further east than Winona. (This 
pOSition is, of course, a contradiction of McGregor's earlier [1937b] 
conclusion that the Hohokam were not present in the earliest years of 
Winona Village.) The largely contemporary Angell focus is interpreted 
as either the product of Mogollon immigrants from the east. or an 
indigenous development from the local Rio de Flag focus. The 
prOXimity of a Winona focus house and an Angell focus house is seen as 
evidence of the "peaceful co-mingling" of Hohokam and Mogollon 
residents. Mogollon and Hohokam cultures are believed to have 
combined to form the Padre focus. The Padre focus is seen as more 
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uniform and stable than the Winona and Angell foci, but there is great 
diversity in burial practices. As population in the Winona area 
increased, the fadre focus culture apparently spread over a large part 
of the cinder fall area. The Elden focus is believed to have 
developed directly from the Padre focus, with perhaps some additional 
influence from the Mogollon. During the Elden focus, Flagstaff-area 
population achieved its maximum density. The succeeding Turkey Hill 
and Clear Creek foci are marked by smaller numbers of people 
aggregated into a few large settlements. Following the Clear Creek 
focus. the entire Flagstaff area is abandoned, and residents migrate 
to the Verde Valley or to the White Mountains. The overall purpose of 
studying the Winona Culture is to "trace this culture out from its 
center of originn and assess the effects of ngeographical dispersion 
and time developments. n 
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APE'ENDIX 3; SUGGESTED CORRECTIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS OF 

FLAGSTAFF-AREA DENDROCHRONOLOGICAL DATA BASE 

This appendix contains suggested corrections and 
clarifications of Flagstaff-area tree-ring dates or provenience 
information as revealed prImarily by an inspection of documents 
contained in the site files of the Museum of Arizona (MNA) and the 
Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research (LTRR) at the University of Arizona. 
Sites are listed below in the same order as they are presented in 
Robinson et al. (1975), and, for sites with unpublished dates, in the 
order that they are filed in the records of the LTRR. 

There were three occupation or use surfaces at NA 5166C, 
apparently representing three episodes of re-use of the same space as 
a dwelling. Dated specimens are associated with the relatively well
defined, lowest floor level. 

References: MNA Site Files 

The interpretation of Robinson et al. (1975:21) of possible 
construction in the 1050s or 1060s, and re-occupation in the early 
1100s, is strengthened by field notes from the site. It is indicated 
therein that there were two stratigraphically distinct surfaces within 
the structure outline, the lower conSisting of an uneven, lower floor. 
the upper of a series of compacted levels interpreted as floor or 
activity surfaces formed during continuing occupation of the site. 

References: MNA Site Files 

Because the beam producing the single date from the site was 
found on the lower floor level of Room 5 (two floor levels were found. 
one at 50 cm. the other at 30 cm), the date probably comes from wall 
or roof material associated with an original. long room that was later 
subdivided to form Rooms 4 and 5. It is interesting to compare the 
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two clu:;cter:s of dates from Room 1 with the date from Room 5, and to 
eonsider the dates with respect to the stratigraphic ;md a.rchitectural 
evidence from Rooms 4 and 5. It may be that the 57-year hiatus in 
apparent date clusters from Room 1 (1054, and 1111) is also reflected 
in the fact that Rooms 4 and 5 were created from a larger room that 
had been abandoned and allowed to fill for some time with sediment (20 
em). The non-cutting date of A.D. 1049 from Room 5 might thus be 
associated with the earliest construction activity in Room I, placed 
through cutting and non-cutting dates at about 1054. 

References: MNA Site Files 

NA 5150B had two floors, one at 60 em, the other at 20 em BGS. 
The dated specimens are from the lower floor and passageway. 

References: MNA Site Files 

The date reported from Room 8 probably should not be assigned 
to that provenience. Field notes indicate that Room 8 had not burned, 
yet the dated specimen is charred wood. Also, the floor of Room 8 lay 
at 74 to 89 em below the ground surface, yet the dated specimen was 
found at only 25 em BGS. This would place the specimen supposedly 
from ROom B stratigraphically above most of the specimens from 
adj acent Rooms 1 and 5, even though Room 1 intrudes into and therefore 
is later than Room 8. Thus, although the specimen was found within 
the horizontal space defined as Room 8, it is likely from either Room 
5 or Room I, both of which produced charcoal specimens well above the 
floor of Room 8, but at approximately the same level as the specimen 
supposedly from Room B. 

References: MNA Site Files 

Specimen F-4097, reported by Robinson et a1. (1975:27) from NA 
2798. is actually from NA 2551. 

References; Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research (LTRR) Site Files 
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Specimens reported from NA 2797 appear in fact to be from site 
NA 2597. a site near Leupp. not Baker Ranch. The numbers recorded in 
the F-Series Catalog catalog in the LTRR are clearly assigned to site 
NA 2597, and tbe proveniences given for individual specimens (e,g., 
"alcove") do not fit with features from NA 2797. It may be that this 
error is due to a similar field specimen number sequence (both NA 2597 
and NA 2797 have field specimen numbers in the 50s). In addition, 
dates from NA 2797. a Baker Ranch site, were never reported until the 
1975 quad report was issued; previous work sheets or notes on this 
site are not contained in the site file. 

References: LTRR Site Files 

The inference by Robinson et a1. (1975:32) that two probable 
cutting dates at 866 and 873 may indicate construction activity in the 
8605 and 870s is challenged by the stratigraphic sequence from the 
pithouse. McGregor (1936b:16) states that cinders from SUnset Crater 
"had almost reached the floor in the center [of the house J, probably 
at this point resting directly on the collapsed roof." Since the 
house floor is nearly two meters deep, it is difficult to imagine that 
if constructed in the 860s, the collapsed roof would have remained 
free of significant accWDuiations of sediment for more than 200 years. 
HcGregor 1936b:17) illustrates the strata of this pithouse, showing 
how it is sealed by deposits of Sunset Crater ash. So, either there 
was an early eruption of Sunset Crater some time shortly after 873, or 
the near-cutting dates are giving spurious evidence of construction 
activity. 

References: McGregor 1936b; MNA Site Files 

Although Colton (1946b:48) and Robinson et a1. (1975:34) 
report no dates from NA 192A, the burned pithouse at site NA 192, and 
report only dates from NA 192B, the granary at the site, it seems 
probab!e that all dated samples from NA 192 are in fact from the 
burned pithouse, now designated NA 192A. Confusion regarding the 
provenience of the samples can be attributed to the fact that 
subsequent to field work, the structure that had been designated in 
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the field as NA 192A was renamed NA 192B. and vice-versa. Thus, all 
specimens from what is referred to in most published literature as "NA 
192A" (see Hargrave 1933b:47. and Colton 1946b:47) in fact came from 
the structure with the field number NA 192B. hence the persistent and 
erroneous referral to dateSfrom "NA 192B" as if they came from the 
granary. The confusion can be glimpsed in the notations by McGregor 
(l938b:6) that dates from NA 192B (indicated on later published maps 
as a masonry, above-ground granary) are from a tlpithouse." It is not 
clear why the dates reported by Robinson et a1. (1975:34) are listed 
from "Room 2;" it would appear that this is a late notation, and did 
not come from the original documentation of the site. 

Evidence of the error in provenience assignment is revealed in 
three sources: First, in the field report for the pithouse (HNA Site 
Files), originally labeled NA 192B, the "B" has been crossed out and 
replaced with an "A"; likewise, after the field report had been 
written for the structure originally labeled NA 192A, the "A" was 
crossed out and replaced with a "B." Second, it is clear from 
descriptions of all dated wood samples attributed to NA 192 (LTRR Site 
Filesj MNA Site Files) that they could have come only from the burned 
pithouse, now labeled NA 192Aj the samples are attributed to various 
proveniences, such as "ventilator" and "post," that match only with 
features from the burned pithouse. Finally, there is little chance 
that any of the rooms in the granary, now deSignated NA 192B, could 
have produced wood samples of the size (up to 67 111M radius) reported 
in the LTRR Site Files. The only wood specimens reported from the 
granary were tiny bits of charcoal, in the words of the field report 
(liNA Site Files), "unfit for dating, even too small to identify to 
specie[s]. " 

Therefore, I suggest that all of the dates from NA 192 
(including those reported as lacking provenience) are probably from 
the pithouse, now designated NA 192A. 

References: Hargrave 1933bj McGregor 1938bj Colton 1946b; MNA Site 
Files j LTRR Site Files 

Although Robinson et a!. (1975:37) report that all dated 
specimens from NA 3996 are without provenience. the field report for 
NA 3996A indicates that specimens F-5271 and F-5284 were originally 
cataloged as field specimens 93a and 93b, and were recovered from grid 
square A-130-140. This provenience places them unquestionably in 



l'ithOUl!le A. Thus. both spac!mens are probably burned structural 
material from Pithouae A. 

References; MNA Site Files 
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Although specimen F-5340-2 Is listed by Robinson at aL 
(1975137) as lacking provenience, a field report for NA 3996 indicates 
that it was orIginally cataloged at HNA as 03996.492,' a piece of 
charcoal fram. the floor of Pithouse B. 

However, because Pithouse NA 3996B had not burned, the origin 
of the charcoal is DOt clear. The house had been filled with a large 
quantity of trash after abandonment, BO it may have been included with 
a load of refuse. 

References; HNA Site Files 

A date of A.D. 1260. reported by Douglass on several occasions 
(e.g .• Douglass 1929, 1935, 1938; McGregor 1931:67). may be traced to 
a typographical error that occurred when Douglass I handwritten Citadel 
Dating (a ring chronology used in relative dating) figures were 
transferred into typewritten form. In the LTRR Site Flles there is a 
handwritten R.D .. (relative datins) data of 573 for specimen CIT-3. 
When thesa dates were transcribed onto a typewritten list. the date 
for CIT-3 was erroneously recorded as 673. Thus, the date of A.D. 
1260 for specimen CIT-3 should always have bean presented as A.D. 
1160, a date that is confirmed by !lobin.on et a1. (1975:38). 

AlsO, notes in the L'lRB. Site Fllea indicate that specimen CIT-
1. recovered by A.E. Douslass and C.V. Rlcl&eley (probably in 1926 or 
1927). as "a pole thrown out in an early sballow hole in west (?) 
corner. " 

References: LTRR Site Files 



341 

Although Robinson et a1. (1975:42) believe that the dated 
specimen was obtained during excavations at the site, the specimen, a 
wood fragment was obtained from the refuse of a pothunter's hole, 
probably in 1933. 

References: LTRR Site Files 

Although Robinson et al. (1975:43) report four dates from NA 
176SA, the "Deadman's Fort," they cannot be certainly linked to that 
structure. First, all of the cards for the dated specimens list only 
the provenience "Deadmans Fort, It a designation apparently used to 
refer to the site as a whole, and not jUst NA 1765A, the so-called 
fort. For example, cards for specimens F-219S-2, 2195-3. and 2195-6 
(LTRR Site Files) are given the general provenience "Deadmans Fort," 
but they are also given the more specific designation NA 1765B (a 
masonry pithouse). Also, field notes for structure NA 1765A (MNA Site 
Files) state that only "fragmentary" charcoal was recovered, yet the 
dates listed by Robinson et a1. (1975:43) include one near-cutting 
date and three cutting dates. Finally, the dates listed from NA 1765A 
fit very closely with the dates from NA 1765B, a site that, unlike NA 
1765A, architecturally and ceramic ally should date to the late 1100s. 

I therefore suspect t~at the dates listed for NA 1765A have 
been aSSigned to that provenience only because the provenience 
information with the specimens was given as "Deadmans Fort," and 
someone took this literal1y to mean the actual "fort" structure (NA 
l765A) at the site. Given that the specimens unquestionably from NA 
17658 were also said to be from the site of "Deadmans Fort," but also 
had more complete documentation that positively linked them to 
structure NA 17658, I do not think the sole notation "Deadmans Fort" 
is sufficient basis for assigning a provenience of NA 1765A to 
specimens F2193-3, 2193-4, 2193-5. and 2193-7. They are most likely 
from NA 176511, but all that can really be said about them is that they 
are from an unknown context at site NA 1765. 

References: HNA Site Files; LTRR Site Files 
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As Robinson at 81. (1975:53) note, there is a great deal of 
confusion regarding the provenience designations from NA 1814. 
However. a combination of sources -- the HNA Site Files. published 
site descriptions, and LTRR Site Files -- provides sufficient 
information for sorting out this confusion. 

A majority of the problems can be traced to the fact that the 
original provenience designations at NA 1814 were changed after the 
field work was begun. A portion of the site containing a masonry 
room block was originally called NA 1814A. '!'wo pithouses, a wooden 
pithouse now designated NA 1814C, and a masonry pithouse/kiva now 
designated NA 1814E, were apparently not visible when the excavations 
of the site began, but ",ere subsequently discovered during the 
expansion of pothunter holes near NA 1814A. When these houses were 
being excavated, they were referred to in field notes (MNA Site Files) 
as "pithouse" or "wooden pithouse," for NA 1814C; and "masonry 
pithouse" or "big kiva," for NA 1614E. Although the site letter 
designation NA 18!4A was subsequently reserved exclusively for the 
masonry room block, during field work NA 1814C was referred to as 
"pithouse, NA 1814A," or "wooden pithouse, NA 1814A," and NA 1814E was 
referred to as "masonry pithouse, NA 1814A." Later, someone at MNA 
went through the handwritten field notebooks and crossed out the "NA 
1814A" entries associated with these two structures and replaced the 
"A" with "CIt and "E." Thus. although this all looks confusing -
three separate structures sharing a single site nwnber -- in fact the 
artifacts and tree-ring samples from all three were always kept 
separate through the descriptive tenus of "pueblo, If "pithouse/wooden 
pithouse," and "masonry pithouse/big kiva." 

However, fUrther confusion regarding site NA 1814 was 
introduced by Harold Colton. In his book The Sinagua. Colton 
unfortunately assigned a burial at the site, Burial 1, to the wrong 
structure. This would not be of importance to the present discussion 
except that this burial contained several charcoal specimens that 
produced tree-ring dates. What appears to have happened is this: 
Colton (1946b:152-IS3) reported that NA 1814E, the masonry 
pithouse/kiva. contained two intrusive burials, Burial 1 and Burial 2. 
This is evidently incorrect. Burial 2 was found in NA 1814E, but 
Burial 1 must have come from NA 1814C, the wooden pithouse. I do not 
know why Colton made this mistake, but I can offer one suggestion. At 
the top of the page in the field notebook describing Burial 1. there 
is a notation "Letter changed from A to E; Also description of NA 
1814C in (the general collection of notes describing] Fithouse E." 
This is written in such a way that "in Pithouse E" is placed right at 
the top of the page, and immediately below this begins the description 
of Burial 1. If this notation were present when Colton looked at the 
field notes to prepare a description of site NA 1814 for The Sinagua 
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(in fact. it probably was). then he may have erroneously associated 
"in P!thouse E" with the description of Burlal 1. There is little 
question that Burlal 1 was found in the wooden pitbouse. NA 1814C. A 
portion of the field notes includIng the description of the burial 
concludes as foliowsl 

Later: 'l'ests at side of burial revealed burned floor of 
pithouse. Burial was thus intrusive. being placed just 
beneath the floor. The cross-polss of the coveriDg resting 
on the floor of the pithouse on both sides and. tbe ands. 
No burned material found over the burial, positive proof 
of intrusion. Complete excavatton of pithouse placed 
bUrial almost directly back of F.P. [firepit] 

Large PithouS8 - IB14-A (C) 
(Wooden Structure) 

Continuing and snlarging pothubters test NE of Burial #1, 
revealed burned floor of pithouse. Surface of ground before 
excavating was practically level -- no idea pithouse beneath 
surface. 

Associated with each of these entries are compass bearings and 
distances to the wooden pithouse (NA 1814C) and Burial 1. These 
bearings are with respect to a benchmark in the center of the walled 
court surrounding site NA 1814. When these bearings and distances are 
plotted, Burial 1 falls squarely within NA 1814C, just where it 
should, I.e., "almost directly back of F.P.'" Furthermore. there is no 
mention of a Burial 1 in the field notes for NA 1814E. There is, 
however. a description of Burial 2, and Burlal 2 (but no Burial 1) is 
included on the £lald plan map of structure NA 1814E. Figure A3.1 is 
a map of part of NA 1814, showinB where the pithouse, NA 1814C, Burial 
I, and the masonry plthous •• HA 1814E. fall wh.n they are plotted 
according to the bearings and distances given in the field Dotes. 
Note that Breternitz (1963&:72, 1966:12-13) apparently followed 
Colton's interpretation when he, too, reported that Burial 1 was found 
in NA 1814E. Ahlstrom (19851465-471) also believed that Burial 1 was 
recovered from NA 1814C. 

Thus. on the baaia of the above evidence. I suggest that the 
following specimens are associated with the wooden pithouse, NA 1814C 
(provenience information is from the entries in the LTRR F-Series 
Catalog): 

F-2015 
F-2226 
F-2016 
F-2211 

NA 1814A, south corner post 
NA 1814A, middle post, n. end 
NA 1814, w. corner post, ".I!u!!e Hargrave" 
NA 1814A. 8. corner post, pithouse 
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Wooden Pithouse 

Burial I oriented 
70 0 E of N 
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NAIBI4E 
Masonry Pithouse 

604 lamain ) 
firepit NAIBI4A_C 
wooden pit house 

8.M. in court/plala 

T 
Feet 
I 

20 40 

NAIBI4 

Figure A3.1. 
Terrace site, 

Plot of structures NA IB14C and NA 1814E at the Juniper 
showing position of Burial 1 and other features. 



F-2214 NA 1814A, fragments from pithouse 
F-2106-3 NA IB14A. fragments from pithouse by Burial #1 
F-2106-2 NA IB14A. fragments from pithouse by Burial tH 
F-2102 NA 1814A, pithouse, by Burial 1 
F-2087 NA 1814A. "fragments" 
F-2088 NA 1814A, charcoal from pithouse 
F-2100 NA 1814A, fill of Burial 1 
F-2105 NA 1814A, pithouse, by Burial 1 
F-2081 NA 1814A, from floor 
F-2101-2 NA 1814A, pithouse, by Burial 1 
F-221S NA 1814A, pithouse, fragments 
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References: Colton 1946b; Breternitz, 1963a, 1966; MNA Site Files; 
LTRR Site Files 

Much of what was said above applies to NA 1814E. Since NA 
IB14E is now known to be the "masonry pithouse" or "hig kiva," many of 
the provenience designations in the original F-Series Catalog have 
become intelligible. The intelligibility of some F-Series Catalog 
entries is enhanced by the knowledge that the "masonry pithouse" 
actually consisted of three internal subdivisions: a "main room, If on 
the south, and two smaller rooms on the north, "Room 1 If and "Room 2." 
(I do not understand why there was ever any confusion about the 
samples F-5468. F-5469. F-S472-1, and F-S472-2. These specimens were 
collected during Watson Smith's 1948 HNA nig Hawk Valley Expedition 
[Smith 1952], and there is ample documentation of their provenience 
within structure NA 18l4E.) 

Therefore, I suggest that the following specimens be 
considered unambiguously associated with structure NA lB14E 
(provenience descriptions again are from the F-Series Catalog in the 
LTRR files): 

F-21l0 NA 1814, masonry pithouse, main room 
F-2186 NA 1814A, masonry pithouse, near wall 
F-S472-1 NA IB14E, roof beam, on floor, against east wall, north of 
ventilator shaft 
F-5469 NA 1814E, roof beam, on floor against east wall, north of 
Ventilator shaft 
F-2241 NA lB14A, masonry pithouse 
F-2l96-1 NA 1814A, masonry pithouse, Room 2 
F-2112-2 NA 1B14A, masonry pithouse, main room 
F-2l90 NA 1814A, masonry pithouse, Room 2 
F-2189 NA l8l4A, masonry pithouse, Room 2 



F-5466 NA 1814E, roof beam, 1 meter deep, east wall 
F-2112-3 NA 1814A. masonry pithouse, main room 
F-2112-1 NA 1814A, masonry pithouse, main room 
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F-S472-2 NA 1814E. roof beam, on floor, against east wall. north of 
ventilator shaft 
F-2185 NA 1814A, masonry pithouse, near wall 

References; MNA Site Files; LTRR Site Files 

The date for specimen F-5987 (Robinson et 81. 1975:54) 
contains a typographical error; it is reported as A.D. l042++vv, but 
it should be 1142++vv. 

References: LTRR Site Files 

A typographical error has specimen F-974 erroneously listed as 
specimen F-774. 

References: LTRR Site Files 

A specimen listed from the ventilator (F-433) is in fact from 
the "SW beam." Four specimens listed as having "miscellaneous 
proveniences" (F-694. F-664. F-650, and F-697) are in fact from the 
ventilator. 

References: LTRR Site Files 

One specimen from "miscellaneous proveniences," F-l81l. 
contains the sama provenience information -- !INA 2001" -- as the 
specimens listed as having "no provenience." 

References: LTRR Site Files 
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Two specimens listed as having liDO provenience" are in fact 
froID Room 2: 1'-2117-1, and 1'-2174. 

References: LTRR Site Files 

Since the date reported from NA 1178 was obtained from 
charcoal. it probably is from charcoal in a roasting pit or "oven" in 
the room. This oven was reportedly filled with charcoal, and tbere is 
no other mention of charcoal in the field Dotes from. the site. 

References; HNA Site FUes 

The single date from this site is from. a pole forming a lintel 
in a doorway connectIng Room. 117V with Room 1178. 

Referances: LTRR Site Files; MNA Site Files 

Specimen 1'-6290 is from lit 1, ana of two roasting pits 
excavated in 1953 by Fred Wendorf and Frankl1n Feuengs. 

References: LTD SIte Files; Feneng_ 1956:141. 

There Is sOIDe confusion about specimen FLG-78, since two 
specimens seem to have been assigned this number at one time or 
another. One of them was a rotted YOOd frc.gment from .. grave cover, 
over Burial 1 in Pithouse 2 (FS-3); the other was charcoal, a pIece 
of a roof support post, from Plthouse 1, in floor contact with the 
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base of the post in situ in the post hole (FS-2). The rotten wood 
fragment could notbed'8ted and was discarded. The dated specimen 
reported by Robinson et al. (1975:75) is charcoal, so I believe it is 
FS-2, the post fragment from the pithouse. excavated by Calvin 
Jennings in 1966. 

The provenience of speCimen F-6182 is unknown, though its 
position in the F-Series Catalog number sequence and the field notes 
from the site indicate that it is possibly from the bottom of a trash 
mound at the site. At any rate, it should remain without provenience. 

References: LTRR Site Files; tiNA Site Files 

Specimen F-426B, reported by Robinson et 81. (1975:77) as 
lacking provenience, is actually a main viga from Room 6 (MNA catalog 
number NA3S8.162). 

References: King (1949: 132); LTRR Site Files 

As suggested by Ahlstrom (198S:464)All of the specimens 
reported from NA 3673T -- a trash mound -- are actually burned beams 
from a pithouse -- NA 3673R -- at the bottom of the mound. 

References: McGregor 1941b:l36-139; LTRR Site Files; MNA Site Files 

The two dated specimens from this site are of uncertain 
origin. Because NA 3674 reportedly had not burned, and both specimens 
are charcoal, they possibly do not represent architectural elements, 
although one -- F-4860 -- is described as a "post" (cf. Ahlstrom 
1985:464-465). The specimens may actually represent fire wood, burned 
in an indistinct "fire area" near the center of the house, or they may 
be post-occupational trash either thrown or washed into the house. 

References: LTRR Site Files; MNA Site Files 
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Specimen AIM-IO apparently is from NA 739C. In a letter to 
Edmund Schulman (LTRR Site Files), Katharine Bartlett (March 4, 1949) 
states that specimen 11/212 (AIM-IO) Is from NA 739C. An attached 
note by Schulman states that written on the specimen was a note: 
"recovered from beneath floor in Room 739C." This information would 
seem more reliable than Harold Colton's recollection (in a letter to 
the LTRR; LTRR Site Files) that the specimen was probably from NA 739A 
or 739B. 

References: LTRR Site Files 

Specimen FLG-9 is a rotted wood fragment (FS-4) from a burial 
eist, containing Burial 1. 

References: LTRR Site Files; MNA Site Files 

Dates from Pithouse 1 are from the annex attached to the 
pithouse. 

References: LTRR Site Files; MNA Site Files 

Dates from Pithouse 1 are from the ventilator. 

References: LTRR Site Files; HNA Site Files 
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Specimen F-4398 is a post from Cremation 1. 

References: LTRR Site Files 

There are two "typos in the list of specimen numbers. The 
specimen listed as F-450S is actually F-4504. and F-4532 is F-4533. 

References: LTRR Site Files 

The two specimens listed from this provenience (F-4858 and F-
4859) are probably not from Winona Village. First, I can find no 
published or unpublished record of site NA 2134Bl there are no records 
on it in the HNA Site Files, nor is it shown on any of the base maps 
depicting the locations of excavated structures at Winona Village 
(either field maps or published maps). Second. in the F-Series 
Catalog in the L'I'RR Site Files, these two specimens are indeed listed 
as coming from NA 2134B. but there is also a set of ditto marks 
indicating an extension of the provenience "NA 1785 Rtn 11." and 
someone has added a question mark to the F-Series Catalog entries. 

References: LTRR Site Files; MNA Site Files 

Specimen WPT-I3 is not from the room that is today referred to 
as Room 9. In fact, this specimen was collected by A.E. Douglass on 
March 13, 1927. from "Room A," which appears to be the room now 
referred to as Room 1. The erroneous assignment of the specimen to 
Room 9 appears to stem from later confusion about a field note by 
Douglass, which reads I " 1" core - SE cor. Room of 9," meaning 
evidently that a I-inch core was taken from a roof beam that Douglass 
considered the same beam as a nearby beam that had been the source of 
specimen Wl'T-9. apparently collected during a previous expedition to 
Wupatki on July 11, 1926. The "SE cor." reference reflects the fact 
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that both Wl'T-9 and VFT-13 were located in the southeast corner of 
Room A. (All of this is my somewhat speculative interpretation of a 
map that Douglass made of Room A [Ll'RR Site Files, NA 405J showing 
from where within Room A var!ou!! tree-ring specimens were obtained.) 

Whether or not Room A is actually today I s Room 1 (1 am almost 
certain that it is). and whether or not my interpretation of the 
actual meaning Douglass' note is correct, it is clear that a specimen 
collected in 1927 could not possibly be from the room todaY' referred 
to as Room 9. This room was apparently unknown in 1927. and seems to 
have been located, numbered, and excavated during the 1933 MNA work at 
Wupatki. The assignment of specimen WPT-13 to a "Room 9" apparently 
comes from a mis-transcription of Douglass' field notes (LIRR Site 
Files)>> so that the provenience information on the speCimen card for 
Wl'T-13 was wrongly recorded as "SE cor. of Rm 9 (Rm A?), instead of 
the original "SE cor. Rm of 9" in the field notes. Unfortunately, 
even the "(Rm A?)" notation on the card was later erased (but is today 
still visible), leaving only the notation "SE cor. of Rm 9," and thus 
the mistaken impression that the specimen came from Wupatki' s current 
Room 9. 

My suggestion therefore is that Wl'T-13 not be assigned to 
Room 9. It is undoubtedly from Douglass' Room A. which I believe (see 
below) is the room today referred to as Room 1. 

References: LTRR Site Files (including Wl'T specimen cards in 
Douglass' card file) 

Specimen Wl'I-162, as well as specimen Wl'T-163 (listed by 
Robinson et a1. [1975:95} as having no provenience), are apparently 
from Room 47. Both were collected by A.E. Douglass in 1926 or 1927, 
and the cards for these specimens record them as having come from "RID 
47." not Room 46. 

References: LTRR Site Files (WPT specimen cards in Douglass' card 
file) 

Room A appears to be A.B. Douglass' Room A, which also appears 
to be the same as J.W. Fewkes' Room A (Fewkes 1904b), which appears to 
be the same as the room today referred to as Room 1. This is my 
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interpretation of the various maps in the LTRR Site Files by Douglass. 
which show. number of rooms. including Room A, in the northern room 
block. This northern room. block alBa ancompasBes two areas known a. 
"SectioD I" and "Section 3." The inference that the block of rooms 
containing Room A Is indeed the northern room block comes from a 
couple of sources. One map in particular shows that the room block 
containing Room A is 1/4 mile south of the "Big Reservoir" (the 
Wupatk! Ball Court). :rhus. the room block must be the north ruin, or 
northern room. block. Also, Dougla.s I map shows that the room block 
with Room A contains a lIIodern chimney. Although the precise location 
of this chimDe, is poorly located on Douglass' map. it Is known -
from. the unpublished report on the 1933 MNA excavations -- that the 
chimney was located in Room 7, • room in the north block. Finally, in 
one of Douglass' maps showing Room A, he inc11cates a ·cliff" on the 
northwest side of Room A, which would correspond with a large. steep 
outcrop of bedrock upon which Wupatki' s present Room. 1 was 
constructed. It therefore appears to me that when Douglass went to 
Wupatki in 1926 and 1927, he waa using Fewkes' room. designations of A
F in the north room block, follOWing the mapa provided by Fewkes 
(1904b) in hia report on WUpatki. The correspondence of Fewkes' Rooms 
A-F to moden Wupatki room. numbers is presented by Irewer and Reed 
(1937:1-2). 

It should be Doted that Stanislawski (1963,37) believed that 
"Room A" was probably the room today referred to as Room 31. I do not 
know the basis for Stanislawski's inference, but he seems to havs 
plotted Douglass' Room A as if it were located in the south, and not 
the north, room. block. Thus, he seems to havs correct:ly figured the 
relative location of Room A within a room block at Wupatki, but may 
have been looking at the wrong (south) end of Wupatki. 

References: LTRR Site Files; I!lN'A Site Files 

For many of the same reasons discussed above. RoalD I appears 
to be the room today referred to as Room 4; that is, Irewer and Reed 
(1937:1-2) show Fewkes' Room B as WUpatki's present Room 4. Also as 
noted above, I believe Stanislawski's interpretation of Room F as Room 
33 is incorrect and based on his interpretations of room. plots within 
the south, and not the north, room block. 

References: Brewer and Reed 1937; LTRR Site Files 
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As for Rooms A and B, if Douglass was following Fewkes' 
(1904b) room designations, Room F corresponds to the present Room 5. 
Stanislawski assigned Room F to today's Room 35 or Room 36, but again, 
I suggest that he was incorrect. 

References: LTRR Site Files; Brewer and Reed 1937 

~ 405 (Wupatki Pueblo), Miscellaneous Proveniences 

Two specimens listed tiS having "miscellaneous proveniences" 
are in fact from Section 4: F-3836 and F-3853. 

References: LTRR Site Files 

There are several specimens listed as baving no provenience 
that in fact may be assigned to rooms or other proveniences recognized 
in the quadrangle report of Robinson et al. (1975). The specimens 

WPT-331 -- Room 83, catalog number W-63 (LTRR Site Files, Douglass' 
card file for WPT specimens) 

WP'I-67 -- AB Talus (LTRR Site Files, Douglass' card file for WPT 
specimens; the card was filled out in July 1927) 

WPT-IO -- Room F (LIRR Site Files, Douglass' card file, July 1927) 

WPT-341 -- Room 35 (Ll'RR Site Files, Douglass' card file) 

WPl'-322 -- Room 81, under strat test 5'-6' (Ll'RR Site Files, Douglass' 
card file) 

WPT-229 -- Rooms 80/81, strat 115, 4'-5' (LIRR Site Files, Douglass' 
card file) 

WPT-87 -- Room F (LTRR Site Files, Douglass' card file. July 1927) 

F-3737 -- Section 4 (LTRR Site Files) 
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WFT-163 -- Room 47 (LTRR Site Files, Douglass' card file, .July 1927; 
see also the report above for Room 46) 

~ LQQ. ~ ~ l'ueblo) I Miscellaneous 

Specimen TKP-201 is from A2-1, a provenience description that 
places it in the second level of Structure A. 

References: McGregor (1973); LTRR Site Files 

This site, a Flagstaff-area site from the I quadrangle, is 
currently mis-filed in the site files for the 0 quadrangle. 

References: LTRR Site Files 
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MPENDIX 4: REPORTS FROM CRITICAL TREE-RING DATED CONTEXTS 

Tbis appendix contains descriptions of sites that are believed 
to provide useful information on the chronological associations of 
selected Flagstaff-area ceramic types. For the purposes of this 
study. the Flagstaff area is definad as the entire H and I 
archaeological mapping quadrangles, and that portion of the 0 
quadrangle covered by Anderson Mesa. Sites included this appendix were 
considered to have met both of the following conditions: (1) They 
exhibited sufficient chronological and architectural information to 
allow the assignment of a probable construction date, and (2) At least 
one category of ceramic item (see CERAMICS, below) was believed to 
have been in use when the site was occupied or used. 

Each site listed in this appendix is described in a more or 
less standardized fashion, under the following headings. 

REFERENCES: This section provides a list of the basic source 
materials used to derive the site description. Sources generally 
eonsist of published accounts describing the site, its ceramics, and 
its tree-ring dates; unpublished field notes or other documentation 
contained in the site files of the Museum of Northern Arizona; and 
descriptions of individual artifacts recorded on file cards in the 
artifact catalog of the Museum of Northern Arizona. Another major 
source is an unpublished manuscript by John McGregor (1973) that 
details the results of work performed at the Pollock, Pershing, and 
Two Kivas sites in the 1950s and early 1960s. 

SITE DESCRIPTION: This is a description of the architectural 
attributes, stratigraphy, and artifactual contents of the site. An 
attempt has been made to describe each site according to a more or 
less consistent format, but variability in the completeness of 
referenee materials, and variability in the sites themselves, has 
resulted in some inconsistency. Generally, an attempt has been made 
to provide all available information that is pertinent to 
reeonstructing the architectural history of the site, and to assessing 
the temporal intersections between the occupation or use of 
architeetural featUres and tbe use of cersmic items tbat were 
recovered from these features. 

DATES: This section lists the dates for all tree-ring specimens 
recovered from the site. Dates are presented in a stem-and-Ieaf 
format (see Ahlstrom 1984, 1985), with century and decade divisions 
provided on the left-hand side of the graph (the stem), and yearly 
increments (leaves) listed on the right. Each date from the site is 
listed individually, along with the date symbol assigned to the date 
by the University of Arizona's Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research 
(Robinson et sl. 1975:6). Cutting dates are always underlined. 
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DATE INTERPRETATION: Tree-ring dates and architectural data are 
synthesized to identify the likely dates of conntruction. repair, and 
occasionally, abandonment events for the site. Interpretations rely 
on general principles and methods of tree-ring analysis set forth by 
Haury (1935), Bannister (1962), Robinson (1976). Dean (1978a, 1978b), 
Ahlstrom (1984, 1985). and others. However, application of these 
principles and methods, and specific interpretations of dates and 
architectural evidence, are the sole responsibility of the author. 

CERAMICS: This section lists all known reports of ceramics from the 
site, including published lists, unpublished laboratory counts, and 
identifications of items made on artifact catalog cards in the !iNA 
site files. Ceramics are divided into four categories that seemed 
potentially relevant to understanding chronological issues: 1. Vessels 
(defined as ceramic items representing one-third or more of a complete 
vessel, and lacking evidence of re-use as a tool); 2. Sherds; 3. Tools 
(defined as sherds or incomplete ceramic vessels e"<hibiting a form or 
wear traces indicating re-use as a spindle whorl, scoop, or other tool 
type); and 4. Burial offerings. In general, an attempt has been made 
to report faithfully the original type identifications of ceramic 
items, without modification of nomenclature, or imposition of the 
author's own taxonomic opinions onto the original classifications. In 
a few instances, it seemed desirable to collapse type counts as 
originally given into a more limited number of categories. These 
examples are always noted and explained. In an even more limited 
number of cases ('!!.g., sites NA 1754A and NA 1764A) , special 
circumstances seemed to justify re-typing of specimens. Again, these 
cases are noted and explained. Finally, for some items there was 
conflicting information regarding the type assignment. A common case 
was the replacement of an original type assignment on HNA artifact 
catalog cards. Generally, when such cases were found, the original 
type assignments were retained, particularly when they were known to 
have been made by persons associated with the original definitions of 
ceramic types (e.g., H. Colton, L. Hargrave, and J. McGregor). 

Sites are described below in the order in which they appear in 
the records of the University of Arizona's Laboratory of Tree-Ring 
Research. 

REFERENCES: Bluhm 1951:31-32; Epstein and Schwartz 1951:56-57; 
McGregor 1951:20; Robinson et a1. 1975:13; Ahlstrom 1985:278-280; HNA 
Site Files; !iNA Artifact Catalog 

SITE DESCRII'TION: NA 5166C is the deSignation for an architectural 
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unit that contains the floors of at least three partial, superimposed 
subterranean structures. The earliest, and stratIgraphically lowest 
floor was identifiable as that of a burned pithouse. The remaining 
two floors were probably also associated with pithouses, but they were 
extremely fragmentary and could not be traced. The upper two floors 
did not appear to bave been burned. 

NA 5166C was discovered at site NA 5166, which appeared at the 
surface as a concentration of sherds snd an adjacent rook outline. To 
test the rock outline. a 13.77 m long test trench (Trench A) was 
placed through its center. No structural remains were encountered and 
only a few artifacts were recovered. Trench B. 17.6 m long, was then 
excavated just north of Trench Aj this trench produced only a few 
artifacts. Three 1 m by 1 m test pits, designated NA 5l66C, NA 5l66D, 
and NA S166E, were placed around the test trenches. Fits D and E 
contained no artifacts and thus were not expanded. Fit C, located 30 
m northeast of the north end of Trench A, was placed in a slight 
depression in a small drainage on a ridge top. Sherds, disturbed 
soil, charcoal fragments, and a charred, vertical post were found in 
the pit, so further excavation was conducted. Expansion of the test 
pit revealed a burned pithouse, overlain by two occupational surfaces 
or unburned structures with hearths. 

Only the northern half of the burned pithouse had been 
preserved; the southern portion had apparently been destroyed by 
erosion. The floor of the house, 70 cm below the present ground 
surface, was distinct and marked by charcoal, ash, and burned clay. 
Around the northern end of the structure there was a raised clay rim 
indicating that the pithouse floor had been about 15 cm to 20 cm below 
the prehistoric ground surface. A slab-lined hearth (Feature I), 
cemented with clay and integrated into the floor plaster, was located 
near the center of the pithouse. Two subfloor cists, each about 20 cm 
deep, were located near the hearthj one cist contained a broken sherd 
disk and the foot bones of an unidentified mammal. Eight postholes, 
some containing charred posts, were found in the floor. The largest 
postholes were centered around the hearth, suggesting a set of central 
roof support posts. A large amount of burned structural material was 
found at 30 em to 70 em below the ground surface. Beams and pine and 
juniper bark were found pointing to the center of the pithouse, 
suggesting a dome shaped superstructure. 

A second occupational surface, perhaps representing the floor 
of an unburned pithouse, was found at a depth of 40 cm below the 
present ground surface. This surface was marked by a slab-lined 
hearth and a clay-plastered floor remnant that extended to about 50 cm 
beyond the hearth. A mano fragment was found resting on the clay 
floor about 30 em east of the hearth. No postholes or other 
structural evidence was found. 
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At 35 c:m below the present ground surface, a third surface was 
indicated by a small, crude, slab-lined hearth (Feature 3). There was 
no floor associated with this hearth. which had been disturbed by a 
tree root. The hearth, 10 em deep, had intruded upon a large, charred 
beam fragment associated with the burned pithouse. A limestone metate 
and two stones were found nearby at a depth of 30 em below the present 
ground surface, but it is not clear whether these items were used in 
association with the hearthj their stratigraphic position above the 
hearth might indicate a fourth occupational surface. 

The site was excavated in 1949 during a joint HNA!University 
of Illinois expedition and field School led by John C. McGregor. 

DATES: 

70 Ivv 
71 
72 9vv 
73 Ovv Ovv 
74 
75 Ivv Svv 7vv 
76 2vv 8vv 9vv 
77 Ovv Ovv Ovv 2rB 3vv 5vv 5vv 2.!. 2.!. II 2.!. 

DATE INTERFRETATION: All dated specimens from NA 5166 are from the 
burned pithouse at the lowest level of NA 5166C. The cluster of 
cutting and non-cutting dates from A.D. 770 to A.D. 775 indicates that 
the pithouse was probably built around A.D. 775. using at least one 
piece of wood from a tree that either had died or was cut in A.D. 772. 

CERAMICS: 

Sherds: Lab count sheets in the HNA Site Files provide the following 
sherd counts for NA 5166C: 

Lino Black-on-gray 
Kana-a Black-on-white 
Black Hesa Black-on-white 
Tusayan White Ware 
Deadmans Black-cn-red 
San Juan Orange \lare 
Rio de Flag Brown 
Lino Gray 
Tusayan Gray \lare 
Deadmans Gray 

Fill Floor Beneath 

3 
2 
9 

61 

1 
1 
2 

2. 
21 

Charcoal 



~: The MNA Artifact Catalog lists the following items: 

Prescott Gray sherd disk. depth 50 em (NA5166C.4) 

Deadmans Gray. shard scraper. fiU (NA5166C.13). 

Two pottery disk fragments, One at 1.10 m deep 
(NA5166C.2) and one at 1.05 m deep (NAS166C.17) are also listed, 
but there is no type designation for them. These artifacts could 
not be located in collections, so their type assignments remain 
unknown. 

REFERENCES: Hargrave 1938. Colton 1946b:217-218; Robinson et al. 
1975:15-16; MNA Site Files; HNA Artifact Catalog 

35. 

SITE DESCRIPTION: NA 3577A is a large, masonry "fort" associated with 
at least five other structures on the northeastern flank of a volcanic 
crater. The structures associated with the fort are NA 3577B, a two 
room surface structure built partially of masonry; NA 3577C, an L
shaped surface structure constructed of wood and divided by a clay 
partition; NA 3577D, a rectangular, shallow timber pithouse; and NA 
3577E, a poorly-defined surface masonry structure. 

NA 3577A is described by Colton (l946b:217-218) as a roughly 
rectangular, masonry structure about 13 m long and 6 m wide, with 
thick stone walls. An entryway was located along the east side. It 
appeared as if the "fort" had originally been a smaller masonry room, 
which later had a wall removed and an attachment added that roughly 
doubled the size of the original floor space, The fort contained four 
fire pits, two of which had been in use just before the structure 
burned. Ten post holes were irregularly distributed across the floor. 
Several depressions in the floor contained the bases of pots; these 
features had apparently served as pot rests for large storage jars 
which had been removed before the fort burned. An intrusive burial 
was found in the room fill well above the floor level. The burial 
contained no offerings. 

The site was excavated in 1938 during an MNA expedition led by 
Lyndon L. Hargrave. 



DATES: 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
9. 
99 

100 
101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 

!!. 6vv 

9~ 

7v 
Ivv 2vv 7v 
Ovv Ivv Ivv 2vv 2vv 2v 2r 3vv 3vv 4rB 
55 --
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DATE INTERt'REl'ATION: Numerous dates in the early 1050s, with cutting 
dates at A.D. 1052 and A.D. 1054, indicate that construction of the 
"fort" probably started at about A.D. 1052, and may have continued 
until A.D. 1054. Two later dates of A.D. 1065 (one non-cutting and 
one near-cutting) probably are dates from repair or remodeling, 
perhaps associated with structural changes that. took place when the 
original north wall was removed and floor space enlarged. An early 
cutting date of A.D. 926, a non-cutting date of A.D. 926, and a near
cutting date of A.D. 1047 probably represent either re-use of beams 
from earlier structures, or use of dead wood. It is clear that the 
structure burned some time after A.D. 1065. 

CERAMICS: 

Vessels: The MNA Artifact Catalog lists the following items: 

Deadmans Gray jug, on floor (NA3577A.IO) 

Deadmans Black-cn-gray bowl, one-third plastered, complete, 
from north half of structure A (NA3577A.82) 

Deadmans Black-on-gray bowl, repaired prehistorically, no 
specific provenience (NA3577A.85) 

Sherds: Colton (l946b:218) reports the following sherds from the floor 
of NA 3577A: 

Kana-a Black-on-white 5 
Black Mesa Black-an-white 288 
Tusayan White Ware 20 
Deadmans Black-on-red 297 

-- -~------ --.--~ 



Tusayan Ilack-on-red 53 
Deadmans Ilack-on-gray 176 
Winona Brown 5 
Coconino Gray 8 
Tusayan Corrugated 87 
Tusayan Gray Ware 67 
Deadmans Gray 1751 
Deadmans FUgitiye Red 3512 
Verde Gray 36 

Count sheet!! in the HNA Site Files provide a more detailed 
breakdown of shercla from NA 3577A: 

Vith Rocks Near 
and Fallen Skel-

Floor Roof Matter etoD 

Kana-a Black-on-white • Black Nesa Black-on-white 288 4. 
Tusayan White Ware 20 13 
Deadmans Black-oD-red • 3 • San Juan Red Ware 144 I. 
Medieinl!l Black-on-red 1 
Tusayan Black-on-red 28 10 
'lae81 Orange Ware 2. 10 
Deadman. Black-on-gray "6 20 
Winona Brown • Winona Smudged 2 
Coconino Gray 8 
Tusayan Corrugated 87 
Tusayan Gray Ware 67 
Deadmans Gray 1751 188 27 
DeaelmaDs Fugitive Red 3512 280 121 
Verde Gray 3. 2 

Tools; The MNA Artifact Catalog lists these items: 

Deadmans Fugitive Red shard disk, no specific provenience 
(1IA3'77A.7) 

Deadmans Gray sherd disk. floor to 6" above (NA3577A.40) 

DeadIDans Gray sherd disk. found 1n screen, Structure A. BI 
[Burial 11] (NA3577A.47) 

Aquarius Orange sherd disk, £111 (NA3577A.49) 

Deadmans Gray sherd disk. floor and above (NA3577A.50) 

3., 
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Aquarius Orange sherd disk, floor and above (NA3577A.51) 

Aquarius Orange sherd disk H3 [1] in Structure A (NA3577.76) 

Deacimans Fugitive Red sherd scraper, floor and fill (NA3577A.77) 

Burial Offerings: The only burial "offerings" are the sherds that are 
reported in the sherd counts above as being "near skeleton". i.e, 
sherds that were found in the vicinity of the intrusive burial, and 
the DeaelmaDs Gray sherd disk (NA3577A.47) found with liB!". probably 
referring to the burial. It is doubtful that these sherds were 
intentionally placed with the burial; rather, they are more likely 
fill sherds that were only fortuitously associated with it. 

REFERENCES: Hargrave 1938; Colton 1946b:220; Robinson et a!. 
1975:15-16; !iNA Site Files; MNA Artifact Catalog 

SITE DESCRIPTION: NA 3577D is a shallow, roughly rectangular timber 
pithouse. The floor, 40 cm below the present ground surface, was not 
well preserved. A few postholes were revealed by carbonized posts, 
but no fire pit or other floor features were found. Walls of the 
house were formed by round or split posts laid against boards and, 
directly against the house pit, brush. 

The site was excavated during a 1938 HNA expedition led by 
Lyndon L. Hargrave. 

DATES: 
91 6vv 
92 
93 
94 
95 2vv 8vv 
96 
97 
98 
99 

100 
101 2vv 6vv 9vv 
102 2vv 2vv 5vv 
103 Svv 7vv 
104 4vv 
105 lrB 1!. 8vv 



DATE INTElU'RETATION: Cutting dates at A.D. 1051 and A.D. 1053 may 
indicate construction of the structure in the early 1050s. This 
coincides witb the earliest construction activity at the nearby 
"fort," NA 3577A. 

CERAMICS: 

Vessels: The MNA Artifact Catalog lists this item: 

Deadmans Gray jar, on floor (NA3577D. 2) 
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~: Colton (1946b:220) reports the following shards from NA 3577D: 

Black Mesa Black-on-white 10 
Tusayan White Ware 1 
Deadmans Black-on-red 11 
Deadmans Black-on-gray 7 
Tusayan Corrugated 4 
Tusayan Gray Ware 2 
Deadmans Gray 77 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 57 

Lab count sheets in the MNA Site Files list the following 
sherds: 

Black Mesa Black-on-white 10 
Tusayan White Ware 1 
San Juan Red Ware 11 
Deadmans Black-on-gray 
Tusayan Corrugated 
Tusayan Gray Ware 
Deadmans Gray 72 
Deadmans Fug i t i ve Red 57 

Tools: The MNA Artifact Catalog lists the following objects: 

Deadmans Gray sherd disk, 6" above floor (NA3577D.4) 

Deadmans Gray sherd disk, no specific provenience (NA3577D.15) 

REFERENCES: Bluhm 1951:31-32; Epstein and Schwartz 1951:67; McGregor 
1951:20; Robinson et a1. 1975:19; !oINA Site Files; MNA Artifact Catalog 

SITE DESCRIPTION: NA 5137B is one of the six brush structures at NA 
5137 that were designated NA 5137A-C, and NA 5137F-H. NA 5137B 
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appeared at the surface as a vague rock outline surrounded by charcoal 
fragments exposed in a badger hole. The rock outline was tested and 
produced several burned beams and reconstructable pots I so further 
excavation was conducted. 

At a depth of about 30 em below the present ground surface, 
there was a definite floor surface. No true walls could be discerned, 
but a structure outline was inferred from the irregular contact of a 
gray surface with the surrounding reddish soil. 

From the floor to about 5 em above, there were numerous 
charred beams, ash lenses, reconstructable vessels, and other 
artifacts. Three manos. all of different grades of coarseness and 
resting together in an ash deposit, were recovered atop the burned 
beams and roofing material about 5 em from the floor. One definite 
posthole, containing charcoal, and a possible posthole, noticed when 
the test unit was originally opened, were located at the south end of 
the structure. 

On the basis of this evidence, Epstein and Schwartz (1951:67) 
classified NA 5137B as a brush "shade" used perhaps as an outdoor 
kitchen area. Although MNA field notes suggest, based on the presence 
of artifacts above the floor, that there were two occupational 
surfaces, this does not seem likely. A more plausible interpretation, 
and one that seems to have been followed in the published site report 
(Epstein and Schwartz 1951:67), is that the structure had a single, 
surface-level floor, and artifacts found resting on and among roofing 
material were probably on the roof of the structure when it burned. 

The site was excavated in 1949 during a joint MNA/University 
of Illinois expedition and field school led by John C. McGregor. 

DATES: 
110 2vv 
111 
112 Q!: ~ 

DATE INTERPRETATION: A cutting date at A.D. 1120 indicates that NA 
51375 may have been constructed in that year. A cutting date at A.D. 
1124 is interpreted as repair activity. 

CERAMICS: 

Vessels: The loINA Artifact Catalog lists the following items: 

Deadmans Black-on-gray bowl, on floor (NA5137B.l) 

Deadmans Gray jar, on floor (NA5137B.5) 

Deadmans Gray jar, base only, on floor (NA5137B.6) 



Deadmaa.s Black-on-sray bowl, restorable, 110 spacl:Uc 
provenience (NA5137B.22) 
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Tusayan Corrugated jar, restorable. no specific provenience 
(NAS13 7 •• 23) 

Deadlraana Fugitive Red jar, restorable. no specific provenience 
(NAS137 •• 24) 

Deadmans !'ugitive Red jar, restorable. floor (NAS137B.2S) 

Deadmans Black-on-gray vessel. fill (NAS137B.27) 

Tusayan Corrugated vessel, no specific provenience 
(NAS137B.28) 

Deadmans Gray Yassal. DO specific provenience (NA5137B.29) 

A restorable vessel from. the fill (NAS137B.13) is also 
reported, but no type assignment was made on the artifact card and the 
vessel could not be located in collections • 

.!!!!.lli= :Bluhm. (1951:31-32) lista the following shards from HA 51378: 

Black Hesa Black-on-white 1 
DeadmanB Black-on-gray 4 
Deadmans Black-on-red 3 
San Juan Orange Ware 1 
Deadmana Gray 305 
Deadmana Fugitive Red 72 

~; The MNA Artifact Catalol lists a spindle whorl £rasment 
(NAS137B.2) from the floor of the structure. but no type assignment 
waa made on the artifact card, and the specimen could not be located 
in collections. 

REFERENCES; Fiero at a!. 1980;44. 56-57, 63-64; Robinson at a1. 
1975;25-26; HNA Site Files; MN'A Artifact Catalog 

SUE DBSCRIPTION: Room 5 is at the center of a block of three 
adjacent rooms at the Bouth end of NA 11,237. Fiero et a!. (1980:44) 
provide this description: 

Room 5 is a diamond-shaped structure .•. whose corners are 
oriented to the cardinal compass points. Internal 



measurements are 5 meters north-south and 4.36 meters east
west. The walls are of unshaped limestone blocks two or 
three courses thick and two or three courses high with the 
usual lack of mortar, facing, or bonding. The west wall 
incorporates the eBst wall of Room. 6 and a possible door 50 
centimeters wide in the southeast wall leads down into Room 
8. The floor was prehistorically excavated below original 
ground surface and consists of bedrock and sterile soil. No 
floor features were found. 

'66 

The structure had burned and a large number of roof beams were 
recovered. revealing a "basic rectangle of timbers, close to and 
paralleling the walls. which probably supported a cribbing of timber 
over the center" (Fiero et 81. 1980:44). It was unclear whether the 
walls were wattle and daub. attached to the masonry foundation. or 
whether the structure was simply walled with brush. 

The site was excavated in 1972 by Donald C. Fiero of MNA 
during a mitigation effort necessitated by the construction of the 
Arizona Public Service Company 500 KV Southern Transmission System. 

DATES: 

105 6vv 6vv 9vv 
106 ivv 2vv 5+vv 8vv 
107 4+vv 8vv 9vv 
108 Ovv I vv 6vv 6vV' 6vv 6vv 7vv 
109 2vv 8vv 
110 Ovv 2vv 2vv 3vv 5+vv 6vv 
111 l+vv 2vv 3vv Svv 6vv 7vv 8vv Bv 9v 
112 .Q.! 2vv E 1! k !!: !!: !E 

DATE INTERPRETATION; Near-cutting dates at A.D. 1118 and 1119. a 
cutting date at A.D. 1120. and two cutting dates at A.D. 1123 suggest 
construction activity in the early 1120s. perhaps at about A.D. 1120. 
(The cluster of non-cutting dates at A.D. 1086 is rejected in favor of 
the later cluster that includes cutting dates.) One cutting date at 
A.D. 1125 and three cutting dates at A.D. 1128 may indicate repair. 
It is cle~ that the structure burned some time after A.D. 1128. 

CERAMICS: 

Vessels: The MNA Artifact Catalog lists this item: 

Deadmans Gray jar. fragmentary (one large sherd). fill 
(NAll.237RS.3) 
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Sherds: Fiero et a1. (1960:56-57) provide a summary total of sherds 
from all proveniences at NA 11.237. Lab count sheets for sherds from 
the MNA Site File for NA 11,237, Room 5, provide these counts: 

Fill Entry Floor Floor 
Fill Fill 

Tusayan White Ware 
Tusayan Black-on-red 
Tsegi Orange Ware 
Deadmans Black-on-gray 
Tusayan Corrugated 
Tusayan Gray Ware 
Deadmans Gray 129 
Deacimans Fugitive Red 61 
Kirkland Gray 

Tools: The MNA Artifact Catalog lists these items: 

2 
3 
2 
1 

26 60 
9 20 

Deadmans Gray perforated sherd disk, fill (NAll,237RS.l) 

Deadmans Gray ground sherd disk, fill (NAll, 237RS. 2) 

In addition, there were several "worked" sherds that were 
apparently not recognizable as formal tools. and thus were not 
assigned catalog numbers in the !iNA Artifact Catalog. These were 
distributed as follows: From fill, two of Deadmans Gray and one of 
Deadmans Fugitive Red; from floor fill, one of Deadmans Fugitive Red; 
and from floor, one of Deadmans Gray and ons of Deadmans Fugitive Red. 

REFERENCES: Spicer 1934:18; McGregor 1936b:12-13, 1936d:l7, 20-23; 
Gladwin 1943:5-6, 57-58, 92-93; Colton 1946b:20S-210; Harlan 1962:93-
94; Breternitz 1963a:45-46, 1966:8; Robinson et a!. 1975:27-28j 
Ahlstrom 1985:457. 459, 461. 473-47S: HNA Site Files; MNA Artifact 
Catalog 

SITE DESCRIPTION: NA 2798 is 8 deep, timber pithouse measuring about 
12 by 14 feet (3.7 by 4.3 m). The floor of the structure. which lay 
about 6 feet (1.8 m) below the surface. is described as "extremely 
irregular" due to uneven excavation of the house pit and post
occupational gopher disturbance (HNA Site Files; Field Report for NA 
2798). Floor features consisted of a central fire pit, two shallow, 
empty subfloor caches. vertical support posts in each corner, a ladder 
support post near the fire pit, and two small posts of unknown 



function in the south end of the house. A ventilator shaft was 
located about midway along the east wall. 
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The pithouse had burned, and the roof and walls bad collapsed 
onto the floor. A great deal of structural material bad been 
preserved by the fire, revealing a roof composed of beams, shakes, and 
bark. Charred wood along the sides of the structure revealed that the 
earth walls had been supported by vertical and horizontal juniper 
planks. Numerous artifacts, including rec:onstructable and partially 
reconstructable pots. were found on or near the floor. It is reported 
(MNA Site Files: Field Report for NA 2798) that there was a clear 
stratigraphic sequence within the house: To a depth of about 10 
inches (25 em), there was a layer of "loose, blackish, decomposed lava 
rock soil". Extending below this for a depth of two feet (61 cm) was 
a layer of "clayey soil, yellowish-brown in color and very hard". 
Below this, extending for about three feet (91 cm), there was a layer 
of "moderate sized material, and occasional small chunks of a fine 
conglomerate made up of small angular pieces of lava in a matrix of 
yellow siliceous material". The floor of the structure had been 
constructed on a basement of large boulders overlying a stratum of 
lava bedrock. A protuberance of one of the boulders had been left in 
place and incorporated into the floor plan. The distribution of 
cultural material within the stratigraphic units was as follows: The 
hard-packed layer of yellow clay contained only a few small potsherds. 
At a depth of about four feet (1.2 m), there were a few small charcoal 
fragments, and from this level to about five feet, six inches, "larger 
fragments of charcoal appeared and finally the soil became soft and 
contained many sherds" (MllA Site Files: Field Report for NA 2798). 

The site was excavated in 1934 by Edward H. Spicer during an MNA 
expedition to Baker Ranch. 

DATES: 
71 Ivv 83 8vv 
72 84 4vv 
73 85 
74 Ovv 86 
75 87 
76 88 2vv 9vv 
77 Ivv 2vv 80 
78 90 
79 7+vv 01 Ivv 
80 Ovv 2vv 92 8r 
81 93 0Vv 7r 
82 Ovv 94 ~!E 

DATE INTERPRETATION: Although the evidence is eqa!vocal, the earliest 
cutting date of A.D. 928 is interpreted as a date associted with 
construction activity. Later dates, including cutting dates at A.D. 
937, 942, and 948, are interpreted as repair dates. 
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CERAHICS; 

!!.!!.!!!.; The HHA Artifact Catalog lists the following items: 

Rio de Flag Brown pitcher, partial. on floor Dear northwest 
corner post (NA2798.20) 

Deadmans Fugitive Red pitcher, on floor at weat edge of room 
(NA27ge.25) . 

Kana-a Black-on-white jar, fragmentary, no specific povenience 
(NA2798.47b) 

In additioD. a t07 ol1a of unspecified type (NA2798.24) is 
reported. from the floor near the southwest corner post. This item 
could not be located in collections, so its type assignment remains 
unknown. 

Shards: McGregor (1936d:21) provides the following shard count from an 
'1iii8P8Clfiad provenience at NA 2798 (counts are derived from 
percentages given in the original): 

Black-on-white Style II (Kana-a style) 16 
Black-on-white Style III (Kana-a style) 19 
Coil Style I (JCana-a Gray) 2 
Coil Style V (Kana-a Gray) 1 
Unspacified black-on-red. 6 
Unspecified plain ware 274 

Colton (l946b:209) reports the followiDg sherds from NA 2798: 

lCaDa-a Black-an-white 229 
'l'u.8ayan White Ware 76 
DeadIDans :Black-an-gray 89 
Deadmans Black-an-red 180 
Rio de Flag Brown 157 
Deadman. Gray and 
Fugitive Red 5864 

Lab count sheets in the HN'A Site Files provide the following 
provenience breakdowns for the shards: 

Floor Flli 

Kana-a Black-an-white 49 180 
Tusayan White Ware 28 48 
Deadman. Black-on-Bray 30 59 
Deadman. Black-an-red 103 17 
Rio de Flag Brown 70 87 



Deadman. Gray and 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 2487 3377 

~= The HNA Artifact CataloB lists the following items: 

Tusayan Gray Ware perforated shard disk, 18 inches (45 em) 
above floor (NA2798.1) 
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Deadman. Gray pipe fragment, three feet (91 em) above floor, 
over south edge of floor (NA2798.3) 

Rio de Flag Brown pipe fragment. six iDehea (15 em) above 
floor (NA2798.4; illustrated by McGregor 1936b145) 

Deadmans FUgitive Red perforated disk, on floor. near east 
wall (NA2798.9) 

Deadmans Gray perforated sberd, fill above floor (NA2798.11) 

Deadman. Gray pipe, eight inches (20 em) above floor in 
northeast corner (NA2798.23; illustrated by McGregor 1936b:4S) 

Deadman. FUlitive Red shard disk, DO speciflc provenience 
(NA2798.47a) 

Deadmans Gray parforatad shard, above floor (NA2798.49) 

REFERENCES: Spicer 1934119; McGregor 1936b:S, 7, 12; 1936d:l7, 21, 
23; Gladwin 1943:6-7, 57, 93-94; Colton 1946b:211-212; Harlan 1962:95-
961 Breternitz 1963a:46, 1966:8; Robinson et a1. 1975:27-28; Ahlstrom 
1985:457, 459, 461, 473-478. HNA Site Files; MNA Artifact Catalog 

SITE DESCRIPTION I NA 2800 consists of a shallow, rectangular pit 
structure (Room I), and two adjoining occupational surfaces or 
structures (Rooms 2 and 3) to the south and southwest. Room 1, which 
was completely excavated, was a rectangular structure measuring 11 by 
16 feet (3.4 by 4.9 m). Post-reinforced clay walls, hardened by the 
fire that had consumed the structure. extended from 12 to 15 inches 
(3D to 38 cm) above the floor. Because the site was located in a 
plowed field, the original height and nature of the walls were 
difficult to asseSSi plowing had disturbed the soil to a depth of six 
to eight inches (15 to 20 em), and numerous small rocks, perhaps 
originally part of the walls or foundation, had been removed to clear 
the field. 
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The floor of Room 1 lay approximately 18 inches (46 em) below 
the ground surface. Floor features consisted of at least 11 charred, 
vertical support posts (six of which were paired in the northwest, 
southwest, and southeast corners), and a Circular, clay-plastered 
hearth with 8 raised rim. A ventilator for the hearth was suggested 
by a slight sap in the wall posts and clay about midway along the east 
wall. 

When Room 1 burned, a great deal of charred roof material 
collapsed onto the floor. The positions of charcoal fragments 
suggested a series of north-south oriented rafters covered by pine 
bark, and topped with a layer of clay plaster. The roof had collapsed 
onto Dutnerous artIfacts, including a 3/4 groove axe, hammerstones, 
manos, and several ceramic items, described as follows: 

A profusion of pottery. including at least 8 large pitchers 
were found at floor level and amongst the roof material above 
floor level. A large pitcher and an olla were found broken 
at floor level between Posts G and F. Three large pitchers 
and several alIas were found broken at floor level along the 
central part of the W wall. Deadman's Black-on-grey bowl was 
found on the floor in the central part of the room (MNA Site 
Files: Field Report for NA 2800). 

Rooms 2 and 3 were only partially excavated, and their form 
and extent nmain unknown. It is stated in the field report for NA 
2800 (MNA Site Files) that ftpottery fragments and stone tools, and a 
few charcoal specimens" were recovered from Rooms 2 and 3. 

NA 2800 was excavated by Edward H. Spicer in 1934 during an 
liNA expedition to Baker Ranch. 

DATES: 
68 3vv 79 2vv 
69 Ivv 80 
70 81 
71 Ivv 82 
72 Ivv Ivv 83 
73 84 5vv 
74 7vv 85 2vv 6vv 
75 8. 5' 
7. 87 3+8 6vv 6+v 7vv .§£ 
77 88 Ovv Ivv Iv 
78 

DATE INTERPRETATION: A cutting date of A.D. 865 indicates that Room I 
may have been constructed at about this time. If a mid-860s 
construction date is accepted, then cutting and non-cutting dates in 
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the 870s and 880s may be interpreted as repair dates. The date series 
thus indicates that the structure was occupied until at least 
A.D. 881. 

CERAMICS: 

Vessels; The MNA Artifact Catalog lists the following items that were 
~ely recovered from Room 1; 

Deadmans Black-on-gray bowl. restorable, floor (NA2800.16) 

Deadmans Gray pitcher, miniature, fill near surface 
(NA2800 .17) 

Deadmans Gray jar, repaired, west side against wall, 
surface (NA2800.44) 

Deadmans Gray jar. semi-restored, west side of wall, 
surface (NA2800.49) 

Deadmans Fugitive Red jar, west side (NA2800.50) 

Deadmans Gray jar, west side (NA2800.53, perhaps recatalogued 
as NA2BOO.S8) 

Lino Gray jar, very large, with high shOUlder, small base, 
short neck, northwest corner (NA2800.58) 

The MNA Artifact Catalog also lists these items that are 
probably from Room 1: 

Deadmans Gray pitcher, no specific provenience (NA2800.45) 

Deadmans Gray pitcher, no specific provenience (NA2800.46) 

Deadmans Gray bowl, no specific provenience (NA2800.47) 

Deadmans Gray jar, partially restored from shards, no specific 
provenience (NA2800.48) 

Deaclmans Gray jar, one-fourth, semi-restored, no specific 
provenience (NA2800.51) 

Deadmans Fugitive Red jar, semi-restorable, no specific 
provenience (NA2800. 55) 

Deadmans Gray pitcher, base section miSSing, round coil handle 
starting at rim; mend hole near rim, no specific provenience 
(NA2800.56) \ 



Sherds: McGregor (l936d:21) lists the followIng sherds from an 
unspecified provenience at NA 2800 (counts are converted from 
percentages given in the original): 

Black-on-white Style I (Kana-a style) 19 
Black-on-white Style II (Kana-a style) 15 
Unspecified black-on-red 4 
Unspecified plain ware 173 
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Colton (1946b:211) reports the following sherds from NA2800: 

Kana-a Black-on-white 28 
Deadmans Black-on-red 6 
Rio de Flag :Brown 68 
Deadmans Gray 47 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 39 

Regarding the sherds of Rio de Flag Brown, Colton (l946b:211) 
adds this footnote: 

These sherds are not typical Rio de Flag Brown. Al though 
they are oxidized and seem to be made of volcanic residual 
clays, they are thinner than Rio de Flag Brown normally is 
found and suggest Deadmans Fugitive Red. 

Tools: The MNA Artifact Catalog lists the following items from 
Room 1: 

Deadmans Gray perforated sherd disk, on floor in northeast 
corner (NA2800 .13) 

Deadmans Fugitive Red perforated sherd disk fragment, on floor 
south of fire pit (NA2800.14) 

In addition, a rim handle of a jug or pitcher (NA2800.57) of 
unspecified type and provenience is reported. This item could not be 
located in collections. 

REFERENCES: McGregor 1936b:5. 15. 1936d:l7. 21. 23; Gladwin 1943:26, 
86-87; Colton 1945b:348, 1946b;l60-16li Robinson et a1. 1975:31-32; 
Ahlstrom 1985;456-457, 459; HNA Site Files; MNA Artifact Catalog 

SITE DESCRIPTON: NA 1925B is a burned, rectangular pithouse with a 
floor four feet (1.2 m) below the present ground surface. A second 
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pithouse. NA 1925A. is located about 104 feat (31.7 m) west. The 
floor of HA 1925B exhibited a fire pit, a storage bin with a raised 
rim. and four main roof support post holes. Numerous small post holes 
were arraDled around the periJDeter of the structure. and four post 
holes were concentrated Dear the ventilator. 

The site was excavated in 1931 by L)'Ddon L. Hargrave, and in 
1935 by Jolm C. McGregor during HNA expeditions to Bonito Terrace. 

DArES; 
77 3vv 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 2vv ~ 

DATE INTERPRETATION: The two Don-cutting dates and a single cutting 
date do not provide an easily interpretable date seriesj the nOD-
cutting date of A.D. 832 and the cutting date of A.D. 834 may indicate 
construction activity in the early to mid-83Ds. However. the 
proximity of many other structures and the apparent removal of wood 
from the nearby site of NA 1920B (KcGregor 1936b: 18) makes re-use of 
earlier wood in this and other structures on Bonito Terrace a 
possibility. 

CERAHICS: 

Sherds: McGregor (1936d:21) reports the following sherds from. an 
unspecified prOVenience at NA 1925B (counts are derived from 
percentages given in the original) I 

Black-on-white Style I (Kana-a style) 2 
Black-on-white Style II (Kana-a style) 3 
Black-on-white Style III (Kana-a style) 17 
Black-on-white Style IV (Black Mesa st1'le) 1 
Unspec:ified black-on-red 3 
Unspecified plain ware 124 

Colton (1945b:348), in a list of selected sherd types from pre
eruptive contexts, reports from NA 1925B 38 sherds of Kana-a Black-on
white and one sherd of Deaclmans Black-on-red. 
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Colton (1946b:169) reports the foUowina sherds from NA 1925B: 

Kana-a Black-an-white 38 
DeadmanB Black-oD-red 1 
RIo de Flag Brown 202 
K811a-a Gra,. 2 
Tusayan Gray Ware 35 
Deadmana. Gray 102 
DeadmlU18 Fugitive Red 39 

In ad.dition, three sherds are listed in the HNA Artifact 
Catalog: 

Deadmans Gray shard, from balow post hole (NA192SB.4) 

Black Mesa 1I1ack-OD-whlte shard, in loose earth shoveled from 
floor (NA192SB.5) 

'Unidentified red-on-buff shard, above floor (NA1925B.23) 

REFERENCES: Hargrave 1933bs46-49; Colton 1946b:46-49; Gladwin 1943:31-
32, 60, 70-71; Robinson at al. 1915;34; MNA Site Files 

SITE DESCRIPTION: NA 192A is a burned, rectangular timber pithouse 
surrounded by at least four other structures. Iumediately north of NA 
192A is a small masonry pitbouse, NA 192C, that was apparently begun 
but never finished. A few meters to the northeast is NA 192B. a 
three-room, surface masonry structure described as a "granary
(Hargrave 1933b:46; Colton 1946b:48). A few meters to the west
southwest of NA 192A and NA 192C are NA 194A. a burned, two-room. 
masonry structure, and NA 194B, a probable wooden pithouse. NA 192A. 
NA 192B, NA 192C, and NA 194A were completely excavated; NA 194B, 
because it had not burned. was only tested. 

i'he floor of NA 192A measured 15.5 by 15.8 feet (4.7 by 4.8 
m), and lay 3.5 feet (1.1 m) below the present ground surface. The 
floor surface was poorly preserved, with only a few patches of clay 
plaster remaining. Floor features include a central, clay-lined fire 
pit, a square, slab-lined subfloor ciat. and four large roof support 
post holes. A long ventilator, located midway alODg the east wall, 
was lined with numerous small poles of aspeD, pine. and juniper; two 
charred support posts were found upright at the ventilator entrance. 
The walls of the pithouse had been reinforced with a palisade of 
upright planks and stacked poles, designed to support the earthen 
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wallSi a charred. upright pine board, about 20 inchas (51 em) wide, 
was found. along the north wall. 

When the house burned, the roof collapsed into the structure, 
carbonizing a great deal of wood and preserving many details of 
construction. Colton (l946b:48) reports that 139 wood specimens were 
recovered. Because so many pieces of wood had been preserved, it was 
possible to determine that the roof had consisted of a framework of 
small poles coyered with juniper boughs and pine bark. It is reported 
(HKA Site File.) that there were numerous artifacts recovered from the 
floor beneath the roof, including several potsher4s mixed with wood 
ash in the hearth. 

The site was excavated in 1930 by Lyndon L. Hargrave of MNA. 

DATES: As explained In Appendix 3. it is believed that the following 
tree-rbg dates were obtained from NA 192A (originally, NA 1928). the 
burned plthouse: 

81 8vv 90 
82 97 
83 98 
84 99 2vv 
85 100 
80 101 
87 102 
88 103 
89 104 
90 105 
91 100 
92 Ivv 5vv 107 
93 Ivv 108 
94 109 3B 7vv 9vv 
95 110 9vv 

DATE INTERPRETATION: The cuttina: date at A.D. 1093. followed by non
cutting dates of A.D. 1097, A.D. 1099, and A.D. 1109, indicate that 
the pi thouse was probably constructed in the early 1090s, and was 
repaired until at least A.D. 1109. 

CERAMICS: 

Shards: Colton (1946b:48) reports the followiDg sherds from the 
b1iriied pithouse. NA 192A: 

Black Mesa Black-on-white 16 
Tusayan White Ware 3 
Medicine Black-on-red 3 
Tusayan Black-an-red 34 
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Rio de Flag Brown 26 
Winona Brown 12 
Tusayan Corrugated 53 
Moenkopi Corrugated 37 
Deadmans Gray 63 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 164 

REFERENCES: McGregor 1936b:S, 14, 1936d:l7. 21, 23; Gladwin 1943:24, 
56, 78; Colton 1946b:1l0; Breternitz 1957b:43; Robinson et 8I. 
1975:44; Ahlstrom 1985:457. 459, 4:52, 473-478 

SITE DESCRIPTION: Breternitz (1957b:43) provides the most detailed 
description available for NA 1531: 

NA 1531 is a roundish, semisubterranean house with a 
quadrilateral roof support. A steep ramp entry at the 
southeast side was covered with (.nly 8 thin layer of earth; 
consequently, frost and root action had destroyed its 
outlines and features. The lower part of the walls is a 
reddish clay. A shallow trench at the base of the clay walls 
suggests that the walls were formed of planks or poles, 
making in effect a timbered house built into a pit, with the 
butts of the posts resting in the trench. The trench does 
not cross the entryway. A falirly smooth clay floor with 
spotty indications of burning extends from wall to wall. Two 
shallow, circular clay basins, one at the center and the 
other in the north quadrant of the house, served as firepits. 
Both were defined by burned native clay, but neither 
contained any ash. The only item on the floor was a fragment 
of a bifacial trough metate of Moenkopi sandstone. A flat 
roof is postulated. 

Colton (l946b: 110) reports that the house was discovered as na 
depression which showed Kana-a Black·on-white sherds on the surface"; 
he also notes that more than 70 beam fragments were recovered from the 
excavation. 

The site was partially excavated in 1932 by Lyndon L. Hargrave 
of IiNA. In 1956, David A. Breternitz of MNA returned to the site, and 
completed the excavation. 



DATES: 

70 avv 
71 
72 
73 
74 
7S 
7. 
77 
7a 
79 
ao 
81 
a2 

a3 
a4 
as 
a. 
87 
aa 
a9 
90 
91 
9. 
93 
94 
95 

7vv 
avv 

6vv 8vv 9vv 9vv 9v 

37a 

•• Ovv Ovv 1'V'V 2vv 2vv 2v 3vv 3v 3v 4vv 4vv 4v !!: 

DATE INTERPRETATION: A strong cluster of Don-cutting and near-cutting 
dates from A.D. 956 to A.D. 964, terminating in a cutting date at A.D. 
964, indicates construction of the pithouse at about A.D. 964. 

CERAMICS; 

~; McGregor (1936d:21) reports the following sherds from an 
unspecified provenience at NA 1531 (counts are converted from. 
percentages in the original): 

Black-on-white Style I (Kana a style) 1 
Black-on-white Style II (Xana a aty1e) 4 
Unspecified Black-on-red 4 
Unspecified Plain lIare 170 

Colton (1946b:ll0) reports these shards from NA 1531: 

Kana a Black-on-white 4 
Tusayan Wbite Ware 4 
Deaelmans Black-OIl-red 6 
Rio de Flag Brown 142 
Deadmanl!l Gray 17 
Deadmans FUgitive Red 7 

Apparently, DO ceramics were recovered by Breternitz during 
the 1956 excavations (Breternitz 19S7b:43). 
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REFERENCES: Bartlett 1933b:6-7j Hargrave 1933b:55-67; Gladwin 1943:18, 
83; Colton 1946b:126-131; Harlan 1962:63-64; Breternitz 1963a:79-80, 
1966;13; Robinson et a1. 1975:48; Anderson 1980; Ahlstrom 1985:458, 
465; MNA Site Files; HNA Artifact Catalog 

SITE DESCRIl'TION: The Heiser Springs site consists of three masonry 
pit structures and a three-room masonry pueblo. The three pit 
structures were designated NA 1754A. NA 1754B, and NA 1754C. The 
masonry pueblo was designated NA 1754D. 

NA 1754A is a small (8 by 9 feet [2.4 by 2.7 mD, nearly 
square pithouse lined with upright and stacked sandstone slabs and 
coursed basalt boulders. The floor, about 3 feet (91 em) below the 
origInal ground surface and five feet (1.5 m) below the present 
surface, exhibited a central, masonry-lined fire pit and two post 
holes. A slab-lined doorway/ventilator shaft was located midway along 
the northeast facing wall. The structure had burned, preserving many 
details of roof construction (Hargrave 1933b:57; Colton 1946b:129). It 
is reported that there were "crushed pottery vessels" on the floor of 
the structure (Col ton 1946b: 129). 

NA 1754B is a slightly larger, rectangular pithouse located a 
few meters northwest of NA 1754A. The structure had obviously been 
remodeled. In its original form, it had been a rectangular structure 
with a foundation of upright sandstone blocks, overlain by neatly 
stacked sandstone walls. A central, clay-lined fire pit was used 
during the first occupation. During the remodeling of the structure, 
a new north wall was constructed aproximately 60 cm south of the 
original wall. A shallow, slab-lined fire pit was also constructed to 
replace the older, clay-lined fire pit. A narrow, stone-lined 
ventilator shaft along the east wall was apparently used during both 
occupations. A single post hole was found near the southeast corner 
of the structure. During re-excavation of the site in 1978, Anderson 
(1980:27) observed that the rock walls of the structure appeared to be 
fire-reddened, and speculated that 

the structure may have burned pehistorical1y. Hargrave notes 
that no charcoal was found in 1931 .•. , which might suggest 
that the structure was remodeled and cleaned after it burned. 

NA 1754C is a large, oval, masonry-lined structure that has 
been interpreted either as a masonry pithouse (Hargrave 1933b:62-67) 
or a kiva (Colton 1946b:l31j Smith 1952:163-164; Anderson 1980:6). The 
structure is deep (2.3 meters) and well-constructed of stacked 
sandstone slabs. A banquette or masonry bench, approximately 80 cm 
high, encircles the structure. In or on the floor were an ash box, 
deflector, slab-lined cist, hearth, floor cist, four post holes, two 
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ladder holes, a pot rest, and loom anchors. On the east side of t~e 
structure was a ventilator shaft, and two masonry niches were located 
in the south and west walls. The structure had burned. and it is 
reported tbat thare were "many frasmenta of charred timbers ••• found-
171111 in such position upon the floor that the roof covering is 
believed to have been similar to the Dormal pueblo roof ft (Hargrave 
1933b:62). 

NA 17S4D ia a three room, sandstone pueblo about 6 meters 
southwest of NA 1754C. Room 1 18 a rectangular structure of stacked, 
sandstone slabs. Floor features within Room 1 consist of four 
postholes, in each corner of the tb. structure. Room 1 has a masonry 
ventilator shaft aloD8 its east wall (Anderson 1980;33). Room 2 is a 
long, narrow. rectangular roam that abuts with the west wall of Room 
1. Floor features in Room 2 include a more or less central fire pit, 
an ash pit. a pot rest, and a post hole in the aoutheast corner of the 
room. Room 2 is joined to Room 1 by a doorway. Room 3 is a small, 
squarish. sandstone structure joined directly to the north end of Room 
2. The north wall of Room 3 appears to have either abutted or 
intruded sUghtly upon the south wall of the remodeled pithouse, NA 
1754B. 

Rooms 2 and 3 appear to have been constructed as a single 
unit. Room I, which abuts with Room 2, appears to have been a later 
addition. None of the rooms had burned. 

The site was excavated in 1932 by Lyndon L. Hargrave of MNA. 
The site was re-excavated in 1978 by Bruce A. Anderson of the National 
Park Service as part of a stabilization/interpretatioD effort. 

DATES; 

lIit house (NA 1754A) southwest of kiva 

109 !!:! 

No Provenience 

109 4v 5B 6vv !£ !£ 

DATE INTERPRE'l'ATIONI A 8inale cutting date for NA 1754A indicates 
that this structure might have been constructed at about A.D. 1094. 
The unprovenienced samples could have come from either of the two 
structures that are reported to have burned and contained charcoal: 
NA 175404 or NA 1754C. Athough NA 1754B also had burned, it appears 
that the structure was cleaned out and remodeled prehistorically, 
leaving no burned material in the house. The unprovenienced cutting 
dates of A.D. 1095 and A.D. 1096, along with the date of A.D. 1094 for 
NA 175404. indicate cutting or construction activity at the site In the 
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mid to late 1090s. This might date the construction of the entire 
earlier site component, including NA 1754A, N 1754B. and NA 1154C, 
which seem to form a coherent unit of two pithouses and a small kiva. 

CERAMICS: 

Vessels: Although Colton (1946b:129) reports that there were crushed 
pottery vessels on the floor of NA 1754A, he does not identify them, 
and no record of these vessels could be found in the MNA Artifact 
Catalog. 

Sherds: Field notes from the site files of MNA provide the following 
~counts from NA 1754A: 

Floor/ 
Fallen Above 

Floor Roof Roof 

Black Mesa Black-cn-white 
Tusayan Black~on-red 
Heiser (sic] Black-cn-white 
Citadel [sic] Black-cn-white 
Undecorated Black-cn-white 
Deadmans Black-cn-gray 
Heiser [sic] Brown 
Deadmans Gray 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 
Tusayan Corrugated 

27 
I. 
25 

15 

4 
I 

24 

Colton (l946b:129) provides the following sherd tally, reported 
in grams, for NA 1754A: 

grams 

Black Mesa Black-on-white 12 
Sosi Black-on-white 95 
Tusayan White Ware 36 
Tusayan black-on-red 58 
Alameda Brown Ware 104 
Tusayan Gray Ware 568 
San Francisco Mountain Gray Ware 830 



An examination and re-typing of the collections frol!! NA 
1754A, undertaken by the author on July 23. 1986, produced the 
following type counts for shards from the floor: 

Black Mesa :Black-on-white 2 
Sosi Black-on-white 3 
Dogoszhi Black-cn-white 1 
Unidentified Tusayan White Ware 1 
Tusayan Black-on-red 7 
Unidentified Taegi Orange Ware 1 
Moenkopi Corrugated 1 
Tusayan Corrugated llll 26 
Winona Brown 6 
Deadmans Gray 31 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 10 
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:It Includes 14 shards from partially reconstructable vessel, NA 1754A.7 
(see below) 

(Note that at a ware level, counts of 1986 compare reasonably well 
with the counts for combined totals of shards from the collapsed roof 
and floor that were recorded on MNA laboratory count sheets.) 

Tools: The !iNA Artifact Catalog lists the following items: 

Tusayan Corrugated jar fragment, showing double lug at rim 
(NA1754A.7) 

Black Mesa Black-on-white. semi-perforated sherd disk 
(NA1754A.8) 

REFERENCES: Hargrave 1931b:3; 1932b:27-28; Gladwin 1943:19, 36, 46, 
56-57. 67. 84; Colton 1946b:l49-150; Harlan 1962:68; Breternitz 
1963&:70-7. 1966:12; Robinson et a1. 1975:52-53; Ahlstrom'1985:457, 
463, 465, 466-471; MNA Site Files; HNA Artifact Catalog 

SITE DESCRlFTION: NA 1814C is a large, burned. timber pithouse at 
site NA 1814. Other excavated components at NA 1814 were NA 1814A, a 
10-room. surface pueblo; NA 18148. a four to six room surface pueblo; 
NA l8l4D, a masonry surface room; NA 1814E, a large. masonry pithouse 
or kiva; and NA 1814F. a masonry pit structure interpreted as a kiva. 
All of these features rest on a lava terrace and are surrounded by a 
stone wall that forms an enclosed compound (Colton 1946b:145). 

NA 1814C was sUbrectangular in shape and measured 24 feet (7.3 
m) long and 14 feet (4.3 m) wide. A burned. clay-plastered floor lay 
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about 2 1/2 to 3 feet (.8 to .9 m) below the ground surface. The 
perimeter of the pithouse was encircled by more than SO small, upright 
posts, which evidently supported walls of woven brush, grass, and 
reeds. In addition, there were nine larger postholes in the floor 
that apparently held roof support posts. An alcove or vestibule 
entryway. 6 by 6 feet (l.8 m) was located about midway along the east 
wall of the house. A pattern of ten small postholes and two larger 
support post holes indicated that the vestibule bad also been roofed. 
Floor featUres within the pithouse were confined to three clay-lined 
firepits at widely separated points on the floor. 

Although the pithouse had burned and a great deal of 
structural material had been charred and preserved, the structure 
apparently was destroyed after it had been abandoned and used for some 
time as a trash dump. There is no mention of complete artifacts or 
food remains being recovered from the house, and field notes describe 
the house as being "filled with loose earth containing many sherds -
[in a] trash heap condition. 

The plthouse contained a single, intrusive burial, labeled 
Burial 1 (see Appendix 3). This interment, apparently an adult, had 
intruded thorough the burned roof material to a layer of zterile 
hardpan just beneath the floor level. The exact position of the 
burial is unclear, but field notes suggest that it was probably 
adj acent to the hearth. The grave had been covered with a platform of 
long poles that supported an arrangement of shorter cross poles. 
Below the poles were charcoal fragments that had either been thrown 
into the grave below the pole covering, or had intruded there after 
the covering was in place, perhaps as the poles began to decay. A 
lack of charcoal and other burned material above the grave clearly 
indicated burial some time after the pithouse had burned and partially 
filled with sediment. 

The site was excavated in 1931 by Lyndon L. Hargrave of MNA. 

DATES: As noted in Appendix 3 t the following dates are believed to 
have come from the burned wooden pithouse. NA 1814C (originally, NA 
1814A). 

92 7++vv 8vv 
93 2vv 
94 2vv 
95 
96 
97 
9B 
99 

100 
101 
102 

103 
10. 
105 
laO 
107 
lOB 
109 
110 
111 
112 8++r 9vv 9v ~ .2.!. .2!. .2!. ~ 2!: ~ .2.!. 



38. 

DATE INTERERETATION: The cluster of cutting dates at A.D. 1129 
strongly indicates that the pithouse was constructed in that year. A 
lack of later dates. indicative of repair, suggests that the house may 
have burned shortly after it was constructed. 

CERAMICS; 

Vessels: The HNA Artifact Catalog lists these items from the timber 
pitbouse originally designated NA 1814A, which is in fact the pithouse 
now designated NA 1814C: 

Deadmans Black-on-gray bowl fragment, wooden pithouse 
(NA1814A.577; this may be the Deadmans Black-cn-gray bowl fragment 
that is mentioned by Colton [1946b:145, 147] as having been recovered 
from a pothunter's hole) 

Walnut Black-cn-white seed jar fragments. wooden pi thouse 
(NA1814A.578) 

Sherds: Colton (1946b:l50) lists the following sherds from NA 1814C: 

Black Mesa Black-on-white 8 
Dogoszhi Black-on-white 11 
Sosi Black-on-white 27 
Flagstaff Black-on-white 66 
Tusayan White Ware 66 
Walnut Black-on-white 31 
Tusayan Black-on-red 51 
Citadel Polychrome 7 
Tusayan Polychrome 23 
Deadmans Black-on-gray B 
Winona Brown 161 
Sunset Red 23 
Tusayan Corrugated 39 
Moenkopi Corrugated 57 
Tusayan Gray Ware 1 
Deadmans Gray 135 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 106 

Tools: The MNA Artifact Catalog lists these items: 

Deadmans Fugitive Red sherd disk, one-half complete, above 
floor of wooden pithouse (NA1814A.585) 

Deadmans Fugitive Red pottery pendant fragment. above floor of 
wooden pithouse (NA1814A.586) 

Deadmans Fugitive Red perforated sherd disk. one-half 
complete, above floor of wooden pithouse (NA18l4A.599) 
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!!!!:!!! Offerings: The MNA Artifact Catalog lists the following items 
from BUrial 1: 

Walnut Black-cn-white bowl (NA1814E.62) 

Unidentified black-cn-white bowl (NA 1814E.63) 

Unidentified black-an-white jar (NA1814E.64) 

Tusayan I'olychrome. Variety A bowl (NA1614E. 65) 

Moenkopi Corrugated jar (NA1814E.66) 

The two unidentified black-cn-white vessels (NA1814E.63 and 
NA1814E.64 could not be located in the collections at MNA, so their 
type assignments remain unknown. 

REFERENCES: Hargrave 1931b:3, 1932b:27-28; Colton 1946b:151-153. 316; 
Smith 1952:77-80, 163; Robinson et a1. 1975:52-53; Ahlstrom 1985:458, 
465, 466-467; HNA Site Files; MNA Artifact Catalog 

SITE DESCRIPTION: NA1814E, originally given the field designation 
"NA1814A, Masonry Pithouse, n is a large, rectangular masonry pithouse 
measuring approximately 14 feet (4.3 m) by 18 feet (5.5 m). The 
structure had been remodeled at least once. In its original 
configuration, it was a large, undivided rectangular room that may 
have been used as a k:i".r8. The floor of this structure was about six 
feet (1.8 m) below the ground surface, and was covered with a smooth 
coating of plaster. A roughly circular firepit, containing wood ash, 
sherds, and bits of red-painted wall plaster, was located about midway 
along and 65 em west of the east wall. Near the center of the east 
wall, there was a large, masonry-lined recess, beginning about 40 em 
above the floor, and measuring 1.9 m wide by 67 cm deep. Below the 
recess was a masonry-lined opening, which connected with a vertical, 
masonry-lined ventilator shaft that extended to the ground surface 
immediately behind the recess. Two large stone blocks, serving as a 
deflector, were located at floor level between the ventilator opening 
and the hearth. 

Yhen the kiva was remodeled, the hearth was plastered over, 
the recess was walled up, and an east-west dividing wall was built, 
covering the hearth and concealing the Ventilator opening" The new 
dividing wall, in direct contact with the original plaster floor, 
split the original large room into a northern and southern half. 
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After the wall was CODstructed. a naw plaateE' floor wa. installed 
about 2 incbea (5 em) above the old floor, and a coat of plaster was 
applied to the dividing wall. Perhaps at this time also. a second 
cross-wall, perpendicular to the f lr8t I was installed in the northern 
half of the structure, further subdividing the original kiva and 
proclucing the ultimate arrangement of two small, squarish rooms in the 
north half (Rooms lA and II). and a larger. rectangular room in the 
south half (!loom 2, or Main Room). 

Ploor features in the remodeled structure consisted of two 
clay-lined hearths, one near the center of Room IB, and one located 
slightly 8ast 8IId north of center in Room. 2. In Room lAo there was a 
circular depression that might have served as a hearth, but this 
feature showed no obvious indications of burning. A portion of an 
earlier hearth could be seen extencliDg from uneler the wall that 
divided rooms lA and lB. but this feature was not investigated 
further. 

There was no evidence that the original kiva had burned, but 
the remodeled structure had obviously besn destroyed by a fire that 
charred a large amount of roofing material and cultivated plant 
remains. The circumstances under which this fire occurred are Dot 
entirely clear. but it was apparently after the pithouse was abandoned 
and had been used as a trash dump. A large number of potsherds (1048) 
were recovered on and above the floor. The pithouse also appears to 
have burned while a large amount of corn anel beans were resting on the 
roof, perhaps in storage or in the process of being dried there. 
During excavations in 1931, it was observed that the structure 
contained a large amount of charred corn-on-the-cob. some of which was 
thought to have been present on the floor and "scattered by [the] 
burning roof". Excavations in 1948. however. sugaest that the burned 
corn-on-the-cob was definitely above the layer of the burned beams 
(Smith 1952:79). inellcatina that the corn may have been present on the 
roof at the time of the fire. 

Shortly after the pithouse burned. two semicircular storage 
bins (?) were constructed within the depression of the ruined 
structure. One of the bins was placed in the southeastern corner of 
Room lA, and the other was directly opposite in the nortbesast corner 
of Room 2. Both of the bins were abutted to the original east wall 
and the main dividing wall. and both were built of closely similar 
masonry, resembling that of the two dividing walls, but of poorer 
quality than the original kiva walla. The bins had clearly been 
installed after the pithouse was destroyed, for their foundations 
rested well ebove the plaster floor and directly on top of the charred 
roof and plant remains (Smith 1952:79). Although the presence of such 
bins within an abandoned structure is somewhat unusual. Smith 
(1952:14, 20. 80) notes that two nearly identical features were found 
in abandoned rooms at NA 618, a roughly contemporaneous site located a 
few laD to the northeast. 
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One intrusive burial was found in NA IB14E. Burial 2. a 
child, was found resting on the floor of Room 2 about midway along the 
south walL The grave had also been covered with a platform of poles, 
but the wood had almost completely decayed. It is not known when this 
burial was placed within the structure, but certainly it was after the 
remodeled pithouse had been abandoned, and probably after it had 
burned. 

NA 1814E was partially excavated in 1931 during an MNA 
expedition led by Lyndon L. Hargrave, and was further excavated in 
1948 by members of an HNA expedition led by Watson Smith. 

DATES: As discussed in Appendix 3. the following dates are believed 
to have originated from the large, masonry pithouse/kiva. NA 1814E 
(originally, NA 1814A): 

113 lvv 2+r 3+v 4+r 5rB 6vv 6+r .2.!. 6+rB 2I.. 2I.. !!!. 9rB 9rB 

DATE INTERPRETATION: All of the above dates appear to have come from 
the charred, collapsed roof of NA 1814E. Thus, the entire date 
sequence is interpreted in terms of roof construction and remodeling 
events. 

An initial cluster of cutting and non-cutting dates at 1136 
may reflect the construction of the original kiva roof. The 
continuous sequence of cutting dates from A.D. 1137 through A.D. 1139 
may record the replacement of beams and poles. perhaps including 
significant remodeling. It is clear that the structure was occupied 
until at least A.D. 1139, after which it was abandoned and trash was 
dumped onto the floor. The large amount of charcoal and the. well
preserved nature of the roof beams and closing material suggest that 
the pithouse probably burned while the roof was still intact, perhaps 
within a short time after it was abandoned. 
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CERAMICS: 

Sherds: Lab count sheets from the 1931 excavations list the following 
sherds: 

Above 
In Floor Floor 

Above Roof of of Un-
Floor Floor Clay Bins Bins Known 

Black Mesa Black-cn-white 23 
Sosi Black-cn-white 3 5 
Dogoszhi Black-cn-white 17 I. II 
Shato Black-cn-white I 
Flagstaff Black-cn-white 38 45 13 2B II 
Unidentified Tusayan 
White Ware II 4 13 
Walnut Black-cn-white 23 18 7 
Unidentified Little 
Colorado White Ware 3 
Tusayan Black-cn-red 44 27 27 21 
Taegi Black-cn-orange I 
Citadel Polychrome 
Taegi Polychrome 
Verde Black-cn-gray 
Deadmans Black-cn-gray 13 2 
Medicine Gray I 
Tusayan Corrugated 7. 74 21 110 13 
Moenkopi Corrugated • I • 3 21 5 
Winona Brown 95 100 53 26 22 
Angell Brown 3 2 4 
Turkey Hill Red 5 I 
Sunset Red 4 2 
Verde Brown I 
Unidentifed Brown Ware I 6 7 
Deadmans Gray 112 79 78 7 45 12 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 126 122 138 31 70 26 

Colton (1946b:152) provides the following sherd counts: 

Black Mesa Black-on-white 
Dogoszhi Black-on-white 
Scsi Black-on-white 
Flagstaff Black-on-white 

Floor Fill 

9 
15 

4 
31 

23 I. 
3 

45 
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Tusayan White Ware 10 4 
Walnut Black-an-white " 18 
Tusayan Black-on-red 36 27 
Citadel Polychrome 4 10 
Tusayan Polychrome 1 
Deadmans Black-an-gray 13 
Verde Black-on-gray 1 
Winona Brown 68 100 
Sunset Red 3 • 
Turkey Hill Red , • 
Tusayan Corrugated 66 74 
Moenkopi Corrugated 10 19 
Deadmans Gray 96 88 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 110 161 

(Note that the above sherd counts differ slightly from the 
totals listed on the count sheets. The reason for these discrepancies 
is Dot known; they may reflect re-typing of the sherds by Col tOD, 
different provenience definItions, or computational errors.) 

~ Offerings = The HNA Artifact Catalog lists these vessels from 
Burial 2; 

Flagstaff Black-cn-white jar, Burial 2 (NA1814E.70) 

Tusayan Corrugated jar, Burial 2 (NA1814E.71) 

REFERENCES: Hargrave 1933b:49-53; Gladwin 1943:10-11. 40, 56-61, 66. 
73-74; 1944:27-43; Colton 1945b:349, 351. 1946b:81-84; Harlan 1962:44-
45; Breternitz 1963a:52-53, 1966:9-10; Robinson et a!. 1975:58; MNA 
Site Files; MNA Artifact Catalog 

SITE DESCRIPTION: Medicine Fort is a large. thick-walled masonry 
structure at the top of a lava ridge overlooking the Medicine Valley. 
The structure consists of three long masonry rooms on the east side 
(Rooms East I-III). abutting with a very large. partially roofed 
"patiO" (Room IV) to the west. 

Room East I. at the south end of the room block, measured 6.3 
by 16.3 feet (1.9 by 5 m). This room contained a complex 
stratigraphiC sequence that seemed to indicate that the original room 
had burned. and then was rebuilt in its southern half and re-used as a 
storage feature. The top stratigraphic layer. designated 1st Layer 
(HNA Site Files: Field Notes. NA 862. Room East I), extended to a 
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depth of about 1.5 feet (46 em) below the ground surface. This layer 
contained mostly fallen wall rocks. The second stratum, designated 
2nd Layer, was about 1.2 feet (37 em) thick. but consisted of two 
distinct ct;mponents in the north and south portions of the room. In 
the south half, there was a layer of burned clay and wood, apparently 
the collapsed roof of the original room. overlain by crushed pottery 
vessels and small, charred pine poles. The excavators of Room East I 
believed that this evidence indicated that the burned and collapsed 
roof of the original room had later been used as the floor for a 
small. brush storage structure, which had itself burned after a short 
period of use (MNA Site files; Field notes, Room East I, NA 862; see 
also Hargrave 1933b:52). The stratum. in the north half of the room is 
described only as a "midden accumulation". An intrusive burial. 
crushed and disturbed by fallen wall rocks, was found "in and between 
1st and 2nd layer, about 7 feet [2.1 m] from south end on east side of 
room by wall" (MNA Site Files: Field Notes, Room East I, NA 862). 
The burial was of an infant, and contained several vessels and other 
offerings (Bartlett 1934; 71). 

Both the north and south portions of the 2nd layer were 
underlain by a third stratum. (3rd Layer) that consisted of midden 
deposits .4 foot (12 em) thick, extending the length of the room. The 
lowest stratum. (4th Layer) extending the length of the room. 
consisted of artifacts on or just above the floor. It is not clear 
whether this level was a distinct stratigraphic unit. composed of 
complete or reconstructaole artifacts in a distinguishable matrix, or 
whether this was simply an arbitrary subdivision of the midden 
depOSits below the burned roof. The floor of Room East I was an 
easily distinguished surface of clay plaster. Except for a pile of 
ash about midway along the west wall, there were no floor features. 
It is mentioned that a piece of a charred mat was found underneath a 
fallen wall rock just east of the ash pile (HNA Site Files; Field 
Notes. Room East I. NA 862). and Colton (1946b;81) states that Room 
East I "had burned when full of corn". 

Room East II, adjacent to Room East I. measured six by 10.7 
feet (1.8 by 3.3 m). The two rooms were separated by a wall of two 
upright poles supporting smaller horizontal poles and rocks embedded 
in a clay matrix. Field notes describe three stratigraphic layers for 
Room East II; Layer. 1. "fallen walls and accumulation". Layer 2, 
"fallen roof-clay, beams, and few sherds"; and Layer 3, floor. 
Because the roof had burned. a number of details of its construction 
were preserved. The roof consisted of large pine beams. covered with 
smaller cross poles of pine. which were in turn covered with strips of 
pine bark. grass. and clay. The roof clay formed a layer about eight 
inches (3 em) thick. 

When Room East II burned, the roof collapsed drectly onto the 
floor. The floor. covered with clay plaster, contained no features. 
but numerous items were found there, including a charred digging stick 
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(sa. Bartlett 1934:36-37), projectile points, lithic debltage, burned 
mats and baskets, and charred COrD. and beans. Broken pots were found 
on the floor in the southeast corner of the room. Although Hargrave 
(1933b:52) states that 'it 1& probable that the south and central 
rooms [Rooms East I and East II] were re-occupied after the 
destruction of the fort", he does Dot elaborate, and there is no 
mention of evidence for a re-occupation of Room East II in the field 
Dotes. 

Room East III is immediately north of Room. East II and is 
separated from it by a clay, rock, and pole wall similar to that 
separating Rooms East I and East II. Room. East III me.aaurad six feet 
by 25 feet, 10 inches (1.8 by 7.9 Ill). In the southwest corner there 
was a doorway, buttressed by three upright posts, leading to the large 
enclosure to the west (Room IV. the interior of the '"fort'"). Around 
the perimeter of Room East III thera ware at least three :roof support 
post holes (Hargrave 1933b:50j Colton 1946b:82). but except for the 
post holes. th:!re were no floor features. It is implied (Hargrave 
1933b:52) that items such as crushed vessels and burned baskets and 
food remains ware found undisturbed on the floor of Room East III. but 
no specific inventory is presented. 

The large. partially roofed masonry enclosure. from which 
Medicine Fort draws its nama, ie located immedhtely west of the room 
block, and is deSignated Room IV. The enclosure measures about 27 by 
54 feet (8.2 by 16.5 m). A row of roof support posts was found 
adjacent to the walls inside the structurej a second arrangement of 
postholes, forming a rectangle, was found about 10 feet further to the 
inside. This post pattern. and the distribution of burned roof 
material, led Hargrave (1933b:49-50) to believe that the "patio" (Room 
IV) had been partially roofed: 

The original plan seems to have called for a large 
rectangular area enclosed by masonry walls. purely for 
protective purposes. There were no partitions in this area. 
Contrary to expectations, the sreater part of the enclosure 
was originally covered with a roof. " • Aloft! the walls of 
the room posta were placed against the walls at intervals of 
several feet. Restihg acrosa theee posts and lying against 
the walls were laid beams, end to end. Several feet from the 
wall and set in Une was a serles of posta. These extended 
around the four sides of the enclosure. By a notched top or 
a limb crotch. these poats supported beams parallel to the 
supportiDg posts. From. the beSllls against the wall, 
crossbeams were laid to the parallel beams in this enclosure. 
With this framework. a roof-covering was made over the 
enclosure with the exception of a narrow parallelogram. in the 
center. Quantities of charred timbers and large slabs of 
burned bark indicate that the covering was essentially like 
that described for pithouae roofs. The central opening 



served for light and air and also provided apace for cooking 
as revealed by three small areas of powdery wood ash. No 
firepits were found. The general interior arrangement of the 
enclosure was thus similar to a ~ surrounded on four 
sides by a portalis. 
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Hargrave (l933b:50-Sl) went on to speculate that this roof, 
and the roof above the room block, served as a platform to be used to 
defend the fort; defenders would have been protected, he thought, by 
an extension of the masonry fort wall above the level of the roof. 
(This reconstruction was subsequently criticized by Gladwin [1944:27-
31 J. who believed that Medicine Fort may bave been nothing more than a 
set of masonry-outlined j Beal rooms.) 

A large, clay-lined eache, roofed with pine logs, was found 
along the west side of Room IV. Numerous large storage jars, including 
a group of 10 to 20 Deadmans Gray vessels, were found underneath the 
burned roof in the southeast corner; one of the jars contained burned 
grass seeds (Colton 1946b:81). It is noted also (Hargrave 1933b:S2) 
that a metate was found with the clUster of vessels. 

The site was excavated in 1930 by Lyndon L. Hargrave of MNA. 

DATES; 

Room 1 

105 ~ 

Room 2 

99 Svv 6vv 
100 
101 
102 
103 3vv 
10. k 



79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
8. 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 

Room 3 

3w 92 
93 2w 
94 
95 
9. 
97 
98 

Ow 99 
100 
101 
102 
103 Ivv 2vv 4vv 

8vv 104 3vv 9r 
105 !! 9;; 2£ 

Patio 

78 9w 93 
79 94 
80 95 
81 96 
82 7vv 97 
B3 98 
B4 99 
B5 100 
B. 101 Ovv Ivv 
B7 102 Bv 
BB 103 2vv 3++vv 
B9 104 5v 7r 9vv 
90 Iw 105 2vv 6vv 
91 10. Ovv 3vv 
92 

No Provenience 

100 7vv 
101 
102 
103 
104 8v 
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DATE INTERPRETATION: Because Medicine Fort has a low number of dates 
from individual proveniences, exhibits an integrated architectural 
form, and appears, except for the postulated trash-filling and "re
occupation- of Room East I, to have been constructed, occupied, and 
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destroyed as a single unit, it is probably best to consider the date 
distribution from the site in its entirety. However, even by 
combining dates from individual proveniences, the site shows a 
relatively even distribution of cutting, near-cutting, and non-cutting 
dates from the late 10208 to the early 1060s. No clustering is 
evident: There are six dates from the 1030s, eight from the 1040s, 
and six from the 1050s, but the maximum number of dates from any year 
is two (at A.D. 1032, 1033, 1043, and 1059), and these dyads always 
include at least ODe non-cutting date. ThE distribution of cutting 
dates in the sequence is not particularly informative, either: Six 
cutting dates are rather evenly spaced from A.D. 1043 to A.D. 1059, 
and the longest interval without some cutting activity is four years. 

Even considering the dates in their contexts, no clear 
patterns can be perceived; although Hargrave (1933b;Sl) believed the 
room block to have been constructed after the patio, the earliest 
cutting date, A.D. 1043, is from Room East II, and it is the patio 
(Room IV) that produced the latest date, A.D. 1063. 

Given these ambiguities, it is cautiously proposed that the 
initial construction of Medicine Fort is represented in the cutting 
and non-cutting dates from A.D. 1043 to A.D. 1049; the date 
distribution indicates perhaps that construction was accomplished 
during a period of a few years, as the patiO was completed and Rooms 
East I, II, and III were added. In this interpretation, the cutting 
dates in the mid-10SOs to the early 1060s would represent repair or 
remodeling dates. Because of the apparent regularity of repair, the 
latest date of 1063 probably represents a date close to the 
destruction of the site by fire, perhaps in the middle to late 1060s. 

In summary, a somewhat ambiguous date sequence indicates that 
the majority of construction at Medicine Fort was probably complete by 
A.D. 1050. As recorded by non-cutting repair dates, the structure 
continued to be used until at least A.D. 1063. Because a fairly 
closely-spaced sequence of repair dates terminates at A.D. 1063, it 
may be that some time shortly after 1063, the entire structure was 
destroyed by fire. An overall occupation span of approximately A.D. 
1050 to A.D. 1065 is thus proposed. 

CERAMICS; 

~; The MNA Artifact Catalog lists the following items: 

Black Mesa Black-an-white bowl, repaired, little over 1/2 
remains, Room East I (NA862.S6j see illustration by Colton 1933b:6. 
Figure 1a) 

Black Mesa Black-on-white bowl, broken, no specific 
provenience (NA862.13S) 



Black Hesa Black-cn-white globular, black-OD-white bowl 
(NA862.137) 

Rio de Flag Brown jar, with lid, DO specific provenience 
(NA862.147) 

Coconino Gray storage jar, restorable, Room IV (patio) 
(NA862.167) 

Rio de Flag Brown storage jar, restorable, Room IV (patio) 
(NA862.168) 

Black Mesa Black-cn-white bowl fragments, no specific 
provenience (NA862.171, .172) 

3.5 

Deadmans Black-cn-red bowl fragments, no specific provenience 
(NA862. 173. .174, .175, .176. .177) 

Also, Colton (1946b:8l) reports that there were "8 large number 
of crushed storage jars (10 to 20), mostly Deadmans Gray" within the 
fort. 

Finally, one vessel is listed without a type assignment: a 
corrugated gray ware jar, from the east side of the patio (Room IV). 
This item could not be located in collections, so its type assignment 
remains unknown. 

Sherds; McGregor (l935d:21) provides a list of sherds from 
~ified proveniences at NA 862. Obvious calculation errors in his 
table do not allow accurate conversion of the given percentages to 
counts, but the types that he reports from NA 862 are Black-on-White 
Styles III and IV (Kana-a and Black Mesa styles); Coil Styles IV and V 
(O'Leary Tooled and Medicine Gray or Tusayan Corrugated); Unspecified 
Black-on-red; and Unspecified Plain Ware. 

Colton (l945b:349). in a list of selected sherd types from 
tree-ring dated sites outside the heavy ash-fall zone of Sunset 
Crater, reports from NA 862 267 sherds of Black Mesa Black-on-white, 
300 sherds of Deadmans Black-on-red, and 38 shards of Tusayan Black
on-red. 

Colton (1946b:84) reports the following sherds from Medicine Fort: 

Black Mesa Black-an-white 287 
Deadmans Black-on-red 300 
Tusayan Black-on-red 38 
Deadmans Black-an-gray 16 
Rio de Flag Brown 292 
Coconino Gray 372 



Tusayan Corrugated 76 
Tusayan Gray Ware 268 
Deadmans Gray 1745 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 776 

~: The artifact catalog at MNA lists the following items: 

Deadnlans Fugitive Red perforated sherd disk, no specific 
provenience (NA862.1) 
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Medicine Black-cn-red sherd disk. patio, from sipapu 
(NA862.115 ["sipapu" apparently refers to the plastered storage cist 
reported from along the west ~al1 of Room IV]) 

Black Mesa Black-an-white worked sherd, no specific 
provenience (NA862.130) 

Deadmans Fugitive Red perforated sherd disk, 1/2 remains, no 
specific provenience (NA862.158) 

Deadmans Fugitive Red perforated sherd disk, no specific 
provenience (NA862.170) 

Undecorated Tusayan White Ware perforated sherd disk, no 
specific provenience (probably item 275/1293 under the old MNA 
cataloguing system) 

~ Offerings: Bartlett (1934:71) and the MNA Artifact Catalog 
list the following vessels from the intrusive burial in the 1st and 
2nd Layers of Room East I: 

Rio de Flag Brown (1) miniature jar (NA862.57) 

Black Mesa Black-on-white bowl. part of ladle (NA862.59) 

Shato Black-on-white bowl. small (NA862.59) 

Tusayan Black-on-red bowl (NA862. 60) 

Deadmans Black-on-gray bowl fragment. 3 feet from east corner, 
large room (NA862.134) 
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REFERENCES: Hargrave 1933b:34; McGregor 1936d:i7. 21; Gladwin 
1943:12, 56, 60, 67, 75; Colton 1945b:349. 351, 1946b:96-97; Harlan 
1962 :49-51; Breternltz 19638; 53-55 J 1966:10; Robinson at a1. 1975: 62-
63; Ahlstrom 1985:457,460.462,473-478; lOlA Site Files; MNA Artifact 
Catalog 

SITE DESCRIPTION: NA 1238 is a deep, burned. rectangular pithouse, 
measuring about 13 by 14.5 feet (4 by 4.4 m). The clay-plastered 
floor, about 5.3 feet (1.6 m) below the prehistoric gX'.()und surface, 
had a heavily plastered fire pit, and four postholes. one in each 
corner of the structure. A ventilator shaft extended from the east 
wall. Where the ventilator entered the house. there was a vent
opening constructed of poles, and covered with clay plaster. 

When NA 1238 burned, a great deal of rOOfing material was 
charred and preserved, including beams, small poles, grass, pine 
needles, and pine bark. All four roof-support posts were found burned 
in their post holes. and a large number of small poles had been 
charred in place around the ventilator shaft opening. Numerous sherds 
and sherd disks were found on the floor beneath the collapsed roof. 
Sherds were also recovered from room fill, for it is stated (MNA Site 
Files: field notes, NA 1238) that the house pit had "fill[ed] with 
[the] collapsed sides of [the} excavation, [and] sherds and earth 
washed in with weathering of [the] sides". Because of the 
extraordinary number of sherds and sherd disks on the floor. it was 
thought that the pithouse might have served as a storage room. 

NA 1238 was excavated in 1930 by Lyndon L. Hargrave of MNA. 

DATES: 

Ventilator: 

.3 lvv 100 Ovv 

•• 101 7vv 
.5 102 
.0 103 
'7 10. Ovv 7vv 
.8 105 5vv 
9' 100 II 2+r Svv ~ 6rB ~ !!:! 



90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
9S 
96 
97 
98 

Miscellaneous Proveniences: 

4vv 99 5vv 
100 

7vv 101 2vv 
102 Ovv 
103 

5vv 104 3vv 6v 
6vv lOS 

106 2+v ~ Svv 5rB !£ 
Svv 7vv 

No Provenience: 

91 Ivv Svv 
92 
93 
94 
9S 
96 
97 
98 

99 
100 
101 
102 
103 
104 
105 Ivv 
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DATE INTERPRETATION: All specimens listed above are structural wood 
from NA 1238. and should be considered as a single set when 
interpreting the history of the structure. A cluster of cutting and 
non-cutting dates at A.D. 1065 and 1066 indicatez that the structure 
was probably built around A.D. 1066. perhaps with a few pieces of wood 
procured from A.D. 1061 to A.D. 1065. A single cutting date from the 
ventilator at A.D. 1068 (also the latest date from the site). probably 
indicates repair or modification of the ventilator at that time. 

CERAMICS: 

Sherds: McGregor (l936d:21) reports the following sherds from an 
unspecified provenience at NA 1238: 

Black-on-white Style III (Kana-a Style) 9 
Black-on-white Style IV (Black Hesa Style) 17 
Coil Style V (Medicine Gray or Tusayan Corrugated) 5 
Unspecified Black-on-red 23 
Unspecified Plain Ware 201 

Colton (l945b:349), in a list of selected sherd types from 
sites beyond the heavy ash fall from Sunset Crater, reports from NA 
1238 19 sherds of Black Mesa Black-on-white and 25 sherds of Deadmans 
Black-cn-red. 



Colton (l946b:97) reports the followiDg shards from NA 1238: 

Black Hesa Black-on-white 19 
DeadmaQs Black-an-red 25 
Deadman. Black-on-gra,. 3 
Tusayan CorruBated 12 
Tusayan Gray Vare 321 
Deadman. Gray 103 
Deadman. Fugitive Red 44 

~: The artifact catalog at YNA lists the followinJ items: 

Deadmans J'Ugitive Red perforated sherd disk, on floor 
(NAl23S.I) 

Black Mesa Black-on-white perforated shard disk, on floor 
(NA1238.2) 

Deaelmans Gray perforated shard disk, on floor (NAI23S.!) 

Deaelm_Jls Gray shard disk fragment. on floor (NA1238.4) 

Deadmans Fugitive Red perforated sherd disk. on floor 
(HAl23S.S) 

Deadman. Black-on-red shard disk fragment, on floor 
(NA1238.6) 
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Deadmans Fugitive aed shard disk fragment, on floor (NAI2l8.7) 

DeadmanB Fugitive Red perforated sherd. disk. on floor 
(NA1238.8) 

Black Mesa Black-on-wh:lte perforated sherd disk, on floor 
(NA1238.9) 

Deadmans Gray perforated sherd disk fragment, on floor 
(NA1238.10) 

Deadmans Fusitive Red perforated sherd disk. on floor 
(NA1238.11) 

Deadmans Fugitive Red perforated shard disk. crude, on floor 
(NA1238.24) 

Deadmans Gray sherd disk fragment, OD floor (NA1238.25) 

Deadmans Gray perforated !ilherd disk, oval, on floor 
(NA1238.26) 



Deadmans Gray perforated shard disk, one-half present, on 
floor (NA1238.27) 

Deadmans Gray perforated sherd disk, on floor (NA1238.28) 

Deadmans Gray sherd disk fragment, on floor (NA1238.29) 

An untyped sherd disk fragment, from excavation backdirt 
(NA1238.23), is also reported. This item could not be located in 
collections, so its type assignment remains unknown. 
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REFERENCES: Gladwin 1943:10. 56. 61. 67, 75; Colton 1946b:97-98; 
Harlan 1962:52-53; Breternitz 1963a:55-56. 1966:10; Robinson at al. 
1975:64; Ahlstrom 1985:458, 460, 462; MNA Site Files; HNA Artifact 
Catalog 

SITE DESCRIPTION: NA 1244B is a deep, rectangular pithouse, with a 
floor about 5 feet (l.5 m) below the ground surface. Floor features 
consisted of a central, clay-lined fire· pit, a slab on the northwest 
side of the fire pit. and four post holes. A ventilator extended from 
the southeast side of the house. The pithouse had burned, but because 
only the outsides of roof-support posts had been charred, wood 
preservation was poor. Field notes in the MNA Site Files indicate 
that several artifacts were found on the floor, but no inventory of 
these items could be located. 

A second pithouse. NA 1244A, was located just southeast of NA 
l244B. A test pit was placed in NA l244A and excavated to a clay 
floor at about the same depth as tbat of NA 1244B. A metate, 
miniature jar. potsherds, and other artifacts were recovered from the 
test pit. The structure had not burned. and so was not completely 
excavated (Colton 1946b:98). 

NA 1244A aDd NA l244B were excavated in 1931 by Lyndon L. 
Hargrave of IiNA. 
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DATES; 

Miscellaneous Proveniences, NA 1244B: 

99 3vv 
100 
101 Ivv 
102 
103 
104 
105 
laO 
107 
108 
109 4rB 

DATE INTERPRETATION: The widely scattered date range, ending with a 
cutting date at A.D. 1094, does not allow detailed interpretation. 
Following Robinson et a1. (1975:64), the single cutting date is 
interpreted as the approximate construction date of NA 1244B. 

CERAMICS: 

Vessels: The MNA Artifact Catalog lists this item: 

Deadmans Gray jar, restorable, no specific provenience 
(NA1244B.5B) 

Sherds; Colton (1946b:98) reports the following sherds from NA 1244B: 

Black Mesa Black-an-white 20 
Tusayan White Ware 12 
Rio de Flag Brown 172 
Winona Brown 3 
Deadmans Gray 88 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 252 
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REFERENCES; Hargrave 1933b;29, 31, 33, 44; McGregor 1936d:21j Gladwin 
1943:15-16, 40, 56, 59-60, 67, 80-81; Colton 1945b:349, 1946b:120-123; 
Harlan 1962:57-58; Breternitz 1963a:56-58, 1966:10; Jennings 
1968; Robinson 91; a1. 1975:65-66; Ahlstrom 1965:457, 462-463, 473-478; 
MNA Site Files; tiNA Artifact Catalog 

SITE DESCRIPTION; NA 1625C is a deep, rectangular timber pithouse 
measuring about 15 by 15 feet (4.6 by 4.6 m). No clay floor was 
found, but at a depth of about four feet (1.2 m) below the ground 
surface, there was a central fire pit, four post holes, charred roof 
and wall material, and numerous artifacts. A charred, well-preserved, 
timber-reinforced ventilator was located along the east wall. 
Abundant charcoal indicated that the roof of the pithouse had been 
constructed of parallel poles, covered with pine bark and earth, 
supported by upright posts. The walls of the pithouse had been 
supported by vertical poles set against the wall to retain a palisade 
of horizontal poles and pine boards. When the pithouse burned, the 
roof and south wall had collapsed directly onto artifacts resting on 
the floor (Colton 1946b:122). 

NA 1625C, with NA 1625B, was excavated in 1930 by Lyndon L. 
Hargrave of MNA. In 1967 Calvin H. Jennings of MNA returned to the 
site and excavated the nearby timber pithouse of NA I625A, and an 
adj acent trash mound. 

DATES; 
80 Ovv 95 9vv 
81 Ivv 96 2vv 6vv 
82 97 3vv 
83 98 
84 99 7vv 
85 100 
86 101 
87 2vv 102 
88 103 
89 3vv 104 
90 105 
91 3vv 106 
92 107 Or 2vv 2vv 6vv 8vv 
93 108 4'V-J' 6vv 
94 Ivv 7vv 109 Ivv 2vv 2vv 2vv 2v !!. k 3v 3v ~ !!: 

DATE INTERl'RETATION: A cluster of six dates at A.D. 1092, including 
two cutting dates. indicates that NA 1625C was prObably constructed 
then. Following Robinson et a1. (1975:66), a cutting date at A.D. 
1070 is interpreted as either a re-used beam, or use of dead wood. 



Cutting and non-cutting dates at A.D. 1093 may represent either 
continued construction activity or repair. 

CERAMICS: 

~: The HNA Artifact Catalog lists this item: 

403 

Deadrnans Gray jar, fragmentary, wth bottom missing; restored 
from sherds, no specific provenience (NA1625C.19) 

Sherds: As reported above for NA 1625B, McGregor (l936d:21) provides 
exactly the same sherd counts from NA 1625C as he listed for NA 1625B. 

Also as noted above, Colton (1945b:349) reportl!d only a 
composite total of sherds from both NA 1625B an~ NA 1625C when he 
listed selected sherd types from sites outside the heavy ash-fall zone 
of Sunset Crater. 

Colton (l946bd22) reports the following sherds from NA 1625Ci 
all are, according to lab count sheets in the MNA Site Files, all were 
recovered from the floor of the pithouse: 

Tusayan Corrugated 
Deadmans Gray 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 

Tools: The artifact catalog at MNA lists the following items: 

Deadmans Fugitive Red sherd disk, with olla (NA1625C.4) 

Deadmans Gray sherd disk, with olla (NA1625C.4) 

(The "olla" mentioned is presumably the fragmenta!"y jar of 
Deadmans Gray, NA1625C.) 

REFERENCES: McGregor 1936d:l7, 21. 24; Gladwin 1943:57, 60, 62, 67, 
88; 1944:11-14, 24-25; Colton 1945b:34; 1946b:168-170; Harlan 1962:74-
75; :Breternitz 1963a:59-60; 1966:11; Robinson et a1. 1975:67-68; 
Ahlstrom 1985:458, 460, 462, 464, 473-478; MNA Site Files 

SITE DESCRIPTION: NA 2001 consists of at least four structures, all 
of which appeared prior to excavation as depressions or stone 
outlines. The four structures were designated NA 200lA-D. NA 200lA 
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and NA 200!B were completely excavated, but it appears that neither NA 
2001C nor NA 200ln were excavated or tested. A few hundred meters 
west of NA 2001 is NA 2002, a site with at least three pithouses and a 
surface masonry room. 

NA 200IA is a shallow, burned, timber pithouse measuring about 
15 by 15 2/3 feet (4.6 by 4.8 m), The floor of the structure, about 
2.5 feet (15 em) below the ground surface, had been disturbed by the 
roots of trees and shrubs, and showed no evidence of plastering. 
Floor features included a clay-lined, central fire pit and at least 
eight post holes, four of whicb contained the main roof supports. A 
ventilator or entryway extended from the southeast corner of the 
pithouse. The structure had burned, causing small poles, pine boards, 
and pine bark to collapse onto the floor. Field notes ill the MNA Site 
Files indicate that the pithollse "was occupied when burned and several 
jars, manos, a metate, and raj few small artifacts [were] found in 
situ" OD the floor. 

NA 2001B is a rectangular, stone-outlined feature, perhaps 
representing an above-ground storage structure or ramada that abuts 
directly with the south wall of NA 20DlA. The only information 
available on the structure is the map provided by Colton (l945b:159), 
and a notation OD MNA Site File lab count sheets for sherds stating 
that no ceramics were found in NA 2001B. Some charcoal was apparently 
recovered from NA 200lB, for Douglass (1936:11) reports a date from 
that provenience. 

NA 200lA and NA 2001B were excavated in 1931 by Lyndon L. 
Hargrave of MNA. 

DATES: 
Miscellaneous Proveniences 

82 7vv 8vv 97 7+v 
83 98 4vv 7vv 
84 99 7vv 
85 100 
86 101 
87 102 
88 103 
89 104 
90 105 
91 106 
92 107 
93 108 
94 109 
95 110 
96 3vv 111 !!: 



No Provenience 

96 4vv 
97 Ivv 
98 8vv 
gg 

100 
101 
102 Ivv 
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DATE INTERl'REl'ATION: Because they appear to have fUnctioned as a 
single unit, and may have burned at the same time, NA 2001A and NA 
2001B are probably beat regarded as a contemporaneous pithouS8 and 
surface attachment. Thus, distinctions between -miscellaneous 
proveniences" and linD provenIence" are not cODsidered to be 
meaningful. and. the entire date distribution is considered here as a 
single data set. 

The widely scattered distribution of mostly Don-cutting dates 
does not allow the identification of precise construc;:tioD Dr 
abandonment dates. The near-cutting date of A.D. 977 may indicate re
use of a beam, or the usa of dead wood, while the cutting date of A.D. 
1114 may indicate constructioD activity. 

Given the lack of clear date patterning, it is cautiously 
concluded that NA 200lA and NA 200lB were constructed at about A.D. 
1114. 

CERAMICS, 

Vessels ~ Although there are no vessels listed from NA 2001A or NA 
'i"OOi"i'in the MNA Artifact Catalog, field notes in the MNA Site Files 
state that the following pottery types ware found on the floor of NA 
200lA as partial or whole crushed ve.sels~ 

Deadmans Gray 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 
Tusayan Corrugated 
Rio de Flag Brown 
Tusayan Black-on-red (ODe sherd only) 
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Sherds: McGregor (l936d:21) provides the following sherd counts, from 
~ified proveniences at NA 2001 (counts are converted from 
percentages given in the original): 

Black-an-white Style III (Kana-a Style) 16 
Black-an-white Style IV (Black Mesa Style) 19 
Coil Style VI (Medicine Gray or Tusayan Corrugated) 
Unspecified Black-an-red 64 
Unspecified Plain Ware 95 

Colton (l945b:349). in a list of selected sherd types from 
sites beyond the heavy ash-fall zone of Sunset Crater, repor":;s from NA 
200lA and NA 2001B 6 shards of Black Mesa Black-cn-white, 18 sherds of 
Deadmans Black-cn-red, and 2 sherds of l'usayan Black-an-red. 

Colton (1946b:170) reports the following sherds from NA 200lA 
(no sherds were recovered from NA 200IB): 

Black Mesa Black-on-white 6 
Tusayan Black-on-red 2 
Deadmans Black-cn-red 18 
Deadmans Black-on-gray 5 
Rio de Flag Brown 5 
Tusayan Corrugated 26 
Deadmans Gray 618 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 167 

Lab count sheets for sherds from NA 2001A provide the 
following provenience breakdowns: 

Floor Ventilator 

Black Mesa Black-an-white 5 
Deadmans Black-an-red 2 
Tusayan Black-an-red 15 
Deadmans Black-an-gray 4 
Rio de Flag Brown 5 
Tusayan Corrugated 21 5 
Deadmans Gray 605 13 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 164 3 
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(Note that Colton [l94Sb:349, 1946b:l70J erroneously switched the true 
totals for Deadmans Black-on-red and Tusayan :Black-oD-red in his 
published reports. Also, although it is not stated that the counts 
listed above include sherds from the partial and complete vessels on 
the floor. this would appear to be the case, particularly given the 
high numbers of sherds of Deadmans Gray and Daadmans Fugitive Red that 
are listed from the floor). 

REFERENCES: Hargrave 1933b:33-34, 48, 55; McGregor 1936d:17, 21, 22; 
Gladwin 1943:19-21, 57, 60, 62, 67, 89; 1944:5, 9, 13-26; Colton 
1945b:353-354; 1946b:l70-171; Harlan 1962:76-83; Breternitz 1963&:60-
62; 1966:11; Robinson et d. 1975:69-70; Ahlstrom 1985:458. 460, 462, 
464, 473-478; tiNA Site Files 

SITE DESCRIFTION: NA 2002A is a shallow, burned pithouse measuring 
about 14 by 16 feet (4.3 by 4.9 m). The floor of the house, about 2 
1/2 feet (76 em) below ground surface, had a more or less central 
firepit and four main roof support postholes. On the east side of the 
structure there was a long ventilator or entryway, with a few small 
postholes around the perimeter. The structure had burned, collapsing 
onto vessels resting on the floor. A dog skull was found in one 
corner of the hou~e (Bartlett 1934:68). 

NA 2002B is a surface masonry structure about 39 feet (11.8 m) 
south of NA 2002A. The structure was interpreted by Colton (1946b:171) 
as a surface granary. NA 2002B apparently had not burned, but a 
number of artifacts were found resting on the floor, including broken 
pots of Black Mesa Black-an-white (one-half to three-fourths complete; 

see illustration in Colton 1933a:6, Figure IF). Deadmans Gray, 
Deadmans Fugitive Red, and Tusayan Corrugated. 

Colton (1946b:170) reports that there were at least two 
additional pithouse depressions near NA 2002A. These depressions were 
apparently neither tested nor excavated. NA 2001, a site with at 
least four structures, two of which (NA 20DlA and NA 2DDlB) were 
excavated (see above), Is located a few hundred meters east of NA 
2002. 

NA 2002A and NA 2002B were excavated in 1931 by Lyndon L. 
Hargrave of MNA. 
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DATES: 

Ptthouse (NA 2002A) 

80 Svv Svv 6vv 97 3vv 4vv 8vv 
81 98 2vv 6vv 6vv 8vv 
82 99 2vv 2vv 6vv 
83 100 
84 2vv 101 
85 6vv 102 4vv 4vv 7vv 
86 103 6vv 7vv 
87 2vv 104 5vv 
88 lvv 105 6vv 9vv 
89 3vv 106 5vv 
,0 107 8vv 
91 108 8vv 
92 8vv 10' 2vv 6vv 
93 110 4vv 5v 
94 Ovv Iv 5vv 9vv 111 4+v 7vv 7vv 7v 8r 9vv 
95 9vv 112 3vv 7+r 
9. 2vv 4vv 

DATE INTERl'RETAl'ION: Three non-cutting and near cutting dates at A.D. 
1117, followed by a cutting date at A.D. 1118, indicate that the 
pithouse was probably constructed at about A.D. 1118. Later, 
cutting dates of A.D. 1U9, A.D. 1123 and A.D. 1127 are thus 
interpreted as dates froID wood cut to repair the pithouse. 

CERAMICS; 

Vessels: Although HNA Artifact Catalog does not list any whole vessels 
~ 2002A. field notes indicate that a Deadmans Gray jar, a 
Deadmans Fugitive Red jar, and a Tusayan Corrugated jar were recovered 
from the pithouse floor. Colton (l946b:171) partially confirms this 
list, as he reports that a Tusayan Corrugated and Deadmans Fugitive 
Red jar were found crushed on the floor. The lab count sheet for 
sherds for NA 2002A (MNA Site Files), completed by Colton, also lists 
as "on floor, crushed" a Tusayan Corrugated jar and a Deaclmans 
Fugitive Red jar. 



Sherds: McGregor (l936d:21) reports the following sherds from an 
unspecified provenience at NA 2002A (counts are converted from 
percentages given in the original): 

Black-on-white Style IV (Black Mesa Style) 71 
Coil Style VI (Medicine Gray or Tusayan Corrugated) 15 
Unspecified Black-on-red 27 

Polychrome Style I (Citadel Polychrome Style) 1 
Unspecified Plain Ware 82 
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Colton (1945b:353). in a list of ceramics from sites lacking 
Deadmans lHack-on-red and Sunset Red, reports from NA 2002A 24 shards 
of Tusayan Gray Ware, 76 of San Francisco Mountain Gray Ware, 8 of 
Black Mesa Black-on-white, one of Sosi or Dogoszhi Black-on-white, 
of Tusayan Black-on-red, and one of Citadel Polychrome. 

Colton (1946b:170-171) reports the following sherds from lithe 
floor and entryway" of NA 2002A: 

Black Mesa Black-on-white 
Dogoszhi Black-on-white 
Tusayan Black-on-red 
Citadel Polychrome 
Tusayan [sic] Orange Yare 
Unknown decorated 
Tusayan Corrugated 15 
Moenkopi Corrugated 9 
Deadmans Gray 61 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 15 

Regarding the sherds in the above list, Colton (l946b: 171) 
states that these items 

... were the first sherds to fallout of the roof dirt or 
from the walls as the house collapsed .... The Dogoszhi Black
on-white sherd was not typical. and appeared to be 
intermediate between Dogoszhi and Flagstaff Black-on-white. 
The Citadel Polychrome sherd was of a very rare form 
differing only from Tusayan Black-on-red by the fact that the 
red slip was absent on certain areas showing the orange 
paste. It was not the typical Citadel Polychrome of the 
middle 1100s. 



Lab count sheets for sherds from NA 2002A provide the 
following provenience breakdowns: 

Floor Ventilator 

Black Mesa Black-cn-white 8 
Dogoszhi Black-cn-white 1 
Tusayan Black-cn-red 1 
Citadel Polychrome'" 1 
Taegi Orange Ware 2 
Unidentified Decorated 14 
Tusayan Corrugated 5 
Moenkopi Corrugated 3 
Deadmans Gray 6 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 1 
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"'With note .tnot a true Citadel Folychrome - Tusayan Black-an-red with 
unpainted area") 

(Note that in his published count. of sherd types, Colton (1946b:l70) 
erroneously reported plainware types by percentage of the plainware 
assemblage. rather than by the actual counts that are reported above). 

REFERENCES: :Bartlett 1933b:7-9; Colton 1946b:133; Robinson et a1. 
1975:72; liNA Site Files; MNA Artifact Catalog 

SITE DESCRIFTION: NA 1764 consists of four separate structures: NA 
1764A, a masonry structure; NA 1764B, a masonry pithousei NA 1764C, an 
unexcavated, circular, stone-outlined feature; and NA l764D, a large, 
unexcavated depression. These structures were present on a ridge top 
with three other structures that were designated NA 1765A (Deadman's 
Fort; see above). NA 176SB, and 176SC. 

NA 1764A, Metate House, is a burned, two-room surface masonry 
structure. The two rooms were separated by a five to six inch (13 to 
15 cm) thick clay partition. The partition stood only about nine 
inches (23 cm) high at tile time of excavation (see the photograph 
provided by Bartlett 1933b:7). However, the vertical pole imprints in 
the clay and a flat sandstone slab, perhaps a lintel, found lying on 
the floor, indicate that the partition may have contained a doorway 
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and thus may originally have extended to the ceiling. The clay 
partition wall had been strengthened with small stones and potsherds. 
described as Pueblo II styles. The stone walls of the structure. of 
excellent masonry, were about 2 feet (61 em) thick and were standing 
about 3 1/4 feet (1 m) high at the time of the excavation. The 
interior walls and floor were smoothly plastered with a thick coating 
of clay. Outside the structure on its east side the ground surface 
had been plastered in the same manner as the floor. 

Room I, the north room, had DO floor features. Room 2 
contained an intact mealing bin with a grooved metate, a central fire 
pit, and a second hearth area along the north wall. When NA 1764A 
burned. the roof collapsed onto the floor and a number of "household 
utensils" resting there (Bartlett 1933b:7). Colton (1946b:133) notes 
that several manos were found on the floor of Room I, and at least 
five crushed vessels were found on the floors of Rooms 1 and 2. 
Bartlett (1933b;8) reports that seven intact trough metates were found 
mixed with the burned roof material, and concludes that the roof had 
been used as a work area for the grinding of corn. Roofing material 
was badly disarranged, but preserved materials indicated a substantial 
covering of beams, grass, and clay. 

DATES; 

NA 1764A was excavated in 1931 by Lydon L. Hargrave of MNA. 

Room 2 

118 8vv 
119 2vv 
120 4vv 7v 

No Provenience 

117 Ovv k ~ i!: i!: i!: ~ 
U8 3v 
119 8vv 

DATE INTERPRETATION: Because Rooms 1 and 2 of NA 1764A are separated 
only by a thin, clay partition and appear to have been constructed, 
occupied, and destroyed as a single unit, all dates from the site, 
regardless of the provenience distinctions used in reporting them, are 
considered here as a single date series. A cluster of cutting dates 
from A.D. U73 to A.D. 1175 indicates that NA 1764A was probably built 
at about A.D. 1175. Scattered non-cutting dates in the 1180s, 1190s, 
and the first decade of the 1200s are thus seen as dates associated 
with repair beams. Given that these postulated repair dates occur at 
fairly regular intervals of three to eight years, it seems reasonable 
to suggest that NA 1764A was probably not occupied much more than a 
decade after its latest, near-cutting date of A.D. 1207. An 
occupation span of A.D. 1175 to A.D. 1217 is thus proposed. 
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CERAMICS: 

Vasseisl Colton (1946b:133) atates that IIc::'Ushad vessels were found on 
the floor of Rooms 1 and 2 and were reported 811 follOWSI Tusayan 
Corrugated. Winona :Brown. Sunset Red, Verde :Black-oD-gray. Walnut 
Black-an-white". However, as implied by the wording of this 
statement, these type identificatioDs were only reported preliminary 
classifications, and apparently were never checked by Colton. With 
the help of Peter J. Pilles. a .July, 1986 :te-examination of the 
existing ceramic collections from NA 1764A produced the following 
inventory of vessels: 

Moenkopi Corrugated jug. floor of Room 2 (NA1764A.47; 
originally, and obviously erroneously, identified as Tusayan 
Corrugated. 'J:his vessel in fact approaches Kiet Siel Gray in its 
degree of coil obliteration [see Colton 19S5a}.) 

Turkey Hill Red jar, restorable. floor (NA1764A.48; the 
"floor" provenience was Dot accompanied by a room. number) 

Tusayan Black-on-white bowl. no specific provenience. rastored 
from sherds (NA1764A.49; this vessel is badly burned. so it may be the 
black-ob-white floor vessel reported by ColtoD [1946b:133} as Walnut 
Black-on-white. Whether or not NA1764A.49 1a this vessel, its badly 
burned condition indicates that it was restIng eithar on tbe floor or 
reof of NA 1764A when the structure burned.) 

Winona Brown jar, no specific provenience (NA1764A.SO; perhaps 
011 the ballis of surface color and texture, this vessel was originally 
typed as Sunset Red; examination of its temper leaves no question that 
it should be typed as Winona Brown) 

Prescott Black-on-sray olla. once reconstructed but DOW 
dismantled. DO catalog number. 

Shards: Colton (1946b:133) lists the followina sherds from Rooms I and 
2"Of"""iA 1764A (sherds are liated by percentases only. and separate 
percentage totals are provided for decorated and plain sherds; also. 
it should be noted that the percentages for plain wares from Room 1 
are incorrect (see below); 

Kana-a Black-on-white 
Black Mesa Black-on-white 
Flasstaff Black-on-white 
Tusayan White Ware 
Citadel polychrome 

Rml Rm2 

2 
63 34 

5 
23 

5 



l'usayan Polychrome 
Deadmans Black-on-gray 
Rio de Flag Brown 
Winona Brown 
Sunset Red 
Medicine Gray 
Tusayan Corrugated 
Moenkopi Corrugated 
Tusayan Gray Ware 
Deadmans Gray 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 
Prescott Gray Ware 
Mogollon Brown Ware 

1 
23 

I 
19 

2 
8 
1 

37 
7 
1 

5 
I 
6 

10 
5 

17 
I 
2 

41 
16 
I 

Lab count sheets for sherds from NA 1764A (MNA Site Files) 
provide the following provenience breakdowns: 

Room I Room 2 

Above Above 
Floor Floor Floor Floor 

Kana-a Black-on-white 2 
Black Mesa Black-on-white 81 27 
Flagstaff Black-on-white 4 
l'usayan White Wllre 17 
Walnut Black-on-white 
l'usayan Black-on-red 18 14 
Citadel Polychrome 
Tusayan Polychrome 
Deadmans Black-on-gray 
Rio de Flag Brown 
Winona Brown 2 II 
Sunset Red 36 I 
Medicine Gray 2 
Tusayan Corrugated 26 22 
Moenkopi Corrugated 2 
Tusayan Gray Ware 13 3 
Deadmans Gray 33 24 35 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 60 21 2 
Prescott Gray Ware II I 
Mogollon Brown Ware I 
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(Note: This table, derived from original lab count sheets, 
reveals that Colton's [1946b:1331 percentages are incorrect for the 
plain ware sherds from Room 1) 



~: The HNA Artifact Catalog lists this item: 

Sunset Red perforated sherd disk, no specific provenience 
(NA1764A.15) 
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Also, Bartlett (1933b:9) reports a "large fragment of a bowl of 
Red ware" was placed in the clay at the base of the mealing bin in the 
floor of Room 2 to collect corn meal, but she provides no type 
assignment. There is no report of this artifact in the MNA Artifact 
Catalog, and it could not be located in collections. 

REFERENCES; Fewkes 1900, 1904a, 1904b:43-44; Colton 1946b:53-54i King 
1949; Harlan 1962:36; Breternitz 19638:73-74; 1966:13; Robinson et a1-
1975:77; MNA Artifact Catalog 

SITE DESCRIPTION: Nalakihu is a burned, tWo-story. masonry pueblo 
with 10 ground level rooms and probably 3 or 4 second story rooms 
(King 1949:46). The site is located at the western edge of Antelope 
Erairie just below a small basalt mesa that supports the Citadel (NA 
355). Other small basalt pueblos or rock-outlined depressions occur 
nea.rby. 

There was little information on the nature of second story 
rooms, but through artifact and feature contents ground floor rooms in 
use when the pueblo burned were interpreted as five storage and/or 
living rooms (Rooms 2, S, 8, 9. and 10), two living rooms or kivas 
(Rooms I and 4), two definite living rooms (Rooms 3 and 6), and a 
partially enclosed room or "porch" (Room 7). 

It was evident that the pueblo had grown to its ulitmate size 
and arrangement by subdivision of existing rooms and the accretion of 
new ones. King (1949:18) describes the sequence: 

Examination of wall junctures and masonry types showed 
Nalakihu had grown through at least 3 periods of 
constructional activity .•. 

1. Originally its builders had constructed two large rooms 
[Rooms 3, and 4 and 5J, quasi-rectuangular in shape, 
subdividing the larger by a partition which formed a granary 
{Room S] in one end. 



2. They added 1 room [Room 6] to the east end of the block 
and 2 more [Rooms 1 and 2] to the west end. Against the 
northeast corner of the pueblo they abutted a typical 
'shelter' wall. 

3. Then they augmented floor space by 4 small rooms [Rooms 
7. 8, 9, and 10] on the front or east side of the dwelling 
and built second story rooms over the central rooms [Rooms 2, 
3, 4, and 5] of the main block. 

Analysis revealed little or no evidence as to how long 
separated these constructional periods were. 
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King (1949:16-17) also illustrates the growth sequence with a 
series of maps and sketches. 

On the basis of stratigraphic sequences and room contents, 
King proposed that a fire had partially destroyed the pueblo at a time 
when all rooms were in use. He was puzzled, however, by the fact that 
some rooms showed little evidence of burning except for crushed and 
burned artifacts on the floor, and by the fact that the collapsed, 
burned roof beams of the first floor rooms were covered by 
approximately 38 cm of wind-blown fill before the upper story beams 
collapsed. King (1949:51) believed that 

the only tenable conclusion is that fire first gutted almost 
all the ground floor rooms but inexplicably left the topmost 
roofs intact, or partly so. Then, after Nalakihu stood 
vacant for a considerable period, another blaze of man-made 
or natural origin preCipitated the remaining second story 
roofs onto a thick layer of fill. Forsaken houses today 
sometimes meet similar fates at the hands of pyromaniac 
passersby. 

However, an alternative explanation is tbat the first story 
roofs were burned completely enough to have collapsed onto the first 
story floor, but the second story roof was not as completely burned, 
and remained in place for some period of time before decaying and 
collapsing onto first story remains. During such an interval, aeolian 
sediments observed on the collapsed, first-story roof beams could have 
accumulated. Salvaging of some incompletely burned beams by the 
survivors of the fire or nearby residents may account for the relative 
scarcity of charred beams within the structure. 

Because a detailed account of the architectural details and 
artifact content of all ground floor rooms is provided by King (1949), 
no further description will be given here. 
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Nalakihu was excavated from December, 1933, to April, 1934 as 
part of a Federal CWA work project sponsored by MNA. Dale S. King 
supervised the excavation. 

DATES: 
Room 3: 

116 9vv 

Room 6; 

118 k 

DATE INTERPRETATION: Although Robinson et a!. (1975:77) report that 
specimen F-4268 is without provenience. King (1949: 132) indicates that 
it is in fact from the "charred and collapsed main viga" in Room 6. 
Therefore, there are two dates from specific proveniences at Nalakihu: 
A non-cutting date of A.D. 1169, from Room 3 (of the original core of 
ground-floor rooms) and a cutting date of A.D. 1183, from Room 6 (a 
later addition). 

If it is assumed that both dates are from beams cut for use in 
the construction of their respective rooms. it may be concluded that 
the original core of rooms at Nalakihu was constructed some time after 
A.D. 1169, but before A.D. U83. It may further be concluded that 
Room 6 was added to the core room block at or after A.D. 1183. All of 
the rooms at Nalakihu were destroyed by fire some time after A.D. 
1183. 

CERAMICS; 

Vessels: King (1949) and the MNA Artifact Catalog list the £loowing 
vessels recovered from floor or roof contexts in the pueblo; all items 
are interpreted as objects in use when the pueblo burned: 

l'adre Black-on-white ladle. partially restored, second story 
floor, Room 2 (NA358.22) 

Verde Black-on-gray jar. from second story floor. Room 2 
(NA358.28; illustrated in King [1949:1271) 

Walnut Black-on-white jars, crushed, from above second f:tory 
floor, Room 2 (NA358.29 and possibly NA358.30; see King [1949:27]) 



Dogoszhl/Flagstaff Black-on-white Jar, Room 9 (NA358.S!; 
illustrated in King [1949:127» 
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Padre Black-on-white bowl, from floor of Roam. 3 (HASS8.I03; 
aee King [1949:30, UDh Illustrated in King [1949:130» 

Verde Black-on-gray jar from above second story floor, Room 2 
(no o:atalol Dumber provided; see King [1949:27]) 

Verde Black-on-gray jar, partial, from floor of Room. 10 (no 
catalog number provided; King 1949: 46) 

~: King (1949) reports these items: 

Prescott Gray pipe, Room 1. floor (7) (NA358.!; see King 
1949:21) 

~: Colton (1946b:54) providsB the following sherd counts from 
unspecified proveniences at HA358: 

Dogoszhi Black-on-white 155 
Flagstaff Black-on-white 239 
Wupatki Black-on-white 54 
Padre Black-on-white 40 
Walnut Black-an-white 309 
Tusayan Black-an-red 109 
Citadel Polychrome 2S 
Tusayan Polychrome 1 
Sunset Red 11 
Flagstaff Red 47 
Turkey HIll Red 994 
Tusayan Corrugated 8 
Hoenkopi Corrugated S8S 
Deadmans Gray 33 
Verde Black-on-any g25 

King (1949:111) reports the following sherds from rooms at 
Nalakihu: 

Black Hasa Black-aD-white 
Tusayan White Ware, Fine 
Sand Temper. Walnut DecoratioD S9 
Doaoszhi Black-on-white 176 
Flagstaff Black-on-white 332 
WUpatki Black-on-white 7 
Padre Black-an-white 47 
Walnut Black-on-white 480 
Tusayan Black-on-red 127 
Citadel Polychrome 38 
Taegi Red-an-orange 1 
Verde Black-on-gray 1279 
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Chevelon (1) Black-on-white 1 
Walnut Corrugated 1 
Sunset Red 314 
Turkey Hill Red 959 
Tusayan Corrugated 6 
Moenkopi Corrugated 773 
Deadmans Gray 62 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 4 
Unidentified 14 

REFERENCES: McGregor 1941b: 150-151; Colton 1946b: 138-139, 142; Harlan 
1962:65-67; Breternitz 1963a:37-39; 1966:7; Robinson et a1. 1975:78-79; 
MNA Site Fil~s; MNA Artifact Catalog 

SITE DESCRIPTION: Ridge Ruin is a masonry pueblo of at least 19 
ground floor rooms and five pithouses on top of a small lava hill. 

One of the pithouses (Room 2) abuts with the main room block 
at the northeast corner. Two (Rooms 2 and 13) were located just 
beyond the room block, and the remaining two (Rooms 1 and 3) were 
situated at the base of the lava ridge. Within the pueblo room block 
there were three distinct sets of rooms: (1) An early, linear room 
block (Rooms 6-9. 11. 14, 17, 20-23, and an unnumbered room 
represented only by wall remnants), formed of excellent sandstone 
masonry; (2) A later group (Rooms 4, 5. 7. 16, 18, and 19). built of 
basalt blocks and added to the east and northeast sides of the 
original room block; and (3) a single room (Room 10), of unknown wall 
construction, attached to the west side of the sandstone room block. 

A precise sequence of room construction is not possible; most 
rooms were only tested to the floor with a small trench, and some were 
merely outlined by shallow tests around the walls. Four of the 
earlier sandstone rooms (Rooms 6, 8, 11, and 15) had definitely burned 
and were filled with large amounts of charred roof material. It is 
further stated (HcGregor 1941b:154) that Rooms 19 and 21 definitely 
had not burned. Beyond this, however, the burned or unburned status 
of the remaining rOOms is not clear. At least three of the rooms 
(Rooms 10, 23, and an unnumbered room at the southeast corner of the 
pueblo) had been robbed of wall stones. Wall bond and abut patterns 
revealed only limited information: (1) Rooms 6, 8, 11, 15, 20-23, and 
an unknown number of rooms extending east from Room 23 may have formed 
an original, rectangular or L-shaped room block; (2) Rooms 9, 14, and 
17 may have been added to the north end of this room block, as Room 9 
is "tied" into the northeast and northwest corners of Room 8, and 
Rooms 9, 17, and 14 are all enclosed by a continuous wall segment; (3) 
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Rooms 14 and 17 were formed by sUbdivision of a much larger room by a 
"rough" boulder wall (McGregor 1941b:l53)i (4) All of the basalt 
boulder rooms on the northeast side of the pueblo were added -
perhaps simultaneously -- after the construction of the sandstone room 
block; (5) A masonry pitbouse, Room 2, bad been abandoned and perhaps 
filled with trash by the time Rooms 5 and 19 were built, as the east 
walls of these rooms are superimposed on the west wall of Room 2 
(McGregor 1941b:141-143); and (6) Room la, built of unknown wall 
material, was added after the entire sandstone room block was 
completed, as walls of Room 10 were attached to the exterior walls of 
both Room 8, of the original sandstone room block, and Room 9, of the 
postulated sandstone room block extension to the north. 

In addition, trash fill and floor repair evidence add 
complexity to the occupational sequence. Two of the pithouses (Rooms 2 
and 3) were completely filled with trash that McGregor (1941b:143, 144, 
146) and Colton (l946b:l44) believed had come from the masonry pueblo. 
Room 10 exhibited two floors, separated by a quantity of trash. Room 
5 had two floors, and Room 2 showed no less than five superimposed 
plaster floors (McGregor 1941b: 141). 

Within this occupational sequence, then, Room 6 is one of the 
earliest rooms to be built at NA 1785. McGregor (1941b:lSO-lSl) 
describes Room 6: 

Room 6 was completely excavated and proved to be one of the 
most interesting rooms dug. Tbe floor of clay plastered 
directly on the old ground surface was well preserved and 
abutted the walls. A fire area, not a firepit, was found in 
about the center of the room. Two cists were discovered, one 
each in the nortbwest and in the southwest corners, and each 
contained a large Sunset Red jar. with Gila type shoulder, 
set into the cavity so that the top was just about level with 
the floor. Two other large jars were also found on the floor 
of the room in the north portion, but both had been crushed 
by the falling floors above. 

The walls of this room were of particular interest, for they 
varied somewhat in construction. The north, west and south 
walls were made of Moenkopi sandstone slabs, Which had been 
very carefully laid in clay mortar with sandstone and sherd 
spalls inserted between the courses. The base portion of the 
east wall had been ms.de of the same material. The upper 
portion of this wall had been destroyed and subsequently 
replaced with a wall of basalt boulders roughly coursed. 
This latter masonry was finished on the east face, but the 
west face, or that in the room was only very irregularly 
arranged, thus indicating that the room had been filled and 
the wall laid against the fill. This would give 
substantiation to the belief that Room 6 was one of the first 



rooms built in this unit ...• 

A very well constructed and finished doorway was found in the 
west wall of this room. • •• This doorway had been completely 
plastered over on the west side, in Room 8, after Room 6 was 
abandoned, but still stood open in this latter room .... 

The room had been burned and quantities of charcoal were 
recovered from it. From this it was possible to determine 
that the main beams had been east and west and the secondary 
beams north and south. Two floors had fallen into this room, 
which were still found separated by quantities of trash. A 
large Sunset Red jar had been on the roof. and was found 
crushed but still resting upon it in the debris. 
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Ridge Ruin was tested and excavated in 1939 during a Works 
Progress Administration project led by John C. McGregor and Milton A. 
Wetherill of MNA. 

DATES: 
109 7vv 
110 l++r l+r 3vv 3++r 7+r 7+r 
111 Ovv lvv 2++r 5vv 6v 6v 6+r 
112 3vv 4++r 6r 9v 9+rB 
113 ~kk-

DATE INTERl'RETATION: This series of dates is difficult to interpret 
due to the lack of provenience information that might indicate whether 
dates are from the first or second story roofs of Room 6. A clUEter 
of three dates (two near-cutting acd one non-cutting) at A.D. 1116 
might indicate that the ground floor of Room 6.was constructed at 
about that time, perhaps at A.D. 1117. A second group of dates, from 
the late 1120s to the mid-1l30s, may indicate the remodeling of Room 6 
or the construction of an upper story room at about A.D. 1135. It is 
clear that both the upper and lower stories of Room 6 burned some time 
after A.D. 1135. 

CERAMICS: 

Vessels: McGregor (l941b:150-151) indicates two Sunset Red jars were 
found within floor cists, two jars of unspecified type were found 
crushed on the floor, and a third Sunset Red jar was recovered from on 
top of burned roof beams, as if it had been resting on the roof of 
Room 6 (I.e, the floor of a second story room) when the room burned. 
Artifact cards in the MNA Artifact Catalog list these vessels, and add 
several not mentioned by McGregor: 

Winona Red bowl, floor (NA1765R6.1) 



Sunset Red jar. in eist in northwest corner of room 
(NA1785R6.2) 

Winona Brown jar, floor. north sida (NA1785R6.3) 
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Winona Brown jar, top of roof material, north side of room 
(NA1785R6.4) 

Sunset Red jar, top of roof material, north side of room 
(NA1785R6.5) 

Sunset Red jar, with Gila shoulder, cist, southwest corner of 
room (NA1785R6.6) 

TUrkey Hill Red bowl. floor (NA1785R6.42) 

Winona Brown jar, floor (NA1785R6.43) 

Sherds; Colton (1946b: 142) lists the following sherds from the fill of 
~: 

Black Mesa Black-on-white 17 
Shato Black-on-white 4 
Tusayan White Ware 2 
Holbrook Black-on-white 10 
Walnut Black-an-white 3 
Little Colorado White Ware 2 
Citadel Polychrome 1 
Angell Brown 26 
Winona Brown 189 
Youngs Brown 29 
Sunset Red 122 
Turkey Hill Red 1 
Tusayan Corrugated 22 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 5 

REFERENCES: McGregor 1941b:l52; Colton 1946b:l38-139i Harlan 1962:65-
67; Breternitz 1963a:37-39; 1966:7; Robinson et a1. 1975:78-79; MNA 
Site Files; tiNA Artifact Catalog 

SITE DESCRIPTION: Room 11 of Ridge Ruin is located nearly in the 
center of the pueblo, forming the southeastern room in a group of four 
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adjacent, burned rooms (including also Rooms 6, 8, and 15). McGregor 
(l941b;I52) provides this description: 

In Room 11 only the west wall was traced along the east side 
with a wide trench that exposed parts of the north and south 
walls. The floor of clay plastered on the old leveled ground 
surface abutted the walls. No floor features were found in 
the portion of the room uncovered by the present tests, 
although a large jar and a small jar were on the floor. The 
walls were made of Moenkopi sandstone slabs carefully chosen 
and shaped to fit with spalls, -and clay plastered. The room 
had been burned and a number of charred beams were found in 
it, making possible a reconstruction of the method of 
roofing. The main beams ran east and west, with secondary 
beams north and south across these. A doorway was in the 
west wall of Room 11. which was identical in all features to 
that between Rooms 6 and 8 except that it had never been 
sealed with clay on the west side as the other door had. It 
originally opened into Room 15. 

DATES: 
109 2r 
110 7++r 9++r 
III 7r 
112 !£ 

DATE IN'I'ERl'RETA'I'ION: A cutting date at A.D. 1117 may indicate that 
Room 11, like adj acent Room 6. was originally roofed in that year. A 
later cutting date of A.D. 1128 might indicate repair of the original 
roof, or the addition of a second story room. (Note that Room 6 also 
produced a cutting date of A.D. 1128.) An earlier cutting date of 
A.D. 1092 may represent a recycled beam from a nearby pithouse, or the 
use of dead wood. It does not seem likely that this isolated date, 
which is not matched by comparably early dates from any of the other 
dated pueblo rooms. would represent building activity associated with 
the pueblo. 

CERAMICS: 

Vessels: Two vessels. probably the large and small jars mentioned by 
McGregor (1941b:l52) are listed in the artifact catalog at MNA: 

Sunset Red jar, on floor against left [sic] wall (NA1785Rll.l) 

A."lgell Brown jar, on floor against left [sic] wall 
(NA1785Rll.2) 
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REFERENCES: McGregor 1941b:l36-139; Colton 1946b:237-239, Harlan 
1962:98; Breternitz 19638139-401 1966:8; Robinson et 81. 1975:78-79; 
Ahlstrom 1985:457. 463-464; MNA Site FUes; MNA Artifact Catalog 

SITE DESCRII'TION: NA 3673R is a burned, masonry-lined pithouse that 
was later covered by a trash mound, NA 3673T. The pithouse appears in 
plan as an irregularly shaped parallelogram, 3.4 by 5.7 m. with a 
rounded alcove or vestibule entrance. The hard-packed clay floor of 
the pithouse lay 2.6 meters below the ground surface. A basin-shaped 
firepit, with a raised clay rim, was found just back of the 
alcove/vestibule, and there were two roof-support postholes in the 
centerline of the house. Nine other post boles were discovered in the 
walls around the house, and two possible ladder holes, containing 
rotted wood, were found near the firepit. The structure had burned, 
and there were many charred upright posts and collapsed roof beams at 
floor level. According to McGregor (1941b;13B), the bouse bad burned 
while occupied, so burned roof material was found lying upon a 
large number of broken pots, burned baskets, and other artifacts. 

The structure was discovered during the excavation of the 
trash mound, NA 3673T. It was inferred that two nearby, unburned 
pithouses, NA 3674R and NA 3675, contributed the trash that formed the 
mound (Colton 1946b:23B). 

NA 3673R was excavated in 1939 by .John C. McGregor and Milton 
A. Wetherill during a Works Progress Administration project 
administered by MNA. 

DATES: 

107 5vv 
lOB Ov Ovv Q!. .!.E. 

DATE INTERPRETATION: As noted in Appendix 3, dates reported from NA 
3673T by Robinson et a1. (1975:79) are actually beams from NA 3673R. 
This error was caused when beams from the trash mound were given a 
trash mound provenience before it was discovered that they were 
actually from the burned structure, NA 3673R. 

Although a short series, the dates indicate a probable 
construction of the pithollse early in the 1080s. It is inferred that 
the initial date cluster at A.D. 1080 (including one cutting date) 
represents the construction of the pithouse. 
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CERAMICS: 

Vessels: McGregor (l941b:l38-139), Colton (1946b:237), and the MNA 
Artifact Catalog list the following vessels from NA 3673R: 

Deadmans Fugitive Red pitcher, with twisted handle. floor, 60 
em from north side of entrance (NA3673T.17) 

Whipple Elack-on-white canteen, floor, 1 m from north side of 
entrance (NA3673T.18) 

Black Mesa Black-cn-white pitcher, floor, 30 em from north 
side of entrance (NA3673T.19) 

Black Mesa Black-an-white duck effigy bowl, floor, against 
east wall of entrance (NA3673T.20) 

Deadmans Fugitive Red vase, floor. in front of entrance 
(NA3673T.21) 

Sunset Red jar, floor of alcove (NA3673T.70) 

Tusayan Corrugated jar, floor of alcove (NA3673T.71) 

Winona Corrugated bowl, floor, north side of room (NA3673T.72) 

Sunset Red bowl, floor (NA3673T.74) 

Winona Brown jar, one-half complete, floor, south of fire pit 
(NA3673T.75) 

Sunset Red bowl, floor of alcove (NA3673T.1l2) 

Grapevine Brown miniature bowl, trash £ill (NA3673T.206) 

Youngs Brown bowl. one-half complete, floor (NA3673T.236) 

Winona Corrugated bowl, floor (NA3673T.237) 

Winona Red Smudged bowl, one-half complete, trash fill 
(NA3673T.239) 

Turkey Hill Red (on Angell Brown) bowl, trash fill 
(NA3673T.240) 

Tusayan Corrugated bowl, white, miniature, trash fill above 
floor (NA3673T.243) 

Black Mesa Black-on-white bowl, trash fill above floor 
(NA3673T.249) 



425 

In addition, the MNA Artifact Catalog lists an unclassified 
dipper fragment from trash fill (NA3673T.23) and an unidentified 
black-an-white seed bowl from the floor (NA3673T.69). These items 
could not be located in collections, so their type assignments remain 
unknown. 

Shards: Colton (1946b:237. Z39) and the MNA Site Files provide the 
following sherd counts Oab count sheets in the Site Files indicate 
that the totals for sherds provided by Colton [1946b:231] are in fact 
totals from the floor of the pithouse. and that his trash mound 
sections A-D [i946b:239] are in fact from the floor of NA 3673R); 

Floor Fill 

Black Mesa Black-cn-white 60 .5 
Shato Black-an-white 
Dogoszhi Black-an-white 
Flagstaff Black-cn-white 9 
Tusayan White Ware 13 15 
Holbrook Black-on-white 7 3 
Walnut Black-on-white 14 
Little Colorado White Ware 12 3 
Medicine Black-on-red 2 
Tusayan Black-on-red 3. 
Citadel :Polychrome 3 
Deadroans Black-on-gray 
Angell Brown 153 44 
Winona Brown 564 437 
Youngs Brown 99 76 
Sunset Red 217 304 
Tusayan Corrugated 125 93 
Moenkopi Corrugated 2 2 
Deadmans Gray 2 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 163 3. 
Winona Smudged 6 12 
Winona Corrugated 6 3 
Little Colorado Corrugated 2 1 
Wingfield Plain 2 
Unknown 

Tools: The !iNA Artifact Catalog lists these items, all from the trash 
fill above the floor of NA 3673R: 

Tusayan Black-on-red worked sherd (NA3673T.45) 

Black Mesa Black-on-white perforated sherd disk (NA3673T.46) 



Angell Brown perforated sherd disk, one-half complete 
(NA3673T.47) 

Dogoszhi Black-cn-white perforated sherd disk (NA3673T.54) 

Sunset Red perforated sherd disk (NA3673T.83) 

Winona Brown sherd disk (NA3673T.84) 

Sunset Red perforated sherd disk (NA3613T.85) 
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Black Hesa Black-cn-white perforated sherd disk (NA3673T.86) 

San Juan Red Ware sherd disk (NA3673T.88) 

Deadmans Fugitive Red perforated sherd disk (NA3673T.92) 

Tusayan Black-cn-red sherd disk fragment (NA3673T.145) 

Sunset Red sherd disk fragment (NA3673T.146) 

Cibo!a White Ware sherd disk (NA3673T. 154) 

Angell Brown sherd disk fragment (NA3673T.178) 

Sunset Red perforated sherd disk (NA3673T.183) 

Turkey Hill Red sherd disk (NA3673T.184) 

Sosi :Black-cn-white perforated sherd disk (NA3673T.185) 

Angell Brown perforated sherd disk (NA3673T.186) 

Tusayan Black-on-red worked sherd (NA3673T.207) 

Angell Brown sherd disk fragment (NA3673T.238) 

Sunset Red sherd, scoop(?) (NA3673T.241) 

Winona Brown perforated sherd disk (NA3673T.246) 

Black Mesa Black-on-white sherd disk (NA3673T.247) 

Tusayan Black-on-red sherd disk (NA3673T, no catalog number 
provided) 

In addition, two pottery disk fragments (NA3673T.87 and .145), 
a complete sherd -iisk (NA3673T .144), two spindle whorl fragments 
(NA3673T.9l and .159), and a complete spindle whorl (NA3673T.158) are 
listed from the trash fill above the floor of NA 3673R. These items 
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could not be located in collections, so their type assignments remain 
unknown. 

REFERENCES: McGregor 1941b:lS. 17. 19, 89-92, 160, 162, 275; Colton 
1946b: 185-166; Harian 1962:85-87; :Breternitz 1963a:27-28; 1966:6; 
Robinson et a!. 1975:88-90; Ahlstrom 1985:458, 472-1.73; MNA Site 
Files; liNA Artifact Catalog 

SITE DESCRIl'TION: NA 2I33A is a large, shallow pithouse. McGregor 
(1941b:89-92) describes the structure: 

Site NA 2133A might be known as the Hahakam house, for in all 
particulars it is typical of a Sedentary Hohakam house, the 
only house in fact found anywhere in this work which might be 
so considered. Although house NA 2133A was not marked by any 
striking surface indications a pot hunter had sunk a large 
pit into the alcove portion of the house, thereby destroying 
most of the features here. An opening was made in this 
portion and following the floor expanded into the main room 
of the house. The floor and other features were well 
preserved hard pack clay which were rather easily followed, 
for the house had been burned while occupied I thereby baking 
the clay and so preserving it. For the same reason a 
surprising amount of pottery and other artifacts were found 
on the floor of the house. " .Of greatest interest are the 
general form and roof support arrangement of this site. For 
such pithouses it is relatively deep in proportion to size. 
The sides are essentially parallel but the ends are 
definitely rounded, and on the east side there is a somewhat 
rounded alcove-entrance or vestibule. The main support posts 
were arranged in a line on the main axis of the floor, and a 
series of surrounding posts were placed in a trench at the 
outer margin of the floor. These latter extended in a clayed 
wall partly across the alcove portion, to shut it off, except 
for a narrow passage, from the rest of the room. The floor 
of the alcove was slightly raised above that of the room. 
The firepit is located directly before the alcove opening. 

Unfortunately for tbe occupants, but fortunately for 
posterity, the burning of NA 2133A preserved all articles 
that had been in use in the house at the time of tbe 
catastrophe. Many of the most interesting Hohokam-like 
artifacts discussed i= later sections either came from this 
house or the trash mound associated with it. 
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A large trash mound (NA 2133'1) and three other pit structures 
(NA 2133B, NA 2133C, and NA 2133D) surround NA 2U3A. 

The site was excavated in 1938 as part of a Works E'rolress 
Administration project led by Jolm C. HcGregor and Hilton A. Wetherill 
of HNA. 
DATES: 

106 4vv 
107 3vv 4vv 4vv Svv 6vv 6vv 7vv 9vv 
108 On Ovv 2vv 2vv lv 4vv 4+v 4v 4v 5v 5v 5r 

6vv 6v 6v 6+r 6r 6r 6r 6r 6rll 6rB 7vv 8;; 
109 5vv ------

DATE INTERPRETATION; A strobl cluater of dates in the 1080s, 
including cutting or near-cutting dates in 1084, 1085, and 1086, 
indicate that the pithouse was probably constructed in A.D. 1086. 
perhaps with some wood that was eut in previous years and allowed to 
seaSOD. Non-cutting dates at 1087. 1088, and 1095 are interpreted as 
dates from. repair beams. It is clear tbat the pithouse burned some 
time after A.D. 1095. 

CERAMICS: 

~: McGregor (l941b: 92) provides the following list of vessels 
from the floor of NA 2l33A; catalog numbers are from the MNA Artifact 
Catalog: 

Two Coconino Red-on-buff heavy walled vessels (NA2133A.60 and 
perhaps NA2133A.2) 

Winona Red-an-buff jar with marked Gila shoulder (NA2133A.51) 

Three Black Mesa Black-an-white bowls (NA2133A.63, .69, and 
probably .87) 

Black Heaa Black-on-white oval shaped bowl (NA2133A.68) 

Deadmans Black-on-red bowl (NA2133A.67 and probably NA 
2133A.67; this vessal has subsequantly been reclassified by Colton 
[see Colton 1946b:252] and Peter:J. Pilles. :Jr. [personal 
communication, 1985] &8 'rusayan Black-on-red) 

Winona Brown plate (NA2133A.89) 

Two Winona Brown bowls (NA2133A.82 and .88, and NA2133A.84 and 
.94) 

Vinona Brown jar with marked Gila shoulder (NA2133A.86) 
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Three ':.'linona Corrugated bowls (NA2133A.52, .64, and .65) 

Winona Smudged bowl (NA2133A.62) 

Rio de Flag Brown bowl (NA2133A.83) 

Deadmans Fugitive Red jar (NA2133A.81) 

Two large Youngs brown bowls (NA2133A.93) 

Large Angell Brown jar (NA2133A.90) 

Tusayan Corrugated jar (NA2133A.92) 

In addition, the MNA Artifact Catalog lists these items not 
listed by McGregor: 

Sunset Red small bowl, partial, on floor (NA2133A.49) 

Salado/Forestdale Red bowl, on floor (NA2133A. 50) 

Sunset Red bowl, one-half complete, on floor (NA2133A.85) 

Sherds: Colton (l946b:l86) lists the following sherds from NA 2133A: 

Black Mesa Black-cn-white 25 
Shato Black-cn-white 1 
Tusayan White Ware 5 
Tusayan Polychrome 2 
Coconino Red-cn-buff 18 
Angell Brown 80 
Winona Brown 111 
Sunset Red 42 
Tonto Red 6 
Tusayan Corrugated 17 
Deadmans Gray 8 
DeadIUans Fugitive Red 85 
Winona Smudged 3 
Winona Corrugated 1 
Little Colorado Corrugated 

Tools: The HNA Artifact Catalog lists these items: 

Black Mesa Black-on-white perforated sherd disk. no specific 
provenience (NA2133A. 22) 

DeadInans Fugitive Red perforated sherd disk. floor 
(NA2133A.59) 
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Black Mesa Black-en-white perforated sherd disk, fIll above 
floor (NA2133A.91) 

In addition, a pottery scraper (NA2133A.53) and a figurine 
(NA2133A.54) are listed. These items could not be located in 
collections, so their type assignments remain unknown. 

REFERENCES: McGregor 1937d:9-10. 19-23. 27-30, Plates VII-Xli 
1941b:17-18; Colton 1946b:192-194; Harlan 1962:88-69; Breternitz 
1963a:31-32; 1966:6-7; Robinson et al. 1975:88-90; Ahlstrom 1985:456, 
472-473; HNA Site Files; MNA Artifact Catalog 

SITE DESCRIPTION: NA 2134A is a very large, deep, masonry-lined 
pithouse that was originally interpreted as perhaps representing a 
kiva (McGregor 1937d:22-23). The structure is rectangular in shape, 
4.75 by 5.75 m, with interior walls of basalt boulders. The clay
plastered floor of the structure lay more than 2.25 meters below the 
ground surface. Floor features were a clay lined fire pit, near the 
east wall; a ventilator, set between the fire pit and ventilator shaft 
in the east wall; a large pit or cache, in the southeast corner; and 
numerous post holes. some set into the walls on the east and west 
sides of the structure. Two small posts set into he floor near the 
ventilator were interpreted as ladder posts. 

The structure had burned, and the roof had collapsed onto the 
floor. Twenty-f ive charcoal specimens were recovered in the form of 
beams, and several undecorated jars, a burned weaving stick, fragments 
of pigment stones, grinding implements, and a stone bird (1) effigy 
were found on the floor. 

After the structure burned, it appears to have been 
artificially filled with trash, cinders, and large volcanic bombs; 
McGregor (1937d:20) states: 

The fill of this site consisted of an astonishing number of 
rocks, mostly large volcanic fragments, thus making work very 
difficult. Clay, sherds, and charcoal were solidly massed 
between the rocks, thus suggesting the site had been 
deliberately filled with rocks and clay after it burned. 
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The site was excavated in 1936 during a jOillt Arizona State 
Teachers College/MNA expedition led by John C. HcGreBor. 

DATBS: 

!02 O+V"i' 
103 3vv 9++vv 
104 
IDS 
10. 
107 
108 9vv 
100 
UD Ovv 2+vv 
111 Ivv Ivv 6vv 
112 l+vv 4vv 6vv 8vv 8vv 
113 Ovv 3vv 
114 Ovv 

DATE INTERPRETATION: This date distribution provides no obvious 
construction date, but its overall shape sUBgests cODstruction in the 
late 1120s or 1130s. It is therefore cautiously proposed that NA 
2134,& was constructed at about A.D. 1130. It is clear that the 
structure burned some time after A.D. 1140. 

CERAMICS: 

Vessels: McGregor (1937d:23) reports that ·several large undecorated 
jars· were recovered from NA 2134A. He lists these items (McGregor 
1937d:30-31), with catalog numbers supplied by thl! MNA Artifact 
Catalog: 

Tusayan Corrgated jar, one-half complete (NA2134A.22; McGregor 
[1937d;30] notes that the jar "was smoothly split vertically frOID the 
center of the base up through the rim. as though deliberately broken 

Moenkopi Corrgated jar, nearly complete (NA2134A.23) 

Sunset Red jar. very large (no catalog number provided) 

S1;2l1set Red jar, one-third complete (no catalog number 
provided) 

All of these items are reported to have been present on the 
floor of NA 2134A when it burned. aDd all were "badly crushed with the 
collapse of the roof· (KeGregor 1937d;30). 

In addition to the above ves8e18. the lOlA Artifact Catalog 
lists a fragment of a heavy-walled vessel (NA2134A.9) but this item 
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could not be located in collections and its type assignment remains 
unknown. 

Sherds: McGregor (1937d:26) and Colton (l946b:l94) provided identical 
lists of sherds from the fill, fill above floor, and floor of NA 
2134A: 

Fill 
Above 

Fill Floor Floor 

Black Mesa Black-on-white 92 56 
HoI brook Black-on-white 48 70 
Tusayan Black-on-red 9 11 
Citadel Polychrome 2 
Rio de Flag Brown 8 
Winona Brown 104 17 152 
Sunset Red 45 25 384 
Elden Corrugated 2 
Tusayan Corrugated 25 61 
Deadmans Gray 2 
Daadmans Fugitive Red 

(Note: It is reported in field notes in the MNA Site Files that the 
potsherds that were found lying on the floor of NA 2134A were burned, 
so they apparently were resting on the floor when the pi thouses 
burned. ) 

Tools: The HNA Artifact Catalog lists these items: 

Winona Brown sherd disk (NA2134A.7) 

'Winona Brown rim sherd, ground to bevel edge (NA2134A.20) 

REFERENCES: McGregor 1941b:103-105j Colton 1946b:200-202; Harlan 
1962:90; Breternitz 1963a:34; 1966:7; Robinson et a1. 1975:88-90; 
Ahlstrom 1985:458, 472-473; MNA Site Files; !iNA Artifact Catalog 

SITE DESCRIPTION: NA 2135C is a burned, rectangular pithouse 
measuring 6.2 by 8.5 m. The clay floor of the house, 1.4 m below the 
present ground surface, was extraordinarily Well-preserved. In the 
floor, there was a large, circular, clay hearth just inside the 
entryway. Two large postholes were located in a line along the long 
axis of the house; around the perimeter of the house there were 
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several other large postholes, some containing burned posts. Placed 
against the wall around the outside of the entire structure (except 
for the gap formed by tbe doorway), there was a bench, 50 em wide and 
1 m high. The outer perimeter of the structure was ringed with 
numerous small postholes. Midway along the south wall of the 
structure there was a large alcove or entryway, 2.0 by 2.2 m. The 
alcove had apparently been roofed; eight postholes, some of which 
contained burned posts, were arrayed around its perimeter. 

When the structure burned, the roof collapsed on an 
extraordinary assemblage of artifacts, including ceramic vessels, 
shell and stone jewelry, human and animal figurines, baskets, mats, 
corn-on-the-cob, beans, bone awls, manos, worked slabs, and a metate 
(McGregor 1941b; 104; MNA Site Files). It is reported that a great 
deal of burned roof material had fallen directly onto the floor, 
making it easy to separate floor and fill contents (McGregor 
194Ib:l03). Underneath the fallen roof material in the southeast 
corner of the pithouse there was a pile of charred sticks of juniper, 
oak, snd pine. as well as large amounts of juniper bark. This 
material had apparently been resting in storage on the floor when the 
structure burned. 

The site was excavated in 1938 as part of a Works Progress 
Administraton Expedition led by John C. McGregor and Milton A. 
Wetherill of MNA. 

DATES: 

104 6vv 
105 
106 Ivv 
107 
108 2vv 7r 7r 
10' Svv 6Vv 6v 

DATE INTERPRETATION: Although the evidence is not conclUSive, two 
cutting dates of A.D. 1087 suggest that the structure was built at 
about that time. The later, non-cutting dates of 1095 and 1096 are 
interpreted as repair beams. 

CERAMICS: McGregor (194lb:l04) states that the following vessels were 
recovered as whole or restorable vessels from the floor of NA 213SC 
(catalog numbers are provided by the tiNA Artifact Catalog): 

Black Mesa Black-on-white bowl (NA213SC.l04) 

Black Mesa Black-on-white jar (NA2135C.70 or .88) 

Black Mesa Black-on-white seed bowl (NA2135C.70 or .88) 
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Puerco Black-cn-white canteen (NA2135C.29) 

Shato Black-an-white bowl (NA2135C.69) 

Six Tusayan Corrugated jars (NA2135C.12, .73, .89, .91, .93, 
and .94) 

Little Colorado Corrugated jar (NA2135C.97) 

Three small Winona Brown bowls (NA2135C.30 •• 32, and .66) 

Two large Winona Brown jars (NA2135C.75j no catalog number 
listed for second jar) 

One large Winona Brown jar with a marked Gila shoulder 
(NA2135C.96) 

Angell Brown pitcher (NA213SC.87) 

Three Youngs Brown jars (NA2135C.74, .98, and .99)" 

Rio de :Flag Brown jar (NA2135C.71) 

In addition to the vessels listed by McGregor. the MNA 
Artifact Catalog also lists these items: 

Alameda Brown Ware small, narrow mouth bowl (NA2135C.31) 

Winona Brown bowl, on floor (NA2135C.90) 

Youngs Brown bowl, OD floor (NA2135C.I03) 

~: Colton (l946b:201) and the MNA Site Files list the following 
sherds from NA2135C (Colton (1946b:201J listed only floor sherdsj 
counts from other proveniences are from the MNA Site Files): 

Floor Entrance Fill 

Black Mesa Black-on-white 117 296 
Holbrook Black-on-white 8 25 
Shato Black-on-white 2 34 
Dogoszhi lHack-on-whi te 1 4 
Flagstaff Black-on-white 1 2 
Medicine Black-cn-red 5 
Tusayan Black-on-red 8 29 
Tusayan White Ware 10 49 
Little Colorado White Ware 1 5 
Winona Red-on-buff ! 
Deadmans Black-cn-gray ! 
Winona Brown 241 45 2400 
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Angell Brown '8 ,. 797 
Youngs Brown IS 
Sunset Red 76 12 8,4 
Turkey Hill Red , 37 
Alameda Brown Ware , 
Tusayan Corrugated 72 ,.7 
Moenkopi Corrugated , 
Little Colorado Corrugated , 

'8 
Deadmans Gray 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 54 94 
Winona Smudged 4 27 
Winona Corrugated 8 23 
Winona Red 8 
Tonto Red 7 
Wingfield flain , 
Unknown Red Ware 
Unidentified 28 ,. 

'I'ools: The HNA Artifact Catalog lists the following items: 

Black Mesa Black-on-white sherd disk, trash fill above floor 
(NA2135C.12) 

Undecorated Tusayan White Ware perforated sherd disk, trash 
fill above floor (NA2135C.12) 

Sunset Red semi-perforated sherd disk, trash fill above floor 
(NA2135C.12) 

Alameda Brown Ware figurine (NA2135C.lS) 

Angell Brown modeled spindle whorl (NA2135C.16) 

Winona Brown modeled spindle whorl, trash fill above floor 
(NA2135C.l7) 

Alameda Brown 'Ware pipe, trash fill above floor (NA2l35C.27) 

Winona Brown modeled spindle whorl (NA2135C.34) 

Winona Corrugated sherd disk. fill above floor (NA2135C.36) 

Black Mesa Black-on-white sherd disk, trash fill above floor 
(NA2135C.67) 

Winona Smudged sherd disk, floor (NA2135C.77) 

Alameda Brown Ware figurine fragment (NA2135C.78) 

Sunset Red worked sherd, trash fill above floor (NA2l35C.92) 



Black Mesa Black-on-white sherd disk fragment, fill above 
floor (NA213SC.102) 
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In addition, the HNA Artifact Catalog lists a pottery handle 
(NA2135C.19), a sherd scraper (NA2135C.20). and a broken sherd disk 
(NA2135C.IOl). all from fill above the floor. None of these items 
could be located in collections, so their type assignments remain 
unknown. 

REFERENCES: McGregor 1941b:l08, 110; Colton 1946b:225-226; Breternitz 
19638:35-36; 1966:7; Robinson et a1. 1975:88-90; Ahlstrom 1985:458, 
472; MNA Site FUes; MNA Artifact Catalog 

SITE DESCRIPTION: NA 3644C is a large, rectangular, masonry-lined 
pithouse, 6.0 by 6.7 m, with an o:lcove or vestibule eDtryway about 
midway along the east wall. The clay-plastered floor, 1.0 m below the 
ground surface, was hard-packed and quite well-preserved. Floor 
features were a central, clay-lined firepit; a small cist in the north 
end of the room; two main roof support post holes, with charred posts, 
along the centerline of the long axis; and a number of small post 
holes, some containing charred posts, around the perimeter of the 
inside walls. The structure had burned, but there was a relatively 
small amount of charred roof material on the floor, consisting of 
about nine roof beams, and a few pieces of split juniper wood and 
juniper bark (MNA Site Files). It is reported (McGregor 1941b:llO) 
that "the only artifects found in this site were a mano, a hammer 
stone, and a staDe arrow straightener." Only a few sherds were found 
on the floor, and these were not bagged separately from the fill 
sherds (MNA Site Files). 

NA 3644C was excavated in 1939 as part of a Works :Project 
Administration sponsored expedition led by John C. McGregor and Milton 
A. Wetherill of MNA. 

DATES: 

105 4vv 
100 
107 
108 
109 9vv 
110 
III 7vv 
112 O+r 
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DATE INTERERETATION: The few scattered. non-cutting dates do not 
allow detailed interpretation. The near cutting date at A.D. 1120 
suggests that the structure might have been built around that time. 

CERAMICS; 

Vessels: Although McGregor does not mention ceramic vessels from the 
Site, he does indicate (1941b:llO) that there were a few shards from 
beneath the roof clay. The MNA Artifact Catalog lists the following 
items, possibly reconstructed from the sherds mentioned by McGregor: 

Flagstaff Black-cn-white bowl, one-half complete. on floor 
(NA3644C.8) 

Tusayan Black-cn-red bowl. one-half complete, from fill above 
floor (NA3644C.9) 

Sherds: Colton (1946b:226) reports the following sherds from NA 3644C: 

Black Mesa Black-an-white 28 
Tusayan Black-on-whi te 7 
Dogoszhi Black-an-white 27 
Flagstaff Black-an-white 3 
Tusayan White Ware 5 
Holbrook Black-an-white 17 
Walnut Black-on-white 7 
Little Colorado White Ware 4 
Tusayan Black-on-red I 
Citadel Polychrome 1 
Angell Brown 63 
Winona Brown 196 
Youngs Brown 26 
Sunset Red 173 
Turkey Hill Red 3 
Tonto Red 6 
Elden Corrugated 1 
Tusayan Corrugated 30 
Moenkopi Corrugated 3 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 
Little Colorado Corrugated 
Winona Smudged 
Winona Red 
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REFERENCES: McGregor 1973; Robinson et a1. 1975:97-99 

SITE DESCRIl'TION: Room D is a two story room located in the 
northwestern portion of the main room block at Two Kivas Pueblo. The 

, room measured about 3.0 by 4.9 m, and was about 2.4 meters deep. The 
walls were constructed of basalt and sandstone masonry. and were 
covered with a clay plaster. The room was only partially excavated to 
the floor level with a four foot (1.2 m) by 10 1/2 foot (3.2 m) 
trench, placed along the west wall, extending north from the southwest 
corner. Consequently, the features and contents of the room are only 
partially known. In addition, a pothunter's hole extended deep into 
the southeast corner. 

Materials found in the room fill indicated clearly that Room D 
had burned. McGregor (1973) describes several strata within the room, 
beginning with a layer of disturbed fill extending from the ground 
surface to a level of 108.5 feet (an elevation relative to the site 
datum.) This stratum, removed across the extent of the room, was 
designated D-l. The stratum contained sherds, fallen wall material, 
and charred wood, corn cobs, and coiled basketry fragments. A second 
fIll level, also excavated across the entire room, was designated 
layer D-2. This layer contained many of the same materials found in 
D-l, including a layer of burned roof beams that sloped down from the 
center of the room toward the east, where they met the east wall at 
the 106 foot elevation. Beams were found high in the next 
stratigraphic level (D-3, from 107 to 106 feet), and they, too, sloped 
from the center of the room down toward the walls. This pattern 
suggested to McGregor (1973) that "the Center of the room bad been 
filled higher than the sides when the room burned." 

Within the trench, charred roof beams were found in a layer 
extending from 106 to 104.5 feet. This layer was designated D-4. At 
104.5 feet, several pots were found resting in a shallow depression 
that extended into a loose clay layer. The: trench was extended down 
another one foot (30 em), and this layer was designated D-S. The 
upper.2 foot (6 cm) of D-5 consisted of the same loose clay that 
supported the pots. The next six inches (1S cm) of D-5 contained 
loose sandy soil. and abundant potsherds. Below this depOSit, there 
was an irregular, sterile clay layer, mixed in places with volcanic 
cinders, and below this there was an "undisturbed, lime-covered cinder 
layer" (McGregor 1973). McGregor (1973) also observed that the west 
wall of Rooto D had cut through the sterile clay layer, and had been 
built on the layer of lime-covered cinders, which he believed was the 
ground surface at the time of room construction. 

On the basis of the deposits in the trench, McGregor (1973) 
identified a sequence of events that he believed had occurred within 
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Room D. The lowest clay layer was believed to represent the original 
ground surface; since this layer sloped somewhat, the overlying clay 
and cinder deposit was thought to have been laid down during room 
construction to level a floor surface. The mixed sand and sherd 
layer, six inches (15 em) thick, was interpreted as a trash deposit 
laid down on the original room floor. Above this there was a second 
floor, represented by the clay layer supporting the pots. While the 
room still contained the pots. it had apparently been abandoned and 
used as a trash dump, and a small mound of artifacts and other 
sediments had accumulated near the center of the floor. The room then 
burned, and the roof collapsed onto the pots and trash on the floor. 

Because the room had burned, many COmponents of the roof had 
been preserved, including main support beams, secondary branches, 
juniper bark grass, and clay. Although no beam holes were observed in 
the walls, McGregor (1973) thought that the room had two stories, with 
a "living" room in the upper story, and a "storage II room at ground 
level. In support of this interpretation, he cited the presence of a 
mana and one partial and two complete pottery vessels, "just above the 
burned roof material," and a complete metate and several manos within 
the room fill just below the ground surface. These items were thought 
to have fallen into the room from the floor or roof of the upper story 
during the fire. However, McGregor (1973) also notes that fragments 
of unburned yucca matting were found immediately above the roof, so 
these fragments as well as the other items may have been deposited 
some time after the room burned. 

Room D was excavated in 1962 by students of a University of 
Illinois archaeological field school directed by John C. McGregor. 

DATES: 

116 7vv 
117 4vv 8vv 
118 2v 4vv 8vv 
119 Ie lc 2vv 2vv 2vv 'Zv 2c 3vv 3vv 3vv 3vv 3v 3v 4vv 4vv 4v 4v 4v 4v 

t;; i;; ~ ~ f:..!:. !E !£ E Svv 2.!: 7v 

DATE INTERPRETATION: A strong cluster of cutting and non-cutting 
dates at A.D. 1194 indicates that Room D was probably roofed in that 
year, using some beams cut in A.D. 1191, 1192, and perhaps 1193 (as 
indicated by the two dates of 1193v). Slightly later cutting and non
cutting dates may indicate modifications made shortly after 
construction, or repair. It is evident that the room burned some time 
after A.D. 1197. 
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CERAMICS: 

~: McGregor (1973) lists the following vessels; 

Flagstaff Black-on-white jar, fill. just above burned roof 
material (NA700D.47) 

Sunset Red bowl, fill, just above burned roof materi~l 
(NA100D.49) 

Sunset Red storage jar, containing cotton fabric and string, 
cotton bolls, charcoal, sherds, pot base, corn, beans, squash seeds 
and other unidentified seeds, upper occupation surface near west wall 
(NA700D.84) 

Tusayan Corrugated jar. containing string, cotton seeds, and 
other unidentified seeds, upper occupation surface near west wall 
(NA700D.85) 

Moenkopi Corrugated jar, containing cotton yarn, knotted 
string, cotton seed, cotton bolls, seed pods, sherds. and charcoal, 
upper occupation surface near west wall (NA700D.66) 

Sunset Red bowl, upper occupation surface near west wall 
(NA700D.87) 

Sunset Red bowl, upper occupation surface near west wall 
(NA700D.89) 

Sunset Red bOWl, upper occupation surface near west wall 
(NA700D.95) 

Sunset Red storage jar, containing satanspar gypsum fragments, 
wood fragments, 51 assorted shell beads, bone awls, sherds, obsidian, 
Bnd charcoal, upper occupation surface near west wall (NA700D.96) 

Sunset Red storage jar containing what is probably a weaving 
kit of six bone tools, one corroplate gourd. cotton, gourd, squash, 
beans and other seeds, corn stalk fragment, grass stems, one chipped 
stone point or knife, one lignite mirror, four pieces of malachite, 
one piece of azurite, one piece of hematite, cotton fabric, cotton 
yarn, knotted fibers. leather fragments, NA700D.I0S. .106, .115, .116, 

.117, and sherds. burned fragments of wood. and charcoal, upper 
occupation surface near west wall (NA700D. 96 [sic]) 

Sunset Red vessel fragments, upper occupation surface near 
west wall (NA7DOD.IOO) 
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Sunset Red jar containing insects, several kinds of seeds and 
dried berries, upper occupation surface near west wall (NS100D.101) 

Sunset Red bowl, containing sberds and charcoal, upper 
occupation surface near west wall (NA700D.I02) 

Sunset Red storage jar, containing seeds. sherds, and 
charcoal, upper occupation surface near west wall (NA700D.103) 

Wupatki (Tusayan style) lHack-on-white ladle, found inside 
NA700D. 97. contained burned grass, seeds. string, and one piece of 
malachite, upper occupation surface near west wall (NA100D.IOS) 

Sunset Red j Br, found in NA700D. 97, contained one hone awl 
tip, upper occupation surface near west wall (NA7DOD.I06) 

Sunset Red storage jar. containing NA7DOD.lID. sherds. string, 
and charcoal, upper occupation surface near west wall (NA700D.I07) 

Sunset Red jar, containing charcoal, upper occupation surface 
near west wall (NA700D.1l0) 

Sunset Red storage jar, containing seeds, sherds, and 
charcoal, upper occupation surface near west wall (NA700D.l11) 

Sunset Red storage jar, containing NA700D.114, and a large, 
braided string fragment, upper occupation surface near west wall 
(NA700D.1l2 ) 

Sunset Red storage jar I containing sherds and charcoal, upper 
occupation surface near west wall (NA700D.113) 

Sunset Red jar, found inside NA700D.ll2, contents charcoal, 
upper occupation surface near west wall (NA700D.114) 

Wupatki (Tusayan style) Black-on-white, found inside 
NA700D.97. containing cotton fabriC, insects, seeds, and a Conus shell 
pendant with a leather thong, upper occupation surface nearWeS't wall 
(NA700D.115) 

Sunset Red dish, found inside NA700D.97. contained a piece of 
hematite, upper occupation surface near west wall (NA700D.116) 

Sunset Red dish, found inside NA700D. 97. upper occupation 
surface near west wall (NA700D.117) 

Winona Brown vessel fragment, fill, just above burned roof 
material (NA700D.119) 
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Sherds: McGregor (1973) lists the followiDg shards from two 
stratigraphic divisions, leval D-A, and level D-8. Level D-A is 
composed of the topmost excavation unita, Dl aDd D2, and Is considered 
stratigraphically "late." Level D-I is composed of three excavation 
units below the burned roof, D3. D4, aDd D5. and Is cODs!d.rad 
stratigraphically -early." (Counts are converted from percentages 
given in a table by HcGregor 1973): 

D-A D-" 
Sbato Black-on-white 1 
Sosl Black-on-whlte 3 1 
Dogoszbl Black-en-white 3 2 
Flagstaff Black-on-white 27 24 
Wupatki Black-an-white 6 
Kayenta Black-on-white 11 
Kia-Ito Black-on-white 1 
Polacca Black-on-white 2 
Unidentified Tusayan White Ware 15 10 
Padre Black-on-white 2 
Walnut Black-on-white 21 23 
Leupp Black-on-white 3 
Unidentified Little 
Colorado White Ware 
Tusayan Blaek-oD-red 
Citadel Polychrome 
Tusayan polychrome 
Kayenta Polychrome 
Jeddito Black-on-orange 
Vnidentified Tsegi 
Oranse Ware 2 
Winona Brown 686 47' 
Winona lied 26 9 
Winona Corrugated 5 3 
Turkey Hill Red 5 3 
Sunset Red 1820 1208 
Elden Corrugated S 3 
Tusayan Corrugated 5 3 
Moenkopi Corrugated 79 44 
Black Falls Corrugated 3 
McDonald Corrugated 5 
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REFERENCES: McGregor 1973; Robinson et a1. 1975:97-99; MNA Artifact 
Catalog 

SITE DESCRIPTION: Room V is .located along the center of the east side 
of NA 700. The room originally consisted of a single. large, one
story structure, measuring about 2.4 by 4.8 m, with a ceiling at least 
2.3 m above the floor. It was later subdivided to form two rooms; 
Room VA, on the south aide, and Room VB, on the north. The walls of 
the original room were built. of sandstone and basalt, covered with 
clay plaster. The west wall had a narrow ledge. about 1.7 m high, 
made of an additional layer of wall rock stacked against the original 
wall. 

The dividing wall that separated Rooms VA and VB was composed 
of a single row of sandstone blocks. There was a doorway in Room VA, 
near the northeast corner. The floors of both rooms were covered with 
a layer of well-preserved plaster. Room VA had several floor 
features, including two postholes (probably roof supports) near the 
dividing wall; a stone lined fire pit, just inside the door; and two 
ash pits, one each on the east and west sides of the hearth. The 
hearth and ash pits were covered with a large, flat slab, which 
McGregor (1973) believed was probably a door slab. Room VB had only 
two postholes, in the northeast and northwest corners of the room. 

Rooms VA and VB had bUrned, apparently at the same time. 
Charred roof material was found on the floor in both rooms. McGregor 
reports (1973) that the rooms were excavated in three levels: Level 
I, extending from the surface to the top of the burned roof layer, and 
Levels 2 and 3, made up of burned roof material and cultural debris 
extending to the floor. Neither room had many artifacts on the floor. 
Level 2. McGregor noted that Level 2 in Room VA contained more 
artifacts than the same level in Room VB. A few artifacts were 
recovered before the dividing wall was noted; these items are aSSigned 
only the provenience, "Room V. II 

Rooms VA and VB were excavated in 1964 by students of a 
university of Illinois archaeological field school. directed by John 
C. McGregor. 



DATES: 

114 7+vv 
115 Ovv 
116 SB 
117 ~ 
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DATE INTERPRETATION: The two cutting dates do not allow detailed 
interpretation, but it is proposed here that the original structure 
was built at about A.D. 1174. 

CERAMICS; 

Vessels; The MNA Artifact Catalog lists this item: 

Sunset Red bowl, small, shallow, smudged interior. two-thirds 
complete. from Room VA, Level 2, burned roof to floor (NA700'la2.5; a 
photo caption by McGregor [1973] identified this vessel as Two Kivas 
[Brown?]) 

Sherds: McGregor (1973) lists these sherds from two stratigraphie 
levels, V-I and V-2-3. Level V-I consists of room fill to the top of 
the burned roof. Level V-2-3 consists of deposits from the burned 
roof to the floor. (Counts are converted from percentages given in 
the original table): 

Unidentified Tusayan White Ware 
Holbrook Black-an-white 
Winona Brown 
SUnset Red 
Sunset Burnished 
Two Kivas Brown 
Elden Corrugated 
Tusayan Corrugated 
Moenkopi Corrugated 
Kiet Siel Gray 
Unidentified Tusayan Gray Ware 

V-l V-2-3 

7. 
B 
9 

1 
543 

39 
32 

1 

2. 
1 
1 
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REFERENCES: McGregor 1973; Robinson et a1. 1975:97-99; MNA Artifact 
Catalog 

SITE DESCRII'TION: Room W is a two-story structure located in the 
center of a tier of rooms on the south end of NA 700. The room 
measured approximately 3.5 by 5.9 rot and was about 1.5 m deep. There 
were only two major floor features, consisting of a small ash pit, 
midway along the east wall, and a probable fire pit, consisting of a 
circular area of burned clay. Dear the center of the floor. A rodent 
burrow was found intruding into the probable firepit, and there was a 
small area of disturbance Dear the room's southwest corner. 

The room had burned, Bnd there were two definite layers of 
burned roof beams and clay. Three stratigraphic divisions were 
recognized: Level I, fill to the level of charred beams; Level 2, 
beams to floor; and Level 3, floor. Apparently the two separate roof 
layers were noted within. Level 2, but associated artifacts were 
evidently assigned only the provenience Level 2. A nw:.ber of charred 
baskets were found in Room W, apparently from the lower floor level. 
McGregor (1973) believed that the lower story of Room W had served as 
a storage room, and that the upper story was likely a 1 iving room. No 
features from the upper room were noted. 

Room W was excavated in 1964 by students of a University of 
Illinois archaeological field school, directed by John C. McGregor. 

DATES: 

116 2v 7r Br 9vv 9r 9r 9r 9r 
117 ovv""""fu:""""fu:.Q.!: 2Vv 2v;-3vv k 
liS 
119 Ivv 5vv 
120 
121 
122 
.?> 

124 2vv 

DATE INTEIU'RETATION: Two clusters of cutting dates, one at A.D. 1169 
and another at A.D. 1170, indicate that Room W was probably built in 
A.D. 1170, using some wood that was cut a few years before. Later 
dates, including a cutting date at A.D. 1173, and non-cutting dates at 
A.D. 1191, 1195, and 1242, probably indicate continuing repair or 
remodeling activity. Unfortunately, a lack of provenience information 
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for individual beams hinders interpr~tation. It is unkno~m. for 
example. whether there are significant differences in the date 
distributions for the upper and lower story roofs, and the provenience 
of the A.D. 1242 date is unclear. Fending further information, it is 
assumed that both rooms were built around A.D. 1170, and that both 
burned some time after A.D. 1242. 

CERAMICS: 

Vessels: The MNA Artifact Catalog lists these items: 

Sunset Plain miniature ladle. round bowl, solid handle. 
portion of bowl broken off, from Level 3 (burned beams to floor) 
(NA700W3. 3) 

Sunset Red jar, small, globular, approxiomately 2/3 complete, 
from L-3 (burned beams to floor) (NA70QW3.10) 

Sherds: McGregor (1973) lists the following sherds from two 
stratigraphic divisions, W-l and W-2-3. Level W-l consists of room 
fill to the level of the burned roof beams. Level W-2-3 consists of 
deposits from the burned roof layer to the floor. (Counts are 
converted from percentages given in the original table): 

Ii'-! W-2-3 

Flagstaff Black-on-white 
Tusayan Black-on-white 
Holbrook Black-on-white 
Winona Brown 1 
Turkey Hill White-on-red 13 
Sunset Red 3. 1017 
Sunset Burnished I. 94 
Two Kivas Brown I. 201 
Elden Corrugated 1 13 
Tusayan Corrugated 1 1 
Moenkopi Corrugated 1 
Kiet Siel Gray 

REFERENCES: McGregor 1973; Robinson et a1. 1975:97-99; liNA Artifact 
Catalog 

SITE DESCRIPTION: Room X is located in the northeast corner of the 
main structure of Two Kivas I'ueblo. The room measured about 7.6 by 
10.5 feet (2.3 by 3.2 m), and was approximately 5.2 feet (1.6 m) deep 
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at the time of excavation. A single layer of burned roof beams 
indicated that the room was probably only one story high. Some 
plaster was found on the higher south and west walls of the room, 
indicating that the entire room had probably been plastered on the 
inside. There were no wall openings, so the room had to have been 
entered from the roof. The floor revealed only one occupation level, 
a poorly preserved surface that exhibited plaster across only about 
half of the room. Based on its position, size, and other attributes, 
McGregor (1973) believed that the room had been constructed for 
storage purposes. 

When the room burned the roof collapsed, leaving a well
defined layer of shattered roof beams and clay. Apparently, the room 
had been abandoned for some time before it burned, for there was a 
"dusty" layer of soil beneath the roof beams and above the floor 
(McGregor 1973). Several pottery vessels were found on top of the 
burned roof material, indicating that the roof was used for work or 
storage at the time the room burned. 

Room X at NA 700 was excavated in 1964 by stUdents of a 
University of Illinois field school in archaeology directed by John C. 
McGregor. 

DATES: 

118 3vv 6v 6r 8+vv 8r 8r 9++r 
119 k 3v 2.£1:: !!: IE E ~ 1;: k 2.!: ~ 1£ 

DATE INTERE'RETATION: A cluster of dates at A.D. 1193 indicates that 
Room X was probably roofed in that year. A fe~ earlier dates, 
including cutting dates of A.D. 1186, 1188, and 1192, probably 

represent either re-used beams or beams cut and stockpiled a few years 
prior to construction of Room X. 

CERAMICS: 

Vessels: The MNA Artifact Catalog lists these items: 

Grapevine Brown jar, large, globular, partially restored from 
sherds, from Level 2, top of burned roof material, to floor 
(NA700X2.15) 

Sunset Red jar, large, globular, partially restored from 
sherds, from Level 2, top of burned roof material, to floor 
(NA700X2.16) 

Sunset Red jar, small mouthed, globular, nearly complete, 
restored from sherds, from Level 2, top of burned roof material, to 
floor (NA700X2.17) 
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Sunset Red bowl, small mouthed, rim ground down. two-thirds 
complete. restored from sherds. from Level 2. top of burned roof 
material, to floor (NA70QX2.16) 

Sunset Red bowl J nearly complete. restored from sherds. fluted 
rim, single handle, burned after breakage, from Level 2, top of burned 
roof material to floor (NA700X2 .19) 

SUDset Red bowl, large, polished-smudged interior, two-thirds 
complete, restored from four large shards, from Level 2, top of burned 
roof material to floor (NA700X2. 20) 

Sunset Red bowl, small, shallow, polished int.erior, one-half 
complete, from Level 2, top of burned roof material to floor 
(NA700X2.22) 

Sherds: McGregor (1973) reports the following shards from two 
stratigraphic divisions, X-I and X-2-3. Level X-I is composed of fill 
deposits to the level of the burned roof beams. Level X-2-3 consists 
of deposits from the burned reof to the floer. (Ceunts are converted 
from percentage figures given in the original table): 

X-I X-2-~ 

Black Mesa Black-en-white 1 
Degeszhi Black-on-white 4 
Wupatki Black-en-white 4 
Kayenta Black-en-White 13 
I'elacca Black-on-white • 
Unidentified Tusayan White Ware 2. 
Holbrook Black-on-white 1 
Tuseya!l Black-on-red 1 
Tusayan Polychrome 1 
Kayenta Polychrome 1 
St. Johns Black-on-red 10 
St. Johns Polychrome 1 
Tularosa Black-on-white 1 
Winena Brown 3 10 
Sunset Red 4. '66 
SUnset Burnished 4. 
Two Kivas Brown 17 312 
Elden Corrugated 10 
Tusayan Corrugated • Moenkopi Corrugated 10 
Kiet S1el Gray 
Little Colorado Corrugated 
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Tools: The MNA Artifact Catalog lists these items: 

Padre Black-cn-white sherd, from large bowl. from Level 2. top 
of burned roof to floor (NA700X2.21) 

.Jeddito Black-cn-white bowl fragment, apparently used as a 
scoop. approximately one-third complete, burned, rim ground down, from 
Level 2, top of burned roof to floor (NA700X2. 23) 

REFERENCES: Sullivan 1986:50, 57-88, 150-155, 341-342, 347 

SITE DESCRIPTION; Structure 1 at AZ I:l:17(ASM) is the westernmost of 
four adj acent masonry and wood structures that comprise the main 
architectural featUre at the site. Structure 1 was a rectangular, 
semisubterranean, masonry room, with a bedrock floor approximately 70 
em below the present ground surface. The room had been remodeled at 
least once. In its original configuration, the structure measured 
approximately 2.6 m by 4.8 m. This structure contained a large, clay
lined hearth (Feature 35), which was subsequently covered by a smaller 
hearth (Feature 34). 

When the original structure was remodeled, a "buttress" wall 
was added, subdhriding the structure and creating a small, 
"architectural void" (Feature 4; see Sullivan 1986:57) on the west 
side, and reducing the floor space of the remainder of the structure 
(Feature 1) to an area of 2.6 by 3.7 m. Feature 1 continued to be 
used as a habitation space, while Feature 4, the "void" to the west of 
the subdividing wall, was apparently "deliberately backfilled with 
sterile soil" (Sullivan 1986:66). Probably at the same time, an 
original stone wall on the structure's south side was torn out and 
replaced with a wall of horizontally stacked logs, held in place by 
four vertical posts (Sullivan 1986:67-68, Figures 4.5 and 4.6). The 
roof and entryway of the structure were also substantially remodeled 
through the addition of four roof support posts, one in esch corner, 
and six upright entryway posts, concentrated in the southeast corner 
(Sullivan 1986:70, Figure 4.6). 

Floor features in the remodeled structure included a small, 
clay-lined hearth superimposed over the two previous hearths (Feature 
14), a clay-lined pit (Feature 13), and three unlined, irregularly 
shaped pits (Features 30, 31, a:.;d 33). Sullivan (1986:75-79) 
speculated that the unlined floor pits served as borrow pits for roof 
and wall clay. and that the clay-lined pit was used as a mixing basin. 
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Like the other three structures at AZ I:l:17(ASM). Peature 1 
had been destroyed by fire. When Structure 1 burned. the roof 
collapsed onto a number of pottery vessels and other artifacts, 
processed yucca fibers. and food remains. including pinyon and 
amaranth seeds, and two corn cobs. On the basis of this evidence, 
Sullivan (1986:75, 79. 154-155) concluded that Structure I, along with 
Structures 3 and 4, had burned while in use; Str,J.cture 2, immediately 
to the east, apparently had been abandoned and partly dismantled at 
the time of the fire. 

Structure 1 at AZ 1:l:l7(ASM) was excavated in 1984 by Alan F. 
Sullivan, III of the Arizona State Museum, as part of an Arizona 
Department of Transportation-sponsored proj ect to improve State Route 
64. 

DATES: 

103 Ovv 
104 4vv 9r 
105 5vv 7Vv 7v 7+r 
106 .!!!!!!! 3vv 3v 1!: !! 

DATE INTERPRETATION: Based on a comprehensive review of the tree-ring 
and architectural evidence, Sullivan (1986:153-154) provides the 
following reconstruction of events involving Structure l: The 
structure was built in A.D. 1049; the structure was substantially 
remodeled in A.D. 1057; the roof was repaired in A.D. 1058 and A.D. 
1061; the log wall was repaired in A.D. 1062; the log wall and the 
roof were repaired in A.D. 1063; and the roof was repaired for the 
last time in A.D. 1064. Given the regularity of these repair 
activities, Sullivan believed that the destruction of Structure I, 
along with the other structures at the site, probably took place in 
A.D. 1064. 

CERAMICS: All of the items from AZ I:l:l7(ASM) are held by the 
Arizona State Museum. All of the reference numbers, preceded by "VN," 
for "Vessel Number," were assigned by Sullivan (1986). 

Tusayan Corrugated pitcher, reconstructable, on floor (VN68; 
illustration in Sullivan 1986:82) 

Tusayan Corrugated jar, partially reconstructable, on floor 
(VN69j illustration in Sullivan 1986:82) 

Tooled Tusayan Gray Ware jar. from hearth, reconstructable 
(VN79; illustration in Sullivan 1986:81) 
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Sosi Black-an-white bf)wl, on floor, partially reeonstructable 
(VN95; illustration in Sullivan 1986:83) 

Deadmans Black-on-red bowl sherd, used as scraper, under 
buttress wall (no catalog number providedj illustration in Sullivan 
1986:180) 

Medicine Gray jar, partial, on floor, possibly used as a scoop 
(VN75; illustration in Sullivan 1986:146) 

Sherds: Sullivan (1986:60) reports the following sherds from 
stru"Cture 1: 

Black Hesa Black-on-white 
Sosi Black-on-white 
Unidentified Tusayan White Ware 
Deadmans Black-on-red 
Tusayan Black-on-red 
Unidentified Tsegi Orange Ware 
Unidentified Decorated 
Tusayan Corrugated. 
Medicine Gray 
Tooled Tusayan Gray Ware 
Unidentified Tusayan Gray Ware 
Deadmans Gray 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 
Floyd Gray (Fugitive Red) 

I' 

32 24 97 19 
6 4 

19 1 12 
9 37 60 
2 29 22 
2 13 16 

*1 .. floor; 2 .. fill; 3 .. burned roof and wall; 4 .. floor pits; 
5 .. post holes; 6 .. late hearth; 7 .. early hearth 

4 
1 

24 

(Note that in the above list. Sullivan's categories of Tusayan 
Corrugated and Exuberant Corrugated are reported above under the 
single type assignment of Tusayan Corrugated. and that the 
subdivisions of Tusayan White Wares that were made on the basis of the 
presence of "mica" have been ignored.) 

REFERENCES: Sullivan 1986:50, 58, 89-101, ISO-ISS, 348, 351 

SITE DESCRIPTION: Struct'.lre 2 is a squarish, wooden, semisubterranean 
structure located betweeil Structures 1 and 3 at AZ I: 1: 17(ASM) . The 
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structure measured about 4.7 m by 4.9 m, with a floor from 33 to 46 em 
below the present ground surface. The subsurface walls of Structure 2 
had been formed by horizontally stacked wooden beams. perhaps three 
high, held in place by a series of vertical posts. In the southeast 
corner, there was an entryway or "entrybox" (Sullivan 1986:100; 
Lind:!H1Y 1969:123. Figure 19), de!.ineated by 10 small, upright posts. 

The floor of Structure 2 was not well preserved, and consisted 
"primarily of an unevenly daubed surface overlying sterile soil, II and 
small patches of bedrock (Sullivan 1986:89). The main floor features 
were a circular, clay-lined hearth (Feature 37), near the center of 
the structure. and four main roof support post holes J placec in each 
of the structure's corners. A portion of the central part of the 
structure, including the eastern portion of the hearth, were removed 
by a backhoe trench (Trench 3) during site excavation. 

There were very few artifacts recovered from Structure 2, and 
only B handful of items (including two partial, fragmentary pots) were 
found on the floor. Based on multiple lines of evidence, Sullivan 
(1986:94, 96, 100-101) believed that the structure had been scavenged 
and was partially dismantled when AZ I:1:17(ASM) was struck by fire. 
Consequently, most of the artifacts found on the floor were 
interpreted as "the earliest trash deposited after the structure had 
been abandoned" (Sullivan 1986:89). 

The structure was excavated in 1984 by Alan P. Sullivan III of 
the Arizona State Museum, as part of an Arizona Department of 
Transportation-sponsored project to improve State Route 64. 

DATES: 
101 

96 O++vv 102 Ovv 
97 103 7vv 
98 4vv 104 lvv 9vv 
99 9vv 105 5+vv Svv 6vv 6vv !! !!: 2.! 

100 106 !.!: 
DATE INTERPRETATION: According to Sullivan's (1986:154) review of 
tree-ring and architectural eVidence, Structure 2 was probably built 
in A.D. 1058, underwent minor repairs in A.D. 1059, saw the entryway 
repaired or finished in A.D. 1061, and was abandoned, scavenged, and 
destroyed by fire in A.D. 1064. 

CERAMICS: 

Black Mesa Black-on-white jar, fragmentary, on floor (VN29) 

Deadmans :Black-on-red bowl, fragmentary, on floor (VN50) 
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Deadmans Gray/Fugitive Red jar, fragmentary, in burned roof 
(VN73) 

Deadmans Gray sherd disk, partially perforated, fill 
(illustration in Sullivan 1986:180) 

~: The following sherds are reported by Sullivan (1986:93): 

Black Mesa Black-cn-white 
Sosi Black-an-white 
Dogoszhi Black-cn-white 
Indeterminate Tusayan White Ware 
Deadmans Black-cn-red 
Coconino Gray 
Tusayan Corrugated 
Indeterminate Tusayan Gray Ware 
Deadmans Gray 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 

Fill 
Above Trench 

Floor Floor 3 

11 
2. 
61 

6 

(Note that in the above list, Sullivan's categories of Tusayan 
Corrugated and Exuberant Corrugated have been reported as a single 
type, Tusayan Corrugated, and that the various subdivisions of Tusayan 
White Wares on the basis of the presence of "mica" have been ignored.) 

REFERENCES: Sullivan 1986:50, 58, 101-120, 150-155, 341-:342. 348-349 

SITE DESCRIPTION: - Structure 3 is a wooden, semi subterranean 
construction located between Structures 2 and 4 at AZ I:l:17(ASM). 
The structure measured about 4.8 by 5.2 m, with a floor about 75 em 
below the present ground surface. The walls of the structure were 
well-preserved and revealed numerous details of construction. The 
north and west walls had been constructed of stacked logs, coated with 
clay, and held in place by small, upright posts; the south wall was 
made of clay-plastered, upright poles; and the east wall was built 
from cobble-reinforced adobe. In the southeast corner, there was a 
well-preserved entryway or "entrybox," constructed of vertical and 
horizontal posts and a small, sandstone Slab; the inside of the whole 
affair had been coated with clay (see Sullivan 1986102. 104, Figure 
4.22). 
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The floor of Structure 3 was a bUrned, well-preserved, clay
plastered surface. Floor features were a central, clay-lIned, 
circular hearth (Feature 32), and a large roof support post near each 
of the four corners. As with Structure 2, a backhoe test trench 
(Trench 1) had removed a portion of the floor, including the east half 
of the hearth. 

Because Structure 3 had burned, a great quantity of charred 
roof beams and baked roofIng clay were preserved. These materials 
revealed that the roof had been a substantial construction of beams, 
poles, twigs, and grass, covered with a thick coat of clay. When the 
roof burned and collapsed. it fell on a large number of artifacts 
resting on t~e floor, including tfhole and partial pottery vessels, a 
mano, a shaped stone. and several large rocks. One of the vessels (VN 
66) contained a l!lrge quantity of charred pinyon seeds. On the basis 
of this evidence, Sullivan (1986:117-118) inferred that all of these 
items were either in temporary or longer term storage when Structure 3 
burned. Sullivan (1986:118) also concluded that flintknapping 
activity may have taken place in or near the remains of the structure 
after the fire. 

Structure 3 was excavated in 1984 by Alan P. Sullivan, III of 
the Arizona State Museum, as part of an Arizona Department of 
Transportation-sponsored project to improve State Route 64. 

DATES: 

95 6vv ., 
.7 
98 8+rB 
.0 

100 3vv 
101 
102 6vv 
103 
104 Ovv 7+vv 7vv 7vv 9vv 
105 5vv £!: !!:. !!: 8rB 8rB 9v 

DATE INTERPRETATION: Based on an evaluation of all available 
evidence, Sullivan (1986:153) concluded that Structure 3 was built in 
A.D. 1056. underwent substantial repair in A.D. 1058, saw additional 
repair in A.D. 1059, and burned with the rest of the structures at AZ 
I:1:17(ASM) in A.D. 1064. 
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CERAMICS: 

Vessels: 

Coconino Gray jar, complete, on floor (VN66j illustration in 
Sullivan 1986:119) 

Medicine Gray jar fragment, on roof (VN76; illustration in 
Sullivan 1966 :146) 

Black Mesa Black-cn-white pitcher, complete, 0.11 floor (VNaI; 
illustration in Sullivan 1986:118) 

Coconino Gray jar, fragmentary. one-half complete. re-used as 
bowl, on floor (VN64; illustration in Sullivan 1986:119) 

Black Mesa Black-on-white bowl fragment. re-used as plate or 
scoop. on floor (VN70; illustration in Sullivan 1986:120) 

Black Mesa Black-on-white bowl fragment, re-used as scoop, 
floor (VN 71; illustration in Sullivan 1966:120) 

Sherds: 

Black Mesa Black-on-white 
Sosi Black-on-white 
Unidentified Tusayan White Ware 
Deadmans lllack-on-red 
Unidentified Tsegi Orange Ware 
Cocon ino Gray 
Medicine Gray 
Tusayan Corrugated 
Unidentified Tusayan Gray Ware 
Deadmans Gray 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 

Burned Trench 
Floor Roof 1 

19 

65 
2 

7 
60 

9 
5 

(Note that in the above table. Sullivan's categories Tusayan Corrugated and 
Exuberant Corrugated have been combined. as have his subdivisions of Tusayan 
White Ware types that were made on the presence or absence of "mica. n) 
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REFERENCES: Sullivan 1986:50, 58, 121-139, 150-155, 341-342, 349-351 

SITE DESCRIPTION: Structure 4 is the easternmost of four structures 
that comprise the main architectural features at AZ I:l:17(ASM). i.iic:e 
Structures 2 and 3. Structure 4 was a semi subterranean wooden 
construction, built partially of stacked and upright beams and peats. 
Structure 4 measured about 4m by 4.8 m. abd had been constructed in a 
pit more than 75 em deep. The east and west walls were built of 
stacked beams, held in place by small, upright posts, and covered with 
clay plaster. The north and south walls were constructed of small, 
upright posts, coated with clay, and arranged in a curve to meet the 
east and west walls. The southeast corner of the structure was marked 
by a well-preserved entryway or "entrybox," built of small, upright 
poles covered with clay, and incorporating a mana, embedded in the 
clay. 

The floor of Structure 4 had not been clayed over, but rather 
was formed entirely of limestone bedrock. This floor contained no 
patches of plaster whatsoever, and had been heavily sc.orched in places 
by collapsed, burning roof beams. Floor features consisted of a 
central, circular. clay-lined hearth, and four main roof support 
posts, one in each corner of the structure. In addition, there were 
two "niches" in the northeast and southwest corners. These niches had 
been constructed by sealing the area between the corner roof support 
post and the corner walls with upright stone slabs, small, upright 
poles, and clay plaster. Two stone axes and a bifaee were found in 
the southwest niche (Sullivan 1986:129). 

The roof of Structure 4 appeared to have been quite similar to 
that of Structure 3, constructed of beams, poles, twigs, and bark, 
sealed with a thick coat of rock-reinforced clay. When the structure 
burned, this roof fell onto the floor, landing directly atop a large 
and diverse assemblage of household artifacts, apparently in use until 
the structure caught fire and was destroyed. Included in the 
assemblage were whole and partial pottery vessels, several manos, 
metates and metate fragments, a projectile point, a drill, and several 
large rocks. Abundant food remains, including charred pinyon seed 
fragments and a few corn kernels and kernel fragments, gave additional 
evidence that :.r!p, structure had been in use at the time of the fire. 
Some time after the structure burned, two low stone alignments were 
built over its remains. Based on the presence of a hammerstone and 
chipped stone debit age recovered nearby, Sullivan (1986: 137) concluded 
that the alignments "may represent the remains of a temporary shelter 
or windbreak ••• that would have protected the occupants from the 
elements while animal processing activities involving chipped stone 
artifacts produced on-site were conducted." 



Structure 4 was excavated by Alan P. Sullivan, III of the 
Arizona State Museum as part of an Arizona Department of 
Transportation-sponsored improvement of Stat", Route 64. 

DATES: 

91 8vv 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 8vv 
99 2vv 9vv 

100 !++vv 5++vv 6vv 7vv 
101 3vv 3vv 8vv 
102 Svv 9vv 
103 7vv 8vv 
104 Ovv 6vv 6vv 7vv Bvv 
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105 2vv 2vv 2vv I.vv 4vv !!: Svv 5v 6vv 6vv 6+r !!. !£ ~ !.E. Z!. Z!. 8vv 
8v~~9+v 

DATE INTERPRETATION; Based on a comprehensive review of the tree-ring 
and architectural evidence from site AZ I: 1: 17(ASM). Sullivan 
(1986: 153) concluded that Structure 4 was constructed in A.D. 1056, 
underwent extensive repairs in A.D. 1058, experienced minor repairs in 
A.D. 1059, and burned in A.D. 1064. 

CERAMICS: 

Sosi Black-cn-white bowl, fragmentary, on roof and in hearth 
(VN38) 

Medicine Gray jar, complete, on floor (VN62; illustration in 
Sullivan 1986: 138) 

Medicine Gray jar, complete, on floor (VN63; illustrations in 
Sullivan 1986:138-139) 
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Sherds: Sullivan (1986:124) lIsts the following sherds from Structure 
~ 

Black Mesa Black-on-white 
Sosi Black-on-white 
Unidentified TUsayan White Ware 
Deadmans Black-on-red 
Medicine Gray 
Tusayan Corrugated 
Unidentified Tusayan Gray Ware 
Deadmans Gray 
Unidentif led Undecorated 

l' 

*1 .. floor; 2 .. burned roof; 3 .. hearth; 4 .. Trench 2 

(Note that Sullivants (1986:124) categories of Tusayan Corrugated and 
Exuberant Corrugated have been combined in the abcve list as Tusayan 
Corrugated, and that his subdivisions of Tusayan White Ware Types that 
were based on the presence or absence of "mica" have been ignored.) 

REFERENCES; Sullivan 1986:140-148 

SITE DESCRIPTION: Feature Cluster 1 is a set of closely associated 
objects and constructions, just southeast of Structure 1, that was 
interpreted by Sullivan (1986:140) as "an area where ceram.ic vessels 
were manufactured and fired." The featUre cluster consisted of two 
field-numbered features, Features 8 and 38. Feature 8 was composed of 
a small, clay plastered surface, bounded on the southwest by a short 
(approximately 2 m long) "wing" wall, on the north by several small, 
upright posts, and on the east by a large, broken slab metate. On the 
south, near the end of the wing wall, there was another small, 
vertical post. The clay surface extended underneath the wing wall, 
and covered an area about 1. 5 by 1. 5 m. About midway along the 
northeast side of the wing wall, there was a shallow ash stain, about 
50 cm in diameter. Resting atop the ash was a portion of a large 
pottery jar, and about a meter to the southeast, beyond the end of the 
wing wall, there was another large, fragmentary jar, containing a 
complete, miniature jar. At the northeast edge of Feeture 6, there 
was one-half of a mano. 

Feature 36 was located about 50 cm southeast of the end of the 
wing wall. The feature consisted primarily of "the remains of several 
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large vaasal fragments ••• arranged. in a semi-circle around • sballow 
ash staIn" (Sullivan 1986:141). A. re-worked mana, grooved for bafting 
and exhibitlD8 edge damaBe (SulUvan 1986:147) was found within the 
semi-circle of' vBasel fragments. Regardful the probable functioll of 
Feature 38. Sullivan (19861143, 14S, 148) concluded: 

As part of the functional complex called Feature Cluster 1, 
the purpose of Feature 38 appears to have been devoted to 
pottery firing exclusively. Tbe ash stain Is undoubtedly the 
remnant of the fire used to transform the clay vessela into 
ceramic ones. The semi-circular array of large burned and 
warped potsherds ••• Braud the stain were most li)tely 
"waster- sberds that would have bean uBed to protect the 
vessels from flames durlD& the firing process.... After the 
firing process was concluded, these large sherds were simply 
flicked off the new vessels and fell onto the prehistoric 
ground surface around the exhausted kiln fire. 

Feature Cluster I at AZ I:l:17(ASH) was excavated in 1984 by 
Alan P. Sullivan, III of the Arizona State Museum as part of an 
Arizona Department of Transportation-sponsored improvement of State 
Route 64. 

DATES: 

103 l+vv 
105 5rB 

DATE INTERPRETATION: Based on a review of all available tree-ring and 
architectural evidence from site AZ I;1I11(ASH), including the above 
dates from wooden poste surrounding Feature 8, Sullivan (1986; 153) 
concluded that -the wood screen enclosing Feature 8 in Feature Cluster 
I, the ceramic vessel manufectory, was built in A.D. 1055. 1t 

CERAMICS I 

Coconino Gray jar, fragmentary, Feature 8 (VN67; illustration 
in Sullivan 1986;142) 

Unidentified Brown Ware jar, nearly complete, Feature 8 (VN72j 
found inside VN67; illustration in Sullivan 1966:142) 

Floyd Gray jar, partially reconstructabIe. Feature 38 (VNa3) 

Deaelmans Black-on-red bowl fragments, Feature 38 (VN56) 
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Coconino-Medicine Gray jar fragment, "waster" sherd, Feature 
38 (VN74; illustration in Sullivan 1986:146) 

Tusayan Corrugated jar fragment, "waster" sherd, Feature 38 
(VN77j illustration in Sullivan 1986:146) 

Medicine Gray jar fragment, "waster" sherd, Feature 8 (VN82j 
iIlustration in Sullivan 1986: 146) 

Medicine Gray jar fragments, Feature 38 (VN84; illustration in 
Sullivan 1986:146) 

Sherds: Sullivan (1986:143) lists the following "miscellaneous" 
sherds (i.e., sherds Dot associated with identifiable "waster" 
fragments or other sherds assigned a Vessel Nwnber) from Feature 
Cluster 1: 

Unidentified Tsegi Orange Ware 
Coconino Gray 
Tusayan Corrugated 
Unidentified Tusayan Gray Ware 
Deadmans Gray 
Unidentified Undecorated 

~ 1629 (Kinnikinnick Pueblo). Room ~ 

REFERENCES: Bannister et a!. 1966: 20-21; Connor 1943; Colton 
1946b:123; MNA Site Files 

SITE DESCRIPTION: Room 3 of Xinnikinnick Pueblo is a two and poosbily 
three story structure located at the northwest corner of a roomblock 
buil t on the edge of Kinnikinnick Canyon. The structure measured 3.6 
by 4.9 m. The walls were formed from crude, coursed basalt blocks, 
faced in places with sandstone slabs. There was DO evidence of 
doorways, and there were no beam holes in the walls. A few traces of 
plaster indicated that the walls had originally been plastered. 

The floor of Room 3 was clay plastered, and was fairly well 
preserved. There was no formal fire pit, but a "fire area" was found 
near the room center. Two small depressions, one about 1.5 m from the 
north wall and the other a similar distance from the south wall, 
evidently had held posts supporting the roof. 

Room 3 was interpreted as a burned habitation room which had 
been occupied, abandoned, and rather quickly filled with trash. An 
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extraordinary quantity of artIfacts was found in a deposit that 
reached from the burned roof remains to the floor. According to 
Connor (1943: 376). "the blackened character of portions of the walls 
and the material below suggested that the roof bad collapsed due to 
fire. and the obj ects found below it could be treated as representing 
what was in the room at the time of the fire." Included in the list of 
artifact types were whole and partial pottery vessels; potsherds; a 
worked shard disk; a clay jar stopper; figurines; minerals; stone 
axes; bone awls and tubes; pottery anvils; manso; metates; shaft
straighteners; stone pestles, bowls, and mortars; worked stoDe slabs; 
hammerstones; a projectile pOint; retouched flakes; shell jewelry and 
whole shells; charred yucca cords, netting, sandal, and basket 
fragments; charred cotton and yucca cloth; and burned ·food remains, 
including animal bones from numerous species, charred corn, corncobs, 
beans, cottonseeds, serviceberry seeds, and walnut shells. The 
quantity of artifacts was great, and more than 361 pounds ( kg) of 
potsherds alone were recovered. Connor (1943:376) described the 
stratigraphy of the room as a "heavy fall of stone which completely 
filled the room," overlying a burned roof, which in turn rested on a 
dense trash deposit extending to the floor. The character of this 
trash deposit was described as follows: 

The quantity of sherds found mixed with ashes and broken 
artifacts suggested that the area [floor of Room 3} had been 
a dump for a short time following its abandonment, although 
not long enough for this refuse material to show important 
change in ceramics or artifact style. No other stratigraphy 
was evident. except for an undifferentiated compaction of the 
material toward the floor (Connor 1943:376-377). 

Room 3 at Kinnikinnick was excavated in 1940 by Sydney Connor 
and Milton Wetheril!. of MNA. 

DATES: 

109 Svv 
110 
III Svv 
112 9vv 
113 
114 
115 
116 7vv 
117 
liB Ivv 
119 
120 Svv 
121 
122 
123 ~ 



124 2vv 4vv 
125 4vv k 7vv 1.!. 
126 
127 Or 3vv Svv ar 9vv 9vv 
128 0Vv 4vv 4r S; Sr 7vv 7v Bv arB 
129 Or Or Orlvv Iv3r 4r 4r 6vV6r 7vv 

462 

130 O+rlvVlr 3vv 3;; 3Vv 4r 4r 4r Sr 5r 6r ar ar Br 8r ar ar 
ar ar ar Br ar 8r - - - - - - - - - - - -

131 OV 9i QE orBl";-
132 
133 
134 
135 
13. 
137 4vv 

DATE INTERPRETATION: A strong cluster of cutting dates at A.D. 1308 
indicates that Room 3 was probably roofed in that year. Earlier 
cutting dates are probably from re-used beams from earlier structures 
or rooms. A cluster of cutting dates at A.D. 1310, and a Don-cutting 
date at A.D. 131l. may indicate repair activity or the construction of 
upper stories at about A.D. 1311. A single, terminal date of A.D. 
1374 is difficult to interpret. It is hard to imagine that Room 3 
could have gone for more than 60 years without datable repair 
activity. On the other hand, the date is from a charred wood 
fragment. apparently recovered with the other dated beams, so it 
appears to indicate that Room :3 was occupied until at least A.D. 1374. 

CERAMICS: 

Vessels: The MNA Artifact Catalog lists these items: 

Chavez Brown bowl. south of center of room (NAI629.R3.169) 

Chavez Brown jar. southWEst corner of room (NAI629.R:3.170) 

.1eddito 1I1ack-on-yellow jar fragment. one-half of vessel. 
southeast corner of room (NAI629 .R3 .171) 

.1eddito 1IIack-on-yellow bowl. northeast portion of room 
(NA1629.R3.172) 

.1eddito lIiack-on-yellow bowl, Dear center of room 
(NA1629 .R3 .173) 

Bidahochi( 7) I'olychrome bowl, southeast corner of room 
(NA1629.R3.174) 

Winslow (7) I'olychrome bowl fragment. large (NAI629 .R3 .175) 



Jeddito Black-cn-yellow bowl. near center of room 
(NA1629 .R3 .176) 

Jeddito Black-an-yellow bowl. floor (NA1629.R3.177) 

Winslow polychrome bowl, toward north side of room 
(NA1629. R3 .178) 

Jeddito Black-cn-yellow dipper, toward north side of room 
(NA1629 .RS .179) 
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Jeddito Black-cn-yellow bowl, small, toward north side of room 
(NA1629 .R3 .1BO) 

Winslow Polychrome bowl (NA1629.R3.181) 

Kinnikinnick Brown (1) bowl, medium, center of room, floor 
(NA1629.R3.190) 

The MNA Artifact Catalog also lists several vessels and vessel 
fragments without type identifications; a minature dipper handle, 
from the burnt roof material, above floor (NA1629.R3.B9); the bowl of 
a miniature dipper, near the west wall, in the burnt roof material 
(NA1629.R3.90); a corrugated bowl, near the south wall 
(NA1629.R3.168); a small bowl (NAI629.R3.191); an unidentified Alameda 
:Brown Ware miniature dipper, with a broken hadle (NA1629. R3 .192) j 
miniature bowl fragment (NA1629 .R3 .193) . 

Sherds: The MNA Artifact Catalog lists an unio1entif1ed sherd, 
catalogued because it exhibits .a textile imprint, from near the center 
of the room, above the floor (NA1629.R3.92). A report in the MNA Site 
Files, evidently authored by Sydn.ey Connor, provides the results of a 
rudimentary analysis of more than 142 kg of sherds that were retained 
from the room. The analysis revealed that 140,613 grams of sherds (99 
percent) were undecorated, and that 2,104 grams were decorated. Of 
the undecorated sherds. most were either Kinniltinnick Brown or Chavez 
Brown, tempered with "material similar to that found in [the] 
streambed below the site." According to the report, these sherds 

showed a great variety of surface treatment which divides 
roughly into (A) rough and (B) smooth, or somewhat polished. 
The smooth ware includes various shades of color from light 
brown to red. Among the red ware that of finer finish, 
smudged inside, resembling Turkey Hill red (sic) in 
appearance, has been separately percentaged. The rough ware 
has been wiped to achieve three or four surface textures, or 
not wiped at all. In most cases coarse tempering material 
affects the surface appearance, also. 
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The quantities of plain wan types were given as follows: 
"Rough,· 98.637 grams (70 percent); "Smooth, II 36,702 grams (26 
percent); and IlRed," 4,076 grIUU (3 percent). Decorated shards were 
divided Into lI.1e441to," 1,550 grams (73 percent), and "White-on-red," 
554 grams (26 percent). 

A summary of this report was presented by Sydney Connor in a 
1943 ~ Ant.iguity article (Connor 1943: 377). 

!22!!.: The MNA Artifact Catalog lists this item: 

.Jeddlto Black-on-yellow shard disk fragment, near center of 
room, above floor. 

The HNA Artifact Catalog also 11sts numerous items without 
type identifIcations: nine "fired clay objects," from above the floor 
(NA1629.R3.7S •• 76 •• 77, .78, .79 •• 80, .81, .82, and .83; a nfired 
clay object," from the center of the room (NA1629.R3.147); and a "clay 
object,· without provenience (NA1629.R3.165). 

REFERENCES: Bannister et a!. 1966:22-23; McGregor 1973 

SITE DBSCRIPTION: Burial 3 was located in the trash of Area D. The 
body of an adult male had been interred in an oval pit, with a bottom 
approximately three feet, 10 inches (25 cm) below the ground surface. 
Tha pit was covered with logs that were oriented parallel to the 
length of the pit. Burial offerings included two turquoise ornaments; 
pieces of copper stained hide or cloth; four shell bracelets; three 
copper bells; a small ahell bead; a wooden wand; and seven pottery 
vessels. 

Burial 3 was excavated by students of a University of Illinois 
arcbaeolosical field school. directed by John C. KcGregor. 

DAl'ES: 

123 6vv 
124 4vv 
125 4vv 
120 
127 2vv 4++vv 
128 4vv 4vv 4v 6v 

DATE INTERPRETATION: A non-cutting date cluster at A.D. 1284, 
including a near-eutting date. and a near-cutting date at A.D 1286, 
sUllest tbat Burial 3 may have been interred at about A.D. 1286. 
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CERAMICS: McGregor (1973) lists the following vessela. He did not 
provide catalog numbers, so those given below are based on the best 
match between McGregor's type assignments and items described in the 
MNA Artifact Catalog. 

One St. Johns Black-c,n-red (probably NA4317.B3.15, a vessel 
listed in the MNA Artifact Catalog as a St. Johns Black-cn-red bowl) 

Two St. Johns Polychrome (probably NA4317.B3.13, a vessel 
described in the MNA Artifact Catalog as a St. Johns Polychrome bowl, 
and NA 4317.B3.14, originally catalogued as .Ii large St,' Johns 
Polychrome bowl, and re-catalogued as Wingate Polychrome) 

Three Sunset Red (probably specimens NA4317. B3 .10. listed in 
the MNA Artifact Catalog as a SUnset Red bowl, near the head of the 
burial; NA4317 .B3 .11, listed as a small Grapevine Brown jar, near the 
upper part of the burial; and NA 4317.B3.12, a Grapevine Brown bowl) 

One I'olacca Black-on-white (probably NA4317 .B3.16, listed in 
the MNA Artifact Catalog originally as a Betatakin Black-on-white jar, 
and later reclassified as Tusayan Black-on-white, Tusayan Variety) 

REFERENCES: Bannister et a1. 1966:22-23; McGregor 1973 

SITE DESCRII'TION: Burial 7 was located in Trench E, eight feet, two 
inches (2.5 m) from the west end of the trench. The burial was that 
of a woman of about 5S years. The body had been placed in a pit that 
was covered lengthwise with wooden poles. branches, sticks, knots, and 
possibly pieces of bark. This in turn had been covered by a 
concentration of rocks. Several vertical poles, extending about four 
inches (10 cm) higher than the horizontal poles, were placed at the 
end of the pit llt!ar the head. A concentration of ash and charcoal was 
found near the center of the pole cO"'ering, indicating perhaps that a 
fire had been made there. Several offerings were found underneath the 
pole and rock covering, including shell jewelry; pottery anvils; a 
bone whistle; pigments; a turquoise inlay; and several pots. 

Burial 7 was excavated by students of a University of Illinois 
archaeological field school, directed by John C. McGregor. 
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DATES: 

128 Ovv 

DATE INTERPRETATION: The single, non-cutting date, from "Beam P (TRL 
Site Files) of the pole covering, allows only the inference that 
Burial 7 was interred some time after A.D. 1280. 

CERAMICS: 

~ Offerings: McGregor (1973) reports the following vessels from 
Burial 7. Because he did not provide catalog numbers to match his 
type assignments, catalog numbers given below are based on the best 
match between his type assignments and specimens described in the HNA 
Artifact Catalog. 

Four Tusayan Black-on-white (None of the nine black-on-white 
vessels listed by McGregor can confidently be matched with the nine 
black-on-white specimens in the HNA Artifact Catalog. The MNA vessels 
are: NA4317 .B7 .2, A Tusayan Black-cn-white, Kayenta Variety bowl; 
NA4317.:B7.3, an unidentified Black-on-white pot, with a small handle; 
NA4317.:B7.4, an unidentified Black-on-white vessel, with handle; 
NA4317. B7. 5, an unidentified Black-on-white bOWl, oblong, with handle I 
NA4317.B7.7, a Roosevelt Black-on-white dipp:;:rj NA4317.8, an 
unidentified Black-on-white dipper, with strap handlei NA4317.B7.12, a 
Tusayan Black-on-whi te, Kayenta Variety seed j arj NA4317 .B7 .20, a 
Tusayan Black-cn-white, Kayenta Variety bOWl, with loop handle; and 
NA4317.B7.2I, an unidentified Black-on-white bOWl, oblong, with loop 
handle) 

Two Wupatki Black-on-white 

Two Kayenta Black-on-white 

One Hoyapi Black-on-white 

One Kayenta Poly (probably NA4317 .B7.13, listed in the IiNA 
Artifact Catalog as an unidentified BIR bOWl, with loop handle) 

One Jeddito Black-cn-orange (probably NA4317.B7.16, listed as 
a small Kintiel Black-an-orange bowl) 

One Winslow Polychrome (probably NA4317.B7.I, listed as an 
unidentified, Chavez Pass-area polychrome bowl) 

Two Black Ax(. Polychrome (probably NA4317 .lH .9, listed as an 
unidentified black, whIte, and red boWl, and NA4317.B7.14, listed as 
an unidentified black, white, and red bOWl, with a loop handle) 
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Three Grapevine Brown (probably NA4317 .B7. 6. listed as an 
unidentified brown ware bowll NA4317.B7.10, listed as an unidentified 
broWIl ware bowl, with a black smudged interior; and NA4317.B7.19, 
listed as an unidentified Alameda Brown Ware bowl) 

Three Grapevine Red (probably NA4317 .B7 .11. listed as a 
smudged, Winona Red vesselj NA4317.B7.17, and NA4317.B7.18. both 
listed as plain red j are) 

REFERENCES: Bannister et a1. 1966:24-25; McGregor 1973; Wilson 1969: 

SITE DESCRIPTION: Pithouse A is one of several pithouses clustered in 
the southern end of the Pershing site. The pithouse. measuring about 
3.4 m by 5.2 m. was roughly rectangular in shape, with a 2 m by 2 til 

"alcove" protruding from the east side. 

The floor lay about 60 em below tbe ground surface. Floor 
features included postholes, a central, clay-lined firepit, and two 
apparent cists. Although many of the postholes were empty, some 
contained charred or rotted wood fragments. The posthole pattern 
appeared to consist of four main roof support posts, and numerous 
smaller postholes arrayed around the periphery of the house. The fire 
pit was roughly rectangular in shape. lined with clay, and filled with 
ash. sherds, and a few small basalt slabs. These slabs snd several 
others like them that were found above the firepit were thought by 
McGregor to have once lined a smokehole in the roof. directly over the 
firepit. :t'he two cists mayor may not have been storage features. 
Although they were slightly undercut. they were also shallow and 
filled with rocks, potsherds, and charcoal, leading McGregor to 
speculate that they may actually have been postholes that were 
enlarged through removal of their posts. 

There were two somewhat unusual aspects to the floor. In the 
south half of the room, there were two floor levels, about 10 cm 
apart. Charcoal and potsherds were found on the upper floor. but 
there is no report of artifacts on the lower floor. In the northeast 
part of the pithouse. the floor sloped gradually upward to a level 
about 12 cm above the general level of the floor. McGregor thought 
that this slightly elevated area might have served as a storage niche. 

Charred roof support posts, charcoal on the floor, and burned 
beams, posts, and clay in the room fill indicated that Pithouse A had 
burned. From this, McGregor (1973) was able to surmise that the 
pithouse had a roof of small poles, juniper bark. and clay, 
incorporating sma.ll stone slabs. There were very few artifacts on the 
floor, leading McGregor to speculate that the house had been abandoned 



468 

for some time before it burned. or that the inhabitants had scavenged 
their belongings after the fire. 

Pithouse A waa eKcavated in 1958 by students of a University 
of Illinois field Bcb'lol, directed by J'obn C. HcGresor. 

DHESI 

75 Svv 92 
76 93 
77 94 
78 95 
79 96 
80 97 
81 98 
82 99 
83 100 
8. 101 
85 102 
86 103 
87 10. 9vv 
88 105 
89 106 
90 107 
91 108 3v Sv 

DATE INTERPREl'A'rIOH: Two near-cutting dates at A.D. 1083 and A.D. 1085 
suggest that the structure may have been built in the mid 1080s. 

CERAMICS: 

Shards, HcGregor (1973) liats the fo!1owins sherds from vadous 
proveniences. Counts are converted from percentaBes given in tables. 

FL' Ill!' F 

Kana-a Black-on-white 4 
Black Hesa Black-on-white 11 55 
Dogoszhi Black-on-white 1 
Unidentified 'lusayan White Ware 13 
Unidentified Taegi Orange Ware 1 
Rio de Flag Brown 25 183 
Rio de Flag Smudged 4 
Winona Corrugated 1 
Winona Red 8 
Winona Smudged 8 
Ange1l Brown 1 8 
Sunset Brown 18 19 87 
Grapevine Brown 1 



Sandy Brown 
Verde Brown 
Deadm8ns Gray 
Deadmans Fugitive Red 
LinD Gray 
Kana a Gray 
Coconino Gray 
Medicine Gray 
Tusayan Corrugated 
Tusayan Gray Ware 
Gila Plain 
Miscellaneous 

""FL ... Floor 
NF ... Near Floor 

F ... Fill 

4 
28 

4 
1 

32 
4 
8 
1 
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REFERENCES: Bannister at a1. 1966:24-25; Wilson 1969; McGregor 1973; 
Ahlstrom 1985:279-280 

SITE DESCRIPTION: Structure Q is a shallow, D-shaped pithouse at the 
far south end of the Pershing site. 'l'he pithouse measured about 4.0 m 
by 5.5 m, and had a floor about 30 em below the ground surface. 
Structure Q bad been disturbed by the construction of nearby 
pithouses. particularly Structure L. which cut into the southwest 
corner of Structure Q. 

The floor of the pithouse was a hard-packed, burned, wel1-
preserved surface which apparently had not been covered with clay. 
The floor sloped down to the west, but on the south it sloped up and 
met the ground surface. At the west end of the structure, there was a 
six inch (15 em) clay ridge between the main floor area and the 
entryway. Major floor features were an ash-filled, clay-lined fire 
pit, just south and east of the house center, and five main roof 
support post holes, scattered about across the house floor. McGregor 
(1973) believed that a sixth post hole might have been destroyed by 
the intrusion of Structure L into the southwest portion of the house. 
One of the five large post holes, in the northeast corner, was lined 
with clay, leading McGregor (1973) to s~eculate that it actually might 
have been a small storage pit. Several smaller post holes were found, 
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most of which were clustered in the northern end of the house. Two 
upright slabs were embedded in the floor, one near the entryway, and 
one near a main roof support post hole in the northwest corner. 

The entry to the house was located about midway along the east 
wall. The entry was roughly rectangular, and measured about 1 m by 
1.7 m. The north and south sides of the entry had been reinforced by 
four upright stone SlAbs, two on each side. 

Structure Q had burned. and a great deal of charred roofing 
material was found on and just above the floor of the house and 
entryway. The roof apparently consisted of closely spaced, parallel 
poles, which bad been covered with juniper bark and clay. McGregor 
(1973) believed that the house had burned while in use. Below the 
burned roof material there were numerous items on the floor, including 
a scoop-shaped metate, resting upside down; three manos; a crushed 
seed jar; and a few potsherds. Several items were found in the house 
fill, including two hammerstones, a metate fragment, several mano 
fragments, lithic debitage. sherds, and three projectile point 
fragments. 

Structure Q was excavated in 1960 under the supervision of John C. 
McGregor. 

DATES: 

11 Svv 
72 
73 
74 
1S 4+vv 9vv 
76 Ov Q! .Q.:: Q! .Q£ .Q.!: 6vv 
77 2.!: 

DATE INTERl'RETATION: A cluster of five cutting dates at A.D. 760 
provides strong evidence that Structure Q was built in that year. 
Dates of A.D. 766 and A.D. 775 probably come from wood that was cut 
for repair. 



CERAMICS: 

Sherds: HcGregor (1973) provides the following list of sherds. 
Counts are converted from percentages given in tables. 

*FL - Floor 
F - Fill 

Black Mesa :Black-on-white 
Unidentified Tuaayan White Ware 
Deadmans Black-an-red 
Rio de Flag Brown 
Verde Brown 
Lino Gray 
Kana-a Gray 
Miscellaneous 

FL" 

1 
4 .57 

2 
28 34 

471 



AP~ENDIX 5: EXPLORATORY ANALYSIS OF FLAGSTAFF-AREA 
TREE-RING DATE/CBRANIC mE ASSOCIATIONS 

Introduction 
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This appendIx provides a brief review of the temporal ranges, 
distributional anomalies. and taxonomic arabiluities of key Flagstaff
area ceramic types. This exercise is not intended to be a definitive 
review of all pertinent information regarding the datins, 
distribution. and. clasaitication of these types; a numbar of difficult 
issues -- e.g .• the potential use-lives of various architectural 
forms. the amount of time a structure might remain occupied after its 
last tree-ring date. and a host of formation process considerations -
remain unresolved for now. Rather. the analysis is exploratory in 
nature, and is designed to show how a more detailed study of 
Flagstaff-area ceramics might make use of the information that has 
been collated in Appendices: 3 and 4. In the process. I hope to 
highlight some of the most important weaknesses in the present state 
of the Flagstaff dendrochronological sequence. ceramic taxonomy. and 
ceramic chronology. 

The append ix consists of two parts. In the first, I list the 
decisions that have been invoked regarding the validity of 
relationships betweeD tree-rins dates: and ceramic items. :rhe decision 
to "accept" a particular ceramic item or set of items means that it 
has been inferred, considering all available information, that these 
items were in use during the occupation or use of the dated. structure 
from which they were recovered. In all cases, it was presumed that 
items identified as vessels resting on a structure floor or roof were 
present when the structure burned. In most other cases, it was 
asaWDlld that reconstructable vessels reported from a structure had 
also been present when the structure burned. Cases where the vessel 
or partial vessel were high within the structure fill, and seemed 
likely to have been deposited there long after the structure had been 
used, were rejected. Sherds posed a more difficult set of 
interpretive problems. but the followinB Buidel1nes were followed. 
If, from the description of the structure and its setting. it seemed 
reasonable to assume that ceramics recovered from the structure had 
Originated from items used by the occupants of the structure, or had 
been duraped into the structure while it was still standing, then all 
sherds were accepted. Otherwise, only floor sherds were accepted, on 
the assuraption that the sherds recovered from the floor of a burned 
structure must have been present when the roof collapsed. In a few 
cases, special circumstances forced exceptions to the guidelines given 
above; .. 11 such exceptions are noted below. 

The second portion of the appendix lists the dates, contexts, 
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and frequencies of ceramic items lor 19 Flasstaff-area types or 
combinations of types. The l1StiDBs for each type are followed by a 
discussion of the probable date ranges. taxonomic statu., and _ 
distributional anomalies Doted for the type. Figures AS.l to AS."!"" 
provide illustrations of selected Flagstaff-area Tusayan Vhite Ware 
shards 8Dd vessels from tree-ring dated contexts. 

NA S166C; Accept sherds from floor. and from beneath ·charcoal. 
present when structure burned. 

NA 3577A: Accept all vessels as present in or on structure when 
structure burned. Accept sherds from floor <as recorded on the MNA 
laboratory count sheet) as present when structure burned. 

NA 3577D; Accept vessel 8S present on floor when structure burned. 

NA S137B: Accept all vessels .s present in or on structure when 
structure burned. 

NA 11,237, Room Sr Accept sberds from floor as present when structure 
burned. 

NA 2798: Accept all vessels as present on pithouse floor or roof wben 
structure burned. Accept all floor sherds (using Colton's 1946b type 
assignments) and tools as present when structure burned. 

NA 2800: Accept all ve •• els as present on or in structure when 
structure burned. Accept all aherds (using Colton'. 1946b type 
assignments) as likely to have been used aa ve.Bels during occupation 
of structure. Accept tools as likely to have bean uaed during 
occupation of structure. 

NA 1925B: Accept all sherds (using Colton's 1946b type assignments) 
as likely to have been used as vessels during occupation of structure. 

NA 192A: Accept all sherds as likely to have been used as vessels 
during occupation of pithouse. 

NA 1531: Accept aU shuds (using Colton's 1946b type assignments) as 
likely to have been used as vessels during occupation of pithouse. 

NA 1754A; Accept floor shards (using the author's classifications, 
and minus 14 sherds of Tusayan Corrugated that form a possible tool) 
as present when structure burned. Accept possible tool of Tusayan 
Corrugated from floor as present when structure burned. 



Figure AS.I. Examples of Kana-a and Black Mesa Black-on-white. 
Sherds (a-d) are from NA 2800; (e-n) are from NA 1925Bi and sherds 
(o-p) are from NA 1531. 
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a b 

d 

Figure AS.2. Sherds from Medicine Fort (NA 862). All specimens were 
classified by Colton (l946b:84) as Black Mesa Black-on-white. 
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a 

Figure A5.3. Various sherds classified as Black Mesa (a-d, e. g. h). 
Sosi (f, k. j, m, i). and Dogoszhi (1) Black-cn-white. Sherds (a-d) 
are from NA 1238, and were identified by Colton (1946:97); sberds 
(e-m). identified by Sullivan (1986:184, 187) are from AZ 1:1:17 
(ASH). 
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~ 
I 
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Figure AS.4. Various late 11th and early 12th century sherds 
classified as Sosi. Dogoszhi. and Black Mesa Black-on-white. Sherds 
(a-e) are from NA 1754; (f-m) were recovered from NA 192A. 
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a 

b 

Figure AS.5. Vessels classified as (a) Flagstaff Black-cn-white (MNA 
Artifact Catalog item NA 3644C.8) and (b) Sosi Black-cn-white 

(Sullivan 1986:83; VN 95). 
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NA IB14C: Accept vessels as present in or on pithouse when structure 
burned. Accept all sherds as present in structure, as trash, when 
structure burned. Accept burial offerings as post-dating burning of 
structure. 

NA IB14E: Accept floor sherds as present when structure burned. 
Accept burial offerings as post-dating burning of structure. 

NA 862: Accept all vessels as present in or on structure when 
structure burned. Accept all sherds as likely to have been used as 
vess~ls during occupation of structure. Accept tools as likely to 
have been used during occupation of structure. 

NA 1238: Accep": s!!.erds (using Colton's 1946b type assignments) as 
likely to have been used as vessels during occupation of structure. 
Accept tools on floor as present when structure burned. 

NA 1244B: Accept vessel as present in or on structure when structure 
burned. Accept sherds as likely to have been used as vessels during 
occupation of structure. 

NA 1625C: Accept vessel and tools found with vessel as present in or 
on pithouse when structure burned. Accept floor sherds as present 
when structure burned. 

NA 2001A and NA 20QIB: Accept vessels as present on floor when 
structure burned. Accept floor and ventilator sherds (using Col ton I s 
1946b type assignments) as present when structure burned. 

NA 2002A and NA 2002B: Accept vessels as present in or on structure 
when structure burned. Accept sherds frolll floor and ventilator as 
present when structure burned. 

NA 1764A: Accept vessels as present in or on structure when structure 
burned. Floor sherds are not accepted because of possible 
contamination of assemblage by earlier sherds used as chinking for 
wall stones. Tools are rejected on the same basis. 

NA 358: Accept vessels as present on floors or roofs of rooms when 
pueblo burned. Accept tool from the floor as present when the pueblo 
burned. Lack of provenience information on sherds does not allow them 
to be accepted aog parts of vessels used during the occupation of th<; 
pueblo. 

NA 1785, Room 6: Accept all vessels as present on floors or roofs 
when room burned. 

NA 1785, Room 11: Accept all vessels as p:esent on floors Dr roofs 
when room burned. 
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NA 3673R~ Accept vessels from floor as present when structure burned. 
Accept floor shards as present when structure burned. 

NA 2133A: Accept vessels from floor as present when structure burned. 
Accept tool on floor as present when structure burned. 

NA 2134A: Accept vessels from floor as present when structure burned. 
Accept shards from floor as present when structure burned. 

NA 2135C: Accept vessels from floor as present when structure burned. 
Accept floor sherds as present when structure burned. 

NA 3644C: Accept vessel on floor as present when st~cture burned. 

NA 700, Room D: Accept vessels from above burned roof. and resting on 
"upper occupation surface" as present when room burned. Accept sherds 
from Level D-B (below roof) as present when room burned. 

NA 700, Room V: Accept vessel below roof as present when room burned. 
Accept sherds from Level V-2-3 (below roof) as present when structure 
burned. 

NA 700, Room W: Accept vessels from below roof as present when room 
burned. Accept sherds from Level 1.1-2-3 (below roof) as present when 
structure burned. 

NA 700, Room X: Accept all vessels as present on roof or floor when 
room burned. Accept sherds from Level X-2-3 (below roof) as present 
when structure burned. 

AZ I:l:17 (ASH), Rooms 1-4, and Feature Cluster 1: Because this site 
consisted of four contiguous structures and an activity area, all of 
which evidently were in use or were only recently abandoned when 
destroyed by fire, all proveniences have been combined. Accept all 
vessels, tools, and sherds from these proveniences as present when 
site burned. 

NA 1629: Accept all vessels as present when room burned. 

NA 4317. :Surial 3: Accept all vessels as present at time of 
interment. 

NA 4317, :Surial 7: Accept all vessels as present at time of 
interment. 

NA 7207. Pithouse A: Accept floor sherds as present when structure 
burned. 

NA 7207. Structure Q: Accept floor sherds as present when structure 
burned. 
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The following section of this appendix provides a listing of 
the dates, contexts, and frequencies of occurrence for major 
Flagstaff-area types. as suggested by information presented in 
Appendices 3 and 4. The format for this listIng is as follows. The 
construction date inferred for each context is given on the far left. 
The date is followed, in parentheses, by the' site identification 
number for the context (as listed in Appendix 4). The identification 
number is followed by a count of various ceramic items recovered from 
the context, using the same ceramic categories employed in Appendix 4 
(1. e .• Vessels. Sherds. Tools. and Burial Offerings). Vessels are 
recorded with a ltV. If followed by the number of vessels of the type 
accepted as associated with the tree-ring dates from the context. 
Sherds are recorded with the notation "S," followed by two numbers 
separated by a "I" symbol. The number to the left is the total count 
of sherds of the type associated with the tree-ring dates from the 
context; the number to the right of the "I" is the total number of 
type-identifiable sherds of the ware to which the type belongs. For 
example. at site NA 1925B. there were 39 sherds of Tusayan White Ware 
that could be identified to the type level. and 38 of these were 
classified as Kana-a Black-an-white. Thus, the count for sherds of 
Kana-a Black-an-white from site NA 1925B is reported as "S 38/39" (see 
Kana-a Black-on-white. below). Note that San Juan Red Ware and Tsegi 
Orange Ware totals have been combined into a single "red ware" 
denominator when reporting sherd frequencies for Deadmar.s Black-an-red 
and TUsayan Black-on-red. Tools are reported with a liT." followed by 
the number of tools accepted from the context. ~ Offerings are 
reported as liB." followed by a count of the number of burial vessels 
of the type that were believed associated with the tree-ring dates 
from the context. 

Each ceramic type is followed by a section entitled COMMENTS. 
which consists of a discussion of the type's probable date range, 
taxonomic problems. and spatial distribution. 

Kana-a Black-on-white 

DATES. CONTEXTS, AND FREQUENCIES OF OCCURRENCE: 

834 (NA 1925B. S 38/39) 
865 (NA 2800, S 28/28) 
928 (NA 2798. V 1. S 49/49) 
964 (NA 1531, S 4/4) 

1052 (NA 3577A. S 5/293) 
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COMMENTS: Unfortunately. there are no sites that provide information 
on the probable beginning date for this type. The earliest sites in 
the sample (NA 7207Q and NA 5166C) did not contain black-on-white 
types in an acceptable context. Two pithouses at the Cinder Park site 
(NA 3996A and NA 3996B; Colton 1946b:243-245), with non-cutting dates 
from A.D. 683 to A.D. 688 (Robinson et al. 1975:37). showed no 
examples of Kana-a Black-on-white from any context, so it may be 
assumed that Flagstaff-area use of the type began some time after A.D. 
688. and some time before A.D. 834 (see NA 1925B, above). 

The ending -fate for this type also may be spec"ified only 
Within broad limits. As Doted (see Chapter 13), in the Flagstaff area 
there is a gap in the sequence of tree-ring dated sites from about 
A.D. 965 to A.D. 1050, and the ending date for Kana-a Black-on-white 
evidently falls within that hiatus. Except for the five sherds at NA 
3577A, Kana-a does not appear in any reliable context on the later 
side of the A.D. 965 - A.D. 1050 gap. Precisely when during this 
interval Kana-a ceased to be used cannot at present be ascertained. 
In any event, identifying a "transition" from Kana-a to Black Mesa 
Black-on-white may be difficult, since there appears to a prolonged 
period during which attributes of both styles of decoration may appear 
on a single vessel. This phenomenon has been noted by Wilson 
(1969:579) and Gwnerman et al. (1972). who have proposed two new 
ceramic taxa -- "Early Black Mesa Black-on-white," and "Wepo Black-on
white," respectively -- to account for it. Tusayan White Ware sherds 
from site NA 3577A show that the five reported sherds of Kana-a Black
on-White from this context might actually have corne from such 
stylistically "transitional" vessels. Tusayan White Ware sherds from 
Medicine Fort (NA 862, inferred construction date of A.D. 1050; see 
Appendix 4) also show a few such examples, which may have been 
reported as Kana-a style by McGregor (l936d:21), but evidently were 
classified as Black Mesa Black-on-white by Colton (l945b:349, 
1946b:B4). 

Figures A5.le-g, and A5.1i-p provide illustrations of 
selected examples of Kana-a Black-on-white sherds from various tree
ring dated contexts described in Appendix 4. 



Black Mesa Black-cn-white 

DATES I CONTEXTS. AND FREQUENCIES OF OCCURRENCE: 

834 (NA 1925B. S 1/39) 
1049 (AZ I:1:17 (ASH] V 2, S 26/60, T 2) 
1050 (NA 862, V 4, S 287/287) 
1052 (NA 3577A S 268/293) 
1066 (NA 1238, S 19/19, T 2) 
1060 (NA 3673R, V 2) 
1086 (NA 2133A, V 4) 
1087 (NA 2135C, V 3, S 117/121) 
1093 (NA 192A, S 16/16) 
1094 (NA 1244B, S 26/26) 
1094 (NA 1754A, S 2/6) 
1114 (NA 20011.., S 6/6) 
I11B (NA 2D02A, S 8/9) 
1129 (NA 1614C, S 8/112) 
1130 (NA 2134A, S 56/56) 
1136 (NA 1814E, S 9/67) 
1193 (NA 700X, S 1/28) 
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COMMENTS: For the same reasons that the ending date for Kana-a Black
on-whlte cannot be resolved. the beginning date for Black Mesa Black
on-white also remains unclear. With the exception of a single sherd 
from NA 1925B, Black Mesa Black-cn-white is not reported from any 
acceptable context before A.D. 1050. As noted, however, there is a 
gap in well-dated Flagstaff-are::. !:it~s in the intcrvlll =r-om A.D. 965 
to A.D 1050, so it can be stated only that the transition from Kana-a 
to Black Mesa styles of decoration on Flagstaff-area Tusayan White 
Ware vessels must have taken place at some point during this span. 
Also as noted, there may have been an extended period during which 
elements of both styles were expressed on a single vesse1. 

The sole sherd '.' '·lack Mesa Black-on-white from site NA 1925B 
mayor may not indicate tnat ceramics bearing Black Mesa-=tyle 
elements were used in the early ninth century. First, it is possible 
that site NA 1925B was actually built considerably later than the 
inferred construction date of A.D. 834. This inference was based on 
only a single cutting date, so the site cannot be considered to be 
well-dated. Second, the specimen identified as Black Mesa Black-on
white (Figure AS .lh) was recovered from "loose earth shoveled from 
floor," and was bagged separately by the field crew and assigned an 
MNA Artifact Catalog number of NAI925B.5. Whether this item received 
special treatment because it was spotted as stylistically unusual, or 
because its provenience was questionable, is not known. It seems 
possible, however, that the sherd may not have originated from the 
deposits within the structure (e,g •• it might have fallen into the 
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structure, along with "loose earth" from the surface). and thus might 
not have come from a vessel used when structure NA 1925B was occupied. 
It is of course also possible that the sherd came from a 9th century 
vessel bearing both Black Mesa and Kana-a style design elements. 

The ending date for Black Mesa Black-cn-white is also somewhat 
clouded by taxonomic uncertainty. In particular. it appears that 
lllack Mesa Black-cn-white may not have been consistently distinguished 
from Sosi Black-cn-white. For example. based on reported sherd counts 
from sites beyond the Winona Village area, Black Mesa Black-cn-white 
would appear to have declined greatly in popularity after about A.D. 
1130 or A.D. 1140. For example, although the type is usually abundant 
at mid-11th and early 12th century sites, it forms a relatively small 
proportion of Tusayan White Warl! types found in presumed trash 
deposits on the floors of structures NA 1814C (constructed in A.D. 
1129) and NA 1814E (constructed in A.D. 1136) at Juniper Terrace. 
(These trash deposits evidently formed within these structures 
sometime l.fter they were abandoned, but before they burned. so a 
"guess" date for formation [assuming a 15 to 20-year use-lUI! for a 
pit structure; see Ahlstrom 1985:82-89] is the A.D. 1140s or perhaps 
A.D. 1150s.) Also in support of an A.D. 1130$ or 1140s decline in the 
use of Black Mesa Black-on-white is the fact that the Tusayan White 
'flare assemblage from Wupatki Pueblo (occupied most intensively in the 
A.D. 11305 through 1190s; see Robinson et a1. 1975:92-96) shows a very 
low proportion of Black Mesa Black-on-white sherds (Colton 1946b:S9-
61). Also, the ceramic assemblage at Two Kivas Pueblo, constructed 
from about A.D. 1170 to A.D. 1204 (Robinson et a1. 1975:97-99), 
produced an extremely low proportion of Black Mesa Black-on-white 
sherds (31 out of 1481 identifiable Tusayan White Ware sherds; 
McGregor 1973). 

On the other hand, it must be noted from the above list that 
Black Mesa Black-on-white is the only Tusayan White Ware type reported 
from the floor of Winona Village site NA 2134A, a structure that is 
known to have burned some time after A.D. 1140 (see Appendix 4). 
However, this situation might be referable to the apparent fact that 
Sosi Black-on-white was not reliably identifed on the Winona Village 
projects. The reasons for this are unknown, but an inspection of 
Tusayan White Yare sherds and vessels ~ecovered from various Winona 
Village proveniences shows several examples of decoration in the Sosi 
style (i.e., broad-line treatment with appended, boldly-executed 
"barbs"; see definition in Colton and Hargrave 1937:212, and 
illustrations AS.3d, A5.3g, and AS.4e). Thus, the complete dominance 
of Black Mesa Black-on-white in the Tusayan White Ware assemblage from 
NA 2134A may be questioned. Unfortunately, these sherds could not be 
located in MNA collections (A. Douglass. personal communication 1987; 
Y. Kojo, personal communication 1988). so their type assignments could 
not be checked. It is of course also possible that Black Mesa Black
on-White did indeed persist in the Winona Village zone beyond its 
ending date in other parts of the Flagstaff area. 



Sosi Black-on-white 

DATES. CONTEXTS. AND FREQUENCIES OF OCCURRENCE: 

1049 (AZ 1:1:17 [ASH], V 2, S 32/60) 
1094 (NA 1754A. 5 3/6) 
1129 (NA 1814C, S 27/112) 
1136 (NA 1814E, S 3/67) 
1194 (NA 70aD, 1/37) 
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COMMENTS: Sosi Black-on-white is not well-represented in reported 
Flagstaff-area type counts. From the above evidence, it would appear 
to have first been used in the mid-11th century. and to bave reached a 
peak of popularity in the A.D. 11305 or A.D. 1140s. A low proportion 
of Sosi Black-on-white sherds in the Tusayan White Ware assemblage at 
Two Kivas Pueblo (85 out of 1481 identifiable sherds) suggests that 
the type may have declined in popularity tcward the end of the 12th 
century. 

However, two related points of caution temper these 
interpretations. First. specimens identified at site AZ 1:1:17 (ASH) 
as Sosi Black-on-white are actually composed of massive geometric 
elements (e.g., interlocking frets, diamonds, or triangles; see 
Sullivan 1986:83, 187; Figures AS.3f, AS.3k, A5.Sb) that are quite 
similar to elements on sherds and vessels classified by others (e.g., 
Medicine Fort and site NA 1238; see Figures AS.2d. AS.3b) as Black 
Hesa Black-on-white. Thus, although sherds and vessels from AZ 1:1:17 
(ASH) easily fit within Colton and Hargrave's (1937;212) definition of 
Sosi Black-on-white, Style I, it would appear that liNA personnel 
themselves preferred to classify sherds and vessels fitting this 
definition as Black Mesa lHaek-on-white. Second, as previously noted 
(see Black Mesa Black-on-white. above). Sosi Black-cn-white. Style 2 
(defined on the basis of broad lines bearing boldly executed barbs; 
Colton and Hargrave 1937:212) does not appear to have been 
conSistently separated from Black Mesa Black-on-white at Winona 
Village, and possibly elsewhere. Thus, classificatory inconsistencies 
may obscure the true nature of temporal and spatial distributions of 
this type. 



Dogoszhi Black-an-white 

DATES, CONTEXTS, AND FREQUENCIES OF OCCURRENCE; 

1049 (AZ 1:1;17 [ASH], S 2/60) 
1087 (NA 213SC, S 1/121) 
1094 (NA 1754A, S 1/6) 
1118 (NA 2002A, 5 1/9) 
1129 (NA 1814C, S 11/112) 
1136 (NA 1814E, S 17/67) 
1183 (NA 358, V 1) 
1193 (NA 700X. S 4/26) 
1194 (NA 700D, S 2/37) 
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COMMENTS: Dogoszhi Black-an-white appears infrequently in Flagstaff
area assemblages, and therefore is somewhat difficult to date. It 
appears to be that classification of "Dogoszhi" 5herds is achieved 
consistently (Fish 1976) on the basis of hatched designs in the 
absence of other elements. However, it should be noted that some form 
of hatching is occasionally included on vessels with a preponderance 
of designs characteristic of some other Tusayan White Ware type. For 
example, portions of Tusayan White Ware vessels from Medicine Fort (NA 
862) show narrow, hatched bands placed between massive geometric 
elements characteristic of the Black Mesa style. Other sherds from 
that site also show hatching within large, Black Mesa-style elements 
that are usually filled with black paint (Figure A5.2f), as does one of 
two sherds from site AZ 1:1:17 (ASH) that was classified by Sullivan 
(1986:187) as Dogoszhi Black-on-white (Figure AS.31; see Beals et al. 
1945:Figures 31, 33. 35, 38. amd Smith 1971:115-125 for examples from 
outside the Flagstaff area). Also, it should be noted that a 
"DogoshzhP jar from Nalakihu (King 1949:Figure 77) features a 
meandering, rectilinear, hatched deSign OD its body, and a dot-filled 
"checkerboard" design (Flagstaff or Tusayan style) on its neck (see 
Smith 1971:Figure 126 for examples of such decoration on vessels from 
Awatovi). Thus, the reported presence of Dogoszhi sherds, 
particularly in low frequencies, mayor may not indicate the use of 
vessels decorated solely with hatched "bird wing" or "recurved claw" 
(Smith 1971:118, Figure 71 j-l, Figure 126) deSigns that might be 
considered hallmarks of a "classic" Dogoszhi style. 

Whatever the case, Dogoshzi B1ack-on-white (sensu lato) 
appears first to have been used, in very low frequencies, atabout the 
time of the eruption, and it evidently continued to be used at least 
as late as the early 13th century. However, even during the peak of 
its popularity, Dogoszhi Black-on-white appears never to have been 
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frequent. in the Flagstaff area. The type accounts for only 45 out of 
1481 identifable Tusayan White Ware sherds at Two Kivas Pueblo 
(McGregor 1973). sed 1M of 4754 identifiable Tusayan White Ware 
sherds at Wupatki Pueblo (Colton 1946b:59-61). A reliable ending date 
cannot yet be determined. 

Flagstaff Black-on-white 

DATES, CONTEXTS, AND FREQUENCIES OF OCCURRENCE: 

1087 (NA 2135C, S 1/121) 
1120 (NA 3644C, V 1) 
1129 (NA 1814C, S 66/112) 
1136 (NA 1814E, S 38/67) 
1194 (NA 700D, V 1. S 24/37) 

COMMENTS: Although one shard of Flagstaff Black-on-white is reported 
from the floor of pithouse NA 2135C in a late 11th century context, 
the type would appear not to have been used in any appreciable 
frequency before about the mid-twelfth century A.D. It should be 
noted that the vessel reported from site NA 3644C (l-fi:olA Artifact 
Catalog item number 3644C.8j Figure A5.5a), with a minimum date of 
A.D. 1120, does not appear to be an example of the "classic" style of 
Flagstaff Black-on-white (Le •• opposed, finely serrated, barbed 
linesj interlocking. barbed. rectlinear scrolls; dots in open squares; 
etc. [see Colton and Hargrave 1937:226]). Instead, it more closely 
resembles an example of Sosi Black-an-white, decorated in panels of 
large, opposed barbs. The first reliable evidence for the use of 
Flagstaff Black-an-white is found at Juniper Terrace, where it appears 
as trash in two structures (sites NA 1814E and NA 1814C) inferred to 
have burned in the A.D. 11409 or 1150s (see Appendix 4; Black Mesa 
Black-an-white, above). Other indications of a mid to late-12th 
century use of the type are the facts that sherds of Flagstaff Black
on-white were by far the most abundant Tusayan 'White Ware type (3266 
of a total of 4754 identifiable Tusayan White Ware sherds) recovered 
from Wupatki Pueblo, occupied most intensively from the A.D. 11305 
through the A.D. 1190s; and that it was also the most frequent type 
found at Two Kivas Pueblo (599 out of 1481 identifiable Tusayan White 
Ware sherds). inferred to have been constructed from A.D. 1170 to A.D. 
1204 (Appendix 4; Robinson et a1. 1975:97-99). 

A reliable ending date for use of the Flagstaff Black-on-white 
cannot at present be ascertained. The type is not reported among ten 
Tusayan White Ware vessels from either Burial 3 (interred at A.D. 
1284) or Burial 7 (interred after A.D. 1280) at the Pollock site 
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(Appendix 4), so its use may have ceased by this time. The 
substantial presence of Wupatki. Tusayan, and Kayenta Black-on-white 
sherds at Two Kivas Fueblo (691 of 1481 identifiable Tusayan White 
Ware shards; McGregor 1973) may indicate that these types were 
replacing Flagstaff Black-on-white toward the latter portion of th:l.t 
site's occupation, which appears to have continued until at least A.D. 
1242 (Robinson et a!. 1975:99). 

Wupatki/Tusayan/Kayenta Black-on-white 

DA'l'ES, CONTEXTS, AND FREQUENCIES OF OCCURRENCE: 

1175 (NA 1764A, V 1) 
1193 (NA 700X, S 17/28) 
1194 (NA 700D, V 2. S 6/37) 
1286 (NA 4317.B3, B 1) 

COMMENTS: Following Breternitz (1963a, 1966) and Smith (1971:602), 
Wupatki, Tusayan, and Kayenta Black-on-white have been combined for 
the purposes of this study. There appears to have been a great deal 
of confusion in the definition and classification of these types in 
the Flagstaff area. For example. specimens identified by Colton 
(1946b:21) as Wupatki and Kayenta Black-on-white appear stylistically 
quite similar to specimens defined elsewhere as Tusayan Black-on-white 
(cf. Smith 1971:Figures 122c, 136f, 136g, 1361). Likewise, sherds of 
Wupatki Black-on-white illustrated by Colton and Hargrave (1937:227) 
do not appear stylistically separable frem. type specimens of Betatakin 
and Flagstaff Black-on-white that are illustrated in the same volume 
(Colton and Hargrave 1937:215, 225). In addition, a vessel from 
Burial 3 at the Pollock site was first classified as Polacca Black-on
white, was later reclassified as Betatkin Black-on-white, and still 
later was called Tusayan B1ack-on-white, Tusayan variety (Appendix 4). 
Similarly, Burial 7 from the Pollock site produced nine vessels of 
Tusayan White Ware that were classified by McGregor (1973) as f~'.!r 
Tusayan Black-on-white, two Wupatki Black-on-white. two Kayenta Black
on-white, and one Hoyapi Black-on-white. but the !iNA Artifact Catalog 
lists a much different F.:>~ ! type assignments (see Appendix 4). 
Thus, it does not seem useful at the present time to consider Wupatki, 
Tusayan. and Kayenta Blaek-on-white as separate and reliably classfied 
types. 

On the basis of the available data. it would appear that 
Tusayan White Ware vessels bearing Tusayan/Wupatki/Kayenta Black-on
white deSigns first appear in the late 12th century. As noted above 
(see Flagstaff Black-on-white), use of such vessels may have begun to 
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supplant the use of Flagstaff Black-on-white vessels in the Flagstaff 
area some time during the early 13th century. Vessels with Burials 3 
and 7 at the Pollock site sugge!~t that TusayanIWupatkilKayenta Black
on-white continued in use until at least the mid-1280s. 

Jeddito Black-on-yellow 

DATES, CONTEXTS, AND FREQUENCIES OF OCCURRENCE: 

1308 (NA 1629R3, V 7) 

COMMENTS: Obviously, there are few sites with acceptable 
chronological and contextual information in the Flagstaff area 
with information relevant to the dating of Jeddito Black-cn
yellow. The type would appear to have been used beginning in the 
early 14th century. but more precise beginning or ending dates 
cannot yet be ascertained. It is important to note that the 
reported occurrence of sherds of Jeddito :Black-on-yellow from 
Wupatki Pueblo (Colton 1946b;59) resulted from a set of clerical 
and computational errors. Evidently, when transcribing the results of 
Reed's (1939) study of pottery from Room 7 at W'upatki, Harold Colton 
erroneously recorded the presence of Jeddito Black-on-yellow in place 
of the possible J'eddito or Hoyapi Black-an-white recorded by Reed 
(1939) • 

Holbrook Black-an-white 

DATES, CONTEXTS, AND FREQUENCIES OF OCCURRENCE: 

1087 (NA 2135C, S 8/8) 
1130 (NA 2134A. S 70170) 
1193 (NA 700X. S 1/1) 

COMMENTS; Dating of this type suffers from a number of difficulties. 
FIrst, Holbrook Black-an-white is erratically distributed; it occurs 
with some regularity in the southern and southeastern portions of the 
Flagstaff area, but is found in unpredictable frequencies to the north 
and northwest. Second, although the type is defined as consisting of 
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two styles of decoration -- Style A. analogous to Black Mesa Black-on
white, and Style 1l, analogous to Sosi -- these distinctions are seldom 
recorded in sherd counts, particularly those derived from pre-war 
efforts. "Holbrook" Black-on-white, lacking a style deSignation, 
therefore encompasses <at least) the composite date range of Sosi and 
Black Mesa styles of decoration on Little Colorado White Ware vessels. 

Thus, for the southern and southeastern portions of the 
Flagstaff area, it may be stated only that Holbrook Black-on-white is 
primarily a late 11th to late 12th century type, perh~ps reaching a 
peak of popularity during the first half of the 12th century. 
Holbrook Black-on-white constitutes a very small proportion of the 
Little Colorado White Ware assemblage at Two Kivu Pueblo (36 of 739 
identifiable sherds; McGregor 1973), so its popularity may have 
declined sharply during the last quarter of the 12th century. 

Walnut Black-on-white 

DATES, CONTEXTS, AND FREQUENCIES OF OCCURRENCE: 

1129 (NA 1814C, V 1, S 31131) 
1136 (NA 1814E, S 23/23) 
1183 (NA 358, V 2) 
1194 (NA 700D, S 23/25) 

COMMENTS: The use of Walnut Black-on-white appears to follow rather 
closely the trends identified for Flagstaff Black-on-white. The 
gener~l ft.bsence of this type from assemblages at the Winona Village 
sites, and it.:3 dominance in trash from structures NA 1814C and NA 
1814E, indicates that its use may have become popular in the A.D. 
1140s or A.D. 11508. Walnut Black-on-white is by far the dominant 
Little Colorado White Ware type from Two Kivas Pueblo (635 out of 739 
identifiable sherds). Thus, a mid-12th to early 13th century date 
range is proposed, perhaps from about A.D. 1150 to A.D. 1225. 



Deadmans Black-oD-red 

DATES. CONTEXTS, AND FREQUENCIES OF OcctJREtBNCE: 

760 (NA 7207Q, SIll) 
834 (NA 1925B, S 111) 
865 (NA 2800, S 6/6) 
928 (NA 2798. S 1031103) 
964 (NA 1531, S 6/6) 

1049 (AZ 1:1:17 [ASH], V 2, S 30/31, 1'1) 
1050 (NA 862, V 1, S 300/338) 
1052 (NA 3577A, S 53/81) 
1066 (NA 1238. S 25/25, T 1) 
1114 (NA 2001A, S 2/20) 
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COHMENTSI As Doted long aao (e.g, Colton 1946b;249, 252), Deadmans 
Black-on-red is predominantly a pre-eruptive type. Except for two 
shards on the floor of NA 2DOIA. and a tool and an abundance of sherds 
at the immediately post-eruptive aite of NA 1238, it is never found in 
an acceptable post-eruptive context. The presence of a sberd of 
Deadmans Black-on-red on the floor of atructure NA 7207Q sUBsests an 
extraordinarily long life for this type. It is unknown whether there 
is significant temporal variability in the type over this span. but 
this seems likely. 

Tusayan Black-oll-red 

DATES, CONTEXTS. AND FREQUENCIES OF OCCURRENCE: 

1049 (AZ I,b17 [ASH], S 1/31) 
1050 (NA 862, S 38/338) 
1052 (NA 3577A, S 28/81) 
1086 (NA 2133A, V 1) 
1087 (NA 2135C, S 8/8) 
1093 (NA 192A, S 34137) 
1094 (NA 1754A, S 7/7) 
1114 (NA 2001A. V 1, S 18/20) 
1118 (NA 2002A, S 1/2) 
1129 (NA 1B14C, S 511B1) 
1136 (NA 1B14E, S 44/51) 
1130 (NA 2134A, S 11111) 
1193 (NA 700X, S 1/3) 
1194 (NA 700D, S 3/13) 
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COMMENTS: The present analysis confirms previous observations (e.g .• 
Colton 1946b:252) that Tusayan Black-cn-red began to supplant Deadmans 
Black-cn-red in Flagstaff-area red ware assemblages at around the time 
of the eruption of Sunset Crater. AZ 1:1:17 (ASH), NA 862. and NA 
3577A, all of which were occupied from about A.D. 1050 to A.D. 1065 
(AppendiX 4) all contain some combination of Tusayan Black-cn-red and 
Deadmans Black-cn-red. This. and the general absence of Deadmans 
Black-cn-red in post-eruptive assemblages, firmly establishes that the 
replacement of the former type with Tusayan Black-cn-red took place 
some time in the A.D. 1050s or 10608. Variability in the proportions 
of the two types suggests that this replacement did no.t proceed at a 
uniform rate across the large region defined in this study as the 
Flagstaff area. 

The ending date for use of Tusayan Black-on-red is 
difficult to ascertain, but it may have been largely replaced by 
Tsegi Orange Ware polychrome types in the early or middle part of 
the 13th century A.D. 

Kana-a Gray 

DATES, CONTEXTS, AND FREQUENCIES OF OCCURRENCE: 

834 (NA 1925B, S 2/2) 

COMMENTS: The scarcity of this type in reportf'd Flagstaff-area 
ceramic assemblages, and the aforementioned "gap" in tree-ring 
dated Flagstaff-area sites from A.D. 965 to A.D. 1050, allows no 
reliable estimates of beginning or ending dates. It would appear 
that some time between A.D. 834 and about A.D. 1050, Kana-a Gray 
was replaced by the more elaborately neck-banded Tusayan Gray 
Ware types of Coconino and Medicine Gray. but approximate dates for 
this change are at present unknown. 

Coconino/Medicine Gray 

DATES. CONTEXTS, AND FREQUENCIES OF OCCURRENCE: 

1049 (AZ 1:1:17 [ASH], V 5, 549/305, T 5) 
1050 (NA 862 V I, S 372/448) 
1052 (NA 3577A, S 8/95) 



COMMENTS: Coconino and Medicine Gray have been recovered from 
acceptable tree-ring dated contexts only during the interval 
between A.D. 1050 Bnd the eruption. These types may have 
replaced Kana-a Gray in the Tusayan Gray Ware assemblage during 
the hiatus in Flagstaff-area tree-ring dated sites (A.D. 965 to 
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A.D.), but approximately when this transition might have occurred is 
not yet known. Vessels from contemporaneous contexts at sites NA 862 
and AZ 1:1:17 (ASH) show that Coconino Gray. Medicine Gray, snd 
Tusayan Corrugated were all in use at about A. D. 1065. Acceptable 
post-eruptive contexts show a complete lack of Coconino and Medicine 
Gray sherds and vessels. but an abundance of Tusayan Corrugated sherds 
and vessels, indicating that the former two types ceas.ed to be used 
shortly after the eruption. 

Tusayan Corrugated 

DATES, CONTEXTS, AND FREQUENCIES OF OCCURRENCE: 

1049 CAZ 1:1:17, V 2, S 199/305, T 1) 
1050 (NA 862, S 76/448) 
1052 (NA 3577A, S 87/95) 
1066 (NA 1238, 5 12/12) 
1080 (NA 3673R. V 1) 
1085 (NA 7207A, S 1/1) 
1086 (NA 2133A, V 1) 
1087 (NA 2135C, V 6, S 72174» 
1092 (NA 1625C, S 1/1) 
1093 (NA 192A, 5 53/90) 
1094 (NA 1754A. V I, S 12/13) 
1114 (NA 20DIA, V I, 5 26/26) 
1118 (NA 2002A, V I, S 5/8) 
1120 (NA ll,237R5. 5 2/2) 
1124 (NA 5137B, V 2) 
1129 eNA 1814C, 5 39/96) 
1130 (NA 2134A, V I, 5 61/61) 
1136 (NA 1814E, S 79/88) 
1170 (NA 7DOW, S 1/3) 
1193 (NA 7DOX, S 9/28) 
1194 (NA 700D, V I, 5 3/47) 

COMMENTS: Acceptable tree-ring dated contexts show that Tusayan 
Corrugated began to be used some time after about A.D. 1050, and 
evidently completely supplantE:d Coconino and Medicine Gray shortly 
after the eruption. Tusayan Corrugated appears to have been the 
dominant Tusayan Gray Ware type from about the time of the eruption 



494 

until about the mid-12th century, when Moenkopi Corrugated became 
increasingly popular (see below). An indication of the decline in use 
of Tusayan Corrugated is provided by sherd counts from Two Kivas 
Pueblo, which appears to have been most intensively occupied in the 
last quarter of the 12th century (Robinson et a1. 1975:97-99). Here, 
Tusayan Corrugated accounted for only 278 of 1680 identifiable Tusayan 
Gray 'Ware sherds. Ii precise ending date for the use of Tusayan 
Corrugated, however, cannot be ascertained. 

Moenkopi Corrugated 

DATES, CONTEXtS, AND FREQUENCIES OF OCCURRENCE: 

1087 (NA 2135C, S 2/74) 
1093 (NA 192A, S 37/90) 
1094 (NA 1754A, S 1/13) 
1118 (NA 2002A, S 3/8) 
1129 (l814C, S 57/96) 
1130 (NA 2134A, V 1) 
1136 (NA 1814E, S 9/88) 
1170 (NA 700W, S 1/3) 
1175 (NA 1764A, V 1) 
1193 (NA 100X, S 10/28) 
1194 (NA 100D, V I, S 44/47) 

COMMENTS: Although Moenkc.'pi Corrugated is reported as early as the 
late 1000s, it appears to have been most commonly used in Flagstaff
area ceramic assemblages after the mid-12th century. A precise ending 
date is not known, but it· may have been largely replaced by Kiet Siel 
Gray some time around the middle of the 13th century. 

Kiet SieI Gray 

DATES. CONTEXTS, AND FREQUENCIES OF OCCURRENCE: 

1170 (NA 700W. S 1/3) 
1193 (NA 700X, S 9/26) 

CONTEXTS: The only acceptable contexts for this type are from Two 
Kivas Pueblo. It would appear that Kiet Siel Gray was not used in the 
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Flagstaff area until the late 12th or early 13th centuries. but a more 
precise assessment Is DOt now possible. This type accounts for only 
83 of 1680 Tusayan Gray Ware sherds from. Two Kivas Pueblo (occupied 
until at least A.D. 1242J see Robinson et a1. 1975:98). so it does not 
appear to have been widespread even as late as the mid-13th century. 

Rio de Flag Drown 

DA'lES. CONTEXTS, AND FREQlJEN'CIES OF OCCURRENCE: 

760 (NA 7207Q, S 4/4) 
775 (NA 5166C, S 1/1) 
834 (NA 19250, S 202/202) 
865 (NA 2800. S 68/68) 
928 eNA 2798, V 1. S 70/70) 

1050 (NA 862, V 2, S 292/292) 
10B5 eNA 7207A, S 6/25) 
1086 (NA 21334, VI) 
1087 (NA 2USC, V 1) 
1093 (NA 192A, S 26/38) 
1094 (NA 12440, S 1721175) 
1114 (NA 200lA, V I, S 5/5) 

COMMENTS: As noted by others (a.s., Colton 1946b:253; Wilson 
1969:212). Rio de FlaB Brown is a very lODil-lived but primarily pre
eruptiVe type. Ita use appears to have ceased or declined. 
considerably in many portions of the Flasstaff-area not long after the 
eruption. but this is not necesBarily true for all zones. Sites NA 
192A, NA 12441, and NA 2001A, all located in the Medicine Valley zona 
north of the Coconino Divide, exhibit high proportions of Rio de Flag 
at a time when use of the type appears to have declined substantially 
i%lo olher zones ••• g •• the Winona area. This phenomenon occurs in 
conjunction with irregularities in the distribution of Sunset 
Red/Sunset Brown. which are discussed below. 



Angell/Winolla Brown 

DATBS, CONrEXTS. AND FREQ1JENCIBS OF OCCURRENCE; 

1052 (NA 3571A, 5/1) 
1085 (NA 7207A, 1125) 
1087 (NA 2135C, V 8, S 273/372) 
1093 (NA 192A, S 12/38) 
1094 (NA 1754A, S 6/6) 
1094 (NA 1244B, S 3/175) 
1117 (NA 178SR6. V 3) 
1117 (NA 178SRU. V 1) 
1129 (NA 1814C, S 1611184) 
1130 (NA 2134A, S 152/536) 
1136 (NA 18141, S 98/106) 
1170 (NA 7DOW, S 20111326) 
1175 (NA 1764A, V 1) 
1193 (NA 700X, S 322/937) 
1194 (NA 70oD, V 1. S 473/1696) 
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COKHENTS; Because Angell e:!.d Winona Brown were not consistently 
separated in shard analyses p. tor to 1940 (coltOD 1946b:2S-26), and. 
may yet not be reHably identified by all workers in the Flagstaff 
area (including the author), they have been combined for the purposes 
of this exercise. Except for five shards from NA 3577A, Winona and 
Angell Brown appear to be primarily post-eruptive types that account 
for a substantial proportion of Alameda Brown Ware assemblages until 
at least the early l3tb century A.n. Available data do not show any 
pronounced temporal trends in the frequency of these types through 
time, and unfortunately. an approximate endiDB date cannot yet be 
specified. 



SUDset Red/SUDset Brown 

OATHS, CONTEXTS. AND FREQUENCIES OP OCCURRENCE; 

1080 (NA 3673R, V 3) 
1085 (NA 7207A. S 18/25) 
1086 (NA 2133A. V 2) 
1087 (NA 2135C, S 76/372) 
1117 (RA 1785R6. V 3) 
1117 (RA 1785Rll, V 1) 
1129 (NA IB14C, S 23/184) 
1130 (NA 2134A. V 2. S 384/536) 
1136 (NA lSI4!. S 8/106) 
1110 (NA 7DOW, V 2, S 1111/1326) 
1193 (RA 700X, V 6, S 615/937) 
1194 (NA 700D, V 20. S 120811696) 
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COMMENTS: Because the separatioD of Sunset Red and SUnset Brown is 
often difficUlt, the two types have been combined in this analysis. 
Sunset Red/Sunset Brown compose a substantial portion of most post
eruptive Alameda Brown Ware assemblages. An approximate ending data 
cannot yet be specified, but these types may continue in use 
throughout the poat-eruptive occupation of the Flagstaff area. As 
previously Doted (Colton 1945b:354). SUJUIet Red/Sunset Brown exhibit 
an interesting distributional anemaly. Although they appear at sites 
in the southern and southeastern portion of the Flagstaff area not 
lona after the eruption, the types are not present at some aites -
particularly, those north of the Coconino Divide -- until ~uch later. 
Note, for example, that the late 11th and early 12th cel',;.url" sites of 
NA 192A, NA 1754A, and NA 200lA completely lack Sunset Red/SuBset 
Brown, even though they contain other Alameda Brown Ware types. No 
satisfactory explanation of this phenomenon has yet been advanced. but 
it does have important implications regarding the use of Sunset Red as 
a pt'!!t-erupt!v: t~oro!'l marker. 
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