
INFORMATION TO USERS 

The most advanced technology has been used to photograph and 
reproduce this manuscript from the microfilm master. UMI films the 
text directly from the original or copy submitted. Thus, some thesis and 
dissertation copies are in typewriter face, while Otners may be from any 

type of computer printer. 

The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the 

copy submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality 
illustrations and photographs, print bleed through, substandard margins, 

and improper alignment can adversely affect reproduction. 

In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a complete 
manuscript and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if 

unauthorized copyright material had to be removed, a note wiIi indicate 

the deletion. 

Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are reproduced by 
sectioning the original, beginning at the upper left-hand corner and 

continuing from left to right in equal sections with small overlaps. Each 
original is also photographed in one exposure and is included in 
reduced form at the back of the book. 

Photographs included in the original manuscript have been reproduced 

xerographically in this copy. Higher quality 6" x 9" black and white 
photographic prints are available for any photographs or illustrations 
appearing in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directly 
to order. 

U·M·I 
UniverSity Microfilms International 

A Bell & Howell Information Company 
300 North Zeeb Road. Ann Arbor. MI48 106· 1346 USA 

313761·4700 800521·0600 





Order Number 9111966 

A methodological perspective on the use and organization of 
space: A case study of Hohokam structures from Snaketown, 
Arizona 

Seymour, Deni Joanne, Ph.D. 

The University of Arizona, 1990 

V·M·I 
300 N. Zeeb Rd. 
Ann Arbor, MI 48106 





NOTE TO USERS 

THE ORIGINAL DOCUMENT RECEIVED BY U.M.I. CONTAINED PAGES 

WITH POOR PRINT. PAGES WERE FILMED AS RECEIVED. 

THIS REPRODUCTION IS mE BEST AVAILABLE COPY. 





A METHODOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE 

ON THE USE AND ORGANIZATION OF SPACE: 

A CASE STUDY OF HOHOKAM STRUCTURES FROM SNAKETOWN, ARIZONA 

by 

Deni Joanne Seymour 

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the 

DEPARTMENT OF ANTHROPOLOGY 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
For the De~ree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

In the Graduate College 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

1 990 



THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 
GRADUATE COLLEGE 

As members of the Final Examination Committee, we certify that we have read 

the dissertation prepared by ~D~en~i~J~o~a~n~n~e~S~e~ym~o~u~r~ ______________________ __ 

entitled A Methodological Perspective On The Use And Organization Of Space: 

A CaGe Study Of Hohokam Structures From Snaketown, Arizona. 

and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation requirement 

for the Degree of --------------------------------------------------
Doctor of Philosophy 

J Date 

Date 

Date 

Date 

2 

Final approval and acceptance of this dissertation is contingent upon the 
candidate's submission of the final copy of the dissertation to the Graduate 
College. 

I hereby certify that I have read this dissertation prepared under my 
direction and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation 
requirement. 

J?fJ 
Date f 



3 

STATEMENT BY AUTHOR 

This dissertation has been submitted in partial 
fulfillment of requirements for an advanced degree at The 
University of Arizona and is deposited in the University 
Library to be made available to borrowers under the rules of 
the Library. 

Brief quotations from this dissertation are 
allowable without special permission, provided that accurate 
acknowledgment of source is made. Requests for permission 
for extended quotations from or reproduction of this 
manuscript in whole or in part may be granted by the the 
head of the major department or the Dean of the Graduate 
College when in his or her judgment the proposed use of the 
material is in the interests of scholarship. In all other 
instances, however, permission must be obtained from the 
author. 



4 

Appreciation is extended to the members of my 
dissertation committee, Emil W. Haury, Michael B. Schiffer, 
and David R. Wilcox who agreed to serve together on this 
committee despite fundamental differences of opinion as to 
the approaches to and objectives of archaeological research. 
Their cooperation in this endeavor attests to their 
professionalism and commitment to the furtherance of 
knowledge. Each contributed valuable criticisms and 
encouragement from quite different perspectives. I am indeed 
fortunate and honored to have worked with each of them. 

lowe special thanks to my chairman, Michael Schiffer, 
who has supported me from the start. His belief in me, 
guidance, and patience have not gone unnoticed. This 
dissertation began as a project undertaken while I was his 
research assistant and I am grateful to have worked with 
him. 

The many figures are the result of the effort of Barbara 
Klie Montgomery and Charles Sternberg. Each took special 
effort to complete them in a timely manner. Barbara, who 
drafted the majority of the figures, deserves a special note 
of thanks for so graciously revising figures and accepting 
changes at the last minute. 

Research for this dissertation would not have been 
possible without the cooperation and assistance of the 
Arizona State Museum Library, Archive, and Collections 
personnel: Jeanne Armstrong, Jan Bell, Madelyn Cook, G. 
Michael Jacobs, Karen Lominac, Judy Reis, steve Rogers, 
Daphne Scott, Sharon Urban, Arthur Vokes, and Holly Young. 

My family, who kept my house standing, the dog fed, and 
a smile on my face, provided incalculable encouragement, 
understanding, and support. 

Many others deserve note for the encouragement given, 
references loaned, lists entered, copying, calculating, 
leave granted from work, and so on. While these individuals 
are too numerous to list, I would like to specifically 
acknowledge W. Bruce Masse who, indirectly, encouraged me to 
finish in a relatively timely manner. 

Research was supported by grants to the author from the 
Department of Anthropolgy, University of Arizona and by 
grants to Michael Schiffer from the National Science 
Foundation (BNS-83-10609 and BNS-84-19935). 



5 

TABLE OP COnTEnTS 

LIST OF FIGURES .............. , ....................... t .11 

LI ST OF TABLES ........•.........•...............•...... 19 

ABSTRACT ............•.................................. 21 

1. INTRODUCTION .......................................... 22 
The Site of Snaketown ............................... 26 
Objectives of This Study ................•........... 31 

2. HOHOKAM SITE STRUCTURE AND ORGANIZATION: BACKGROUND 
INFORMATION ........................................... 33 

Clarification of Concepts and Issues ................ 34 
Hohokam Structures ................................ 34 
Spatial Aggregates of of Structures: The 
Courtyard Group and Residential Area .............. 36 

Courtyard Groups and Residential Areas at 
Snaketown ................•..•....................... 41 
Hohokam Site Structure and Organization: An 
Historical Perspective .•............................ 47 

A Brief Outline of Hohokam Site structure 
Studies ••......•.................................. 47 
Organizational Aspects of Courtyard Groups: 
Identifying the Household ............•............ 54 

Defining the Problem of the Household ........... 54 
House Function: Traditional Perspectives on an 
Obsol ete Issue ...................................... 59 

The Foundations of Hohokam Architectural and 
Functional Classifications ........................ 61 

Contributions From Snaketown .................... 61 
Perspectives Beyond Snaketown ................... 64 

Differentiating Habitation and Specialized 
Structures .................................... 65 
Indications of House Function ................. 67 

Size ........................................ 67 
Interior Features ........................... 73 
Artifacts ................................... 78 
Quality of Construction ..... ! ••••••••••••••• 82 
Zummary ..................................... 84 

Alternative Approaches ..............•........... 86 
Changing Perspectives on House Types: 
Function vs. Use .................................. 89 

Summary ............................................. 91 

3. CONTEXTUAL CONSIDERATIONS ............................. 92 
Floor Assemblage Variability ........................ 94 
The Role of Artifacts in Archaeological 
Analysis ............................................ 96 
Assessing the Representativeness of Artifact 



6 

Assemblages ........................................ 101 
Comparable and Composite Assemblages ............. 102 
Identifying De Facto Refuse in Individual 
structures ....................................... 106 

Artifact Quantities .................•........ 107 
Artifact Condition ........................... 114 
Artifact Diversity .........•................. 115 
Association Criterion ........................ 123 
Restorable Vessels ..........•................ 135 
Comparing Vessels to Artifact Quantities ..... 142 

Another Approach to Distinguishing Refuse Types .. 143 
Arrangements of Artifacts .................... 143 

Identifying De Facto Refuse in 
Courtyard Groups ................................. 147 

Composite Assemblages From Courtyard Groups .... 147 
Restorable Vessels ........................... 147 

Identifying the Basic Household Inventory ...... 158 
Characteristics of the General Site 
Assembl age •...•.............................. 158 
Combined Assemb!ages in All Structures ....... 159 
Comparing Composite Assemblages of 
Courtyard Groups ....•........................ 162 

Summary of Inferences Regarding Composite 
Assembl ages .................................... 171 

4. PROCESSES CONTRIBUTING TO FLOOR ASSEMBLAGE 
VARIABILITY .......................................... 176 

Post-occupational Disturbance ...................... 176 
Abandorunent Processes .............................. 182 

Sequence of Abandonment: The latest 
Courtyard Groups ................................. 182 
Burned Structures ................................ 187 
Burned Structures in a Broader Perspective ....... 205 

House Filling ...................................... 210 
The Nature of Fills at Snaketown ................. 210 
Orphan Sherds in Structures ...................... 215 
Erosion .............................. ' ............ 226 
Duration of Structure Use ............•........... 227 
Housing Densi ty .................................. 229 
Courtyard Group Size ............................. 231 
Trash Mounds ..................................... 232 

General Patterns of Refuse Disposal 
Behavior at Snaketown .............................. 237 

Locations of Refuse Disposal ..................... 238 

5. A CROSS-CULTURAL PERSPECTIVE ON THE USE OF 
INTRAMURAL SPACE •..•....................•............ 244 

Ethnographic Studies of Space Use .................. 245 
The Nature of the Ethnographic Sample ............ 246 
Ways of Adapting Space ........................... 249 
How Distinctive Use-Areas are Demarcated ......... 250 

Arrangements of Intramural Space ................... 253 



7 

Cross-Cultural Generalizations Regarding 
Intramural Use-Zones ............................... 255 

Central versus Peripheral Areas .................. 255 
Peripheral Zone .................................. 256 
Intermedi ate Zone •......•..•..•................... 258 
Central Area ............................. ~ ...... . 259 
Locations Off the Floor ..••••.•.....•...........• 262 

Differentiated structures and Rooms ................ 263 
Household Activities in Relation to House Types .... 270 

6. THE ARRANGEMENT AND USE OF INTRAMURAL SPACE .......... 279 
The Use-Area Concept ............•.................. 279 
Approaches to Identifying Use-Areas 
in Archaeological Structures ..•.................... 284 
Arrangement of Interior Space in Structures 
at Snaketown •...................•..••..•........... 286 

An Outline of Types of Use-Areas at Snaketown .... 288 
SUJtm\ary ••••••.•..••••••••••..•••••••••..•••.••••••• 301 

7. IDENTIFYING PATTERNS IN THE PLACEMENT OF 
FEATURES AND ARTIFACTS ............................... 303 

Floor Hole Arrangements and Depressions ............ 303 
Description of Floor Hole Patterns ................. 308 

Aligned Floor Holes .•..••....••..••..•........... 310 
Class 1 ........................................ 310 
Class 2 ........................................ 311 
Class 3 ........................................ 311 
Class 4 .................•...................... 313 
Class 5 .............••...............•......... 313 
Class 6 ........................................ 314 
Class 7 ........................................ 315 
Class 8 ................................ · ........ 315 
Class 9 .•...................................... 318 
Class 10 ....................................... 319 

Unaligned Floor Hole Arrangements ................ 319 
Class 11 ....................................... 319 
Class 12 ....................................... 320 
Class 13 ....................................... 321 

Hearth-Related Floor Holes ....................... 321 
Class 14 ....................................... 321 
Class 15 ....................................... 322 

Structures Without Floor Holes ................... 322 
Interpretation of Floor Hole Patterns .............. 323 

Class 1 ........................................ 324 
Class 2 .......•................................ 325 
Class 3 ... " .................................... 327 
Class 4 ........................................ 328 
Class 5 ........................................ 330 
Class 6 ........................................ 332 
Class 7 ......... " ............................. 334 
Class 8 ........................................ 335 
Class 9 ........................................ 337 



8 

Class 10 ...........•..............•............ 338 
Class 11 ....................................... 339 
Class 12 .......••.............................. 340 
Class 13 ...•...............................•... 341 
Class 14 ........................................ 341 
Class 15 ....................................... 342 
structures Without Floor Holes •...••.....•..•.. 343 

Summary and Discussion ..............•...•........ 344 
Artifact Locations on Floors ....••....•............ 354 

Peripheral Area .....•............................ 355 
One Half or One Third of the House ............... 357 
Hearth-Related Activities •....................... 361 
Intermediate Zone .............•....•............. 362 

Locations of Pits and Other Features ............... 364 
The Hearth Area •................................... 367 
Summary ............................................. 375 

8. STRUCTURES AS COMPOSITES OF USE-AREAS ................ 376 
Frequencies of Use-Area Types ........•.....•....... 376 

One Use-Area .•..•.•......•...••......•........... 383 
Two Use-Areas .................................... 384 
Three Use-Areas ...••...•..•..•..............•.... 387 
Four Use-Areas ................................... 388 
Five Use-Areas ...........••...••................. 389 
Six Use-Areas .................................... 390 

Multi- and Special-Use Structures ................•. 390 
Defining House Types: Associations 
Between and Behavioral Correlates of 
Use-Area Types •.................•.................. 391 

Type 1: Store Rooms--Work Houses .............. 397 
Type 2: Structures with Hearths and 

Open Areas ..••••.•........•..••....... 400 
Type 3: Structures with Raised Floors ......... 401 
Type 4: Store Rooms with Open Areas ........... 402 
Type 5: Work Rooms and Kitchen~ ............... 404 
Type 6: Multi-Use Structures .................. 407 
Type 7: Store Rooms ........................... 411 
Type 8: Multi-Use Structures .................. 413 

Discussion ..•.................................... 414 
Temporal Trends ................................ 415 
Structure Shape ................................ 417 
Burned Structures .............................. 418 
Structure Size ................................. 419 
Slope of House Walls .......•................... 421 

9. THE GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT OF COURTYARD GROUPS ....... 429 
Alterations in the Spatial Environment ............. 432 
Revisions of a Model: Courtyard Group 
Growth and Development ............................. 436 

10. THE COMPOSITION AND CHARACTER OF COURTYARD GROUPS .... 452 
The Composition and Development 



9 

of Courtyard Groups ................................ 456 
Courtyard Groups in Residential Area # 1 ......... 456 

Courtyard Group 1-1 ......................•..... 458 
Courtyard Group 1-2 ............................ 461 
Courtyard Group 1-3 ..••......•.......•....•.... 463 

Courtyard Groups in Residential Area # 2 •....••.. 465 
Courtyard Group 2-1 •.•...••................•... 465 

Courtyard Groups in Residential Area # 3 .....•... 470 
Courtyard Group 3-1 ..••........................ 470 

Courtyard Groups in Residential Area # 4 ......... 471 
Courtyard Group 4-1 .......•..............•.•... 472 
Courtyard Group 4-2 ........................•... 474 
Courtyard Groups 4-3 and 4-4 ................... 478 
Courtyard Group 4-5 ............................ 482 
Courtyard Group 4-6 ........................•... 485 
Courtyard Group 4-7 ............................ 486 

Courtyard Groups in Residential Area # 5 ......... 489 
Courtyard Group 5-1 ............................ 489 
Courtyard Group 5-1 ..•....•................•... 490 

Courtyard Groups in Residential Area # 6 ......... 491 
Courtyard Group 6-1 ..••...•.........•.......... 491 

Courtyard Groups in Residential Area # 7 ......... 494 
Courtyard Groups in Residential Area I 8 ..•...... 494 

Courtyard Group 8-1 .......•....•............... 494 
Courtyard Groups in Residential Area I 9 ....•.... 497 

Summary of Small Courtyard Groups .............•.... 497 
Summary of Large Courtyard Groups ..•............... 502 

The Distribution of Work Areas ................... 509 
Burned structures ................................ 510 
Large Square Structures .......................... 513 
Artifact Densities ............................... 516 

Conclusions ........................................ 519 

11. THE NATURE OF COOPERATING UNITS AT SNAKETOWN: 
IDENTIFYING THE HOUSEHOLD AND SUPRA-HOUSEHOLD UNIT ... 524 

Identifying the Household ....•..................... 524 
Cooperative Units in Courtyard Groups ...•........ 527 

The Use of Intramural Space in 
Courtyard Groups •.............................. 527 
Assemblage Variability in Courtyard Groups ..... 539 
Summary ........................................ 545 

Residential Areas ...........•.................... 546 
Pottery Manufacturing .......................... 548 
Shell Ornament Manufacturing ................... 553 
Summary .....•.............•.•.....•............ 557 

Cooperative Units Larger than 
the Residential Area ............................... 557 
Summary and Discussion ............................. 559 

12. A FINAL NOTE ................................... , .... 561 
The Need For a New Perspective ..................... 561 
A Word About the Use of Extramural Space ........... 569 



10 

APPENDIX A. SOURCES OF DATA: ARCHIVES 
AND COLLECTIONS ........................•.... 572 

APPENDIX B. PLAN AND PROFILE DRAWINGS: 1934-1935 ....... 582 

APPENDIX C. PLAN AND PROFILE DRAWINGS: 1964-1964 ..•.... 611 

APPENDIX D. FLOOR AND FILL ARTIFACTS: 1934-1935 ..•..... 760 

APPENDIX E. FLOOR AND FILL ARTIFACTS: 1961-1965 ........ 797 

REFERENCES CITED ......................................... 977 



11 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1.1. Map of Arizona showing the location 
of Snaketown (AZ 0:13:1) ...................... 23 

Figure 1.2. Chronologies proposed for the Hohokam 
of the Gila-Salt Basin, Central Arizona ....... 27 

Figure 2.1. Sedentary period structures and 
major cultural features 
at Snaketown ............•............. map pocket 

Figure 2.2. Colonial period structures and 
major cultural features 
at Snaketown ..............•......•.... map pocket 

Figure 2.3. Pioneer period structures and 
major cultural features 
at Snaketown .......................... map pocket 

Figure 2.4. Typical characteristics of Hohokam 
structures .................................... 35 

Figure 2.5. Previous observations concerning 
Hohokam settlement layout ..................... 48 

Figure 7.1. Classes of floor hole alignments ............. 309 

Figure 7.2. Alignments in structures 6E:1.* and 6E:2* ..... 317 

Figure 7.3. Sectors around the hearth which define 
the hearth area .............................. 369 

Figure 8.1. House types defined on the basis of 
intramural use-areas ......................... 392 

Figure 10.1. Courtyard group affiliations during 
the Sacaton phase •......................... 453 

Figure 10.2. The development of Courtyard 
Groups 1-1,1-2, and 1-3 ................... 457 

Figure 10.3. The development, of Courtyard 
Groups 2-1 and 3-1 ......................... 466 

Figure 10.4. The development of Courtyard 
Groups 4-1 and 4-2 ......................... 473 

Figure 10.5. The development of Courtyard 
Groups 4-3 and 4-4 ......................... 479 



Figure 10.6. 

Figure 10.7. 

Figure 10.8. 

Figure B.l. 

Figure B.2. 

Figure B.3. 

Figure B.4. 

Figure B.S. 

Figure B.6. 

Figure B.7. 

Figure B.S. 

Figure B.9. 

Figure B.10. 

Figure B.1l. 

Figure B.12. 

Figure B.13. 

Figure B.14. 

Figure B.1S. 

Figure B.16. 

Figure B.17. 

Figure B.18. 

Figure B.19. 

Figure B.20. 

Figure B.2l. 

Figure B. 22. 

12 

The development of Courtyard Group 4-5 ..... 484 

The development of Courtyard 
Groups 4-6 and 4-7 ..•..................•... 487 

The development of Courtyard 
Groups 6-1 and 8-1 ......................... 492 

House 3C:1 ........................•........ 584 

House 3C:4 ................................. 585 

Houses 4H:1 and 4H:2 ....................... 586 

Houses 6E:1 and 6E:2 ..................•..• 587 

House 6F:7 ................................. 588 

House 6G: 1 .•••..............•............. 589 

House 6G: 8 ................................ 590 

Houses 6G:11, 6G:12, and 6G:13 ............ S91 

Houses 6H:1, 6H:2, 7H:1, and 7H:2 ......... S92 

House 6I:1 •..........................•.... 593 

House 7D:1 ................................ 594 

Houses 7F:8, 7F:9, 7F:10 .............•.... 595 

House 7I:2 ................................ 596 

House 7J:3 .....•.......................... S97 

House 8F: 2 ................................. 598 

Houses 8F:3, 8F:8, and 8F:9 ................ 599 

House 8F: 4 ................................ 600 

House 8I: 1 •............................... 601 

House 8I: 2 ................................ 602 

House 8I:3 ................................. 603 

House 9E: 1 ................................. 604 

Houses 9E:2 and 9E:3 ....................... 605 



Figure B.23. 

itigure B.24. 

Figure B.2S. 

Figure B.26. 

Figure C.1. 

Figure C.2. 

Figure C.3. 

Figure C.4. 

Figure C.S. 

Figure C.6. 

Figure C.7. 

Figure C.S. 

Figure C.9. 

Figure C.10. 

Figure C.11. 

Figure C.12. 

Figure C.13. 

Figure C.14. 

Figure C.1S. 

Figure C.16. 

Figure C.17. 

Figure C.18. 

Figure C.19. 

Figure C.20. 

Figure C. 21. 

Figure C.22. 

13 

House 9E:4. · ............................. . .606 

House 9G: 6 .................................. 607 

House 9H:S ................. t ••••••••••••••• 608 

House 

House 

House 

House 

House 

.............................. 10F:9. 

SF:1. · ............................. . 
SF:2. · . , ........................... . 
SF:3. · ............................. . 
SF:4. · ............................. . 

.609 

.613 

. 614 

.615 

. 616 

House SF: 5 ................................. 617 

House SF: 6 ................................. 618 

House 

House 

House 

House 

Houses 

Houses 

House 

House 

SF:7. · ............................. . 
SF:8. · ............................. . 
SG:1. · ............................. . 
SG:2 .. 

SG:4, 

SG:7, 

SG:S, 

SG:8, 

and 

and 

· ............ . 
SG: 6. · ............ . 
SG:9. · ............ . 

SG: 10 ....................... . 

SG: 11 ....................... . 

.619 

. 620 

.621 

. 622 

.623 

.624 

.625 

.626 

Houses SG:12 and SG:13 ..................... 627 

House SG:14 ................................ 628 

House 

House 

House 

House 

House 

6G:1. 

6G;2. 

6G:3. 

6G:4. 

7H:1. 

· ............................. . .629 

· ............................. . . 630 

· ............................. . .631 

· ............................. . . 632 

· .................. , .......... . .633 

House aB: 1 ................................. 634 



Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

C.23. 

<::.24. 

C.25. 

C.26. 

C.27. 

C.2S. 

C.29. 

C.30. 

C.31. 

C.32. 

C.33. 

C.34. 

C.35. 

C.36. 

C.37. 

C.38. 

C.39. 

C.40. 

C.41. 

C.42. 

C.43. 

C.44. 

C.45. 

C.46. 

C.47. 

C.48. 

14 

House SE: 1 •.•...•.•.•.........•....•....•.. 635 

Houses 8E:2 and 8E:9 ....................... 636 

House SE:3 ••.•.•..••...•.••..•••••••....••. 637 

House 8E: 4 ................................. 638 

House SE: 5 •.•..••..•..••...•.•....••....... 639 

House SE: 6 .........•....................... 640 

Houses 8E:? and 8E:12 •••..••.•••..•.....•.. 641 

House SE:8 .....•...••...................•.. 642 

House SE: 10 .•...•.••.•••.•.•.••••.•...••... 643 

House SE: 11 ..............•.•......••....... 644 

Houses SE:13 and 8E:14 .•...•.••••..•..•.•.. 645 

House SF: 1 ................................. 646 

Houses SF:2 and 8F:3 •••....•.•.•••••..•...• 647 

House 8F: 4 ........................•........ 648 

House 8F: 5 •.•......••.•..•...•....•...•.•.. 649 

House 9E: 1 ..•.....••..................•.•.. 650 

House 9E: 2 •.•.•...•••.••.•.•.•..........•.. 651 

House 9E: 3 •.•..•...........•............•.. 652 

House 9E: 4 •...•...•••.•....•.•.•......•.•.. 653 

House 9E: 5 ............••.......•........•.• 654 

House 9E: 6 •.•.....•.•..........•........... 655 

House 9E:7 •................•.•..........•.. 656 

House 9E: 8 •.•.....•.•••....•............... 657 

House 9E: 9 ................................. 658 

House 9E:10 .........•...................... 659 

House 9E:11 ................................ 660 



Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

Figure 

C.49. 

C.SO. 

C.S1. 

C.S2. 

C.S3. 

C.S4. 

C.S5. 

C.S6. 

C.S7. 

C.S8. 

C.S9. 

C. 60. 

C.6l. 

C. 62. 

C.63. 

C.64. 

C. 65. 

C.66. 

C. 67. 

C.G8. 

C.69. 

C. 70. 

C.7l. 

C.72. 

C. 73. 

C.74. 

15 

House 9F: 1 ...••......••.....•...••.......•. 661 

House 9F:2 •........................ , ....... 662 

House 9F: 3 •..............•...•.•••.....••.. 663 

House 9P:4 ••.•...................•......... 664 

House 9F: 5 ..•••..••..•....•.•...•......•.•. 665 

House 9F:6 ...•............................. 666 

House 9F:7 •......•...•..•........•......... 667 

House 9F: 8 •.............................•.. 668 

House 9F:9 •..•....•.•••.•...•........•....• 669 

House 9F: 10 ...........•................••.. 670 

House 9G: 1 ................................. 671 

House 9G: 2 ••..••......•........•..•... 0 •••• 672 

H cus e 9G: 3 • • . • . . . • . . . • • . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . • . • . . 673 

House 9G:4 ........•..••........•.........•. 674 

House 9G: 5 ..••...•...••.•......••.......... 675 

House 9G: 6 ................................. 676 

Houses 9I:1 and 9I:2 .••.....•..•........... 677 

House 10D: 1 ................................ 678 

House 10D:2 .•••......•......•........•..•.. 679 

Houses 10D:3 and 10D:4 •.•............•..... 680 

House 10F: 1 ....•.......................•... 681 

Houses 10F:2 and 10F:5 ..................... 682 

House 10F: 3 •...•....•••.....•.............. 683 

House 10F:4 ...........•.................... 684 

House 10F:6 .........•...................... 685 

House 10F~~ ................................ 686 



Figure C.7S. 

Figure C.76. 

Figure C.77. 

Figure C.7S. 

Figure C.79. 

Figure C.SO. 

Figure C.SI. 

Figure C.S2. 

Figure C.S3. 

Figure C.S4. 

Figure C.SS. 

Figure C.S6. 

Figure C.S7. 

Figure C.SS. 

Figure C.S9. 

Figure C.90. 

Figure C.91. 

Figure C.92. 

Figure C.93. 

Figure C.94. 

Figure C.9S. 

Figure C.96. 

Figure C.97. 

Figure C.9S. 

Figure C.99. 

Figure C.lOO. 

16 

House 10F: S ..•.......•.•.................•. 687 

House 10F: 9 .......... ~ ..................... 688 

House 10F: 10 ....•.••.•.•.••.•.•.•..•.....•• 689 

House 10F: 11 ....•.......................... 690 

House 10F: 12 ....•....•.•.........•......••. 691 

House 10F: 13 ............................... 692 

House 10F:14 .•.......•••.••..............•. 693 

Floor fragment underlying 10F:14 ...•....... 694 

House 10F:IS .•.......•.•.••..••......•...•• 695 

Hous@ lOF:16 ...........•.••...•..........•. 696 

House 10F: 17 .........•.•......•....•.....•. 697 

Houses 10F:18--Complex and 10P:21 ........•. 698 

House 10F:19 ........•....•.•..........••.•. 699 

House 10F: 20 .......................•.....•. 700 

House 10F: 22 .....•.••..•.•••.............•. 701 

Houses 10F:23 and 10F:26 ......•..........•. 702 

House 10F: 24 •.•......•.•.•.•..•....•.....•• 703 

Houses 10F:2SA and 10F:2SB ...............•. 704 

House 10F: 27 ...........•.•................. 705 

House 10F: 28 ............................... 706 

House lOG: 1 ............•...........•....... 707 

House lOG: 2 ................................ 708 

House 10G:3 ........•...•................... 709 

House 10G:3--fragmentary upper surface ..•.. 710 

House 10G:4 ..............•................. 711 

House 10G:5 ............................... 712 



Figure C .10l. 

Figure C.102. 

Figure C.103. 

Figure C.104. 

Figure C.lOS. 

Figure C.l06. 

Figure C.l07. 

Figure C.108. 

Figure C.l09. 

Figure C.llO. 

Figure C.lll. 

Figure C.l12. 

Figure C.l13. 

Figure C.l14. 

Figure C.llS. 

Figure C.116. 

Figure C.117. 

Figure C.118. 

Figure C.119. 

Figure C.120. 

Figure C.12l. 

Figure C.122. 

Figure C.123. 

Figure C.124. 

Figure C.125. 

Figure C.126. 

17 

House 10G:6 and Work Area 1 .....•......•.. 713 

House lOG:7 ............................... 714 

House 10G:8 and Work Areas 2 and 3 ........ 715 

House lOG:9 ..•.••...•....•...•............ 716 

House lOG: 10 •••.•.••..••.•...•.........•.. 717 

House lOG: 11 .•...........•.....•.....•.... 718 

House 10G:12 ..•.•.••••••••........•..•.... 719 

House 10G:13 .•..•.....•...........•....... 720 

House 10G:l4 ••....•.•..•..••.••.••..•••... 72l 

Houses 10G:15 and 10G:17 .•...........•.... 722 

House 10G:16 ••..•••.•.•.......•.....••..•• 723 

l:ouse lOG: 18 .•..•............•............ 724 

House 10G:19 ••..••••••••••...•......••••.• 725 

House 100:20 .•............•..•.......•.... 726 

House lOG: 21 .••.••••••............•..•.... 727 

House 10H: 1 .........•..................... 728 

House 10l: 1 ...•..•..•...•.....•........... 729 

House 10l:2 ...•........................... 730 

House 10l:3 •..••.•..•..................... 731 

Houses 10l:4 and 10l:5 .................... 732 

Houses 10J:l, 10J:2, and 10J:4 ............ 733 

House 10J:3 ............................... 734 

House 10J:S ................. · .....•........ 735 

House 10J:6 ............................... 736 

House lOJ:7 ............................... 737 

House lOJ:8 ............................... 738 



18 

Figure C.127. House 10J:9 .....•..•..•.............•..... 739 

Figure C.128. House 11F:1 ..•......•..................... 740 

Figure C.129. Houses 11F:2 and 11F:3 .••...•..••......•.. 741 

Figure C.130. House 11F:4 ..........•.........•...•...... 742 

Figure C.131. House 11F:S .•...••..••.••...........•••... 743 

Figure C.132. 

Figure C.133. 

Figure C.134. 

Figure C.13S. 

Figure C.136. 

Figure C.l37. 

Figure C.l38. 

Figure C.139. 

Figure C.l40. 

Figure C.141. 

Figure C.142. 

Figure C.143. 

Figure C.144. 

Figure C.14S. 

Figure C.146. 

Figure C.147. 

House 11F:6 ............................... 744 

Houses 11F:7A, 11F:7B, and 11F:11 ......... 74S 

Houses 11F:8 and 11F:9 .........•.......... 746 

House 11F:10 ...•......••.................. 747 

Hous"e 11F: 12 .....•.....................•.. 748 

House 11F: 13 .......•.•..•......•...••..... 749 

House 11F: 14 .............................. 750 

House 11F: 15 •........•..............•..... 751 

House 11H: 1 ............................... 752 

House 11I:1 ..........•.................... 753 

House 111:2 ........•...................•.. 754 

House 11I:3 ........•...................... 755 

House 111:4 ............................... 756 

House 11J:1 .•....•.•...•.................. 757 

House 11J: 2 ............................... 758 

House 15E: 1 ............................... 759 



Table 2.1. 

Table 3.1. 

Table 3.2. 

Table 3.3. 

Table 3.4. 

Table 3.5. 

Table 3.6. 

Table 3.7. 

Table 4.1. 

Table 4.2. 

19 

LIST OF TABLES 

Sacaton phase courtyard groups 
at Snaketown ................................. 43 

Sedentary period floor artifacts ...•...•.... 109 

Artifact diversity, floor artifacts .•••••..• 117 

Sacaton houses with whole vessels 
and large vessel fragments .•....•......•.... !37 

Pre-Sacaton houses with whole vessels 
and large vessel fragments •.....•....•.•...• 138 

Sacaton courtyard groups with 
whol e vessel s ..•.......•........•....•...... 151 

Frequency of item classes by feature type ... 160 

Artifact frequencies in courtyard groups .... 163 

Floor artifacts from complete 
and fragmentary floors ..........•.•....•...• 177 

Complete and fragmentary floors in 
relation to period of ~ccupation 
and floor artifact counts ..................• 180 

Table 4.3. Comparison of artifact frequencies 
in early and late abandoned structures ...... 184 

Table 4.4. Artifact frequencies in early and 
late abandoned groups .............•......... 186 

Table 4.5. Artifact counts from burned and 
unburned Sacaton house floors ..........•.... 188 

Table 4.6. Artifact frequencies in burned 
structures through time ..................... 190 

Table 4.7. Sherd and artifact densities in 
Sedentary period fills ...................... 217 

Table 4.8. Sherd densities in trash-filled features .... 219 

Table 4.9. Buffware sherds in Sacaton houses ........... 222 

Table 4.10. Percentage Sacaton to pre-Sacaton 
buffware sherds in Sacaton houses ........... 222 



20 

Table 8.1. Frequencies of Use-Areas in Structures ...... 37S 

Table 8.2. Size of Use-Areas in Structures--Type 1 ..... 398 

Table 8.3 Size of Use-Areas in Structures--Type 4 ..... 404 

Table 8.4. Size of Use-Areas in Structures--Type 5 ..... 407 

Table 8.5. Size of Use-Areas in Structures--Type 6 ••••• 410 

Table 8.6. Size of Use-Areas in Structures--Type 7 ..... 412 

Table 8.7. Size of Use-Areas in Structures--Type 8 ...•. 414 

Table 8.8. Characteristics of structures Relative 
to Type--Type 1 ......•............•......... 422 

Table 8.9 Characteristics of Structures Relative 
to Type--Type 2 ...•.•...•................... 423 

Table 8.10. Characteristi~s of Structures Relative 
to Type--Type 3 •....••..•...•..•............ 424 

Table 8.11. Characteristics of structures Relative 
to Type--Type 4 ......•.•...•.•.•..•......... 425 

Table 8.12. Characteristics of Structures Relative 
to Type--Type 5 .....•....................... 426 

Table 8.13. Characteristics of Structures Relative 
to Type--Type 6 •........•................... 427 

Table 8.14. Characteristics of structures Relative 
to Type--Type 7 •..........•................. 427 

Table 8.15. Characteristics of structures Relative 
to Type--Type 8 •....••..••.....••.•.....•... 428 

Table 10.1. Characteristics of structures 
in Courtyard Groups ............•............ 521 



21 
ABSTRACT 

The use of intramural space is examined in and between 

structures from the Hohokam site of Snaketown, Arizona. The 

approach advocated in this volume results from a 

disenchantment with the efficacy of pre-established 

functional categories for characterizing structure use and 

accounting for the variability present. In an effort to 

transcend the vague concept of house function categories of 

use-areas are defined which represent widespread 

regularities in the way intramural space is used and 

arranged. The latter are identified on the basis of spatial 

patterns of use that are visible cross-culturally in 

ethnographies and ethnoarchaeological reports and through 

the examination of artifact and feature arrangments in the 

archaeological sample from Snaketown. 

House types, defined on the basis of differing 

combinations of use-areas, are examined in the context of 

spatial aggregates of houses, courtyard groups. Their 

distributions serve as a basis for deriving inferences 

regarding the nature, localization, and size of cooperating 

economic groups at the site. Replication of use-area 

categories and house types within and between courtyard 

groups, indicates that cooperating economic groups existed 

at various levels at Snaketown, both above and below the 

level of the courtyard group. 
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The interpretation of site structure and organization 

has become one of the central concerns of modern 

archaeology. Activity area research (Kent 1987) and studies 

of the household (Netting, Wilk, and Arnould 1984; Wilk and 

Rathje 1982) are two approaches to such interpretations that 

have proved useful. In this volume, these approaches are 

applied to the well-known Hohokam site of Snaketown (Gladwin 

et al. 1937; Haury 1976; Figure 1.1) where the structure and 

organization of 

reconstructed. 

activity performance in pithouses is 

Specifically, effort is focused on 

investigating the use of intramural space and identifying 

the correlates of economically.cooperating social units. 

Pithouses, or structures, are the focus of this study 

because they represent modifications to the site environment 

that are often designed as loci for the performance of 

repetitive, concurrent, and multiple activities. In sites 

with intensive or long-term occupation, such as Snaketown, 

studies of the use and organization of space must generally 

focus on loci at which events occurred repeatedly and where 

modifications have been made to the site landscape, since 

such locations are the most likely to be preserved. Many 

activities likely occurred outside, in areas near houses, as 

is indicated by the few extramural work areas that were 
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areas outside of 

attention during 

excavation than structure interiors; they therefore cannot 

be consistently incorporated into the present discussion. 

As a result, efforts to reconstruct the structure and 

organization of activities at Snaketown must focus on the 

characteristics of intramural space and the interrelations 

between structures. Intramural "use-areas" can be discerned 

on the basis of consistent types of modifications to 

structure interiors and the regularized placement of 

artifacts. However, attempts to reconstruct past behavior on 

the basis of the classes and arrangement of material remains 

is not a direct process. Different processes may produce 

the same spatial form and association between distributions 

(Hodder and Orton 1976:8, 32, 239), necessitating careful 

attention to details and requiring multiple avenues of 

investigation, analysis, and interpretation. Furthermore, a 

variety of cultural and natural processes actively transform 

material remains, making direct interpretation of patterns 

imprudent. Thus, it is necessary to investigate the 

processes responsible and to assess the degree and nature of 

their influence in order to arrive at reliable inferences as 

to why particular patterns in artifact distributions and 

feature relations exist. 

Issues pertaining to the organizational aspects of the 

site, such as differentiating households, can also be 
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addressed by examining the spatial relations between 

structures and characteristics of intramural space. Large 

settlements are often composed of several different social 

and economic groups. Since social and economic relations 

dictate the positioning of structures in most settlements 

(O'Connell 1987; Wilk 1983), spatial relations can be 

particularly decisive in distinguishing socio-economic 

groups. Further definition of the boundaries of cooperating 

economic units, such as households, may be achieved by 

documenting the replication of similar sets of domestic 

activities (Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg 1981:154) through 

analyses of artifact distributions and the use of intramural 

space. 

The household represents "a unit of economic and social 

cooperation" (Wilk and Rathje 1982:620). But as Wilk and 

Rathje (1982:620) so aptly point out, "archaeologists do not 

excavate households: they find material remains of 

dwellings" or more precisely, structures (buildings, rooms, 

or houses) and other types of features, such as facilities 

in outdoor work areas. structures are studied individually 

or with reference to their spatial associations with one 

another and other remains. Their uses (as dwellings, work 

areas, storerooms, ceremonial facilities, or multi-use 

spaces) and their relations must be inferred on the basis of 

architectural, artifactual, and spatial evidence. Thus, 

investigation of the household is similarly indirect. By 
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examining structures archaeologists are often able to 

identify or infer the presence of dwellings--Iocations of 

co-residence--as well as structures used for other purposes. 

By analyzing the distribution of material remains 

(artifacts, features, and facilities), identifying use

areas, and reconstructing the relational and interactive 

aspects of these distributions it becomes possible to 

identify various units and levels of economic cooperation, 

including the household. At the same time it is possible to 

investigate supra-household economic relations. 

The Site of Snaketown 

The Hohokam site of Snaketown has been selected for the 

purpose of examining household and activity structure and 

organization. The Hohokam were sedentary farmers who 

resided in the deserts of southern and central Arizona for 

more than a thousand years (for 

1.2). Snaketown, located along 

a chronology see Figure 

the Gila River on the Gila 

Pima Reservation south of Phoenix (Figure 1.1), represents 

one of the larger settlements in the Hohokam area and was 

occupied throughout the pre-Classic period. 

Snaketown is a particularly good case for this type of 

study for a number of reasons: 1) it represents one of the 

largest samples of pithouses excavated in the Hohokam area, 
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2) it has one of the longest temporal ranges of houses 

excavated in the Hohokam area, 3) for a number of years it 

has served as the basis of comparison and standard of 

quality for other Hohokam projects, 4) recent studies of 

aspects of site structure and organization at Snaketown have 

yielded promising results, indicating that further 

investigation is warranted, and 5) Snaketown has been the 

focus of two intensive field expeditions and a variety of 

other specialized studies and comparative works. 

The first expedition to the site was mounted by Gila 

Pueblo in 1934-1935 (Gladwin et al. 1937; structures 

designated by * in the following text). In 1964-1965 the 

second field season took place with Dr. Emil 

University of Arizona, as director (Haury 

Haury, of the 

1976). The 

quality of data collected during the second field season has 

rarely been surpassed in the Hohokam area, making the 

collection one of the best suited for subsequent analyses. 

Since data were collected carefully and large samples of 

excavated data are available, one can address many issues 

and problems of relevance today. Still, it must be 

acknowledged that since the data were not collected and 

recorded with current research orientations in mind, many 

productive analyses cannot be 

interesting questions cannnot 

does not diminish the value of 

material can be reexamined 

carried out and many 

be pursued. However, this 

the data set; the Snaketown 

in detail with conclusive 
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results. It is a tribute to the quality of recording, 

recovery, and organization of the material that such a 

varied array of studies are possible, despite the 

differences in research objectives. 

Several analyses completed since Haury's pUblication 

have suggested the potential value of the Snaketown data for 

studies of site structure and organization. Using and 

reanalysing data collected from Snaketown, Wilcox, McGuire, 

and Sternberg (1981) introduced the hypothesis that there is 

patterning in the arrangement of structures and aggregates 

of structures in the Hohokam area. This study, based on 

archival research and additional, but limited, field 

research, has had far-reaching effects on the focus of 

Hohokam studies since that time. Also, using archival data, 

Nelson (1981) examined the patterned distribution of non

local trade goods at Snaketown, which provided a framework 

for subsequent comparative studies. Seymour (1988) examined 

the distribution of marine shell ornament manufacturing 

debris based on archival records and collections and 

discussed the socia-economic implications of such patterned 

distributions of production loci. These studies, and 

others like them, point out the value of this assemblage for 

similar studies of site structure and organization, activity 

areas and use-areas, and the household. Furthermore, they 

point out that previously collected and reported material 

can contribute in fresh ways to our developing understanding 
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anthropologists 

This 

(e.g., 

issue has 

Cantwell, 
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been stressed by many 

Griffin, and Rothschild 

1981) including those concerned specifically with Hchokam 

prehistory (e.g., Goodyear and Weed in Weaver, Burton, and 

Laughlin 1978). 

It is important to 

the data sets from each 

their usefulness for the 

study (see Appendix A). 

note that 

season of 

differences do exist in 

fieldwork that effect 

types of issues addressed in this 

In fact, materials from each season 

of work must be viewed as a separate data set because they 

were collected in such different ways and represent such 

different fractions of the total site. Materials from the 

earliest excavations suffer from small sample sizes and 

various biases. For example, the sample of excavated 

features was skewed toward the discovery and excavation of 

certain types of features: cremations and burned 

structures. Furthermore, provenience designations and 

artifact and feature information is less specific than would 

be desirable today. 

During the 1964-1965 season more structures were 

excavated for stratigraphic and chronological information, 

greater horizontal and vertical exposure and control were 

achieved, and more and a wider range of features were 

excavated. The large sample size, more careful and modern 

excavation and recording techniques, and clearly stated 

objectives and methods of the 1964-1965 season make this 
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data set more useful for addressing current research issues. 

Objectives of This study 

As the title of this volume implies, this study is 

intended as an introduction to a methodological approach for 

the study of the use of intramural space and site structure 

and organization. Its intent is not so much as a challenge 

to traditional prespectives but rather as a way to bypass 

traditional roadblocks erected by long-held classifications, 

assumptions, and logic. Different approaches to looking at 

data and new ways of formulating questions can have profound 

effects on the information that can be obtained from the 

record. 

different 

artifacts 

Thus, the 

ways of 

as static 

challenge becomes one of investigating 

perceiving. Traditional views of 

elements on pithouse floors are 

compromised because, as will be discussed in later chapters, 

the relational aspects of floor and fill artifacts and 

features are particularly informative about structure use. 

The concept of the "use-area" serves as a means by which the 

content and arrangment of intramural space can be 

analytically organized. The house types, defined on the 

basis of differing combinations of use-areas, provide hints 

as to the nature of cooperating economic groups. 

As will become abundantly clear, this approach is 



32 

limited by the constraints of the sample, by the absence of 

comparative data, and by its preliminary nature. Yet this 

study will be a success if it influences the way data are 

collected, analysed, and perceived in the future and if, 

through its application, researchers find cause and 

inspiration to modify the approach and refine the results. 
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CHAPTER 2 

ROBOKAH SITE STRUCTURE AND ORGANIZATION: 

BACKGROUND INPORMA'lIOR 

In order to understand the issues relevant to 

discussions in this volume it is first necessary to describe 

the elements of Hohokam site structure and to define basic 

terms. A brief review of the development of ideas on 

Hohokam site structure, household organization, and house 

function is provided so that the reader may appreciate the 

origin and scope of the issues. This overview and summary 

is intended to provide a foundation for discussions in 

subsequent chapters and to introduce the issues to be 

addressed. 

As can be seen in Figures 2.1 2.3, considerable 

changes occur through time in the spatial configuration of 

structures at the site. Similarly, a glance through 

Appendices Band C will impress upon the reader the 

considerable variability among architectural features 

(structures). These structural aspects illustrate both the 

dynamic process of growth and the complexity of issues 

concerning the localization of cooperating social groups and 

activity performance. 
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Clarification of Concepts and Issues 

This section defines the basic building blocks of 

Hohokam site structure: the pithouse (and its variations), 

the courtyard group, and the residential area. 

Hohokam structures 

There are spatial and temporal variations in the 

morphological characteristics of Hohokam structures (also 

referred to as houses or pithouses). Several architectural 

types have been recognized, including pithouses, houses-in

pits, and above-ground, adobe-walled structures (Haury 

1976:72; Sires 1987). The most common form found in the 

pre-Classic components at Snaketown is the house built in a 

pit; the excavated pit wall was used only sparingly as part 

of the house wall (the pithouse; Haury 1976:72). 

Nonetheless, the term "pithouse" is used here generically to 

include houses in pits, just as the term "house" is used 

loosely to refer to all structures without implying the 

nature of its use as a dwelling. 

Figure 2.4 illustrates the typical characteristics of 

Hohokam structures, including the position of the hearth and 

entryway; the formal characteristics and variations of these 

traits are presented in Appendices Band C and in Haury 

(1976:45-77). Postholes, floorholes, or holes in the floor 



35 

POSTHOLES 

o 
FIREPIT 

GROOVE 

• • 

• , POSTHOLES 

Figure 2.4. Typical characteristics of Hohokam structures. 
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are quite variable in form and arrangement. The nature and 

positioning of these floor holes, as well as floor pits, 

open spaces, the hearth, and floor and fill artifacts are 

considered in detail in the following chapters. 

The arrangment and interrelations between elements of 

the feature and artifact assemblages on structure floors 

(use-areas) also provide insights into the use of intramural 

space. Consideration of variations in intramural 

organization provides an alternative perspective to 

traditional function-oriented studies of Hohokam structures. 

Furthermore, it alleviates the need to categorize structures 

as habitation structures or dwellings on the one hand, or 

special-use structures on the other. structures exhibit 

variable combinations of use-area types; structure types can 

be distinguished on the basis of the types, sizes, and 

arrangments of different classes of use-areas. 

Spatial Aggregates of Structures: 

The Courtyard Group and Residential Area 

Many structures at Snaketown are found in association 

with other structures in the setting of the "courtyard 

group" and the "residential 

clusters or aggregates of 

Courtyard groups (Howard 

contemporaneous structures 

area." Each of these represents 

spatially related structures. 

1985) consist of relatively 

(classificatory contemporaneity, 
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Dean 1969:198; or contemporaneous at the phase level or 

sometimes the sub-phase level). Current usage of the term 

implies that structures composing courtyard groups are 

oriented so that their entryways are at (or near) right 

angles to one another and that their entryways face a 

common, open courtyard (Figures 2.1 and 2.5; Wilcox, 

McGuire, and Sternberg 1981; Doyel 1987). However t 

variation on this theme has been noted for Colonial period 

Tucson Aqueduct Project structures where structures face a 

common direction but rarely encircled a courtyard (Cio1ek

Torre1lo 1988:14). Known examples of such clusters range in 

size from two to six houses; however, the number of 

structures defining courtyard groups varies between sites. 

Snaketown has some of the largest known courtyard groups in 

the Hohokam area but also exhibits considerable variability 

in courtyard group size. This site served as the basis for 

the development of the courtyard group model (see below). 

The growth and development of specific courtyard groups 

can be reconstructed to show the dynamic nature of Hohokam 

site structure. The interrelations between constituent 

structures and the changes through time have implications 

for household organization, population estimates, and the 

use of intramural space. 

Residential areas or village segments consist of one or 

more courtyard groups spatially separated from other units 

of a similar nature (cf. Figure 2.1). Courtyard groups in 
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residential areas may be contemporaneous or 

occupations through time represent sequential 

either continuous or 

they may 

which are 

sporadic. Some 

exhibit sequences of construction and 

several archaeological phases and, 

generations. 

residential areas 

occupation spanning 

doubtless, several 

Residential areas represent the culmination of the 

complete developmental history of courtyard groups in one 

particular portion of the site. It is therefore not 

surprising that at Snaketown they are best defined (and have 

the greatest spatial extent) in the Sacaton phase of the 

Sedentary period (see Figure 1.2 for variations in 

terminology used for the Hohokam chronology). This is the 

period when the population at Snaketown was at its highest. 

It is during this period that we see the latest and, because 

of visibity factors, the longest sequential development. It 

is for this reason that many of the discussions below on 

site structure focus 6n the Sacaton phase. 

The definition of these spatial associations between 

structures becomes more pronounced through time as the 

distance between related structural units in courtyard 

groups decreases, as the overall number of houses increases, 

and as the spatial separation between spatial aggregates 

becomes more obvious. Also, excavation of greater 

horizontal expanses in the latest strata at the site 

accounts for more refined definition of these aggregates 
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toward the end of the occupation. The nature of the 

excavation strategy likely has some influence as well. 

The clearest groupings of related structures (courtyard 

groups and residential areas) can be discerned in the 

Sacaton phase at Snaketown. Tight clustering of structures 

sharing a common focus of their entryways allows for 

relatively precise statements to be made about the 

relationships between 

visible at least as 

structures. Such groupings are 

early as the Colonial period at 

Snaketown and at other sites, such as Siphon Draw (Gregory 

1984). However, at Snaketown the developmental history and 

definitions of these earlier aggregations are more difficult 

to reconstruct. In part this is because many early 

groupings have been disturbed or destroyed by Sacaton phase 

construction. 

Such groupings may have existed in the Pioneer period 

but clear evidence is lacking. This fact may reflect the 

low founding population at the site, which resulted in fewer 

structures. It may also be related to differences in this 

early period in the 

different conceptions 

way space was used and organized, 

of land use and ownership, or changes 

in the size, nature, and function of socio-economic groups. 

However, so few structures from the Pioneer period at 

Snaketown were exposed that too specific a discussion of 

site structure would be misleading. Whether this 

exceptionally low frequency of Pioneer period structures 
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relates to sampling procedures or to significant differences 

in site layout and population is difficult to say. Clearly, 

deeply buried structures might not be as readily located as 

those overlying structures of later periods. Moreover, 

individual structures that are not i~ tight clusters might 

be more easily missed given the excavation strategy used and 

the amount of later construction. 

Given the lower estimated population present in the 

early phases of occupation, one would not necessarily expect 

to see the same type of site layout as later. As population 

density increases, social interaction becomes more 

complicated, and space and resources become more restricted; 

one would expect a clearer definition of socio-economic 

units. 

Continuity through time in the location of structures 

and in economic activities is indicated by particular types 

of craft production or concentrations of certain types of 

trade items in specific residential areas (in the structures 

in courtyard groups and associated extramural features). 

This indicates that such areas were occupied by corporate 

groups that exhibited a consistent core of membership 

through time (see Chapter 11). 

The spatial separation of 

attests to their distinctiveness. 

these residential areas 

The scale and nature of 

economic interactions between courtyard groups in a single 

residential area and between residential areas themselves 
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may be reconstructed using the distributions of artifacts 

and communal feature types. Analyses of these types can be 

useful in reconstructing certain organizational aspects of 

the prehistoric village. 

Courtyard Groups and Residential Areas at Snaketown 

It is useful at this point to identify the various 

courtyard groups and residential areas at Snaketown. This 

task is complicated by the great number of structures, by 

the tendency for structures to cluster in a few areas, and 

by the lengthy stratigraphic sequence. While all courtyard 

group designations are interpretations, some are more easily 

supported than others. 

As is discussed in later chapters, a courtyard group 

may change through time. The founding structure(s) of an 

initial or new courtyard group are constructed in one 

location. As houses are added, removed, and reoriented, the 

courtyard group takes on a new character. The courtyard 

group itself is identified by virtue of its location and the 

structures that form the group. When the location of the 

central courtyard area changes, a new courtyard group is 

designated. This is the case whether or not a sructure from 

the previous and adjacent group is reoriented and included 

in the newly established group. Courtyard groups may shrink 

or expand and still retain the same designation as long as 
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the central courtyard itself is preserved. Individual 

structures from anyone courtyard group may be reoriented 

and remodeled and included in a new courtyard group while 

the old group is abandoned. These processes of development 

and relocation ultimately result in the creation of 

distinctive residental areas. 

No more than 13 potentially contemporaneous Sacaton 

phase courtyard groups were excavated at Snaketown (Table 

2.1; Figure 2.1). Some of these are better defined than 

others because more structures were exposed and, in some 

cases, because the structures are better preserved. 

Additional courtyard groups are undoubtedly present in 

unexcavated portions of the site. This is indicated both by 

single structures found in areas that were not subject to 

intensive horizontal stripping and by the large expanses of 

the site that were not excavated. It should be noted that 

many of the potentially contemporaneous courtyard groups 

that were exposed may actually have been occupied 

successively. 

Courtyard groups are not numbered in accordance with 

the designations given previously by Wilcox, McGuire, and 

Sternberg (1981) and Howard (1985). One reason is that in 

the present study, single structures were not given 

courtyard group numbers. In contrast to these previous 

studies, courtyard groups are designated here only when two 

or more structures are present. Many of the numerous single 



Group 

1-1 

1-2 

1-3 

2-1 

2-1 

3-1 

4-1 

4-1 

4-1 

4-2 

4-2 

4:i 

Table 2.1-

Sacaton Phase Courtyard Groups at Snaketown 

stage House 

A 5G:12, 6G:l, 5G:9 

A 

B 

A 

B 

C 

A 

B 

5G:1, 5G:2, 5G:6, 5G:8, 5G:I0,5G:12**, 

plus? 

5G:4, 6G:1, 60:3, plus? 

6E:1* 

6E:l*, 6E:2* 

8F:2*, 8F:4, 8F:5, 8E:6?, plus? 

10F:26 

9F:10, 10F:21, 10F:23, (10F:22**) 

9F:4, 10F:16, 10F:17, 10F:23, 

workarea to the east of 9F:4 

10F:I0, 10F:13, 10F:19, 100:8, 100:10? 

10F:IO, 10F:15, 10F:19, 10F:24, 100:8, 

100:10, work area behind 100:8 and 10G:10 
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4-3 

4-4 
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Table 2.1. (continued) 

stage House 

lOG:3, lOG:16, lOG:18, plus? 

lOG:2, lOG:12-, lOG:l3, plus? 

__________________________ OR, __________________________ ___ 

4-3 

4-4 

4-5 

4-5 

4-5 

4-6 

4-7 

4-7 

A 

B 

C 

A 

B 

lOG:2, lOG:3, lOG:12-, lOG:l3, lOG:18 

lOG:3 or floor above, lOG:l6, lOG:l8 

lOF:6, lOG:5?, plus? 

lOF:l, lOF:14, lOG:2-reoriented, (lOF:8**) 

lOF:3, lOF:4, lOG:2, lOG:6, lOF:9*, 

work area to northeast 

lOF:l*, lOF:2 (extramural surface?), lOF:5, 

lOF:9, lOF:ll** 

llF:l, IlF:7B-(extramural surface), I1F:9, 

IlF:IO 

11F:5, IlF:7A-, llF:8, plus? 



Group 

5-1 

5-2 

6-1 

6-1 

8-1 

8-1 

stage 

A 

B 

C 

D 

A 

B 

A 

B 

Table 2.1. (continued) 

Hous~ 

10J:4, plus? 

10J:1, plus? 

unnumbered floor fragment 

10J:2, plus? 

111:3, 11J:1, plus? 

S:r:3* 

81:3*, 81:1* 

4H: 2*? 

4H:l*, 4H:2* 

Key to Table 2 

*structures excavated in 1934-1935 

45 

-structures 8F:2, lOG:12 are of indeterminate age and 

therefore may not be part of this Sacaton phase group. 

-structures 11F:7A and 11F:7B have been classified as 

indeterminant but appear to date to the Sacaton phase. 

**May be intermediate stage with Structure 5G:9 in Group 1-

2; Structure 10F:22 in Group 4-1; structure 10F:8 in group 

4-5; Structures 10F:2 and 10F:12 in Group 4-6. 
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structures may have been part of courtyard groups, but if 

other houses were not exposed the assumption of other houses 

is not made. 

all structures 

possible that 

Moreover, it cannot be assumed ~ priori that 

were part of courtyard groups. It is 

other important characteristics of Hohokam 

site structure may be embodied in these isolated structures 

that would be missed if one imposes the assumption of multi

structure groupings. Isolated structures have been excavated 

at other sites (at Los Solares [La Cuidad] , Henderson 

1987a:16 and La Lomita Pequena, Mitchell 1988:371-2) where 

they are recognized as distinctive parts of the settlement 

pattern. Furthermore, to address the questions of relevance 

to this study, complete or near complete courtyard groups-

or at least more than one structure--are required unless it 

can be demonstrated that a single structure was isolated 

during its use. 

Similarly, courtyard 

because the structures 

groups 

composing 

are numbered differently 

each group differ from 

those of previous studies. Also, distinctive numbers are 

not given in cases where there has been succesive stages of 

construction in one location but the courtyard itself did 

not change. The count refers only to the latest stage of 

development of the courtyard group or, in some cases, only 

to the portion of the group that was exposed during 

excavation. When stages of development can be discerned they 

are lettered A-C, with A the earliest; as many as three 
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distinct stages of development can be identified in some 

courtyard groups. Residential area numbers precede 

courtyard group numbers so that courtyard groups in each 

residential area have a distinct series of numbers (e.g., 

Group 4-1 or Group 4-1C). 

As noted, Sacaton phase courtyard groups are best 

defined and so form the basis for discussions in following 

chapters. However, when appropriate, reference is made to 

segments of earlier courtyard groups or earlier stages of 

courtyard group development. 

Hohokam Site Structure and Organization: 

An Historical Perspective 

A Brief Outline of Hohokam Site Structure Studies 

Great strides have been made recently in our 

understanding of site structure and organization but, as is 

often the case, such notions have been built on the work of 

previous researchers. 

An early observation concerning Hohokam settlement 

patterns was made by Wasley and Johnson (1965:38, 80) on the 

basis of work in the Gila Bend area: 

At the citrus 
clustered about 
suggesting that 
to the Hohokam 
(1965:80). 

Site a group of houses was randomly 
a raised, caliche-surfaced plaza floor, 
the plaza concept had been introduced 
at least by the Sedentary period 
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Ten of these (houses) were scattered about the edges of 
the plaza. Two trash mounds were close to the houses. 
It would appear from this that one form of Hohokam 
settlement pattern is a plaza with an irregular 
grouping of houses about its edges, and beyond the 
houses a few areas for the deposition of trash 
(1965:38). 

"plaza-house-trash mound complex" is the first 

suggestion in the literature that Hohokam houses might be 

formally arranged with reference to a platform or small 

plaza area. However, this example from the Citrus Site is 

considered by the authors (cf. 1965:80) to be an exception 

to the overall p~ttern in Hohokam sites. As can be seen in 

Figure 2.5, the houses are not oriented toward the plaza but 

rather are simply located near it, nor do their entryways 

share a common focus. 

So little of the Citrus Site was exposed that it is 

difficult to ascertain whether this "plaza-house-trash mound 

complex" is analgous to the residential area or to the 

"central zone" of Snaketown described by Wilcox, McGuire, 

and Sternberg (1981). The excavations around Mound 8 at Las 

Colinas (Gregory and others 1988) and the spatial arangement 

of structures surrounding Mound 16 at Snaketown suggest that 

perhaps different principles were employed in the 

positioning of structures located near public architecture. 

The plaza at the Citrus Site possibly represents public 

space much like the platform mounds mentioned above or the 

large plaza inferred to be present (cf. Wilcox, McGuire, and 

Sternberg 1981) in the center of Snaketown. 
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In 1969 Walter "Dutch" Deuring became interested in 

Hohokam village layout, inspired in"part by the suggestions 

of Wasley and Johnson. In a letter written to Haury 

(Deuring 1969) he outlined his conception of clusters of 

houses with reference to Snaketown and Roosevelt 9:6: "This 

pattern (at Snaketown) consisted of a number of structures 

which apparently were placed around a central plaza." A 

diagram (Figure 2.5) provided with the letter represents an 

idealized version of these house "clusters." With 

reference to Roosevelt 9:6, Duering noted: 

As a result of studying the site map of Roosevelt 
9:6 and correlating one particular architectural 
feature, the elevated floor, I suspect that this 
village layout pattern, if valid, will be found to 
extend back at least into the Colonial period. The 
floors in question fall into two clusters: One 
cluster is composed of house 1, house 4, and house 8; 
the other contains houses 2, 3, and 12. Cluster one 
is characterised by hard packed floors (observations 
based partially on photographs) and a lack of stone 
floor-supports. The second cluster is characterized 
by poor floors in houses 2 and 12, and the presence of 
stone floor-supports in all three. 

To show any 
stated above, 
cluster dates 
time. 

validity whatsoever to the observation 
it must be shown that each floor of a 

to approximately the same period of 

Deuring's letter was posed to Haury as a question. 

Part of Haury's (1969) response was as follows: 

I have tried on several occasions to come up with a 
reasonable statement about house layout plans for 
Snaketown, but so far to no avail. One of the problems 
is that our digging was too sporadic. If we're going 
to talk about village planning, it will literally 
become imperative to strip acres and acres of real 
estate in a site like Snaketown to come up with a 
story. 
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Upon the publication of The Hohokam, Haury (1976:45), with 

an eye toward careful interpretation, again stated that: 

Blank areas on the master map ... do not necessarily mean 
that these were unoccupied spaces, for much of 
Snaketown's acreage was inadequately tested. This 
fact, perhaps more than any other, has a direct bearing 
on the evaluation of the settlement pattern and the 
inability, at this point in the investigations, to 
detect with confidence house arrangements that might 
have been dictated by social or other forces. 

Thus, the notion of courtyard groups was an idea whose time 

had not yet come. Not until many years later that would the 

issue be addressed again in Hohokam studies. 

In 1981 the publication of Snaketown Revisited had a 

profound and far-reaching effect on views about settlement 

layout. Drawing inspiration from Herskovitz (1974), the 

authors discussed in detail the formalized arrangement of 

structures around courtyards (therein referred to as "house 

clusters") at Snaketown (Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg 

1981; Wilcox 1979:105; Figure 2.1). Concurrent with the 

publication of this volume courtyard groups were beginning 

to be recognized at other sites (e.g., the Siphon Draw Site 

and elsewhere; Gregory 1984; Sires 1984a, 1984b; Doelle 1985 

cited in Huntington 1986) and later investigations revealed 

the presence of such arrangements widely throughout the 

Hohokam area. As a result, the identification of such 

groupings became a primary goal of many investigations 

(e.g., Howard 1985; Czaplicki, Ravesloot, and Teague 1986). 

Variously referred to as house groups, house clusters 

(Gregory 1984; Sires 1983, 1984a, 1984b; Wilcox, McGuire, 
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and Sternberg 19B1), courtyard groups (Henderson 1987a, 

1987b; Howard 1985; Rice 1987a; Seymour 1988; Seymour and 

Schiffer 1987), and households (Doelle, Huntington, and 

Wallace 1987; Huntington 1986) these aggregations of 

formally arranged houses are now acknowledged as one type of 

typical settlement pattern. Extensive exposures and well 

controlled samples at other sites have demonstrated that the 

patterning recognized at Snaketown is not a result of 

sampling bias but rather represents a typical settlement 

pattern in Hohokam villages and hamlets. 

In the present study, these types of groupings are 

referred to in the archaeological context as courtyard 

groups while the term "household" is reserved for 

discussions of these groups in the systemic context. In 

this way the use of the term "courtyard group" differs from 

that used by Howard (1985); rather than referring to the 

social group that occupied the structures or the behavior 

that took place in the setting, "courtyard group" refers to 

the setting itself and references a group of spatially 

related structures. It is used in a way similar to "house 

cluster" (Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg 1981) but the 

later, as an empirical term, is too general a referent, for 

a cluster of houses may refer to a courtyard group, a 

residential area, or an entire site. 

Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg (1981:175) also 

introduced the notion that there was continuity in the 
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location of courtyard groups through time. Aggregates of 

courtyard groups occupying the same general locality through 

successive phases were originally referred to as "house 

groups" (Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg 1981:175). As 

noted, these have been referred to elsewhere as residential 

areas (Seymour 1985, 1986 1 1988; Seymour and Schiffer 1987)1 

residential units or yards (Howard 1990; Rice 1987a, 1987b), 

neighborhoods (Huntington 1986), village segments, and 

precincts (Gr"egory et al. 1988; Henderson 1987a; Rice 1987a, 

1987b). As noted in later chapters, these aggregates of 

houses may result from continual or repeated occupation in 

the same general area throughout two or more phases or may 

reflect shorter term results of the rapid growth and 

development of courtyard groups in any single phase. 

Thus far, little study has focused on differences in 

structures within and 

residential areas. 

between 

Often, 

courtyard groups and 

the recognition and 

identification of the formal arrangements is considered a 

sufficient end to analysis. It is believed here that it is 

necessary to consider the characteristics of individual 

structures and the relationships between spatially related 

structures before progress can be made 

the nature of these architectural 

differences that distinguish them. 

toward understanding 

aggregates and the 
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Organizational Aspects of Courtyard Groups: 

Identifying the Household 

Perceptions about the nature of the Hohokam household 

have changed through the years, in part because of the shift 

in attention from the individual structure to the courtyard 

group and the residential area. When individual structures 

were viewed in isolation, the logial conclusion was that 

each structure was the locus of household activity. Once it 

was recognized that aggregates of structures were a 

characteristic component of t~e Hohokam settlement pattern, 

it followed that notions about the nature--or the 

localization--of cooperating and co-resident groups should 

change. still, interpretative efforts often focused on 

defining the residential structure rather than identifying 

the actual uses of structures. This emphasis persists even 

though functional analyses have often proved more 

frustrating than insightful. Similarly, researchers still 

attempted to define the family unit rather than the 

household unit even in light of the fact that kinship ties 

cannot be easily correlated to material remains (cf. Allen 

and Richardson 1971). 

Defining the Problem of the Household 

From the start, considerations about th~ nature of 

cooperating and co-resident groups have been embodied in 
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discussions of house function. With few exceptions, 

structures have been viewed as domiciles--each inhabited by 

a family that itself represented the household. For 

example, Haury (1976:73) suggested that functional 

differences, reflected in multiple and single family 

occupancy of houses, likely determined size. He inferred 

that the largest (Vahki) structures at Snaketown, which only 

exhibited evidence of domestic use, must have been used for 

mUltiple or extended family occupancy (Haury 1976:68, 72). 

The issue of house function has also been critical in 

discussions of courtyard group composition. The acceptance 

that structures are clustered into courtyard groups has 

required a reevaluation of the functions of, and 

interrelations between, individual structures. But still, 

most structures have continued to be interpreted as 

dwellings even when found in courytard groups (cf. Gregory 

1984; Howard 1985, 1988; Mitchell 1988; Sires 1983). 

Because of this, each courtyard group is thought to possess 

several dwellings and therefore several dwelling units (or 

co-resident groups). As a result, questions have had to be 

raised concerning the relation between the dwelling unit and 

the cooperating unit (or household) and also between these 

social and economic categories and the space they occupied: 

the structure, the courtyard group, and the residential 

area. 

In differentiating between the dwelling unit (or co-
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resident group) and the cooperating unit, Wilcox, McGuire, 

and Sternberg (1981:154-155) questioned how dwelling units 

were related to other similar social and economic 

categories, whether cooperating units consisted simply of 

the structures in a courtyard group, or whether they 

consisted of several courtyard groups. They concluded that 

each courtyard group (house cluster) was the domain of a 

separate "primary group" (roughly equilivant to the 

household; Goody 1972). This determination was made on the 

basis of a continuity in courtyard groups in residential 

areas and by the replication of certain characteristics, 

such as the presence of a functionally distinct house 

(square houses), in each courtyard group examined (Wilcox, 

McGuire, and Sternberg 1981:174-175). They inferred that 

cooperation in basic household activities occurred within 

the context of the courtyard group; the large courtyard 

groups were occupied by extended or expanded families, while 

the smaller courtyard groups were occupied by nuclear 

families (Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg 1981:166, 181). 

They also raised the issue as to whether cooperation in 

other realms occurred at a larger scale, involving more than 

one courtyard group. 

since Wilcox, McGuire, and 

the courtyard group model 

regarding the composition of 

among researchers has been 

Sternberg (1981) proposed 

and presented suggestions 

these groups the consensus 

that courtyard groups are 
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researchers have concluded that 
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Yet, most subsequent 

each structure, or most 

structures, are dwellings. Residential functions are 

generally assumed 

or simply because 

specialized use. 

because each structure possesses a hearth 

many houses exhibit no evidence of 

Perceptions, do however, vary about the nature of the 

household unit, the cooperating economic group, or primary 

social unit. For example, Howard (1985:311, 314) considers 

courtyard groups to be "aggregations of residential 

structures" occupied by nuclear or extended families. 

Gregory (1984:141-142, 157, 165) also infers that each 

structure in the small courtyard groups at the Siphon Draw 

Site were used as "interior living spaces" rather than for 

specialized functions and on this basis concludes that 

nuclear or small extended families were living in each 

structure. Together the structures in a courtyard group 

represent the primary social group. 

Sires (1983:74, 76) has similarly concluded that the 

structures at Smiley's Well all functioned as habitation 

units, each housing four to seven people. On this basis he 

infers that each structure was occupied by a nuclear or 

simple extended family and that "individual dwelling units 

were organized into larger households involving more than 

one structure" (Sires 1983:76). 

These interpretations differ from that of Mitchell 
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(1988:355) who, like earlier researchers, describes a 

household as "some segment of asocial unit (usually a 

family) that occupies a single structure or house." In his 

view a courtyard group "consists of several contemporaneous 

houses (occupied by households) that focus onto a common 

area and that may be spatially bounded." The courtyard 

group, in Mitchell's view, is a multi-household unit. 

These few examples serve to illustrate the general 

perception that has arisen concerning the composition of 

courtyard groups and the occupants of houses: Most 

structures are residential units occupied by "families" of 

various sizes. In some reports the description of 

individual structures in courtyard groups would suggest that 

the authors, such as Mitchell, consider each houseful as a 

distinctive household unit. In other reports there is the 

suggestion that the "families" residing in individual 

structures in a courtyard group together represent a primary 

group or household (e.g., Huntington 1986:79). However, the 

prevailing opinion is that the courtyard group represents 

the household (economically cooperating) unit while each (or 

the majority) of the structures is the residence of a family 

(social) unit. 

Bruder (1985:391) has questioned the assumption that a 

separate family resided in each structure and that a 

courtyard group represents a single economic unit. 

Similarly, on the basis of the Tucson Aqueduct Project 
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results, Ciolek-Torrello (1988:14) suggests that courtyard 

groups may consist of a "wide diversity of structures with 

only one major habitation" unit. I concur that there is no 

definitive basis for assuming that each structure housed a 

family or that the household is represented by a single 

structure or even by all the structures in a group. These 

assumptions are based on the undemonstrated conclusion that 

most or all structures in a courtyard group are dwellings. 

It is further assumed that these structures served a similar 

set of replicated functions--functions that somehow 

differed from the composite uses of the structures in a 

courtyard group, as a whole. Each of these conclusions is 

in need of verification or revision. 

House Function: 

Traditional Perspectives On An Obsolete Issue 

It is useful to review the attributes most commonly 

used by Hohokam archaeologists to classify architectural 

features so that the need for a new approach can be 

appreciated. Efforts to determine 

preformed in structures and to 

which activities were 

establish behaviorally 

meaningful classes of structures have long been concerns in 

Hohokam archaeology. As a result, a foundation has been 

laid in the search for meaningful classifications of room 



60 

types. Previous investigators have considered a lengthy 

list of attributes, including architectural characteristics 

(size, shape, roof supports, entryways), interior features 

(e.g., hearths, storage pits), and artifacts (presence or 

absence, frequencies, and associations). These 

characteristics have been employed for a number of strictly 

morphological typologies and functional classes (dwellings, 

store rooms, menstrual huts, field houses, and ceremonial 

rooms), the latter being typically derived from analogies 

with ethnographic cases. But still relatively little is 

known about how interior space was used. similarly, the 

types or the range of activities that were carried out in 

structures falling within these different functional and 

morphological classes are poorly understood. A brief 

examination and discussion of these attributes will permit 

further elaboration and greater refinement of notions of 

house use and will eventually help us to arrive at a more 

appropriate classsification of structures and their uses. 

Discussion of the logic behind functional inferences and 

reasons for the lumping of certain morphological 

characteristics into types should aid in the reevaluation of 

the research value of these categories. 
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The Foundations of Hohokam Architectural 

and Functional Classifications 

Contributions From Snaketown 

The first excavations at Snaketown were conducted by 

Gila Pueblo in order to investigate a culture that appeared 

to differ in substantial ways from the Anasazi and Mogollon. 

While the Hohokam were recognized as a distinctive entity, 

many initial conceptions about the Hohokam were influenced 

by work in surrounding areas. Notions derived from studies 

in these surrounding areas provided a basis for a number of 

interpretations, including those of house function and the 

selection of appropriate traits to be used for classifying 

house types. It is noteworthy that, until recently, these 

same criteria have been used almost exclusively to assess 

house function. 

Following the mid-thirties expedition to Snaketown, 

attempts were made to classify Hohokam structures by 

function. Sayles (1937:82) devised a tripartite 

classification of houses consisting of dwellings, storage 

units, and ceremonial rooms. This assumption--that a limited 

range of specialized types of structures were constructed--

began a long tradition that persists even today. However, it 

is noteworthy that Sayles (1937:82) found evidence of only 

residential units at Snaketown: 

No shelter or 
the type that 

structure was identified other than 
served as a dwelling. However, 
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houses may have been used at times for other 
purposes as is suggested by the square pit-house. 
This is more definitely established in House 8:6G, 
in which -the firepit had been covered with earth. 
Since this house was filled with vessels, which had 
evidently been placed on the floor or on shelving of 
some sort, it was obviously in use as a storage 
house. It may be that the larger houses identified 
with the earlier phases were community houses 
although they possessed only a single firepit. The 
smaller houses, too, may have sheltered more than a 
single family. 

There was nothing in any of the houses that was 
suggestive of ceremonial use. 

From this and other discussions in the text we see that 

the elements critical in distinguishing between types of 

architectural units are the presence of a hearth and an 

entryway in dwellings (1937:63), an abundance of artifacts 

(particularly vessels) and the presence of a shelf in 

storage units (1937:82), and the presence of specific types 

of artifacts, although unspecified, to indicate ceremonial 

use. There is an implication that multiple hearths might 

also be indicative of ceremonial rooms. At this time, room 

shape is introduced as a potentially important variable and 

room size is also considered. 

Shortly after Sayles' descriptive report was published, 

Gladwin (1948) produced a volume in which he stressed room 

size as the important variable. Shape was used as a basis 

for temporal distinctions between structures whereas 

functional differences were employed to account for 

variations in house size. "Normal sized dwellings," 35 
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square meters or less, were lived in but "they were also 

building Great Houses, up to 10 X 11 meters in floor plan, 

with the consequent implication that such large structures 

were designed for special uses, such as for ceremonial 

purposes" (Gladwin 1948:118). The basis for this conclusion 

rested on work carried out in New Mexico where comparably 

sized houses were thought to have been used for ceremonial 

purposes (Gladwin 1948:118). Gladwin (1948:117) also 

commented that "it would be a rare exception to find any 

Southwestern group which did not make use of a ceremonial 

room or structure." 

Haury (1976:45-77) continued the tradition of 

classifiying structures on the basis of shape and size, and, 

like his predecessors, he considered other architectural 

traits as well. He devised a typology based almost 

exclusively on morphological characteristics of structures 

and from this made occasional inferences regarding function. 

Functional inferences were based on artifact inventories and 

on physical traits of the houses; he also relied on 

analogies with societies living in Arizona and Northern 

Mexico. Most structures were interpreted as dwellings. 

Some structures, thought to be too small to be residences, 

were inferred to have been used for special purposes: those 

with hearths were menstrual huts (1976:62, 68)--the hearth 

implying residential uses, those without hearths were 

storage units (1976:68), while the "giant size" units 
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appearing in the Sedentary period were inferred to be 

council houses (1976:63). 

Perspectives Beyond Snaketown 

Most subsequent analyses have started with the premise 

that distinctive functional types of structures were 

constructed. While earlier functionally oriented 

approaches laid the groundwork for future efforts, Hill's 

(1970) work at Broken K also exerted substantial influence 

in this realm. Discussions of Hohokam house function were 

dominated for years by students with experience from the 

University of Arizona's Field School at Grasshopper where 

attempts had also been made to apply Hill's work (cf. 

Ciolek-Torrello 1984). Because of the apparent success of 

this approach in other areas of the Southwest, it was then 

transferred to Hohokam studies where it has remained the 

dominant theme for years despite a general feeling of its 

inadequacy. As a result, in the Hohokam area there has been 

a search for the specific traits that signify functional 

differences in both pithouses and in above-ground 

structures. Usually functional differences are expressed in 

terms of the categories of structures established by Sayles: 

Habitation structures and specialized structures used for 

storage and ceremonial purposes. 
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Differentiating Habitation and Specialized Structures 

Doyel (1974, 1981a, 1981b) has carefully considered the 

identification of specialized structures, and has argued 

that at the Escalante Ruin "slightly less than one-half of 

the roofed space in a late 

walled adobe structures was 

Classic compound of contiguous

actually devoted to habitation 

space, while the remaining roofed space was represented by 

functionally specialized rooms" (1981b:27), such as for 

storage. Doyel's conclusions in this regard provided an 

important contrast to Sayles' (1937) interpretation of pre

Classic structures at Snaketown wherein little use other 

than habitation could be inferred. 

Subsequently, however, many researchers have assumed or 

inferred that most or all of the structures at both pre

Classic and Classic period sites are dwellings, despite an 

acknowledgment that specialized structures are part of the 

inventory of Hohokam houses. Some of these interpretations 

are implicit and result from a focus on purely morphological 

traits of structures without specific consideration of house 

function, except for highly unusual structures (Layhe 1981; 

Henderson et al. 1984; Crown 1985). The implicit emphasis 

on morphology relies on the assumption of a correspondence 

between form and function; form (house form) is thought to 

precede and directly influence function. In other cases, 

little or no evidence of specialized structures has been 
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found even after a careful consideration of the accepted 

criteria (e.g., Greenwald 1988; Gregory 1984; Howard 1988; 

Sires 1983; Huntington 1986). It is noteworthy that some 

researchers, in addition to Doyel, have devoted considerable 

effort to identifying specialized structures and functional 

variability in structures (Crown 1985; Ciolek-Torrello 

1988). 

Comparisons of various site reports indicate that 

specialized structures often constitute less than 10 percent 

of the houses in pre-Classic sites (e.g., 0 %, Siphon Draw 

Site (AZ U:10:6), Gregory 1984; 9 %, West Branch Site (AZ 

AA:16:13), Huntington 1986; 0 %, Smiley's Well (AZ U:14:73), 

Sires 1983). This implies that, at many sites, most 

structures encountered were inhabited, as opposed to being 

used for storage or other specialized purposes. This is in 

clear contrast to Doyel's interpretations of the Classic 

period but is in line with those of Howard (1988:141) for 

the Classic period site of Casa Buena. Numerous questions 

must be asked concerning the reasons for this contrast in 

the relative percentages of habitation vs. specialized 

structures: Does the contrast reflect temporal changes or 

regional differences in the importance and mode of storage? 

Is it a result of differences in the use of contiguous

walled structures vs. free-standing pithouses? Is it a 

reflection of the criteria used to identify function? Is it 

related to differences in size, permanancy, or use? Or is 
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it dependent on perceptions of house use or assumptions 

regarding population size and household organization? 

Indications of House Function 

Fundamental to most interpretations is the 

notion that architectural variability indicates functional 

variability (Herron, Greenwald, and Ciolek-Torrello 

1988:447) in the same way that variation in house floor 

assemblages is often thought to be a result of functional 

differences. Because the most pronounced aspect of 

architectural variability is house size, this characteristic 

has been singled out for analysis. Many researchers also 

incorporate room size into discussions of room function 

because size is easily measured (Crown 1983; Di Peso 1956; 

Doyel 1974:129-136, 1981a:27; Rice 1985; Sires 1984b; 

Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg 1981). 

Size is also perceived as a limiting factor; the size 

of the structure restricts or permits the number and types 

of activities that can occur inside. For this reason it is 

often concluded that a limited range of activities occurred 

in small structures, inferred to be specialized structures, 

whereas larger structures with more floor area can, and 

therefore are assumed to, house a wider, less specialized, 

range of activities. The sometimes extreme variation in 

Hohokam house size provides a seemingly reasonable approach 
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toward identifying possible functional differences, 

for functional particularly when other attributes useful 

interpretations, such as artifacts, are lacking. However, 

house size is not an altogether straightforward correlate of 

function. 

Undoubtedly, major differences in room size do indicate 

something of the different ways structures were used. A 

room of 4 square meters clearly does impose greater 

limitations on the number of inhabitants that can reside 

within or the variety of activities that can be carried out 

inside at one time than a structure exceeding 60 square 

meters. In large structures the availability of space does 

not restrict the types of activities as severely as in small 

structures. Larger structures allow greater flexibility in 

the types and frequencies of permanent modifications that 

can be made to the interior 

hinder future activities to 

space that do not restrict or 

the same degree as in small 

structures. However, a 

indisputably imply 

performed within 

These are just 

that a 

or that 

two of 

large floor area does not 

greater range of activities was 

a larger group resided there. 

the many possibilities; as 

ethnographic and ethnoarchaeological studies have shown, 

room size can be the result of a number of different factors 

including family size, wealth, residence stability, 

specialization, stage of household development, availability 

of materials or labor, and so on (cf. McGuire and Schiffer 
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1983). 

It is generally assumed by Hohokam archaeologists that 

intermediate-sized rooms are dwellings, while larger 

structures were designed for public use (community rooms); 

the smallest units were used for storage or as menstrual 

huts, or other specialized purposes. When other attributes, 

suggestive of particular functions, are found in houses 

falling into the wrong size-class, the occurrence may be 

explained as a special case or the primary functional 

classification is retained and an overlap in activities is 

inferred between classes (cf. Doyel 1981a:31). 

This attribute (size) is of no use in identifying or 

differentiating function among the continuum of 

intermediate-sized houses present in many Hohokam sites. 

Masse (1981:35) has also noted this dilemma: 

The somewhat pronounced range in house size does not 
seem to have been necessarily caused by social or 
economic factors as there is a fairly even gradient of 
house sizes between the two extremes. 

There are other difficulties in using house size as the 

primary criterion for classifying house types. For example, 

discussions in the literature on the floor area of storage 

structures suggest that floor-area/house-type correlations 

and the concomitant assumptions cannot or should not be 

generalized to all sites. The maximum area of what have 

been referred to as storage structures (small rooms) varies 

from site to site, indicating that the measure of smallness 

may be relative to particular sites (compare for example, 
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the McClellan Wash Site [Herron and Ciolek-Torrello 

1987a:37] to Crown [1985]) or that different criteria of 

inclusion are being used. Changes in the importance, mode, 

and social importance of storage may have occurred through 

time as well, particularly between the pre-Classic and 

Classic periods. Similarly, differences in the size (and 

character) of storage structures might very well exist 

between village-sized settlements and smaller settlements or 

those bordering major drainages as opposed to those in the 

hinterlands. 

Furthermore, in sites with few structures, small 

structures can often be easily separated from those of 

intermediate size. However, with more structures, the break 

between size-classes is often arbitarily imposed (i.e., 6-12 

square meters, Doyel 1981a:29; 9 square meters, Wilcox, 
~ 

McGuire, and Sternberg 1981:159). Even when a continuum of 

house sizes is arbitrarily divided, there is often a set of 

extremely small structures that are considered to be storage 

or special-use structures. For example, structures with a 

floor area less than 9 square meters are considered special-

use, non-habitation structures or temporary habitation 

units (Haury 1976; Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg 1981; 

Crown 1983; Sires 1984a:374). 

The justification for such inferences follows the 

reasoning of Hill (1970:51) for small featureless rooms in 

Puebloan sites. Such structures are considered to be 
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storerooms "because it is difficult to imagine their being 

used in any other way" (also see Dean 1969:29). However, on 

the Colorado Plateau, the significance of size as a 

criterion of function rests on the presence of a bimodal 

distribution in room size in several prehistoric pueblos 

(Ciolek-Torello 1984:129). Yet, on the other hand, the 

largest rooms at Betatakin and Kiet Siel are granaries (Dean 

1969:29). Furthermore, as Doyel (1981a:29) points out, many 

Classic period rooms at the Escalante Site that are referred 

to as storage rooms (those on the small end of the scale) 

are twice the size of storage rooms in many Puebloan sites. 

This is true of many so-called storage structures in pre

Classic Hohokam sites as well. Thus, if size is used as a 

criterion for Hohokam sites, the problem remains of 

determining where the break should be made between small

and intermediate-sized rooms. As noted, some scholars 

believe it should be at 9 square meters but these same 

individuals acknowledge that larger structures may also have 

been used for special purposes and that small structures may 

be used for short-term habitation and by single individuals, 

such as the elderly (cf. Sires 1984a:374). 

Ultimately, a different line of reasoning, other than 

that they are too small for other uses, must be used to 

justify the assumption of their function; and other 

explanations must be used that can account for and identify 

larger special-use structures. 
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There seems to be considerable variation in the use of 

structures of all sizes. This variation is evident in 

architectural characteristics, the presence or absence of 

hearths and other interior features, the artifact 

assemblages, and locations within a site. Clearly, 

community size may also have a direct influence on the uses 

to which structures are put and so can affect size ranges of 

structures and so on. Settlement permanency also often 

effects the diversity of activities and the effort devoted 

to constructing or organizing space for different types of 

activities. Similarly, the rate at which structures in 

any given site or courtyard group were constructed and 

abandoned influences the kinds, amounts, and arrangment of 

space created. 

However, even in 

variation in the 

one site there 

characteristics 

may 

of 

be notable 

structures. 

Intermediate-sized structures larger than 9 square meters 

may be used for a variety of purposes; some may have housed 

highly specialized activities while for others more 

generalized functions are indicated (see following 

chapters). At least two types of uses--ceremonial or public 

use and multi-family habitation--have been suggested for 

large structures (Haury 1976; Sayles 1937). 

Crown (1985) has discussed the variation in small 

structures, those smaller than 9 square meters, suggesting a 

variety of specialized uses for small structures based on 
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ethnographic analogy and archaeological data. Crown also 

considers location, interior features, floral and faunal 

data, and floor artifacts, and concludes that small 

structures in larger sites may have 

for purification, for sweat lodges 

been used as retreats 

or other types of 

ceremonial rooms, storage, artifact or craft manufacture, 

and housing the elderly. In effect, small structures as a 

group are inferred to exhibit much of the same wide range of 

uses as do larger structures, however, each structure has a 

narrow set of uses (and perhaps a shorter or more 

intermittent period of use) than does any large structure. 

The prevailing assumption that morphological traits, 

such as size, reflect functional differences derives from 

the diffusionary stance wherein form is thought historically 

to precede and continually influence other qualities, such 

as function (Linton 1936:405). Yet, the distinction made by 

Linton (1936:402) between function, use, meaning, and form 

is a useful one that has only recently been revived (Wilk 

and Netting 1984:5). Form, function, meaning, and use are 

independent while at the same time interdependent. The 

physical qualities of material culture exert an influence on 

a variety of possible uses which provide both potentials and 

limits for use. 

Interior Features. 

should be some other 

As Haury 

basis than 

(1976:72) noted, "There 

size to aid in the 

determination of function." He believed that "at Snaketown 
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little collateral help is available as, for example, 

specialized architectural features· and interior furnishings 

and equipment." However, one type of interior feature that 

is available and is commonly used to distinguish room types 

is the hearth (or an unlined fire pit). The presence of a 

hearth has been used consistently as the hallmark of a 

habitation structure (Crown 1985:83; Sires 1984a:376; 

1984b:128; Vokes 1989:55), particularly when it is located 

at the center of the house in front of the entryway--its 

typical location. The hearth is considered functionally 

diagnostic in t~~ Hohokarn area and elsewhere (Chang 

1958:302) and rests on the logic that the hearth is 

essential to household 

preparation and as a 

activity. 

activities, particularly in food 

focus of family life and social 

The hearth signals the presence of a habitation unit in 

most classifications, especially in intermediate-sized 

structures, but is used to differentiate various types of 

small structures as well. For instance, Doyel (1981a:29) 

uses the presence of a hearth as one of five criteria that 

distinguish habitation rooms from store rooms. Structures 

containing hearths that are otherwise unusual in one or more 

characteristics (such as being extremely small) are 

considered short-term habitation units. This is clear in 

Haury's (1976:68) and Crown's (1985) designation of small 

structures with hearths at Snaketown, such as Structure 
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8E:5, as menstrual huts. Sayles (1937:82) suggests that 

Structure 6G:8* at Snaketown was converted from a habitation 

room to a storage room when the hearth was filled in. Of 

course, the nature and abundance of artifacts in the 

structure was used to support this conclusion as well. 

The problem with the idea that rooms with hearths are 

habitation units is that hearths may serve a variety of uses 

other than simply cooking. They provide light and warmth, 

they may be used to dehumidify storage rooms, or may be the 

central facility in a sweat lodge. Furthermore, 

ethnographic accounts indicate that structures used 

primarily for one purpose, such as storage, may also be used 

occasionally for cooking, and so a hearth or fire pit will 

be present (Garrett and Russell 1983:16-18; Howard 

1988:138). Furthermore, as Howard (1988:138) points out, a 

structure may be used for habitation under particular 

circumstances or at certain times without possessing a 

formal clay-lined hearth. Similarly, specialized cooking 

structures would posses a hearth but would not have been 

used for other activities that typify a dwelling. 

Thus, while it can be argued that a habitation 

structure may contain a hearth it does not follow that all 

structures containing hearths were used as domiciles or that 

all dwellings contained hearths. Perhaps more precisely, it 

may be argued that each household in a site occupied year 

round will have a structure that possesses a cooking hearth 
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(and perhaps additional hearths used for other purposes as 

well as hearths located in extramural areas) but that the 

presence of a hearth in anyone structure does not 

necessarily imply a consistent set of other activities that 

occurred in that particular house. Indeed, the presence or 

absence of a hearth cannot be used to predict the occurrence 

of other traits. As Herron, Greenwald, and Ciolek-Torrello 

(1988:447) point out, at Locus I of the Brady Wash sites 

there is little correlation between traits, such as a hearth 

and structure size, that should co-occur according to 

Doyel's (1981a) model. 

other intramural features are also used to infer the 

conclusions as to the function of a structure. Often 

function of structures having certain characteristics differ 

from project to project and individual criteria are given 

different weight depending on the investigator's preference 

and the specific evidence at hand. Even among houses within 

a single site, there are few typical structures with a 

consistent array 

traits, despite 

of features, artifacts, and architectural 

the fact that some have argued that 

"internal facil i ties often repl icate one another" in 

pithouses (Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg 1981:154). This 

often leads to contradictory impressions of the function of 

a single structure--one set of characteristics suggests a 

storage function while other traits indicate that the same 

room was inhabited. These contradictions frequently are not 
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resolved, though more recently investigators consider that 

structures exhibiting such conflicting evidence may have 

been used for more than one purpose (see below). 

The various attributes and associations between 

attributes discussed below represent considered attempts to 

infer function by researchers who have been explicit about 

the logic used. These illustrate the difficulty of 

attempting to reconstruct house function while using the 

perspective adopted over the last 15 years or more. The 

following discussion points out the problem inherent in 

attempting to determine function on the basis of a limited 

set of characteristics that are often more confusing than 

enlightening. Yet, the reader will also note the 

considerable degree of effort and thought that investigators 

have put into attempts at resolving the question of house 

function. 

As noted, if a hearth is present the structure is 

usually designated as a habitation unit, this interpretation 

is reinforced when a structure has a formal entryway (Herron 

and Ciolek-Torrello 1987a:37; Doyel 1981a). Habitation 

structures may possess one or two storage pits or the 

presence of one or two storage pits may be used as a basis 

for classification as a storage structure (Herron and 

Ciolek-Torrello 1987a:37,40), or a storage/habitation 

structure (Greenwald and Ciolek-Torrello 1987:147-161; Sires 

1984a:374-377). However, if a structure lacks a hearth and 
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contains numerous pits, it is considered to be a storage 

room (Herron and Ciolek-Torrello 1987a:37, 41; Sires 1984a: 

374-377; Vokes 1988:39-40, 1989:55). A structure that lacks 

a hearth and other features is also considered to be a store 

room, especially if it is small, built of insubstantial 

materials, or lacking a formal entryway (Herron and Ciolek

Torrello 1987a:37; Huntington 1986; Sires 1984:a; 1984b:128; 

Vokes 1989:55). If multiple hearths or fire pits are present 

a structure is often interpreted as a kitchen (Sires 1984a), 

ceremonial room (Sayles 1937), or sweat lodge (Herron and 

Ciolek-Torrello 1987a:43; Cable and Allen 1982:42), 

particularly if the structure is of an unusual shape or 

size or is constructed of flimsy materials. 

These are the more explicit examples of accepted 

correlates between intramural features and house function. 

They are instructive in that the expose the logic behind 

interpretations of function and clarify the shortcomings of 

approaches that use these characteristics alone. While 

these correlates represent part of the solution to the 

question of house use, greater resolution may be achieved by 

considering other charateristics of the intramural features, 

such as their location in a structure and their positioning 

relative to artifacts. 

Artifacts. Artifacts are 

distinctive room types either 

architectural traits or independent 

also used to infer 

in conjunction with 

of them. However, low 
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frequencies of floor-contact artifacts are usually found in 

most houses, at many sites, which often prohibits the use of 

this line of evidence (cf. Sires 1984a:374; Huntington 

1986:350). When present, artifacts are used in a number of 

different ways to infer function. For example, unusual 

items, such as mountain sheep horn cores and vessels from an 

earlier phase, provide hints about specialized functions 

(Haury 1976:72; also see Vokes 1989:55). Certain classes of 

artifacts seem to directly indicate a structure's function. 

For example, an abundance of large jars seemingly signifies 

storage (Greenleaf 1975:25; Sayles 1937:82, Plate XVII; Rice 

1987a; see Howard 1988:134-135), while grinding equipment 

and shell suggests habitation (Herron and Ciolek-Torrello 

1987a:52, 58, 1987b:328) or a special-use (Vokes 1989:55). 

Artifact diversity along with architectural characteristics 

are also sometimes employed (Herron and Ciolek-Torrello 

1987a:48, 50, 56). 

Unfortunately, most houses do not retain a complete, or 

even partially complete, systemic inventory. As a result, 

if artifact evidence is given primary importance in 

functional interpretations, in most instances storage will 

go unnoticed because houses usually lack vessels. An 

abundance of large storage jars may be used to infer that 

storage was an aspect of a structure's use; however, it is 

probable that many more structures once contained similar 

inventories but are devoid of such evidence at the time of 
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excavation. 

The consistent absence of certain artifact types from 

rooms (Doyel 1981a:29; Rice 1987a:58) is another criterion 

that has been used, especially if the rooms have other 

distinctive characteristics. Again, the problem with this 

approach is that there is no reason to expect that the 

complete household inventory will remain in every structure 

after abandonment (cf. Schiffer 1985). Similarly, it is 

easy to get caught up in a circular argument: those houses 

lacking certain artifacts found in habitation units are 

storage structures; those houses containing certain 

artifacts are habitation units because they contain 

artifacts not found in other structures. Whereas, in fact, 

the only inference that can legitimately be made is that 

these structures exhibit evidence of different activities or 

evidence of differences in abandonment processes. There is 

no basis for inferring function solely on the grounds of 

incomplete artifact inventories. Nevertheless, when used in 

combination with other lines of evidence, artifacts can 

sometimes be helpful for inferring activities despite the 

general absence of complete tool kits or manufacturing 

debris in Hohokam houses. 

Probably one of the most common traits used to infer 

storage units is the frequency of artifacts. Depending on 

the ethnographic data and the archaeological inferences 

used, it is possible to argue for storage in structures 
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based on both the lack of artifacts and the abundance of 

artifacts. As noted above, structure 6G:8* at Snaketown has 

long been considered a storage room because it contained 

artifacts in abundance (see also Greenwald and Ciolek

Torrello 1987:152; Herron and Ciolek-Torrello 1987a:62). In 

still other instances, structures containing the most 

artifacts are considered to be "core houses" where a variety 

of domestic activities, including storage and craft 

manufacturing, occurred (Rice 1987a). 

In some interpretations, however, it is not the 

abundance of artifacts but their absence that identifies a 

storage unit. Pithouse C at the Calkins Ranch Site (NA2385) 

is inferred "to have been used for storage, based on the 

paucity of artifacts and the [small] size of the unit" 

(Stebbins, Weaver, and Dosh 1981:61). Traces of corn and 

grasses in this room lead the authors to conclude that 

foodstuffs were stored there. Similar inferences have been 

made elsewhere in the Southwest, for example at Broken K 

(Hill 1970) and at the Joint site (Schiffer 1976). 

These different indices of storage behavior are related 

to the fact that different types of items, items that may 

preserve differently (e.g., foodstuffs, ceremonial 

paraphernalia, craft items, and so on) may be stored in 

different types of structures (granaries vs. store rooms-

Dean 1969:28-29). However, at Snaketown in particular, 

evidence from Structure 6G:8* indicates that perishable and 
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non-perishable articles and foodstuffs were sometimes stored 

together. This raises the question as to whether this is a 

third distinctive type of storage structure, whether storage 

was just one of many uses of this structure, or whether it 

reflects typical storage behavior at Snaketown. 

The abundance and nature of the artifacts were the main 

criteria used to reconstruct function of structure 6G:8*. 

Yet, had destructive forces been more severe in this 

structure, or had items been curated or scavenged, the 

inventory would not be so lush. Had conditions and 

processes differed, this structure would not be identifiable 

as a storage unit nor would storage be a use associated with 

this structure. Thus, artifact densities are of limited 

utility in the majority of cases because preservation is 

rarely as good as in structure 6G:8*. 

Often the nature of the artifacts themselves (e.g., 

large jars that will not fit through the doorway; structure 

6G:8* at Snaketown; Canyon Creek Ruin, Haury 1934:139), 

numerous occurrences of the same artifact type (e.g., 15 

harnmmerstones), or the type of activity that a given 

artifact implies (e.g., manufacturing debris) is more 

informative about the use of a structure than simply 

artifact frequency. 

Quality of Construction. Often the quality of 

construction or the level of effort invested in a structure 

is used as a basis for functional interpretation. This has 
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provided a basis for interpretations of occupation span and 

permanence in small, limited-use sites (Rafferty 1985); in 

large, permanently occupied sites 

guide to the duration of use 

it is considered to be a 

or the importance of a 

structure, which in turn is cited as evidence for functional 

variation. Such attributes are evaluated on a relative 

scale so that an average is conceived on the basis of a 

variety of attributes that refect labor and material 

investment. These attributes include: wall construction, 

floor preparation, addition of a formal hearth, entryway, or 

step, structure size, and so forth. Flimsy, small 

structures are presumed to reflect a specialized or limited 

use--the specific use is evaluated on the basis of other 

attributes, such as a hearth (Crown 1985; Greenwald 1988:70; 

Huntington 1986). Substantially constructed and large 

structures are generally thought to reflect specialized use 

at the other extreme--as public meeting or ceremonial rooms 

(Gladwin 1948; Haury 1976; Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg 

1981). 

The difficulty in accessing these criteria is that 

these "special-use" structures, as well as the average 

house, may exhibit some characteristics that indicate a 

substantial investment while other traits that might support 

such an interpretation are lacking. A structure may possess 

a thickly plastered floor and lower walls along with a 

prepared and stepped entryway but lack a hearth or evidence 
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of a substantial superstructure. The majority of structures 

exhibit differing combinations of these attributes, some of 

which may send contradictory messages as to investment, 

value, and use. Furthermore, a structure may lack a hearth 

and prepared floor but show evidence of a raised floor or 

platform. Before such problems can be resolved, it is 

necessary to attempt to account for differences in the 

combination of these characteristics in houses deemed 

average in other ways before their significance can be 

evaluated for less typical structures. However, it should 

be clear at this point that notions of the typical Hohokam 

structure represent a composite--in actuality there is 

considerable variation. 

Summary 

Most studies of Hohokam houses approach the question of 

function in similar ways. A specific set of characteristics 

(size, form, presence of a hearth, artifacts, and so on) are 

used to distinguish room types. Usually, several traits are 

considered together to arrive at functional inferences. A 

few traits (such as the presence of a hearth) are used 

relatively consistently, but, the weight given to anyone 

trait varies from study to study and from data set to data 

set. This results in structures being grouped into an 

established set of functional categories on the basis of 

differing combinations of traits, which are at times 
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contradictory. Inferences from one project are rarely 

tested by others; either it is assumed that the criteria are 

valid or other combinations of traits are used without 

reference to previous studies. The result is adherence to 

pre-established analytic categories with inconsistent means 

of arriving at these functional conclusions; thus, 

comparability has not been achieved. Considerable 

frustration centers on the lack of specificity with which 

the use or function of structures can be discussed. 

Under the assumption that distinctive or specialized 

types of structures exist, usually three to four classes of 

functionally distinct structures are identified (habitation 

rooms, storage units, ceremonial rooms, ramadas, and other 

special-use structures, such as kitchens). Often one of 

these classes is defined by a process of elimination and 

usually this is the dwelling or habitation unit. Extreme 

differences between houses are considered informative and 

are used to signify functional differences. Extremely small 

or extremely large structures and so forth are considered to 

reflect specialized uses while a generalized function is 

assumed for those structures lying between the extremes. In 

general, the greatest number of houses are classified 

together as residential units because they are average in 

many of the characteristics described above. The implication 

is that courtyard groups consist largely of habitation 

structures. As noted above, this inference, which remains 
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largely untested, has important implications for 

interpretating the composition of economically cooperating 

social groups and for population estimates. As will be 

shown below, so-called "habitation units" exhibit a great 

amount of variability; on the basis of one or even two 

traits we cannot predict the presence of other traits 

(Herron, Greenwald and Ciolek-Torrello 1988:447). It is 

argued here that this variability should not be ignored 

because the distinctiveness of these structures may provide 

hints as to how intramural space was used and divided. 

Alternative Approaches 

Some progress along these lines has been made by other 

researchers. For example, although Di Peso (1951; 1956) 

classified room types according to the same functional 

categories as earlier investigators, he combined attributes 

in new ways and introduced additional characteristics, such 

as the presence and positioning of interior features, the 

spatial arrangement of features and structures, the 

placement of floor artifacts, skill in manufacture of the 

structure, and differences in construction of interior 

features (prepared hearths and unprepared firepits). His 

contribution was in identifying interior furnishings and 

regularized divisions in floor space. Although his work on 

house function has been largely ignored, Di Peso pointed out 

that storage, work, and sleeping areas are contained in many 
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house function has been largely ignored, Di Peso pointed. out 

that storage, work, and sleeping areas are contained in many 

rooms--a conclusion that allows one to appreciate why so 

many structures appear to be so similar with reference to 

architectural characteristics and why there are so few 

specialized structures. 

More recently, Doyel (1981a:31) and Sires (1984a, 

1984b) have argued for the overlapping uses of rooms of 

different classes or the multi-functional nature of 

structures. Even 

is still a major 

to the 

so, the search for specialized structures 

objective for many researchers; analyses 

functional classes devised by Sayles and adhere 

Gladwin. The majority of structures are referred to as 

residential structures which, in these studies, are a class 

that receives little further consideration--classification 

becomes an end in itself. 

Preliminary studies of the Snaketown data set (Seymour 

1985, 1986; Seymour and Schiffer 1987) revealed patterns in 

the organization of intramural use-areas based on 

regularities in the relations of features and artifacts. 

Results of this work indicated that structures, often 

classed together on the basis of generalized morphological 

characteristics, vary considerably in the variety and types 

of use-areas present. Furthermore, these patterns suggested 

that the same criteria can be used to distinguish structures 

that were used for a wide variety of purposes from those 



88 

structures of more limited use. This approach alleviates 

the need to defer to traditional functional classifications. 

Subsequently, researchers have applied similar 

approaches and found other cases that resemble the types of 

patterning reported at Snaketown. Huntington (1986) 

analyzed floor artifacts and features at the West Branch 

Site to identify the types of activities represented in 

structures and examined the spatial distribution of 

artifacts and features to define intramural activity areas. 

Similarly, Ciolek-Torrello and Greenwald (1988; also see 

Greenwald 

Torrello 

and 

1987a) 

Ciolek-Torrello 1987; 

have incorporated 

Herron and 

a number 

Ciolek

of the 

charateristics examined at Snaketown in their analysis along 

with insights derived from studies in other culture areas 

(such as at the site of Grasshopper), including the presence 

and positioning of artifacts and interior features in an 

effort to make finer functional distinctions. Howard's 

(1988:141) work indicates that Classic period structures as 

Cas a Buena "functioned primarily as habitation structures 

and included a wide range of associated activities." The 

latter point--that many structures, typically classed as 

habitation structures, exhibit evidence of a wide range of 

activites--approximates the findings of the preliminary 

study at Snaketown. However, the assignment of structures to 

a functional category, even a single class, masks 

variability and does little to highlight the differences in 
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Changing Perspectives on House Types: 

Function vs. Use 

Until recently most studies of Hohokam houses have been 

considered successful once the morphological characteristics 

of a structure were discussed and the function was 

determined. However, efforts to refine notions of house use 

at Snaketown 

and that the 

have revealed that function is a vague concept 

criteria of inclusion into a particular 

functional class are often meaningless and sometimes 

contradictory. The functional types are too restrictive 

because, as Wilk and Netting (1984:5) note, people and 

groups do not function, they act. All too often the 

functional assignment glosses over the specific activities 

that were carried out in a given structure and ignores the 

potential for recognizing activity variability. Furthermore, 

the range of activities and the locations of their 

performance often are forgotten as investigators become 

preoccupied with trying to fit structures neatly into a 

classification. 

Few houses, however, fit cleanly into functional 

classes, usually the majority are lumped together as 

"habitation" structures. Embedded in the term "habitation 

structure" (or residential or dwelling structure) is the 

notion of a family residing together and carrying out a 

range of "normal" household activities within the structure. 
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This descriptive term does not specify the nature of the 

household or co-resident group or the activities it performs 

and whether these are at all variable. Nevertheless, there 

is an acceptance of these terms and their vague 

connotations. I believe that such functional labels lend 

little to understanding how space was used and organized, 

the range of activities carried out, the composition of the 

group residing in a structure, or 

groups using different structures. 

more instructive to identify and 

the relations between 

I suggest that it is 

define the uses of 

structures rather than 

based on ~ priori labels. 

to assume certain characteristics 

The plethora of archaeological studies of the 

organization of space and activities in the last 20 years 

have been the result of an attempt to transcend the vague 

concept of function. Archaeological and ethnoarchaeological 

activity-area studies have focused on identifying activities 

and their spatial structure and organization. Thus far t 

however, few systematic attempts have been made in the 

Hohokam area to approach house variability from this type of 

perspective. While Hohokam researchers have acknowledged 

the need to examine activity areas and forms of space use 

and organization in structures (Ciolek-Torrello and 

Greenwald 1988 t Di Peso 1951 t 1956; Huntington 1986)t these 

approaches are limited to conclusions which are similar to 

their predecessors. This is because little difference exists 
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in the types of data used in analysis and the types of 

categories into which the data are fit. Conceptions about 

the nature of data appropriate to or available for such 

analyses are too restricted and standardized; as a result , 

many fruitful analyses have not been conceived of nor have 

they been attempted. 

Summary 

Courtyard groups and residential areas are now accepted 

as basic elements of Hohokam site structure. Aggregates of 

structures have been identified at Snaketown and many other 

sites. YetI relatively little is known about the uses of 

structures that comprise these groups. As a result , many 

questions remain concerning the interrelations between 

structures in a courtyard group and groups in a residential 

area. In the following chapters the developmental histories 

of specific 

outlined. 

structures 

courtyard groups and residential areas are 

Also , the characteristics of individual 

in courtyard groups and the economic and 

organizational aspects of these groups is discussed. 

However , prior to such discussions it is necessary to 

consider many of the processes that influence the nature of 

the archaeological record at snaketown. 
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CHAPTER 3 

CONTEXTUAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Artifacts from feature and non-feature contexts provide 

the basis for many types of archaeological inferences. In 

later chapters the distribution of cultural remains in 

features across the site and the implications of these 

distributions are discussed. However, prior to such 

discussions it is necessary to evaluate the factors that 

contribute to their presence, their absence, and their 

particular associations in archaeological deposits. 

This chapter is devoted to examining the the nature and 

origin of artifacts found on house floors and fills and in 

associated deposits. Some of the specific and general 

processes responsible for their distributions are discussed. 

The great variability in the nature of remains found in 

houses implies that a broad range of processes has 

contributed to their distribution and frequencies, making 

straightforward interpretations imprudent. Despite this 

reality, house floor and fill artifacts can provide useful 

information on a variety of topics and issues, including 

house use. Some of the more productive ways in which 

artifacts can be used are explored, and special attention is 

given to recognizing those cases where assemblages have been 

severely depleted or redeposited. Once the processes 
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responsible for assemblage variability are understood, 

appropriate methods of analysis can be selected to address 

other issues of current interest. 

Owing to the complexity of issues surrounding the 

relevant contextual characteristics of the site, two 

distinct perspectives are taken in analysis. First, the 

potential processes responsible for the distribution and 

frequencies of artifacts are examined with the individual 

structure serving as the point of reference. Approaches 

which are useful for identifying de facto refuse and sources 

of variability in house floor and fill assemblages are 

explored with each house contributing equally to the 

computed statistics. 

This approach is then Room use, 

long considered one source 

critically examined. 

of variability in floor 

assemblages cannot be ignored nor can the inter-

relationships between structures in discrete spatial groups 

(courtyard groups). Despite acknowledgement of potential 

differences in use between structures analyses of formation 

processes often proceed as 

assemblages, should be 

if assemblages, 

identical in 

or portions of 

all structures 

experiencing the same set of formation processes. This is 

apparent in the types of analyses or indices used to 

determine which houses contain de facto refuse, such as 

whole vessels and so on. When key components of the ideal 

assemblage, (such as whole vessels) are not present in a 
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structure, it is usually concluded that either assemblages 

are depleted or that the activities pursued in a house did 

not require the use of vessels. Distinguishing between 

these instances is often difficult--if not impossible--using 

these more traditional approaches. 

In order to address the issue of differences in the use 

of intramural space while at the same time investigating 

other factors that contribute to house assemblage 

variability, the Snaketown data are subjected to a different 

set of tests. The hypothesis is examined that the 

interrelations between structures 

affects artifact variability, 

in a 

house 

courtyard 

condition, 

group 

and 

abandonment processes. 

courtyard groups and 

together to discover 

Sets of structures--those comprising 

residential areas--are examined 

to what degree their spatial 

association affects artifact variability and frequency. 

Floor Assemblage Variability 

Most archaeologists are aware that the remains 

encountered in a site have been subjected to a number of 

cultural and natural formation processes. Haury and his 

staff at Snaketown were conscious of these processes as is 

clear throughout the archival notes and in the published 

text. They were aware 'of the variety of factors that 
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inventories within them. Haury's 

consideration of formation processes 
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and the artifact 

(1976:62, 68, 198) 

helped avoid improper 

phase assignments in a number of cases. His examples of a 

Sacaton phase house (10G:9) with Snaketown phase vessels in 

floor contact and a Pioneer period floor (9F:1) with an 

intrusive cache of Piman artifacts demonstrate his 

recognition of the basic conditions under which floor 

assemblages were added to and mixed. Likewise, the 

excavators often mentioned houses that appear to have been 

left exposed to the elements 

state Museum Archives, field 

after abandonment (Arizona 

notebooks, and pithouse 

excavation forms). Layers of sterile, water-lain sediment 

or extremely eroded floors provided evidence of natural 

processes that undoubtedly affected an even larger 

percentage of houses. The destructive effects of exposure 

that can gradually lead to the depletion of systemic 

inventories and wear and tear on plastered surfaces are 

clearly illustrated in Haury's (1976:77, Figure 3.29) 

account of the disintegration of a Pima round house. 

Occupied for the last time in 1934 and then burned, the 

house had decayed to an almost unrecognizable state after a 

period of thirty years when Haury reexamined it. 

Sayles (1937:82) and Haury (1976:75) both noted the 

scarcity of artifacts on house floors at .Snaketown. 

However, despite the general accuracy of these observations, 



96 

there is considerable variability in the contents of houses, 

which ranges from no artifacts or sherds in floor contact to 

over 400 artifacts plus sherds. In fact, Snaketown has some 

of the richest floor assemblages so far discovered in the 

Hohokam area. 

In analysing the Snaketown assemblages I have explored 

some of the processes that have contributed to this 

variability in order to establish a basis for inferring the 

kinds and locations of activities that centered in houses 

(house use). In order to discover some of the sources of 

this variability it is necessary to (1) identify the origin 

of artifacts found on house floors, (2) reconstruct the 

systemic household assemblage, (3) examine the various types 

of abandonment processes, (4) identify evidence for 

different types of house filling, and (5) understand refuse 

disposal behavior. In this and the following chapter these 

issues are explored in an effort to make sound inferences 

concerning house use and activity performance. 

The Role of Artifacts in Archaeological Analysis 

Artifacts found on the floor of a structure have 

assumed a role of considerable importance in archaeological 

analyses. Despite Schiffer's (1972, 1976, 1985, 1987) 

repeated attempts to suggest otherwise, floor artifacts are 
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often treated as if they are de facto refuse prior to any 

justification of this assumption. Thus, the first task is 

to distinguish those cases where floor contact artifacts are 

likely to be de facto refuse and those in which they are 

not, and if not, to determine what these artifacts represent 

and how they might still be prudently used in analysis. This 

is accomplished by examining the frequencies, classes, and 

spatial arrangement of artifacts on house floors. Some of 

the processes contributing to the depletion of floor 

assemblages or the systemic inventory are explored. 

Similarly, ways of differentiating depleted and low 

frequency assemblages of de facto refuse (and other types of 

refuse representative of the systemic inventory) from 

redeposited refuse are examined with reference to variations 

in house use and abandonment processes. 

Artifacts often find their way into house fills as 

trash--a typical mode of discard in the southwestern United 

States and elsewhere. For this reason considerable 

attention has been given to distinguishing artifacts found 

in contact with the floor from those found in the fill. The 

presumption has been made that those on the floor more 

likely reflect activities associated with a structure than 

those recovered from 

viewed largely as 

the fill; fill artifacts have been 

later additions to the pithouse 

depression. However, it is becoming increasingly clear that 

fill artifacts in some cases are de facto refuse or are 
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otherwise related to, and therefore, informative about, the 

use of the structure. 

At Snaketown some specific cultural factors can be 

identified as being responsible for the presence of 

artifacts in the fill which are informative about structure 

use. First, some structures exhibit evidence of platforms or 

storage benches on which artifacts rested. Upon the 

destruction of the house, many artifacts settled above the 

floor, interspersed among debris from the platform, walls, 

and roof. Second, some structures exhibit evidence of raised 

floors. Artifacts originally resting on these floors and 

found in the fill would, in fact, be more representative of 

house use than artifacts that lay below the raised floor and 

are contact with the earthen pithouse floor. Third, vessels 

were sometimes stacked on top of one another or rested as 

lids on other vessels. This sometimes raised them above the 

floor by nearly a meter (see below). Artifacts were also 

enclosed in vessels and in some cases were dispersed among 

the structural debris as pots shattered when the house 

collapsed. 

Furthermore, artifacts which are not trash may be 

situated in house fills when overlying occupation layers, 

post-dating the use of a house, are excavated as part of a 

general homogeneous house fill layer. In such cases, where 

the intermediate occupation surface was not identified, 

artifacts specifically associated with the surface would not 
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have been distinguished. Similarly, a later cache or 

cremation may be positioned so as to be on the floor or in 

the fill of a structure. If the intrusion is not detected 

these artifacts will be incorporated into the house floor or 

fill assemblage. other artifacts may have been placed in 

the fill of the house at or after abandonment, perhaps as 

ritual or dedicatory objects--a suggestion made by Gregory 

(1984:81-84) for the Siphon Draw Site. At other sites 

(Refs) suggestions have been made that artifacts were stored 

on the roof of some structures; upon the destruction or 

deterioration of the structure these artifacts are inferred 

to have collapsed into the house depression, mixing with 

other contents of the fill. While no evidence of this type 

of storage was found at Snaketown, it is suggested as one of 

the many processes that can contribute to the presence of de 

facto refuse in house fills. Thus, fill artifacts must be 

examined along with floor artifacts to determine how 

representative they might be of activities occurring in the 

structure or on later occupation surfaces. 

Even though examples of some of these process are not 

in evidence at Snaketown, they are mentioned because at 

snaketown house fills were described as homogeneous fill and 

consequently were dug as one unit (during the 1964-1965 

season). Because in most structures a clear layer of 

structural debris was lacking, artifacts filling the house 

depression and those in a stratigraphically higher position 
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were collected together as one unit. Thus, fill artifacts 

from a Pioneer period house may include artifacts from as 

late as the Sedentary period. 

Clearly, many other processes are responsible for 

artifacts finding their way into house fills which are 

unrelated to the structure's use (cf. Seymour and Schiffer 

1987). Considerable confusion and misinterpretation may 

result when such processes are not taken into account. 

However, even secondary refuse can be informative about the 

structure and organization of activities at a site if 

properly analyzed. 

Typically, secondary refuse is considered only 

marginally useful in analyses. As Hayden and Cannon (1983) 

point out, few efforts have been made to discover how 

secondary refuse might contribute to our understanding of a 

site, despite the fact that most artifacts in a site consist 

of secondary refuse. The presence or absence of secondary 

or redeposited refuse in house fills and on floors must be 

established before proceeding to other types of analyses. 

Secondary refuse can provide information relevant to 

questions of house use and activity performance if its 

general origin and the 

can be identified. 

which this type of 

processes leading to its deposition 

When the particular conditions under 

cultural material is expected can be 

refuse can be reliably used to make specified secondary 

inferences concerning activity performance and use-areas. 
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Under certain circumstances, even trash deposits may 

supplement data from other sources. 

Secondary refuse deposits may reveal or confirm 

patterns that are otherwise only subtly suggested by other 

types of remains. Rather than entirely excluding secondary 

refuse from analysis, different analytical approaches must 

be used that are appropriate to the scale of investigation. 

Results must be judged in terms of sliding scales and 

relative degrees of confidence and conclusions as to the 

actual locations of activity performance must be phrased 

with less specificity. 

Assessing the Representativeness of Artifact Assemblages 

The first objective is to discern how representative 

the archaeological assemblages are of the original systemic 

inventory. This is a complicated process, one that requires 

a consideration of a variety of issues. A number of indices 

are applied and criteria examined with reference to the 

Snaketown data to detect structures that contain de facto 

refuse, to identify provisional 

discover which assemblages 

and primary refuse, and to 

are depleted or non-

representative of the original household assemblage. 



102 

Comparable and Composite Assemblages 

Before proceeding it is necessary to specify the focus 

of analysis and to point out how it departs from traditional 

approaches. A typical assumption is that significant 

functional differences are not present between most Hohokam 

structures--because most are inferred to be dwellings. 

Therefore, the individual structure is usually the unit of 

analysis. Thus, it follows that basic differences between 

houses will not contribute to variations in artifact 

assemblages of houses, 

associations with other 

regardless 

structures. 

of their spatial 

Variations in 

frequencies and distributions of artifacts are, therefore, 

analyzed as if they result from any of a variety of cultural 

and natural formation processes acting on a set of 

assemblages that are similar or comparable in the systemic 

context. 

However, it is necessary to reiterate the point that 

structures at Snaketown, in the Hohokam area, and in many 

other portions of the world do not appear as isolated 

entities on the site landscape. Rather, most structures at 

Snaketown are found in the context of courtyard groups. The 

spatial proximity of structures that comprise these groups 

introduces the possibility that together these structures 

represent an economically cooperating social unit--an issue 

discussed in Chapter 11. Given this possibility it is 
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necessary to explore the relations between structures in 

courtyard groups to discover if this factor contributes to 

differences in the distribution and frequencies of artifacts 

in individual houses. 

If the courtyard group as a whole, including each of 

the constituent structures and the open space they surround, 

represents the basic household unit, it is necessary to 

examine the floor assemblages of all the structures in a 

group together. For this reason, analyses are conducted in 

order to investigate whether or not: 1) the presence of a 

structure in a courtyard group, 2) the size of a courtyard 

group (number of structures), and 3) the time of abandonment 

relative to the occupation of that particular segment of the 

site contribute to variation in floor assemblages. 

If each or most of the structures in a group enclose 

different types or combinations of use-areas the floor 

assemblages found in each structure should reflect, to some 

degree, this variation in use and activities. If this 

assumption is correct, then the basic household assemblage 

ought to be dispersed among the structures in a courtyard 

group with artifacts distributed according to the activities 

pursued in each of the structures. 

Given this reasoning, it is expected that lower 

of artifacts will be densities and lower diversities 

expected in each structure 

of structures) increases. 

as courtyard group size (number 

This is because the basic 
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household assemblage ought to be present and similar to that 

of large courtyard groups because the same basic range of 

activities (eating, sleeping, cooking, etc.) would 

presumably be carried out in both small and large courtyard 

groups. The basic household assemblage should be 

distributed among fewer houses in small courtyard groups so 

more artifacts should be present in each house relative to 

large courtyard groups (assuming the operation of similar 

formation processes). However, it is possible that 

assemblages in these smaller groups may be less diverse 

because fewer auxiliary activities may have taken place than 

in large courtyard groups. 

Therefore, the composite assemblages from the houses in 

a courtyard group should be the focus of analyses. Some 

structures may exhibit more specialized assemblages-

measured by low diversity--while others may be more 

generalized in nature--recognized by a higher diversity 

index (cf. Schiffer 1987). 

Another working hypothesis is that the latest abandoned 

structures in any portion of the site ought to present the 

richest composite assemblages. Furthermore, late-abandoned 

small courtyard groups should exhibit the richest 

assemblages in terms of diversity and density in its 

constituent houses. Artifacts making up the assemblages in 

the longest-lived, latest abandoned courtyard groups may 

have had a greater time to accumulate and thus may be richer 
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and more diverse than in short-lived or earlier abandoned 

courtyard groups. Post-occupational scavenging of materials 

would be less intensive in the latest abandoned courtyard 

groups because the site was abandoned. In early abandoned 

houses, material would likely be removed and reused by the 

occupants of new houses in new courtyard groups. Thus, it is 

inferred that late-abandoned large courtyard groups will 

exhibit relatively rich assemblages as compared to earlier 

abandoned large groups in the same area of the site. 

However, individual structures in large courtyard groups 

will appear impoverished as compared to individual 

structures in small courtyard groups overall. This is 

because artifacts should be dispersed across a larger 

number of structures than in small courtyard groups. Large 

courtyard groups may exhibit a more specialized range of 

artifacts in any given structure in addition to the basic 

household assemblage; structures in small courtyard groups 

should have more generalized assemblages. This basic 

household assemblage should be identifiable when the 

inventories of courtyard groups are compared. 

Throughout the following discussion the results of 

various analyses are presented. First, individual 

structures are examined as if each contained comparable 

assemblages. Artifact density, diversity, condition, and the 

presence of reconstructable vessels are discussed. 

Then, artifact distribution and frequency is examined 
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with reference to courtyard groups where the composite 

assemblages of spatially related structures are considered 

together. With this approach, differences in the types of 

kinds and spatial arrangement of activities (use-areas) in 

structures must be considered as potentially important 

factors (see Chapters 6-8). The results of these analyses 

provide a basis for the approach followed in subsequent 

chapters. 

Identifying De Facto Refuse 

In Individual structures 

The first set of analyses is based on the assumption 

in structures were originally that the assemblages 

comparable. Several indices of de facto refuse are 

examined, including artifact quantities, artifact diversity, 

and the presence of reconstructable vessels. These 

approaches specify how de facto refuse might be identified 

under the best of circumstances at Snaketown. They provide 

a rough measure of 

refuse--the good 

means. As noted, 

houses that do likely contain de facto 

or classical cases are identified by this 

such an approach does not identify all 

houses with de facto refuse; other methods must be used that 

are sensitive to variability in the original systemic 

inventory. other approaches are also necessary to establish 

which structures do not contain de facto refuse and those 
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houses that contain secondary refuse deposits. By focusing 

first on the contents of individual houses and by assuming 

their comparability the need for these other approaches 

becomes apparent. 

Artifact Quantities 

Artifact frequency is a 

determining whether or not 

refuse (cf. Schiffer 1987). 

commonly used criterion for 

a structure contains de facto 

Often it is assumed that high 

artifact counts represent a relatively intact systemic 

inventory, while low frequencies are thought to contain only 

the remnants of the original household inventory. 

Differences in quantities of artifacts between structures at 

a site may result from a number of different formation 

processes, but a variety of systemic behaviors can also 

contribute to variations in artifact frequencies (Schiffer 

1987:279). 

By calculating artifact frequencies among houses, one 

can characterize the range of variation--a portion of which 

may be attributed to the affects of formation processes. In 

assuming comparability, structures containing the highest 

frequencies, by default, provide the standard against which 

all others are compared. This means that conclusions are 

often drawn from an extremely small sample of houses because 

so many structures are devoid of floor artifacts. As a 

result, notions about house use and associated activities in 
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structures with 

interpretations 

few 

that 

artifacts 

are based 

are potentially biased by 

on houses with rich 

assemblages. However, the consequences of such biases should 

be minimal if the assumption of comparability between 

structures is accepted. 

The artifact counts from 

presented in Table 3.1 conform 

impoverished inventories noted 

the 1964-1965 

to the overall 

by previous 

expedition 

pattern of 

researchers. 

(Sherd counts are excluded from these figures.) Indeed, 74 

percent of the Sacaton phase house floors contained five or 

fewer artifacts as compared to 81 percent of the pre-Sacaton 

house floors. If this measure is accepted, one must 

conclude that relatively few houses contain quantities of de 

facto refuse that are representative of the original 

systemic inventory. 

As is argued below, this measure is most insightful 

when used in combination with other indices and criteria. 

Furthermore, it is necessary to understand something about 

the nature of the systemic inventory--its typical content, 

characteristics of its distribution, and its specialized 

variations--before a determination can be made as to whether 

variations in frequencies are the result of formation 

processes (including depletion) or unique characteristics of 

house use in the systemic context. 
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Table 3.1A. 

Sedentary Period Ploor Artifacts (1964-1965) 

House # 0 1-5 6-10 11-20 21+ Burned 
SF:1 X X 
5F:3 X X 
5F:4 X 
SF:S X 
SF:7 X 
5G:1 X 
5G:2 X X 
5G:4 X X 
5G:6 X 
5G:8 X 
5G:9 X 
5G:10 X X 
5G:11 X 
5G:12 X X 
5G:13 X 
5G:14 X 
6G:1 X 
6G:3 X X 
8B:1 X X 
SE:3 X X 
8E:9 X 
8E:12 X 
8F:2? X 
8F:4 X 
8F:S X 
9F:3? X 
9F:4 X X 
9F:6 X X 
9F:10 X 
9G:3 X X 
10D:1 X 
10D:3 X 
10F:! X X 
10F:2 X 
10F:3 X X 
10F:4 X X 
10F:S X X 
10F:6 X 
10F:7 X 
lOF:8 X 
10F:9 X 
10F:IO X 
10F:!1 X X 
10F:12 X 
10F:!3 X 
10F:14 X 
10F:!5 X 
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Table 3.1A. (continued) 

Sedentary Period rloor Artifacts (1964-1965) 

House I 0 1-5 6-10 11-20 21+ Burned 
10F:16 X 
10F:17 X 
10F:18 X 
10F:19 X X 
10F:21 X 
10F: 22 X 
10F: 23 X 
10F:24 X 
10G:2 X 
10G:3 X 
10G:4 X X 
10G:6 X X 
10G:8 X 
10G:9 X X 
10G:10 X 
10G:12? X X 
10G:13 ORIGINALLY DUG IN 1934-1935 
10G:16 ORIGINALLY DUG IN 1934-1935 X 
10G:18 X X 
10H:l X 
10I :1 X 
101:2 X 
10I:3 X 
10I :5 X X 
10J:l X 
10J:2 X 
10J:3 X 
10J:4 X 
10J:6 X 
10J:7 X 
10J:8? X 
10J:9 X 
11F:l? X 
I1F:5 X 
11F:7B? ? 
I1F:8 X 
IlF:9 X 
11F:10 X 
11F:14 X X 
I1F:15 X 
III :2 X 
l1I:3 X X 
III: 4 X X 
I1J:1 X X 
I1J:2 X 

TOTAL 25 39 11 7 6 29 //89 
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Notes on Table 3.1A: 

--8F:2 may be Sacaton in age; the one complete vessel in the 
structure is Sacaton and the largest number of datable 
sherds date to the sacaton phase. Two incomplete Santa Cruz 
vessels are on floor, along with sherds from all periods. 
--9F:3 may be Sacaton: Compare Haury 1976:175 and 362; also 
see Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg 1981:Table 5; also notes 
in ASM Archives indicate that this structure is later than 
10F:23 and lOF:26 which date to the Sacaton phase. 
--10G:12 has same burn as 10G:16 and the latter is dated to 
the Sacaton. However, 10G:16 was dug as 10G:6 in 1934-1935 
and notes say it was unburned. 
--10J:8 may be Sacaton; only 6 decorated sherds were 
recovered from fill and floor combined but all are Sacaton; 
charred corn recovered but not dated. 
--11F:1 may be Sacaton; Sacaton and Santa Cruz mix of sherds 
on floor, Sacaton sherds in fill; originally dated to 
Sacaton by Haury (1976:362). 
--11F:7B: Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg (1981:Table 5) 
dates this structure as Sacaton whereas Haury (1976) 
originally dated it as Gila Butte. 
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Table 3.1B. 

Colonial Period Ploor Artifacts (1964-1965) 

House I 0 1-5 6-10 11-20 21+ Burned 
SF:6 X 
SF:S X X 
SG:S X X 
SG:7 X 
6G:2 X 
6G:4 X 
SE:2 X 
SE:6 X 
SE:7 X 
SE:S X 
SE:11 X 
SF:l X 
SF:3 X 
9E:l X 
9E:3 X X 
9E:7 X 
9E:9 X 
9F:2 X 
9F:S X X 
9F:9 X 
9G:2 X 
9I:1 X 
9I:2 X 
10D:4 X 
10F:2SB X 
10F:26 X 
10G:7 X 
10G:11 X 
lOG:14 X 
10G:1S X 
10G:17 X 
10I:4 X 
IlF:13 X 
11H:1 X 

TOTAL 17 12 2 3 0 4 II 39 
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Table 3.1e. 

Pioneer Period Ploor Artifacts (1964-1965) 

House I 0 1-5 6-10 11-20 21+ Burned 
SF:2 X 
7H:l X X 
8E:l X 
8E:4 X 
8E:lO X 
8E:13 X 
8E:14 X 
9E:2 X X 
9E:4 X 
9E:S X X 
9E:6 
9E:8 X 
9F:l XPlMA 
9F:7 X 
9G:l X 
9G:4 X 
9G:S X 
9G:6 X 
lOF:20 X 
lOF:2SA X 
lOG:l X 
lOG:19 X 
lOG:20 X 
lOG:21 X 
lOJ:S X 
llF:6 X 
llF:7A X 
llF:l1 X 
llF:12 X X 
111:1 X 
lSE:l X X 

TOTAL 12 10 3 3 2 5 II 30 
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Artifact Condition 

One possible way to refine artifact frequency as a 

measure of de facto refuse would be to examine the condition 

of floor artifacts. Regrettably, information on artifact 

condition for the Snaketown sample was seldom available. 

Such analysis 

the artifacts 

would require a complete examination of all 

found in structures--a task too enorMOUS for 

present purposes and partially unrealistic since sume of the 

Snaketown artifacts are no longer available for analysis. 

However, such an approach may prove informative in future 

analyses of other site material. 

It should be made clear that the presence of 

fragmentary or wornout artifacts does not in itself 

demonstrate unconditionally that the items were not part of 

the systemic inventory prior to abandonment. Incomplete or 

wornout tools and ornaments may be retained for potential 

reuse (cf. Hayden and Cannon 1983; Deal 1985). Whether or 

not they are retained may depend on the value they possess 

as raw materials, heirlooms, ritual objects, or as 

signifiers of social position. Hoffman (1974:44) provides 

an example of such behavior and its justification in the 

site of Hierakonpolis in Upper Egypt. Objects of 

antiquarian or cultic value may be kept even when broken and 

may occasionally be mended. Because it is likely that 

different objects or classes of objects possess different 

relative values, which may be monetary, sentimental, social, 
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or symbolic in nature, one would expect differential 

treatment of objects. This is consistent with conclusions 

reached by Hayden and Cannon (1983) and Deal (1985). Thus, 

when considering the eventual abandonment of broken, as well 

as whole artifacts, such considerations must be factored in. 

Rather than simply examining the presence or absence of 

broken artifacts in a specific context, it may be more 

useful to consider the nature, proportion, and placement of 

the items in a specific intramural context, the frequencies 

in which they occur between similar and different context 

types, and the types of items consistently associated. 

Artifact Diversity 

Artifact diversity, or the range of types of artifacts, 

is advocated by Schiffer (1987:281-2) as a sensitive measure 

of de facto refuse. As he notes, primary refuse or discrete 

deposits of secondary refuse.. from highly specialized 

activities exhibit low diversity. Greater diversity is found 

in deposits that contain debris from a wide range of 

activities and as a result greater diversity is often a good 

measure of secondary refuse. Yet, since many Hohokam 

structures are thought to have been used for a variety of 

activities artifact diversity may indicate the presence of a 

relatively intact house inventory (or household inventory, 

if the assumption of comparabilty is accepted). Thus, 

artifact diversity may be used as a measure of the range of 
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activities performed, as well as the presence or absence of 

de facto refuse. 

Most structures exhibit relatively high diversity 

relative to the number of artifacts in a given structure. 

The diversity index is measured by dividing the number of 

different types of artifacts into the absolute number of 

artifacts present in each structure. In approximately three

quarters (n = 63; 74 percent) of the structures with more 

than one artifact (n = 85), half or more of the artifacts in 

the structure are of different types (Table 3.2). Thus, 

using artifact diversity as a measure, it must be concluded 

that in most houses either a wide range of activities are 

represented or that most contain secondary refuse. How~ver, 

Schiffer (1987:281-282) advocates care when using this index 

because a number of factors can contribute to variations in 

artifact diversity. Furthermore, many of these structures 

exhibit low diversity relative to the classes of artifacts 

present in the general site inventory (see below) and many 

exhibit 

reasons 

extremely low 

it is useful 

artifact frequencies. For these 

to measure artifact diversity along 

with artifact frequency to arrive at reliable inferences. 

To some extent, the variety or diversity of artifacts 

in structures at Snaketown increases proportionally with the 

number of artifacts present (Table 3.2). However, artifact 

diversity is high in most structures that have just two and 

three artifacts; close to 30 percent of structures with more 
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Table 3.2. 

Artifact Diversity, Floor Artifacts: 1964-1965 

House I Period I Artifacts I Different T!~es I Vessels 
5F:l SAC 8+ 6 
5F:2 PIO 3 3 
5F:3 SAC 0-1 1 
5F:4 SAC 14 7 1 
5F:5 SAC 10 6 
5F:6 COL 0 
5F:7 SAC 24+ 13+ 2 
5F:8 COL 0 
5G:l SAC 7 5 
5G:2 SAC 12 B 1 
5G:4 SAC 28 3 
5G:6 SAC 5 4 
5G:7 COL 0 
5G:8 SAC 0 
5G:9 SAC 0 
5G:I0 SAC 11-13 5-7 
5G:ll SAC 0 
5G:12 SAC 6 3 
5G:13 SAC 0 
5G:14 SAC 0 
6G:l SAC 61 4 
6G:2 COL 16-17 7-B 1 
6G:3 SAC 56 7 3 
6G:4 COL 1 1 
7H:l PIO 7 6 
BB:1 SAC B5-105+ 19 1 
8E:l PIO 3 3 
BE:2 COL 0 
BE:3 SAC 1 1 
BE:4 PIO 4 2 2 
8E:5 ?? 0 
BE:6 COL 3 3 1 
BE:7 COL 3 2 
BE:B COL 2 2 
SE:9 SAC 0 
BE:IO PIO 3 3 
SE:ll COL 0 
BE:12 SAC 1 1 
SE:13 PIO 1 1 
SE:14 PIO 0 
8F:l COL 0 
8F:2 ?? 3 1 1 
SF:3 COL 0 
BF:4 SAC 3 2-3 
SF:5 SAC 2 2 
9E:l COL 2 2 
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Table 3.2. (continued) 

Artifact Diversity 

House I Period I Artifacts I Different T!~es I Vessels 
9E:2 PIO 33 12 8 
9E:3 COL 3 2 
9E:4 PIO 26 12 1 
9E:5 PIO 3 2 
9E:6 PIO 8-11 7-8 
9E:7 COL 2 1 
9E:8 PIO 0 
9E:9 PIO 6 3 
9E:10 ?? 0 
9E:11 ?? 3 3 
9F:1 PIO 
9F:2 COL 0 
9F:3 ?? 0-2 2 
9F:4? SAC 9-12 6-9 1 
9F:5 ?? 0 
9F:6 SAC 0 
9F:7 PIO 0 
9F:8 COL II? 3 
9F:9 COL 0 
9F:10 SAC 0 
9G:1 PIO 0 
9G:2 COL 0 
9G:3 SAC 2 2 1 
9G:4 PIO 0 
9G:5 PIO 4 3 
9G:6 PIO 1 1 
9I:1 COL 2 2 
9I:2 COL 0 
100:1 SAC 2 2 
100:2 ?? 0 
100:3 SAC 2 2 
100:4 COL 18 5 
10F:1 SAC 6-7 6 
10F:2 SAC 1 1 
10F:3 SAC 5 3 
10F:4 SAC 1 1 
10F:5 SAC 7 4 
10F:6 SAC 0 
10F:7 SAC 0 
10F:8 SAC 1 1 
10F:9 SAC 5 2 
10F:10 SAC 3 3 
10F:11 SAC 10-15+ 11 
10F:12 SAC 1 1 
10F:13 SAC 0 
10F:14 SAC 2 2 
10F:15 SAC 6-8 5-7 
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Table 3.2. (continued) 

Artifact Diversity 

Bouse I Period I Artifacts I Different TI:2es I Vessels 
10F:16 SAC 6-7 5-6 
10F:17 SAC 0 
10F:18 SAC 0 
10F:19 SAC 9 6 
10F:20 PIa 3 2 
10F:21 SAC 4 2 
10F:22 SAC 2 1 
10F:23 SAC 1 1 
10F:24 SAC 0-2 0-1 
10F:25A PIa 1? 1 
10F:25B COL 0 
10F:26 COL a 
10F:27 ?? 0 
10F:28 ?? 0 
10G:1 PIa 0 
10G:2 SAC 1 1 
10G:3 SAC 5 1 
10G:4 SAC 2-3 3 
10G:5 ?? 1 1 
10G:6 SAC 2 1 
10G:7 COL 1 1 
10G:8 SAC 4-8+ 4-5 
10G:9 SAC 8-9 4-5 3 
10G:10 SAC 3 3 
10G:11 COL 0 
10G:12 SAC 0 
10G:13 SAC 13+ 9 
10G:14 COL 0 
10G:15 COL 0 
10G:16 SAC 3+ 3 
10G:17 COL 0 
10G:18 SAC 0 
10G:19 PIa 8 6 
10G:20 PIa 0 
10G:21 PIa 0 
10H:1 SAC 1 1 
101:1 SAC 34 4 1 
101:2 SAC 0 
101:3 SAC 15 10 1 
101:4 COL 0 
101:5 SAC 0 
10J:l SAC 5-6 4-5 
10J:2 SAC 3 3 
10J:3 SAC 14-20 11 
10J:4 SAC 0 
10J:5 PIO 0 
10J:6 SAC 0 
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Table 3.2. (continued) 

Artifact Diversity 

House I Period I Artifacts I Different TIlI!es I Vessels 
10J:7 SAC 0 
10J:8 SAC 3 2 
10J:9 SAC 4 1 1 
11F:1 11 1 1 
11F:2 11 0-1 0-1 
11F:3 1? 0 
11F:5 SAC 5 3 
11F:6 PIO 1-2 1-2 
11F:7A PIO 
IIF:7B SAC 
11F:8 SAC 01 
11F:9 SAC 11 1 
11F:IO SAC 3 3 
I1F:ll PIO 5 5 
11F:12 PIO 11 3 
11F:13 COL 1 1 
11F:14 SAC 0 
I1F:15 SAC 1 1 
11H:1 COL 8 6 
111:1 PIO 2 1 
111:2 SAC 2 2 
111:3 SAC 6 3 
Ill: 4 SAC 1 1 
IIJ:l SAC 3 3 
I1J:2 SAC 415 3 
15E:1 PIO 12 6 4 
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than one artifact have two or three artifacts all of which 

are different types. This likely indicates that these 

structures are highly depleted. 

Hypothetically, diversity should continue to increase 

along with artifact frequency until a basic number or set of 

artifacts is present. This, in fact, is the case. Yet, in 

houses with 10 or more artifacts there is generally a 

duplication of types present rather than an addition of new 

artifact types. In part this may be explained by the fact 

that many of the additional artifact classes in the general 

site inventory occur in extremely low frequencies. On the 

other hand, ten basic artifact types may represent all those 

items necessary for, and the byproducts resulting from, the 

performance of the range of activities normally associated 

with any particular structure. Thus, the basic house 

assemblage may be composed of somewhere between three and 10 

different artifacts. 

In the 9 cases where density is extremely high (between 

20 and 415 artifacts) five contain fewer than 10 distinct 

types while the remainder possess under 20 types. 

Duplication of already existing types accounts for the high 

frequencies of artifacts in all but one of these structures. 

There are exceptionally high frequencies of shell 

manufacturing debris and ornaments in six structures. 

Multiple occurrences of. other artifact types (turquoise 

beads and ceramic vessels) accounts for the high frequencies 
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of artifacts in two additional structures. 

Whether overall diversity is high or low, many items in 

the assemblage may represent duplicate occurrences of 

already existing artifact types. Multiple or duplicate 

occurrences can be a measure of de facto refuse, primary 

refuse, or provisional refuse and can provide hints as to 

the locations and types of use-areas present. For example, 

a structure with one turquoise bead or copper bell must be 

evaluated differently than a house with 24 beads or 28 bells 

that are presumably from the same necklace (part of a 

composite artifact; e.g., 5G:4 and 6G:8*). The 24 beads may 

provide evidence of de facto refuse. In contrast, one 

turquoise bead could have been lost and may be an indication 

of the depleted nature of the inventory of a structure. The 

frequency and diversity of other artifacts in the same 

context provide a basis for evaluating the completness of 

the inventory. 

The multiple occurrences of shell manufacturing debris 

noted above (or the byproducts of other activities) may, in 

some cases, represent primary refuse; the location of this 

material within the structure (such as near the hearth) may 

provide insights into their origin. The presence of or 

association between tools used to manufacture shell 

ornaments can provide hints as to whether or not, and how 

severely, the assemblage is depleted. 

Similarly, 8 manos (6E:1*) and 5 ab~lding stones (8B:1) 
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in a single structure may indicate storage activities, 

particularly if their location within the structure is taken 

into account (such as near the walls or under a platform). 

The abundance of these items may indicate something of the 

nature of activities carried out in the structure but, 

depending on their condition and previous or potential use 

for other tasks, may also represent provisional refuse. 

Their presence in these structures with high frequencies and 

considerable diversity of artifacts indicates they were 

stored items, whereas high duplication coupled with overall 

low diversity might indicate a severely depleted assemblage. 

Association criterion 

The diversity of artifacts in a structure in 

combination with the absolute number of artifacts can be a 

relatively reliable indicator of the presence of de facto 

refuse, of whether the assemblage is depleted or not, and of 

the range or specific types of activities carried out by its 

inhabitants. However, in actuality, the relationships 

between artifact frequency and diversity are quite varied 

and in such cases a consideration of the association between 

artifacts can be informative. 

Consideration of the relationship between these various 

measures (density, diversity, and association) is warranted, 

particularly when potential differences in house use are 

considered. One question that arises is: How few artifacts 
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can a structure contain and still possess representative or 

undepleted de facto refuse? One way to address this 

question is to examine the number of different types of 

artifacts represented (diversity) and the relatedness of the 

artifacts in terms of the uses to which they are put or the 

events or activities they result from (association) rather 

than the absolute number of artifacts in any given 

structure. This approach allows a distinction to be made 

between what may be remnants of more generalized and more 

specialized assemblages in structures, independent of, and 

in relation to, density measures. On this basis it may be 

possible to identify cases where specialized and generalized 

assemblages are represented and to distinguish severely 

depleted assemblages from more complete assemblages. 

The higher the frequency and the lower the diversity 

the greater likelihood that the assemblage is specialized, 

particularly 

established 

frequency and 

when an association between artifacts can be 

to supplement conclusions. The higher the 

the higher the diversity the more generalized 

the assemblage; again, the association criterion can be used 

to substantiate or alter this conclusion. When an 

association between artifacts can be inferred in structures 

with relatively low 

sometimes be used 

artifact densities this criterion can 

to distinguish between depleted 

assemblages and small, specialized assemblages. 

The degree of association between artifacts may be 
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evaluated on the basis of the inferred uses and origin of 

artifacts present. Many tasks require or result in more 

than one class of artifact; for exampie, a mano and a metate 

are needed to grind corn. When one of these complementary 

artifacts (e.g., the mano or metate) is absent from the 

assemblage, it may be argued that the assemblage is 

depleted. Minimally one would expect the tool(s) and the 

byproduct or the finished product to be present; for example 

if shell manufacturing debris is present one might also 

expect a shell working tool (such as a reamer) and a 

finished shell ornament (such as a ring) to be present as 

well. In essence, the association criterion takes into 

account the completeness of the assemblage on the basis of 

complete or partial tool kits and primary refuse. Inferences 

regarding the missing components of an 

on functional interpretations about 

present and judgments concerning the 

assemblage are based 

the artifact classes 

necessary tools and 

byproducts (material correlates) of a particular activity. 

Few structures exhibit any degree of association 

between artifacts, indicating that most are depleted. Even 

those where some degree of association can be established 

between some artifacts (Appendix E: SF:S; 5F:7; 5G:IO; 6G:l; 

6G:2; 6G:3; 7H:2; 8B:l; 8F:S?; 9E:4; lOF:IO; lOF:16; IlJ:l; 

IlJ:2?), other essential items in a tool kit are absent, 

again indicating that assemblages are depleted. However, in 

such cases where some degree of association can be seen, it 
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is sometimes possible to infer the nature of some of the 

activities carried out in the structures if supplementary 

evidence (including secondary refuse in other contexts) is 

available to reinforce conclusions. 

The usefulness of the association criterion may be seen 

by comparing two houses, each of which has four artifacts of 

four different classes. One structure has four artifacts 

used for or resulting from four entirely different purposes 

(unrelated tasks) while the other has four artifacts, all 

related in some way to shell manufacturing. In the first 

case, the assemblage is likely either severely depleted or 

it is secondary refuse; there are few artifacts and no 

connection can be made between the artifacts in terms of one 

or more specific tasks or a set of related tasks. In the 

second case, it is possible to suggest that a specialized 

assemblage is represented and that the assemblage is not 

necessarily depleted. Yet, the possibility exists that a 

portion of the assemblage that was used for other activities 

may be absent. 

Other examples are provided by structure lOF:15, which 

has nine artifacts of seven different types (metate, worked 

sherd, 2 river cobbles [anvils?], polishing stone, 

hammerstone, 2 shaped support stones, trivet), and structure 

lOF:IO, which has three artifacts of three different types 

(pestle, pigment, and raw clay). Both structures exhibit 

relatively high degrees of diversity, despite differences in 
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these are generalized 

refuse. However, by 

artifact frequencies; this suggests 

assemblages and probably secondary 

examining the association between artifacts another 

dimension of clarity is added. 

structure lOF:10 is a particularly good illustration of 

the value of the association criterion. In this structure 

many of the artifacts are implements or raw materials that 

may have been used for pottery manufacturing. This suggests 

that this diverse assemblage is likely specialized rather 

than generalized. With three artifacts, all three of 

different classes (pestle, raw clay, pigment), this 

structure has a low frequency of artifacts but high 

diversity relative to frequency. Yet in comparison to the 

diversity of the general site assemblage (see below), this 

structure exhibits a rather low artifact diversity. As 

indicates that specialized activites 

Schiffer 1987:282); however, it may 

noted, low diversity 

were carried out (cf. 

also indicate that the assemblage is depleted because, in 

fact, diversity is high relative to the number of artifacts. 

On the other hand, each of these artifacts may have been 

used for pottery manufacturing. Thus, it may be inferred 

that part of a specialized assemblage is represented, yet 

the byproducts of this activity (e.g., the completed 

vessels) and perhaps additional tools used to manufacture 

vessels are not present. Furthermore, the absence of 

artifacts indicative of other activities suggests either 
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that such activities did not take place in this structure or 

that evidence of such activities was not preserved in the 

assemblage. In this case consideration of other 

characteristics of the structure might provide further 

clarification. 

In most structures with five or fewer artifacts, only a 

partial inventory seems to be represented (Table 3.2; 

Appendix E). This conclusion is based on the association 

criterion; diversity is often high yet relatively complete 

tool kits and byproducts of tasks and production are 

generally absent. Furthermore, there is usually little 

duplication of exisiting artifact types in structures with 

few artifacts. Thus, using this measure, it is possible to 

conclude that most structures with few artifacts possess 

depleted assemblages rather than specialized inventories. 

However, some of the artifacts present in many of these 

structures with low artifact frequencies may be classified 

as non-utilitarian in nature (palettes, figurines, censers, 

and unusual or rare objects such as a quartz crystal, a clay 

mirror back, horn cores, stone bowls; also see below) or 

ornaments, raw materials, or task- or gender-specific 

artifacts (groundstone, projectile points, turquoise and 

shell artifacts, pigment, and worked sherds). A rather high 

percentage (62 percent, 5 of 8 structures) of the structures 

with carbonized food products (such as corn and saguaro 

seeds) are structures with five or fewer artifacts. stone 
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implements, vessels, and other artifacts also occur in these 

structures but in lower frequencies. The relatively high 

incidence of 

perhaps these 

these other artifact classes indicates that 

partial inventories represent selective 

certain types of items (perhaps ritual 

left in the structure at the time of 

emphasis on 

offerings) to be 

abandonment. Variation in artifact classes between 

structures may reflect the personalized nature of Hohokam 

abandonment ritual--items selected may have been important 

or meaningful to the residents rather than conforming to a 

settlement-wide standard. It is also possible that many of 

these were special-use structures where ceremonial or craft 

items were kept and then ultimately a portion of them were 

left in the house when abandoned. These structures share 

few morphological similarities, making it difficult to 

generalize about house use. 

In two structures with low artifact frequencies and 

moderate to high diversity, the artifacts appear to have 

been used together for a specific type of activity (there is 

a presumptive association between artifacts). It may be 

argued that these are parts of specialized assemblages 

(8F:5--stone ring manufacture? and lOF:IO--pottery 

manufacture, including clay preparation). However, the 

assemblages in most structures with low artifact frequencies 

are too depleted to allow one to specify the possible 

activities that took place. 
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Some structures with sizable floor assemblages (six or 

more artifacts) exhibit relatively high diversity relative 

to the number of artifacts present (Table 3.2). These more 

generalized assemblages (particularly those with between six 

and 20 artifacts) are often the most difficult to interpret 

because, based on our interpretations of artifact use, the 

artifacts indicate a wide range of unrelated activities and 

tasks. Often the byproducts of these inferred activities 

are absent (Structures SG:2, 7H:l, 9F:4, 10F:l, 10F:16, 

10I:3). In others some of the complementary artifacts are 

missing (e.g., manos, hammerstones, cores) that would have 

been required for the particular task to be carried out when 

using the artifacts that are present (e.g., metates, flakes, 

etc.; structures SF:1, 5G:10, 9E:6, 9E:9, 10F:15, 10F:19, 

10G:13). In a few structures tools necessary for the 

manufacturing activities indicated by debitage are absent 

(Structures SF:4, 6G:2, 100:4), or only a portion of a 

composite artifact is present (such as single occurrences of 

mosaic pieces and beads: SF:7, SG:S?, SG:6, BB:1, 9E:9, 

90:5, 90:6, 10F:20, 10G:8, 10G:9, 100:13, 100:19, llH:l). 

The assemblages in these structures often include a variety 

of stone implements indicative of a wide range of 

activities. 

The association between artifacts is high in some 

structures with 6 - 20 artifacts, indicating "specialized" 

activities (e.g., SF:S, SG:10, 6G:1, and 6G:2--shell 
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ornament manufacturing; 10F:16--pottery-making). In these 

cases, few or no other artifacts are present, suggesting 

that perhaps the activities carried out in the structure 

were fairly limited in nature. 

of the activities that are 

selectively preserved. 

On the other hand, evidence 

evident could have been 

As was noted above, there is considerable duplication 

in the nine structures with over 20 artifacts, whether 

artifact diversity is high or low (Table 3.2). Duplication 

of artifact types already present is high in structures 

with low diversity (e.g., 5G:4, 6G:1, 6G:3, 101:1, and 

11J:2) indicating that these may be specialized. In houses 

with high diversity many of the artifacts over 10 are 

duplicates of already existing artifact classes (e.g., SF:7, 

8B:1, 9E:2, and 9E:4). However, diversity is increased in 

some of these houses with the addition of non-utilitarian 

artifacts; such artifacts are highly variable in their 

representation between structures, from courtyard group to 

courtyard group, and through time. 

These results suggest that the generalized assemblage 

is typically composed of a minimum of 10 different artifact 

classes. When considerable duplication occurs in concert 

with high diversity, it may be 

inventories are relatively intact 

inferred that these 

and that supplemental 

tools and so on were available for use in concurrent 

activities or were present in storage. These duplicate 
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items may indicate that some more specialized activities 

occurred in a structure or in a group or that more than one 

individual participated in an activity. Thus, when artifact 

duplication is considered along with artifact frequency the 

conclusion may be drawn that the assemblages in many of 

these structures with more than 20 artifacts are relatively 

undepleted and that they likely contain a relatively 

complete 

found in 

generalized assemblage. The number of artifacts 

a representative 

structure may lie somewhere 

vessels) or 10 artifacts that 

occurrences. However, even 

generalized 

between 10 

inventory of a 

- 21 (excluding 

do not represent duplicate 

in these structures with large 

generalized assemblages it is usually not possible to infer 

the full range of activities for which artifacts were used 

because inferences cannot be made regarding associations 

between most of the artifacts. 

structures with 20 or more artifacts that exhibit high 

duplication and low diversity may signify specialized 

activities, particularly when associated artifacts can be 

inferred to have been used in the specified activity (e.g., 

6G:l and IIJ:2--shell ornament manufacturing). In fact, in 

many of these 

SUbstantially 

structures, artifact 

by the presence of 

counts 

shell 

are increased 

ornaments and 

manufacturing debris. In such cases artifacts may represent 

either primary refuse or items left in storage. However, 

additional artifacts unrelated to those that dominate the 
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assemblage are sometimes also present (e.g., lOI:l), 

indicating that attrition has taken place. 

Complementary artifacts are absent in some of these 

structures (e.g., a mano without a metate, a single bead is 

present, shell debris but no shell-working tools), similarly 

indicating that part of the assemblage is missing (e.g., 

structures 8B:l, 9E:2, lOI:l, llJ:2). In still other cases 

the majority of the assemblage is accounted for by a single 

artifact type that likely represents one artifact in the 

systemic inventory. For example, in one instance (structure 

5G:4), artifact density is high because the component parts 

of one complete artifact (24 turquoise beads representing a 

necklace) are present, representing over 85 percent of the 

assemblage. Apart from these beads, only four additional 

artifacts (shell ornaments) are present, indicating that 

this assemblage is likely 

reinforced by the use-related 

(see Chapters 7 and 8). 

depleted--a conclusion that is 

divisions of the structure 

structure llJ:2 has more artifacts than any other at 

the site and therefore provides another good illustration of 

this point. This house contains 417 items, but only 5 

different classes are 

percent of the material 

manufacturing debris. 

represented. This is because 99 

in the structure is shell, mostly 

The other artifacts include a 

whetstone, a trivet fragment, a grooved stone, and a piece 

of mica-schist. The association criterion can be useful in 
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determining if the assemblage is severely depleted or 

whether it is highly representative of the limited range of 

activities carried out. 

In order to determine whether the assemblage in 

structure IlJ:2 is specialized or more generalized and 

simply selectively depleted, it is necessary to determine 

whether the associated artifacts could have been used with 

(or used to produce) the artifact type that occurs in high 

density and is duplicated. In this case, the artifacts in 

this house clearly indicate 

suggest that a wider range 

the nature of one activity but 

of activities was performed. 

Because of the selective preservation of the shell debris, 

it is possible to conclude that, in all likelihood, shell 

ornament manufacturing occurred in this structure and, given 

the nature of the remains and their location near the 

hearth, it may be inferred that the shell represents primary 

refuse. 

However, despite the high frequencies of shell debris, 

some tool types typically thought to have been used in shell 

manufacturing are absent from this structure. Furthermore, 

while the uses of the remaining artifacts are vague they do 

suggest that a more diverse range of activities took place. 

The lack of association between these other artifacts 

indicates that the remainder of the assemblage is depleted 

to the point where the nature of related activities cannot 

be accurately inferred. The whetstone is the only tool 
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present that 

manufacturing. 

could have been indirectly related to shell 

On this basis it is possible to suggest that 

the portion of the assemblage related to shell manufacturing 

activities has been substantially depleted. It is possible 

that any artifacts that may have been used in other 

activities were removed as well. 

One reason that these related activities cannot be 

identified is that there is not a one-to-one correlation 

between artifact type 

artifacts of the same 

and activity. One artifact (or 

class) can be used for a variety of 

different purposes and different artifact types can be used 

for similar tasks. In order to specify which purpose (or 

range of purposes) an artifact was used for, it is necessary 

to invoke the association criterion. For this reason, an 

assemblage in a structure like this may tell us less about 

the range of activities carried out inside than a house with 

fewer artifacts that has a more diversified assemblage with 

a high degree of association. 

Restorable Vessels 

Restorable vessels from house floors are generally 

considered to provide a reliable measure of houses with de 

facto refuse (Haury 1976:48; Reid 1973, 1978; Schiffer 1983, 

1985)--or at least a good starting point for analysis. The 

assumption behind this is that "pots would be used in any 

room regaYdless of specific differences in activities" (Reid 
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parallels, Schiffer (1985:21) has 
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on broad ethnographic 

concluded that at least 

two vessels, one for water storage and one for cooking, will 

be present in the undepleted inventories of structures (in 

this case he is referring to habitation structures in a 

pueblo--the equilavent of a household). 

with these considerations in mind the distribution of 

reconstructable vessels in individual houses has been 

examined (cf. Seymour and Schiffer 1987). Of 89 Sacaton 

phase houses from the 1964-1965 season, only 13 percent (12 

houses) contained at least one restorable vessel in floor 

contact (Table 3.3). Although many of these houses held 

more than one vessel, most were fragmentary--with only one

fourth to one-half of the vessel. In contrast, with the 

exception of a complete miniature jar found in a posthole of 

House 5G:13, no reconstructable vessels were found in 

Sacaton phase house fills. 

A different pattern is evident in the distribution of 

vessel fragments. Another 7 percent of the Sacaton floors 

contained large vessel fragments as did 10 percent of the 

house fills. Vessel fragments may represent trash left in 

the house or deposited after abandonment or they may be 

provisional refuse--items left in temporary storage with the 

intent to ~euse them, or may have been used for other 

purposes--scoops, vessel supports, and so forth. 

As for pre-Sacaton hous~s from the 1964-1965 season, 
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only 6 of 64 houses may have contained reconstructable 

vessels (9 percent) in floor contact while 13 percent (8 

houses) contained large vessel fragments. In order to avoid 

misleading the reader, it should be pointed out that in 

three of these houses with restorable vessels shown in Table 

3.4 the vessels are only possibly reconstructable. In these 

cases this assessment is based on notes rather than personal 

observation, since the vessels could not be found in the ASM 

Tahle 3.3. 

Sacaton Houses with Whole Vessels and Large Vessel Fragments 

t of , of 
Whole Vessel 

House t o 1-5 6-10 11-20 21+ Vessels Fragments Burned 

Floors 
SF:4 X 1 1 
SF:7 X 2 1 
5G:2 X 1 X 
6G:3 X 3 5 X 
8B:l X 1 1 X 
SF: 2 X 1 2 
9F:4 X 1 1 
9G:3 X 1 X 
10G:9 X 3 X 
10I: 1 X 1 
10I:3 X 1 
10J:9 X 1 1 

Fills 
SE:3 X 1 X 
100:3 X 1 
10F:ll X 3 X 
10F:14 X 1 
10F:19 X 1 X 
10G:8 X 1 
10H:l X 1 
llF:5 X 2 
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Table 3.4. 

Pre-Sacaton Houses with 
Whole Ve§sels and Large Vessel Fragments 

I of t of 
Whole Vessel 

House I 0 1-5 6-10 11-20 21+ Vessels Fragments Burned 

Floors 
6G:2 X 1 
SE:4 ·X 2 
SE:6 X 1 
9E:2 X 8 7 X 
9E:4 X 1 1 
9E:5 X 1? X 
9E:6 X 1 
9G:5 X 1 
9I :1 X 1 
10G:19 X 1 
15E:1 X 4 4 X 

Fills 
SE:2 X 2 
SE:6 X 1 
9F:2 X 1 
9F:3 X 2 
9F:9 X 2 
9G: 1 X 1 
10F:28 X 1 
llF: 11 X 1 
llF: 12 X 3 
lSE:l X 1 
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whole vessel room nor were they on exhibit. Two pre-Sacaton 

house fills (3 percent) contained reconstructable vessels 

while 8 (13 percent) possessed vessel fragments, including 

vessel parts associated with intrusive features (Cache 9F:l 

and Cremation 5). 

It must be concluded from the preceding discussion of 

vessels in individual houses that few houses contain de 

facto refuse. If vessels alone are used as an indicator and 

if vessels are expected in every structure, the logical 

conclusion is that the majority of houses from the 1964-1965 

season possess quite depleted assemblages. Before 

examining the validity of these assumptions and prior to 

discussing the distribution of vessels in courtyard groups, 

it is useful to review the evidence from the earlier season 

and to compare the distribution of reconstructable vessels 

to the frequencies of artifacts in houses. 

It is clear from the 1934-1935 data that whole vessels 

are not restricted to house floors nor are the percentages 

weighted heavily in that direction (Appendix D). But before 

rejecting whole vessels as an indicator of de facto refuse, 

the reasons for this discrepancy and the specific cases must 

be examined. It is impossible to quantify the number of 

vessels in floor contact relative to those in the fill for 

the early data set because in most cases notes do not 

accurately specify the proveniences. 

for which provenience data were 

However, two examples 

reported or can be 
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reconstructed are presented. 

Two structures (Houses 6G:8* and 6E:2*) have an 

abundance of artifacts, including vessels in both fill and 

floor proveniences. other artifacts are also present that 

cannot be definitively assigned to one or the other context. 

In each structure there is evidence that at least one third 

to one half of the floor was covered by a platform on which 

artifacts, including vessels, rested. 

In structure 6G:8* the archival notes provide detailed 

information on the relative horizontal and vertical 

locations of vessels and other artifacts. Structural debris 

collapsed on top of the vessels and is scattered in and 

between--and even under--some artifacts. Many vessels and 

other artifacts appear to have been resting on a raised 

platform. However, not all of the elevational differences 

between artifacts can be explained by their location on the 

platform. Vessels also appear to have been stacked on top 

of one another. Some bowls were inverted over the mouth of 

underlying jars, others were nested within a vessel below, 

and some were leaning against the wall. Many vessels 

contained cached items, such as corn, cotton, shell, and 

minerals, indicating they were used as storage containers 

for materials used in a wide range of activities. 

In structure 6E:2* vessels also appear to have been 

stacked and many were probably placed on a platform that is 

inferred to have covered most of the perimeter of the floor. 
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other vessels and artifacts likely rested on the floor, such 

as under the platform or at the interior edge of the 

platform where a collared pot rest was recorded (see 

Appendix B). Specific provenience information is lacking 

for most of the artifacts in this structure; however, an 

examination of the photographs with artifacts and structural 

debris in place indicates that most artifacts, if not all, 

occur below and mixed in with plaster, roof and wall fall. 

Some artifacts are on the floor while others are technically 

in the fill; however, the majority of artifacts may 

confidently be considered as part of the house assemblage at 

the time the structure burned. 

Data from the 1934-1935 expedition suggest that whole 

vessels found in floor contact as well as those located 

technically in the fill may be useful indicators of de facto 

refuse when the specific characteristics of the structures 

are taken into account (such as the presence of platforms 

and the stacking of vessels). Regrettably, the detailed 

provenience information needed 

reconstructions is not available 

for 

for 

these types 

the majority 

of 

of 

structures from this early season. However, as will be 

discussed below, the characteristics of the interior 

portions of a structure may be examined and, from patterns 

suggestive of internal features, the placement and origin 

artifacts may be inferred. 
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Comparing Vessels to Artifact Quantities 

It is instructive to compare the presence of restorable 

vessels to structures with sizable artifact counts since 

these two characteristics have been used independently (in 

this study and in others) to identify de facto refuse. As 

Table 3.3 discloses, restorable pots do tend to be found in 

Sacaton houses that yielded other floor artifacts. Although 

only 27 percent of all Sacaton houses contained more than 5 

artifacts on floors (Table 3.1), 75 percent of the houses 

with restorable vessels exceeded this total (Table 3.3). 

Even more striking is that only 13 houses yielded more than 

10 floor artifacts, and 9 of these contained restorable 

pots. 

A similar, although less pronounced pattern is visible 

in pre-Sacaton houses. Only 19 percent of the structures 

contained more than 5 floor artifacts (Table 3.1), 55 

percent of the houses with reconstructable vessels also 

possessed more than 5 artifacts (Table 3.4). Again, of the 7 

houses with more than 10 floor artifacts 4 contained 

restorable vessels. 

These figures suggest that the processes leading to the 

presence of restorable pots and other artifacts were in some 

cases similar. Because the deposition of de facto refuse is 

quite likely responsible for the restorable pots, one can 

tentatively conclude that many of the remaining floor 

artifacts in these houses were also de facto refuse. 
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Another Approach to Distinguishing Refuse Types 

Arrangements of Artifacts 

Probably one of the more productive ways to evaluate 

the nature of the remains in individual structures is to 

look at the patterning and placement of artifacts on house 

floors. With this approach it is often possible to identify 

different kinds of refuse and it provides a way to use floor 

artifacts even when the assemblage is depleted. 

The placement or patterning of artifacts on house 

floors can be examined with reference to individual 

structures and to groups of structures. This type of 

analysis can provide hints as to whether structures contain 

comparable assemblages or portions of composite assemblages. 

Furthermore, the positioning of artifacts on house floors 

and their arrangments relative to intramural features can 

prove useful in determining whether artifacts are 

redeposited or are representative of the use of intramural 

space. For example, manufacturing debris found consistently 

around the hearth may be an indication of primary refuse, 

and broken items near the walls of the structure may 

represent provisional refuse. Artifact placement can also 

provide hints as to if and how severely the assemblage is 

depleted; for example, extensive storage platforms and 

storage pits devoid of artifacts may indicate the degree to 

which the assemblage is depleted. Patterns may be discerned 
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when the placement of artifacts is examined across a number 

of houses. When consistencies occur in the patterned 

arrangments of artifacts, it becomes possible to identify de 

facto, primary, and provisional refuse in specific houses. 

However, as is discussed in later chapters, not all 

structures exhibit the same patterning because there is 

variability in the types and locations of use-areas between 

structures. When recurrent patterns in artifact 

distribution are compared to the positioning of interior 

features or the remnants of features in a room, such as post 

supports for platforms, an interpretation of the observed 

patterning can be strengthened. Furthermore, when such 

relationships are found, 

these patterns to houses 

it is possible to extrapolate 

that exhibit the same spatial 

layout but contain few artifacts. This approach can provide 

information on whether (and to what degree) the assemblage 

is depleted and can indicate the locations of particular 

types of use-areas even in the absence of rich assemblages. 

The results of applying this strategy are discussed in the 

following chapters. 

It should be made clear that artifacts left 

consistently in certain sectors of structures are not 

necessarily primary refuse. As Schiffer (1972, 1976, 1987; 

see also Hayden and Cannon 1983:1125) has argued, primary 

refuse is rarely found in village-sized settlements but 

rather is usually removed to secondary discard locations. 
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However, an argument can be made that in certain specific 

cases the remains, or a portion of the remains, left on 

house floors is primary refuse. For example, the presence 

of manufacturing debris, alone or in association with tools 

appropriate to the productive activity, may indicate primary 

refuse. Identifying the particular activity often depends 

on the presence of primary refuse, while identifying the 

remains (byproducts or tools) of a specific activity is 

necessary to identify primary refuse. For example, 

manufacturing debris is commonly found around the hearth 

when present; thus, it may be argued that, such an 

association indicates that the activity creating that debris 

was carried out in that structure. But such examples are 

rare. More often, an array of tools and odd items are found 

in certain locations and no specific activity can be 

inferred because the uses of tools are not known. 

sometimes items that appear to be primary refuse 

(because of their consistent location within a structure) 

are actually "provisionally discarded clutter refuse" (Deal 

1985; Hayden and Cannon 1983). Artifacts of this type are 

often present in the least accessible areas of a structure. 

These out-of-the-way locations include areas such as along 

walls, in corners, under features such as platforms or beds, 

and in or behind storage bins and vessels (Hayden and Cannon 

1983:131, 133). Provisional or clutter refuse consists of 

potentially reusable items of some perceived value as well 
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as worthless items that under normal circumstances would 

eventually be removed from the house. Although items of the 

greatest potential future value are kept longest as 

provisional refuse, such items are the least essential and 

least valuable in the household (Hayden and Cannon 

1983:133). Hayden and Cannon (1983:133) suggest a 

relationship between n(a) the frequency of use and ease of 

access of an area, and (b) the value and frequency of use of 

the objects found in that area." They further note that 

those items in a state of provisional discard are those most 

likely to be left upon the abandonment of the stucture. 

As Hayden and Cannon (1983:131) note, clutter refuse 

may accumulate over a long 

before a it is disposed of 

time, such as several months, 

in specialized disposal areas. 

Removal of such items on an intermittent basis is similar to 

the cycles of discard of still usable, valued, and worthless 

items during Spring cleaning in our own society. Depending 

on when in the cycle a structure is abandoned, the structure 

may contain much or little clutter refuse. 

Clutter refuse may be stored behind, under, in, or 

beside other items that are in temporary storage--items that 

are used more frequently and that have more immediate value 

to household maintenance. Clutter refuse may also be found 

near permanently fixed features or less formal fixtures in a 

structure (Hayden and Cannon 1983). While it is not always 

possible to distinguish artifacts in different states of 
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use and storage r such items can still be helpful in 

identifying use-areas. Patterning in their location can 

highlight different arrangements and types of space in 

structures. Discussion of specific examples of structures 

containing provisional or clutter refuse is presented in the 

following chapters. 

Identifying De Facto Refuse in Courtyard Groups 

Composite Assemblages from Courtyard groups 

To this point the contents of structures have been 

analyzed as if each structure occurred in isolation. While 

a number of useful indices of de facto refuse have been 

suggested and examined, it is clear that none is sufficient 

to account for the distribution and frequencies of remains 

in houses. One possible reason for this may be that houses 

were constructed r used r and abandoned in the context of the 

courtyard group. The relevance of this association can be 

evaluated by examining the contents of structures in the 

group as a whole. 

Restorable Vessels 

In the previous section, the question arose as to how 

to evaluate houses with numerous floor artifacts that 

contain no restorable vessels and houses that contain 

restorable pots but few other artifacts. Similarly, the 
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question must be posed as to how few artifacts may be in a 

structure that possesses de facto refuse in a representative 

or undepleted state--particularly when potential differences 

in house use are considered. Examination of these questions 

from the perspective of the c~urtyard group may provide some 

insights into the reasons for this variability. 

In taking restorable vessels as an index of de facto 

refuse, it is often assumed that ceramic vessels would have 

been used in all structures despite differences in 

activities carried out in them. The Snaketown data suggest 

that this may not be an accurate assumption; it is clear 

that other factors may have contributed to the absence of 

vessels. 

Herein the hypothesis is examined that the presence or 

absence of vessels in a structure is related, in part, to 

differences in the ways intramural space 

proposed above, distinctive differences 

was 

in 

used. As 

the uses of 

structures within a single courtyard group may account for 

the presence or absence of certain types of artifacts, 

including whole vessels. If this is the case, it is 

reasonable to assume that vessels were not used and stored 

in all structures. Thus, while the presence of vessels on 

structure floors can provide evidence for (ceramic) de facto 

refuse, the lack of such artifacts does not necessarily 

indicate the complete absence of de facto refuse in a house. 

Some structures that housed activities requiring the use of 
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a diverse array or an abundance of artifacts may not have 

included activities requiring the use of a ceramic vessel. 

Similarly, the range of activities performed in anyone 

structure may have varied widely and therefore the 

implements, containers, and byproducts resulting from those 

activities should similarly vary. 

Furthermore, it is important to consider that broken 

vessels and vessel fragments are not necessarily indicative 

of discarded material. As is clear from the vessels 

associated with caches and cremations in pre-Sacaton house 

fills, ritually deposited vessels may be incomplete and non

reconstructable. In light of the possibility that vessel 

fragments represent parts of ritual deposits when found in 

house fills and on floors, and given studies that suggest 

that large sherd fragments were used for other than their 

original purpose (P. Rice 1987), it is reasonable to assume 

that under special circumstances large vessel fragments were 

useful items that may be expected in some systemic 

inventories. 

But even reconstructable vessels found in structures 

may have been defective or of diminished use and therefore 

left in the house along with other refuse when abandoned. 

Considering that most vessels found in houses are 

reconstructable as opposed to whole and unbroken, we cannot 

exclude the possibility that they were broken prior to 

abandonment and left on the floor as refuse. 



Finally, vessels are quite variable 

indicating whole, usable vessels were 
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in form, perhaps 

left for different 

reasons. For example, some are heavy-walled miniature 

vessels or censers that may have been offerings. Others are 

bowls, sgoops, and jars--some empty and others showing clear 

evidence of have been used as storage vessels. Thus, because 

of possible differences in vessel use suggested by 

differences in vessel form, the latter must be considered 

when evaluating the presence of vessels in structures and in 

courtyard groups. While reconstructable vessels may aid in 

the identification of structures with de facto refuse, 

attention to their form ~an provide valuable information on 

use-related differences in structures. 

Only 5 Sacaton phase 

restorable vessels (Table 3.5). 

courtyard groups contain 

Two are small (consisting 

of only two structures), while the 

(three or more structures). This 

remainder are large 

figure supports the 

general conclusion that many of the structures and courtyard 

group assemblages are depleted. 

Two of the three small courtyard groups (2-1 and 8-1) 

contain restorable vessels; Courtyard Group 8-1 contained 

over 20 vessels (but it appears that one structure was not 

entirely excavated) and Group 2-1 had over 40. In these 

structures different vessel forms are present and multiple 

examples of some vessel forms (jars, bowls, scoops) are 

represented, including plain, slipped, and decorated 
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examples. Ornaments and carbonized foodstuffs were 

associated with some of the vessels, while bowls inverted 

over jars appear to have served as lids. Both of these 

characteristics indicate that at least some of the vessels 

(bowl and jar forms) were used for storage at the time the 

structures burned. 

'rable 3.5. 

Sacaton Courtlard G,OU2S with Whole Vessels 

House # Group # # Vessels Jar Bowl Censer Plate Scoop other 

6E:l* 2-1 20 3 12 5 
6E:2* 2-1 22 13 7 2 
SG:2 1-2 1 1 
6G:3 1-3 3 2 1 
9F:4 4-1 1 1 
4H:l* 8-1 3 1 2 
4H:2* 8-1 19 7 12 

Since the structures in these groups (4H:l*, 4H:2*, 

6E:l*, and 6E:2*) were excavated in the 1934-1935 season, 

there is some question as to the actual context of these 

vessels within the structures and to their condition. 

However, in at least two structures (6E:2* and 4H:2*), 

vessels may have been resting on a platform raised above the 

floor and therefore would have been associated with the use 

of the structure regardless of whether they were positioned 

in the fill of the room. Their inferred use as storage 

vessels for food and craft items indicates that they are de 

facto refuse rather than provisional refuse. 
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The frequencies of vessels encountered in these 

courtyard groups are much higher than might be expected. As 

indicated, over 20 vessels were found in one courtyard group 

(Group 8-1) and over 40 were found in the other (Group 2-1). 

This averages from 10 to over 20 vessels per structure in a 

group. In reality, one structure (the incompletely 

excavated structure 4H:1* in Group 8-1) has only three 

vessels, but the remainder in these two groups have over 

twenty vessels each. One reason that so many vessels may 

have been required is that the Hohokam may have used vessels 

(rather than pits and other storage containers and 

facilities) for storage (this makes sense given likely 

problems with insects and rodents). 

These figures suggest the possibility that the ceramic 

component of the basic courtyard group inventory would 

include in excess of 20 to 40 vessels, regardless of the 

number of structures present. This estimate presumes that 

each of these vessels (or the majority) recovered from these 

small courtyard groups were important components of the 

basic household inventory. It also assumes that most of the 

original systemic inventory is present in structures in 

these small courtyard groups (and perhaps lacking in many 

other structures and courtyard groups at the site). These 

structures, and others like them, serve as one basis for 

deriving conclusions as to the nature and content of the 

basic household inventory (see below). 
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Given the suggestion presented above, it may be more 

useful to estimate the average number of vessels required by 

a household unit or courtyard group rather than simply 

estimating an expected number of vessels per structure. We 

should be looking not at the number of vessels in each 

structure but rather the number of vessels in any courtyard 

group (or other equivalent of a household) regardless of its 

size. with this in mind, it is interesting to consider that 

if the vessels recovered from these small courtyard groups 

were found in larger courtyard groups consisting of six 

structures (the maximum number of structures in courtyard 

groups at Snaketown is six) there would be an average of 

three to seven vessels per structure. 

consistent with the number of vessels 

This figure is more 

found in any single 

structure in large courtyard groups, which may indicate that 

the basic household inventory will be concentrated in fewer 

houses in small courtyard groups and spread out (or averaged 

out) among more houses in large courtyard groups; however, 

even in large groups vessels may not be distributed equally 

among houses. Thus, one suggestion is that despite the 

number of structures in a courtyard group, a minimum of 20-

40 vessels were required by a household unit at Snaketown 

to carry out basic household tasks and to meet storage 

requirements. Courtyard groups lacking such high 

frequencies of vessels may have been severely depleted. 

Only one structure in each of the large Sacaton 
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courtyard groups has restorable vessels in floor contact; 

each house containing reconstructable vessels occurs in a 

different courtyard group. In every case, vessels occur in 

houses associated with the latest stage of courtyard group 

development. Thus, the expectation that the latest 

abandoned houses will have the richest assemblages of de 

facto refuse is supported by these findings. Vessel counts 

in these structures range from 1 - 3 restorable vessels on 

the floor and up to five additional vessel fragments (Table 

3.3). Other evidence suggests that many of the associated 

structures in these larger groups have depleted assemblages

-a factor that may contribute to the overall lower 

frequencies of vessels in these structures. The nature of 

interior features in some structures, such as perimeter 

platforms on which vessels may have been resting and pot 

rests, (see Chapter 8) indicates that many more vessels may 

have been present at one time. 

Seven isolated Sacaton structures possess restorable 

vessels. These may have been, but were not necessarily, 

associated with courtyard groups--excavation was too limited 

to determine whether or not they were isolated when 

occupied. However, each would have been in a distinct 

courtyard group if in fact they were not isolated. Vessel 

counts in these structures range from one to 61 vessels 

(including both 1934-1935 and 1964-1965 structures). Based 

on the discussion above (and assuming other processes were 
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constant) it is possible to suggest that those individual 

structures with the greatest frequencies of vessels may have 

been isolated or associated with small courtyard groups 

while those with lower frequencies were associated with 

larger groups. This hypothesis is in need of further 

verification using data from other sites, particularly since 

the capacity for storage on platforms around the perimeter 

of the floor in some structures is greater than vessel 

counts would indicate. 

The pre-Sacaton distribution of reconstructable vessels 

is more difficult to characterize, since fewer structures 

and far fewer courtyard groups were present and uncovered. 

However, in all cases but one, structures with 

reconstructable vessels 

therefore not be found 

are widely dispersed and would 

in the same courtyard group. The 

exception is two Sweetwater phase structures (9E:2--at least 

7 reconstructable vessels and 9E:4--1 reconstructable 

vessel) which are in close proximity and may form a small 

courtyard group (Table 3.4). 

The above discussion suggests a need to revise the 

premise that "pots would be used in any room regardless of 

specific differences in activities" (Reid 1973:115). An 

acceptable revision for the Hohokam at Snaketown is that 

pots were used in every courtyard group or by every 

household (at which ever level it is defined); however, not 

every structure comprising the household group is expected 
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to possess reconstructable vessels owing to differences in 

the use of space in any individual structure. It may also be 

true that the smaller the courtyard group the more likely it 

is that each of its structures will contain reconstructable 

vessels and relatively high frequencies of vessels. With 

this in mind, it may be argued that structures with 

reconstructable vessels contain de facto refuse but those 

without are not necessarily depleted or devoid of de facto 

refuse. 

At Snaketown, vessels were sometimes used for storing a 

wide range of items in certain structures, such as shell, 

fiber, food, and so on. Under these circumstances the 

presence of a minimum of two vessels per household would not 

be a reliable indicator of an undepleted inventory. Not 

every structure in a courtyard group would necessarily 

contain vessels owing to 

structures devoted to the 

differences in structure use, but 

storage of items should contain 

greater frequencies of vessels. 

Estimating the number of vessels in individual 

structures in a courtyard group may be difficult because the 

number of structures in a group and the way various types of 

use-areas are dispersed among structures varies (see later 

chapters). If vessels used only for water storage and 

cooking are considered, one-third of the Sacaton structures 

would be expected to contain vessels. This estimate is 

based on the average number of houses in Sacaton phase 
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courtyard groups (three) along with the assumption that only 

one of these structures need have been used for cooking and 

storing water and therefore would contain vessels. This 

figure would have to be revised to include vessels in those 

additional structures in courtyard groups that were used to 

store dry goods, food, ritual paraphernalia, and craft 

items--presuming (perhaps inappropriately) that structures 

other than those used for cooking were used for storing most 

of the household goods. With this in mind, an estimate of 

over half of the structures (or a minimum of two structures 

in each group) might be expected to possess vessels. 

However, not only do there appear to be differences in use 

between structures, but structures often exhibit evidence of 

overlapping uses. Many structures had storage areas but the 

structures themselves were not devoted largely to storage. 

Therefore, we might expect vessels in an even greater 

percentage of structures. On the other hand, it must also be 

remembered that storage may have occurred in some structures 

where vessels were not used; items may have been placed 

directly on platforms or shelves (which may account for the 

high frequency of these inferred feature types in 

structures). Based on these considerations it should be 

clear that not all structures should contain vessels, their 

distribution among structures in courtyard groups should be 

variable, and that assemblages in courtyard groups with only 

two vessels are likely depleted. 
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Identifying The Basic Household Inventory 

Several different approaches may be taken to identify 

the basic household inventory: 1) the composite assemblages 

of various courtyard groups may be compared, 2) the 

assemblages from all structures at the site may be combined 

to identify the most frequently occurring artifact classes, 

and 3) the general distribution and frequencies of artifact 

classes throughout the site (in a variety of feature types 

and contexts) may be examined to discover those which occur 

most commonly. Each of these approaches provides a 

different perspective on the characteristics of the basic 

household inventory. 

Characteristics of the General Site Assemblage 

In examining the relative frequencies of various 

classes of artifacts in the general site inventory, the 

presumption is that the composition of artifact classes from 

all excavated contexts at the site will provide a useful 

gauge of the artifact classes 

Holding artifact use-life 

most frequently discarded. 

constant, the most common 

artifacts should be those used most commonly by households 

in one or more events or activities. 

Certain artifact classes clearly dominate the general 

site inventory. Disregarding grid block, feature type, or 

temporal period (and excluding sherds), the most abundant 

artifact classes are, in order of decreasing frequency, 
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ceramic vessels (including large fragments and combining all 

forms), figurines, worked sherds, shell ornaments, choppers, 

scrapers, and manos (cf. Seymour and Schiffer 1987). This 

list is derived from all catalogued artifacts found in house 

fills and floors, cremations, caches, pits, trash mounds, 

and in other feature and non-feature recovery units. 

Many of these same artifact classes tend to occur more 

often in trash-filled pits than do other artifact classes. 

Indeed, the artifact inventory of trash-filled pits is 

similar to that of most house fills (Table 3.6). 

Combined Assemblages In All Structures 

In contrast to the composition of the general site 

assemblage, which was derived from all contexts, house floor 

assemblages from all periods exhibit a wider range of 

frequently occurring items. The diversity of artifact 

classes is also greater on house floors than in pits and in 

house fills (Table 3.6). Shell ornaments and vessels occur 

on many more house floors than do any of the other classes 

of items. 

Like house floors of all periods, Sedentary period 

house fills and floors exhibit considerable variability in 

artifacts. For the Sacaton phase nine classes of items 

occur in house fills more regularily than other items and 

twelve classes of items dominate the floor assemblages 

(Table 3.6). These comparisons establish that a wider array 
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Table 3.6. 

Prequency of Item Classes by Feature Type 

Feature # of Classes of # of 
Type Features Items Conteltts 

Pits 73 worked sherds 32 
(all periods) figurines 24 

shell ornaments 20 
scrapers 18 
choppers 17 
vessels 14 

House Fills 114 shell ornaments 60 
( all periods) worked sherds 22 

choppers 20 
scrapers 19 
manos 19 

House Floors 103 shell ornaments 29 
( all periods) vessels 27 

manos 16 
worked sherds 15 
hammerstones 13 
pigment 13 
choppers 12 
polishing stones 12 
shell manufacturing debris 12 
turquoise 11 
projectile points 11 
reamers 10 
scrapers 10 
figurines 9 
abraders 8 

House Fills 66 shell ornaments 18 
(Sacaton only) manos 15 

worked sherds 14 
shell manufacturing debris 12 
choppers 11 
hammers tones 11 
scrapers 9 
abraders 8 
projectile points 6 

House Floors 60 hammerstones 15 
(Sacaton Only:' shell ornaments 14 

vessels 13 
worked sherds 11 
projectile points 10 
shell manufacturing debris 9 
reamers q 

manos 8 
choppers 7 
polishers 7 
scrapers 6 
pigment 6 
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of artifact types occur on house floors than might be 

expected on the basis of the few artifact types that 

dominate the site inventory as a whole and the few that are 

most frequently found in trash-filled pits. This 

variability may be a reflection of the variety of uses to 

which structures were put at Snaketown, the common 

occurrence of generalized as opposed to specialized 

assemblages in structures, and to an averaging out of the 

contents of individual structures that reveals the basic 

components of the household assemblage. However, items 

found most frequently in house fills of all periods and pits 

of all periods (Table 3.6) are sometimes the only items 

found on Sacaton house floors. In certain cases these may 

be explained as waste materials--a conclusion that is 

supported by their presence in trash deposits. On the other 

hand, houses that contain abundant floor artifacts with high 

diversity, which likely represent de facto refuse, 

frequently contain these items along with many additional 

tools and materials. The widespread occurrence of these 

items suggests that they may be an important part of the 

basic household inventory at Snaketown. After all, those 

activities that occur most frequently require the frequent 

use of certain artifacts. Holding use-life constant, those 

artifacts used most frequently and most commonly are those 

that will be discarded most frequently. The fact that the 

use-life of individual artifact classes does vary (and that 
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variable processes operate on different artifacts) likely 

accounts for the lower frequencies of certain complementary 

artifact classes (such as the lower frequencies of metates 

as compared to manos, shell-working and pottery-making 

tools, and the low frequencies of perishable items or the 

higher frequencies of fragile items). 

Comparing Composite Assemblages of Courtyard Groups 

The composite assemblages of thirteen Sacaton phase 

courtyard groups were compared in an effort to assess their 

nature and completeness. Furthermore, attempts were made to 

evaluate if and how the household assemblage is distributed 

among structures in a group. 

The composite assemblages of most courtyard groups are 

represented by relatively low artifact frequencies (Table 

3.7). The majority of the composite assemblages contain 

f~wer artifacts (including vessels) than single structures 

with rich assemblages (however, many of these courtyard 

groups were incompletely excavated). Only three (1-3, 2-1, 

8-1) of the groups selected for analysis (e.g., groups 

representing the latest stage of development) have over 60 

artifacts (two of these were excavated during the 1934-1935 

season and are small courtyard groups). One additional 

group (1-2) has just over 40 artifacts and two groups (4-2B, 

4-6) have over 20. The remaining seven groups have between 

5 and 20 artifacts total. As is the case with single 
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Tahle 3.7. 

Artifact Frequencies in Courtyard Groups 

High Density Moderate Density Low Density 

Group , Artifacts Group I Artifacts Group I Artifacts 
1-3 145 1-2 41-43 3-1 8 
2-1 182 4-2B 22-28 4-1C 16-20 
8-1 63-89+ 4-6 22-27 4-3 5 

4-4 13+ 
4-5C 9 
4-7B 5 
6-1 12 

H I G H 

bowls 
jars 
shell ornaments 
abraders 

bowls 
jars 
manos 
abraders 
awls 
reamers 
worked sherds 

F R E QUE H C Y 

raw materials 
hammers tones 
manos 
non-uti I i tarian 

items 

shell ornaments 
turquoise ornaments 
raw materials 
manufacturing debris 
projectile points 
hammerstones 
non-utilitarian items 

I T EMS 

shell ornaments 
raw materials 
manos 
worked sherds 

TYPES OCCURRING MOST FREQUENTLY IN AT LEAST HALF OF ALL 
COURTYARD GROUPS 

manos worked sherds shell ornaments raw materials 
non-utilitarian items 

TYPES OCCURRING MOST FREQUENTLY 
IN ONE-THIRD OF ALL COURTYARD GROUPS 

bowls jars plates raw materials manufacturing debris 
manos abraders reamers projectile points worked sherds 
shell and turquoise ornaments ornaments of other materials 

non-utilitarian items 



164 

structures r these low frequencies indicate that the 

composite assemblages of most courtyard groups are highly 

depleted. 

Courtyard groups with under 60 total artifacts 

generally lack major types, such as jars and bowls and many 

of the basic stone tools represented in the general site 

assemblage. However r some of these courtyard groups 

exhibit the same degree of artifact diversity as groups with 

greater artifact frequencies r and some contain 

reconstructable vessels. On the other hand r even those 

groups with over 60 artifacts do not contain the full range 

of utilitarian artifacts found in houses. Many of the 

lower frequency composite assemblages contain the same 

types of artifacts as the higher frequency groups. 

Furthermore r some artifact types that do occur in groups 

with lower frequencies of artifacts in their composite 

assemblages are not present in these richer composite 

assemblages. 

One difference between high and low frequency composite 

assemblages appears to be the degree to which types are 

duplicated in individual structures (as noted above) and In 

the group as a whole. Artifact counts are boosted by 

duplicate occurrences of already 

rich groups. These data would seem 

artifact types were necessarily 

structures in all groups or that 

existing types in these 

to suggest that not all 

used or stored in the 

selected types of items 
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were removed upon abandonment and those that were removed 

varied between groups. 

Differences in the artifact types that occur in all of 

the three groups with over 60 artifacts and those that occur 

in each of the three groups with over 20 artifacts are shown 

in Table 3.7. When these six groups (with over 20 and over 

60 artifacts per group) are examined together for artifact 

types that occur in at least half (three) of the groups, a 

different perspective emerges; many more items are included, 

supplementing the original list (Table 3.7). 

The composite assemblages from courtyard groups with 

both high and low frequencies of artifacts may be combined 

so that those types occurring most frequently in courtyard 

groups overall can be identified. The artifact types occur 

in at least half (seven) of the groups examined are shown in 

Table 3.7. This list is the same as that for low frequency 

groups alone with the addition of non-utilitarian items. 

Yet a very different perspective emerges when those types 

occurring in one third or ~ore of the groups are examined; 

this list is very similar to the combined list for groups 

with over 20 artifacts and groups with over 60 artifacts. 

The kinds of artifacts that occur most commonly are inferred 

to represent components of the basic household inventory or 

the basic elements of the systemic inventory. 

Even in groups with rich composite assemblages, there 

has been considerable depletion of artifacts. Yet it is 
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is to the question 

(specialized versus 

generalized assemblages) in courtyard groups without 

As was the case considering the criterion of association. 

in single structures with 

recognized complementary 

rich assemblages, certain easily 

artifacts (such as metates, jars, 

or additional beads) are absent from the composite 

Often, tools will be assemblages of most courtyard groups. 

present but manufacturing debris or fi II·j <;hed craft items 

will be absent or raw materials and manufacturing debris 

will be present but tools will be lacking. This indicates 

that no single structure and no single composite assemblage 

of a courtyard group has the full complement of artifacts 

used by a household. All assemblages are to some degree 

depleted or are incomplete for some other reason. 

However, it is still possible to assess the nature and 

distribution of assemblages in courtyard groups by comparing 

patterns between courtyard groups and by evaluating the 

nature of the remains found. For example, several 

structures in Residential Area # 4 possess evidence of 

pottery-making in the form of tools and raw materials. Yet 

only one, structure lOF:IO, has raw clay in floor contact. 

Pigment (for decorating vessels) 

for grinding the clay) were also 

and a mano (perhaps used 

in this structure. These 

artifacts represent only a portion of a complete pottery

making tool kit. However, the lack of complementary 
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artifacts (minimally a metate and larger quantities of clay) 

indicates that the assemblage in this structure is 

incomplete. other structures in the same group (4-2B) that 

lack raw clay have metates, manos, polishing stones, 

possible anvils, and pigment. Taken together the composite 

assemblage of this group contains a relatively complete 

range of artifacts potentially used in pottery-making. 

The distribution of artifacts related to pottery-making 

suggests several possibilities: 1) that the assemblage in 

each structure is depleted and that pottery was made in 

several structures in a group, 2) that the assemblages in 

structures are not necessarily severely depleted and that 

perhaps different stages of the pottery-making process were 

carried out in more than one structure in a group using the 

same set of tools, 3) that the tools used for pottery-making 

were also used for 

that were carried out 

immediately preceeding 

other types of activities--activities 

in other structures at the time 

abandonment, or 4) that some of the 

tools used to produce pots were stored in structures other 

than those in which evidence for manufacturing (the actual 

raw material) is present. The evidence from this courtyard 

group is inconclusive. 

This problem may be clarified by looking at evidence of 

other craft activities. In groups with evidence of shell 

manufacture, shell of various kinds and representing various 

stages of the manufacturing process may be present in one or 
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more structures in the group. However, in only one 

structure in a group does the debris appear to be primary 

refuse (chippage or waste products; e.g., structure 5G:10 in 

Group 1-2 and structure 6G:1 in Group 1-3). The shell 

debris is of a different nature (partially completed or 

broken ornaments and unworked or raw pieces) and may simply 

be in storage when found in other structures in the group 

(e.g., structures 5G:1 and 5G:12 in Group 1-2 and structure 

6G:3 in Group 1-3). This indicates that while materials 

indicative of certain craft manufacturing activities were 

present in more than one structure, the actual act of 

production may have been carried out regularly only in one 

structure. 

In some instances the tools used in the particular 

productive activity occur in the same structure as the 

debris (waste products), such as in Groups 1-2 and 1-3 where 

both structures with shell debris (waste products or 

chippage; 5G:10 and 6G:1 and also in structure 8B:l--an 

isolated structure) include reamers. The other structures 

in these groups with shell that lack chippage but do have 

raw pieces and pieces broken during manufacturing do not 

have reamers. The association of these complementary 

artifacts suggests that perhaps actual production of shell 

ornaments occurred in only one structure in a group. Yet, 

in other cases, tools that were likely used in shell working 

are absent in the houses with debris (or chippage; e.g., 
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structures lor:1 and l1J:2 in Residential Area #5). Since 

these two structures were not excavated as part of courtyard 

groups, the question arises as to whether the tools from 

these assemblages are depleted in these structures or 

whether tools may be present in other (unexcavated) 

structures in the group. The evidence from the more 

thoroughly excavated 

of these latter two 

groups indicates that the assemblages 

structures are simply depleted. Tools 

used primarily for a particular craft activity (e.g., 

reamers for shell ring manufacturing) are likely to be found 

in the structure with shell waste products (cf., Seymour 

1988). Additional tools that may have been used for shell

working, but that also had more generalized uses, may be 

present in nearby structures where they were used for other 

activities. Quantities of unworked and partially worked 

shell and large waste pieces (that could have been reused or 

reworked) may have been stored along with other items in 

other structures. 

Although most structures and courtyard groups possess 

assemblages that are to some degree depleted, it is possible 

to suggest that certain activities may have been restricted 

to aIle structure in a group. However, tools and raw 

materials may have been kept and used in other structures in 

a courtyard group. Furthermore, duplication of artifact 

types occurs in individual 

assemblages of courtyard 

structures and in the composite 

groups. Rich assemblages in 
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courtyard groups, as in structures, are composed of variable 

sets of artifacts that are 

occurrences of the same types. 

rich assemblages of structures 

embellished with duplicate 

Variation in the content of 

and courtyard groups, as 

well as in lower frequency assemblages, again indicates that 

many composite assemblages are depleted. But also there is 

some indication that there is variation between groups in 

some of the productive activities performed and there is 

variation in activities carried out between structures in a 

single group. 

Certain artifact types are restricted to or are more 

highly and consistently represented in particular courtyard 

groups and related clusters of courtyard groups (residential 

areas). This may be seen in the duplication of and 

association between certain artifact types. As indicated 

above, and as will be discussed in Chapter 11, certain 

types of items (such as shell manufacturing debris or 

polishing stones) are duplicated in the inventories of 

certain houses, courtyard groups, and residential areas. 

Multiple occurrences of items 

the spatial and temporal 

in a house may be traced in 

dimensions; their occurrence 

suggests a more consistent use or production of that 

artifact type in the groups in which they are found than in 

other groups. Consistent associations between certain 

types (such as shell and reamers) may be an indication of 

de facto refuse and specialized assemblages and can also be 
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used as a basis for arguing that certain types of activities 

focused on these respective areas of the site. 

Summary of Inferences Regarding Composite Assemblages 

Several generalizations can be made about the frequency 

and diversity of artifacts present in structures in 

courtyard groups. In contrast to Rice's (1987a:S8) findings 

in certain structures (core structures) at Los Solares (La 

Cuidad), there is no consistent pattern at Snaketown of one 

structure containing sUbstantially more artifacts than 

another. In groups with the richest composite assemblages, 

all structures generally have an abundance of floor 

artifacts and often roughly equivalent degrees of diversity. 

Many items are duplicated in the assemblages of the 

respective structures in a group, but diversity in the group 

as a whole is increased by artifact variability between 

structures. This indicates that the household assemblage 

may be dispersed among structures in a group and that in 

relatively complete composite assemblages there is 

considerable duplication in types present. 

Duplication of certain artifact types may be an 

expected characteristic of Hohokam household assemblages. 

Duplicate occcurrences of vessels are likely because vessels 

are often used as storage containers. other duplicate 

artifact types are likely because of productive 

"specialization," the retention of provisional refuse, 
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concurrently by different members 

possibly by more than one household. 
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tools being performed 

of the household or 

The inventories of individual structures in a group 

forming the basic 

are duplicated in 

seem to complement one another in 

household assemblage. While some types 

one or more structures, other artifact 

only one structure in a group. While 

reflect selective depletion processes, 

types are found in 

such variation may 

they may also 

suggest differences in emphasis on activities between 

structures. One reason that the respective assemblages do 

not always partition into discrete specialized and 

generalized assemblages may be because most structures, even 

those with evidence of particular craft activities, were 

loci of multiple activities and uses. As is indicated in 

the analyses presented in later chapters, space within 

structures is often organized to accommodate the performance 

of mUltiple activities in different sectors of a structure. 

The particular types and arrangements of use-areas vary 

between structures and courtyard groups as does the number 

or variety of different uses. 

In courtyard groups with smaller composite assemblages 

(which are presumed to be depleted to a greater extent), 

there is considerable variability in the frequencies and 

diversity of artifacts from structure to structure. In some 

groups, one or two structures will contain sUbstantially 
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more artifacts and a wider diversity of artifacts than 

others in the group. In other groups, one or more 

structures will contain substantially fewer artifacts than 

the rest (which themselves contain relatively equivalent 

assemblages in terms of frequencies and diversity). This 

suggests that in these groups processes leading to the 

depletion of assemblages are perhaps also influencing the 

frequency and variety of artifacts. 

When small courtyard groups or pairs of structures are 

compared to large courtyard groups, it is apparent that the 

frequency of artifacts in anyone structure differs. For 

example, when the paired structures of small courtyard 

groups are considered, one or both structures usually 

(Groups 2-1 and 8-1) contain higher frequencies of artifacts 

than any single structure in larger courtyard groups. Floor 

assemblages in individual houses in large courtyard groups 

often appear relatively depleted because of the lower 

density of artifacts in most structures. 

Yet artifact diversity is not sUbstantially different 

between large and small courtyard groups. Despite the 

greater frequencies of artifacts in small groups, artifact 

diversity is similar to that in larger groups, particularly 

the larger groups with richer composite assemblages. The 

difference is that in small groups artifacts are dispersed 

in fewer structures so diversity is higher in anyone 

structure. When the composite floor assemblages in large 
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courtyard groups are examined, the artifact variety is 

comensurate with that variety found in paired houses and in 

individual houses with the greatest variety and number of 

artifacts. In large courtyard groups one house may have a 

few artifacts from a limited number of types but the 

inventory from another structure will supplement the first 

with a few more types and so on. 

structure may exhibit considerable 

In other 

variability 

cases, one 

but will 

still be complemented by the inventories of other associated 

structures. When one or more structures in a large 

courtyard group exhibit much greater diversity than other 

structures in the group, this difference appears to be 

related to the relative frequencies of artifacts in anyone 

structure and may in some cases at least be accounted for by 

depletion processes as well as the diversity of activities 

performed within. In any case, a large courtyard group will 

have nearly the same degree of diversity of artifact types 

as are represented in small courtyard groups. In large 

groups, artifacts of different types are dispersed among 

many more structures so artifact diversity is generally 

lower in anyone structure. High duplication of particular 

types is not as common in large groups as it is in small 

courtyard groups accounting for 

relative frequencies and also 

artifacts have been removed. 

some of the difference in 

indicating that duplicate 

These comparisons support the notion that the household 
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inventory is spread out among the structures in a courtyard 

group--fewer artifacts will be present in anyone structure 

the more structures there are. If there are only two 

structures artifact density will more likely than not be 

high in each house as compared to instances where artifacts 

are distributed among a number of different structures in a 

large group. 

Similar issues regarding the occurrence of artifacts in 

structures and the distribution cf the household assemblage 

in courtyard groups will be discussed in the following 

chapters. Because the assemblages in structures and in 

courtyard groups are depleted to varying degrees, it is 

necessary to consider additional lines of evidence when 

discussing 

differences 

discussion 

artifacts 

differences between related structures and 

between courtyard groups. The preceding 

only hints at the possible ways in which 

can provide information on the relationship 

between structures, the activities carried out in related 

structures, and the specific locations in which activities 

occurred. 
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CHAPTER 4 

PROCESSES CONTRIBUTING TO FLOOR ASSEMBLAGE VARIABILITY 

In this section several processes are examined for 

their effect on house assemblage variability. These include 

post-occupational disturbances, abandonment processes, the 

nature of house filling, and refuse disposal behavior. 

Undoubtedly, there are additional factors that have not been 

discussed that also affect the composition of floor 

assemblages. 

Post-occupational Disturbance 

The condition of house floors is one measure of 

extensive post-occupational disturbance. Floors, on which 

the artifacts rest, may be cut as a result of later feature 

construction, severely damaged by rodent activity, eroded by 

exposure to the elements, or if prepared, the plaster may be 

removed for reuse in other features. A comparison of the 

number of artifacts on complete and fragmentary floors can 

provide some indication of whether the processes that are 

damaging floors are also contributing to the depletion of 

artifact inventories. A fragmentary floor is arbitrarily 

defined as one that is missing at least one-third of its 

original area. 



177 

The figures presented in Table 4.1 suggest that the 

number of artifacts on house floors is to some extent 

dependent on the same factors that contribute to floor 

damage. Just over half of the houses from all periods 

excavated during the 1964-1965 season are fragmentary and 84 

percent of these have at most 5 artifacts in floor contact. 

Alternatively, almost three-quarters of the houses without 

any artifacts (excluding sherds) in floor contact are 

fragmentary. Of the houses with more than 5 artifacts 35 

percent were retrieved from damaged floors. 

Table 4.1. 
Floor Artifacts from Complete and Fragmentary Floors 

(includes row and column percentages) 

Number of Artifacts in Floor Contact 

o 

Complete 17 (24%) 
(30%) 

Frag- 39 (48%) 
mentary (70%) 

Totals 56 (37%) 

1-5 6-10 11-20 

31 (43%) 11 (15%) 7 (10%) 
(52%) (69%) (54%) 

29 (36%) 5 (6) 6 (7%) 
(48%) (31%) (46%) 

60 (39%) 16 (11%) 13 (8%) 

NOTE: Excludes undated houses. 

21+ Totals 

6 (8%) 72 
(75%) (47%) 

2 (2%) 81 
(25%) (53%) 

8 (5%) 153 
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When considered abstractly this relationship is 

meaningful simply from a commonsense point of view: Where 

there is less floor there should be fewer artifacts. Yet, 

because there is no correspondence between house size 

(measured by undisturbed floor area) and artifact density 

and because some houses with incomplete floors have numerous 

artifacts, it is apparent that other factors must be 

considered. As expected, floor damage is only one of a 

number of processes that contributes to variability in floor 

assemblages. 

Despite the correspondence described above, some 

severely disturbed structures, such as structure SB:l, 

exhibit extremely rich floor assemblages. The relative 

positioning of artifacts on house floors is one factor that 

may account for such extreme variability in artifact content 

in damaged houses from the same phase. As will be discussed 

in Chapter 7, regular patterns in the placement of artifacts 

in certain sectors of houses can be identified. Depending 

on which portion of the house floor is disturbed, most or 

few of the artifacts in a house will be removed along with 

the floor as a result of post-occupational disturbance. 

Identifying when such disturbance processes are responsible 

for severe depletion can 

individual cases after 

The ability to identify 

onl y be done wi th . reference to 

site-wide patterns are identified. 

those cases where most artifacts 

were located on the portion of the floor that is damaged is 



dependent on the degree and 

investigator's ability to 

particular house were in 
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nature of damage and on the 

demonstrate that artifacts in a 

fact formally positioned with 

reference to specified types of use-areas and diagnostic 

floor features. 

Significant differences in the floor condition and 

artifact density relationship are visible through time (X~= 

8.335, 1 d.f., p < .005 and .001), indicating that house age 

is probably an important variable contributing to floor 

assemblage variability. Despite their greater number, only 

43 percent of Sedentary period floors are fragmentary as 

compared to 72 percent and 60 percent for Colonial and 

Pioneer period floors, respectively. Fifty-three percent of 

the houses without any floor artifacts are pre-Sedentary 

(Colonial period 33 percent and Pioneer period 20 percent), 

whereas 62 percent of the houses with one or more artifacts 

are from the Sedentary period (see Table 4.2). 

An overwhelming majority (84 percent) of fragmentary 

Sedentary floors have 5 or fewer artifacts in floor contact 

and only 16 percent have 6 or more. In comparison, 34 

percent of Sedentary houses with complete floors have 6 or 

more artifacts (Table 4.2). Moreover, three-quarters (73 

percent) of the Sedentary period houses with reconstructable 

vessels have complete floors. None of the Sedentary period 

floors (complete or fragmentary) with 6 or more artifacts or 

with reconstructable vessels were overlain by later houses, 
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Table 4.2. 
Complete and Fragmentary Floors in Relation to 
Period of Occupation and Floor Artifact Counts 

Sedentary Colonial Pioneer 
Complete Frag. Complete Frag. Complete Frag. Totals 

0 11 17 3 14 3 8 56 
1-5 23 15 4 7 4 7 60 
6-10 8 2 1 2 2 1 16 
11-20 5 2 1 2 1 2 13 
21+ 4 2 0 0 2 0 8 
Totals 51 38 9 25 12 18 153 

NOTE: Excludes undated houses. 
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although relatively few (15 percent) of all Sedentary period 

houses were under other structures anyway. As might be 

expected r houses that do underlie other houses tend to be 

fragmentary (85 percent) and 64 percent of these underlying 

fragmentary houses contain no artifactsr whereas the 

remaining 36 percent contain no more than 5 artifacts. 

Clearly, later feature construction in a specific area 

can cause damage to earlier floors and result in the removal 

of floor artifacts. However r the lower frequencies of 

artifacts on earlier floors may also be accounted for by the 

removal of household items from structures upon abandonment 

and their continued use in the overlying newly constructed 

structures. A greater percentage and variety of artifacts 

may be retreived from abandoned structures in circumstances 

where occupation continues in or near the same location. 

Under such circumstances artifacts need not be transported 

great distances and retrieval can sometimes occur over a 

prolonged period (see discussion below). 

The analyses discussed above suggest that there is some 

relationship between processes causing floor damage and 

those depleting the artifact inventories of houses. 

Sedentary period houses were less affected by these post

abandonment processes than houses of earlier periods. It is 

reasonable to assume that the shorter. period of continued 

occupation in the Sedentary period and absence of a later 

occupation accounts for this phenomenon. It is also worth 
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noting that in houses where the floor is difficult to 

define, whether or not it is disturbed, it may be difficult 

to determine which artifacts are in fact on the floor and, 

as a result, floor artifact counts may be lower and fill 

artifact counts higher. When floors are poorly defined and 

also when they are disturbed, artifact tallies in the 

Snaketown sample are even more likely to be skewed toward 

greater frequencies of fill artifacts in relation to floor 

artifacts. 

Abandonment Processes 

The rate and conditions under which a structure or a 

portion of a site is abandoned can potentially influence the 

quantity and variety of artifacts left in structures 

(Schiffer 1976, 1985, 1987). Two approaches are taken to 

explore the relationship between abandonment processes and 

floor artifacts. These include the sequence of abandonment 

.of structures in a courtyard group and in the residential 

area and the characteristics of burned structures. 

Sequence of Abandonment: 

The Latest Courtyard Groups 

As was discussed in the previous chapter, structures 
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may appear depleted if examined without reference to their 

courtyard group. Because structures in a courtyard group, 

when examined together, appear less impoverished, an 

argument has been made that the total assemblage, although 

still depleted, is simply dispersed among the houses in the 

group. However, some courtyard groups contain few artifacts 

even when all constituent houses are considered. 

Additionally, some single structures in certain groups have 

few or no artifacts while the surrounding structures have 

greater frequencies of artifacts. The explanation for this 

may lie in the temporal and spatial position of the 

courtyard group in the residential area and of the 

structures in the courtyard group. 

While the details of courtyard group development will 

not be discussed until Chapters 9 and 10, some general 

observations can be made that are relevant to the ensuing 

discussion. Courtyard groups expand and contract by adding 

or removing structures. Often a single structure (or a 

couple of structures) in a group will be abandoned while the 

remainder of the group was still occupied. The abandoned 

structure will typically contain few artifacts on the floor 

while the other, later-occupied structures in the group may 

have abundant remains. As shown in Table 4.3 structures 

abandoned early in the sequence of development tend to 

contain fewer artifacts overall than structures abandoned 

later, or towards the end of courtyard group use. This 



Table 4.3. 

Comparison of Artifact Frequencies 
in Early and Late Abandoned structures 

# 
Items 
o 5G:9 

9F:lO 
lOF: 6 

1-5 10F:14 
lOF:21 
lOG:5 
llF: 9 
11F: 10 

6-10 lOF:1 

11-20 

21+ 

Early 
Abandoned 
Structures 

10F:13 
10F:26 
10F:28 

--'-
I 
I 
I 
I 

Late 
Abandoned 
Structures 

5G: 8 10G:2 
lOF:J.? llF:8 
10F:24 

5G: 6 10F:23 
lOF:3 10G:6 
10F:4 10G:10 
lOF:9 llF:5 
lOF:lO 

5G:l lOF:l6 
SG:l2 lOF:19 

lOF:5 lOG:8 
lOF:l5 

4H:l* 
5G:2 
5G:I0 
9F:4 

10F: 11 

4H:2* 
6E:1* 
6E: 2* 

184 
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contrast implies that perhaps items were removed from each 

early-abandoned structure and were used by the occupants of 

surrounding structures. 

In a number of cases a particular courtyard group was 

in existence and then was abandoned and either relocated or 

replaced by another courtyard group. The sequence of 

development of these courtyard groups is discussed in 

Chapters 9 and 10 and need not be reiterated here. However, 

the movement or relocation of courtyard groups may in some 

instances explain why such courtyard groups, for example, 

Group 4-3, including structures 10G:3, 10G:5, and 10G:18, 

oftml contain so few artifacts. It is suggested that when a 

new courtyard group is situated near the old group most of 

the artifacts could have been transported from the old to 

the new courtyard group with few constraints. This 

suggestion finds support when the sequence of development of 

other courtyard groups is considered. 

Most of the courtyard groups that occur latest in the 

developmental sequence of the Sacaton phase (inferences 

presented in Chapters 9 and 10 that are based on 

stratigraphic data and on evidence of reorientation and 

remodeling episodes) have the greatest number and widest 

variety of artifacts represented (compare Tables 3.2 and 

4.4). Taken together the composite assemblages of these 

latest abandoned groups generally have at least twice the 

number of floor artifacts and are represented by a much 



Table 4.4. 

Artifact Frequencies in Early and Late Abandoned Groups 

Group # 
4-18 
4-3 
4-4 
4-58 
4-7A 

Early 
Abandoned 
Groups 

# Artifacts 
7 
5 

13+ 
9-10 

4 

Late 
Abandoned 
Groups 

Group # 
1-2 

# Artifacts 
41-43 

145 
182 

l6-20 
22-28 

1-3 
2-1 
4-1C 
4-28 
4-5C 
4-67 
4-78 
8-1 

9 
22-27 

5 
63-89+ 

186 
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wider variety (Table 4.4; see Appendices D and E). In 

contrast, those groups representing an earlier stage of 

development of a group or those early-abandoned groups that 

are adjacent to later abandoned groups tend to contain few 

floor artifacts. 

The type of correlation between sequence of abandonment 

and artifact frequency is to be expected (Schiffer 1976; 

1987). Artifacts in earlier abandondoned structures were 

probably scavenged and laterally cycled by their previous 

occupants and perhaps by others at the site. Because these 

earlier abandoned structures and groups are often located 

close to the newly established groups (if they were not 

formerly part of a later group) the majority of household 

items could be gradually removed and easily transported. 

Artifacts might have been removed more selelctively from the 

latest abandoned structures when occupation was terminated 

in a particular portion of the site or at the site as a 

whole. 

Burned Structures 

There are clear differences in floor artifact 

frequencies between burned and unburned structures. As can 

be seen in Table 4.5 (also see Table 3.1), structures with 

sizable artifact inventories were often burned. Of the 
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Table 4.5. 

Artifact Counts from Burned and Unburned Sacaton House Floors 
(includes row and column percentages) 

Number of Artifacts (excluding sherds) in Floor Contact 

0 1-5 6-10 11-20 21+ Totals 

House 6 (22%) 10 (37%) 6 (22%) 3 (11%) 2 (7%) 27 
Burned (22%) (26%) (55%) (43%) (33%) (30%) 

House 21 (34%) 28 (45%) 5 (8) 4 (6%) 4 (6%) 62 
not (77%) (74%) (45%) (57%) (67% ) (70%) 
Burned 

Totals 27 (30%) 38 (43%) 11 (12%) 7 (8%) 6 (7%) 89 
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Sacaton phase houses with 6 or more artifacts, 43 percent 

had burned, whereas only 25 percent of the houses with 5 or 

fewer artifacts had burned. Moreover, nearly half of the 

Sacaton phase houses with restorable vessels in floor 

contact were burned (Table 3.4). 

Similar patterns are visible when the inventories of 

burned structures are examined through time (Table 4.6). 

Fourty-one percent of the burned Sacaton houses have 6 or 

more artifacts whereas 63 percent of the pre-Sacaton burned 

houses have 6 or more. This pattern evidently indicates 

that throughout the sequence at Snaketown burned houses were 

often abandoned with some de facto refuse or, perhaps, with 

cached ritual items. The following discusssion is presented 

to show that house burning is not a phenomenon associated 

exclusively with the abandonment of the site, with one 

period of occupation, or with one type of event. 

The archeological literature of the Southwestern United 

States is filled with references to burned structures that 

contain unusually high frequencies of artifacts. The usual 

interpretation has been that an accidental fire occurred 

prior to the abandonment of the structure or that the 

village was attacked and burned. These views have pervaded 

the literature at least as early as the 1930s: 

., .catastrophic conflagrations were widespread. Rare 
is the dwelling ... which does not show signs of burning, 
and far more frequently than not a great proportion of 
the possessions of the occupants was destroyed in the 
blaze ... There is the possibility of ceremonial burning 
at the time of death of important persons, but I am 
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Table 4.6. 

Artifact Frequencies in Burned structures Through Time 
(includes row and column percentages) 

Number of Artifacts in Floor Contact 

0 1-5 6-10 11-20 21+ Totals 

Sedentary 6 (22%) 10 (37%) 6 (19%) 3 (11%) 2 (7%) 27 
Burned (86%) (83%) (86%) (50%) ( 67%) (77%) 
Houses 

Colonial 1 (25%) 1 (25%) o (0) 2 (50%) o (0%) 4 
Burned (14%) (8%) (0%) (33%) (0%) (11% ) 
Houses 

Pioneer o (0%) 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 4 
Burned (0%) (8%) (14%) (17%) (33%) ( 11%) 
Houses 

Totals 7 (20%) 12 (34%) 7 (20%) 6 (17%) 3 (9%) 35 
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inclined to regard such wholesale destruction of homes 
and goods and laboriously garnered foodstuffs as 
indicative of troubled times (Morris 1939:41-42). 

Further, all the houses occupied at the end of the life 
of the village (Paloparado) were burned and all 
household utensils remained in the houses, suggesting 
that the village was destroyed by a suprise attack (Di 
Peso 1956:15), 

The room had been 
catastrophic fire at 
1974:67). 

destroyed 
the time 

by what was probably a 
of occupation (Doyel 

If a house burned during 
amount of abandoned, but 
materials should be 
surface ... House 2 
artifacts) ... indicating it 
occupied (McGuire 1977:18). 

occupation a significant 
still usuable, cultural 

located on the floor 
(contains abundant 
probably burned while 

No crushed pots or other material ... were found, thus 
indicating that the house had been abandoned, and not 
destroyed while occupied (McGregor 1941:118). 

So seldom was any paraphernalia found on the floor of a 
house, suggestive of accidental burning while the house 
was occupied, that it is inferred that many of them 
were burned intentionally after personal property had 
been removed (Gladwin and others 1937:82). 

Hohokam archaeologists have already learned that 
pithouses are almost devoid of floor remains unless an 
accidental fire has consumed the structure (Phillips 
and Breternitz 1986:51). 

While there is an association between burned structures 

and high artifact densities the correlation is not as strong 

as the quotes just cited would seem to suggest. As 

indicated in the quote from Gladwin and from the recent 

results of the Snaketown analysis, many burned structures do 

not contain rich floor assemblages. If the accepted logic 

is followed--that rich artifact assemblages are indicative 

of a catastrophic fire--then burned structures with few 
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artifacts may indicate that some fires 

intentionally after belongings were removed. 

were lit 

Clearly, some structures may have been destroyed as a 

result of accidental fires and from attacks from hostile 

neighbors. For example, the Dolores 

that a family burned to death in a 

Project data indicate 

structure (Wilshusen 

1986). Furthermore, there is documentation in Spanish 

records that Sobaipuri sites were attacked and burned by the 

Apache (Di Peso 1953). But while these are possibilities 

that occurred and cannot be ignored such causes cannot 

simply be assumed in all cases without confirmatory data. 

Data suggest that the likelihood of a hearth fire 

igniting 

pithouses 

a 

do 

structure is 

not easily 

relatively 

ignite. 

low. Earth covered 

Glennie's (1983) 

experimental studies indicate that it takes several hours 

for an intentionally set fire in a pithouse to fully catch 

fire and burn the structure down. 

Prehistoric data seem to support these conclusions as 

well. For example, hearths and fire pits were sometimes 

constructed adjacent to the walls (cf. Sires 1984b:128); if 

fires were a serious concern, these features would have been 

placed further away from walls. This further suggests that 

the nature of the fuel as well as the constructi0n of the 

structure may have decreased the likelihood of a 

catastrophic fire. Similarly, ethnographic reports on 

historic populations in the Southwest indicate that hearth 
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fires were kept going constantly even when unattended and 

occupants were away from the house (Treut1ein 1965:52), 

again indicating that the effort to start a new fire was 

greater than the perceived danger of the house igniting. 

Additionally, some burned structures contain 

fire pit or in some instances the hearth 

with sand or adobe (e.g., Houses 6G:8* 

no hearth or 

had been filled 

and 5F:8 at 

Snaketown). Thus, while it would be imprudent to dismiss 

the idea that accidental fires were responsible for the 

destruction of some houses, available data suggest that this 

possibility was less likely than archaeologists have 

previously assumed. Thus, other explanations are not only 

plausible but must be considered--explanations that take 

into account the variety of reasons houses might have been 

burned intentionally. 

A number of southwestern scholars have suggested the 

possibility that structures were burned intentionally under 

certain circumstances (Greenleaf 1975:105; Haury 1976; 

Huntington 1986; Rice 1987a; Seymour 1986; Seymour and 

Schiffer 1987; Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg 1981; 

Wilshusen 1986). The following discussion reviews some of 

the models that have been proposed concerning the 

intentional burning of structures at Snaketown and in the 

Hohokam area in general. This is followed by a brief 

overview of the ethnographic literature on house burning for 

western North America. In the process, the applicability of 
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each model is examined with reference to the Snaketown data 

and the implications for floor assemblages are discussed. 

The discussion concludes with a presentation of a model that 

I believe is most consistent with the Snaketown data and 

with ethnographic accounts. 

Wilcox r McGuire r and Sternberg (1981:183) have advanced 

an explanation to account for the high percentage of burned 

Sacaton structures at Snaketown. They propose "that the 

community of Snaketown proper did not decline slowlYr 

gradually growing smaller and smaller as more and more 

people moved away ... it may be that a socially-planned exodus 

was systematically carried out when a particular day dawned 

in which the entire community migrated"; prior to leaving 

they burned the village. These investigators adduce some 

evidence in support of this hypothesis r although they rely 

heavily on apparent patterns in the distribution of burned 

houses and on the fact that Snaketown was abandoned toward 

the end of the Sedentary period (1981:182-183) when other 

evidence for settlement reorganization is evident. The 

pattern to which they call attention is suggestive and may 

support the mass-emigration hypothesis; however r the 

alternative of a more gradual abandonment is still viable 

and seems even more strongly supported by the data. 

While over three-quarters (77 percent) of the burned 

structures at Snaketown are Sacaton in ager 30 percent of 

these are cut by later features (pits r houses r and so on)--a 
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percentage that is essentially equal to that for the 

unburned houses (31 percent). This means that at least some 

of these Sacaton houses were burned prior to the final 

abandonment of the site. This finding is not suprising 

since burned houses occur throughout the sequence at 

Snaketown (30 percent in the Sacaton phase, 15 percent 

during pre-Sacaton times). A gradual cessation of feature 

construction over the Sacaton phase at Snaketown would 

hypothetically reduce the number of intrusions into both 

burned and unburned structures (and would account for the 

similar percentages of disturbed houses presented above). 

For this reason, gradual abandonment of the site, with a 

continuation of curate and scavenging behavior, cannot be 

ruled out as an explanation for the depleted assemblages, 

including assemblages in some burned structures. Moreover, 

house burning is a common event at other sites where 

occupation clearly Jotinues. For example, over 50 percent 

of the houses in area around Platform Mound 8 at Las 

Colinas were bur ;~ring the middle stages of the mound 

construction secl LelLce. At Las Colinas, at least, the 

frequency of burning coupled with clear evidence of 

continued occupation and use argues more for ritual burning 

or burning to clear--or perhaps to cleanse--the area for 

future use (Seymour and Gregory 1988) than it does for mass 

emigration and abandonment of the site. So whjle the idea 

that structures may be ritually burned at abandonment is 
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not inconsistent with Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg's 

(1981) model, the scale of abandonment and the relative 

timing and sequence of abandonment of each structure is in 

need of further review. 

Most other investigators who have suggested that 

structures may have been burned intentionally have evoked 

ritual explanations that are based on ethnographic analogy 

to the Pima and Papago, generally assuming a connection 

between these historic groups and the prehistoric Hohokam 

(Greenleaf 1975:105; Haury 1976; Huntington 1986; Rice 

1987a:63-65; Seymour and Schiffer 1987). However, the 

ethnographic and historic literature provides numerous 

examples of societies throughout the American continent that 

intentionally burn structures for ritual reasons. such 

practices in western North America are referred to as the 

Mourning Ceremony or Mourning Anniversary and appear to have 

considerable time depth (Steward 1938). This suggestion is 

supported by the variety of forms and the widespread nature 

of the custom as well as by archaeological evidence from 

prehistoric sites. Accounts indicate that, depending on the 

society, either domestic or ceremonial structures were 

burned as part of the death ritual. However, cross-cultural 

studies indicate that structures are generally constructed 

of more perishable materials in societies where domestic 

structures are burned than in those societies in which they 

are not (Driver and Massey 1957:391-392). Although there is 
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particulars of the funerary rite, the 

suprisingly widespread. 
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groups in the 

basic theme is 

Variations of this rite in western North America that 

involve the burning of structures are presented and then the 

Snaketown data are examined to determine if and which 

are applicable 

Herein it is 

to the prehistoric 

suggested that the 

aspects of the ceremony 

Hohokam at Snaketown. 

Hohokam, like the Pima, Papago, and their neighbors, may 

similar type of ceremony. In the 

I will attempt to isolate particular 

have partaken in a 

following discussion 

aspects of this ceremony that may have been practiced at 

Snaketown. 

In some societies, such as among the Kamia Gifford 

1931:58-61), special ceremonial enclosures are constructed 

specifically to be burned down as part of the funerary rite, 

but most often a structure that is already in use is burned 

(e.g., Navajo, Jett and Spencer 1981; Havasuapi, Spier 1928; 

Tarahumara, Pennington 1963; Papago, Underhill 1939; 

Southern California groups, Kroeber 1925). These enclosures 

are usually less substantial than residential dwellings or 

other types of structures. They are often constructed in 

conformity with a preconceived plan, there is a consistency 

in the arrangement of interior space, and they were usually 

erected away from the living area. Special offerings, such 

as idols or images, shell, or a wide variety of the 
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deceased's personal possessions may be added to the 

enclosure, to the structure, to a pit, or to the grave to be 

burned. 

At Snaketown it does not appear that the burned 

structures were constructed solely to be burned as part of 

the funerary rite. There is no overall consistency in the 

construction techniques or arrangement of interior space. 

Additionally, many of the burned structures are located in 

courtyard groups and thus appear to have been used regularly 

by the domestic group. Similarily, they appear to have been 

used over long periods of time and for a variety of 

household uses rather than each being constructed in 

compliance with set ceremonial or symbolic standards and 

used only once. Furthermore, there are no consistencies in 

the types of artifacts (such as figurines, projectile 

points, and so on) that are found in burned structures or in 

the latest burned structures (Appendices D and E). 

On the other hand, two structures at Snaketown do 

possess human bone in contexts other than an intrusive 

cremation or inhumation. No information is available as to 

whether or not these structures were burned. One structure 

(7J:3*) contained a human skull fragment (Appendix D). Its 

location near a Sacaton phase cremation area (Sayles 

1937:91) may indicate its use as a special structure 

associated with the cremation ceremony or that the skull is 

intrusive. Several artifacts found in this structure could 
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be ritual offerir.gs (Appendix D). 

On the floor of structure lOE:3* (which actually may be 

an occupation surface rather than a structure) was found the 

remnants of a very badly decomposed skeleton (J. Hayden 

Field Notebook # 1:9, 14) which is either unplaced in time 

(Sayles 1937:91; Haury 1976:171-2) or dated to the Sacaton 

phase (Haury 1937:246). This partially excavated structure 

or floor, located in the center of a Santa Cruz phase 

cremation area (Sayles 1937:91), may similarly be related to 

the death ceremony. However, the dating of the floor and 

the skeleton are in question and one or both may post-date 

the use of the cremation area. A figurine was the only other 

artifact found on this surface. Interestingly, a pit filled 

with Pioneer period trash in the same gridblock, Pit 10E:3, 

contained a human skull fragment as well (Johnson Field 

Notebook # 1:27; Haury 1976:171). 

Human bone found in house contexts at other sites may 

have been associated with a death ritual. For example, at 

Los Solares (La Cuidad), Rice (1987a:55) suggests that three 

structures, located near cemetery areas, containing ash and 

burned bone fragments and with cremations interred through 

the floor, may have been used in funerary activities. 

Among many groups throughout California and the 

Southwest the personal items of a deceased person are cached 

in and burned with the domestic structure after death (e.g., 

Kroeber 1925; Spier 1933:303). In such cases either all or 
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a select portion of the possessions may be destroyed; in 

some cases certain classes of items such as "ritual" items 

may be disposed of 

kept by a relative. 

in a special place (Underhill 1939) or 

When this is the case, the floor 

assemblages in burned houses may consist of highly selective 

articles and may not necessarily be representative of 

everyday activities or the full range of activities. 

In other cultural areas a house and its contents are 

avoided after the inhabitant dies unexpectedly within. The 

structure and possessions are then burned. This is common 

among the Papago, Navajo, and others (Underhill 1939; Jett 

and Spencer 1981; Kent 1984). When this occurs the 

household assemblage may be relative complete. However, 

when death is pending some or all items may be removed prior 

to death so that they are not contaminated. Such behavior 

would result in excessive depletion of the inventory. 

In still other cases, particularly in Southern 

California (Kroeber 1925), possessions are distributed among 

visitors, participants in the ceremony, and surviving family 

members. Some personal possessions may be burned in a house 

or pit or simply deposited in these localities and buried. 

Some possessions may serve as burial goods to accompany the 

deceased into the afterlife. 

The accounts presented above indicate that ritual 

processes surrounding abandonment events or death ceremonies 

may be used to account for variation in artifact content in 
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burned houses. The deliberate ceremonial burning of 

structures has already been suggested as a possibility above 

and by Sayles (1937), Haury (1976), Wilcox, McGuire, and 

Sternberg (1981), and Seymour and schiffer (1987). As 

demonstrated, a relatively high percentage of burned 

structures contain an abundance of artifacts as compared to 

unburned structures. However, many burned structures do not 

contain more than a few artifacts. This contrast makes 

these structures particularly interesting. It may be that 

artifacts used in those houses with few atifacts were 

disposed of ritually, either In or near graves, as among the 

Papago (Underhill 1939:188), or possessions may have been 

removed from houses and laterally cycled and scavenged prior 

to death. 

In support of the suggestion of ritual disposal, one 

can turn to the evidence provided by caches. In one Sacaton 

cache (9F:2) more complete vessels were found than were 

recovered from the combined floors of all Sacaton houses 

excavated in 1964-1965 (Haury 1976:177-183). Regarding this 

cache, Haury (1976:183) notes that "much of the material was 

run-of-the-mill, objects that might be expected in other 

secular contexts, as for example on house floors; but the 

animal and human figurines, the 

eccentric vessels, the clay 

anthropomorphic and other 

cone, and associated plant 

remains suggest something more than a routine disposal of 

hardware." The cache is dated to the early Sacaton phase on 
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the basis of jar shapes (Haury 1976:183). This and other 

caches from the Colonial period, as well as numerous other 

artifact-filled pits found in cremation areas (defined by 

Macnider 1984; cf. Sayles 1937:96, fn 4), indicate a long

standing practice of ritual breakage and disposal of 

artifacts that may be tied to house abandonment practices 

surrounding the death of the household head or other 

respected individual. 

The main problem 

burned structures do 

with 

tend 

this 

to 

suggestion is that many 

contain high not low 

frequencies of artifacts. If the idea of ritual burning is 

accepted, then it appears that at times artifacts were left 

in the house at death or were placed in the house prior to 

burning. The difference in frequencies of artifacts in 

burned houses may relate to the mode of death, the status of 

the deceased individual, or the actual location where the 

death occurred or the kind of structure. The house and 

possessions may have been avoided if an inhabitant died 

within, as among the Papago and Navajo or alternatively, 

these assemblages may represent the intentional caching of 

items to be burned with the house. If the latter is true 

then one might expect some consistency in the classes of 

artifacts found in burned structures, such as figurines and 

so on, whereas if the former is true the floor assemblages 

should be similar to those of unburned structures. 

There are no obvious regularities in ceremonial or 
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symbolic items or other categories of artifacts found in 

burned structures. This supports, but does not prove, the 

suggestion that rich floor assemblages in burned houses may 

represent the remains of part of the household assemblage 

left in place at the death of a person rather than being 

specially cached items. of the eighteen burned structures 

thought to have been burned at the abandonment of the 

respective courtyard groups, eight exhibit relatively 

generalized and rich assemblages consisting of 

of chipped and ground stone tools, raw 

a wide range 

materials and 

ornaments and a variable assortment of other items. They 

also contain artifacts that could be associated with either 

or both genders (e.g., ground stone, hoes, projectile 

points). The remaining structures contain few artifacts but 

those artifacts that are present 

ornamental items (figurines, bison 

turquoise, shell, and so on) as well 

artifacts (worked sherds, ground 

implements). 

inc! ude ri tual and 

horncores, pigment, 

as other types of 

and chipped stone 

Further support for the ritual hypothesis for house 

burning might be found in other feature types. For example, 

the "crematory mounds" at Snaketown may also be a part of 

this complex. These low "mounds" may represent areas where 

offerings or special types of personal possessions were 

burned during a funeral or Mourning Ceremony or where 

secondary refuse was deposited from such events. The 
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richness of the artifact assemblages found in these two 

mounds suggests that these were not ordinary trash deposits: 

Although these mounds had apparently accumulated in the 
same way as other rubbish heaps, there was a greater 
quantity not only of burnt offerings but also of 
calcined bones, than ordinarily occurs in typical 
rubbish (Sayles 1937:95). 

Although lacking whole or reconstructable vessels these 

cremation mounds contained relatively high frequenies of 

shell, turquoise, pyrite, projectile points, and so on. As 

Haury (1976:171) so appropriately summarizes referring to 

the crematory mounds: 

Mourning rites, particularily those associated with the 
anniversary of a death, called for the burning of much 
personal property (Spier 1933:305-309). The residual 
ashes were buried separately, sometimes in several 
places. In antiquity, the unburnable parts of personal 
property sacrificed during mourning rites may have been 
collected and thrown on the same spot, which, in time, 
developed into the low crematory mounds. Burning 
blankets and other possessions of a deceased person 
among the Pimas (Russell 1908:195) may be a holdover 
from an earlier custom. 

The difference between the types of artifacts found in 

these crematory mounds and those found in houses presents 

the possibility that different types of possessions were 

treated differently at death and were deposited in different 

locations. Others have already suggested the possibility 

that certain classes of items such as figurines, palettes, 

censers, and so on, may have had ceremonial value (Wilcox, 

McGuire, and Sternberg 1981:209) or that certain kinds of 

items may have been ritually deposited (Gregory 1984:81-84). 
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On the basis of the variable behavior recorded among 

later historic populations in the region ritual processes 

can be employed to account for both the depletion and 

abundance of artifacts in burned houses. Clearly, there is 

a potential for ritual processes to become an all-purpose 

explanation. While it is worth considering other possible 

explanations for why houses were burned, it is nevertheless, 

possible that variability in ritual processes may account 

for some of the variability in house assemblages. 

Burned structures in a Broader Perspective 

When burned structures are examined within the context 

of courtyard groups and residential areas it is possible to 

isolate some of the potential conditions under which 

structures were burned. The details of this analysis are 

presented in Chapter 10 because it is necessary to have 

reviewed the growth and development of specific courtyard 

groups in order to fully appreciate the argument. However, 

it is appropriate to present the general conclusions here in 

the context of this discussion so that variations in 

artifact frequencies and distributions can be understood and 

the circumstances of abandonment can be outlined. 

Examined from the perspective of the courtyard group it 

is possible to isolate at least two circumstances under 
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which structures were burned. First, structures may have 

been burned when the size of a courtyard group expanded or 

when it shifted to an immediately adjacent area. This often 

required the removal of one or more structures to create an 

open and a larger courtyard or to shift the location of a 

house so as to accomodate new structures and to fill in a 

position around the perimeter of the newly expanded 

courtyard. In some instances the structure was burned prior 

to its removal. For example, this is suggested for 

Courtyard Group # 4-5 where structure lOF:l was burned (see 

Figures 10.2 - 10.8). 

The second condition under which structures were burned 

appears to be when a whole courtyard group was abandoned. 

The occupants of the courtyard group may relocate to an 

entirely new area or the location of the group may simply be 

shifted to a nearby area. This happened even in situations 

when there was still room for expansion around the existing 

courtyard, indicating that the courtyard group was abandoned 

before this was necessitated by space constraints. 

Many processes in the developmental cycles of a group 

could lead to abandonment, including a death, but the death 

of an important person is only one. Burning of at least one 

structure would be consistent with ethnographic descriptions 

of circumstances occurring at the death of an individual 

(cf. Seymour and Schiffer 1987). When a shift occurred in 

courtyard group location and a structure was burned, none of 
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the previously occupied structures were reused in the new 

courtyard group unless the orientation of a structure was 

changed and the room was remodeled or a new floor was built. 

Ethnographic accounts indicate that structures or locations 

often were entirely abandoned for fear of ghosts of the 

deceased unless a structure could be sufficiently remodeled 

so that the ghost would not recognize the location 

(Treutlein 1965:129). 

In some cases it appears that an area was abandoned 

entirely rather than building a new courtyard group nearby. 

In such cases survivors may have moved to another portion of 

the village, abandoned the site all together, or the 

occupants of the group may have died off entirely. 

certain conditions are expected 

presented above is accurate. First, 

least one burned structure in 

associated with the latest stage of 

if the reconstruction 

there should be at 

each courtyard group 

development for that 

group. Exceptions may occur in cases where abandonment of a 

group occurred for reasons other than death (which will be 

hard to corroborate independently), such as those abandoned 

as a result of site abandonment. However, most courtyard 

groups exhibiting & full developmental cycle (and when all 

associated structures were excavated) should have a burned 

structure associated with the last construction sequence in 

the group and perhaps additional earlier burned structures 

relating to the expansion of the group and the removal of 
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houses. When structures were burned and there is no 

evidence of rebuilding or expansion, the termination of 

occupation in that courtyard group is probably indicated. 

structures that were burned upon the death of an 

individual may exhibit high artifact frequencies (given the 

characteristics of the death ritual cited above), whereas 

low artifact frequencies are expected in houses burned for 

reconstruction and remodeling purposes. However, use

related differences between structures may also account for 

some differences in artifact frequencies. Also, if 

structures were burned simply when a courtyard group was 

abandoned--regardless of whether or not an individual died--

artifact frequencies may be variable. Furthermore, if 

death was pending, possessions may have been removed from a 

structure. 

As will be discussed in Chapter II, in the majority of 

Sacaton phase courtyard groups at least one structure 

associated with the latest stage of development in that 

group is burned. Of these burned structures 11 have more 

than five floor artifacts and six have low artifact counts 

(and one [10G:16] was previously excavated). These figures 

include all burned structures in each group. Sometimes more 

than one structure is burned. In those instances where an 

argument can be made that other structures wpre burned and 

removed to allow for courtyard group expansion the floor 

assemblages would differ. As noted, these structures should 
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contain few floor remains; this is generally confirmed by 

the data. 

There are eighteen Sacaton phase structures that may 

have been burned at the time of the abandonment of the 

courtyard group (e.g., Structure 4H:2* in Group 8-1; 

Structures 5G:2, 5G:I0, 5G:12 in Group 1-2; Structures 5G:4 

and 6G:3 in Group 1-3; structures 6E:1* and 6E:2* in Group 

2-1; structure 9F:4 in Group 4-1; structure 10F:19 in Group 

4-2; structures 10G:16 and 10G:18 in Group 1-3; structure 

10G:12 in Group 4-4; structures 10F:3, lOF:4, and 10G:6 in 

Group 4-5; Structures 10F:5 and 10F:11 in Group 4-6; [and 

maybe structure 11I:4 in Group 5-1]). This figure includes 

some groups with more than one burned structure; there are 

some groups in which two or three burned structures were 

associated with the latest stage of development. The 

implications of this are not clear. These additional 

structure may have been burned for other reasons or more 

than one structure may have sometimes been burned at 

abandonment or upon the death of a person. 

Courtyard groups containing these burned structures 

represent the latest occupation around a courtyard area. 

However, later features intrude into these (see discussion 

above) indicating that these groups were not the latest 

occupied at the site. Thus, the possibility is suggested 

that structures were not burned as a result of termination 

of the occupation of the site as a planned event. Rather, 
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some burning may be explained by the specific conditions of 

termination of occupation in single structures and of 

particular courtyard groups. 

Other factors may also have contributed to the 

relatively high incidence of burned structures. Such 

mundane explanations as termite, insect, or rodent 

infestation, wood rot, removal of structures to reorganize 

the work space in a courtyard (to expand its size or 

reorient it away from soiled or trashy areas), or brush 

fires cannot be ignored. However, when structures were 

burned for these types of reasons, excepting brush fires, it 

is likely that all or most of the artifacts would have been 

removed prior to the conflagration, unless of course the 

items were infested with pests or an unexpected fire took 

place. 

House Filling 

The Nature of House Fills at Snaketown 

The nature and rate of filling of house depressions may 

affect the quantity, variety, location, and condition of 

artifacts encountered in structures, as well as the 

preservation of the structure itself. By examining the 

characteristics of structure fills it is sometimes possible 
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to reconstruct the sequence of house filling and to identify 

the mode of abandonment. For example, a structure that 

contains a thin layer of laminated silt directly over the 

floor and under a burned roof fall layer was subject to a 

different set of processes, participated in a different 

sequence of post-abandonment events, and perhaps was 

abandoned under different conditions than a house in which 

burned structural debris lies directly on the floor. 

Simil arl y , a 

artifacts on 

burned structure with a wide variety of 

the floor likely differs in the mode of 

abandonment than a burned structure containing only a few 

broken items. However, the issue is a bit more complex than 

these simple examples would indicate. Differences in house 

use (and consequently the range of artifacts originally in 

the systemic inventory) may be indicted by variations in 

archaeological floor assemblages, as might the rate of and 

reasons for abandonment. 

Unfortunately, not all Snaketown structures are 

described in the kind of detail necessary to discuss the 

possible 

filling. 

conditions and rates of house abandonment and 

Profiles documenting the nature of house fills are 

similarly not provided. In part, this is because most 

houses contained what was described as "homogeneous fill" 

(Haury, personal communication 1984). As ~ result it is 

possible to discuss only a few cases, those for which 

specific information about the house fill was provided. 



Analysis of these few structures provides 

kinds of information that can be used 

a hint 

to 
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as to the 

reconstruct 

processes of house filling and to 

abandonment. 

identify types of 

Field notes from Snaketown suggest several distinctive 

ways in which houses were filled. Some houses were burned 

resulting in a burned roof fall layer (or perhaps the 

remains of a raised platform or floor) resting directly on 

the floor and filling at least part of the pithouse 

depression (3C:4*, 3D:3*, 5F:1, 5F:3, 5F:6, 5G:10, 5G:11, 

6G:3, 6G:4, 6H:3*, 8I:1*, 9E:5?, 9F:8, 9F:9, 9G:3, 10F:1, 

10F:3, 10F:9, 10F:l1, 10G:1*?, 10G:2?, 10G:4, 10G:6, 10G:18, 

11F:14?, 15E:1). This would be expected in cases where the 

burning occurred while the structure was still in use or 

immediately after abandonment (before soil could accumulate 

naturally on an unattended floor). The field crew 

distinguished between these two possibilities on the basis 

of the artifact content of houses: the presence of vessels 

on the floor or abundant artifacts attested to a structure 

burning while still in use (cf. Field Notes for Structure 

6G:3). Burned structures that contained few artifacts were 

thought to have been abandoned before they were burned. 

Only three of these structures (5F:6, 6G:4, 9F:9,) were 

overlain by later structures and the later ones were likely 

built much later--given they date to other phases. 

The types of evidence that indicate that a structure 
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burned are varied. Some structures have burned floors or a 

few burned poststubs t but there is no evidence of a burned 

roof fall layer. However t most burned structures contain 

burned structural debris including one or more of the 

following characteristics: oxidized adobe t ash t and 

carbonized wood charcoal t logst reeds t and grasses. 

Some examples exist where the floor is covered with a 

thin layer of trashy soil (10G:12) or a natural stratum of 

waterlain or wind blown soil (4H:2*?t SG:S?t 10F:4 t 10F:19) 

which separates the burned layer from the floor. This type 

of fill sequence suggests two possibilities: (1) these 

structures remained open for a while after abandonment and 

prior to burning or (2) a wooden floor or extensive platform 

was raised above the house pitt allowing soil and debris to 

collect beneath (cf. Di Peso 1956:137-138). 

In at least two cases (structures 9F:8 and 11F:12)t 

that can be identified from field notes t the floor of the 

structure was burned but some or all of the artifacts were 

unburned. One might expect differential burning of floor 

artifacts if the structure burned unevenly; however t the 

possibility cannot be ruled out that some artifacts were 

added to a structure as offerings or as trash after it 

burned. 

other floors of structures are covered with natural 

soil (lOG:15 t 11F:5) or trash-laiden soil (8E:2) that is 

overlain by another structure floor or occupation surface 
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These houses are not burned. The first 

left open to fill naturally before 

subsequent construction occurred in the area at a much later 

time. In the second instance houses may have been 

intentionally filled with trash, perhaps fairly rapidly, 

possibly to level out the ground surface so that the later 

structure could be built. 

still other structures (5F:2, 5F:6, 5G:l, SG:5, 9F:l, 

9F:2, 9F:3, 9G:l, 9G:3, 9G:4, 9G:5, lOF:20, lOF:23, lOF:24, 

lOG:7, lOG:9, lOG:lO, lOG:18, lOG:19, lOG:20, llF:2, IlF:8, 

llF:12, llF:14) exhibit evidence of being left open after 

abandonment and were filled by natural processes (at least 

five have evidence of platforms or raised floors under which 

natural sediments could accumulate). These structures are 

not burned and do not underlie later features. This 

indicates that the structure fell out of use and that the 

area was likely abandoned shortly afterward. If the 

occupants remained in residence in adjacent structures it is 

likely that the abandoned structure would have been trash

filled as opposed to being left open for an extended period. 

At least one structure (lOG:5) was trash-filled but not 

burned and not overlain by later features. This indicates 

that the structure may have been used as a repository for 

trash generated in neighboring houses; adjacent houses were 

still being used but the courtyard group did not expand in 

su~h a way that the space taken up by this structure was 
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needed. This might occur when a courtyard group is in a 

stage of decline. 

There is no information for the vast majority of 

structures on the nature of the fill immediately above the 

floor or higher within the pithouse depression. This 

indicates that most structures had a homogeneous fill as 

noted by Haury (personal communication 1984). Only those 

structures showing clearly identifiable stratification, as a 

result of burning or being 

discussed in 

Archives) . 

the field 

fill ed 

notes 

by natural 

(Arizona 

Orphan Sherds in structures 

strata, are 

state Museum 

In the absence of specific information on the processes 

that went into filling most house depressions it is 

necessary to consider other sources of information. For 

example, many houses contain sherds in floor and fill 

proveniences that apparently do not fit together to form 

vessels or even large vessel fragments. Schiffer (1986, 

1987; Seymour and Schiffer 1987) has referred to these as 

"orphan sherds." Some of these sherds probably represent 

residual primary refuse when found on house floors but, as 

discussed above, it is also likely that sherds, artifacts, 

and natural sediments were introduced into houses by wind 
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and after occupation, construction 

by later extramural activities 

centered over abandoned houses. Some material was probably 

deposited as secondary refuse as well. The latter practice 

would facilitate the rapid filling of potentially hazardous 

house depressions as well as provide an easy way to dispose 

of refuse generated daily in nearby houses. 

In order to determine which, if any, houses had been 

trash-filled and to facilitate comparisons with known 

deposits of secondary refuse, the density of sherds (weight 

per cubic meter) was calculated for Sacaton house fills (the 

1964-1965 data set only). Information was available from 

only 36 houses, and these exhibit sherd densities ranging 

from .08 to 4.72 Kg per cubic meter, with a mean of 1.17 

kg/m3 (Table 4.7). Sherd densities from tests in two 

mounds, composed of layers of refuse periodically capped 

with plaster, and a trash-filled well were used as reference 

values. Mounds 39 and 40 and WeIll in Block 10F were 

selected because the appropriate information was readily 

available (Haury 1976:98, 101, 103). Data are not being 

presented from features referred to by Haury as pure "trash 

mounds," which would undoubtedly result in even greater 

sherd densities. As shown 

considerable variability in the 

three refuse-filled features. 

in Table 4.8 there is 

density of sherds in these 

A comparison of sherd 

densities in house fills to these known trash deposits 
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'fable 4.7. 

Sherd and Artifact Densities in Sedentary Period Pills 

Fill Sherd Sherd # Artifact 
House I Volume Weight DensitI Artifacts DensitI 
SF:1 7.2 (m3) 12.77 1. 77 5 0.69 
SF:3 6.3 3.07 .49 3 0.48 
SF:4 8.96 4.89 .55 0 0.00 
SF:S 4.27 1.15 .27 0 0.00 
SF:7 15.86 6.51 .41 69 4.35 
5G:1 26.49 17.15 .65 8 0.30 
SG:2 8.44 1 0.12 
5G:4 23.18 2.0 .09 3 0.13 
SG:6 10.57 10.0 .95 22 2.08 
5G:8 6.00 1.5 .25 0 0.00 
SG:10 18.66 15.0 .13 38 2.04 
5G:12 6.24 5.56 .89 9 1.44 
6G:1 27.03 38.22 1.41 7 0.26 
6G:3 4.29 11.57 2.70 16 3.73 
8E:3 5.40 2 0.37 
8F:4 10.26 8.66 .84 2 0.19 
8F:S 10.80 51.01 4.72 16 1.48 
9F:10 13.57 2.0 .15 7 0.52 
9G:3 21.96 2.0 .09 20 0.91 
10D:1 13.56 30.70 2.26 3 0.22 
10D:3 9.94 11.64 1.17 3 0.30 
10F:1 12.09 3 0.25 
10F:3 9.05 2 0.22 
10F:4 16.45 1 0.06 
10F:S 3.62 0 0.00 
10F:6 13.94 10.32 .74 3 0.22 
10F:9 14.98 3 0.20 
10F:10 6.80 0 0.00 
10F:14 5.61 1 0.18 
10F:1S 6.96 2 0.29 
10F:16 3.78 0 0.00 
10F:17 3.39 0 0.00 
10F:19 21.42 3 0.14 
10F:21 16.32 0 0.00 
10F:22 12.30 2 0.16 
10F:23 13.75 2.95 .21 9 0.65 
10F:24 12.74 5 0.39 
10G:2 7.16 1 0.14 
10G:3 19.13 1 0.05 
10G:6 14.70 2 0.14 
10G:18 25.90 2.0 .08 2 0.08 
10H:1 7.32 8.89 1. 21 0 0.00 
10I:1 21.84 11.92 .55 12 0.55 
10I:3 6.8 25.71 3.78 13 1. 91 
10I:5 31.54 68.0 2.16 4 0.13 
10J:l 10.76 6.75 .63 3 0.28 
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Table 4.7. (continued) 

Sherd and Artifact Densities in Sedentary Period Pills 

Fill Sherd Sherd i Artifact 
House ! Volume We~ght DensitI Artifacts DensitI 
10J:3 3.36 6.76 2.01 11 3.27 
10J:7 7.39 20.65 2.80 0 0.00 
10J:9 11.40 6.50 .57 6 0.53 
IIF:5 11.55 6.50 .56 0 0.00 
l1I:2 2.58 4.86 1.88 1 0.39 
l1I:3 9.04 10.23 1.13 2 0.22 
l1I:4 23.10 17.65 .76 0 0.00 
I1J:2 7.15 13.79 1. 93 6 0.84 

Mean 12.09 13.11 1.17 6.15 0.57 
S.D. 7.07 14.45 1.09 11.14 0.94 
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indicates that only one Sacaton house (8F:5) contains a 

sufficiently dense concentration of sherd material (density 

is 4.72 Kg/m3) to be suggestive of large-scale refuse 

deposition. still, small accumulations of secondary refuse 

in houses or deposits of trash with lower sherd densities 

may account for these low values. 

Table 4.8. 
Sherd densities in Trash-Filled Features 

(all are approximate figures) 

Fill Sherd Sherd 
Feature Volume Weight Density 

Mound 39 Test: 40 m3 780 Kg 19.50 Kg/m3 

Mound 40 Test: 62.5 m3 507 Kg 8.11 Kg/m3 

Well # 1: 6.0 m3 127 Kg 21.17 Kg/m3 

The number of artifacts (excluding sherds) per cubic 

meter of house fill supports a similar conclusion. Data are 

available for 54 houses (1964-1965 only), and in these 

artifact density ranges from 0 to 4.35/m3 (Table 4.7). Only 

7 houses have a density of one or more artifacts per cubic 

meter of deposit (SF:7, 5G:6, 5G:10, SG:12, 6G:3, 8F:5, and 

10I:3), suggesting that these houses, if any, contain 

secondary refuse. Still, the number of artifacts in house 

fills is quite low, considering the length of Snaketown's 

occupation and the density of artifacts scattered over the 

surface today. On the whole, artifact types recovered from 

house fills are similar to those recovered from pits, many 
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of which contain secondary refuse (see below). This 

likeness, combined with the lack of reconstructable vessels, 

does suggest that the few artifacts found in house fills 

may, in fact, be secondary refuse or redeposited secondary 

refuse. However, these artifacts also may have accumulated 

as a result of sheetwash or other natural processes. 

It is worth noting that sherd densities may be as low 

as they are because of the way fill artifacts were 

collected. Artifacts designated as corning from the floor 

during the 1964-1965 season were those actually found in 

floor contact. "Fill artifacts" refers to any artifacts 

found above the floor up to the present ground surface, 

whether that was the excavated or the unaltered desert 

surface. Sometimes a thi rd category of "f 1 oor fi 11" was 

used to designate artifacts recovered from the first 5 cm 

above the floor. Thus, dense deposits of artifacts or 

sherds may 

which were 

provenience. 

have occurred in specific 

not distinguished from 

The result would be an 

intervening strata 

the larger fill 

evening out and a 

lowering of densities overall even if a house was filled 

with artifact laden trash. 

Some of 

may also be 

techniques. 

the variation in sherd densities from houses 

accounted for by collection and recording 

In the first place, houses that lacked abundant 

cultural remains were not always screened (Haury, personal 

communication, 1984), and 50 sherds from these houses may 
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not have been as rigorously recorded. In the second place, 

a review of houses without recorded sherd information shows 

that in cases where the boundaries of houses or floors were 

ill defined or where houses were partly or completely 

overlain by another house, so as to confuse provenience 

distinctions, sherds from fills and floors or from different 

houses were sometimes mixed. This is especially clear in 

Grid Blocks lOF and lOG, where house density is high. 

Although the specific processes responsible for 

depositing orphan sherds and other artifacts cannot be 

pinpointed in most instances, one can determine which phases 

are represented. This information is essential because 

certain types of analyses become feasible if the material in 

Sacaton contexts derives from the Sacaton phase. Decorated 

sherds can be more reliably assigned to phase than plainware 

sherds so percentages of Sacaton and pre-Sacaton red-an-buff 

sherds relative to unplaced sherds were calculated for 29 

Sacaton house floors and 39 fills for which information was 

available. 

The results shown in Table 4.9 illustrate the overall 

low percentage 

houses, in both 

of pre-Sacaton 

fill and floor 

buffware sherds in Sacaton 

contexts. Despite the 

difference in the range of sherd weights, the floor and fill 

means are similar, indicating that most of these isolated 

sherds are derived from the Sacaton phase occupation. 

This conclusion is reinforced by comparing only the 
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Table 4.9. 

Buffware Sherds in Sacaton Houses 

Floor Fill 

sacaton Floor 
Buffware 

27-100%; X = 75% 
.080-8.190 kg; 

39-100%; X = 74% 
.548-2.033 kg; 

Pre-Sacaton 
Buffware 

Unplaced 
Buffware 

X = 2.059 kg 

0-43%; X = 6% 
0-1. 25 kg; 
X = .138 kg 

0-73\; X = 18% 
0-1.61 kg; 
X = .362 kg 

Table 4.10. 

X = 3.699 kg 

0-28%; X = 6% 
0-.937 kg; 
X = .209 kg 

0-46%; X = 19% 
0-6.0 kg; 
X = 1.054 kg 

Percentage Sacaton to Pre-Sacaton Buffware Sherds 
in Sacaton Houses 

Floor 

Fill 

Sacaton Buffware 

52-100%; X = 92% 

62-100%; X = 92% 

Pre-Sacaton Buffware 

0-49%; X = 8% 

0-36%; X = 8% 
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percentage of sacaton to pre-Sacaton buffware sherds (i.e., 

not including unplaced buffware sherds). Table 4.10 shows 

the clear dominance of Sacaton sherds overall and the 

similar mean percentages for fill and floor contexts. In 

the 26 houses that had buffware sherd data for both fill and 

floor contexts, it is clear that there may be as much as a 

36 percent difference in the percentage of Sedentary to pre

Sedentary sherds within the same house; however, the mean 

difference is only 8 percent. 

In short, the available data support the claim that the 

majority of Sacaton houses did contain orphan sherds. 

However, they tend to contain only small amounts of sherd 

material from previous phases. The clear dominance of 

Sacaton sherds suggests that many other artifacts, as well 

as sherds, derive from the Sacaton occupation. Yet this is 

not unexpected given that sherds were often the basis for 

dating houses. 

The same conclusion can be asserted for structures that 

pre-date the Sacaton phase. However, in most cases pr8-

Sacaton structures (and perhaps the Sacaton structures) 

appear to have been redated (e.g., Wilcox, McGuire, and 

Sternberg 1981) largely on the basis of the predominance of 

sherd material on the floor from a particular phase. 

However, most pre-Sacaton structures contain at least low 

frequencies of earlier or later decorated sherds. Because 

of the way in which these structures were dated (often based 
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on general frequencies of datable sherds) analysis of sherds 

will generally result in low percentages of sherds from 

other phases. 

The difficulty with this 

to determining the percentage 

approach to dating (and also 

of sherds from other phases) 

can be seen in pre-Sacaton structures that were dated on the 

basis of the presence of reconstructable vessels on house 

floors. For example, structure SE:6 is dated to the Santa 

Cruz phase, likely because a Santa Cruz Red-an-buff vessel 

fragment was encountered on the floor. However, the sherd 

data would seem to contradict this phase assignment if, as 

has been done for the structures lacking vessels, the 

greatest percentage of, rather than the latest, sherd 

material is used for dating. There were approximately 100 

floor sherds, and all but a few were Vahki Plain and Vahki 

Red. Only a small percentage were Santa Cruz Red-on-buff. 

Thus, it would appear that the way structures were dated 

automatically results in low 

phases. Only those structures 

sherd frequencies from other 

dated primarily on the basis 

of vessels or vessel fragments, stratigraphy, house form, or 

radiocarbon and archaeomagnetic dates will potentially show 

excessive frequencies of sherd 

Regrettably, the weight given 

material from other phases. 

to anyone of these factors 

was not recorded during the reanalysis of the house phase 

assignments by Wilcox (Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg 1981). 

This problem calls into question the accuracy of house 
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assignments based on the predominance of sherds since, as 

suggested above, there is often no correspondence between 

the phase of the vessels found within (or the phase 

assignment arrived at by other means) and the highest 

frequencies of datable sherds in a structure. This 

conclusion suggests that sherds have been redeposited even 

when small percentages of sherds from additional phases are 

present. 

The extreme effect that the redeposition of cultural 

material can have on the contents of houses is clearly 

illustrated by the artifact and sherd tallies in structure 

10G:13*. This house was excavated during the 1934-1935 

season (later labeled House 10G:5). On the basis of floor 

sherds and vessels and fill sherds this structure was 

assigned to the Sacaton phase in the 1930's. In 1964-1964 

this house was mistakenly reexcavated. Not suprisingly, no 

floor artifacts were recorded, however abundant floor sherds 

(4.480 Kilos) were present. These were predominantly (93 

percent) pre-Sacaton in age and ranged from the Vahki phase 

through the Sacaton phase, representing the entire sequence 

of occupation at the site. Numerous fill sherds (5.100 

Kilos) and at least 10 artifacts were also present (Appendix 

E). Most of the datable fill sherds (95 percent) were also 

pre-Sacaton in age. Until the house was plotted on the base 

map it was not known that this house had already been 

excavated and then backfilled (Haury 1976:104). On the 
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basis of the excavated material this structure would have 

been assigned a pre-Sacaton date. 

This example is important for several reasons. First 

it illustrates some of the characteristics that typify 

redeposited fill or secondary refuse. These are high sherd 

densities and sherds from a wide range of chronological 

periods (because of nearby features from other phases) 

coupled with a lack of floor artifacts. Second, this is 

particularly informative because, as noted above, many 

houses were dated on the basis of sherd identifications. As 

indicated, the procedure followed for dating was to assign a 

structure to an earlier phase if floor sherds were 

predominantly pre-Sacaton in age even though there might be 

small frequencies of Sacaton sherds present. 

Erosion is 

sediments and 

Erosion 

another process 

artifacts into 

that frequently introduces 

abandoned houses. The 

probability that a pithouse would receive water- and wind

born deposits containing artifacts ought to be influenced by 

1) the duration of that house's occupation, 2) the 

persistence (or duration) of occupation in the area after 

earlier structures were abandoned and replaced by new 

houses, 3) the density of nearby houses or the size of 

courtyard groups, and 4) the proximity of trash mounds. In 
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each case, and for the purposes of analysis, it is assumed 

that the intensity and duration of occupation, and thus the 

degree of refuse accumulation, will influence the density 

and variety of artifacts present and therefore available for 

transport. Trash may accumulate near houses in abandoned 

pits and structures and informal deposits or in designated 

refuse disposal areas, such as trash mounds. In order to 

evaluate this aspect of the erosion hypothesis, various 

indices have been constructed. However, it is necessary to 

point out that in order to understand the factors affecting 

the accumulation and dispersal of refuse-laden deposits it 

is necessary to understand refuse disposal behavior at the 

site. As is discussed below, assumptions regarding the 

relationship between refuse accumulation and housing density 

and the duration of occupation are not necessarily of the 

nature expected. 

Duration of structure Use 

In order to evaluate the potential effect of the 

occupation span of individual houses, a measure of the use 

life of individual structures is required. Although the 

necessary data are insufficient to carry out these analyses 

at Snaketown it is worth outlining the argument 50 that it 

can be investigated elsewhere. 

The working hypothesis is that the longer the time any 
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likelihood 

structure is 

that trash 

occupied there is 

will accumulate in 
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a greater 

the areas 

surrounding that house. Therefore, once abandoned the trash 

may find its way into the pithouse depression and the fill 

will have greater artifact and sherd densities than in 

houses that were occupied for shorter periods. 

Houses showing 

serve as a measure of 

individual houses. 

evidence of repair and remodeling may 

the greater relative longevity of 

Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg 

(1981:Table 5) list 11 Sacaton houses that show evidence of 

repair, including houses with two floors and houses with 

superimposed or remodeled hearths (5G:9, 8E:3, lOF:4, 10F:9, 

10F:11, 10F:15, 10G:3, 10G:8, 10G:9, 10G:13, and 111:3). 

Another five houses may be added to this list: 5G:8 

(plastered over hearth), 6G:1 (two non-contemporaneous 

entryways and a change in orientation), 10F:3 (may have two 

floors), 10G:2 (replastered and reoriented), and 11F:2? 

(reoriented, new floor and new hearth). Regrettably, data on 

fill sherd densities were insufficient to carry out the 

analysis. 

Another clue to the length of occupation of a 

particular structure is provided by its positioning and 

orientation within the courtyard group, as is discussed in 

Chapter 10. The relative duration of the use of individual 

houses can be reconstructed as can the duration and sequence 

of the growth and development of the courtyard group as a 
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whole. Two contrasting hypotheses may be suggested 

concerning the expected results of such an analysis. First, 

in areas that show evidence of continued occupation those 

houses abandoned before the abandonment of the courtyard 

group or the vicinity ought to contain more 

fills than the latest abandoned houses--a 

based on the idea that trash was often 

trash in their 

premise that is 

dumped in the 

depressions of nearby abandoned houses. The latest abandoned 

structures should show the lowest frequencies of refuse 

because, when occupation in the immediate area terminated, 

these structures were not used as dumps. Alternatively, 

those houses occupied the longest may contain greater 

densities of sherd material in their fills because of the 

increased span of occupation and use of the area and the 

longer time over which refuse can accumulate and then, 

through erosion, find its way into pithouse depressions. In 

order to examine which of these alternatives is most likely 

it is necessary to compare the early- and late- abandoned 

structures. Again, sherd frequency and density data from 

Snaketown are too incomplete to carry out this analysis but 

future efforts may benifit from such considerations. 

Housing Density 

Visual inspection of the Sacaton phase site map (Figure 

2.1) clearly illustrates the differing densities of 
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and artifact densities from house 
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Examination of sherd 

fills in Table 4.7 

indicates that houses occurring in dense clusters have lower 

overall sherd and artifact densities; densities are highest 

in portions of the site where housing density is lowest. 

This is contrary to that expected on the basis of the 

erosion hypothesis. 

One explanation for this is that houses in dense 

clusters were excavated or reported differently than more 

isolated houses. There is strong support that this 

interpretation accounts for at least part of this pattern in 

the almost complete lack of sherd data for houses in the 

densest residential area (10F-G and 9F-G). 

While excavation and reporting procedures seem to have 

skewed the results, other factors may also account for the 

low sherd and artifact densities. First, since houses are so 

closely spaced (and trash mounds are so near) the occupants 

may have made a point of removing refuse from habitation 

zones. Areas of high density occupation may have been 

intentionally kept clean, perhaps even cleaner than areas of 

lower housing density, because of the need for greater 

amounts of clean space for the performance of a wider range 

of activities by a larger group of people (Hayden and Cannon 

1983). This may also be the reason why many extramural work 

areas in this zone are virtually devoid of artifacts. Also, 

examination of the thickness of deposits between upper and 
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lower house floors in superimposed structures indicates that 

less soil (and probably cultural material) accumulated 

between stages of construction in this area than elsewhere 

at the site. This indicates that (1) erosion is excessive 

in this area removing, through scouring, loose sediment and 

artifacts, (2) structures were repeatedly built in the area 

with only a short time lapse not allowing soil and trash to 

accumulate in house depressions, or (3) erosion resulting in 

the deposition of artifacts and soil from surrounding areas 

was minimal and refuse was deposited away from residences. 

Given the potential that collecting and recording techniques 

have skewed the data, analyses cannot be carried out that 

would eliminate any of these possibilities. 

The foregoing discussion suggests that the length and 

intensity of occupation in an area does not increase the 

amount of trash found in house fills. If anything, the more 

houses and the longer the occupation the less trash seems to 

have been deposited in the occupation area. 

Courtyard Group Size 

While house density 

index by which to gauge 

group size should provide 

in any given area serves as an 

occupation intensity, courtyard 

a more temporally and spatially 

sensitive measure. It is probably reasonable to assume that 

the larger a courtyard group (i.e., the more structures) the 
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larger the social group (within limits) despite differences 

in structure use. With more people and a wider range of 

activities, more trash will be generated. As a result, 

there is a higher likelihood for more trash to accumulate in 

house fills as a result of direct deposition and erosion of 

trash-laden deposits into house depressions (even if most of 

the trash is deposited away from occupation areas). 

Regrettably, an analysis of this nature cannot be 

effectively carried 

comparision would 

out using the Snaketown data. 

be to examine differences 

The best 

in sherd 

densities between small courtyard groups and large groups. 

However, all of the small courtyard groups were excavated in 

1934-1935. This type of analysis at other sites might prove 

useful. 

Trash Mounds 

Erosion is often more pronounced in areas where there 

is a change in relief or slope. "About 85 percent of the 

area of Snaketown is flat terrain, lying between mounds and 

the embankments of ballcourts" (Haury 1976:40). Since "the 

mounds of Snaketown and the long slightly-crescentic sides 

of the large ball court provide the only conspicuous relief 

on the flat surface of the upper terrace" (Haury 1976:9), it 

is these features that are presumed to be most affected by 

removal of soil and movement of artifacts through water and 
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wind action. These sediments and cultural materials may 

find their way into depressions of abandoned pithouses 

situated nearby. 

In order to examine the effect these natural processes 

might have had on the composition of nearby house fills, the 

proximity of houses to the mounds was calculated and their 

contents examined. With 

excavated houses are located 

one exception (7D:l*), all 

more than 40 meters from the 

ballcourts. For this reason ballcourts were excluded from 

the analysis. Houses, however, were often located near 

mounds, and for this reason mound-house relationships are 

examined in the following discussion. 

Before progressing further it is necessary to describe 

the characteristics of the mounds. There are essentially 

four types of mounds: trash mounds, capped trash mounds, 

mounds of mostly sterile desert soil, and a single capped 

platform mound constructed mostly of relatively sterile 

soil. This classification can be collapsed into two types of 

mounds for the purposes of this analysis: those with 

predominantly trash fill and those made mostly of sterile 

desert soil. It is presumed that a comparison of these 

different mound types to the contents of houses will be the 

most informative. 

Haury's (1976) discussion of mound characteristics 

shows that strata and depositional episodes within mounds 

can be correlated more or less specifically to phase. As 



234 

mounds grew in height and expanded in breadth, older layers 

were sometimes covered with younger trash yet sometimes 

older trash accumulations were located in different portions 

of the mound. Some trash-rich mounds were deliberately 

constructed in a few rapid episodes. The significance of 

the second point is that in a mound containing stratified 

layers of Pioneer, Colonial, and Sedentary period trash, 

cultural material eroding from various parts of the mound 

will date to different periods. The positioning of a house 

relative to a particular side ~f a mound or mounds will 

determine the age of the material that ends up in the house 

depression--that is, if erosion is contributing to house 

fill deposits. If so, trash in house fills may be 

relatively "pure" in temporal terms if the deposits on a 

nearby mound are "pure." 

The 60 mounds at Snaketown vary in height from barely a 

meter up to four meters (Haury 1976:80). The height of 

trash mounds probably "depends in part on the length of time 

they were in use or the number of people who contributed to 

their mass" (Haury 1976:9). The size and steepness of the 

mound--the height and width--may have an appreciable effect 

on the rate of erosion and the dispersion of artifacts and 

sherds. While the previous and present mound size probably 

differ owing to continuing processes of erosion, it is 

assumed that relatively consistent rates of erosion can be 

correlated to the different mound types and to the 
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structuring of mound deposits themselves. 

As Haury (1976:80) noted, "when one examines house 

distribution it becomes clear that a number of them were 

located at the edges of mounds in use." Some were on the 

slopes and at the base of mounds, others were well over 60 m 

away. It is assumed that eroding artifact-laden sediments 

will influence the composition of house fills less in those 

structures farthest from a mound. Larger inclusions r such 

as artifacts r will be deposited nearest the mound even 

though fine-grained sediments and small artifacts may 

disperse over a wider area. 

Several hypotheses were proposed: (1) Houses nearest 

trash mounds should exhibit greater quantities of sherds and 

artifacts in their fills (presumed to be refuse); (2) 

depending on their location around any particular mound r 

house fills would contain artifacts and sherds similar to 

those in the nearest portion of the mound; (3) the density 

of refuse in house fills will vary relative to the type of 

mound it is nearest (i.e., trash r capped trash r sterile r 

platform mound); (4) houses near the highest mounds will 

have greater densities of trash in their fills. A corollary 

of (4) is that small mounds may have already eroded due to 

the softness of the fill or other factors. If this is the 

case r mound height may be more a measure of the stablility 

of the mound sediments than of erosion. SimilarlYr sediments 

and trash in higher mounds would have had to be more stable 
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in order for the mounds to attain and remain at the same 

height. 

No relationship could be seen in most of the mound

house relationships examined, whether mounds were trash

filled or constructed of native desert soil, capped or not. 

The exception was found in the southeastern portion of the 

central area of the site (Blocks 10I-J and 1II-J). Unlike 

other areas, three mounds bound this area (Mounds 30, 37, 

and 38 on the north, southeast, and southwest sides of the 

area) where very few houses were excavated (15 houses, 11 of 

which have fill sherd density data). Sixty-four percent of 

the houses in this area with sherd data available contain 

relatively high fill sherd densities. As Table 4.7 shows, 

houses in the southeastern portion of the central area 

consistently contain higher densities of sherds and 

artifacts than in residential areas in other portions of the 

site. 

The question arises as to why mound erosion may have 

differently affected houses in the southeastern sector of 

thp. central area. There are two reasons why this might be 

the case. First, houses in this area are bounded by three 

mounds--at least two of which contained high densities of 

trash (Mound 37 was not tested). The number of mounds 

increases the chance that a greater amount of trash will be 

eroded. Additionally, these houses are downslope from Mound 

30. Although the slope of this mound is minimal, the 
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characteristics of Mound 30 probably made it particularly 

susceptible to 

the fi 11 was 

erosion. 

described 

Unlike most other mounds tested, 

as 

1976:Table 5.1). Because 

"exceptionally 

the trash was 

soft" (Haury 

"very looser" 

excavations had to be abandoned (Arizona state Museum 

Archives, Snaketown 1964-1965). The loose nature of the 

soil combined with the height of the mound (2.5 m at the 

time of excavation) likely increased the chances that 

deposits on this mound would erode. Archival records 

further indicate that the sherds in this mound are dominated 

by Sacaton Red-on-buff with some Santa Cruz Red-on-buff and 

a trace of Gila Butte Red-on-buff. Therefore, if sherds 

were introduced into nearby houses through erosion one would 

expect houses to contain predominantly Sacaton phase sherds 

with lesser amounts from earlier periods--this is in fact 

the case. This brings into question the dating of these 

houses, However, it must be acknowledged that if occupants 

of these houses were depositing their trash in Mound 30, the 

contents of the houses and the mound would be expected to be 

very similar--regardless of whether erosion was taking 

place. 

General Patterns of Refuse Disposal 

Behavior At Snaketown 

Expectations concerning the relationship between trash 
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accumulation and occupation intensity were not borne out by 

the Snaketown data. We may examine why this is the case by 

considering refuse disposal behavior at Snaketown and in 

other large settlements. Based on the analyses presented 

above, those to be discussed in later chapters, and 

principles discovered by recent ethnoarchaeological studies, 

it is possible to isolate some of the more influential 

factors contributing to the way refuse is treated, and 

consequently, the way artifacts are distributed across the 

site. 

Locations of Refuse Disposal 

In the discussion just concluded it was initially 

assumed that refuse of various types will accumulate in the 

immediate vicinity of houses and will increase in density 

and variety as the duration and intensity of occupation 

increases. This is based on the principle that convenience 

is an important factor in refuse disposal (Hayden and Cannon 

1983:119; Schiffer 1977:21). However, it was also suggested 

that refuse disposal behavior is based on choices relating 

to other practical factors that may balance the effects of 

long-term and high density occupation. The data seem to 

support the notion that there is an inverse relationship 

between trash accumulation and extended, dense occupation of 

habitation areas at Snaketown. The potential adverse 
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effects on or hinderance to other activities seems to be an 

important factor, in addition to convenience, in the 

treatment of refuse. Hayden and Cannon (1983:152) have 

suggested that greater house density, neighbor pressure, and 

intensive use of areas near residential units together 

influence the decision to discard refuse away from 

habitation areas in village settings. As indicated by their 

study in the Mayan Highlands, refuse-free areas in the 

vicinity of habitation structures indicate the occurrence of 

activities likely to be hindered by the presence of refuse. 

Therefore, the number of activities and the amount of space 

needed for them are factors that must be considered (Hayden 

and Cannon 1983:148-149). 

The low frequencies of secondary refuse in the portions 

of Snaketown with the densest clusters of houses, coupled 

with the size and abundance of trash mounds, indicates that 

much refuse was removed from habitation areas. In 

accordance with Hayden and Cannon's findings we may infer 

that refuse was not allowed to accumulate in and around 

courtyard areas because 

important activity loci. 

these extramural areas were 

However, it is clear that in some areas of the site 

there is evidence to suggest that artifacts (at least 

certain classes of artifacts) were deposited near where they 

were used, in abandoned houses, rather than being 

transported to trash mounds. As previously discussed, only 
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10I:3) is fill artifact density sufficiently 
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8F:5, and 

high to 

indicate "intentional" deposition of secondary refuse. Five 

of these occur near Platform Mound 16 in a residential area 

that is farther than any others from any trash-filled 

mounds. This suggests that the proximity of formal dumping 

areas (mounds) to particular residential areas may influence 

refuse disposal behavior. The decision as to whether refuse 

(of certain types) is transported consistently to those 

designated trash locations or whether some items will be 

disposed of nearby as a matter of convenience may be related 

to the nearness of mounds. An overall lower density of 

structures is also suggested for the Mound 16 area (relative 

to the residential area in the southwest quadrant of the 

central area [Blocks 9F-G and lOF-G]), which may also 

influence refuse disposal decisions. Furthermore, the local 

developmental sequence, the rate and conditions of growth, 

differs between residential areas as well as between 

courtyard groups, and 

dumping patterns in 

desire to fill open 

may also be a relevant factor in 

particular areas. For example, the 

pits and pithouse depressions quickly 

so that construction is unhindered may playa role. 

The depressions of abandoned pithouses and pits were 

probably used as receptacles for refuse more often than fill 

density figures would indicate. That certain types of 

refuse may have been deposited near occupied houses is 
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suggested by the consistent presence of low frequencies of 

artifacts and sherds found in fill contexts. These include 

certain classes of refuse that were perhaps only 

intermittently created (such as manufacturing debris from 

ornamental items) or discarded (ground and chipped stone 

tools) or that were not a hinderance or hazard because of 

their small volume, size, or other characteristics. Such 

items may not be a cause for a trip to a formal dump area 

and may have been disposed of more casually in a convenient 

location. Furthermore, the larger sherds from a broken 

vessel may have been transported to a trash mound while the 

smaller sherds were collected and swept into nearby hous~ 

depressions. The 

classes of artifacts 

greater relative percentages of certain 

in pithouse fills (cf. Seymour and 

Schiffer 1987:Table 12.7), such as shell debris, indicates 

that different classes of refuse were sometimes treated 

differently and that the interval (discard rate) and volume 

of refuse deposition differed between mounds and houses (as 

well as other trash-filled features). 

So far discussion has focused on refuse as something 

that must be discarded and removed from habitation and use 

areas. However, in many cases refuse seems to have served a 

useful function at Snaketown. There is some indication that 

refuse-laden deposits Here intentionally select~d to modify 

large areas of the site landscape--perhaps because loose 

midden deposits are easier to dig than sterile sun-baked 
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desert soil. A large open expanse south of Ballcourt # 1 and 

west of the main plaza may have been intentionally leveled 

(cf. Haury 1976:77; Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg 

1981:141). Moreover, as noted, trash was used to fill in 

depressions and holes near heavily used areas. Furthermore, 

the mounds were intentionally constructed features, some of 

which surround and delineate the site center (cf. Wilcox, 

McGuire, and Sternberg 1981). The presence of both trash-

filled mounds and mounds constructed largely of sterile soil 

indicate that these features may have been symbolically 

.important in highlighting the center of the village. 

Only certain aspects of refuse disposal behavior at 

Snaketown can be reconstructed. For example, we know 

nothing about the disposition of house sweepings or 

artifacts broadcast from activity areas. However, we do know 

that few thick trash areas were encountered in the vicinity 

of houses. However, as mentioned, open pits (borrow pits and 

so on), used originally for other purposes, were often 

filled with household trash. For the most part, the greatest 

volume of refuse was disposed of in trash mounds. As Haury 

(1976:9) notes: 

Most mounds owe their orlgln to the villagers' desire 
to keep the residential premises clean and unlittered, 
a trait we usually do not associate with early people. 
The Hohokam must be given credit for a tidiness of mind 
and behavior that caused them to dispose of waste 
products either in pits or on selected spots where 
mounds developed. Sheet trash is locally present, but 
with few exceptions, the deposits are thin (Haury 
1976:9). 
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After years of attempting to analyse secondary refuse 

and floor artifacts, it has become clear that it is not at 

all unusual for residential spaces and surrounding areas to 

be kept clean, especially in densely occupied long-term 

habitation sites (see for example, Seymour 1980; Hayden and 

Cannon 1983). Many of our expectations of refuse disposal 

behavior derive from studies of shorter-term, sparsely 

occupied hunter-gather camps where refuse is more likely to 

be left at or near the location of use. However, as 

Schiffer (1972:162; 1976:15) notes: 

with increasing site population (or perhaps site size) 
and increasing intensity of occupation, there will be a 
decreasing correspondence between the use and discard 
locations for all elements used in activities and 
discarded at a site. 

Maintainance activities and the proximity and nature of 

refuse disposal zones should differ between sites where the 

duration, intensity, and diversity of activities differs. 

For this reason, secondary refuse and other types of 

redeposited refuse become extremely important for analysis 

in larger, more permanent sites. The relevant factors 

contributing to choices of disposal areas must therefore be 

considered. 
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This chapter reviews a portion of the ethnographic 

literature regarding the organization of intramural space. 

Some widespread consistencies exist in the way certain kinds 

of space may be used and arranged in structures. Yet there 

is considerable variation in the way space needs can be met 

and no single arrangement is universally present. Insights 

into recognizable patterns, the circumstances under which 

they occur, and into the principles behind such 

consistencies provide keys to identifying distinctive use

area configurations. 

While not exhaustive, 

distinct rooms and structures 

examples of "functionally" 

are discussed with reference 

to specific societies in an effort to explore how these 

labels are applied in the literature. Despite the 

application of similar labels there can be considerable 

variation in the ways in which rooms and structures are 

used. For this reason some of the specific types of 

activities that characterize different functional classes of 

houses are also reviewed. 
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Ethnogranhic Studies of Space Use 

Most previous classifications of Hohokam house types 

and inferences regarding intramural space use have been 

based on analogies with the Pima, Papago, and Maricopa. In 

historic times these groups occupied the southern and 

central deserts of Arizona where the Hohokam and their 

predecessors resided for thousands of years. However, it is 

my view that no direct linkage has been demonstrated between 

historic and prehistoric groups in the area. Thus, while 

similarities in adaptation may exist between these groups, 

major differences in many realms of life are visible between 

these time periods. Differences in the use and organization 

of intramural space appear to be among these changes. 

Historic accounts indicate that at and after the time 

of European contact, Upper Piman 

interior furnishings (Treutlein 

groups did not utilize 

1965:151; Spier 1933:87). 

As is argued below, evidence suggests that the Hohokam did, 

at times, formally modify intramural space with the addition 

of a variety of different types of interior furnishings. 

Given these potential differences in space use through time 

and their relevance to interpretations concerning structure 

use, it is instructive to examine the ethnographic and 

ethnoarchaeological literature from a wider range of 

societies to explore the variety of ways in which people 

create space appropriate to their needs. 



246 

The Nature Of The Ethnographic Sample 

Generalizations to be discussed concerning the nature 

of structure types and the organization of intramural space 

in structures have been arrived at using a sample of North 

American societies. At 

discuss9d from each of 

least one society was examined and 

Kroeber's (1939) Cultural Areas of 

Native North America in order to establish the prevalence of 

the noted patterns (Table 5.1). Selection of societies 

within each area 

ethnoarchaeological 

was dependent 

studies or 

on the availability of 

detailed ethnographic 

accounts that included a discussion or illustrations on the 

arrangement of interior space or use of furniture. Studies 

cited contain sufficiently detailed information that is 

relevant to the ensuing discussion. The sample was 

bolstered with additional examples from societies in the 

same cultural areas when particularly good descriptions 

were available or when less detailed, but nonetheless 

relevant, information was provided. Discussions are further 

supplemented with ethnoarchaeological data from around the 

world since these types of studies often address similar 

issues. Ethnographies with relevant illustrations or verbal 

descriptions from surrounding cultural areas were also used 

to reinforce the noted patterns. 

Examples were drawn from the literature on societies 

representing a variety of adaptations. As a result, 
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agricultural societies as well as foraging and pastoralist 

societies are included. Societies also exhibit a broad 

range of mobility patterns between sedentary and nomadic. A 

wide range of residence patterns are represented as well 

including multiple and single families residing in one 

structure. Similarly, a diversity of house types are 

represented, including structures made of skins and poles 

(tipis), brush structures, wood, mud, and brick structures. 

Table 5.l. 
Kroeber's (1939) Cultural Areas of Native North America 

(List includes Tribes cited in text 
in each of Kroeber's Cultural Areas) 

Arctic Coast 
Nunamiut Eskimo 

Northwest Coast 
Nootka 

southwest 
Pueblo (Hopi, Tiwa, Zuni) 
Pima and Papago 
Maricopa 
Navajo 
Apache 

Intermediate and Intermountain Areas 
Coeur D'Alene 

East and North 
Blackfoot 
Huron 

Mexico and Central Americ~ 
Maya 
Zapotec 
Tepehuan 
Tlahuica 
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Kroeber's (1939) cultural areas are defined in part on 

the basis of North American natural areas, which in turn 

affect basic adaptations as well as the availability or 

suitability of materials for building. For this reason it 

was not possible, nor was it desirable, to examine only 

societies exhibiting adaptations similar to those of the 

sedentary agricultural Hohokam that resided at Snaketown. 

With reference to information on the organization of 

intramural space the societies examined may be divided into 

three groups: (1) those that do not use distinctive use

areas or those in which distinctive use-areas have not been 

reported and described; (2) those that use distinctive areas 

but without physical modifications to interior space, such 

as the use of furniture; and (3) those that use distinctive 

areas that are demarcated by furniture and other physical 

alterations to the interior (floor) of the structure. This 

last group may be further subdivided into groups in which 

all use-areas are physically noticeable and those in which 

some use-areas can and some cannot be identified by physical 

alterations to the structure floor. Obviously, those in the 

third class are most useful for this study although those in 

the second class may be useful if portable items, such as 

artifacts, consistently demarcate certain use-areas. Even 

when use-areas are not physically or formally distinguished, 

descriptions may be provided that identify particular areas 

of use. 
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Ways of Adapting Space 

and ethnoarchaeological literatures 

ways people adapt their 

space it defines, to their daily 

divide space, either formally or 

of 

The ethnographic 

attest to the variety 

architecture, and the 

needs. All people 

informally, in ways that are permanent or temporary because 

all societies practice a variety of activities that require 

different types of space. Yet, the ways in which spatial 

divisions are established and maintained differ among 

societal settings; what is fixed-feature space in one 

society may be semi-fixed or informal in another (Hall 

1969:111). Use-areas may be physically subdivided or 

distinct sectors within a room or may be partitioned without 

the use of physical barriers and used without formalized and 

permanent facilities. Single or multiple structures may be 

constructed to house the range of domestic activities. 

Furthermore, it is important to note that there is often a 

high degree of variability, even within a single community, 

in the way distinctive use-areas are created. As Jett and 

Spencer (1981:25) note, in Navajo communities houses can 

range from single-room to multi-room complexes and 

additional structures may be added to a complex at any time 

as more space is required. Furthermore, the divisions of 

interiors can vary between house types even if many of the 

functions are the same (e.g., hogans vs. other structures 
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that are both used as dwellings). 

How Distinctive Use-Areas are Demarcated 

There are several ways in which use-areas are created 

and maintained in ethnographic societies regardless of 

whether just one or many structures are used by a household 

or whether several families reside together in one 

structure. Within a single structure there may be activity

specific areas. Activities may be carried out in 

distinctive areas of the floor so that activities do not 

conflict with one another and so that conditions necessary 

for the performance of particular types of activities can be 

met. In some cases no physical alterations are needed. 

Binford's (1983:176-184) ethnoarchaeological description of 

an Eskimo winter house identifies several activity-specific 

areas (based on observations of the distribution of 

activities and the mapping of artifacts) that do not exhibit 

formal physical modifications to the interior of the 

structure. In some societies, such as in Japan, enclosed 

space serves a number of successive uses throughout the 

daily cycle--many types of use-areas are not physically 

separated but rather are temporally successive. Space is 

modified to create different types of use-areas by 

rearranging movable dividers and walls in ways that are 

appropriate to the particular activity. "When the meal is 
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over and it is time to sleep, bedding is unrolled in the 

same spot in which eating, cooking, thinking, and 

socializing took place" (Hall 1969:151). 

In other instances, specially designated areas are 

physically separated so that the integrity of the space and 

its use is maintained. Partitioning of space can be 

accomplished with permanently fixed or movable dividers. A 

domestic structure in northern Costa Rica, described by 

Lange and Rydberg (1972), is partitioned in this manner with 

each of the subdivisions providing space for specific types 

of activities. Sleeping areas in modern Maya houses are 

often separated from the rest of the structure by suspended 

mats (Wauchope 1938:122). Roberts (1939a:25-26) and Brew 

(1946) note the possibility that partitioned areas in 

Anasazi pithouses were workshops or women's sections and 

those present in kivas were spectators areas. In Huron 

longhouses and Coeur D'Alene lodges, dividers are also used 

to differentiate distinct living spaces under one roof of 

multi-family houses (Teit 1930; Trigger 1969); and living 

spaces in Nootkan multi-family structures are demarcated 

either by wooden planks set on edge between family spaces or 

by stacking storage chests across the ends of the family 

space to set it off (Drucker 1951:72). 

Distinctive use-areas may also be demarcated by other 

types of physical alterations, such as hearths, benches, 

platforms, and storage bins. These fixed features, with 



252 

some degree of permanency, facilitate certain activities 

while restricting or inhibiting the performance of others. 

Artifacts may exhibit the same degree of spatial 

integrity as do physical alterations to intramural space. 

They are 

identify 

sometimes sensitive indicators that can be used to 

use-areas not depicted by features. Spatial 

patterns in the 

localized use-areas 

distribution 

that are 

of artifacts often suggest 

not otherwise evident. This 

is because features or other physical modifications are not 

integral components of many use-areas. Sometimes activity

specific areas can be identified solely on the basis of the 

association of complementary artifacts (e.g., tool kits) and 

manufacturing debris. 

primary and undepleted 

contexts, it is also 

use-areas that may be 

However, given the rarity of finding 

de facto refuse in archaeological 

instructive to examine other types of 

identified only on the basis of the 

positioning of artifacts (such as provisional refuse). It is 

worth pointing out that an additional (and often otherwise 

invisible) 

identified 

range of use-area 

on the basis of 

types can potentially 

artifact arrangements. 

be 

An 

example would be storage areas where items not used together 

are stored side-by-side and clustered in one portion of the 

structure, such as against the structure wallar in a 

circular pattern around the hearth. Even when use-areas can 

be physically identified by other means, their specific uses 

may remain vague; artifacts can be useful in such 
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circumstances to specify the particular activities. The 

closer the correspondence between features and artifacts, 

the stronger the inferences regarding localized uses and 

activities. 

Arrangements of Intramural Space 

It is clear from the ethnographic and 

ethnoarchaeological literature that there are certain cross

cultural consistencies in the way enclosed space is 

subdivided into zones--zones that are conditioned by the 

physical characteristics of the structure itself and the 

mechanics of the human body. certain types of space use are 

influenced to a large degree by characteristics of the 

structures themselves. Some portions of structures are more 

suited to particular types of activities and uses; thus, the 

specific physical characteristics of structures may 

substantially influence the use and arrangement of space. 

The slant of the walls, sources of natural and artifical 

light, extreme differences in the shape and size of the 

room, accessibility to different portions of a room, and the 

location of the entryway and roof support posts all playa 

part in the placement and size of particular use-areas. 

The organization of space, such as the size, layout, and 

location of use-areas, is also influenced by other practical 

factors related to the mechanics of the human body, such as 
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the ease of reaching essential features, containers, and 

tools while carrying out the activity or the lack of 

hindrance from fixed features or clutter. 

The physical 

considered by the 

While the uses 

characteristics of 

inhabitants when 

of these interior 

the structure must be 

organizing use-areas. 

zones vary between 

societies, the zones are nonetheless incorporated into the 

plan and arrangement of intramural space. The result is 

that consistencies often emerge in the types of internal 

subdivisions (whether marked by physical barriers or not) 

and in the locations of particular types of use-areas 

between households, settlements, and societies because of 

similarities in the spatial parameters. Many of the same 

principles of organization hold whether structures serve 

specialized or more generalized purposes or whether single 

or mUltiple structures are used. 

However, these factors do not determine the internal 

organization of structures, for, often there are alternative 

solutions to a spatial problem. other factors corne into 

play that influence the size, location, and association of 

use-areas. This has been demonstrated by Esber's (1972) 

study of Apachean use of space. Furthermore, as Jett and 

Spencer (1981:23) suggest, gender, honorific, and ceremonial 

factors may dictate aspects of intramural organization. 

Moreover, one cannot simply assume that widespread patterns 

are those that are most efficient because as long as 
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patterns of space use are neutral and do not interfere with 

the affective performance of activities they may be 

employed. Furthermore, a different emphasis is placed on 

efficiency in different societal contexts: efficiency may 

not be the primary consideration and perceptions of 

efficiency differ widely (Hall 1969). 

Cross-Cultural Generalizations Regarding 

Intramural Use-Zones 

There are a few principles concerning the organization 

of intramural space in dwellings and other types of 

structures that can be generalized across a wide range of 

societies. These generalizations are discussed and then 

specific examples from the ethnographic sample are 

provided. 

Central versus Peripheral Areas 

Perhaps the most consistent and visible cross-cultural 

regularity is the division of floor space into central and 

peripheral areas (sectors along the walls or adjacent to 

partitions). Yet the specific ways these sectors are used 

varies; "the Japanese keep the edges of their rooms clear 

because everything takes place in the middle. Europeans 

tend to fill up the edges by placing furniture near or 

against walls" (Hall 1969:52). Many ethnographically 
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documented floor plans, including those in societies derived 

from Kroeber's Cultural Areas, exhibit a very simple version 

of this principle. The perimeter of the floor near the 

walls is often left open or covered with benches and is used 

for storage, sitting, sleeping, and frequently items are 

stored behind and around bedding. Sometimes, but not as 

frequently, hearths may be found in these areas where 

cooking takes place. The central portion is left open for 

day-to-day domestic activities. However, in the vast 

majority of societies examined, the hearth is located in the 

center of the structure, or at the margin of this area, and 

thus serves as a focal point for cooking, eating, visiting, 

craft manufacturing, and access. 

Peripheral Zone 

The most consistent and widespread use of the 

peripheral zone among the societies examined is for sleeping 

and storage. The margins of the floor near the walls and 

corners are used for storage of loose food material, food 

and water vessels, implements, spare clothes, bedding, 

valued items that are packed away, and wornout or broken 

items that may still have some use. Seldom accessed or 

bulky objects are also often placed near the margins of the 

floor. A description of Maricopa household arrangement 

provi~ed by Spier (1933:226) is but one example: "The rear 

of the house was left for storage; food and water stood 
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opposite beside the door." Similar examples are available 

for the Nunamiut Eskimo (Binford 1983:176, 183-184), the 

Coxoh Maya (Hayden and Cannon 1983), the Navaho (Jett and 

Spencer 1981:23; Kent 1984: photo), the Zapotec (Parsons 

1936:32), and can be observed in our own society. often 

pits, bins, platforms, and benches are constructed in these 

areas to facilitate storage of household items. (Maricopa, 

Spier 1933; Chontal Maya, Turner 1972; Zinacantecos, Vogt 

1970; Navajo, Jett and Spencer 1981, Kent 1984; Zapotec, 

Parsons 1936; Tlahuica, Redfield 1930; Hopi, Morgan 1965). 

The perimeter of the structure, particularly in 

dwellings, is also commonly used for sleeping (Huron, 

Trigger 1969; Tiwa, Dozier 1970; Navajo, Jett and Spencer 

1981, Kent 1984; Zapotec, Parsons 1936; Zuni, Hopi, Morgan 

1965). Sleeping platforms or beds are often constructed in 

these areas. These may lie directly on the floor, may be 

raised above the floor by support stones or posts covered by 

wood or other materials, or may be built into the wall or 

floor as raised dirt or stone benches and platforms. Either 

the back, one or both sides, or the entire perimeter of the 

floor may be used for sleeping. 

It is quite common for the margins of the structure to 

be used for the combined purposes of storage and sleeping. 

When bedsteads and platforms are permanent or even when 

sleeping areas a simply stationary but furniture is not 

present, areas behind, arouno, under, and even on platforms 
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are used for storage. When raised features are not present 

or when sleeping areas are stationary but furniture is not 

present, storage of household items may occur in and around 

these areas along with bulky bedding. It is not uncommon 

for distinct sectors at the margin of the floor to be 

defined and used for sleeping, on the one hand, and storage, 

on the other (such as is shown in Morgan 1965:151). 

In many instances the margin of the floor is used for 

sitting, either along with or independent with sleeping. 

Areas with bedding are commonly used for sitting where 

household members relax on bedding and recline against 

backrests or cushions (noted particularly in the Northwest 

Coast and the East and North Cultural Areas). 

Intermediate Zone 

The perimeter of the floor is also used for sitting 

while working. When an individual seated along the wall is 

working, the associated features, implements, and debris are 

generally positioned at the margin of the central open or 

hearth area rather than at the perimeter of the floor, thus 

defining another use-zone (cf. Morgan 1965:151, 155). Use 

of this intermediate zone allows individuals to sit with 

their back to the wall or against a back support of some 

type while facing the center of the room. This strategy 

facilitates discourse with individuals in the central 

sector, but, perhaps more importantly, the work space is 
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oriented toward light sources. 

Individuals seated around the hearth or in the central 

portion of the structure may also contribute to the 

definition of the intermediate zone. As Binford (1983:183) 

notes, concentrations of artifacts may occur at an arm's 

length of seating positions in the center of the room where 

tools and other items may be temporarily stored, accessible 

for use. 

The positioning of sleeping areas may sometimes be 

defined by artifacts in the intermediate zone, particularly 

when bedding occupies a substantial portion of the floor. 

Small caches or clusters of artifacts may occur in this zone 

between and around sleeping areas which themselves may be 

defined by large open expanses of the floor. 

Central Area 

The central portion of the structure is commonly left 

free of obstructions and serves as the focal point for a 

wide range of household activities. In a number of 

societies the central open portion of the floor (without a 

hearth) is the focus for many activities while the area 

surrounding the hearth fulfills this role in other 

situations (Maricopa, Spier 1933; Navajo, Kent 1984; Pima, 

Russell 1975; Tlahuica, Redfield 1930). The intensity of use 

of the central area is often evident in structures where 

there is excessive wear or replastering on this portion of 
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the floor or where features r such as pits r are clustered. 

When the hearth is located in the central area, as it 

often is, hearth-related activities, such as cooking, are 

inferred to be an important focus of life. Usually, 

frequently used food preparation implements and vessels are 

kept near the hearth, though bulky or infrequently used 

items may be placed at the margins of the floor. This 

generalization can be useful in identifying primary and de 

facto refuse in archaeological features. other features 

vital to this activity (such as vessel supports and ash and 

small storage pits) will normally be located within arm's 

length of the hearth. Many other activities, including 

craft production, occur in the central area because this 

space is open and easily accessible. 

Ethnographic and ethnoarchaeological studies reveal 

that in many societies the hearth is the focal point for a 

wide range of manufacturing and subsistence activities. 

Studies of modern Maya houses (Wauchope 1938; Redfield and 

Rojas 1962:35) and a wide range of ethnographic societies) 

repeatedly confirm this widespread behavior. Similarly, 

outdoor hearths often serve as the focal point for family. 

activities, as Yellen's (1977:87,90) study of !Kung activity 

patterning reveals--indicating that factors other than 

warmth and light may be operative as well. Factors 

affecting the choice of a suitable location for particular 

activities include the nature of the activity, the 
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composition of the household group, and the size and 

composition of the group actually present at any given time 

(O'Connell 1987:82). 

As Binford (1983:149-150) points out, activities around 

hearths create spatial patterns that are distinctive and 

appear to be universal. Artifacts used around a hearth tend 

to be within an arm's distance of the hearth. When a 

single individual is working at a hearth the individual sits 

obliquely to it rather than facing the fire directly and is 

positioned within an arm's length. Therefore work space and 

the arrangment of features and artifacts tend to be 

positioned to the side of the open space where the 

individual sits, and perpendicular to the hearth. However, 

when a group of people are working around a hearth artifacts 

and features are positioned further from the hearth and are 

distributed in a circular arrangment around it in order to 

provide adequate work space for all. In this way artifact 

and feature distributions around the hearth can be useful in 

identifying primary and de facto refuse and also in 

specifying the number of people using the hearth area. In 

the first case, artifacts and features will be positioned 

only on qne side of the hearth and will border an open area; 

when more than one person is using a hearth area the hearth 

will be surrounded by an expanse of open space which itself 

will be ringed by features and artifacts. 

Artifacts found in the centers of structures are more 
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likely to represent "real activity occurrences or constitute 

primary refuse from activities" (Hayden and Cannon 1983:134) 

than when found at the margins of the floor where they are 

probably in storage. However, in most situations the central 

area will be devoid of artifacts owing to the need to keep 

the area clean so that a wide range of activities, including 

visiting and socializing, can be carried out at different 

times without hindrance or obstruction. The clean and 

orderly nature of native rooms has been documented by a 

number of ethnographers (e.g., Parsons 1936:28,30; Morgan 

1965:154; Russell 1975:156; Jett and Spencer 1981:23-24) and 

should be recognizable by a number of different 

archaeological traces. However, neatness is not, by any 

means, universal and can vary between households even within 

a single community (Drucker 1951:72). 

Locations Off The Floor 

The walls and rafters are likewise consistently used 

for storage, often with the addition of shelves, pegs, or 

rods (Navajo, Jett and Spencer 1981; Hopi, Zuni,and other 

Puebloan groupsDozier 1970; Morgan 1965; Tepehuan, 

Pennington 1969). Exterior portions of structures, such as 

on the roof, on the outside walls, or in areas near the 

entryway, commonly provide additional storage space (Pima, 

Russell 1975; Maricopa Spier 1933). 
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Differentiated structures and Rooms 

Individual and societal responses to the need for 

different types of space may be manifest in different ways. 

In many societies, such as in Europe before the eighteenth 

century, rooms had no fixed "functions" and areas were not 

specifically modified for a specialized use (Hall 1969:104). 

In other societies distinctive rooms or structures are 

built, each for a specified set of activities. . The name 

given to the room or structure is designated by the 

ethnographer or native on the basis of its use; but in many 

cases, a room or structure may enclose a variety of 

activities and the name given simply denotes the use that is 

perceived as the most important. The space within rooms or 

structures built for particular uses may be modified to 

accommodate the specified range of activities or it may be 

left relatively open with informal or unfixed use-areas. In 

either case, the arrangement of use-areas is generally 

consistent with the regularities described in the previous 

section. In situations where more than one structure is 

used by a household, the use of certain sectors of a 

structure is often similar to that where one structure is 

used by a household. 

It will be instructive to discuss examples from 

societies within each of Kroeber's Cultural Areas to 

illustrate these points. For example, in many relatively 
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mobile societies, such as among the Blackfoot, a single 

structure is used. Intramural space in Blackfoot tipis is 

formally organized but not subdivided into separate rooms. 

The hearth is positioned in the center of the round 

structure, although it is usually nearer the door than the 

rear of the structure. It is surrounded by a large open 

expanse in the central portion of the room. An altar is 

located at the margin of the central area, in the 

intermediate zone. Couches or beds are located at the sides 

of the structure towards the back where the walls are 

straight. Backrests are located at the head of each bed 

while relaxing or working. The 

at the front of the structure, where 

sloped, are used for storage of 

where individuals sit 

margins of the floor 

the walls are generally 

household items and riding gear. Numerous other areas are 

used for storage including recesses near the walls, behind 

beds, between backrests, and certain items are also hung 

from the backrests themselves (Wissler 1910:105-117). 

Although these characteristics of Blackfoot tipis 

conform to the layout described above, activities that took 

place near the hearth and in the central area are not 

specified and the locations of work areas are not discussed. 

Many activities, such as the roasting of food, took place 

out-of-doors. 

Binford's (1983:176-184) ethnoarchaeological discussion 

of a Nunamiut Eskimo winter hous8 represents a more d8tailed 
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structure. 

of how 

The hearth 

space may be 

is positioned 
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organized in a single 

in the center of the 

round structure. A semi-circle of debris surrounds one side 

of the hearth where individuals sit while eating; an absence 

of artifacts characterizes the other side of the hearth 

which is intentionally kept free of debris so that cooking 

can take place unhindered. 

A large open area of floor, referred to by Binford 

(1983:178-18P) as general domestic space, is situated to the 

side of the hearth in a position to receive light from the 

window. Artifacts related to and resulting from 

manufacturing activities are positioned in this area both in 

the center of the floor and in the intermediate zone. This 

portion of the structure is used during the daylight hours 

while the area surrounding the hearth is used when dark or 

while eating. 

Bedding is located on the floor, placed perpendicular 

to the walls of the structure. Since bedsteads and platforms 

are not used, such sleeping areas appear archaeologically as 

open areas on the floor. Artifacts are clustered between 

the beds where they are easily reached while sitting at the 

hearth. Items are also stored along the house walls but are 

generally not found in the domestic space, which is cleaned 

regularly. 

Another way to accommodate the need for discrete types 

of space is to build a single structure with multiple rooms. 
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The Tepehuan, for example, build three enclosed rooms with 

contiguous walls. One room is used for storage, one for 

cooking, and another for sleeping. The few and rare formal 

modifications to the interiors of these structures consist 

of small features, such as cooking platforms, bedsteads, and 

crude shelves in the walls but otherwise the floors remain 

open. Of these, only the positioning of the bedsteads is 

described; raised "bunk" beds extend the "width of the house 

at one end of the sleeping room" (Pennington 1969:226). 

Normally these features are absent from rooms, the Tepehuan 

preferring to cook and sleep on the ground (Pennington 

1969). 

One of the more detailed accounts of the spatial layout 

in multi-room structures is provided by Morgan (1965:154-

ISS), whose description and illustration of a three-room 

Hopi house indicates that one room served as a multi-purpose 

living room while the inner two rooms functioned as sleeping 

and possibly storage areas, respectively. In the living 

room skins are spread out along the walls for sitting l the 

fireplace is situated in the corner, as are large storage 
, 

vessels and other bulky items. Household articles hang from 

the walls or are positioned on shelves or in niches. 

Activity focuses on the center of the floor, which is open 

and uncluttered. Grinding facilities are located in the area 

between the walls and open central area (in the intermediate 

zone) leaving enough space for a person to sit with his or 
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her back to the wall. Additional storage is provided by one 

of the inner rooms in which corn is piled in a recess 

(Morgan 1965:154-155, Figure 26). This pattern seems to be 

typical of many of the pueblos discussed by Morgan. 

Dozier's (1970:111) illustration of a room at Isleta Pueblo 

shows bedding folded at the margins of the floor--perhaps 

the traditional arrangement for a sleeping room. 

In some societies, such as among the Nootka of the 

Northwest 

Nootkan 

Coast, multi-family 

structures might best 

dwellings are constructed. 

be viewed as multi-room 

structures in which each family inhabited a different room; 

although, in the archaeological context divisions between 

rooms, more often than not consisting of stacked chests, 

would not necessarily be visible, although the 

distinctiveness of the spaces might be defined by other 

means. However, even in these cases the same principles 

affect the way intramural space is organized. A hearth used 

on ceremonial occasions is positioned in the center of the 

structure. The 

including hearths 

living quarters of individual families, 

and other features, are located along the 

sides. Family spaces were set off from one another by 

planks representing permanent partitions or by stacked 

storage chests. Each of these subdivisions contained a 

hearth, a plank bed along the wall which was raised six to 

eight inches off the floor, apd stored possessions stacked 

around the sleeping area. Headrests or backrests located on 
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the bed platform may have been used to sit against and 

withes, hung from the rafters above the hearth, were used to 

dry meat. 

Coeur D'Alene, a Salish Tribe of the Western Plateau of 

Idaho, used single family structures as well as lodges that 

housed several related families. Partitions, made of 

suspended mats, were sometimes used to divide rooms. 

Hearths were positioned in the center of the floor and beds 

were made next to the house walls. stored items were placed 

between the beds and the walls, in spaces near the door, and 

were hung from the walls near the beds (Teit 1930:58-64). 

In many societies a number of free-standing structures 

are constructed in a clustered arrangment, each serving a 

different purpose. Zapotecan house clusters differ between 

permanent settlements in the valley and those in mountain 

zones. The one-room dwelling or living room is supplemented 

by a separate kitchen in the valleys, whereas cooking is 

carried out in the general living room in the mountains. 

The hearth is located in the center or in one corner of the 

cook shed. Grinding stones and cooking and eating equipment 

are kept in the cooking shed along with irregularly used 

items, such as brooms, which are kept in the corner. The 

only furniture in the living room or dwelling is the altar 

table, located against a wall, which "is often used merely 

as a convenient dump f~r odds and ends that may sometime 

come in handy, and untidy spot in a room otherwise kept 
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quite tidy" (Parsons 1936:28). Items of value (such as a 

marriage chest)r 

may be a hindrance 

and stored food 

articles used for particular purposes that 

to other activities (such as bedding)r 

items are kept in the corners of the 

structure. Since there are no specialized storage rooms r 

food items are also stored at one end of the living room or 

are suspended from the roof. A two-room sweat bath and a 

ramada (thatched shade) may also be presentr although these 

are not consistent features of the house cluster. 

The Maricopa and Pima of Arizona also build a number of 

free-standing structures that are clustered together r each 

building serving as the locus of a separate set of 

activities. These include a storehouse for foodstuffs, a 

dwelling in which a centrally positioned hearth is located r 

a ramada used in part for water storage r a basket grainarYr 

and r more recentlYr a kitchen enclosure. In addition r each 

village also had a meeting house, seclusion huts r and sweat 

houses. Sleeping areas in structures are located with 

reference to the hearth. Household items are stored near 

the door r at the rear of the house r and just outside the 

door of the structure (Russell 1975; Spier 1933). 

In the Mexican village of Tepoztlan, the three to four 

structures of the household are similarly clustered 

together and often are surrounded 

Typically each structure serves a 

by a compound wall. 

different function: 

dwelling r storehouse, kitchen and sweathouse--each with its 
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set of facilities and utensils appropriate for that 

function. The kitchen represents the center of domestic 

activity and may be a separate structure or may be in the 

corner of the dwelling. Three features are invariably found 

clustered around the hearth: a griddle, ginding equipment, 

and a ceramic vessel. Items that are used infrequently are 

stored along the walls and in the corners of the structure 

(Redfield 1930:32-38). 

These examples are intended to illustrate that the 

arrangment of interior space is dealt with in similar ways 

in a wide variety of societal types, even when multiple 

rooms or structures are present. Specialized rooms may 

sometimes be identified by their task-specific inventory, by 

the quality of construction, their peripheral location 

relative to other structures, and perhaps the presence of 

specialized types of facilities. However, even in these 

rooms many of the same principles of organization seem to 

hold as in more generalized types of rooms. This is becausA 

the same spatial parameters are relevant in structures 

serving different functions. 

Household Activities in Relation to House Types 

An inventory of the range of activities in which a 

household typically participates can be easily constructued 

from the ethnographic literature. These include: sleeping, 



271 

food preparation, cooking, eating, entertaining visitors, 

socializing among and socialization of household members, 

storage of household items, craft production, participation 

in ceremonies and observation of ritual responsibilities and 

prohibitions, and sometimes procreation. Despite this 

variety of activities, usually a limited number of house 

types are described for most societies in the sample. 

Often, when a single structure is present, it will be 

referred to as the dwelling or residential unit. When more 

structures are present, additional types may be described. 

Five types of structures are described most often by the 

ethnographer: dwellings (or living rooms), kitchens, storage 

rooms, sweat baths, and rooms for seclusion. In some 

societies other types of special-use structures are 

constructed. 

Unfortunately, the activities associated with each of 

these house types are not always clearly stated. More often 

than not, the structure is described by the term that 

denotes the activity that is most important, either as 

perceived by the native or the ethnographer. Rarely is a 

description provided of the range of activities carried out 

in any type of structure. 

Moreover, a description of the interior layout is 

generally lacking, as is a discussion of the relationship 

between interior and exterior space use. This is less of a 

problem in cases where a household inhabits ~ single 
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structure which may generally be referred to as the 

dwelling, residential, or habitation structure. This 

structure may be assumed to be the locus of all the 

activities of the household at the exclusion of those that 

may be performed outdoors. However, in many other cases two 

or more contiguous, enclosed rooms or free-standing 

structures are used by the household as well as outdoor 

areas. When this is the case, one is typically referred to 

as a dwelling. The specialized type of uses to which the 

other structures are put are specified more precisely by the 

descriptive labels applied. 

When a structure used for a specialized purpose, such 

as storage, is described it is assumed that (1) storage is 

the predominant use of that structure, (2) storage occurs 

primarily in that structure and not at all or to lesser 

degrees in other types of structures, and that (3) the 

nature of storage in such structures, as perceived by the 

ethnographer, is consistent with our own notions of storage. 

On this basis, structures serving this purpose can 

theoretically be identified and distinguished from others. 

However, more than one activity often occurs in the context 

of these specialized structures even when the structures are 

described as being distinct in their uses. For example, 

Bandelier (1884:132) notes in his description of Puebloan 

house types In New Mexico that a family may sometimes sleep 

in either the kitchen or the living room, but they 
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frequently do so in the storehouse as well. Furthermore, 

even when a special "storeroom" is constructed, some items 

may be stored in other locations and in other structures. As 

Morgan's account of the Hopi house interior indicates, some 

things are stored in dwellings. Similarly, the open space 

above Tepehuan rooms is used for storing items not kept in 

the storeroom (Pennington 1969:226), and in a number of 

societies the margins and corners of habitation rooms are 

used as storage areas. Thus, the application of such 

restrictive labels to structures does little to clarify, and 

in fact, tends to obscure, variability in room use. 

Moreover, different kinds of structures that presumably 

serve the same specialized use may be constructed. For 

example, in anyone settlement both flimsy and more 

substantial structures may be constructed as storerooms. 

These are often distinguished with the terms "storerooms" 

and "granaries" (cf. Dean 1969:28-29). For instance, 

Bandelier (1884:130) describes two different kinds of Mayan 

storage structures as do Jett and Spencer (1981:185-187) for 

the Navajo. 

of extreme 

However, each type, distinguished on the basis 

nifferences in the quality of construction, 

reflects the difference between items being stored--whether 

it is foodstuffs, foodstuffs in a particular state of 

preparation (e.g., corn on the stalk, unshelled corn, 

shelled corn), or household items. In many cases, the more 

substantial storage structures differ from dwellings only on 
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the basis of use (e.g., Jett and Spencer 1981:185-187). 

Thus, the designation of a room as a storehouse does 

little to define the particular items being stored nor does 

it specify the types of facilities needed to store those 

items. It also does not designate those characteristics that 

distinguish it from a dwelling. This becomes important in 

archaeological sites where the nature of the items being 

stored may determine whether or not a particular class of 

structures is consistently identified as storage 

structures. Archaeologically, in Hohokam sites, this 

difference may be reflected in the contrast between 

substantial, well made structures designed (or converted) to 

store vessels and other household goods (such as structures 

6E:2* and 6G:8* at Snaketown) and small flimsy structures 

that may have contained produce (such as those described by 

Crown [1985] and Huntington [1986]). 

Probably the most difficult structure to define in 

terms of uses and activities is the dwelling. The reader 

must conclude on their own the range of activites typically 

associated with a dwelling under the presumption that these 

do not vary from society to society. However, in cases 

where a dwelling is distinguished, the activities vary 

according to whether or not other structures are present and 

according to cultural, regional, and personal preferences. 

Clearly, the particular activities and uses of a dwelling, 

and their arrangement within, can vary between households 
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even in a single 

structures that 

settl ement 

are not 

(Jett and 

dwellings 

Spencer 1981) and 

can also house a 

relatively wide range of activities. When a specialized 

structure is present, it must be assumed that the activity 

associated with that specialized structure is not carried 

out in, or does not constitute a primary use of, the 

dwelling. But, in reality, many dwellings are multiple-use 

structures, often exhibiting the full range (or nearly so) 

of household activities and uses. 

in fact, define the dwelling 

This characteristic may, 

as a distinctive type, 

distinguishing it from other structures. However, the scale 

of anyone use or activity must be limited, owing to the 

wide range of activities taking place within a limited 

space. 

As Jett and Spencer (1981:29) note, dwellings are 

distinguished on the basis of function, they are "dwelt in" 

which "is ordinarily thought of as including sleeping, 

domestic tasks such as food preparation, and day-to-day 

family and other social life". However, they note that "any 

dwelling may ... serve simultaneously or successively as a 

place for storage, for ceremonies, for meetings, as a 

workshop, and for other purposes (1981:241, fn 1). 

Despite this description, there is considerable 

variation between societies on the role of structures 

classified as dwellings. "Dwelling", "inhabiting", and 

"residing" are inherent ly vague terms that can imply :3.ny of 
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a number of activities and uses. Furthermore, the absence of 

anyone activity normally associated with residing, 

dwelling, or inhabiting, such as sleeping, does not 

necessary preclude a structure from being included in this 

category. Similarly, the use of descriptive terms such as 

"domestic tasks" and "day-to-day family and social life" to 

indicate particular types of activites are simply too vague 

to be of use in archaeological analyses. This is because, 

in the archaeological context, 

few activites is likely to 

partial evidence of only a 

be preserved. Given the 

fragmentary nature of the 

difficult to distinguish 

archaeological record, 

between functional 

it may be 

classes of 

structures on the basis of evidence of any particular use or 

activity. The difficulty lies in determining when evidence 

of a particular activity (such as food preparation, storage, 

or craft activities) suggests the structure was constructed 

specifically for that purpose or when a structure is a more 

general-use structure in which just that particular activity 

was fortuitously preserved. 

In ethnographic studies, dwelling types in anyone 

settlement or society are generally classified on the basis 

of style or construction techniques, generally without 

reference to the differences in uses, activities, or the 

interior organization of space. The latter are assumed to 

be homogeneous or to comply with the cultural ideal. In 

this sense, the archaeologist's concern with functional 
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house types mirrors the ethnographer's categories, and both 

may serve to obscure meaningful behavioral variations in the 

use of space. It would be helpful for the archaeologist if 

first the dwelling and its many variations were identified 

and described and then if it were distinguished from other 

types of more specialized structures, if in fact such 

distinctions are warranted. Otherwise, it is difficult to 

differentiate those attributes that signify use-related 

differences between structures from those that simply 

reflect variations within a class of structures and minor 

variations in activities and uses of structures within that 

class. But this is not to say that a more detailed 

morphological classification (taxonomy) of the form of 

domestic spaces is not warranted or potentially useful at 

getting at functional differences. Rather, it is simply 

necessary to acknowledge that form and function are 

independent variables and a correlational logic is 

inadequate for establishing the connections between form 

and function. The setting for behavior must be specified 

separately from the question of what happened in that 

setting. 

There are difficulties in drawing inferences about a 

structure's use from descriptive labels applied to 

structures in ethnographic accounts. More often than not, 

structures exhibit a wider or different range of activities 

and uses than implied by the labels assigned and there may 
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be substantial variability in any particular settlement 

(Jett and Spencer 1981). For these reasons, it is argued 

that it is more fruitful to examine archaeological 

structures for evidence of the activities and uses that 

characterized them rather than simply assigning a functional 

label to a class of structures that may be internally 

variable. 
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CHAPTER 6 

THE ARRANGEMENT AND USE OF INTRAMURAL SPACE 

Because of the variability present in intramural 

settings, both cross-culturally and within a single 

settlement, little progess will be made by attempts to place 

structures into previously devised functional classes. 

Instead, structures are viewed as spaces that bound 

particular types and differing combinations of use-areas. 

Use-areas represent regularized arrangements of intramural 

space that are defined in part by their location within a 

structure and their position relative to other use-areas; 

they are location-specific. Once particular types of use

areas (hearth areas, open areas, partitioned areas, and so 

on) are identified, it is then often possible to suggest 

many of the activities that were characteristically 

associated with each type of use-area. The types of 

behavior that might have occurred ~n these areas can 

sometimes be inferred from features and artifacts and from 

correlations to use-related zones in the ethnographic and 

ethnoarchaeological literature. 

The Use-Area Concept 

Carr (1984) has introduced the concept of a "use-area" 

in discussions of intrasite spatial analysis. In discussing 
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relevant aspects of artifact distributions, Carr 

distinguishes between activity areas and activity sets, on 

the one hand, and depositional areas and depositional sets 

on the other. The former belong to the behavioral domain 

and can hopefully be reconstructed through analysis of 

depositional areas and depositional sets--the latter are 

observable as part of the archaeological domain. Use-area 

is a more specific term than depositional area and refers to 

locations of artifact aggregations: 

The term, "use-area", may be applied to the locations, 
implying that they were used in the past for artifact 
manufacture, use, storage, or disposal, but not 
specifying which of these (Carr 1984:117). 

Carr (1984:131) conceives of use-areas as 

transformations of activity areas. Use-areas are derived 

from activity areas but are more variable because they are 

affected by various formation processes. Use-areas may have 

all the characteristics of activity areas but, unlike the 

latter, they may overlap spatially. 

In this volume the employment of the term use-area 

refers not only to artifact distributions but also to the 

physical attributes of intramural space. Although artifacts 

may be present in and may help to define use-areas, 

recognition of use-areas is not necessarily contingent upon 

the presence of artifacts or activities resulting in the 

production; use, and deposition of artifacts. 

The types and arrangment of use-areas present in 

particular structures provide a basis for distinguishing 
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structures from one another. A structure in which the floor 

is half covered with a platform and half closed off by a 

partition wall presents different possibilities for and 

restrictions on activities and uses than a structure in 

which a centrally located hearth is surrounded by a series 

of pits which in turn is bordered by a platform at the 

margin of the floor. Moreover, the distribution of use

areas among spatially related structures may be informative 

about the nature of interactions within and between 

courtyard groups. 

The concept 

assigning a single 

of use-areas avoids the pitfalls of 

label to a structure by specifically 

identifying the types of areas in each structure. The types 

of use-areas found in any given structure can be more 

informative about the activities performed within than any 

formal typological label. Most structures show evidence of 

multiple use-areas, which in turn imply a relatively wide 

range of activities were associated with many structures. 

This is consistent with examples from the ethnographic 

literature which were cited in the preceding chapter. A 

structure exhibiting evidence of storage may also reveal 

evidence of craft manufacture or food preparation; thus, as 

previously argued, referring to such a structure as a 

storage unit would be misleading. Specifying the range and 

types of use-areas present in any given structure and group 

of structures allows more precise statements to be made 
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about the range of economic tasks pursued by co-resident 

groups. 

Use-areas in 

repeated events. 

structures at 

Many types of 

Snaketown are loci of 

use-areas result from 

consistent behavior and are associated with particular types 

of space. This space is formally arranged, equiped with 

special facilities, deliberately set aside, or intentionally 

left open and uncluttered. These types of use-areas 

represent space that is 

deliberately modified for 

performed in them, yet, 

appropriately 

the specific 

at the same 

suited to and 

tasks routinely 

time, they are 

incomplete representations of the activities once performed 

in them. The space in other use-areas, such as in open 

areas, is not formally modified and thus, may have been 

locations where a more generalized or flexible range of 

activities occurred. Clearly, some portions of a structure 

are more suited to particular types of activities and uses, 

even without modification (e.g., dark and inaccessible areas 

are particularly well suited for storage). On the other 

hand, factors of preservation and recognition may contribute 

to the lack of evidence for specific activities and the 

absence of formal modifications in many open areas. A 

specific range of activities may have occurred in these 

areas but those activities did not leave traces or the 

traces were not preserved. Yet, even in formally demarcated 

use-areas, the specific activities associated with 
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particular use-areas need not always be specified nor are 

they always specifiable or wholly consistent. 

While the physical constraints of a structure to some 

degree influence the arrangement of use-areas, use-areas 

themselves have certain physical characteristics that define 

them. Use-areas designate a location and its specific 

charateristics but can also be described independent of the 

specific context in which they occur. The notion of use

areas allows for a variety of uses of one area or one 

specific activity in one location. A number of different 

activities may occur in one use-area and together these 

define the essential characteristics of that use-area. 

Consistencies in the 

arranged and used 

generally" applicable. 

ways 

make 

in 

the 

which intramural space is 

concept of the use-area 

It is argued that attention to the details of the floor 

plan and the layout of its elements provides indespensible 

insights into structure use. The identification of 

consistent types of space in structures (use-areas) allows 

more generalized comparisons to be made between many 

structures that otherwise might be grouped together and 

provides clues as to the origin and nature of remains. 
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Approaches To Identifving Use-Areas 

In Archaeological structures 

Use-areas can sometimes be identified in archaeological 

structures on the basis of the placement of artifacts and 

the modifications made to intramural space in the form of 

interior features and facilities. Classes of use-areas are 

defined by examining the types and placement of and 

interrelations between (arrangements of) artifacts, 

features, floor holes, and open space (near walls, around 

hearths, etc.) in each structure. The specific activities 

carried out in these use-areas can sometimes be inferred on 

the basis of artifact associations, on the presence of the 

byproducts of manufacturing activities, on the types of 

features present, on relations between artifacts and 

features, and on cross-cultural ethnographic data. However, 

it is often possible only to identify use-areas without 

specific reference to the range of or the particular nature 

of the activities performed in them. 

Artifacts in floor contact have tended to be regarded 

as one of the best indictors of house function and activity 

localization, and thus, the lack of artifacts is commonly 

perceived as a barrier to interpretations of house use, as 

is embodied in the following quotations: 

Because neither structure ... contained a floor 
assemblage, little can be said about the activities 
conducted within the structure (Huntington 1986:350). 
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Because many structures appeared to have been cleaned 
out at the time of, or after, abandonment, the 
remaining floor-contact artifactual assemblages 
generally were not useful for supporting functional 
designations (Sires 1984~:374). 

As a result of the emphasis placed on floor assemblages it 

has been difficult to say anything meaningful about house 

use for most excavated structures. The flip-side of this is 

that when floor assemblages are present they are often 

assumed to be reliable indicators of the range and 

localization of activities. 

To address this conflict, effort has been made to 

identify other ways in which intramural areas can be 

defined. Concern is with how to make inferences about 

behavior related to structures without Pompeii-like 

assemblages of de facto refuse. The analyses that follow are 

designed to deal with cases where there is an absence of 

artifacts as well as when artifacts are present--to use 

artifacts and morphological characteristics of structures in 

a way that does not assume that the full complement of 

activities are reflected in the assemblage of any particular 

structure but rather to identify distinctive zones of use. 

While artifacts can be useful in identifying some of 

the ~articular uses of or activities carried out in a use-

area, a complete household inventory (systemic inventory) of 

artifacts need not be present to identify use-areas. The 

concept of the use-area dispences with the assumption that 

artifacts were necessarily abandoned where they were used 
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during a particular activity. Rather it is assumed that most 

artifacts found in structures are in their places of storage 

and abandonment. Nor is it assumed that artifacts reflect 

the entire range of activities occurring at a location. 

Generally, only a limited range of the full complement of 

activities are represented by the artifacts present and most 

assemblages are partial and depleted. By employing the use

area concept, tool kits and debitage are not required in 

order to make meaningful statements about house use; rather 

these types of data supplement use-area analyses but do not 

provide the basis for analysis. 

Consistencies in the placement of artifacts in 

structures provide some indication of the nature and 

location of use-areas. When patterning is observed, 

information can be obtained from the assemblage even when it 

is partially depleted. Even in structures lacking features 

(other than hearths), specific use-related divisions of 

structures can sometimes be discerned based on the placement 

of artifacts. The association of artifacts with features, 

such as pits and rows of floor holes, also provides helpful 

evidence. 

Arranaement of Interior Soace 

in structures At Snaketown 

Regularities in the distribution of permanently fixed 
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features and portable artifacts can be observed in the 

Snaketown houses, indicating a regularized partitioning and 

use of space in some structures. This finding contradicts 

the view that house function studies are hindered by the 

lack of partitioning in structures, such as that held by 

Ciolek-Torrello and Greenwald (1988:145): 

... the Hohokam probably did not partition interior 
domestic space as carefully as among southwestern 
groups where such inferences have been most 
successfully made ... This relative lack of concern for 
partitioning space among the Hohokam may be a product 
of the extensive use of exterior space for conducting 
domestic activities ... 

In contrast, it is argued here that formal arrangments of 

use-areas that sometimes be identified in Hohokam 

structures. Some use-areas represent formal divisions 

marked by physical alterations while others lack such 

modifications but can be identified by other means. 

However, the evidence of many intramural facilities, 

partitions, and use-areas is more subtle than in Puebloan 

sites because less substantial materials were used for 

interior features. Hohokam structures were subject to many 

of the same spatial limitations and organizational needs as 

many other societies of the world that sometimes resulted in 

highly structured architectural space. The task at hand is 

to identify the conditions under which space was formally 

divided and to investigate the factors that affected the 

choices as to the particular manifestations at Snaketown. 

This can be accomplished by identifying patterned 
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regularities in the distribution of features and artifacts. 

When artifact distributions parallel interior feature 

arrangements and recur among a number of houses, a case can 

be made that the artifacts were not redeposited and that the 

association has some behavioral significance. Although the 

consistent presence of artifacts in certain locations 

imparts important information, many artifacts that were 

essential components of the systemic inventory may have been 

removed from the structure--a probability that affects a 

straightforward interpretation of activity performance, use-

areas, and house function. 

An Outline Of Types Of Use-Areas At Snaketown 

Based on the 

ethnographic sample 

patterns 

and also 

discussed above 

to be discussed 

in 

in 

the 

the 

following chapters it is possible to distinguish six general 

types of use-areas that occur in structures. These are 

introduced here to provide context for the descriptions that 

follow. 

These use-area types are generalized; some directly 

imply a specific type of use while others do not. The way 

these use-areas are combined and arranged in structures is 

the focus of this investigation. These are likely not the 

only ways intramural space was arranged but rather are those 

that are the most obvious given the evidence available at 
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Snaketown. As noted, similar arrangements are present at 

many other Hohokam sites. 

The distinctive types of use-areas found in the 

Snaketown structures can be distinguished and referred to on 

the basis of the artifacts (sometimes indicative of 

particular activities) or features. These include: Open 

areas, partitioned areas, neripheral areas, hearth areas, 

central areas, and intermediate zones. Use-areas, often oc

occurring in structures, accomodate a number of concurrent 

or successive activities in a single structure. 

Open areas are portions of the floor that exhibit no 

evidence of features and no artifacts. Different types of 

open areas may be present on structure floors. Large 

expanses of open floor space may be present which, 

themselves constitute distinctive use-areas. These are 

often defined by the limits of other areas or may occupy all 

or a large portion of a structure. 

on the basis of spatial relations 

Because they are defined 

to other types of use-

areas and the bounds of the structure, it is inferred that 

in some cases the absence of artifacts and features is 

related to the systemic use of 

open space 1S that which is 

the area. Another type of 

present within the bounds of 

other types of use-areas. For example, small open spaces for 

sitting may be regular components of hearth areas. In still 

other cases open areas on the floor may represent residual 

space in which access to various sectors of a structure was 
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gained. Open areas may also represent areas that were used 

for a specific purpose but evidence of that use is lacking, 

such as open areas at the margin of the floor. 

As noted in Chapter 5, structures commonly have large 

open areas that serve as generalized domestic space and are 

left free of debris and features. These areas may be used 

for working and a variety of other tasks and purposes. 

Sleeping areas may also appear archaeologically as open 

areas if bedsteads or platforms are not used or preserved. 

In these instances open sleeping areas may be surrounded or 

outlined by debris that is stored in peripheral areas beyond 

the floor mats; if raised platforms or beds are used, 

objects may be stored underneath, thus giving the appearance 

of a storage area and making the identification of sleeping 

areas difficult. It is necessary to point out that areas 

devoted to other uses, such as storage, may appear as open 

areas archaeologically if artifacts have been removed and 

formal modifications were not made. Direct evidence of 

sleeping may be occasionally found when sleeping mats are 

preserved, although mats may have been used for sitting, and 

sleeping gear may have been stored in other locations when 

not in use, such as along the margins of the floor during 

the day time. 

Partitioned areas (enclosed areas or subrooms) are 

those spaces situated between a house wall and a linear or 

curved arrangement of floor holes. The area is closed off 
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from the remainder of the structure by the inferred wall. 

The enclosed area may be devoid of artifacts and features or 

may contain features and artifacts, suggesting the use of 

the area as a work space. Partitioned areas effectively 

close off a portion of the intermediate zone and peripheral 

area from the remainder of the structure; however, behind 

the partition these zones are often utilized in the same way 

unpartitioned areas. For example, alignments in structure 

8F:5 indicate that a partition wall closed off the short 

axis on the right side of the structure. A narrow linear 

alignment along the right wall may represent a bench for 

storage of equipment used in this area. In another 

structure (5G:2), a pit and several artifacts are situated 

in the intermediate zone behind a corner partition wall. 

Floor holes occupy one portion of the margin of the floor 

(perhaps indicating the presence of a bench), making this 

area near the wall unsuitable for sitting on the floor while 

working. 

Only those areas in a structure that were partitioned 

with permanent dividers and that left holes or grooves in 

the floor are visible in the archaeological record at 

Snaketown. However, as was discussed in the preceeding 

chapter, dividers may be suspended from the rafters or may 

consist of bulky or large possessions stacked between 

different living spaces or different 

partitions allow great flexibility in the 

use-areas. Such 

use of intramural 
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space. Moreover, items may be stored against interior 

partition walls, allowing divisions in a room to be 

identified even when no modifications to the floor are 

evident. 

The use of partition walls has the effect of creating a 

multi-room structure. Since it is assumed that activities 

in the partitioned area differ from those in the remainder 

of the structure, such structures may be viewed as multi-use 

structures. Some structures, such as 7F:9 and possibly 

lOF:16, have two partitioned areas, thereby making a three 

room structure. In at least one case (Structure 9F:l) the 

partition wall seems to divide the structure in half. This 

square structure has two entryways and two hearths on 

opposite sides of the structure indicating that the 

partition was dividing two distinctive and similar living 

spaces, perhaps indicting that two separate households 

occupied this single structure. 

Perioheral areas occur at the margins of the floor 

where evidence of particular types of uses may be recognized 

by the presence of floor holes, pits, concentrations of 

artifacts, the presence of particular types of artifacts, or 

the absence of artifacts and modifications. Floor holes may 

indicate the presence of platforms or shelves when found at 

the margin of the house floor, at one end, or in corners. 

These peripherRl areas along the walls and in the corners 

are often used for storage. However, storage may occur 
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elsewhere in areas designated for other activities as 

suggested above. The margins of the floor may also have been 

used for sitting or sleeping. Similarly, platforms present 

in these areas may have been used for other purposes, such 

as sleeping, sitting, or working. 

As cross-cultural examples indicate, the perimeter of 

structures is often used for both storage, sleeping, and 

lounging simultaneously. Bulky beds are positioned around 

the periphery of the room so that they are out of the way of 

centrally located activities. Areas between beds, under 

raised beds, and behind 

frequently used locations 

the beds near the walls are 

for storing household items. 

Raised beds serve the dual purpose of increasing usable 

space and also increasing comfort. Items can be stored 

under beds and seats, effectively increasing the amount of 

usable space without increasing the size of the house 

itself (like a two storey house). The importance of this 

advantage is realized when the density of structures in 

courtyard groups is considered. 

Ethnographic accounts and archaeological evidence also 

snggest that raised beds and seats are beneficial for 

reasons of comfort. By raising the bed off the ground 

annoyances, such as fleas and other pests and moisture, are 

reduced. This can be advantageous for stored items as well. 

Placement of seldomly accessed or bulky objects near the 

margins of the floor has been documented in a number of 
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living societies. The reason for the placement of stored 

items near structure walls and in corners is quite clear: it 

facilitates movement within a confined space by decreasing 

clutter in the most frequently used or traveled areas; it 

also allows use of areas that can otherwise be used for 

little else. Although such archaeological patterning of 

artifacts may be attributed to quite different behavioral 

and post-occupational factors, the widespread occurrence of 

this type of storage behavior in living societies indicates 

the viability of such an interpretation. As Binford 

(1983:145) has suggested, the spatial requirements of living 

and work areas and the distributions of cultural debris are 

closely related to the physical (and hense, universal) 

requirements and limitations of the human body. However, 

the extent to which these physical restrictions come into 

play depends on the character of the culturally and 

individually defined space. 

Fragmentary items, such as broken manos, metates, and a 

variety of stone tools also tend to occur in these more 

remote areas of houses (e.g., structure 10I:3). The 

consistent occurrence of broken artifacts in these 

locations suggests that rather than representing post

abandonment deposition, such items may have been saved in 

out-of-the-way places by the occupants for their potential 

reuse, as has been documented among the Coxoh Maya of San 

Mateo (Hayden and Cannon 1983; Deal 1985). Unlike other 
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infrequently used items in temporary storage or bulky or 

fragile items, these fragmentary objects are the ones most 

likely to be left behind upon the abandonment of the 

structure (Hayden and Cannon 1983; Deal 1985). Despite 

their fragmentary nature and the obvious fact that they were 

not reused--much less removed from the structure with other 

usable items--these artifacts may still be helpful in 

identifying some of the pre-abandonment activities that 

centered in houses and in particular zones within houses. 

It is important to consider that provisional refuse 

found in the peripheral areas of structures may represent 

items accumulated over a long 

those items that had no 

abandonment and no relation 

time period. It includes 

use immediately preceding 

to the remaining de facto 

refuse. Items reflecting a greater range of activities, a 

more select set of activities, or activities associated with 

the earlier phases of occupation of the structure-

activities that were not carried out just prior to 

abandonment--may be more commonly represented in p~ovisional 

refuse found in these locations. Similarly, provisional 

refuse often consists of valued items or those that required 

greater investment of effort to make or acquire. They 

therefore present a skewed image of the activities routinely 

carried out in the structure and the activities associated 

with particular facilities and use-areas within the 

structure. 
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Thus, it is important to be able to distinguish between 

provisional refuse and items stored out-of-the-way that were 

in frequent use as important components of the systemic 

inventory. As noted in Chapter 3, the condition and variety 

of artifacts as well as the accessibility of the object and 

the organization of space in the remainder of the structure 

can provide insights into the difference between items in 

these different states just prior to abandonment. 

An area of the floor around the circumference of the 

hearth is designated as the hearth area. Hearth areas are 

defined by the presence of a hearth, unprepared firepit, or 

burned area on the floor, which is usually located in the 

center of the house in front of the entryway. The hearth 

area is typically positioned at the margin of the central 

area, although variations in this pattern have been noted. 

Features, concentrations of artifacts, and 

characteristics of the floor itself often aid in the 

identification of this area. The hearth area includes 

patterned distributions of artifacts, manufacturing debris, 

pits, depressions, postholes r mat impressions, plastered 

floor patches, wear patterns, and open areas. 

The hearth area is defined as an area that is large 

enough to sit in and carry 

receiving the benifits of the 

out activities while still 

hearth, such as light and 

warmth. Hearth areas are variable in size but are confined 

to an area in which an individual can sit and work and still 
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reach the hearth. 

Hearth areas may have been used for food preparation and 

cooking and perhaps other concurrent or sequential 

activities. Some hearth areas are devoid of features (and 

artifacts), leaving the immediate area open and uncluttered. 

This suggests that perhaps activities occurred wherein the 

hearth was a necessary component but was not the focus of 

activity. In these situations the hearth 

served solely as a location for other 

area may have 

activities; the 

centering of activities near 

determined in part by light and 

Binford 1983:178-180; Redfield 

the hearth, 

temperature 

and Rojas 

was probably 

factors (cf. 

1962:37). The 

probable absence of windows in Hohokam structures leaves the 

entryway and the low glow of hearth coals as the only 

sources of undiffused light, thereby most likely accounting 

for the clustering of activity debris in this zone. 

As Grebinger (1971:36) and Haury (1976:75) have 

inferred, a mild climate probably resulted in the 

performance of many domestic and craft activities outdoors, 

around and in front of the structure and under ramadas (Gu 

Achi, Los Solares) and in special use-areas, such as in a 

probable brush kitchen excavated at Roosevelt 9:6 (Haury 

1932:27-28). Such a distribution of materials around 

hearths and near entryways may be an indication of the 

seasonal or nightly practice of certain activities or simply 

the confinment of all activities indoors in unfavorable 
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weather. These conditions may influence the distribution, 

and therefore our interpretations, of primary and de facto 

refuse, especially when the debris was not cleaned up prior 

to abandonment. Seasonal variation in the choice of 

activity areas has been documented throughout the world 

(O'Connell 1987). Regrettably, at Snaketown insufficient 

data on extramural work areas are available to contrast use 

of indoor and outdoor areas. 

In many structures this central area near the hearth and 

entryway may have also have been one of the few locations 

uncluttered by formal modifications to interior space and 

thus -?rovided space appropriate for the performance of 

particular types of tasks. With the exception of the hearth 

and small hearth-related facilities, at least part of this 

portion of the floor is often left uncluttered by artifacts 

in storage and by the formal features typically found to one 

side or near the fringe of the structure. 

Ethnoarchaeological studies indicate that activity areas are 

often located in the centers of strUGtures precisely for 

this reason (Hayden and Cannon 1983:133). The openness of 

the hearth area is also facilitated by its location in front 

of the entryway where considerations of access to the 

structure come into play. 

In the absence of a hearth or similar facility, this 

central portion of the structure may remain open, unfettered 

by features. Except for those activities requiring a hearth, 
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many of the activities focusing in this central area may 

have been similar to those carried out in structures where a 

hearth is present. However, unless specific evidence of an 

activity is preserved, it is not possible to reconstruct 

whether single or multiple activities took place or the 

nature of the activities that may have occurred in such 

areas. If such a structure possesses evidence of other types 

of use-areas, such as storage around the perimeter of the 

floor, it may be argued that this central area was not used 

for storage but instead was reserved for other uses and 

acti vi ties. 

In other instances the central area may be 

indistinguishable from other sectors of the floor in that it 

and surrounding areas may be cluttered with pits, pot rests, 

or artifacts. This indicates that the structure as a whole 

was likely designated for a very specific activity, perhaps 

for storage or a specialized type of work area. When the 

facilities and classes of artifacts normally found along the 

margins of the floor or in corners are located across the 

floor, a specialized use for the structure can be inferred-

in this case storage. If only one type of use-area is 

definable or in evidence in the structure and fixed features 

or rich floor assemblages are present., inferences regarding 

the special ized use of the room are reinforced by the 

reality that floor space is modified or occupied to the 

degree that other acti vi ti es could not h?.ve takpn place 
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except perhaps on a limited scale. 

At the margin of the hearth or central areas and still 

away from the walls there may be an additional work space. 

This intermediate zone may be utilized by a person sitting 

against the wall with a work space arrayed in front, such as 

was illustrated by Morgan (1965:151, 155). Artifacts may 

also occur in this zone when a person sitting in the central 

or hearth area places artifacts behind them in order to 

leave the central or hearth area open for other tasks 

(Binford 1983:183). 

Because of the nearness of this type of area to the 

central or hearth areas, their margins may blend. The 

intermediate and central areas may be characterized by a 

continuous distribution of activities and, hence artifacts 

and features, or there may be a clear separation. In the 

latter case, this type of use-area is defined by artifacts 

or features that are set away from the wall but only 

partially impinge on the central or hearth area. On the 

other hand, the intermediate zone may contain features and 

artifacts utilized by a person sitting in the hearth area. 

Work areas and features around the margin of an open area 

bordering the hearth may fall within the intermediate zone 

even though they result from hearth-related activities. At 

times it may be difficult to determine whether featllres and 

artifacts occurring in this kind of circumstance are related 

to hearth use or to activities unique to the intermediate 
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zone; sometimes this distinction may not be relevant. 

When a section of the perimeter of the floor is 

dedicated to storage, intermediate work areas will not be 

found in that sector of the house since there will be little 

room available for sitting and working. Obstructions along 

the wall, such as storage vessels or a platform, sometimes 

requires the work area to be located further out on the 

floor where they are placed between the hearth or central 

area and the edge of the storage area rather than the margin 

of the floor. However, sometimes intermediate work zones 

are simply located in different portions of the structure 

where the walls are uncluttered. 

Summary 

In the following chapters 

identifying the specific ways 

structures were used and 

effort is focused on 

structures and portions of 

organized at Snaketown. 

Consideration of these six general classes of use-areas 

allows recognition of patterns in the organization of 

intramural space. By examining regularities in the location 

and types 

highlighted 

together in 

of artifacts and 

between structures 

other frameworks 

features differences are 

that are often classed 

(for example, residential 

structures). In addition, similarities in the organization 

of space are discussed between structures that would not be 
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typically classified together, such as structures exhibiting 

extreme differences in size. Rather than attempting to fit 

structures into pre-established functional categories the 

formal and regularized divisions of use-areas in structures 

are emphasized in an effort to elucidate the variability 

present in intramural settings. 
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This chapter examines consistencies in the placement of 

features and artifacts in the Snaketown houses. Patterning 

in floor hole arrangements are examined to define feature 

types or furniture. Regularities in the locations of these 

and other features as well as the placement of artifacts are 

discussed as an initial step in identifying use-areas and to 

ascertain how use-areas co-occur in structures. 

Floor Hole Arrangments and Depressions 

The potential 

evidence 

value of floor holes (or post holes) for 

of Hohokam interior furnishings has providing 

generally not been recognized nor 

have 

have patterns 

acknowledged 

heen 

that interpreted. Some researchers 

features other than roof support posts may be set in floor 

holes (Di Peso 1956; Haury 1976:48; Cable and Allen 1982:45-

51; Vokes 1989:38, 1989:51) or that examination of floor 

holes in structures might 

and sternberg 1981:155). 

be productive (Wilcox, McGuire, 

However, few attempts have been 

made to systematize the study of floor holes. Except in 

exceptional cases where remains of wooden platforms and 

other features have been preserved or where floor hole 
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alignments are isolated and distinct (e.g., Di Peso 1956; 

Cable and Allen 1982; Henderson et al. 1984:53), interior 

features represented by floor holes have gone largely 

unnoticed. Researchers have not attempted to make sense of 

floor holes aside from identifying roof support posthole 

patterns: 

Floor holes in some houses made no sense at all, and 
only in a few structures was the arrangement "clean," 
that is, unencumbered with holes that had no apparent 
meaning in the overall design. Irregularities must be 
explained by the fact that all roof support posts need 
not have been set in holes ... , and all floor holes did 
not hold posts that were connected with the roof. 
Modern Indian houses in northwest Mexico and in 
Papagueria often show water jars or metates supported a 
meter or so above the floor by a forked tree stem; or 
racks and shelves for the storage of goods. There is 
no sure way to separate roof and non-roof related 
elements by an inspection of the surviving holes in the 
floor (Haury 1976:48). 

On the other hand, Wilcox (Wilcox, McGuire, and 

sternberg 1981:155) suggested that the investigation of 

floor holes might be a productive line of research: 

studies of the variation in the internal arrangements 
of pit houses .. are needed ... Some pit houses, for 
instance, have few internal posts, implying that 
movement about the floor space was quite free: 
permitting a maximum of flexibility in the kinds of 
social activities that could be performed there. Other 
pit houses have many internal posts. Not all of them 
may have been roof supports. Some may have [been] bed 
or bench supports, while others may have held racks of 
various kinds. 

The following discussion is intended to show that floor 

holes may be informative about the nature and presence of 
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interior furnishings that are essential for understanding 

the arrangement of internal space. 

Using floor holes as evidence for interior furnishings 

is often problematic for a number of reasons. The usual 

absence of remains of post stubs, supports of other 

materials, such as stone, and clay-lined holes often make 

postholes difficult to recognize or make their 

interpretation tenuous. The frequent natural disturbances 

(from roots, rodents, and insects) and from later features 

may obscure patterns, eliminate or enlarge some holes, or 

create false alignments. Cultural modifications of floor 

holes, such as when posts are removed (making them look like 

pits because of their size) or when modifications to the 

structure are made, may also make interpretations difficult. 

Furthermore, not all floor holes were necessarily recorded 

and undoubtedly some non-cultural holes were. Many floor 

holes that held small posts or branches may be extremely 

small as compared to those typically recorded as posthnles. 

For example, a Gila Butte structure in the verde Valley 

possessed a curved alignment of floor holes, 2 cm diameter 

each, which under many circumstances might go unrecognized 

and unplatted (cf. Greenwald 1989:36-40). Similarly, 

depressions rather than holes may have held support posts 

for furniture. Also, it can be argued that one can "connect 

the dots" to create a variety of alignments that do not 

necessarily reflect anything more than the investigator's 
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creativity or chance--however, this same argument can be 

made when identifying roofs supports as well. 

Many interior postholes have traditionally been viewed 

as remnants of roof support posts when they conform to 

certain expected patterns. The arrangements of other floor 

holes are generally not analysed and are not considered as 

evidence of other types of features unless burned wood or 

stone supports are associated. Decisions as to which floor 

holes will be selected as representative of the roof support 

system generally reflect judgments founded on previously 

recognized patterns and are based on the acknowledgment that 

most structures would have required some type of 

superstructural support. 

roof support postholes and 

Granted, distinguishing between 

stands or bases for furnishings 

evidence is often difficult and is using floor hole 

necessarily qualitative and subjective. However, it is 

hoped that by recognizing that such features do exist, 

acknowledging that alignments may represent int~rior 

furnishings, and by investigating the circumstances under 

which these formal modifications (interior furnishings) are 

made, future researchers may be able to improve upon the 

approach. Furthermore, the location of roof support posts 

has significant 

conducted inside 

implications for how behavior could be 

a house--they constrain movement, thus 

structuring activity. 

Regularities in the alignments of postholes among the 
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Snaketown houses and in structures at other sites indicate 

that certain recognizable arrangments are real and may 

represent the vestiges of interior furnishings and 

partitions. The widespread occurrence of these patterns 

suggests that there is a certain amount of standardization 

in conceptions about how the use of limited interior space 

can be enhanced. 

The premise that floor hole alignments may represent 

something more than roof supports increases the possible 

inventory of interior furnishings beyond hearths and pits. 

The few cases in which forked posts (shelf and platform 

supports), clay rims encircling structures, and upright 

stones in floor holes are preserved or left in place provide 

hints as to the nature of other perishable furnishings, as 

do the rare cases when actual platforms are preserved (Di 

Peso 1956). Ethnographic and ethnoarchaeological 

descriptions of internal arrangments also prompt suggestions 

about the character of this interior space and provide 

examples of the potential range of furnishings that may 

result in similar floor hole alignments. From these 

archaeological and ethnographic comparisons we may infer the 

presence of raised floors, partitions, racks, shelves, and 

vessel supports. 

In order to identify hole arrangments, the floor must 

be relatively complete, for if it is disturbed to ~ 

substantial degree (or incompletely excavated) alignmp.nts 
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will not necessarily be visible or interpretable. However, 

occasionally enough of a floor fragment will be preserved to 

identify arrangements that are confined to that portion of 

the floor. At Snaketown, fifty two percent (107) of the 

total inventory of 204 structures with illustrated floor 

plans (Appendices B and C) possessed one or more of the 

floor hole arrangements or occurrences described below; 73 

percent (91) of the complete floors (125) and 20 percent 

(16) of the fragmentary floors (79). 

Description of Floor Hole Patterns 

Fifteen classes of floor hole arrangements are found 

alone or in combination with other patterns in the Snaketown 

structures (Figure 7.1). These floor hole patterns consist 

of aligned holes (linear, semi-linear, and curvilinear), 

unaligned clusters, and hearth-related arrangements. The 

various classes distinguished are descriptive in the sense 

that they are defined on the basis of length, width, or 

placement within the structure. The structures in which 

these features occur are listed in the discussion. Question 

marks after the house number indicate that the presence of 

the feature is vaguely indicated but uncertain. 
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CLASS 

0 0 ~ 
2 CJ) 

3 ~ 0 0 
4 GPifS 

5 ® Gb ( CJ ) 

6 ~ U .... ...... ... . . ... 

7 ~ ~ 
8 EJ CD (6) cLJ 
9 C2J ~ 
10 ~ CD (2) 
II <illlD ~~ .• : :.:.-:-

12 G :.~~ Q .. :.-: 

13 ~ 
14 c:J 
15 0 

Figure 7.1. Classes of floor hole alignments. 



Aligned Floor Holes 

Class 1 

The first class of alignments consists of relatively 

linear alignments that are found near the house walls 

(Figure 7.1; Appendices Band C, structures SF:7; 5G:8; 

5G:12?; 7H:1*?; 8E:3?; 8E:7; 8F:8*; 9E:4; 9F:9; 9G:1; 9G:5; 

9G:6; 91:1; 10F:19; 10G:9; 10G:10; 101:3; 10J:3; 11J:1). 

Alignments of this type are typically long, run parallel to 

one or more walls--sometimes conforming to the curvature of 

the house walls which may be straight or rounded. These are 

usually within 0.75 m of the wall to as close as 0.25 m. 

Often the alignments are continuous around two or more sides 

of a structure and therefore may be curved or squared off at 

the corners. These types of alignment are usually indicated 

by a series of relatively small holes, sometimes spaced 

evenly across the floor (the nature of the data prohibit 

exact measurements or even accurate estimations of the size 

of floor holes). 

When Class 1 alignments are positioned at one short end 

of a structure they tend to be placed on the left side (as 

entering). Otherwise Class 1 alignments are most common 

along the back of the structure and where they continue 

around three or four sides of the structure. 
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Class 2 

The second class of floor hole alignments occurs only 

along the short walls of structures (Appendices Band C, 

structures 6F:7*; 61:1*; 9E:2; 9H:5*) and therefore consists 

of fewer (usually three), and usually larger, floor holes 

than Class 1. These are also generally positioned at a 

greater distance than, or at the maximum distance (all 

around 0.75 m) from the wall as compared to the previous 

class of alignments. Because they are further from the house 

wall, and perhaps because fewer holes are involved, they 

tend to be straighter than Class 1 alignments; rather than 

mirroring the contour of the side wall they are aligned 

perpendicular to the front and back walls of the structure. 

Many alignments of this type are positioned in the left 

side of the structure as entering. All of the structures at 

Snaketown cited above except for structure 61:1*, which has 

two entryways, have alignments of this type located on the 

left side of the structure as entering. The sample of 

structures with this type of alignment is perhaps too small 

to generalize beyond the houses in question, although an 

example of this type of alignment at the Junkyard Site (Ferg 

1983:406, 413) is also situated in the left end of the 

structure. 

Class 3 

Class 3 includes alignments that are similar to Classes 
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1 and 2 except that they are characterized by double, 

sometimes triple, rows of parallel floor holes. There are 

examples (structures 5G:1; 6G:1--both square houses) where 

two long rows of postholes run parallel to one another and 

to one or more walls. These are most similar to Class 1 in 

terms of length; they parallel the long walls and often 

continue around the perimeter of the floor, outlining two or 

more walls--including a long and short wall. The row 

nearest to the wall is usually within 0.25 m to 0.50 m, and 

is spaced approximately the same distance from the second 

alignment so that the combined width of the area is around 

1.25 m or 1.50 m (after factoring in the width of the 

holes). 

Occasionally double or triple rows of parallel floor 

holes will be found along the short end of the structure 

only. A row of holes will occur near the side wall of the 

(typically within 0.25 m, although in structure 10I:3 the 

first row is 0.75 m away from the wall) and a second will be 

located 0.50 to 0.75 m out from and parallel to the first, 

totaling a width of between 1.25 to 2.00 m; sometimes a 

third parallel row will be present as well. This type of 

arrangment, visible only in structures 5F:4, 5G:6, 9G:6, and 

10I:3, is similar in overall width to Class 4 except that it 

consists of a double row of parallel floor holes. This 

configuration is found on the right side of the structure in 

5F:4, to the left in structures 9G:6 and 10I:3, and on both 
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sides in 5G:6. The alignments at the left end of structure 

5G:6 encompasses a narrower area than the one to the right. 

Given these locations it would seem that there is no 

preferred position for these types of alignments. 

Class 4 

Floor holes in Class 4 are relatively straight, 

single-row alignments situated 1.25 m or more from the wall 

(cf. structures 10F:21 and 10G:11). Straight alignments of 

this sort tend to occupy less floor space (and are generally 

closer to the house wall) than curved alignments of Class 8, 

which are most similar to Class 4 alignments. As with many 

of the Class 1 alignments, these are constructed of several 

relatively small, closely spaced holes. In each of the 

examples cited there is a gap between holes in the center of 

the alignment and sometimes at the ends near the walls. 

Too few of these alignments are present to permit 

generalizations as to their locations within structures. For 

the one structure (lOF:21) in which the entryway can be 

discerned, this type of alignment is positioned on the right 

side. 

Class 5 

Occasionally a structure will exhibit a circular, semi-

circular, or rectilinear a~rangement of postholes 

surrounding the hearth or central area or in an intermediate 
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position between the center of the floor and the walls 

(structures 6E:2*; 8I:1*; 101:1; and 10F:9*; Figure 7.1). 

The holes may be widely spaced and of varying sizes or may 

be closely spaced and relatively uniform in size. In some 

cases, such as in structures 8I:1* and 101:1), the curvature 

of the holes is such that the holes are at varying distances 

from the walls and appear to be keyed more to the outline of 

the hearth or the center portion of the room than to the 

walls. In other instances, where the alignments are more 

rectilinear (structures 6E:2* and 10F:9*) the alignments 

conform more to the outline of the room. 

Class 6 

In some houses linear alignments of holes, sometimes in 

combination with small posthole-sized depressions, occur in 

parallel rows across the entire floor. Alignments are 

relatively equally spaced and no large portions of the floor 

lack such features, except perhaps the area immediately 

around the hearth--if in fact a hearth is present. These 

alignments are found in structures 6G:11*, a square 

structure, and 9G:3, a large elongated structure. 

In other houses much of the floor is occupied by holes, 

some of which are aligned, but the pattern is not as 

complete or symmetrical as in the two structures cited 

above. Some reasons for this divergence may be identified 

if, in fact, these structures represent the same pattern 
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(5G:12?, 8F:8*, lOF:9*, and possibly in structure SG:6 

[based on photographic evidence]). It may be that some of 

the holes in the pattern were not exposed during excavation, 

that some similar configurations were less formalized, or 

that alterations in the pattern occurred during remodeling. 

Also, in smaller structures this pattern is easily confused 

with Class 1 and Class 3 alignments, where the presence or 

absence of just one or two holes (owing to excavation 

procedures or preservation factors) can change the nature of 

the pattern entirely. 

Class 7 

An infrequently occurring arrangement of floor holes 

(Class 7) consists of squarish alignments of four holes near 

the corners or walls of structures (cf. structures 9E:2?, 

9G:2, 11I:3?). In one case, where the pattern is most 

obvious, the configuration is positioned in the right front 

corner of the room (9G:2). Although the holes are spaced 

approximately 1.25 m apart, 

relatively small portion of 

the configuration occupies a 

the floor. In the other two 

examples the holes are positioned at the same or a slightly 

greater distance apart but they occupy the entire right 

portion of the room. 

Class 8 

Floor holes in Class 8 are alignments that are usually 
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positioned at the short end of elongated structures. 

Usually, the holes are arranged somewhat perpendicular to 

(or at least connect to) the long walls so that the shorter 

end wall and the alignment are in opposing positions. often 

there is a break between one end of the alignment and one 

wall (floor holes do not extend across the entire expanse 

between walls) or a longer gap between two holes than in the 

remainder of the alignment. 

These may be relatively 

and are angled so that the 

the wall is wider at one 

straight (or slightly bowed) 

area between the alignment and 

end than the other (e.g., 

structures 6E:l*, 6F:7*, 9E:3?). In other cases, the 

alignment is curved or bowed out so that the available space 

between the wall and the alignment is greater in the center 

than at either end (e.g., structures 8F:5?, 8I:3*?, IlF:13). 

In one house (11I:3) curved grooves, rather than postholes, 

outline a similar configuration. Similar alignments were 

recorded in the Work Area I, an extramural work area in 

Block lOG (cf. Haury 1976:Figure 9.4). 

Most alignments of this type occur on the left side of 

the structure. The exceptions include two structures (8F:5 

and 8I:3) that have alignments that questionably fall into 

this class and a third structure (6E:l*) that shows evidence 

of remodeling so that the alignment is situated on one side 

of the house before and the other side after remo~eling 

(Figure 7.2). 
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Figure 7.2. stage A: Structure 6E:l* with a Class 8 alignment. 
Stage B: Structure 6E:l* is remodeled and reoriented; it retains a 
Class 8 alignment. Structure 6E:2* exhibits a Class 5 alignment. 
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Most structures exhibiting this pattern are oriented 

with their entryways to the east or southeast. As noted, 

the orientation of structure 6E:l* changed from east to west 

through time and structure 8F:5 was similarly oriented to 

the west. However, relational and developmental aspects of 

structures in the context of courtyard groups may be more 

important than other factors in determining the orientation 

of a structure. 

Class 9 

Alignments in Class 9 consist of curved rows of floor 

holes that are found in a corner or occupying a portion of 

the end space or long wall in a structure. The curved 

alignments do not extend across the floor between 'opposing 

walls but rather start along one wall, curve out into the 

floor, and then rejoin the same wall (e.g., structures 

4H:2*, lOG:19, and lOG:21) or curve out from one wall and 

terminate at the adjacent wall crossing the corner (e.g., 

structures 5G:l, 5G:2, 7F:9*, 8E:12, 9E:4?, lOF:16, lOG:19 

[information derived from photograph]). Similar alignments 

were recorded in the plastered surface of an extramural work 

area (House IlF:7-Floor B). 

Alignments of this type are found 

side of the structure. The two 

mostly on the right 

exceptions have these 

alignments along the back wall (8E:12) or in the back left 

corner (lOG:19). In the l~tter case, a second alignment of 
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this type already occupies the right side of the structure. 

There is no preferred orientation for structures with these 

types of alignments. 

Class 10 

Another arrangement 

alignments that extend 

floor (i.e., less than 

These are usually made 

(Class 

only a 

half the 

up of 

10) consists of curved 

short distance across the 

expanse between walls). 

two to four floor holes 

although they are at times longer. These range between 0.50 

m and 2.0 m in length. They usually occur near the back or 

to one side of a structure (e.g., structures 5F:2, 5F:5 

[based on photo], 6G:l*, [based on photo], 7H:l*, [based on 

photo, 8E:5, 8F:4*, 81:2*, B1:3*, 9F:l, 9G:5, 10F:6?, 

10F:14? [based on photo], 101:5, 11H:l). 

The majority of these types of alignments occur on the 

right side of the structure (front and back). If they are 

only partial representations of alignments, then possibly 

many were once like Class 9, which also tend to be found on 

the right side. 

Unaligned Floor Hole Arrangements 

Class 11 

These Class 11 configurations are quite variable in 

nature but share a number of qualities (structures 5G:12; 

5G:13; 8E:l; 8E:6; 10F:9*; 10G:2; lOG:3; lOG:13; 1IF:9). 



320 

They consist of numerous holes that are scattered across the 

floor such that much of the floor (or certain portions of 

the floor) is cluttered with holes. They are neither 

patterned nor consistently aligned. However r in many cases 

areas clustered with holes are juxtaposed with open areas 

without holes. In other structures single holes or clusters 

of holes are interspersed with short alignments; in some 

cases the alignments border the floor holes found in one 

sector of the floor (structures 5G:12 and 10G:3). In other 

cases holes are somewhat randomly distributed. 

Class 12 

In other instances dense concentrations of floor holes 

occupy approximately one quarter or one third of the 

structure (structures 7F:8*; 7I:2*; BE:2; 8E:13; 8F:3; 

8F:S?; 9E:l; lOF:4; lOF:22; lOF:26). In square structures, 

these are located in the back (structures 7F:8 r 8E:13 r 9E:l) 

or front (7I:2*) left quarter. In elongated structures r 

clusters of this type are generally found on the right side 

(8E:2 r 8F:5 r 10F:4 r and lOF:22?)r occupying approximately 

one third of the floor. 

structures. 

None occur on the left side of 

In some cases r (e.g. r structures SG:2; 7I:2*; 8E:2; 

8F:3; 8F:5; 9E:l; and lOF:22) where the holes are clustered 

at one end of the room r the holes closest to the interior of 

the structure are somewhat aligned and appear to bound the 
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remainder of the holes. These 

into the room as much as 1.25 m 

often extend from one wall 

to 2.0 m. These outer 

"alignments" in combination with the associated clusters of 

holes suggest a similarity to Class 3 alignments. 

Class 13 

Class 13 alignments usually consist of three postholes 

forming an "L" or tight triangle pattern (e.g., Structures 

5G:2?; 8E:5; 8E:11; 10F:16?; 10F:23; 11F:10?). These are 

usually 0.50 m on a side. There is no consistency in the 

placement of these configurations in structures. 

Hearth-Related Floor Holes 

Class 14 

In many structures there are holes that are not aligned 

nor clustered but rather are consistently positioned 

relative to the hearth. There are paired postholes in the 

vicinity of the hearth in some houses (e.g., Structures 

6G:12*; 6H:1*; 61:1*; 9E:2; 9E:3; 9F:1; 9G:3; 91:1; 10F:19; 

11F:13; 11H:1?). Usually one hole is located on each side 

of the hearth, each located at approximately .75 to 1.0 

meters out from the center of the hearth; sometimes a third 

hole is situated behind the hearth. One house (10F:19) has 

shaped, notched 

pattern 

3.14g). 

around 

stones set upright in holes in a triangular 

the hearth (Haury 1976:55, Figure 
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Class 15 

Examination of areas surrounding hearths in structures 

also reveals consistencies in the locations of single floor 

holes (cf. structures 5F:4; 5F:5; 5G:l; 5G:12; 6E:l*; 6G:l; 

6G:3?; 6G:8*; 6I:l*; 7F:9; 7I:2*; 7J:3*; 8B:l; 8E:3?; 8E:4?; 

8E:5?; 8E:?; 8E:13; 8F:2; 8F:4; 8F:4*; 8I:l*; 9E:3*?; 9E:4; 

9F:l; 9G:6; 9G:6*?; 9H:5*?; 9I:2?; 10D:2; lOD:3; 10D:4; 

IOF:l?; 10F:4; 10F:9; 10F:15; 10F:17; IOF:21?; 10F:23; 

lOG:??; 10G:IO; IOG:19?; IOG:21; 10H:l; 10I:4; 10J:3; 

]0.J:8?; 11I:4). It is common to find an isolated floor hole 

behind the hearth, either along the same axis of the hearth 

and entryway or slightly off-center to the left or right. 

Sometimes an isolated hole is present to one side of the 

hearth while occasionally they occur in adjacent pairs. 

Some of these holes are located right next to or ~t a 

greater distance from the hearth (between 0.25 m and 2.0 m 

away), behind an open area without features. 

Structures without Floor Holes 

Some well-preserved or complete structures have no 

holes in their floor (3C:l*; 3C:4*; 9F:4; 9F:IO; 10F:9; 

10F:IO; lOF:14; lOF:17; IOF:24; IOG:6; 10J:7) or a minimal 

number that are likely roof support posts (9E:4*; lOG:16). 
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Interpretation of Floor Hole Patterns 

For some of the configurations discussed above the 

nature of the internal feature that they supported or the 

type of area they enclosed can be inferred; in other cases 

such inferences are not possible. At least five classes of 

features are inferred to be represented by the various 

alignments and occurrences: 1) narrow benches, 2) narrow to 

wide platforms, 3) partitions, 4) raised floors, and 5) 

hearth furniture. In most instances there is no direct 

evidence, in the form of preserved facilities, to infer the 

nature and uses of floor hole arrangments. However, there 

are several possible approaches to aid in their 

interpretation. First, the nature of the configuration 

itself often suggests a likely interpretation. In many 

other cases the juxtaposition of artifacts or other features 

provides supportive evidence for the inferred use. 

From these few "strong cases" (Reid and Whittlesey 

1982) the nature of internal 

oth~r houses. Similarly, many 

facilities is inferred for 

of these arrangments are 

comparable to those found at other sites where preservation 

is g~od and the character of features is known. Examination 

of published house plans from these and other sites 

indicates that some of the patterns are widespread and not 

restricted to Snaketown. Nor are specific p~tterns confined 

to a particular period or area; rather, such patterns occur 
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throughout the sequence at Snaketown and at other sites. 

Class 1: Benches or narrow platforms 

structure numbers: 5F:7; 5G:8; 5G:12?; 7H:1*?; 8E:3?; RE:7; 

8F:8*; 9E:4; 9F:9; 9G:1; 9G:5; 9G:6; 9I:1; 10F:19; 10G:9; 

10G:10; 10I:3; 10J:3; 11J:1. 

Class 1 alignments, 

others (1981:182), may be 

first recognized by Wilcox and 

remnants of benches or narrow 

platforms for storage. Wilcox proffers this suggestion for 

alignments in structures 9G:3 and 10G:9. While I concur 

with his interpretation regarding structure 10G:9, the 

alignment in 9G:3 differs because of the presence of a row 

of holes down the midsection of the floor and is therefore 

classified as a Class 6 alignment (see below). As noted by 

Wilcox (Wilcox and others 1981:182), the aggregate length of 

the bench in structure lOG:9 would be 26 m "providing 

comfortable seating space" or adequate storage space. 

Alignments similar to these have been found at other 

sites. At Casa Buena (Howard 1988:Figure 4.11) an alignment 

is strikingly similar to those described at Snaketown but 

has been interpreted as roof support posts (Howard 1988:91). 

While such an interpretation cannot be ruled out, it is 

suggested here that they may, in fact, represent a wall 

bench. A variation of this type of alignm8nt has been noted 

at Blocks 1 and 2 of the Phoenix Townsitp (Cable and Allen 
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1982:47) where it is interpreted as supports for a bench or 

platform. Floor hole patterns around the perimeter of the 

floor in structures 1, 4, and 8 at Roosevelt 9:6 may also 

represent a wall bench (Haury 1932). 

Class 2: Platforms 

structure numbers: 6F:7*; 6I:1*; 9E:2; 9H:5*. 

There is some evidence to suggest that Class 2 

alignments were platforms for storing household articles, 

although it is also possible that they represent partition 

walls. The space between the alignment and the wall is 

relatively narrow, thus supporting the inference of their 

use as platforms. Since these inferred features are 

relatively narrow (about 0.75 m to 1.0 m wide), access to 

the underlying floor would not have been entirely restricted 

and so storage pits and pot rests could be positioned on the 

floor beneath the platform and could still be reached. 

Usually other features do not occur between the wall and 

these types of alignments. However, when such features are 

present, such as in 10G:IO where a pit or depresssion was 

located, there is a slight gap in floor holes where access 

to the underlying area could be gained. In other cases 

whe~e underlying features are present they are situated away 

from the wall and closer to the alignment and the center of 

the room where they could be easily reached. 
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The most convincing evidence for the inference that 

these were platforms is from a Pioneer period room (9E:2), 

where numerous artifacts in floor contact, including 

reconstructable vessels, overlie a set of three postholes 

(compare Haury 1976:Plates band c, Figure 3.23), as if 

having fallen from a shelf after it collapsed. Burned posts 

and wood with, under, and above artifacts may be the remains 

of the platform or shelf. 

It is interesting to note that radiocarbon samples run 

on charcoal from structure 9E:2 were taken from near this 

floor hole alignment. Unlike wood charcoal samples run from 

many other structures at the site, the dates from this wood 

correspond closely in age to corn samples taken from the 

same house. The correspondence in dates suggests that when 

interior features can be identified they may provide more 

reliable dates than those run on structural wood charcoal 

which is often old wood; they can also provide confirmation 

for maize dates (cf. Haury 1976:334; schiffer 1986:24). 

Furthermore, radiocarbon dates taken from different portions 

of a structure can help confirm the presence of certain 

types of intramural features, particularly if intramural 

features can be consistently shown to have been constructed 

independently of the remainder of the structure, of 

different types of wood, or of more recent wood. 

An example of this type of alignment is present at the 

Junkyard Site (Ferg 1983:406, 413). Although uncertain, Ferg 
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(1983:414-415) suggests that these seven holes may post-date 

the house in question (Feature 25) but that they may have 

formed a small compartment 

Data concerning this 

contradictory in that the 

are ragged, suggesting they 

at one end of the later house. 

issue are 

margins of 

may have 

inconclusive and 

the holes themselves 

been added later but 

the line of holes does not extend beyond the bounds of the 

house, indicating that they are contemporaneous with this 

structure. Awareness that such features may be found in 

Hohokam structures may aid in the resolution of such 

questions while the archaeologist is still in the field 

where additional exposures can resolve such issues. 

Class 3: Platforms 

structure numbers: 5F:4; SG:1; SG:6; 6G:1; 9G:6; 101:3. 

These parallel 

raised platforms. 

rows of alignments are inferred to be 

The aggregate width of the alignments 

argues for this as do the floor holes themselves--presumed 

support posts--which occupy much of the floor space between 

the outer alignment and the wall, thus precluding most types 

of activity 

of double 

on the floor in these locations. The presence 

and triple rows of holes suggests that the 

facility was more substantially supported, and that it was 

wider, perhaps higher, and required more effort or labor to 

construct than platforms constructed of only a single 



alignment. 

Further support for the interpretation of these 

alignments as supports for platforms is provided by evidence 

from Paloparado where similar alignments were reported. 

Evidence of the actual platforms or raised floors was 

preserved in the fill of four of the burned structures at 

Paloparado and similar floor hole alignments were used to 

infer the presence of additional platforms (Di Peso 

1956:137-138, 156, Plate SOc). 

Class 4: Partition walls 

structure numbers: 10F:21; 10G:11. 

These alignments are positioned fairly distant from the 

wall (1.25 m or more) and as a result divide the house into 

at least two parts--one usually smaller than the other. 

This is one reason why they are inferred to be partition 

walls. There is sometimes a gap between holes in the center 

of the alignment and sometimes at the ends near the walls, 

suggesting access was gained this way. When such alignments 

are present, the hearth is always located in the larger 

portion of the room, unless two hearths are present, in 

which case one may be located in the smaller section. other 

floor holes and pits frequently occur on the smaller side of 

the structure between the alignment and the house wall. 

Presuming that these features are all contemporaneous, one 
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can suggest that the space was not covered by a platform but 

rather served as a work or storage area that was shielded 

from the remainder of the house by a partition. This 

inference is reinforced in cases where the area between the 

wall and the alignment is too broad to allow easy access to 

underlying features or household articles if it was covered 

by a platform. Of coarse, this conclusion is based on the 

assumption that platforms were not raised extremely high off 

the floor. 

Examples of this type 

include a structure at 

of alignment 

Water World. 

from 

At 

other sites 

this site an 

alignment on the right side of a structure segments an area 

of the floor that contains a pot rest and a possible storage 

pit (See Euler, Gardiner, and Czaplicki 1989:Figures 3.11 

and 3.12;). The width of the area between the alignment and 

the wall (1.25 m) would have limited access to the pit and 

pot rest. If these features are contemporaneous this 

alignment was likely a partition rather than a platform 

under which storage occurred. However, this example also 

illustrates the potential difficulty of discerning the use 

of alignments in that the two superimposed hearths indicate 

an extended use and perhaps remodeling of the structure; the 

alignment may predate or postdate the use of the pot rest 

and storage pit. If the alignment postdates the latter it 

might be argued that the alignment represents supports for a 

broad platform that served as a more formal storage area 
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than was provided by the pits. 

An alignment in the right portion of structure 1 at 

Roosevelt 9:6 is similar in form to these Class 4 alignments 

at Snaketown (Haury 1932). The holes on each end of the 

alignment stop short of the walls, perhaps providing access 

to the area behind the partition. 

An adobe ridge was found in a rectangular pithouse 

(Feature 114) at Las Colinas (Hammack and Sullivan 

1981:Figure 51) that is similar to Class 4 alignments in its 

location. Although in this case no postholes were 

identifiable in the wall, this may be the base of a jacal 

wall. Additional short segments of adobe ridges were also 

present at this site (unpublished maps and notes from Las 

Colinas; Arizona State Museum Archives, Highway Salvage 

Collection and Las Colinas Excavations: 1982-1983). 

Class 5: Raised floors and platforms 

Structure numbers: 6E:2*; 8I:l*; IOI:1; lOF:9*. 

Floor hole arrangements in Class 5 exhibit a circular 

or square arrangement at the margin of the central portion 

of the floor--perhaps marking the interior edge of a 

platform. This interpretation is suggested by the width of 

the area between the wall and the alignment and the fact 

that most of the floor is situated behind the alignment. 

Such a platform may have covered the majority or a portion 
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of the floor from the perimeter out to the central portion 

of the house where access was gained to the structure. 

This type of arrangment is similar to a wall bench or a 

more restricted platform except that hypothetically it 

covers the majority of the floor, not just the perimeter. 

It may be similar to a raised floor (Class 6) except it does 

not exhibit the same number or formal configuration of floor 

holes. Similarly, Class 5 alignments terminate at the edge 

of the central portion of the house, leaving the floor open, 

whereas Class 6 alignments cover the entire floor, except 

perhaps the area immediately around the hearth. structure 

floors exhibiting Class 6 configurations are also dotted 

with floor holes, whereas structures in Class 5 have few 

holes between the alignment and the walls. Houses with 

Class 5 alignments have small floor holes around the 

interior margin of the house floor, accentuated grooves 

around the margin of the floor, or adobe rims that may have 

supported the platform near the walls and likely eliminated 

the need for additional support posts in the floor. 

Care must be taken when interpreting these alignments, 

since postholes related to later house construction can 

produce similar patterns (cf. Ferg 1984:74, Ill). Similarly, 

curved alignments surrounding the hearth may represent 

partition walls rather than platform supports. 

The type of platform inferred from the presence of 

these alignments is similar to a platform described by Di 



332 

Peso (1956:138) that covered both sides of the house floor 

as well as the area behind the hearth. 

Class 6: Raised floors and olatforms 

Structure numbers: 6G:11*; 9G:3; 5G:12?; 8F:8*; 10F:9*; 

5G:6 (platform); 8F:8* (platform). 

Class 6 alignments occupy all or most of the floor 

space in structures. There are limited open areas of floor 

between holes but if each hole was contemporaneous, as is 

suggested by their alignment, little if any of the floor 

itself would be available for use. Sayles (1937:78) 

commented on the arrangement of holes in the structure that 

exhibits this pattern most clearly, Structure 6G:11*: 

A great number of posts were arranged in rows, so close 
to one another as almost to interfere with any 
practical use of the house. Some of these may have 
been added after the structure was completed to brace 
the roof but, since many of the posts were found in 
place as charred stubs, it looks as if mast of the roof 
supports were in use at the time the house burned. 

Contrary to Sayles' interpretation, structures exhibiting 

this type of floor hole pattern are inferred to have had 

raised floors or extensive platforms supported by posts 

placed in the holes. Thjs interpretation rests, in part, on 

the assumption that, in the absence of a raised floor or 

platform, the abundance of posts set in the floor holes 

would constrain movement to a substantial degree. 

Comparative data from other sites provide another reason for 

this interpretation. 
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Floor hole arrangements presumably of this type in one 

structure at Paloparado were interpreted as a raised floor 

(Di Peso 1956:138), although no plan of this structure was 

published. In addition, similar floor hole alignments in 

structure 13, and possible structure 14, at Roosevelt 9:6 

were argued to represent raised floors because upright 

shaped stone supports were found in the holes (Haury 1932). 

However, the floor hole alignments in most of the structures 

with stone supports at Roosevelt 9:6 were not as regularly 

spaced and aligned as these at Snaketown. 

At Los Solares (La Ciudad) upright stone slabs were 

also found and inferred to represent a raised floor. This 

interpretation was made in part because of the stone 

supports but also because in one structure burned matting 

was found at the same level as the top of the risers, which 

extend 0.15 rn to 0.20 m above the floor surface (Henderson 

et al. 1984:26). Fourteen percent of the structures at Los 

Solares had between one and seventeen upright schist stones 

in their floors. Some appear to have been added before the 

floor was plastered while in other structures the floor was 

plastered after the stones were in place. Apparently, some 

of these were arranged in three to four rows and were placed 

at equidistant points. However, many of the floor holes 

themselves at Los Solares are not aligned so that this type 

of feature could be inferred in the absence of the upright 

stones. The arrangement of floor holes and upright stones 
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in some structures at Los Solares, including Feature 307, 

are not as regularly placed as those at Snaketown. The 

interpretation of this type of arrangement is difficult when 

stones are not present because such holes could represent a 

platform that covers only a portion of the floor or a random 

distribution of holes. Furthermore, if all of the examples 

from Los Solares do in fact represent raised floors, it is 

possible that many more raised floors were present in 

Hohokam structures than there is clear evidence to indicate. 

Class 7: Small platforms/tables 

Structure numbers: 9E:2?; 9G:2; llI:3? 

These rectilinear arrangements may be platforms or 

tables. They may be distinguished from Class 2 and 3 

~lignments in that they do not seem to incorporate the house 

wall to support of one side of the platform. Rather, they 

appear to be partially free-standing and are not necessarily 

contiguous with the wall. In the examples from Snaketown, 

pits or other features do not occur under the area between 

postholes. In some cases, such as in structure 9E:2, the 

four floor holes may simply be part of a larger platform or 

wall bench; the relationship between the four holes and 

other holes in the floor of this structure may be obscured 

owing to circumstances of preservation. 

Di Peso (1956:138) describes a similar platform type at 



335 

Paloparado which, however, is usually located in the 

vicinity of the entryway and hearth. It appears that 

structure lOF:16 at Snaketown may have a type of platform 

similar to those at Paloparado on both sides of the hearth. 

However, this patterning is obscured to some extent on the 

house's plan drawing--the photograph is far more convincing 

(Arizona state Museum Photographic Collections). In this 

latter structure the platforms may be composed of 

curvilinear rather than linear alignments of floor holes. 

Class 8: Partition walls and possible platforms 

structure numbers: 

llI: 3. 

6E:l*; 6F:7*; 9E:3?; 8F:5?; IlF:13; 

Class 8 alignments, positioned at the short end or 

along the back wall of a structure, are inferred to be 

partition walls. These may be linear but oriented at an 

angle to the out! ine of the structure or may be curved so 

that the center bows out toward the interior of the 

structure. often there is a gap between one end of the 

alignment and one wall or two holes in the center of the 

alignment will be more widely spaced than the rest. This gap 

may be an entrance into the enclosed area. 

This type of alignment is present in structure 6E:l*, 

where its importance in the overall organization of 

intramural space is reflected in its retention through time 
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even after the structure was remodeled (Figure 7.2). As I 

have reconstructed the sequence of construction and 

remodeling in this structure, the alignment was on the right 

side when the structure was oriented to the east and on the 

left side when reoriented to the west (at the time structure 

6E:2* was added; see Chapter 10). The result is that the 

same portion of the structure was partitioned but the angle 

of the alignment was adjusted to accommodate the location of 

the new entryway. 

In one house (11I:3) curved grooves, rather than floor 

holes, indicate that a partition wall may have formally 

divided the interior space (Appendix C). Hearths were found 

both within this partitioned area and in front of the 

entryway outside the partition groove. 

Regrettably, floor artifacts were not plotted in any of 

the houses exhibiting this type of arrangement at Snaketown. 

Thus, we cannot infer the nature of activities carried out 

in these spaces except on the basis of the inferred 

functions of the occasional features found there. The 

possibility that these areas were used for storage or served 

as platformed areas (such as in structure 6F:7*) cannot be 

entirely excluded, especially in a few of the examples where 

floor holes occur between the wall and the alignment. 

Alignments of this type and its variations are present 

at other sites such as in Blocks 1 and 2 at the Phoenix 

Townsite (Cable and Allen 1982:46, Figure 26) and the 
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Junkyard Site (Ferg 1983:400). 

Class 9: Partition walls and platforms 

Structure numbers: 4H:2*; 5G: 1; 5G: 2; 7F:9*; 8E:12 

(platform?); 9E:4?; 10F:16; 10G:19; 10G:21; IlF:7-Floor B. 

curved alignments in Class 9 appear to be the remnants 

of walls that partition a corner or a portion of the end 

space or long wall in a structure. The curvature of these 

alignments indicates that these walls usually partition a 

smaller portion of the structure than those of Class 8. 

Often the space enclosed by the alignment contains fire 

pits, pits, depressions, and artifacts. For example, the 

partition in Structure lOG:21 encloses a fire pit and a 

possible pit and separates them from a second fire pit and a 

hearth located elsewhere in the structure. The front right 

corner in Structure SG:2 encloses an area containing a pit 

and a number of artifacts. The interpretation of these 

alignments as platform support posts is unlikely since these 

artifacts and pits would be difficult to access if the area 

was covered with a platform. 

Similar, alignments situated at the back of two 

structures (8E:12 and lOG:19) are only slightly bowed and 

are more elongated; this makes the space between the wall 

and the alignment narrower than in other structures with 

alignments in this class. This raises the possibil i ty that 
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these two alignments, particularly in structure 8E:12, do 

represent platforms or other types of facilities rather than 

partition walls. 

However, the presence of pits, artifacts, and a few 

scattered floor holes occurring in the spaces "behind" the 

partition walls in many structures indicates that these may 

be specialized work areas that are partitioned from the rest 

of the structure. However, the possibility that these 

areas were used for storage cannot be excluded either. 

Similar alignments were recorded in the plastered 

surface of what was interpreted as an extramural work area 

but was labeled House IlF:7--Floor B. Portions of the floor 

containing pits and roasting pits are segmented by curved 

alignments of holes, giving the appearance of a densely 

cluttered work area with numerous walls dividing up the work 

space. A ramada area, recorded at the Henderson Site (Weed 

and Ward 1970:5, Figure 4), is less disturbed than Structure 

11F:7--Floor B at Snaketown and shows the formality with 

which a work area may be divided into separate "rooms." 

Class 10: possible wind and heat shields, stands 

Structure numbers: 5F:2; 5F:5; 6G:1*; 7H:1*; 8E:5; 8F:4*; 

8I:2*; 8I:3*; 9F:1; 9G:5; 10F:6?; 10F:14?; 10I:5; 11H:1. 

There appear to be four main possibilities for the uses 

of these comma-shaped or straight alignments: (1) they 
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could represent a variation of the longer partition walls 

that divide space but that allow somewhat freer movement, 

(2) they may block wind (from the door) or heat (from the 

hearth) from a sleeping or work area, (3) they might have 

functioned as bases for stands on 

containers rested, or (4) they could 

which equipment or 

simply be segments of 

incomplete (poorly preserved) alignments. 

A pair of three-hole alignments in structure 6G:l* runs 

perpendicular to the side wall with a pit positioned between 

them. The relationship between the short alignments and the 

pit suggests that this may be a small platform, perhaps for 

storage, that overlies a pit. 

Class 11: Platforms and raised floors 

structure numbers: 5G:12; 5G:13; 8E:l; 8E:6; 10F:9*; 10G:2; 

10G:3; 10G:13; 11F:9. 

14any of the arrangements discussed so far can be 

interpreted because the holes are highly patterned and in 

many cases the edges of a facility are distinguishable on 

the basis of linear or curvilinear alignments that bound the 

feature. Floor holes in Class 11 are not aligned but much 

of the floor is cluttered with holes. Their distribution 

indicates the presence of some type of feature. The basis 

for this inference is that a major portion of the floor is 

occupied by holes that would effectively limit the use of 
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the structure if some type of platform or floor had not been 

constructed. The floor holes may represent supports for a 

platform, a raised floor, or other unknown feature type. As 

may be the case with Structures SG:12 and lOG:3, a curved 

alignment of holes seems to bound the floor holes found on 

one sector of the floor. The alignment may represent the 

edge of a platform--the remainder of the floor holes 

representing additional supports under the platform. The 

absence of patterning or alignments may in some cases be the 

result of the need to add supports through time as the 

raised platform sagged or may be attributed to the use of 

irregular pieces of wood for platform supports. 

Similar distributions of floor holes were reported from 

Roosevelt 9:6 where upright stone supports, presumably for 

raised floors, were set in the holes (Haury 1932). Some of 

the holes do appear to be aligned while others are scattered 

across the floor. 

Class 12: platforms 

structure numbers: 7F:8*; 71:2*; 8E:2; 8E:13; 8F:3; 8F:S?; 

9E:1; lOF:4; lOF:22; 10F:26. 

In some structures dense concentrations of holes oc~upy 

approximately one quarter or one third of the floor, again 

indicating that some type of feature, like a pla~form, was 

present. As in the previous class, these dense clusters of 
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floor holes are sometimes bound by an aligned arrangement of 

floor\holes on the side closest to the interior of the 

structure. The similarity of these outer "alignments" 

suggests that, perhaps like Class 3, they represent the edge 

of a wide platform that is simply supported by posts in a 

less formal arrangement or that an platform was rebuilt. 

Multiple, strategically placed support posts may have been 

added beneath the platform after construction rather than 

before or simply placed with less care. 

Class 13: Hearth furniture 

structure numbers: 

11F:10? 

5G:2?; 8E:5; 8E:11; lOF:16?; lOF:23; 

These "L-shaped" alignments sometimes occur near the 

hearth and entryway in structures. Their location indicates 

that they may have been used to deflect heat from the hearth 

or wind from the entryway. On the other hand, their 

proximity to th~ hearth also presents the possibility that 

th~y represent the r.emnants of racks or potstands. Those 

found elsewhere in the structure may be the bases of vessel 

supports. 

Class 14: Hearth furniture 

structure numbers: 6G:12*; 6H:1*; GI:1*; 9E:2; 9E:3; 9F:1; 

9G:3; 9I:1; 10F:19; 11F:13; llH:l? 



342 

Sets of two and three floor holes that are not aligned 

but rather are positioned near and around the hearth suggest 

that these may be the vestiges of hearth-related furniture. 

Holes such as these occurring in the vicinity of hearths 

indicate that perhaps many hearths were equipped with racks 

to support vessels or spits to hang food for slow roasting 

or drying above the fire. One house (10F:19) still 

possessed shaped, notched stones set upright in a triangular 

pattern around the hearth which led Haury (1976:55, 274, 

Figures 3.14g, 14.1, 14.2, 14.3) to draw similar conclusions 

as to their potential use. Structures 1 and 11 at Roosevelt 

9:6 also exhibit this pattern; three holes are arranged in a 

triangular pattern around and set slightly back from the 

hearth in both Structures 1 and II, but there are upright 

stone supports in the holes in the latter structure (Haury 

1932). 

Class 15: Hearth equipment and furnitur~ 

structure numbers: 5F:4; 5F:5; 5G:1; 5G:12; 6E:1*; 6G:1; 

6G:3?; 6G:8*; 61:1*; 7F:9; 71:2*; 7J:3*; 8B:1; 8E:3?; 8E:4?; 

8E:5?; 8E:7; 8E:13; 8F:2; 8F:4; 8F:4*; 81:1*; 9E:3*?; 9E:4; 

9F:1; 9G:6; 9G:6*?; 9H:5*?; 91:2?; 10D:2; 10D:3; 10D:4; 

10F:l?; lOF:4; 10F:9; 10F:15; lOF:17; IGF:21?; 10F:23; 

lOG:7?; lOG:I0; lOG:19?; 10G:21; 

10J:8?; 111:4. 

lOH:l; 101:4; 10J:3; 



343 

It has been previously suggested (Haury 1976:57) that 

single postholes may represent the bases for stands or racks 

on which household items were hung. Their consistent 

association with the hearth area and their variable 

positioning indicate that they may have been an important 

hearth-related facility that varied in location depending on 

the particular way hearth space was used. Sometimes 

isolated floor holes are not found when pot rests, trivets, 

depressions, or pits are present, indicating perhaps that 

these features and the isolated floor holes served 

complementary functions. 

Isolated holes may have also been used as backrests 

that were used while working around the hearth. Some may 

have served the dual purpose as backrests and roof-support 

posts while others may have been free-standing and used 

solely as backrests. 

Structures without floor hoies 

structure numbers: 3C:l*; 3C:4*; 9E:4*; 9F:4; 9F:IO; IOF:9; 

10F:10; lOF:14; lOF:1?; IOF:24; IOG:6; lOG:16; IO.J:?). 

structures without floor holes, or with a minimum 

number of roof support post holes, allow the greatest amount 

of flexibility in the "Tay in intramural space could be USP.c1. 

On the other hand, because the space was unstructured these 
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structures may have been unsuitable for certain types of 

uses. 

Summary and Discussion 

Unfortunately, few cases can be cited at Snaketown or 

at other sites where remnants of interior partition walls, 

platforms, benches, and racks ~Iere actually preserved and 

recognized. Probably the best evidence at Snaketown of 

intramural features constructed of wood is from Structure 

6G:8*. A notched 

distributions indicate 

upright support post and 

that this structure may 

artifact 

have had a 

wall bench or platform that extended around much of its 

perimeter. This may have been similar in character to those 

indicated by floor hole alignments in Classes 1 or 3. It is 

noteworthy that few floor holes were preserved in this 

structure and those that are present provide no hints as to 

the presence of this type of feature. Thus, many additional 

interior furnishings that did not jncorporate floor holes 

may have been present in other structures. 

As noted, similar floor hole arrangments were recorded 

at Roosevelt 9:6, a Hohokam site near Globe. Notched 

upright stone supports, raised 6-9 inches above the floor, 

were found in and on the floor near many of the floor holes 

leading Haury (1932) to conclude that raised floors were 

pres~nt in many structures. Charred beams, cross rods, and 
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brush were also preserved, showing the details of 

construction of these raised floors (Haury 1932:38-40): 

The most prominent features of House XI were the 35 
notched stones embedded in the clay floor in 6 rows, 
lengthwise of the room ... another feature that does not 
occur on all stones, namely, the opposed notches in the 
sides of a few inches below the tops, apparently 
intended to aid in lashing down the floor beams ... The 
average distance of the upper ends of the stones above 
the floor when embedded was 9 inches ... structural 
details of the floor supported by stone pillars were 
obtainable from a small floor section which fell to the 
dirt floor below during the fire, without disturbing 
the relative positions of the several elements. The 
main beams which rested in the notches of the piles 
were about 4 inches in diameter. Crosswise upon these, 
at from 4 to 6 inch intervals, were placed small rods 
about 1 inch in diameter, upon which, in turn, were 
placed a layer of brush and grass and a final covering 
of clay ... Naturally, as the raised platform could not 
be built over the firepit which was in the earth floor 
below, allowance had to be made for sufficient 
clearance of the floor beams from the hearth in order 
that they would not catch fire. The set of five stone 
pillars nearest the firepit probably marks the 
approximate limits of the opening of the elevated 
floor. The dirt floor, from the hearth to these 
stones, was hard packed and had been much walked upon, 
whereas, beyond, it became indistinct. 

The height of the stone supports plus the thickness of 
the raised floor, probably inches, brought it nearly to 
the same level as the outside surface. Thus a paradox 
seems to be involved in the construction of this house: 
the floor was excavated below the ground surface only 
to be built up again. An explanation fo this seeming 
contradiction is found in layers of silt on the earthen 
floor ... moisture seeped into some of the pits, and 
floors were raised on stone stilts to make houses 
habitable. This is indicated by the unbroken layers of 
silt which were deposited about the stone supports 
after they were placed in the floor ... the house was 
subject to repeated inundations. 

Many of the other alignments at Roosevelt 9:6 are more 

reminiscent of other alignment classes at Snaketown than 

they are of raised floors. This suggests that perhaps 
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benches and other features at this Colonial period site were 

similarly supported by stone rather than wood supports. 

Floor hole arrangments similar to many discussed above 

were present at the Hohokam site of Paloparado in structures 

Di Peso mistakenly interpreted as Upper Piman (but see 

Wilcox 1987). Evidence of the actual platforms or raised 

floors was preseved in the fill of four of the burned 

structures (Di Peso 1956:137-138, 156, Plate 50c). This 

evidence, along with floor hole alignments, was used to 

infer the presence of five types of raised floors (or 

pl~tforms) in a total of 22 structures studied. These 

platforms or raised floors were supported by posts raised 

approximately 0.20m to 0.25 m above the earthen house floor-

-a height that is comparable to the height of notched stones 

at Los Solares. In most cases three rows of holes were 

aligned parallel to the short axis of the house with eight 

to ten holes in each row placed 0.20 m to 0.45 m apart. Di 

Peso (1956:138) describes the construction: 

Cross-beams were then laid upon these short posts 
as a frame criss-crossing one another. It is very 
possible that the posts were crotched to receive 
the cross-members, although no evidence was left 
to indicate this. Upon this framework ... [were] ... 
placed a series of split branches paralleling the 
short axis of the room; charred remains of these 
branches were found lashed into place. 

Upon this raised wooden floor the ... [occupants] ... 
probably slept, or at least stored their plaited 
sleeping mats and storage vessels as indicated by 
house furniture associations. 

Although such details of platform construction methods 
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are largely lacking at Snaketown, it is worth comparing the 

number of floor holes used to support platforms and benches. 

Classes I, 3, and 6 consist of floor holes that are spaced 

and arranged in ways that are similar to those described at 

Paloparado. However, in the remaining Classes that are 

inferred to be platforms (Classes 2, 5, 7, II, and 12) there 

are notable differences between the two sites in the number 

and configuration of floor holes. 

Floors at Paloparado and Roosevelt 9:6 were generally 

unprepared under the platforms and often naturally deposited 

sediment and debris accumulated under them (Di Peso 

1956:138; Haury 1932). In contrast, at Snaketown, as at Los 

Solares, most floors were prepared whether under platforms 

and raised floors or not. 

Di Peso's and Haury's observations concerning the 

natural deposition of silts under floors have important 

implications for interpreting processes of house filling, 

analyzing floor and fill remains, and evaluating the 

investment of effort involved in the construction of 

structures. Unprepared or rough floors are ~ommonly found in 

structures that are interpreted as limited or special use 

structures. But, as indicated above, structures containing 

platforms were likely used for a variety of purposes and may 

require a considerable amount of investment despite the 

presence of a rough house pjt or unprepared floor. At some 

sites rough, unprepared floors, or sections of floors: may 
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provide hints as to the presence of raised floors and 

platforms, whereas at other sites floors may be prepared 

whether raised floors and platforms are present or not. 

As was previously discussed, structures containing 

platforms or raised floors may contain artifacts in their 

fills that were part of the systemic inventory. On the 

other hand, artifacts on the floor, under the platform, or 

under the burned remains of the platform, may not be related 

to the use of the structure, may represent an earlier use of 

the structure before the platform was constructed, or may 

contain higher fequencies of small artifacts that have 

washed in or fallen between the cracks of the floor. If for 

no other reason, this possibility should provide incentives 

for focusing attention on identifying interior furnishings 

while still in the field when contexts can still be 

distinguished. 

Another implication of Di Peso's findings is that a 

structure with wind- or water-lain deposits overlying the 

floor may not have been left open after abandonment as is 

generally thought, but rather such deposits may have 

accumulated under a platform or raised floor while the 

structure was still in use. However, in either case, it is 

likely that these naturally deposited sediments and debris 

are probably not especially informative about the use of the 

structure. On the other hand, pollen and small artifacts 

may drift down through the floor and become trapped, but 
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these remains would reflect a highly selective portion of 

the household inventory. 

In such cases where a raised floor or platform is 

suspected, either on the basis of posthole alignments or 

burned remains in the fill, pollen and flotation samples and 

artifacts should be collected separately from the burned 

layer and from different parts of the burned layer. Within 

the burned layer both horizontal and vertical controls 

should be implemented because burned structural debris from 

the roof and walls may lie directly on the carbonized 

platform or raised floor remains. 

As was previously suggestp-d, it is possible that 

interior facilities may be identified and distinguished from 

structural debris on the basis of differences in wood or 

reed species and on locations of fill artifacts. 

Furthermore, radiocarbon samples taken from wood charcoal in 

a single structure can produce widely divergent dates if 

taken from structural wood, which may be "old wood," on the 

one hand and interior furnishings which may be constructed 

of gre~n wood, on the other. As was already notp-d, wood 

charcoal samples taken from a possible platform in structure 

9E:2 corresponded well with dates from carbonized corn in 

the same house. The use of raised floors in Hohokam 

structures presents a problem for interpreting house use and 

internal organization. It has been argued above that when 

pits, hearths, or artifacts are found on the floor, that 
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portion of the floor remained open or was at least 

accessible when found under a platform or bench or behind a 

partition wall. However r it is possible that ~ raised floor 

was added to the structure during a remodeling phase. Any 

floor features and artifacts found may represent an earlier 

occupation and use of the structure and would have been 

inaccessible during the latest stages of the structure's 

use. All artifacts used and placed upon the raised floor 

(or a platform) would likely be found in the fill of the 

structure rather than on the floor. This possibility has 

important implications for the interpretation of house use 

and floor and fill assemblages. 

Furthermore r the label "raised floor" implies a 

different function than does the term "platform"--this is 

not necessarily intended. In the present classification the 

terms are used to indicate the amount of floor area covered 

by the construction and the formality and regUlarity of 

support post (floor hole) placement. A platform may occur 

around the perimeter of or elsewhere in the structure r even 

occupying most of the floor space behind the hearth or 

central area. However r a platform generally leaves enough 

floor space open to provide access to the platform r access 

to pits and pot rests at the inner margin of (and sometimes 

under) the platform r and allows use of the c8ntral portion 

of the floor other than the area immediately in front of the 

entryway. On the other hand, a raised floor is thought to 
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cover the entire floor leaving perhaps the hearth area 

exposed! but none of the rest of the floor is open for use. 

The distinction is externally imposed and! in part! rests on 

previous usage of the terms. There is a gradation between 

these two types of raised constructions! particularly 

between classes 5 and 6. However! the classification 

employed in this study to distinguish different types of 

arrangements is based! in part! on the formality with which 

floor space is modified and covered and the amount of area 

that is used or available for other uses. 

Various types of platforms or raised floors at 

Paloparado were distinguished on the basis of their location 

within the structure. In some! the platform was located on 

the left side! in others it was on the right! and in a third 

set, platforms were found on both sides. In one structure 

the platform went all the way around the circumference of 

the floor. The final class consisted of two structures that 

had narrow platforms bordering the right side of the 

entryway. 

At Snaketown a total of 54 structures show probable 

evidence of platforms and wall benches in the form of floor 

hole alignments. These are positioned in many of the same 

areas as were those described by Di Peso. Only a few of the 

types described above exhibit a strong tendency toward a 

particular position within the structure. Class 2 

alignments arp usually found on the left sjde bordering the 
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short wall. All but one of the Class 11 occurrences are 

found on the left side. When Class 1 alignments are 

positioned at one short end of a structure they also tend to 

be placed on the left side; otherwise they are most common 

along the back and on three or four sides. Of course 

Class~s 5, 6, and 12 arrangements occur throughout much of 

the structure. 

Partition walls have not 

the Hohokam literature and 

been previously described in 

no evidence of the dividers, 

other than floor holes, has been preserved--except for the 

adobe wall stub noted at Las Colinas that may be the base of 

a jacal wall. Thirty five structures at Snaketown possess 

what I have interpreted as partition walls. Two-thirds of 

Class 8 alignments occur on the left side with the remainder 

on the right side. On the other hand, Class 9 and 10 

alignments tend to occur on the right sides. 

of the 79 structures that contain alignments and 

arrangments presumed to represent platforms, benches, or 

partition walls, just over a quarter of these (n = 21, 27%) 

cont~in multiple alignments. When more than one type of 

alignment occurs in a single structure, the position of 

other types of alignments may have been placed with 

reference to them, thus accounting for some of the variation 

and inconsistencies in locations of these various feature 

types. Sometimes several types of platforms (n = 9) or more 

than one partition wall (n = 2) occur in a single structure 
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and sometimes platforms, benches, and partitions occur in 

the same structure Cn = 10). Arrangments char.acterizing the 

other classes also co-occur with these types of alignments 

described above. As discussed below, structures exhibit 

considerable variability in the number, types, and 

arrangements of use-areas and associated intramural 

features. 

A review of Appendices Band C shows that the 

arrangements and alignments discussed above occur in 

structures of a variety of shapes and sizes (see Appendices 

B and C). This suggests that floor hole arrangments and the 

far.ilities they may represent vary independently of house 

shape and size. 

structures at other Hohokam sites reveal evidence of 

additional kinds of modifications 

indicate distinctive types of 

to intramural space that 

use-areas. These are not 

replicated in the Snaketown data set. For example, a shelf 

or bench was excavated into the dirt wall of a structure at 

Fastimes (Euler, Gardiner, and Czaplicki 1988:59, Figures 

3.6 and 3.7) and a caliche or plaster bench was re~orded in 

the corner of a Classic period structure at the Junkyard 

Site (Ferg 1983:405). Such modifications suggest that 

Snaketown may exhibit only a subset of the full complement 

of Hohokam intramural features. 
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Artifact Locations on Floors 

Certain consistencies are discernible in the placement 

of artifacts on the floors of houses. It is argued that the 

patterning of such remains can provide hints as to the 

nature and origin of at least a portion of the floor 

artifacts. Furthermore, the degree of patterning in 

artifact distributions can be a good a measure of de facto 

and other types of refuse disposal behavior even in cases 

where artifact density is low. Given the portable nature of 

artifacts and the reality that not all artifacts originally 

used are present or that others may have been added after 

abandonment, it is necessary to identify the spatial 

correlates of certain types of refuse disposal behavior and 

identify the choices and reasons behind artifact placement. 

A number of regularities can be discerned in artifact 

locations on floors. The probable reasons for these 

patterns are addressed in the context of discussions of 

specific patterns. 

In many instances there is an overlap in the locations 

of different activities (O'Connell 1987:96); therefore it is 

frequently not possible to identify specific tool kits or 

loci of distinctive activities. Yet, even in those cases 

where discrete activity loci were use~, a variety of 

processes may oper~te on an ~rea and an activity set to 

transform them and to reduce their integrity. In such 
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certain range of activites took place repeatedly (e.g., use

areas) without necessarily identifying the specific 

activities in each case. 

The distributions discussed below are based on a 

relatively limited data set. Floor artifacts were not 

plotted in many Snaketown houses; therefore patterns are 

visible in only a few houses, and most of these ar~ from the 

1964-196S data set. Despite this shortcoming, patterns are 

perceptible in the distribution of artifacts at Snaketown. 

Examples from other sites are provided as well to strengthen 

the argument. 

Periphera 1 Area 

Artifacts in some structures are concentrated near the 

walls, along the margins of the floor (SF:1, SF:4, SF:?, 

SG:2, 5G:S [photo], SG:10?, 6E:2* [fieldnotesJ, 6G:3, 6G:8*, 

7H:1?, 7.J:3*, 8E:8?, 9E:2, 9E:4, 10F:l, 10F:1l, 10F:22, 

10F:2SB, 10G:8 [lower floor], lOG:10, 10J:3, llF:9, 111:4, 

lSE:l). These areas appear to have been used for storagp--

an inference that is based not only on 

placement but also on the nature 

their out-of-the-way 

of the artifncts 

themselves. Items that occur in relative abundance, such as 

a cache of whole shell (in structure 6G:3) and a 

concentration of hammerst.ones (in structU!"A 10J:3), \.olere set 
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in the peripheral area as if in temporary storage. 

Other items that are large and perhaps infrequently 

accessed, particularly those subject to breakage or likely 

to obstruct movement within the house, were sometimes also 

located in the peripheral area. For example, in two houses 

(10G:10 and 11I:4) metates were leaned up against a wall and 

in another (6G:8*) 61 jars and bowls as well as two baskets 

were found around the periphery. Some of these large 

vessels contained cotton yarn, yucca fiber, quantities of 

shell pendants, asbestos, pigment and other items, 

indicating that they probably functioned as storage vessels

-a hypothesis previously proposed by Sayles (1937:Plate 

XVllb caption). A possible shelf support (a 45 ern high 

mesquite post supporting a beam in a notch) was preserved in 

the house as well. Sayles (1937:82, Plate XXllb caption) 

suggested that this post may have supported a low shelf on 

which storage vessels were kept. This likely explains why 

most of these vessels were in the structure's fill. In 

other houses (e.g., 5F:1 and 10F:22) with few floor 

artifacts, clay trivets, likely serving as vessel supports, 

were found in the peripheral area in non-cooking situations 

at some distance from the hearth. This strengthens 

inferences that vessels (filled or p.mpty) were temporarily 

stored away from heavily used areas of the structure. 

Similar distributions can be identified elsewhere. For 

example, at the McClellan Wash Site (Herron and ciolek-
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Torrello 1987:41) crushed ollas were located in a corner; at 

the Picacho Pass Site (Greenwald and Ciolek-Torello 

1987:155, 157-159) jars were found on the floor near walls; 

and at Fastimes (Euler, Gardiner, and Czaplicki 1988: Figure 

3.18) pot breaks are plotted in the back corner of a 

structure. At th@ Curtis Site carbonized remains in the 

corner of a structure led the authors to 

wickerwork or basketry bin was built in the 

structure (Mills and Mills n.d. :25-26). 

conclude that a 

corner of the 

While such patterns of storage behavior may not have 

been present in all structures, the pattern is widespread. 

Even when structures can be identified that seem to be 

devoted largely to storage, evidence of storage in the 

peripheral 

(Chapter 8). 

a range of 

area is often present in adjacent structures 

This suggests that many structures devoted to 

household activities contain stored items in 

peripheral areas that were essential to the performance of 

those everyday activities. 

One Half or One Third of the House 

Another pattern is visible in the distribution of floor 

artifacts. Tn some houses artifacts are located only in one 

half or one third while the remainder of the structure 

remained relatively uncluttered. sometimes this pattern is 

combined with the previously noted pattern of artifacts in 
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the peripheral area. For example, House 6G:3 contains 

numerous artifacts on one side as well as a number of whole 

Glycymeris shells near the wall on the other side. This 

distribution suggests a use-related division of the house in 

which one half or a third served as a work-storage area 

whil~ the open areas functioned as a sleeping or visiting 

area; as described previously, the peripheral area were 

reserved for caching items not in everyday use. 

of the houses with floor artifacts plotted on plans 

(32; see plan drawings in Appendices B and C), the majority 

(76 percent) have items concentrated on the left side (e.g., 

artifacts predominantly on the left side: structures SF:l, 

SF:4, SF:S, SF:7, SG:S?, 6G:3,7I:2*, 8E:8, 9E:2?, 10F:1, 

lOF:9?, lOF:lS, lOF:16, lOF:19, 10G:8, 10G:10, lOG:12?, 

10J:3, 11F:9, 111:2, 111:4, 11J:2; artifacts predominantly 

on the right side: 

11F:5?, 11F:15?, 

floor: structures 

structures 50:2, 7J:3*, 8E:10, 10G:9, 

lSE:1; artifacts scattered across the 

9E:4, lOF:l1, 10G:4). This includes 

artifacts found in the hearth area, intermediate zone, and 

in the peripheral area. Even in cases where there are only a 

few artifacts this pattern prevails. such a consistent 

distribution indicates a regularized conception of the use 

of internal space that was shared by the community at large. 

In part, these distributions can be explained by the 

pr~sence of platforms and benches on which artifacts might 

have been placed. As noted previously, most platforms and 
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benches that occupy only the short end of a structure tend 

to occur on the left side. Thts indicates that these 

platforms and short benches were likely used for storage, 

which is an argument that was introduced above. Thus, a 

reasonable hypothesis is that the left side of the structure 

was used commonly for storage whether or not a platform was 

constructed or preserved. Platforms found in this section 

of the structure are likely used for storage, even when no 

evidence of a platform of this type has been preserved. 

Similarly, the positioning of artifacts on the left side of 

the hearth area and in this portion of the intermediate zone 

may be keyed to the location of other use-areas and interior 

features. 

At Paloparado Di Peso (1956) noticed a consistent 

division in structures in the placement of certain types of 

artifacts. As he notes: 

In 76.5% of the [67] houses examined there 
appeared to be a definite, though perhaps 
unconscious plan of furniture placement. The most 
popular arrangment was to place the heavy pottery 
vessels on the left side of the house as one 
entered it, the heavy food-preparation articles in 
the center section, an~ the lighter implements on 
the right side, which mayhap was used as the 
sleeping area as well. This plan was followe2 in 
8 of the houses, while in 5 it was reversed, with 
the heavy storage jars on the right side. In 4 
houses the artifacts were scattered CDi Peso 
1956:140). 

Regrettably, there is no discussion of a correl~tion between 

the type and placement of pl~tforms and artifact 

distributions, nor can this relationship be derived from the 
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published photographs. 

The distribution of artifacts Di Peso describes is 

paralleled at Snaketown. As already noted, most artifacts 

at Snaketown tend to be on the left side of the structure, 

particularly when they are placed on a platform. Sometimes 

these are vessels and other artifacts that appear 

storage and the area is frequently modified 

to be in 

with the 

addition of a platform or pits to be used specifically as a 

storage area. The hearth area often contains artifacts that 

would have been of use for food preparation and cooking, 

although as we shall see, there are patterns in the 

distribution of artifacts in the hearth area as well. 

Sometimes groundstone is found in the hearth area when it is 

not in storage in the peripheral areas (Structures lOF:l}, 

lOF:lS, and 10J:3). 

One of the few brush kitchens in the Hohokam area 

excavated at Roosevelt 9:6 consisted of a hearth, a mano, a 

metate, and several other large rocks distributed on a 6 

square meter floor (Haury 1932:27-28). This a~sociation 

indicates that groundstone is a likely correlate of a 

cooking area. However, like in some houses at Snaketown, 

the metate was separated from the hearth by several meters, 

perhaps indicating that food preparation occurred near, but 

not in, the hearth area. It is not suprising then that at 

other times groundstone (structures SF:?, 9E:4, 10J:3, and 

11I:2) and an abundance of other artifacts (structures SF:l, 
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5F:4, 5F:7, 5G:10?, 9E:2?, 9E:4, 10G:8, 10G:9?, 10J:3, 

IlF:5, 11J:2?, 15E:l?) are found in the intermediate zone in 

some structures. This is a subdivision that Di Peso did not 

distinguish and may be included in his central zone. Often 

at Snaketown the end of the structure opposite the storage 

area is either devoid of artifacts, contains fewer 

artifacts, or those that seem to be related to work areas

unless of course they are in storage against the wall-

perhaps at the margin of a sleeping area. 

The distributions noted above have been observed in 

Feature 955 at Los Hornos 

Nelson 1990:67). Three 

as well (Wilcox, Howard, and 

distinct zones could be 

distinguished in the house: the left side with a platform 

and evidence of storage; the area around the hearth; and the 

right side of the floor with few postholes that may have 

been used as a work area. This observation at other sites, 

such as Los Hornos, indicates that this pattern may be even 

more widespread. 

Hearth-related Activities 

Hearth areas and entryways seem to have been focal 

points for a number of activities. Manufacturing debris, 

tools, cooking containers, and trivets are sometimes near or 

scattered outwards from the hparth area (cf. structures 

5F:l?, 6I:1*, 9E:4, 10F:9, lOF:10, lOF:11, lOF:15, 10F:16, 
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10F:19, 10G:8, 10J:3, 11F:11, 11I:2?, 11J:2, 15E:1?). In 

one house (11J:2), over 400 pieces of marine shell 

manufacturing debris (many too small to be worked again) and 

partly worked pieces were recovered in the hearth area 

(pithouse excavation form, ASM Archives). 

shell fragments were burned, suggesting 

Many of these 

that as the 

craftsperson was fashioning ornaments, fragments may have 

been shattered, or were tossed, into the hearth basin. (It 

should be noted that heating shell weakens the structure and 

produces non-regular fracture lines, indicating th~t the 

shell was not heated to increase its workability; Kowalski 

1984). In other houses (5F:l?, 9E:4, 10F:9, and 10F:IO), 

unfired clay, pigment, chipped stone flakes, clay trivets, 

vessels, and a range of tool types suggests that a variety 

of activities, as well as some cooking, focused on the 

hearth area. 

Intermediate Zone 

In some structures artifacts are distributen in a zone 

between the perimeter of the floor and the hearth area (cf. 

structures 5F:1, 5F:4, 5G:10?, 9E:2?, 9E:4, 10G:8, 10G:9?, 

10J:3, 11F:5, 11J:2?, lSE:1?). This pattern is most visible 

when the perimeter is devoid of artifacts or when ~rtifacts 

are tightly clustered around the hearth. Otherwise, there 

may be a continuous distribution of artifacts between the 
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wall and hearth as a result of the overlap of use zones. 

The intermediate zone left of the hearth in structure 

5F:l contains artifacts that are set out from the wall and 

beyond the margin of the hearth area. A pit is also present 

in this intermediate zone and is 

artifacts by an open space. 

separated from the 

A particul arl y clear example of the use of an 

intermediate zone at Snaketown is provided by structure 

10G:IO. The distribution of artifacts and features suggests 

that this area was used for food processing while a person 

sat with his or her back to the wall. The available space 

between the w<3.11 and the edge of the pits is 0.75 m; 

incl uding the pits the area is 1.25 m out from the wall. 

Side to side, between the metate and the adjacent. wall, the 

area is approximately 2.50 m long (area = 1.875) . 

A structure at Fastimes also provides a good example of 

the use of this intermediate zone. The front corner of 

Feature 50 lacks artifacts (although a trench cuts part of 

the corner of the structure), a metate is located near the 

front wall, and other ground stone objects (as well as a few 

other artifacts) are positioned out from the floor and 

adjacent to a pair of postholes near the inner margin of 

this intermediate zone. Although no evidence of a formal 

partition is pres~nt, this area seems to have be@D set aside 

for (and left free of most stored items) use in particular 

activities, su,-~h as food preparation and perhaps 
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maintainence or production of household items. The opposite 

corner (back right) is cluttered with sherds from two 

reconstructable jars 

1988:Figure 3.18 r 90). 

(Euler r Gardiner r and Czaplicki 

Locations of Pits and other Features 

The positioning of permanent floor features, such as 

pits and pot rests, in many cases parallels the typical 

arrangments of floor artifacts and is often keyed to the 

location of those features that are inferred to be present 

from floor hole patterns. As discussed above r alignments of 

postholes suggestive of platforms r benches, and shelves are 

usually located along the walls or placed away from r but 

keyed to, the placement of walls. In some cases artifacts 

are also found in these areas (e.g., 6G:3, 6I:l*, 9E:2), 

which provides suggestions on the use of these features. In 

such cases it may be argued that these peripheral areas were 

used for storage. However, the possibility cannot be 

excluded that the margins of the floor were also used for 

sleeping, on platforms or on the floor; this may have 

occurred along with or independent of their use as storag~ 

arRas. Support for this suggestion may be found with the 

remnants of several square feet of charred twilled matting 

that may have been used as a sleeping mat which was found in 

the back right corner of Structure 8 at Roosevelt 9:6 (Haury 
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1932:30). A pet ate (mat) fragment was also found between a 

posthole (roof support post) and the wall in the front left 

corner (intermediate zone) of structure 10G:4 at Snaketown 

(Haury 1976:301; see Appendix C). 

In other structures (e.g., SG:4, 7H:1?, 9F:3, 91:2?, 

lOD:4, 10F:22, 10F:2SB, lOG:10, 111:4, and 1SE:l?) shallow 

pits were placed near the walls or in corners; these may 

have been storage pits or vessel supports for items that 

would otherwise clutter the living space. This inference is 

based principally on their location, although some do 

contain artifacts and trivets. These pits and depressions, 

as well as pot rests (6E:2*), and trivets (SF:1, 10F:22) 

sometimes seem to have served the same purpose as platforms 

and benches. In several structures (e.g., SF:1, SG:4, 9F:3: 

10D:4, 10F:2SB, 10G:I0, lSE:1) where pits are found at the 

margin of the floor benches and platforms are not present. 

Exceptions include examples where an isolated pit or two or 

pot rests are found under a narrow platform or bench or at 

the inner margin of a wide platform--essentially in the 

intermediate zone (structures 5F:2, SG:1, 6E:2*, 6G:l*, 

7D:J*, lOG:10?), behind partition walls (5G:2, 9E:4), or 

were pits are located on the opposite end of the room 

(structures lOF:22). 

Similar arrangements of pits, storage pits, fire pits, 

and puddling pits have been noted or are visible in house 

plans from Blocks I, 2 and 24-East of the Original Phoenix 
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Townsite (Cable and Allen 1982:48; Allen 1985:57), the 

McClellan Wash Site (Herron, and Ciolek-Torrello 1987:41, 

43, 58, 60), the Baccharis Site (Greenwald 1988:61), Water 

World (Euler, Gardiner, and Czaplicki 1989:fig 3.11, 3.14, 

3.18) and Fastimes (Euler, Gardiner, and Czaplicki 1988:Fig 

3.25p, 109) and in sites excavated on the Salt-Gila Project 

(Sires 1984b:128). 

pits and single or paired postholes (rests or stands 

for artifacts?) may also be located in the intermediate zone 

between the margin of the floor and the heart area (cf. 

Structures 5F:1?, 5F:2, 5G:1, 5G:13?, 6E:2* [at edge of 

platform]' 6G:1*, 6I:1*, 70:1*, 6H:2*?, 8F:2*?, 9E:4, 9F:l, 

9F:2?, 9F:3, 9G:3, 9G:6, 9H:5*?, 100:1, 10D:3, 10F:ll?, 

10F:14?, 10F:15?, 10F:22?, 10F:23, 10F:25B, 10G:8, 10G:10, 

10G:12, 10G:18, 10J:2, IlF:8, 11F:10?, 15E:1). As in 

Structure lOG:I0 at Snaketown, the facilities are positioned 

approximately 0.75 

for someone to 

m from the wall, leaving sufficient room 

sit between the wall and the pits or 

depressions. 

within rench, 

A metate leaning against 

suggesting that perhaps 

the wall nearby is 

this was a food 

pr~paration area. The charateristics of this area are 

similar to the example cited above from Fastimes (Euler, 

Gardiner, and Czaplicki 1988:Figure 3.11, 3.15, 3.18, 3.20, 

3.23), except that at Fastimes the distribution of artifacts 

is more useful in defining this area while in structure 

lOG:10 at Snaketown the location of permanently fixed 
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features is more helpful. 

The Hearth Area 

The hearth area is typically positioned at the margin 

of the central area and in front of the entryway to the 

structure. The position around the circumference of the 

hearth that is used most heavily for sitting can be 

identified in some cases on the basis of wear patterns on 

floor plaster or on the unprepared floor surface, repair to 

or additions of plaster to the floor around the hearth, and 

mat impressions (structures 3C:l*; 8F:2*; 9E:3; 9F:l; 9G:4?; 

9H:S*; lOF:l; lOF:lO; lOF:17; lOG:IO) as well as by the 

absence of pits and other floor features. The placement of 

pits, ash pits, and depressions (cf. structures SG:6, 7F:8, 

7F:9, 8F:2*, 9F:l [mat impression], 9F:2?, 9G:4?, 9H:5*, 

lOD:l?; lOF:9, lOF:ll, lOF:15?, lOF:22?, 10G:9, lOG:lO, 

10G:]2, 10I:4, 11F:13, llF:14, llI:3) as well as postholes 

(both architectural postholes and those inferred to 

represent interior furnishings; cf. Class 4 floor hole 

alignments above) may also be used to identify areas where 

individuals sat while using the hearth because they limit 

the availability of appropriate space for sitting--open 

space. Such features and modifications may also bound the 

outer edge of small open areas on the floor, thereby 

defining the limits of the hearth area. OGcasionally, the 
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boundaries of the hearth area can be distinguished on the 

basis of the portion of the flooL around the hearth that is 

plastered or on the basis of a depression around the hearth. 

In some structures it appears that the entire area 

immediately around the hearth was accessible. It is 

unmodified by features, exhibits similar wear patterns 

around the circumference of the hearth, or the area is 

surfaced differently than elsewhere in the structure. The 

lack of formal modifications to the area and the lack of 

evidence of wear or heavy use may indicate that such hearths 

were used for different purposes than hearths that are 

surrounded by a number of facilities and show evidence of 

repeated and heavy use. 

In some instances, the arrangment of space around the 

hearth is highly structured and cluttered. Excepting the 

area of the floor between the hearth and entryway, which is 

usually narrow and left open, three distinct sectors around 

a typically placed hearth can be identified. These include 

the area behind the hearth and those to its left and right. 

Traces of use and evidence of features indicate that the 

interior one third of the circumference of the area around 

the hearth (behind the hearth as one enters) was often the 

location where someone sat whil~ using or benefiting from 

the hearth (Figure 7.3)--the area is open and devoid of 

features. In other cases, 

the hearth were used for this 

areas to the left or right of 

purpose; the left and right 
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sides are open while the area behind the hearth is 

cluttered with pits or postholes. This open sector of the 

hearth area, regardless of its positionr is usually devoid 

of features r including postholes r but occasionally it 

contains remnants of the inventory of implements and 

containers used in the area. A 0.50 m to 2.0 meter radius 

behind or to a side of the hearth may remain open. 

The outer perimeter of this open area surrounding the 

hearth can often be defined on the basis of the placement of 

pits, postholes, or artifact concentrations. These 

partially surround the open area and so are accessible with 

little effort. Often a single posthole is situated at the 

margin of the open area; this may have been used as a stand 

or rack for storing or hanging equipment and containers or 

may have served as a back rest. In some instances the outer 

edge of the open hearth area is bounded by additional 

postholes or pits, depressions, 

were presumably used in 

and perhaps artifacts that 

hearth-related activities. 

Sometimes roof support postholes or the edges of other 

furniture or us.:.!-areas define the bOllnds of this area. 

When an open area is definable behind the hearth, pits, 

depr.:.!ssions, or postholes may be situated in front of this 

area, on one or both sides of the hearth (left or right of 

the hearth). often a single floor hole is lo~ated in the 

vicinity of the hearth (see Class 15 above) or a pair of 

floor holes is present, nne on either side of the hearth 
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(see Class 14 above). Sometimes a depression or trivets are 

present in addition to or instead of the pestholes. These, 

along with pits, ash-filled depressions, or heavy artifacts, 

may be situated in such close proximity to the hearth that 

they prohibit sitting in that area. However, they are 

easily accessible from the open area behind the hearth. 

Sometimes, pits, postholes, and depressions will cluster 

around the hearth on one or more sides, effectively limiting 

sitting space except in the open area (Figure 7.3). 

When the open area is present on one or both sides of 

the hearth, the floor immediately behind the hearth may be 

cluttered with pits, floor holes, and heavy or bulky 

artifacts. Features are lacking near the hearth in the open 

areas but at the perimeter of the open area pits, 

depressions, and postholes are often present. Thus, remains 

adjacent to the hearth and surro1lnding open areas serve to 

define sitting and work areas and are easily accessed from 

the open area. 

The hearth area is rarely symmetrical. This is because 

the nature of use around different sectors of the hearth 

varies and other types of use-areas sometimes infringe on 

the central sector. Measuring from the center of the hearth 

outward to one or more edges definable on the basis of other 

features and artifact distributions, the hearth area in a 

single structure may vary between 0.25 m on one side to 2.0 

m on anoth~r. Differences between structures in the size 
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(or area) of the hearth zone and size differences between 

various sectors of this zone in structures may have 

something to do with the number of different kinds of use

areas in the structure, the nature of activities centering 

on the hearth, the size of the structure, and the number of 

people using the area. 

Perhaps the clearest illustration of the way hearth 

areas are organized is provided by structure 10F:ll 

(Appendix C). The area to the left of the hearth is open. 

Depressions holding artifacts are located behind the hearth. 

These are far enough from the hearth that a person sitting 

near the hearth could reach the hearth and the contents of 

the depressions at the same time. Artifacts are clustered 

in the area around the depression. Two single floor holes 

(Class 15) are also present, one adjacent to the left 

depression and the other to the right of the hearth. This 

arrangment differs from that found in structure 9F:l where a 

mat impression was preserved in the area directly behind the 

hearth. This open sitting area is bounded by structural 

postholes to the left and right, a single floor hole (Class 

15), which perhaps was used as an equipment stand, and a 

pair of floor holes, one on either side of the hearth (Class 

14) in front of the sitting area. structure 10F:9 has two 

open areas, one to the left and one to the right of the 

hearth. A pit within reaching distance is behind the open 

area on the right; the area behind the hearth is occupied by 
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trivets and a single floor hole. 

An example of the character ofa hearth area is clearly 

illustrated by Howard (1988:Figure 4.12) at Casa Buena. The 

hearth is surrounded by a plastered surface. A pit and a 

posthole are situated behind the hearth while the area to 

the left is open. The right side of the hearth is damaged 

by a trench but the margin of the zone is outlined by two 

pits that fall within the intermediate zone but may have 

been used in hearth-related activities. 

As indicated, differences in elevations or preparation 

of various portions of house floors may provide hints as to 

the presence of interior subdivisions. At Water World a 

depression around the hearth and plastered floor near 

postholes may indicate the presence of discrete use-areas 

(cf. Euler, Gardiner, and Czaplicki 1989:104, Figure 3.23). 

At Smiley's Well Site a raised caliche area bordering the 

hearth may provide evidence of a division of the area (Sires 

1983:40). A Rosemont Project structure revealed depressed 

areas across the floor, the edges of these depressions 

divide room into three parts (Ferg 1984:142). 

Hearth position 

This 

The majority 

term is often 

of structures at Snaketown have hearths. 

used generically to refer to formal 

hearths that are plaster-lined features: unlined firepits 

with oxidized sides, and burned and ashy areas on the floor 

(theRe distinctions are made on plan drawings of structures 
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in Appendices Band C). It is likely that these 

morphological differences reflect differences in use. 

As noted above, most hearths and hearth-like features 

are located midway between the long-axis center of the house 

and are centered in front of (and set back from) the inner 

edge of the entryway (cf. Haury 1976:57). However, in three 

houses with single hearths (5G:8, 8E:5, and 8E:11--one from 

each period) the hearth is nearest one of the short walls. 

Placement of hearths in this manner has been noted at a 

number of sites (e.g., Seymour and Gregory 1988). While 

such deviation from the standard practice may reflect 

personal preference, it could also indicate a difference in 

the way intramural space was used that cannot be specified 

at this time. 

Some structures (6G:4, 

10F:16, 10F:20, 10G:3--upper 

9E:1, 9E:8, 9F:1, 

surface, 10G:18?, 

10F:15, 

10G:21, 

11I:3) have more than one contemporaneous hearth. In one of 

these (9F:1) each hearth is positioned in front of a 

different entryway and an alignment of floor holes down the 

center of the structure may partition the structure into two 

rooms. In other structures (9E:1, 10G:21, 11I:3) a hearth 

is positioned in front of the entryway and the second hearth 

is located behind a partition wall. 
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Summar'! 

The patterns visible in the arrangement of intramural 

features and artifacts are widespread across structures at 

snaketown, yet not all structures show evidence of these 

regularized arrangements and features. still, 't l~ is 

suprising that patterns are visible in so many structures 

given the fact that the excavators were not attempting to 

identify floor hole patterns and that floor artifacts were 

not plotted in the majority of houses. 

A cursory review of the Hohokam literature indicates 

that similar patterns are visible at many other Hohokam 

sitGs. However, it is not expected that all houses at all 

sites will exhibit the same characteristics. Addi tional 

research may reveal the conditions under which formalized 

arrangements are present. Additional types of arrangements 

may eventually be identified as well that may vary relative 

to geography, temporal period, and site type, size, and 

pet"manance. 

Now that the basic characteristics have be0n described 

it is possible to discuss the ways in which these various 

arrangements, feature types, and use-areas are interrelated 

and organized in structures. 
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CHAPTER 8 

STROCTURES AS COMPOSITES OF OSE-AREAS 

The Snaketown 

spaces defined by a 

hearth. The use 

structures 

wall, an 

may be viewed as behavioral 

entryway, and, usually, a 

and arrangement of intramural space is 

governed by these three parameters. The hearth, usually 

located just inside the entryway, dictates the use of the 

front portion of the structure but also plays a role in the 

way space is used elsewhere in the room. Haury's (1976) 

classification, which is based on structure form (structure 

size and shape), attests to the variation present in wall 

outlines. The usable space around the hearth and between 

the walls consists of various types and combinations of use

areas. Use-area types were defined in preceding chapters. 

These include: Open areas, partitioned areas, peripheral 

areas, hearth areas, central areas, and intermediate zones. 

Thus, structures may also be viewed as composites of use

areas; the types of use-areas present and their arrangement 

are keyed to the basic physical parameters of the structure 

and the mechanics of the human body. 

Frequencies Of_Use-Area Tvpes 

Structures at Snaketown possess between one and six 

use-areas (Table 8.1). In some structures with multiple 
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use-areas, each discernible area is of a different type, 

whereas in other structures, two or three spatially discrete 

use-areas of the same type may be present. The use-areas in 

any given structure are identified on the basis of actual 

physical evidence (features, furniture, and artifacts) of 

use, however, structures may have additional use-areas that 

are simply not visible. Even 

and entirely excavated 

identifiable. In particular, 

when structures are complete 

some use-areas may not be 

use-areas in which artifacts 

were used without features may be invisible if artifacts 

were removed from the structure or rearranged at or after 

abandonment. Archaeologically invisible use-areas may have 

been present in unmodified areas or in structures with few 

or no artifacts plotted. structures exhibiting open floors, 

with no apparent modifications and artifacts, may have had 

several distinctive use-areas. Residual artifacts in a few 

of the structures with open floors suggest the nature of 

some of these distributions. Furthermore, use-area 

boundaries that are 

distributions may 

identified on 

be indistinct 

the basis 

or may be 

of artifact 

expanded or 

contracted representations of the original activity area. 

Even when pits and depressions mark use-areas their margins 

and nature may be unclear. Floor holes and other physical 

alterations visible in and on the floor may be imperfectly 

preserved, providing no clues, or misleading clues, as to 

the natl1re of the furniture they supported. Yet, despite 
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Table 8.l. 

Frequencies of Use-Areas In structures ~ 

House ! IUA Hearth OEen Central 1nterm Part PeriQ 
3C:1* 2 X X 
3C:4* 2 X X 
4H:l* FRAG 
4H:2* 3 X X X 
5F:1 4 X X X X 
5F:2 4 X X X X 
5F: 3 FRAG 
5F:4 6 X X X X 2 
5F:5 2 X X 
SF:6 2 X X 
SF:7 5 X 2 X 1-2 
SF:8 FRAG 
SG:l 5 X X X X X 
SG:2 6 X X X X 2 
SG:4 3 X X X 
5G:5 2 X X 
SG:6 4 X X 2 
SG:7 1 X 
5G: 8 3 X X X 
SG:9 2 X X 
5G: 10 1 X 
SG:11 FRAG 
SG:12 3 X X X 
SG:13 FRAG 
SG:14 37 X X X 
6E:1* 3 X X X 
6E: 2* 3 X X X 
6F:7* 3 X X X 
6G:l* 3 FRAG X X X 
6G:1 4 X X7 ? X 
6G: 2 FRAG 
6G:3 5 X X 3 
6G:4 FRAG 
6G:8* 2 X X 
6G:l1* 2 X X 
6G:12* ?? 
6G:13* 2 X X 
6H:l* ?? 
6H: 2* ?? 
61:1* 5 X X X 2 
7D:1* 3 X X X 
7F:8* 3 X X X 
7F: 9* 4 X X 2 
7F:10* FRAG 
7H:1* 3? X X X 
7H:l 2 X X 
7H: 2* 2 X X 
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Table 8.l. (continued) 

House I IUA Hearth O!2 en Central 1nterm Part Peri!2 
71:2* 3 X X X 
7J:3* 3 X X X 
BB:1 2 X X 
BE:1 2-3 X ? X 
BE:2 3 X X X 
BE:3 3 X X 2 
BE:4 FRAG 
BE:5 ? 
BE:6 3 X X X 
BE:7 3 X X X 
BE:B FRAG 
SE:9 FRAG 
BE:10 FRAG 
BE:11 FRAG 
BE:12 3 X X X 
BE:13 ?? 
BE:14 FRAG 
SF:1 FRAG 
BF:2* 4 X X X X 
SF:2 FRAG 
SF:3* 2 X X 
SF:3 FRAG 
SF:4* 3 X X X 
BF:4 4 X X 2 
8F:5 4-5 X X 1-2 X 
BF:8* 3 X X 4 
8F:9* FRAG 
81:1* 3 X X 3 
81:2* ?? 
81:3* ?? 
9E:1* FRAG 
9E:1 5 2 X X X 
9E:2* FRAG 
9E:2 5 X X ? 2 
9E:3* FRAG 
9E:3 3 X X X 
9E:4* 2 X X 
9E:4 4-5 X X ? X X 
9E:5 FRAG 
9E:6 FRAG 
9E:7 FRAG 
9E:S FRAG 
9E:9 FRAG 
9E:10 FRAG 
9E:11 FRAG 
9F:1 5 2 X X X 
9F:2 3 X X X 
9F:3 4 X X X X 
9F:4? 2 X X 
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Table 8.1- e continued) 

House I IUA Hearth Oeen Central Interrn Part Perie 
9F:5 FRAG 
9F:6 FRAG 
9F:7 2 X X 
9F:8 2 X X 
9F:9 2 X X 
9F:lO 2 X? X 
9G:l 4 X X 2 
9G:2 4 2 X X 
9G:3 2 X X 
9G:4 FRAG 
9G:5 4 X X X X 
9G:6* 2 X X 
9G:6 3 X X 3 
9H:5* 3 X X X 
9I:l 3 X X 4 
9I:2 FRAG 
10D:l 3 X X X 
100:2 FRAG 
10D:3 FRAG 
100:4 FRAG 
10F:l 3 X X X 
10F:2 FRAG 
10F:3 2 X X 
10F:4 4 X X 2 
10F:5 2 X X 
lOF:6 3 X X X 
lOF:7 FRAG 
lOF:8 FRAG 
lOF:9* 2 X X 
lOF:9 2 X 2? 
lOF:1O 3 X X X 
lOF:ll 4 X X X X 
lOF:12 FRAG 
lOF:l3 FRAG 
10F:14 1-4 X 2? ? 
lOF:Near 14 FRAG 
lOF:l5 3 X 2 
lOF:16 3 X 2 
lOF:17 2 X X 
lOF:l8 FRAG 
lOF:19 3 X X X 
lOF:20 FRAG 
lOF:2l 3 X X X 
lOF:22 5 X X X 
lOF:23 3 X X X 
lOF:24 2 X X 
lOF:25A 3 X X X 
lOF:25B 3 X X X 
lOF:26 FRAG 
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Table 8.1. ( continued) 

House I IUA Hearth OEen Central Interm Part PeriE 
lOF:27 FRAG 
lOF:28 FRAG 
lOG:l FRAG 
lOG:2 ?? 
lOG:3 ?? 
lOG:3 U.S. FRAG 
lOG:4 3 X X X 
lOG:5 FRAG 
lOG:6 3 X X ? 
lOG:7 2 X X 
10G:8 3 X X X 
lOG:9 5 X X X 2 
lOG:lO 5 X X X 2 
lOG:l1 4 X X X X 
lOG:12 3 X X X 
lOG:13 2 X X 
lOG:14 FRAG 
lOG:15 FRAG 
lOG:16 2 X X 
10G:17 FRAG 
lOG:18 5 X X 2 X 
lOG:19 4 X X 2 
lOG: 20 FRAG 
lOG:21 3 2 X 
10H:1 2 X X 
10I:1 3 X X X 
10I:2 FRAG 
10I:3 3 X X X 
10I:4 2 X X 
10I:5 2 X X X? 
10J:1 3 X X X 
10J:2 3 X X X 
10J:3 5 X X 3 
10J:4 FRAG 
10J:5 FRAG 
10J:6 FRAG 
10J :7 2 X X 
lOJ:8 FRAG 
lOJ:9 FRAG/Incompletely excavated 
llF:1 FRAG 
llF:2 FRAG 
llF:3 FRAG/no plan 
11F:4 FRAG 
llF:5 5 X X 2 X 
11F:6 FRAG 
llF: 7A FRAG 
llF:7B outdoor work area; pati tion wall s and features 
l1F:8 2 X X 
llF:9 3 X X X 
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Table 8.1. (continued) 

House I IUA Hearth O12en Central Interm Part D . 
~ er~I2 

llF:lO 3 X X X 
llF:ll FRAG 
llF:l2 FRAG 
llF:l3 3 X X X 
llF:l4 FRAG 
llF:l5 3 X X X 
llH:l 4 X X X X 
llI:l 1 X 
llI:2 3 X X X 
llI:3 5 2 X X X 
llI:4 4 X X 2 
llJ:l 4 X X 2 
IlJ:2 FRAG 
l5E:l 5 X X X 2 

Only complete and relatively complete (more than 2/3 of 
structure present) are used in this table. 

X = use-area of the designated type is present. 

2 = two use-areas of the designated type are present. 

?? = number of use-areas present is uncertain. 

FRAG = floor is too fragmentary to determine number of use
areas. 
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these difficulties, it is possible to discuss consistencies 

among structures in the fr~quencies and combinations of use

areas. 

Restrictions placed on intramural space by 

physical characteristics of the structure 

the basic 

itself and 

interior use-areas may provide hints as to 

types of potentially invisible use-areas 

the number or 

present. For 

example, if a platform covers most of the floor around a 

central area and hearth it may be possible to conclude that 

intermediate work areas are not present. However, if a 

raised floor is present it may not be possible to determine 

how space on that floor was used; any remaining evidence 

would likely be contained in the spatial relations of 

artifacts that occur in the fill layer. 

One Use-Area 

structures at Snaketown with just one use-area in 

evidence consist of open areas without hearths. In these 

four structures (5G:7; 5G:10; 10F:14?; 111:1) the peripheral 

areas or other portions of the floor may have been used for 

sp~cific purposes that differ from the use of the open 

central area, but no evidence of differential use of the 

floor is preserved. However, in one of these stru~tures 

there may be evidence for use of the intermediate zone 

(5G:IO). 
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Two Use-Areas 

It may be accurate to say that most structures have at 

least two types of use-areas--an open central area and a 

peripheral or intermediate 

evidence that these areas 

artifacts are present in 

zone--even if they exhibit no 

were used differently. When 

structures that otherwise show 

evidence of 

the floor 

just open areas (no 

are present) it is 

physical modifications to 

sometimes possible to 

distinguish intermediate and peripheral zone uses (5G:10; 

llI:l [two floor holes are present]). Artifacts do occur 

along the walls or in corners and in the central or 

intermediate zones in some of these structures. Yet, even 

when these use-areas are taken into account, space that is, 

and may have been, open (and used for a different purpose) 

is present, indicating that three or more distinctive use

areas may have been present. 

As indicated, structures that do not exhibit multiple 

classes of use-areas are rare at Snaketown. Those that are 

present consist entirely of open space and are 

inaccurate or incomplete representations 

very likely 

of the way 

intramural space was used. However, at other sites there 

are rare examples of structures in which floor pits occupy 

much or all of the floor area, leaving little space for 

certain typ~s of domestic activities. It may be accurate 

to characterize such structures as having only one type of 

use-area. Yet, the floor space in even these structures may 
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be internally differentiated. structure 39 at Frogtown 

(Sires 1984a:414, Figure III.4.22) is an example where only 

small open areas (appropriate for sitting or access) occur 

around and between pits. Such examples of cluttered floors 

indicate that the entire room was devoted to particular 

types of tasks that required the use of pits ann 

depressions. Although not entirely excavated, structure 

10J:9 at Snaketown may be another example. The boundaries 

of the house were never found, but in an open expanse of 

floor there are two jars and two jar bottoms resting in 

depressions (see Appendix C). In these structures one type 

of use-area may be present (or the floor may have been used 

for a very specific set of tasks). However, even in these 

cases open areas may be distributed around the pits and 

artifacts and thus may define several discrete use-areas. 

Structures with evidence of just two use-areas (n = 35) 

usually consist of the hearth or a well defined hearth area 

and a surrounding open area (n = 29; Table 8.1). other 

examples include structures with a raised floor and a hearth 

area Cn = 3), a platform or other use of the peripheral area 

(such as an abundance of artifacts present) and an open area 

(n = 2), a platform and a hearth area (n = 1), and an open 

and central area marked by pits or artifacts (n = 1). 

Again, different sectors of the open areas in these 

structures may have served as loci of use without 

modification and without leaving artifacts in place. 
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In structures with two use-areas, certain uses may have 

been emphasized more heavily or much of the structure may 

have remained open to allow for flexibility in the way the 

space could be used (as may have been the case with 

structure with only open areas). Those with a hearth and 

open areas may have emphasized hearth-related activities-

either food preparation, craft activities, sleeping, or 

visiting. However, in such structures there are often no 

formal modifications to the hearth area in the form of pits, 

postholes, or depressions and no artifacts to suggest that 

the hearth was a focus of food preparation. In these 

instances, either a more generalized or varying set uses may 

have occurred, or activities may have taken place that did 

not require the use of the area surrounding the hearth. 

Those with use of the peripheral zone and an open area may 

have emphasized storage and either sleeping, visiting, work 

on craft items or flexibility in the use of the open space. 

storage, hearth-related activities, and activities in which 

a hearth was necessary but not the focus of activities are 

also suggested in some. In some cases the floor assemblages 

obtained from these structures may provide hints as to at 

least a partial range of activities that centered in these 

structures. In no cases do partitioned areas occur in 

structures with just two use-areas, indicating that perhaps 

when fewer, more specialized activities occurred there was 

no need to partition work areas from the remainder of the 
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structure. Those structures with open and intermediate 

areas may have functioned like structures with just open 

areas; they may have served as work or sleeping rooms or may 

have housed a variety of use-areas that have simply not been 

preserved or that changed as different needs for particular 

types of space arose. 

Three Use-Areas 

The majority of structures show evidence of three use

areas (n = 54; Table 8.1). These usually have a hearth and 

open area with either a partitioned area (n = 9) or 

platformed area or other evidence of use of the peripheral 

zone (n = 24). Less commonly, evidence of use of the 

intermediate (n = 8) or central zone (n = 6) will be found 

with the hearth and open area. In these cases the 

peripheral area is often open as well, so the possibility 

exists that this area may represent a fourth use-3rea. 

other variations of structures with three use-areas can be 

seen in Table 8.1, including those where multiple use-areas 

of the samp type are found in one structure (n = 3). 

On the basis of comparisons of structures with three 

use-areas, it appears that most can be classified into two 

types: those with hearths and open areas with either 

evidence of a work area (partition walls or use of the 

intermediate zone) and those where storage or perhaps 

sleeping is emphasized (use of the perimeter zone with or 
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without a bench or platform). Each of these suggests a 

activities. different emphasis on particular types of 

However, in many of the structures that have evidence of a 

work area, the perimeter of the structure is open and so 

could be used for activities. In structures where the 

perimeter zone is in use, there are 

throughout the structure where work areas 

but where no traces are in evidence. 

ample open areas 

might be located 

Some structures with three or more use-areas show 

evidence of a greater emphasis on certain use-areas, as do 

structures with only two use-areas. For example, in some 

there is evidence of use of two or more areas along the 

perimeter of the structure (platforms, benches, pits, and 

artifacts), two or more distinctive hearth ar~as, or two or 

more work areas (partitioned and intermediate areas). In 

most either storage or generalized work areas are 

emphasized. 

the multiple 

In fewer cases emphasis 

hearth areas 

is placed on work in 

zones. In many cases the 

along with storage in perimeter 

hearth area is eliminated or no 

specific evidence of storage or work spaces is present. 

Four Use-Areas 

In structures exhibiting evidence of four use-areas (n 

= 21) all but one have hearth and open areas. These 21 

strllctures generally have one or more platforms in the 

peripheral zone or evidence of use of the peripheral area 
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without formal modification (n = 16), sometimes along with 

either a partitioned area (n = 5). Occasionally two use

areas types, such as partitioned areas (n = 2), hearths (n = 

1) or use of the peripheral area (n = 6) will be duplicated. 

structures with four use-areas typically have a hearth 

and open area along with a work area (partitioned area or 

use of the intermediate zone) and evidence of storage or 

sleeping (use of the perimeter zone either with or without 

formal modification). The question arises as to whether 

these are representative of the majority of structures at 

the site. It is tempting to speculate that perhaps many 

more structures had mUltiple use-areas of this nature, but 

physical evidence is not preserved or formal physical 

modifications were not made. 

Five Use-Areas 

Sixteen structures contain evidence of five use-

areas). In all but three structures, two to three of the 

use-areas are of the same type. Duplicate occurrences of 

each of the.six types of use-areas are present. 

In structures with five and six use-areas, the basic 

use-areas just discussed (hearth areas, open areas, work 

areas, and storage areas) are generally augmente~ by the 

addition of more use-areas of the same type. This suggests 

that work areas, hearth areas, and storage are the primary 

uses of the majority of structures. Variations may indicatp 
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the presence of a specialized structure or a greater 

emphasis on one type of use than another in any given 

structure. 

Six Use-Areas 

Only two structures have evidence of six use-areas. In 

each of these use of more than one distinct portion of the 

peripheral zone accounts for the number of use-areas. In 

each case a platform or bench and a separate storage area at 

the margin of the floor are present. 

Multi- and Special-Use Structures 

If patterning in artifacts and features (and formal 

modifications to interior space) are accepted as measures of 

the relative importance of particular aspects of structure 

use, then several conclusions are possible. First, in most 

structures the addition of use-areas seems to result in an 

increase in activity diversity; an increase in the number of 

use-areas commonly results from the addition of new use

area types rather than multiple representations of a single 

type. However, some structures do show evidence of a more 

limited range of uses. In these, particular types of use

areas are duplicated, indicating that certain structures 

emphasized some activities over others. Rather than 
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referring to these as "specialized structures" it is more 

accurate to stress the dominant use of the structure in 

terms of amount of space dedicated to the use or uses 

inferred for that area. When use-area types, associations r 

and occurrences are matched with floor assemblages, and in 

some cases fill assemblages r it may be possible to identify 

the specific activities that characterizes houses with both 

multiple and more limited use-areas. 

Defining House Types: Associations Between 

and Behavioral Correlates Of Use-~rea Types 

structures can be grouped according to the kinds and 

relationships between use-areas present. Eight basic types 

of houses may be defined (Figure 8.1; Tables 8.2 - 8.7). 

These are based on the presence and location of (and the 

inter-relationships between) different types of furniture 

and intramural features as well as the availability of or 

modification to particular intramural zones. These house 

types reveal differences as well as ~onsistencies between 

structures in the way intramural space was used anrl 

arranged. On the one hand r they reflect the diversity of 

use-area types r and hence r activities, in structures. 

Each of these classes has between two and five 

distinctive use-areas types. This indicates that most 

structures were, potentially at least, used for multiple 
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purposes. However, despite evidence for multiple uses, 

there are similarities in the association of use-area types 

in structures which allows the definition of the eight basic 

types. Overlap in use-area types may also occur between 

house types but the types are intended to differentiate 

structures on the basis of the emphasis placed on particular 

use-area types, and therefore on the concordant activities. 

This point is important because activities may require use 

of a variety of different kinds of space for their 

completion. Therefore, several types of use-areas may be 

associated with one activity or several incidental use-area 

types may be associated with one main use-area type. For 

example, a work area may be indicated by pits, dprressions, 

and artifacts located in the intermediate or central zone. 

Open space around this zone may be used for sitting while 

working and work-related artifacts may be stored at the 

perimeter of the structure. However, the amount of space 

devoted to storage may be considerably less than in other 

structures; the nature of the items stored may diff~r as 

well. 

The eight types are intended to identify and interpret 

the behavioral correlates of the composite use-areas and 

feature types and to group structures accordingly. 

Inferences regarding the behavioral correlates of use-area 

types and of similar behavior when different physic~l 

manifestations are present were outlined in previous 
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chapters. However, anyone of these use-area types can be 

used for more than one purpose in different structures or in 

the same structure successively. 

As was previously discussed, there are various means-

including artifact associations, characteristics of 

features, and ethnographic comparisons--by which some of the 

activities that are associated with particular types of use

areas can be suggested: 1) Open areas in the center of the 

floor serve either (or successively) as work or sleeping 

areas and provide access to various portions of the 

structure; 2) partitioned areas function as work or sleeping 

areas but work-related items may be stored here as well; 3) 

peripheral areas were used for storage directly on the floor 

or on platforms and may have also been used for sleeping or 

lounging; 4) hearth areas, are formal or informal spaces 

used for cooking, working, and visiting. Many hearths may 

have been used simply to heat or dehumidify a room and 

therefore the presence of. this feature type does not 

invariably indicate cooking; 5) centrnl areas may occur 

behind the hearth or in the absence of a hearth and are 

often the focus of work-related activities, sitting while 

visiting, and perhaps sleeping; and 6) intermediate areas 

are located between the peripheral area, on the one hand, 

and the central or hearth area, on the other. These are 

generally work areas but sometimes, when position~d at the 

edge of a platform or within reach of the hearth area, they 
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may serve as additional storage space. 

While artifact concentrations or pits in some cases 

indicate the presence of particular use-areas they may also 

serve as secondary evidence to supplement other data and 

refine distinctions. In each of these use-zones secondary 

evidence, such as pits or artifacts behind a partition wall 

or in the center of the floor, can help differentiate 

between the various possible uses of these areas. In many 

cases where this supplementary 

it may not be possible to 

physical nature and location 

described. 

information is not present, 

specify the activity but the 

of the use-area can be 

In the classification presented below (and in the 

is made that 

from similar 

behavioral conclusions drawn) the inference 

different physical evidence may result 

behavior. Correlations may be made between structures that 

exhibit evidence of use of a particular zone but in which 

the nature of the evidence differs. For example, while two 

structures may have eviden~e of use of the peripheral zone 

for storage, this evidenr.e may take the form of: (1) 

artifacts clustered near the walls or in a corner or (2) a 

bench or pits along the margin of the floor. In each case 

the inferred use of the peripheral zone is the same. 

Similarly, an open floor lacking features and artifacts 

(except, perhaps, a hearth) may be behaviorally equilevant 

to a structure with a raised flo0r; an area with artifacts 
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or pits concentrated in the intermediate zone may have been 

used in a similar way to a partitioned area. 

It must be emphasized that the absence of evidence of 

use-areas in anyone structure or type does not necessarily 

mean that a limited range of activities took place. Rather, 

in these structures fewer restrictions on activites may have 

been imposed by formal modifications but the same range of 

activities may have been present. As pointed out above, 

this is particularly clear in the contrast between 

structures with just open floors and those with open floors 

where the distribution of artifacts indicates specific zones 

of the floor were used in particular ways. In the absence 

of certain types of evidence, it may still be possible to 

infer the nature of the use of space by comparing those 

characteristics which these structures share with other 

structures where evidence is present. 

Additionally, use-specific zones may be identifiable on 

the basis of artifact distributions or artifact 

distributions may be used to supplement the other data. 

However, portable remains (such as artifacts) are not 

always as reliable indicators of the localization of use

areas because of the potential for them to be removed and 

rearranged. When artifacts are present and are used to 

defin~ or interpret the use of an area, it must be 

considered that they may represent different uses of 

physically similar space, that they characterize variations 
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of a use-~rea type, or are simply better examples of that 

structure type 

preserved. 

where less 

Type 1: store Rooms--Work Houses 

formalized use-areas are 

Type 1 structures are defined on the basis of the 

absence of a hearth and many are charact~rized by open 

floors without evidence of distinctive use-areas (n = 4). 

The assumption is that many use-specific zones may be 

invisible in these structures owing to factors of 

preservation or the lack of formality or consistency in the 

way intramural space was used. Because most of the 

structures at Snaketown have depleted floor assemblages 

(Chapter 3), it is inferred that many of the use-areas are 

invisible. 

with other 

In part, this inference is based on comparisons 

structures that also lack hearths but do possess 

features and artifacts. 

structures in this class might best be subdivided on 

the basis of whether or not and what types of distinctive 

use-areas can be defined. Artifact distriblltions: evid~nce 

of platforms or benches, and pits at the margins of the 

floor in these six of these structures without hearths 

indicate that 15 - 50 percent of the floor space is devoted 

to storage. One elongated structure (9F:9) has a 

bench/platform along one end wall. In another structure 

(6E:2*) two adjacent walls are covered by a platform 
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surrounding an open floor. This is reminisent of structure 

6G:8* where the hearth was filled in with sand and, based on 

artifact distributions, two adjacent walls of the structure 

are inferred to have been bordered by a platform holding 

artifacts. In these latter two examples, the margins of the 

structure are occupied by a feature or by artifacts, yet the 

center of these structures is open. structure 5G:14 has 

both a bench and a possible partition wall on opposite ends 

of the floor. 

Table 8.2. 

Size of Use-Areas In Structures (square meters) 

Type 1: (10 Houses) 

House it 
SG:7 
SG:I0 
SG:14 
6E:2* 
6G:8* 
7H:l 
9F:9 
lOF:14 
10F:25B 
11I: 1 

Size of 
platform/ 

bench 

1.1/ .15 
8.0/.S1 
5.4/.15 

28.2/.48 
3.7/.16 

(area/percentage of floor area) 

Size of 
hearth 
area 

Size of 
partitioned 
area 

3.4/.49 

Size of 
storaae 

2.5/.18 

Size of 
Hark 

Area 

These structures are typically charactp.rized by ~ 

considerable amount of open space in the center of the 

floor. The percentage of open floor space is much more than 
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would be needed for access (49 85 percent). For this 

reason it is inferred that the center of the floor, or the 

area behind the partition wall in 5G:14, was used for work 

or sleeping. In one of these structures (6E:2*), a pot rest 

is positioned near the outer edge of the platform, 

indicating stored items were confined to the periphery, 

leaving 7.5 square meters of the floor free for other uses. 

In three other structures floor holes in the center may 

indicate the former presence of work-related features, such 

as equipment racks. A pit in the center of the floor in one 

of these structures (10F:25B) may demarcate a small work 

area; the pit itself occupies less than 10 percent of the 

floor but a much larger area around the pit may have 

actually been devoted to work space. 

These structures are inferred to consist of work and 

storage space, often with a heavy emphasis on the latter. 

The absence of a hearth indicates that cooking and/or 

heating activities did not take place. Distinctive use-

areas can be discerned in some of these structures, either 

on the basis of artifact distributions or furniture. The 

absence of definable work and storage areas in some of these 

structures may result from depleted floor assemblages. Some 

or all of the open space in a portion of these structures 

could have also been used for sleeping or visiting. 
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Type 2: structures With Hearths And Open Areas 

Type 2 structures (3C:l*; 3C:4*; 5F:5; 5F:6; 5G:5; 

5G:9; 6G:13*; 7H:2*; 8B:1; 8F:2*; 8F:3*; 9E:4*; 9F:4; 9F:7; 

9F:10; 9G:6*; 100:2; lOF:l; lOF:3; lOF:5; 10F:6; lOF:9; 

10F:10; lOF:17; 10F:20; 10F:24; lOG:6; 10G:7; 10G:16; lOH:l; 

lOI:4; 10J:7) are similar to many 

in that they consist largely 

of the Type 1 structures 

of open floor space. They 

differ in that Type 2 structures possess hearths potentially 

indicating a different range of uses. Most structures 

contain hearths located in front of the entryway, slightly 

offset from the central portion of the floor. Occasionally 

the hearth will be located either in the center of th~ floor 

(10F:23?; lOF:25A?) or towards the back or side of the room 

(10J:7). In one case (10F:20 ) a hearth is located in front 

of the entryway and another is towards the back of the 

structure. 

In some cases hearth areas are well defined by 

artifacts, pits, or floor holes, indicating that in many 

structures this area was an important focus of structure use 

(8F:2*; 8F:3*; 9F:l; 100:1; lOF:l; 10F:3; lOF:9; lOF:I0; 

lOI:4). In other structures the hearth area is not well 

defined or evidence' of the focus of work in this area is not 

preserved (3C:l; 3C:4; 5F:5; 5F:6; 5G:5; 5G:9; 6G:13*; 

?H:2*; 8B:l; 9E:4*; 9F:4; 9F:??; 9F:10; 9G:6*; 100:2; lOF:5; 

lOF:]?: lOF:24; 10:6; lOG:?; lOG:16; lOH:l; 10,J:?). It is 

probable that a hehaviorally significant difference exists 
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between structures that simply possess a hearth and those 

that exhibit formalized hearth areas. 

As in Type 1 structures, the nature of use of open 

areas cannot be easily inferred. These may sim~ly represent 

structures in which the use of portions of the floor was 

less formalized or in which artifacts demarcating use-areas 

were not left in place. In fact, they are identical to some 

of the structures in Types 4 and 5 except they lack 

artifacts clustered around the perimeter of the floor. 

Tvpe 3: structures with Raised Floors 

In Type 3 structures most of the floor (60 to 95 

percent) is presumed to have been covered with a platform or 

raised floor (SG:12; 6G:l1*, 8E:1; 8E:6; 81:1*; 9G:3; 

10F:9*; 10G:13; 10I:l). For this reason inferences 

regarding the uses of these rooms are tentative, but the 

raised floor is presumed to have been used in ways si~ilar 

to structures in which all or most of the floor is o~en. 

Each of these structures possesses a hearth surrounded 

by an open area. The size of the jntervening open area 

varies considerably, encompassing between Sand 40 ~ercent 

of the floor space. The amount of space available between 

the hearth and pl~tform or floor edge likely has 

implications for the way in which this space was used. 

However, no evidence, in the form of pits or artifacts, is 

present in these open areas or near thR hearths that could 
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be used to infer the nature of activities in these 

intervening areas. This in itself may indicate that hearths 

were not the focus of activity in these structures, but 

their consistent presence indicates that they may have been 

used to heat or dehumidify the room. 

It is difficult to identify use-areas Ear structures in 

which all or most of the floor is inferred to have been 

raised. These may be behaviorally equilevant to structures 

in which the floor is completely or mostly open. Sleeping 

and work may have been the predominant activities on the 

raised fl oors . 

Type 4: store Rooms with Open Areas 

In some structures with hearths, the floor is mostly 

open, but storage areas can be defined at the perimeter. 

Evidence for this use consists of artifacts or pits 

clustered in the peripheral area or benches or platforms 

along one or more walls. Evidence of storage is generally 

found on less than 30 percent of the floor area (SG:4; 

6F:7*; 6G:l*; 6G:3; 6I:l*?; 7D:l?; 7F:8; 7J:3; 8E:7; 8E:12?; 

9H:.5*; 10F:19; 10F:22; 10I:5; 11I:4; 15E:1) although in 

three cases 30 to close to 60 percent of the floor area is 

covered by a platform (7I:2*; 8E:2; 10I:3). Although 

hearths are present, formalized hearth areas are definable 

in only a few stnlctures (6I:1*; 7F:8; lOF:19; JOF:::'2) by 

the presence of pits, ash pits, floor holes, and notched 
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upright stones. In other structures single (11I:4) or 

multiple (7I:2*, 7J:3, 8E:7) floor holes demarcate an area 

around the hearth. In one structure (6I:1*) multiple floor 

holes and a semi-circle of artifacts (ASM Photographic 

Archives, photo # 70338) are arranged around the hearth. 

This configuration conforms to the pattern that Binford 

(1983:149-150) suggests is indicative of a hearth area that 

was used by more than one individual. The four floor holes 

may have served as backrests while craft manufacturing or 

other activities took place around the hearth. On the other 

hand, the hearth area (as defined by floor hole 

arrangements) is relatively small (Table 8.3; Appendix B), 

leaving only 50 cm between the edge of the hearth and floor 

holes on most sides of the hearth. This indicates that 

these floor holes instead may represent hearth equipment 

instead of backrests. 

The nature of the 

specified, however, in most 

use of open areas cannot be 

there is sufficient open space 

that any of a number of activities could have taken place. 

A cache of shells is located against the wall bordering an 

open expanse of floor in structure 6G:3 and vessels are 

stored at the perimeter of the floor in 15E:1. With the 

benefit of ethnographic examples, it may be suggested that 

these distributions indicate these portions of these floors 

were used for sleeping or even craft manufactllring. 
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Table 8.3. 

Size of Use-Areas In Structures (square meters) 

Type 4 (20 Houses) 

Size of Size of 
pI atform/ hearth Size of 

Housp. tt bench area storage Area 
SG:4 2.0/.03 
6F:7* 2.0/.29 1.0/ .146 
6G:l* 1.7/.14 
6G:3 1.1/.07 1.9/.13 
61:1* 1.7/.14 1.3/ .11 
7D:1* 1. 6/ .07 
7F:8* 19.25/.18 14.88/.14 
7I:2* 6.4/.31 2.4/.12 
7.1:3 1.9/.13 1.4/.10 
8E:2 12.0/.58 1. 7/ . OS?? 
SE:7 .88/.07 1. 8/ .15 
8E:12 1. 6/ . 22 
9H:5* 4.0/.16 2.48/.10 
10F:19 5.4/.17 3.0/.10 
10F:22 7.2/.28 1.4/.06 
10I:3 6.78/.39 
10I:5 incomplete 
11F:9 
llI: 4 11.24/.30 
15E:l 7.1/.26 

Type 5: Work Rooms and Kitchens 

Partitioned areas or remnants of work ~r~as (pits or 

artifacts) in some structures (4H:2*; 6E:1*; 7F:9*, 7H:l*; 

9E:3; 9F:1; 9F:2; 9F:3; 9F:8? 10F:6; 10F:1l; 10F:15; 10F:16; 

10F:21; 10F:23; 10F:25A; 10G:4; 10G:8; 10G:12; 10G:18; 

10G:19--or storage; 10G:21; 10J:l; 10J:2; llF:lO; I1F:13; 

11F:15?) indicate that approximately 10 to 55 percent of thp 

floor may have been used for work-related activities. 
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Perhaps even more of the room was devoted to such tasks if a 

portion of the open space was also used for working. In 

structures where the work area is defined by a partition 

wall, much of the open space may have been used for 

sleeping. Alternatively, some of the partitioned areas 

themselves may have been used for sleeping, separating 

sleeping occupants 

~round the hearth. 

from early food preparation activities 

Less diversified activities may have 

occurred in structures in which work areas are sprawling or 

unconfined. Thus, even this structure type may be in need 

of further revision as new data accumulate. 

One characteristic of these structures is that a high 

percentage have well defined hearth areas. These are 

sometimes indicated by pits, depressions, other hearths and 

firepits, artifacts, and mat impressions (9F:l; 9F:2; 

lOF:ll; lOF:15; lOF:16; lOF:25A; lOG:12; lOG:21; IlF:13), 

In the remaining structures hearths are surrounded by open 

floor or the limits of an area around the hearth is defined 

by nearby floor holes. The prevalence of distinguishable 

hearth areas suggests that hearth-related activiti~s were 

important in these structures along with other kinds of 

work. 

The configuration of features around the hearth and the 

size of the area demarcated indicate that many of these 

he2rth areas were 11sed by a single individual. Features and 

artifacts are arranged perpendicular to the hearth, a3 is 
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typical of one individual, rather than in a circular 

arrangment, which is characteristic of use of a hearth area 

by a group of people (Binford 1983:149-159). 

However, several structures have two or three hearths 

and firepits (structures 9F:1; 10F:15; 10F:16; 10G:18?; 

10G:21), perhaps indicating that two or more individuals 

worked in the area. In one structure (10F:15) artifacts 

that may have been used 

hearth are positioned on 

hearths. Another with 

by an individual seated at the 

opposite sides of two adjacent 

two hearths (10F:16) also has two 

partitioned areas, suggesting that cooking and perhaps work 

or sleeping were kept separate. structure 9F:l has two 

entryways with a hearth, and 

situated in front of each. 

associated hearth furniture, 

An alignment of floor holes, 

inferred to be a partition wall, separates the two ends of 

the room, again indicating that the two segments of the 

structure were distinct and perhaps used by different 

individuals (families or segments of families?). In 

structure 10G:21 a firepit and pit are positioned behind a 

partition wall and separated from the remainder of the 

floor where a hearth and firepit are located. These latter 

two hearths are situated only one meter apart and may have 

been used by 1 - 3 individuals. Although structures with 

multiple hearths are relatively rare at Snaketown, they are 

quite common in this class. 
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Table 8.4. 

Size of Use-Areas In Structures (square meters) 

TYEe 5 (28 Houses) 

Size of Size of Size of 
hearth parti tioned Work 

House ft area area Area 
4H: 2* 3.45/.17 2.52/.13 
6E:l* 2.85/ .11 6.75/.26 
7F: 9* 3.6/.07 7.44/.15 
7H:l* 
9E:3 1.5/.20 4.0/.53 
9F:l 4.0? 
9F:2 6.25/.44? 
9F:3 6.0/.18 
9F:8 
10F:6 7.0/.39 
lOF:15 2.7/.12 4.5/.21 
10F:16 3.6/.17 11.1/ . 52 
10F:21 1.96/ .06 12.32/.39 
10F:23 2.25/.08 
10F:25A 
10G:4 3.0/.08 
10G:8 
lOG:l1 13.2/.30 
lOG: 12 2.257/.08 
lOG:] 8 
10G:19 6.75/.21 
10G:21 
10J:l 
10J:2 
I1F:8 
llF: 10 
11F: 13 1.4/.14 2.25/.21 
11F:15 

TYEe 6: Multi-Use Structures 

Type 6 structures are distin~tive in that they possess 

a minimum of four types of use-areas: J) use of the 

peripheral area for storage, 2) a work area or partitioned 

work area, 3) an open area, and 4) a hearth. 
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In Type 6 structures storage is indicated either by 

artifacts or pits in the peripheral area or, more formally, 

by a platform or bench along a segment of this periph~ral 

area. In these structures, one-third or less, of the floor 

is covered by platforms or benches. In most the platform or 

bench is located only along one wall, but in some the bench 

may continue around to a second wall (e.g., 5F:4; 9E:4; 

9G:5; 11H:l). Additional storage areas may be indicated in 

these s~ructures by artifacts but usually these seconrlary 

areas are considerably smaller than the platform areas. 

Peripheral storage areas appear to be relatively small in 

structures with just pits or artifacts near the perimeter of 

the floor (e.g., SF:l; 9F:3). However, areas adjacent to 

these pits and artifacts may have also been used so the 

actual size of the area dedicated to storage may have been 

greater. 

In these structures the partitioned areas or work areas 

typically occupy 10 - 20 percent of the floor with over halE 

of the floor partitioned in one structure (111:3). In two 

structures (SG:2 and 9E:4) a clearly definable work area 

with pits and artifacts is discernible between th~ 

partition wall and the margin of the floor and in 111:3 a 

hearth is located both behind the partition and in the more 

typical position in front of the entryway. While this does 

not prove that all partitioned areas were userl jn this wa!, 

it does indicate at least one use for such areas. 



409 

In three structures evidence for storage, in the form 

of artifacts or a bench, is present between the partition 

wall and the structure wall (structures 5F:4; 8F:5, and 

11H:1) but in each case adequate space (over 20 percent of 

the floor) is available for other activities. 

Hearth areas may be prominent components of structure 

use, sometimes occupying 10 to 20 percent of the floor area. 

Some of these areas are defined by open areas bordered by 

floor holes or by the presence of artifacts, trivets, pits, 

depressions, and smoothed plaster (9E:1; 9E:4; 9F:3; 10G:10; 

11I:3). Two hearth areas are definable in some structures 

(9E:1; 9G:2; 11I:3); in one of these one hearth may be 

separated by a partition wall from the rest of the room. 

In this sixth class of structures, storage, cooking, 

and work areas often seem to occupy more equal amounts of 

floor space than in other classes although one use-area may 

still be smaller or larger than the others. These houses 

show evidence of storage in that they have a platform or 

bench along one wall (a space that, in some cases, may have 

been used for sleeping). In some, storage is clearly 

indicated on the basis of the distribution and abundance of 

artifacts in the vicinity of these platforms, but evidence 

for storage is present elsewhere in these rooms as indicated 

by artifact distributions in the peripheral areas. Work 

areas are also identifiable on the basis of feature and 

artifact distributions. Hearths and well defined hearth 
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areas indicate cooking and other hearth-related activities. 

'liable 8.5. 

Size of Use-Areas In structures (square meters) 

Type 6: (12 Houses) 

Size of Size of Size of Size of 
platform/ hearth partitioned Size of Work 

House I bench area area Storage Area 
5F:1 4.2/.17 .70/.03 4.8/.20 
5F:2 3.2/.21 2.4/.15 1.9/.12 
5F:4 4.1/.33 1. 4/ .08 2.5/.21 
5G: 2 6.8/.28 3.0/.12 4.5/.18 
8F:5 2.3/.13 3.8/.21 
9E:1 7.7/.25 3.2/.11 8.0/.26 
9E:4 1. 7/.10 2.3/.14 2.0/.12 
9F:3 6.0/.18 
9G:2 3.6/.13 
9G:5 7.5/.22 8.0/.23 
10F:11 3.8/.14 4.5/.16 1.0/.04 
10G:10 .84/.03 1.5/.06 1.5/.06 
11H:1 .75/.07 2.6/.23 
111:3 4.5/.20 12.6/.56 
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Type 7: store Rooms 

In Type 7 structures, approximately 33-50 percent of 

the floor is covered by benches or platforms. Typically 

these surround the perimeter of two to four sides of the 

floor, encircling an open central area, particularly in 

square and rectangular structures. In elongated structures, 

opposite ends (and sometimes the back) of the room will be 

covered. In all of the structures in this class the hearth 

is surrounded by an expanse of open space; between 5 - SO 

percent of the floor is open around the hearth. For this 

reason it is difficult to measure the size of the area 

actually used or to determine how the area was used. This 

may be an indication of the lack of emphasis on hearth

related activities. In fact, in structure SG:8 the hearth 

was plastered over, perhaps when the benches were added, 

again, indicating that hearth-related activities may not 

have been important in these structures (and that 5G:8 

became a Type 1 structure at some point during its use). 

Only one structure exhibits any evidence of how the hearth 

area might have been used; in structure 10J:3 a metate 

fragment is situated near the hearth indicating food 

preparation activities might have occurred there. In two 

structures (5F:7 and 9G:6) use of the central portion of the 

floor for work-related activities is suggested by either the 

presence of artifacts or a possible pit. However, artifacts 

in structure SF:7 may have fallen from the bench scattering 
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across the central portion of the floor. In another 

structure (5G:1), a partitioned area in the corner occupies 

less than 10 percent of the floor area, perhaps indicating 

that work-related activities were a minor aspect of 

structure use. Thus, although a substantial portion of the 

floor was open in these rooms, the nature of use of the 

central areas remains uncertain. 

'l'able 8.6. 

Size of Use-Areas In structures (square meters) 

Type 7 : (11 Houses) 

Size of Size of Size of Size of 
platform/ hearth partitioned Size of Work 

House I bench area area storage Area 
5F:7 6.3/.26 2.3/.09 2.4/.09 
5G:1 16.9/.34 3.0/.06 4.4/.09 
5G:S 2.1/.25 4.0/.4S 
6G:1 20.5/.39 
SE:3 4.4/.37 
SF:S* 9.0/.53 1.0/ .06 
9G:6 14.6/.45 3.1/.09 4.0/.12 
9I:1 9.4/.53 
1. 7/.10 
10G:9 32.4/.46 5.0?/.07 
10J:3 2.4/.14 
11J:1 4.3/.26 

In this class of structures a considerable space in the 

peripheral area is devoted to storage, as indicated by the 

extensive platforms and benches and also by artifact 
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distributions in other portions of the peripheral areas. 

Some of the platforms also may have been used for sleeping 

but often they are quite narrow. Hearths indicate that 

cooking or other hearth-related activities may have taken 

place, but these features may have also functioned to 

control the climate in a room devoted largely to storage. 

TYDe 8: Multi-Use structures 

structures of this type are either elongated or 

rectangular in floor plan and both ends are covered by 

platforms or benches; the remainder of the floor consists 

of an open area surrounding a hearth. Approximately half of 

the floors are covered (between 5.5 and 19 square meters). 

Usually the platform on one side is wider than the bench on 

the opposite side, perhaps indicating different uses for 

each. In one structure (9E:2), artifacts concentrated near 

the narrower bench indicate that this side of the room was 

probably used for storage. 

The area surrounding the hearth in these strl1~tures is 

usually devoid of other features or artifacts. However, a 

pit and floor holes near the hearth in three structllres 

(5G:6: 9E:2; and lOF:4) suggests that the hearth was the 

specific focus of activities. 

Open areas in these structures are extensive and, with 

the exception of Structure 9E:2, they lack features and 

artifacts. 
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Table 8.7. 

Size of Use-Areas In Structures (square meters) 

Type 8: (5 Houses) 

Size of Size of Size of Size of 
platform/ hearth parti tioned Size of work 

House H bench area area Storage Area 
5G:6 7.6/.55 2.8/.io 
8F:4 13.29/.56 
9E:2 5.2/.50 1.4/ .14 
9G:1 18.8/.60 
10F:4 12.3/.48 2.3/.09 

Discussion 

It is possible, even likely, that further revisions of 

these classes may be made based on the amount of space 

devoted to each use-area type, the formality with which 

particular types of use-areas are delineated, and variations 

in the types of behavior that occurred in each. One such 

revision might includp. combining house types that show 

evidenc~ of the same type of behavior. For exampl~, Types 4 

and 7 both have evidence of storage. On the other hand, 

certain types might be further subdivided by distinguishing 

between structures that are inferred to emphasize the same 

types of a~tivities, such as partitioned areas and work 

areas (Type 5) or storage areas defined on the basis of 

artif~ct concentrations and platforms (Type 4). While these 

are considered as behaviorally equil evan t, there may 



415 

actually be substantive differences between them. However, 

at this point the classes are intentionally broad and 

inclusive. This is because the nature of the Snaketown data 

limit the specificity with which further distinctions can be 

made. with additional comparative studies and increasing 

attention to such distinctions further subdivisions should 

be apparent. 

This classification must be viewed as preliminary in 

the sense that there is considerable uncertainty about the 

activities that occurred in each of the use-area types. 

Variation in activities between structures or through time 

cannot be ruled out, and as yet not enough evidence has been 

collected to verify the inferred uses across all 

structures. The typology and inferences regarding 

activities centering in use-areas and different structures 

will undoubtedly be refined as excavators consider the 

possibility that distinctive intramural areas can be 

distinguished. 

It may be useful at this point to consider the 

relationship between the designated hous@ types and other 

characteristics, such as their frequencies thrOtlgh time, 

correlations to house shape and size, and frequency of 

burning. 

Temporal Trends . 

A few temporal trends are visible in the occurrence of 
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house types. It is perhaps not too surprising that the 

majority of classifiable structures (n = 129) date to the 

Sedentary period (n = 78; 60 percent; Tables 8.8 - 8.15). 

Seventy-eight percent (n = 78) of all Sedentary structures 

(n = 100) are classifiable (i.e., exhibit recognizable 

intramural organization) as compared to 60 percent (n = 26) 

of the Colonial structures (n = 43) and 54 percent (n = 25) 

of the Pioneer structures en = 46). This is expected in 

that Sedentary structures are generally better preserved 

than earlier structures, and so if use-areas were pr~sent 

they should be more easily identified (21 percent of £11. 

Sedentary period structures are 

35 percent and 33 percent 

fragmentary as compared to 

for Colonial and Pioneer 

structures, respectively). Distinctive use-ares can be 

identified in structures from all periods and their 

frequency in the Sedentary periorl may be related more to 

factors of preservation than to any other factor. 

All structure types are most common in the Sedentary 

period, with 50 - 73 percent in each class dating to this 

period. As for the preceeding periods, Types 1 and 2 are 

more common in the Colonial period than the Pioneer period! 

while Types 3, 4, 7, and 8 occur more often in the Pioneer 

period; no structures of Type 8 are present in the Colonial 

period. Types 5 and 6 appear in ~qual frequ8ncies in both 

of these early periods. 

cl o~~e to half (47 percent) of all classifiable 
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structures are in Types 2 and 5. Over half of each of these 

types are attributable to the Sedentary period. These are 

structures with hearths and open space (Type 2) and 

structures devoted to work and cooking (Type 5). 

The frequency of Type 2 structures may be accounted for 

by any of a number of factors. One possibility is that th~ 

open space in these structures provided flexibility in the 

way they could be used and they therefore were constructed 

more frequently than other structures. However, the uses to 

which these structures were put may have been more varied 

than their layout indicates; this type of structure may 

actually represent a catch-all category, an agglomeration of 

several other types in which the use-areas were simply not 

identified or preserved. 

The frequency of Type 5 structures may be accounted for 

by the prevalance of work-related activities including craft 

manufacturing, tool maintance, and cooking. 

structure Shape 

structure shape is not an important factor in the 

number of use-areas in any given structure, but there may be 

a correspondence between 

Overall, the majority 

8.8 - 8.15). Relatively 

structure type and house shape. 

of structures are elongated (Tables 

minor differences are apparently 

between elongated and rectangular structures; the main 

difference is that elongated structures have rounded corners 
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while rectangular structures have squared corners. Some 

differences may exist in the use of corner areas in rooms 

but none can be specified at this time. 

The prevalence of square structures among the types may 

be the most telling characteristic. Zero to 36 percent of 

the structures in any given type are square; this represents 

considerable variation. Relatively few structures of Types 

1 and 8 are square, whereas over 30 percent of Types ), 5, 

6, and 7 are square. In all but Type 5 structures the type 

and placement of wall benches, platforms, and raised floors 

may be a relevant factor in the selection of square 

structures. 

Oval structures are uncommon and occur as single 

representations in four house types (Types 1, 2, 5, and 7). 

In all cases oval structures represent 10 percent or fewer 

of the houses in a type; these may, in fact, represent 

poorly defined examples of other shapes. Specifically, 

structures of this shape is similar to square structures and 

str.uctures of these shapes often grade into one another. As 

a result, their classification is somewhat subjective 

because they are differentiated on the basis of the 

roundedness of the corners, the length-width ratio, and the 

degree of preservation. 

Burned Structures 

In four house types (Types 2, 3, 4, 5, 7) roughly 25 
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percent of the structures are burned, which is lower than 

the percentage for Sacaton structures (30 percent) but 

higher than the percentage for pre-Sacaton structures (12 

percent; Seymour and Schiffer 1987:562). Close to 30 

percent of Type 6 structures are burned and 

of the Type 8 and 1 structures are burned. 

fourty percent 

The potential 

significance of these differences is not immediately 

apparent, but may be related to their use by household 

members before death (Chapter 4). It is interesting to note 

that Type I, which lack hearths, has the one of the highest 

percentages of burned structures, indicating clearly that 

accidental fires related to the use of the hearth are not 

responsible for the conflagration (Tables 8.8 - 8.15). 

structure Size 

Average house size in these types ranges between 21 and 

34 square meters, with all but three types containing houses 

averaging 21 - 25 square meters (Tables 8.8 - 8.15). Floor 

area in Type 3 (structures with raised floors) and in Type 5 

(work room and kitchens) structures average over 30 square 

m8ters. In Type 7 (store rooms with extensive perimeter 

platforms) structures floor area averages just below 30 

square meters. These figures indicate that perhaps gr~ater 

space was required for activities. (However, when the one 

excessively large structure [7H:1*] is eliminated from the 

sample, Type 5 structures average just over 26 square 



420 

meters.) 

While these generalizations can be made about the 

average sizes of different structure types, structures of 

specific sizes do not seem to be restricted to any type of 

structure or any particular use or set of uses. It has been 

suggested that structures with floor areas of 9 square 

meters or less are special-use structures, including those 

used as store rooms (Crown 1985). However, as was just 

noted, at least some types of rooms that emphasize storage 

are quite large. Similarly, all structure types contain 

structures measuring 30 square meters or more and all but 

two (Types 6 and 8) have structures larger than 40 square 

meters. Furthermore, all but three types (Types 3, 6, and 

8) include structures that measure 9 square meters or less, 

indicating that a wide range overall (and multiple 

activities) occurred in structures of all sizes. 

Nor is structure size related to the number of use

areas present. Many of the largest structllres at the site 

(those over 30 square meters) have evidence of only one to 

three use-areas, whereas average-sized structures (such as 

5G:2) have four to six use-areas. Even small structures, 

including some of the smallest at the site, commonly contain 

multiple use-areas. 

Structllre si~e is not indicative of house use or of the 

classes of furniture present. One reason for this may be 

that intramural space can be so easily modified with the 
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effect of increasing the amount of usable space. For 

example, platforms and benches seem to occupy a considerable 

amount of the available floor space and therefore structures 

with these modifications might be expected to be larger than 

other structures. However, a platform that covers 50 

percent of the floor may actually increase usable space 

within the room by one-third if the platform itself and the 

area under the platform are accessible and used. Thus, with 

thp. addition of a platform a 10 square meter house may 

possess an effective or usable area of 15 square meters. 

This formula is considerably simplified in that many areas 

under platforms were likely inaccessible owing to their 

width or were so filled with platform supports that storag~ 

space was unavailable. However, in many structures the 

addition of raised furniture potentially increases usable 

space without a concomitant increase in floor size. 

Slope of House Walls 

The slope of the walls may be a relevant factor in the 

location and number of use-areas in a structure: ~sp8ci.3.11y 

uses of and modi fi ca t ions made to the periphera 1 zone. For 

example, beds in Blackfoot tipis are placed along the back 

wall, which is usually straight, and household goods and 

riding gear are stored along the sloped front walls (Wissler 

1910:105). Information on wall slope is not present in th~ 

Snaketown sample; however, data from Fastimes (Vokes 
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1989:Table 3.1) indicate that benches and platforms occur 

only in structures with vertic~l walls. 

Table 8.8. 

Characteristics of structures Relative to Type 

~.l.: (10 Houses) 

PERIOD SHAPE BURNED 

House tt S C P Size E S R 0 ? B TT u 

5G:7 C 8.6 O? U 
5G:10 S 36.9 ? B 
5G:14 S 7.0 E U 
6E:2* S 15.6 S B 
6G:8* S 35.0 E B 
7H:1 P 58.5 ? B 
9F:9 C 23.9 R U 
IOF:14 S 20.8 E U 
IOF:25B C 21. 2 R U 
Ill: 1 P 6.4 R U 

TOTAL 5 3 2 av=23.39 3 1 3 1 2 4 6 
90 of Total 50 30 20 30 10 30 10 40 60 
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Table 8.9. 

Characteristics of structures Relative to Type 

Type 2 (32 Houses) 

PERIOD SHAPE BURNED 
House ft S C P Size E S R 0 ? B U 
3C:1* S 11. 5 E U 
3C:4* S 11. 4 E U 
SF:S S 12.7 E U 
SF:6 C 7.9 R U 
SG:S C 17.2 R B 
5G:9 S 6.6 0 U 
6G:13* C 22.5 E U 
7H: 2* C 10.0 7 U 
8B:1 S 11.0 E B 
8F:2* S 24.6 7 U 
8F:3* C 33.4 7 U 
9E:4* P 16.4 S U 
9F:4 5 21.1 E B///U 
9F:7 P 15.2 R U 
9F:IO S 26.0 0 U 
9G:6* C 33.4 R U 
10D:2 9.8 E7 U 
10F:1 S 46.5 5 B 
10F:3 5 36.2 5 B 
10F:5 S 18.9 E B 
10F:6 S 18.0 E U 
10F:9 S 21.9 E U 
lOF:IO S 45.3 57 U 
10F:17 S 24.4 S7 U 
10F:20 P 37.0 R? U 
lOF:24 S 18.3 E U 
10G:6 5 28.9 E B 
10G:7 C 17.3 R U 
10G:16 5 38.0 S B 
10H:1 S 26.0 7 U 
10I:4 C 22.3 E U 
10J:7 S 21. 5 5? U 

Total 20 8 3 av=22.23 13 7 6 2 4 8 24 
% of Total 64 26 10 40 22 19 6 13 25 75 
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Table 8.10. 

Characteristics of structures Relative to Type 

Type 3 : (9 Houses) 

PERIOD SHAPE BURNED 
House # S C P Size E S R 0 ? B U 
5G:12 S 15.3 E B 
6G:ll* P 48.2 S U 
8E:l P 26.4 S U 
8E:6 C 24.0 S U 
81:1* S 18.8 E U 
9G:3 S 56.6 E B 
10F:9* S 53.4 E U 
10G:13 S 28.8 E U 
101:1 S 34.0 E U 

Total 6 1 2 av=33.94 6 3 0 0 0 2 7 
% of Total 67 11 22 67 33 22 78 
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Table 8.1l. 

Characteristics of structures Relative to Type 

Type 4 (20 Houses) 

PERIOD SHAPE BURNED 
House ~ S C P Size E S R 0 ? B U 
5G:4 S 25.2 E B 
6F:7* P 6.S P- U 
6G:l* C 12.4 E U 
6G:3 S 14.3 E B 
6I:l* P 11. 7 R U 
70:1* C 23.5 S? U 
7F:8* P 105.1 S U 
7I:2* P 20.7 S U 
7J:3* S 14.8 E 
8E:2 C 20.7 E U 
8E:7 C 12.2 R U 
SE:12 S 7.4 R U 
9H:5* C 25.6 R U 
10F:19 S 31.1 E B 
10F:22 S 26.2 E U 
10I:3 S 17.3 E U 
10I:5 S 38.4 E B 
IIF:9 S 15.6 E U 
llI: 4 S 37.3 E B 
15E:l P 27.0 S B 

Total 10 5 5 av=24.67 11 4 5 0 0 6 13 
% of Total 50 25 25 55 20 25 32 68 
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Table 8.12. 

Characteristics of Structures Relative to Type 

Tv~ (28 Houses) 

PERIOD SHAPE BURNED 
House ~ S C P Size E S R a ? B U 
4H:2* S 20.0 S B 
6£:1* S 26.3 E B 
7F:9* P 48.0 S U 
7H:1* P 138.0 S U 
9E:3 C 7.6 R B 
9F:1 P 50.6 S U 
9F:2 C 14.4 S U 
9F:3 Sic 32.9 E U 
9F:8 C 48.8 S B 
10F:6 S 18.0 E U 
10F:15 S 21. 8 E U 
10F:16 S 21. 5 E U 
10F:21 S 31.5 E U 
10F:23 S 28.1 E U 
10F:25A P 19.2 S U 
10G:4 S 38.4 S B 
10G:8 S 34.0 E U 
10G:ll C 43.3 R U 
10G:12 S 26.9 S B? 
lOG:18 S 54.5 E B 
10G:l9 P 32.8 S U 
10G:21 P R U 
10J:l S 25.6 E U 
10.): 2 S 11. 3 0 U 
11F:8 S 16.8 E U 
llF:IO S 27.4 E U 
11F:13 C 10.6 R U 
IlF:15 S E U 

Total 17 5 6 av=30.30 13 10 4 1 0 7 21 
% of Total 61 18 21 46 36 14 1 25 75 
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Table 8.13. 

Characteristics of structures ·Relative to Type 

Type 6 : (14 Houses) 

PERIOD SHAPE BURNED 
House tt S C P Size E S R 0 ? B U 
SF:1 S 24.0 R B 
SF:2 P 15.5 S U 
SF:4 S 12.2 E U 
5G:2 S 24.5 R B 
8F:5 S 17.7 E U 
9E:1 C 30.2 S U 
9E:4 P 16.3 S U 
9F:3 SiC 32.9 E U 
9G:2 C 28.4 SiR U 
9G:5 P 34.4 R U 
10F:11 S 27.5 S B 
10G:10 S 26.1 E U 
11H: 1 C 11.3 E U 
l1I:3 S 22.7 E B 

Total 8 3 3 av=23.12 6 5 3 0 0 4 10 
% of Total 57 21.5 21.5 43 36 21 29 71 

Table 8.14. 

Characteristics of structures Relative to Type 

Type 7 : (10 Houses) 

PERIOD SHAPE BURNED 
House ft S C P Size E S R 0 ? ___ E-_~-L 
5F:7 S 24.4 0 U 
5G:l S 49.0 S U 
SG:8 S 8.3 R U 
6G:l S 52.0 S U 
8E:3 S 12.0 E B 
8F:8* P 17.1 S 11 
9G:6 P 32.6 SiR U 
9I:l (; 17.7 R U 
10G:9 S 70.0 E B 
10J:3 S 17.4 E U 
IIJ:l S 17.0 E/R B 

Tot.al 8 1 2 av=28.86 4 4 2 1 0 3 8 
% of Total 73 -10 20 36 36 20 10 27 7-:; 



Table 8.15. 

Characteristics of structures Relative to Type 

Type 8_: (5 Houses) 

PERIOD SHAPE 
House j!: S C P Size E S R 

5G:6 S 13.9 E 
8F:4 S 23.8 E 
9E:2 P 10.2 R 
9G:l P 31. 2 R 
10F:4 S 25.7 E 

Total 3 0 2 av=20.96 3 0 2 
% of Total 60 40 60 40 

Key to Tables 8.8. - 8.15. 

S = Sedentary Period 
C = Colonial Period 
P = Pioneer Period 

B = Burned 
U = Unburned 

Size = Square meters; Length X width 

S = Square 
E = Elongate 
R = Rec~angular 
0 = Oval 
? = Shape Indeterminate 

B = Burned 
U = Unburned 

BURNED 
0 ? B 

B 

B 

0 0 2 
40 
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U 

U 
U 

U 

3 
60 
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CHAPTER 9 

THE GROWTH AND DEVELOPMEHT OF COORTYARD GROOPS 

In order to address the issue of the wider relevance of 

the organization of intramural space, it is first necessary 

to discuss the relationship between structures. In previous 

chapters a model of the spatial relations between structures 

in Hohokam sites was presented. Courtyard groups and 

residential areas were described as spatially distinct 

clusters of structures. The purpose of this chapter is to 

discuss the ways in which these spatial aggregates change in 

form and size and how they are formed and dissolved. 

Generalizations can be made, yet each residential area and 

courtyard group has gone through a unique developmental 

history. 

Some residential areas represent short-lived 

developments while others exhibit evidence of repeated 

courtyard construction over one or more successive phases; 

they may be composed of one courtyard group or many. The 

courtyard groups that constitute residential areas may be 

contemporaneous or they may represent sequential or sporadic 

construction episodes. Courtyard groups may expand, 

contract, or fission and in each case the sequence of events 

is distinct. There are many instances in which the growth 

and development and relocation of the courtyard group can be 

traced. The ways in which courtyard groups change in form 
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and size provide the basis for the following discussion. 

The courtyard group model implies that together the 

structures composing that group were occupied by a single 

household or primary group (cf. Chapter 2), and it has 

generally been assumed that all or most structures in a 

group were residential units inhabited by distinct families. 

It is axiomatic that the spatial requirements of co-resident 

and cooperating social groups will change as they progress 

through the domestic cycle or adapt to a varied and changing 

array of economic activities and social responsibilities. 

It follows that such changes will sometimes be reflected in 

physical alterations to the space utilized by the group. As 

domestic units expand and contract, specialize or diversify, 

and form and break alliances, the structures and the 

courtyard groups they occupy will reflect these changes. 

Alterations will occur both in the way structures are 

arrayed relative to one another and in the way intramural 

space is used and organized. This is particularly the case 

among the Hohokam and other societies where architectural 

modifications do not require excessive amounts of labor or 

material investment and thus are easily modified to meet new 

demands. Furthermore, since the use-life of many structures 

is inferred to be shorter than the normal cycle of domestic 

events or the life of any individual member of that group 

(see Chapters 10 and 11) the architecture can more easily 

remain responsive to the needs of the group. 
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In sum, several premises serve as a basis for the 

discussions that follow. The first is that the 

architectural creations of a society remain responsive to 

the developmental cycles of households and institutions 

(Oswald 1987; McGuire and Schiffer 1983:279). Secondly, the 

spatial proximity of structures often 

distance of social groups (Wilk and 

finally, the organization of space in 

reflects 

Rathje 

the social 

1982), and 

structures reflects 

the nature and scheduling of tasks performed within. 

Anthropologists have proposed models for the 

developmental cycles of domestic or household groups. For 

example, Fortes (1971) suggests three phases that the 

domestic group, in this case a nuclear family, passes 

through in a normal developmental sequence. The expansion 

phase represents the period when parents and their young 

dependent children occupy the household. As children grow 

and eventually marry, a 

place. Offspring move 

dispersion or fission phase takes 

from the parent household to set up 

residence on their own. The replacement phase occurs when 

the parents die and the their children replace them in the 

social structure of the family. 

Other anthropologists (e.g., Wilk 1981) have suggested 

a need to reevaluate the way domestic groups are viewed. 

Previously, attention has focused on the operation of 

kinship systems, differences in the developmental cycle 

between groups, and the use of multiple rules of residence 



432 

in a single society. Rather, Wilk (1981) argues, households 

should be viewed as adaptive groups. Since households are 

"composed of a variety of kin and non-kin, within which a 

large number of different economic, reproductive, and social 

activities are preformed" it is more productive to examine 

the economic and social significance of domestic groups 

(Wilk 1981:427; also see Barth 1967; Wilk and Netting 1984). 

A focus on what households do as opposed to how they are 

organized is advocated. Thus, in the following discussion 

no effort is made to identify the kinship system or social 

organization of courtyard groups. Rather, the developmental 

cycle of the co-resident group is discussed with reference 

to the spatial and physical changes visible in structures, 

courtyard groups, and residential areas. Consideration is 

given to how these changes may reflect the uses and 

activities occurring within the context of the courtyard 

group. 

Alterations in the spatial Environment 

As domestic groups progress through a developmental 

cycle the spatial requirements of such groups will change. 

Different types of space will be required for different 

activities and, often, more space will be required as the 

group expands. Several responses to the need for new space 

are possible and some have been inferred from the material 
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remains at Snaketown. 

Two general responses are building additional 

structures and intensifying the use of space in existing 

structures. By formalizing, highly structuring, or in some 

cases remodeling the space in extant structures, greater use 

is made of available space. This may solve the problem 

temporarily, but cannot necessarily remedy the situation 

when the resident group is expanding at a rapid or 

unexpected rate or when productive or economic activities 

and proceeds are increasing and diversifying. The problem 

may become more significant if the construction of 

structures was unplanned or was originally planned for much 

smaller scale developments. 

At various points in the developmental cycles of 

resident groups it may be necessary to construct new 

structures. This may occur when the domestic group expands 

or when a diversification of activities occurs. New 

structures may be added until available space diminishes 

around the initial courtyard. The maximum size or number of 

structures that can be added to a group without requiring 

major readjustments dependents on the group's initial 

configuration. When space for expansion is no longer 

available in an existing courtyard group or the need for 

additional space is perceived, any of a number of possible 

strategies may be implemented that alter the original 

configuration. However, regulari ties in the form and size 
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of mature courtyard groups indicate that there are certain 

preconceived notions about how structures should be arrayed 

with respect to one another and to extramural space. This 

formality may be related to property ownership, maximization 

of access to the courtyard, social group size, as well as to 

other factors. 

At Snaketown, at least four different responses to the 

need for additional architectural space can be seen that 

involve the reorganization of the initial courtyard group: 

(1) In an established courtyard group selected structures 

may be torn down or burned before new structures are added 

around an expanded courtyard. Typically, one or more of the 

original structures will remain in use; (2) Most structures 

in an established group may be abandoned while one structure 

from the established group may be remodeled and reoriented. 

New rooms will then be built in this adjacent location 

facing the reoriented and remodeled room. This may occur 

when there is no room for expansion around the previously 

occupied courtyard group or before space limitations are 

evident; (3) The location of an established courtyard group 

may be entirely abandoned in favor of a new location where a 

larger cluster of structures can be built; or, 4) Allor 

many structures in a group may be abandoned and two new 

groups established near the same location. These new groups 

may consist of entirely new structures or may incorporate 

remodeled or reoriented structures from the earlier group. 
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in one 

population 

density and more accurate evaluations of courtyard group 

contemporaneity are possible when these dynamic processes 

are considered. 

As noted, the process of courtyard group growth may be 

rapid or protracted. The rate at which growth occurs, the 

number of distinct stages through which it progresses, the 

degree to which construction has been planned, and the 

amount of space available to members the particular 

courtyard group will affect the final morphology of the 

group. 

When membership in a courtyard group decreases or when 

less space (or a different type of space) is required for 

other reasons, several responses are possible. At Snaketown 

some of the options chosen can be documented, including: (1) 

Abandoning one or more structures in the courtyard group. 

While the arrangement of structures may be unmodified, 

individual abandoned structures may be dismantled, burned, 

left to rot, filled with trash or dirt, or left to fill 

naturally. (2) The uses of structures may change. Whether 

structures are maintained or not, remodeled or left 

unmodified, they may be used for purposes that differ from 

those originally intended. The frequency of their use and 

the importance of the activies carried out in them may 

differ as well, which may in turn affect maintainence 
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activities; (3) The 

decrease. structures 

unsuitable space may 

of size 

no 

the courtyard group may 

needed or those offering longer 

abandoned be or destroyed. A new 

structure or structures may be constructed closer to 

structures still in use so that all are arranged around a 

smaller courtyard; (4) The old courtyard group may be 

abandoned in favor of an entirely new location; or (5) An 

old courtyard group may be vacated while one or more 

structures from the old courtyard group are reoriented, 

forming a new (often smaller) courtyard group adjacent to 

the old. 

Various options are available to the residents of a 

courtyard group when space requirements change. Sometimes 

these changes can be traced within the courtyard group and 

residential area. Although the development of these groups 

is complex and difficult to reconstruct without first-hand 

stratigraphic data, it is possible to suggest a sequence in 

many of the Snaketown courtyard groups. 

Revisions of a Model: 

Courtyard Group Growth and Development 

A number of specific processes of courtyard group 

development can be identified at Snaketown. Howard (1985) 

has devised a general model of courtyard group growth and 

development using the southwest quadrant (Blocks 9F, 9G r 
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10F, and lOG) of the central area at Snaketown as part of 

his test case. As I introduce and review this model, I will 

provide examples from elsewhere in the site that suggest 

revisions to his model. A different set of concepts is 

proposed that describe the elements of change and 

characterize the resulting configurations. 

To begin with, an important aspect of Howard's model is 

the concept of phases of courtyard development. He refers 

to a number of distinctive phases: The Incipient phase, 

Primary Growth phase, Secondary or Contiguous Building 

phase, Supplementary Building phases, and the Abandonment 

and Rebuilding phases. Implicit in this model is the notion 

that courtyard groups develop through a regularized sequence 

of forms. His is a unilinear model wherein all courtyard 

groups, given time, would pass through each distinctive 

phase of development in much the same way. The result is 

the highly developed and large courtyard group. This notion 

of a recurring sequence of development results from an 

adherence to the premise that courtyard groups are composed 

of nuclear family groups (Howard 1985:316), which themselves 

pass through a normal developmental trajectory. 

Instead, I advocate an approach in which no a priori 

assumptions are made about the organizational aspects of 

courtyard groups. These co-resident groups--whether 

composed of kin or non-kin--participate in a range of basic 

and supplementary household activities. While these 
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activities can be inferred, kinship structure and co

residence rules cannot. Changes in the use, arrangement, 

and amount of space can be documented and traced through 

time. A number of sound behavioral inferences can be 

proposed by examining the physical and spatial 

characteristics of structures and courtyard groups. 

Each courtyard group exhibits a unique developmental 

history. Rather than proceeding through a series of 

consecutive stages, courtyard groups form and change in a 

variety of ways (e.g., multilinear sequences of 

development). Some expand while others stabilize, contract, 

or reform and relocate. The specific configuration of any 

given courtyard group at any time during its development is 

dependent on a number of different factors--not all of which 

can be known or inferred. Generalizations may be made 

concerning the episodes of change; the nature of the dynamic 

processes that result in particular types of configurations 

can be inferred but the sequence or direction of the 

specific processes is not the same in every courtyard group. 

On the other hand, the elements of courtyard group 

reformation are identifiable and .can be generalized; 

structures are added, reoriented, and removed and the size 

of the 

shape. 

spatial 

enclosed courtyard increases, decreases, and changes 

Thus, rather than focusing on stages, changes in the 

parameters of courtyard groups are described with 

reference to specific courtyard groups at snaketown. 
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It is useful at this point to briefly describe Howard's 

(1985) model of courtyard group development in more detail. 

Howard's first phase of courtyard group construction, the 

Incipient phase, consists of a single structure in an open 

area within the community. When a courtyard group continues 

to grow and additional rooms are added, each new structure 

focuses toward a common courtyard area. This describes 

Howard's postulated Primary Growth phase. As available 

space for construction diminishes around an established and 

enlarging courtyard group, another phase of construction may 

occur. Howard (1985:316) refers to this as the Secondary or 

Contiguous Building phase. By definition, during this 

Contiguous Building phase the structures forming the new 

courtyard group must occupy an area adjacent to the "parent" 

courtyard group. Newly constructed buildings are oriented 

toward the parent courtyard group using the backs of houses 

in the parent group to close off one side of the new group 

(Howard 1985:316). As growth continues, highly developed and 

formalized courtyard groups are 

contiguous" courtyard groups 

formed. The "multiple and 

in the southwest quadrant of 

the site represent the end product of Howard's Supplementary 

Building phase. In his model, construction occurring in the 

Contiguous Building phase and in the Supplementary Building 

phase result in the creation of residential areas. During 

the Abandonment and Rebuilding phases the structures in a 

courtyard group are removed and new ones are added or a new 
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courtyard group is started if structures in the old group 

are no longer viable. As discussion proceeds, reference is 

made to these phases in an effort to refine the model of 

courtyard group development in ways that are appropriate to 

the snaketown sample. The reader should keep in mind that 

numerical references to courtyard groups differ from those 

used by Howard (1985) and Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg 

(1981). 

As noted, structures representing Howard's Incipient 

phase are distinguished from others on the basis that the 

immediate area of a site had not been previously occupied; 

one ore more structures are built in an open area of the 

community. At Snaketown 

type of initial courtyard 

it is only possible to see this 

group development clearly in the 

peripheral areas 

of the courtyard 

of the excavated portion of the site. Most 

groups exposed in the central area 

represent the end result or advanced stages of development, 

sometimes over more than one temporal phase. At the fringe 

of Snaketown there are examples of small courtyard groups 

consisting of paired structures. These small courtyard 

groups represent the initial settlement of an open area of 

the site and therefore could be considered representative of 

the Incipient phase of development. 

However, elsewhere at the site, new courtyard groups 

were established in areas that had been previously occupied 

(either during the same or an e~rlier phase). While there 
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may be no connection between the earlier and newly 

constructed groupsr their construction in a previously 

occupied area precludes them from being part of the 

Incipient phase in Howard's model. Yetr in each instance, 

whether or not the area shows evidence of previous 

construction activity, the same episode of growth is 

represented--a new courtyard is established. This 

distinction becomes all the more relevant in sites where 

extended and intensive construction activity took place 

because this increases the likelihood that new construction 

activities will occur in areas with evidence of previous 

occupation. 

It is also useful to distinguish between a new immature 

courtyard group that may potentially expand, a new courtyard 

group consisting of multiple structures that is constructed 

fairly rapidly according to some plan, and situations in 

which an established group is simply relocated, replaced r or 

where fissioning (or the splitting off) of a group can be 

identified. Differences of this type can be inferred from 

the details of architectural reconstruction and 

stratigraphy. 

During the initial formation of a new courtyard group 

one structure will sometimes be constructed first with a 

lapse in time between construction of the rest of the group. 

In small courtyard groups where it is often easiest to 

follow the sequence of construction, this founding structure 
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may be more easily identified than in larger courtyard 

groups. An example is provided by structure 6E:l* (see 

Chapter 10). In other instances, two or more structures may 

be constructed at approximately the same time, forming a 

founding group. At other times all structures in a new group 

may be constructed within a fairly short period of time. 

However, it is not always possible to distinguish the 

founding unit from a secondary structure or a founding group 

from a secondary group. In part, this is attributed to our 

inability to establish exact contemporainity of structures 

with available dating techniques and to the lack of clear 

signs of remodeling and reorientation. In other cases, 

construction of a courtyard group may not be incremental or 

it may have occurred over time but proceeded with a 

preconceived plan in mind. 

In cases where construction was fairly rapid it may be 

inappropriate to refer to a founding unit. As will be 

discussed in Chapter 10, founding units in small courtyard 

groups seem to exhibit certain consistent characteristics. 

Perhaps this is because if construction is not done with a 

preconceived plan in mind the first structures that are 

built must serve the whole range of basic household needs-

particularly if construction is incremental and slow and if 

multiple structures were used by one household. 

This is in contrast to pre-planned courtyard groups in 

which a number of different structures are constructed 
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within a fairly short period of time. individual structures 

may be built for particular purposes, with specialized 

facilities and use-areas; household activities are spread 

out among use-areas in different structures and additional 

structures added as time permits or as activities diversify. 

Even though one structure must have been built first in 

these groups, it did not stand alone and function as an 

isolated unit for any length of time. 

With these considerations in mind, the utility of 

Howard's Incipient phase becomes questionable. One or more 

structures may be built, forming a new courtyard group 

anywhere in the community. The founding structures of a new 

courtyard group may represent structures built by immigrants 

to the site at the inception of occupation or at a later 

time, or by fissioning members from other courtyard groups 

within the community. The same episode of construction is 

represented no matter where in a site it occurs or what 

motivated the construction activity. However, the initial 

configuration of a courtyard group and the rate and 

character of subsequent construction will differ between 

groups particularly if the circumstances surrounding 

establishment differ. 

It is important 

construction may not 

to note that the initiation of 

result in fully developed multi-

structure courtyard groups. Development may terminate with 

the construction of the founding structure, a founding group 
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While the phase 

that under normal 

of paired structures, or at any point. 

model suggested by Howard implies 

circumstances full-scale development will continue beyond 

the initial construction 

appropriate to assume that 

paired founding structures 

have developed further. 

episode, it is not entirely 

all small courtyard groups of 

or all single structures would 

Certainly, the growth of some 

groups may have been terminated "prematurely," as indicated 

by the fact that many of the structures in smaller courtyard 

groups are burned. Clearly, the development of some may 

have terminated prematurely when the site was abandoned. 

However, some may represent the founding of a new small 

group in a new area of the site by remnant social groups. 

This may occur following the decline of a long established 

courtyard group when fragments of social units relocate. 

They may reflect the consequences of the fragmentation and 

relocation of larger groups or these small courtyard groups 

may represent intermediate and temporary solutions to space 

problems in established courtyard groups. Construction may 

be terminated after initial developments when household 

members died or relocated. Households of cooperating 

individuals (perhaps kin and non-kin) that occupy these 

small courtyard groups will not necessarily pass through the 

"normal" domestic cycle associated with the "typical" 

household outlined in Fortes' model. 

In many cases, construction in a courtyard group does 
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continue beyond the initial building episode. When a house 

cluster continues to grow additional rooms are added to the 

founding group. Each new structure focuses toward a common 

courtyard area. This describes Howard's Primary Growth 

phase. 

structures built during a growth episode may be 

arranged in a somewhat circular or oval pattern (Group 1-2) 

or with entryways oriented at 90 degree angles to one 

another (Group 3-1). It is possible that differences in 

morphology and orientation reflect the maturity of the group 

or the rate of construction. When construction occurs in 

increments, the first growth spurt may result in a 

relatively square pattern, with entryways oriented at 90 

degrees to one another. Later additions may result in the 

filling in of areas between these structures, with entryways 

focusing toward the same courtyard but at lesser angles in 

relation to one another, forming a circular or oval pattern 

instead. As courtyard groups grow, the symmetrical 

arrangement may be forfeited to accommodate new structures. 

For example, an additional 

inferred from deviations in 

episode of construction may be 

the orientations of structures 

within a single courtyard group. This is clearly visible in 

Blocks 10F and lOG where structures 10F:15 and 10F:24 of 

Group 4-2 are set back and are slightly off kilter from the 

orientation of the remainder of structures in this group 

(Figure 2.1, 10.4). 
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Given the number of stages through which a courtyard 

group might go through while still expanding in the same 

location (e.g., using the same interior courtyard), the use 

of the term "Primary Growth phase" is too restrictive. Many 

groups experience subsequent construction events, and there 

are specific instances where the sequence of construction of 

struct"res in a courtyard group can be traced. However, 

applying labels to these growth episodes seems fruitless 

since each courtyard group proceeds through its own 

developmental sequence. Some courtyard groups expand by 

adding a single structure, others add several structures at 

once, while in still others structures are removed while 

others are added. Differentiating between a primary stage 

and later stages usually is not possible, particularly when 

the rate of construction is rapid or when details of the 

construction sequence are lacking. 

group experiences a growth spurt 

"fissioning" occurs, the courtyard 

Furthermore, not every 

or expansion before 

group is vacated or 

replaced, or before some rooms require remodeling or fall 

into disuse and therefore are abandoned and destroyed. 

Courtyard groups may expand and contract at various 

times during their use. Expansion occurs when the number of 

structures increases around an enlarging courtyard; some 

existing structures may be removed but the end result is an 

increase of courtyard area and increase in the number of 

structures present. Sometimes the courtyard will remain the 
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same size but new structures will be added around the 

periphery. Contraction occurs in instances where the number 

of structures decreases around a shrinking courtyard either 

after a growth episode or in cases where a large group was 

initially constructed. Yet, in some cases the size of the 

courtyard may be maintained while the number of structures 

decreases; the result is gaps in the ring of structures 

around the courtyard. 

The contraction of a courtyard group is in some ways 

similar to what in Howard's model is referred to as the 

Abandonment and Rebuilding phases. However, the concept of 

contraction refers specifically to changes in the character 

of the courtyard group as a result of the subtraction of 

structures and the decrease of courtyard size. As 

described, Howard's phases refer to the abandonment and 

rebuilding of individual structures rather than to changes 

in the morphology of the courtyard group as a whole. 

At times a new courtyard group will be constructed 

adjacent to an established group. This new courtyard group 

may abut the old group, incorporate structures from the old 

group, or may simply be located near the old group with no 

connection to the old group. Howard's (1985:316) Secondary 

or Contiguous Building phase refers to those instances where 

the back walls of structures in an established group are 

used to 

number 

close off 

of episodes 

one side of the new group. Since any 

of construction may occur between the 
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founding of a courtyard group and events leading to the 

founding of a contiguous courtyard, the term "Secondary 

phase"is inappropriate as a description of this process and 

will therefore be avoided. Furthermore, in most cases where 

a courtyard group is constructed in an adjacent location at 

Snaketown, a newly established courtyard group does not 

utilize the back walls of adjacent houses to close off part 

of the courtyard. Therefore, the use of the term 

"contiguous" is misleading. Rather, a structure from the 

established or parent group will often be remodeled and 

reoriented toward the new or "daughter" courtyard (e.g., 

Structure lOG:2). During this episode of remodeling new 

structures will be added near the reoriented structures to 

enclose the new courtyard. When a structure from an 

established courtyard group is reoriented, it is likely that 

one or more members from the parent group have relocated to 

the new courtyard group or that the group has fissioned or 

split into two groups. 

At other times 

constructed adjacent 

new courtyard groups are simply 

to another without incorporating 

structures from the parent group. In some cases there may 

be no direct relation between members constructing the new 

courtyard group and those occupying the established group. 

However, sometimes the relationship between new and old 

courtyard groups can be inferred on the basis of 

similarities in the unique physical characteristics (size, 
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shape, intramural arrangement, and so on) of the structures 

in each. As noted, when a parent courtyard group is 

entirely or mostly abandoned, one or two new courtyard 

groups are sometimes constructed at and near the same 

location. The new group or groups replace the parent group. 

When this occurs some structures from the parent group may 

be abandoned while others may be modified, reoriented, and 

incorporated into one or both of the new courtyard groups; 

however, the majority of the old structures are torn down or 

burned. An example of the replacement of one group by two 

is provided by the courtyard groups south of Mound 16 

(Groups 1-1, 1-2, and 1-3; see discussion in Chapter 10). 

The preceeding discussion indicates that courtyard 

groups may split and relocate in a number of different ways; 

the reasons for such changes are probably many. Development 

sometimes occurs in areas adjacent to courtyard groups that 

have a high density of structures, possibly indicating that 

there is no more room for new structures in the old, parent 

courtyard group. However, this type of development is also 

visible in situations where space is still available in the 

parent courtyard group. Examples of the latter indicate 

that construction in adjacent locations may occur as the 

household or social group splits up as well as when there is 

no room for expansion around the established group. 

The important point to be stressed is that courtyard 

groups have a limit to how large they can become before they 
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must either tear down structures and rebuild, reorient 

structures to form two courtyard groups, or create an 

entirely new courtyard group. However, courtyard groups are 

often abandoned or relocated prior to a space shortage 

indicating that a variety of factors are operative. 

Often growth and expansion will continue, resulting in 

highly developed and formalized courtyard groups. The 

"multiple and contiguous" courtyard groups in the southwest 

quadrant of the site represent the end product of Howard's 

Supplementary Building phase. These more developed 

courtyard groups were exposed only near the central portion 

of the site--around the plaza. That they seemingly occur 

only in these areas indicates the greater time depth and 

higher stability represented in these areas occupied during 

the Sacaton phase. A long use life is indicated for many 

courtyard groups in this area by the multiple stages of 

growth that are visible, 

the extremely high 

courtyards. 

the extent of remodeling, 

densities of structures 

and in 

around 

However, as should be clear from the preceding 

discussion, not all courtyard group development proceeds 

along these lines. The largest residential areas consist of 

miltiple courtyard groups. These include courtyard groups 

which are in various phases of development, as well as 

earlier abandoned structures and earlier vacated courtyard 

groups. As a result of the various processes of 
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construction and abandonment, new arrangements occurred on 

the site landscape throughout its occupation. The processes 

in play were dynamic; courtyard groups expanded and 

contracted, fissioned and relocated, grew and temporarily 

stabilized, and eventually all were vacated. 

The growth cycles of specific courtyard groups and of 

residential areas can be traced using a variety of 

approaches. These are the topic of the next chapter. The 

structures constituting these groups and the sequence of 

growth with reference to individual structures will be 

described. Differences in the use of intramural space and 

in artifact distributions will be discussed in the context 

of each courtyard group and its development. 
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CHAPTER 10 

THE COMPOSITION AND CHARACTER OF COURTYARD GROUPS 

In order to illustrate the principles discussed in the 

preceding chapter, it is useful to review specific examples 

from Snaketown. The cycles of growth, decline, and 

fissioning of specific Sacaton phase courtyard groups are 

discussed along with changes in use and arrangement of 

interior space in structures and in courtyard groups as a 

whole. Earlier structures (pre-Sacaton phases) are not 

discussed in this chapter because most cannot be assigned to 

specific courtyard groups and those groups that can be 

identified lack structures and therefore are incomplete 

representations. 

Specific details of each of the structures discussed, 

including house plans and artifact lists, may be found in 

the appendices. Figure 10.1 and Tables 2.1 and 10.1 may be 

consulted for the courtyard group affiliation of each 

structure and other pertinent data. Courtyard groups are 

labeled with reference to the residential area in which they 

are found and are keyed to Figure 10.1. 

For purposes of clarity, it is useful to distinguish 

between large and small courtyard groups. small courtyard 

groups, consisting of two structures, are located at the 

fringe of the central area where the absence of later and 

earlier construction simplifies the picture and allows 
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relatively easy identification and interpretation of 

courtyard group morphology, development, and use. From these 

examples it is possible to propose certain relationships 

that in some cases may then be extended to larger courtyard 

groups. However, the dynamics and structure of small 

courtyard groups may differ in many significant ways from 

larger ones. These points are clarified as the discussion 

proceeds. 

Large courtyard groups consist of 3 - 6 structures 

during anyone stage of development. However, nine or more 

structures may be involved in the complete Sedentary period 

developmental sequence and additional structures from 

earlier periods may also be involved. Many of these groups 

are likely incomplete in that some associated structures may 

not have been exposed. 

The interrelations between structures and the sequence 

of development in large groups is far more complex than in 

small groups. For example, the courtyard group with the 

greatest number (six) of contemporaneous structures (Group 

4-2) might more accurately be viewed as consisting of three 

pairs of structures that share a common courtyard or two 

clusters or sub-groups of four and two structures (see 

below). As a result of such complexities and uncertainties, 

less precise statements can be made about courtyard group 

growth. Furthermore, since large courtyard groups are often 

found in association with other courtyard groups in 
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residential areas, it is often necessary to discuss how each 

grows, changes, and moves through time in the context of 

other courtyard groups in the larger residential area. As a 

courtyard group is transformed, it may incorporate 

structures from (or be incorporated into) surrounding 

courtyard groups. For these reasons it is often not possible 

to reconstruct the sequence of developmen~ as-precisely as 

in small groups. 

Examples of small courtyard 

beyond the central portion of the 

groups are found slightly 

Sacaton phase site. The 

absence of earlier structures in the immediate vicinity of 

such structures suggests that these may represent newly 

founded households. They may consist of the members of a 

nearby courtyard group that has moved locations, fragments 

from courtyard groups that have split up and spatially 

separated themselves from their former group--an event 

related either to the normal growth and development of 

domestic groups or to hostilities between members--or they 

may represent emmigrants from other settlements. 

Because they are small and never developed into larger 

courtyard 

development 

groupings 

was halted 

fact 

suggests that, perhaps, their 

prematurely. This inference is 

that they exhibit characteristics reinforced by the 

similar to large courtyard groups (such 

same spatial 

as abundant 

household inventories and the patterning and 

partitioning of intramural space). These structures are 
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also generally burned. Given time, they might have 

developed into larger groups similar to those found in the 

central portion of the site. However, it is also possible 

that they represent households that differ in composition 

than those found elsewhere at the site. The reasons these 

small courtyard groups did not develop into full-blown 

courtyard groups is unknown. Whether they fused at a later 

time with established courtyard groups, occupants moved to 

other more favorable portions of the site where they could 

participate in the doings of the settlement as the domestic 

group grew, or migrated with most of the other inhabitants 

of the site as Snaketown was gradually abandoned is unknown. 

The Composition and Development of Courtyard Groups 

Courtyard Groups in Residential Area # 1 

The first example of a more developed residential area 

may be found in a cluster of structures positioned just 

south of Mound 16. Several courtyard groups are present 

(Figure 10.2). The first Sacaton group is 1-1. This is 

replaced by two more highly developed groups, 1-2 and 1-3, 

and is bordered on the northwest by a series of isolated 

structures that may have been portions of other courtyard 

groups (SF:4, SF:S, SF:7, and SG:l1). 

A relatively long sequence of development is indicated 

for Residential Area # 1. Floors and floor fragments dating 
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to as early as the Pioneer period are located south of and 

around Mound 16. The close spacing of structures, variations 

in entryway orientations between structures, the 

superpositioning of structures, and the replastering of 

floors and remodelings attest to the extended life of this 

residential area. However, it is not until the Sacaton 

phase that the sequence of construction and abandonment of 

structures and courtyard groups can be reconstructed. 

It must be remembered that the courtyard groups in this 

area may be unique by virtue of their association with 

Platform Mound 16. This may have had a bearing on the use 

of these associated structures and on the growth of 

courtyard groups. 

courtyard Group 1-1 

One of the first Sacaton phase 

can be inferred from the excavated 

fragments in this residential area 

courtyard groups that 

floors and floor 

is Group 1-1 (Figure 

10.2). The existence and composition of this group is more 

hypothetical than many others because many of the structures 

that may be part of this group are represented only by floor 

fragments. In addition, other structures thought to have 

been part of this group appear to have been incorporated 

into later courtyard groups making it more difficult to 

ascertain their original affiliation and characteristics. 

With these qualifications in mind the hypothetical 
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development of this courtyard group is now discussed. 

structure 60:1 was originally oriented with its 

entryway to the northeast--facing structure 50:12 (note 

double entryways in Appendix C). It is inferred that these 

two structures formed part of an original Sacaton phase 

courtyard group, probably before Mound 16 was constructed 

(Figure 10.2). It is also possible that structure 60:1 was 

oriented toward one or more of the 10 floor fragments under 

and near 50:12 instead of 50:12 itself; however, the 

orientation of Structure 50:12 (toward this group and off 

kilter from the later group, 1-2) suggests that it may have 

been part of this early group. 

One of the three small structures immediately south of 

Mound 16 (50:7, 8, or 9) may have also been part of this 

initial group--all three predate the construction of the 

mound (Haury 1976:89). On the basis of floor sherds 

structure 50:7 has been dated to the Santa Cruz phase (Haury 

1976:Figure A2.1: Wilcox, McOuire, and Sternberg 1981:Table 

5--at a confidence level of 5), and so--despite its 

orientation toward Oroup I-l--this structure may predate the 

group. This structure and the two (5G:8 and 5G:9) that were 

constructed later in time are similar in size and shape and 

therefore may have been used successively. However, each is 

a different structure type (5G:7 = Type 1; 5G:8 = Type 7; 

5G:9 = Type 2), which may reflect corresponding changes in 

use. If, as has been suggested (Crown 1985), they are 
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special-use structures, such as sweat lodges or purification 

huts, they would not necessarily be expected to be oriented 

toward the courtyard. Although they are all located a bit 

far from the other two structures, one may be 

contemporaneous with Group 1-1. Additional unexcavated 

floors may also be present in the area, filling in some of 

the intervening space in this early courtyard group. 

Later in time, Structure 6G:l was remodeled and 

reoriented so that its new entryway faced west. Additional 

structures were constructed around it forming a new 

courtyard group: Group 1-3. structure 5G:12 was also 

incorporated into a new courtyard group, Group 1-2, but its 

orientation remained the same. structure 5G:9 was replaced 

by structure 5G:8 in Courtyard Group 1-2. Thus, one 

original courtyard 

two new ones and 

group appears 

some of the 

to have been replaced by 

existing structures were 

incorportated around the periphery of the two new groups. 

Since at least two of the three structures in Group 1-1 

were incorporated into later courtyard groups, it is 

difficult to tell how the original intramural space in these 

structures might have been used and arranged. Artifact 

inventories would relate to the latest use of the structure 

and therefore one potentially useful set of data is 

unavailable for study. It appears that the interior layout 

in some of these structures was altered once additional 

structures were constructed. The earliest floor in 
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structure 5G:8 had a hearth that was covered over by the 

latest floor and the benches along two walls may not have 

been present prior to remodeling. Some of the floor holes 

in structure 5G:12 may have been present during the earlier 

part of the structure's use--when part of Group 1-1, but 

details of the interior arrangement are not clear. In 6G:1 

the entryway and hearth locations were located at the north 

side of the structure but it is unclear as to how much, if 

any, of the perimeter of the structure was covered by a 

platform as was the case later. 

Courtyard Group 1-2 

The structures in this courtyard group are 

contemporaneous with Mound 16 as indicated by their 

construction on erosion layers from the mound (Sciscenti 

Field Notebook 

10.2 represents 

tightly focused 

2:44). The courtyard group shown in Figure 

the latest stages of development. The 

nature of this group and the close spacing 

of structures indicate that it was at its maximum size as a 

courtyard group. Judging from the distribution and oriention 

of structures in Courtyard Group 1-2, it seems that another 

structure or extramural work area may have been present in 

the unexcavated northeast sector of this group. structures 

5G:1, 5G:2, and 5G:6 are all oriented toward this area. 

The sequence of development of courtyard group 1-2 can· 

be partially reconstructed on the basis of relations between 
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houses. structures 5G:1, 5G:2, 5G:6, 5G:8, 5G:10 , and 5G:12 

form a fairly tight cluster of houses. 

It is inferred that structures 5G:8 and 5G:12 were 

present and remodeled when other structures in the group 

were added. The hearth in structure 5G:8 was plastered over 

and the benches along two walls may have been added at this 

time. A possible platform that covered much of the floor 

characterized structure 5G:12 during the latest stage of 

use; however, it is possible that the numerous floor holes 

in this structure represent remodelings rather than supports 

for a platform or raised floor. If the classification of 

these structures is accurate, it may be suggested that the 

two structures that were incorporated into the new group 

were adapted so that at least a portion of the floor space 

could be used as a raised storage area. 

to other groups, such as 2-1 and 6-1, 

This is in contrast 

where the newest 

structure built (the secondary structure), emphasized raised 

storage areas. However, Group 1-2 has an unusually high 

percentage of space devoted to raised features, which may 

account for this difference. 

structures SG:l, SG:2, and SG:6 may have been added at 

approximately the same time and are oriented to the central 

courtyard. SG:6 closes off this group from Group 1-3 to the 

immediate south, thereby defining the boundaries of Group 1-

2 and adding a multi-use structure (Type 8) to the group. 

structures 5G:1 and 5G:2 close off the west side of the 



463 

courtyard, adding more storage and work space to the group. 

structure 5G:I0 and the hypothesized structure to the north 

enclose the east side of the courtyard. The open floor of 

structure 5G:10 may be related to the poor preservation and 

damage to this room. 

There is a conspicuous absence of a structure in this 

group that emphasizes work space (Type 5); enclosed work 

space may have been present in an unexcavated structure or 

sufficient space of this type may have been provided by 

other structures in the group, such as 5G:l (Type 7) and 

5G:2 (Type 6), both of which have partitionecl work areas. 

structures 5G:2 and 5G:6 and possibly 5G:l appear to be 

multi-use structures, but in each the type of use-areas 

emphasized differs (see Chapter 8). When all structures in 

this group are considered together, an excessive amount of 

floor area is occupied by raised floors and platforms; all 

(five) but one of the structures in this group are inferred 

to have raised features. This may indicate that this group 

had greater storage needs than others, perhaps because of 

its affiliation with Mound 16. On the other hand, this may 

be related to slope-wash off of Mound 16, which necessitated 

these additions in order to keep living surfaces dry. 

courtyard Group 1-3 

As. mentioned above, Group 1-3 seems to have been formed 

when structure 6G:1 was reoriented from the north to the 
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west. structure 5G:4, also in this group, was constructed 

south of, or behind, structure 5G:6, which is in Group 1-2; 

together these two structures effectively created the 

boundary between the two groups. Structure 6G:3 is the only 

other structure that can be assigned to this courtyard 

group. However, the area to the west was not sufficiently 

excavated and additional structures were likely associated-

an inference based on the configuration of the structures 

that are present. Given the postulated sequence of events 

regarding the formation of this courtyard group, it is 

probably contemporaneous with the use of Mound 16 and with 

Group 1-2. 

When structure 6G:l was reoriented, a new hearth and 

stepped entryway were built on its west side. Further 

modifications included a bench or platform around the 

perimeter, which transformed it into a Type 7 structure. 

Because this bench covers the former hearth and blocks the 

old entryway, it can be ascertained that it was constructed 

(or extended) after the structure was reoriented. 

All of the structures in this group emphasize storage 

at the margins of their floors along with a substantial 

percentage of open floor space around the hearths and 

throughout the remainder of the structures. 
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Courtyard Groups in Residential Area # 2 

Courtyard Group 2-1 

Two Sacaton phase structures in this small courtyard 

group show the developmental cycle more clearly than 

anywhere else at the site. Here the sequence of 

construction and the alterations in interior space are 

visible and can be easily reconstructed. This group is 

described in more detail than most other groups because the 

characteristics of these two structures allow fairly solid 

inferences to be made about the developmental cycle and the 

organization and use of space in each structure. Extensive 

testing carried out in the vicinity of these two structures 

revealed no other architectural features (compare Wilcox, 

McGuire, and Sternberg 1981:Figures 14 and 15). On this 

basis it is inferred that together these two rooms 

represent a self-contained co-resident group. 

structure 6E:l*, a Type 5 structure, was originally 

constructed so that it faced east with a hearth located just 

inside the stepped entryway (Figures 7.2 and 10.3). A 

possible partition wall separated an area to the right of 

the entryway from the hearth and the rest of the open 

interior space. After an unknown period of time the 

structure was remodeled and the entryway and hearth were 

rotated 180 degrees so that they were positioned on the west 

side of the room. The structure now faced structure 6E:2*, 
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a Type 1 structure, with its entryway 3.5 m away from the 

north wall of 6E:2* (Figure 10.3). The room remained the 

same in terms of the type and size of use-areas present; the 

open area and partitioned area remained where they were 

prior to the remodeling but there were minor modifications. 

These two use-areas were altered to conform to the new 

orientation and to fit with the new entryway. A new 

partition wall was constructed in approximately the same 

location as the old, but it was angled outward toward the 

entryway. It now occupied what became the left side of the 

room leaving the right side open. 

The fact that the same classes of use-areas were 

retained after the reorientation of structure 6E:l* suggests 

that the same group with the same set of needs continued to 

inhabit the structure. The numerous possible variations in 

interior arrangements were not utilized 

indicating that the activities carried 

after remodeling 

out behind the 

partition and elsewhere in the structure remained fairly 

consistent through time and that the inhabitants saw no need 

to expand this area or revise the plan. This suggests that 

a set of basic household maintainence activities were and 

continued to be carried out in the structure before and 

after the remodeling. 

with the construction of Room 6E:2* additional enclosed 

space became available in this newly formed courtyard group. 

A platform (occupying 8.0 square meters) was located at the 
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perimeter of the floor encircling a large open central area. 

The structure burned, preserving evidence that numerous 

artifacts were situated on the platform. The construction 

of a structure with additional storage and open space could 

indicate any of a variety of things, including the 

possibility of a bountiful harvest, the addition or 

expansion of the members of the 

more space for sleeping and 

expectation of such events), 

economic activities. 

co-resident group requiring 

daily activities (or the 

or a diversification of 

The sequence of 

including the change in 

that 6E:l* was the 

alterations in 

orientation toward 

structure 6E:l*, 

6E:2*, suggests 

founding unit. It is inferred that 

structure 6E:l* was reoriented at the time structure 6E:2* 

was added. This remodeling probably occurred within a 

fairly short period of time after 6E:l* was initially 

constructed since the structure was remodeled and reused 

rather than replaced by a new structure in a new location. 

The latter might have occurred if the structure was nearing 

the end of its uselife. The fact that it was reused 

suggests that the wood members of the superstructure were 

still solid and the house in general was still in good 

shape. However, the reason for the reorientation and 

remodeling is problematic. 

It is tempting to wonder why structure 6E:2* was not 

simply constructed on the west side of structure 6E:l*, 
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to remodel. This is thereby eliminating the need 

particularly intriguing since 

space in 6E:l* remained the same 

reorientation. 

the arrangement of interior 

after the remodeling and 

structure 6E:l* is a Type 

distinctive 

partitioned 

use-areas including 

area indicate that 

sleeping may have taken place in 

5 structure. The three 

the presence of a 

cooking, working, and 

these spatially discrete 

areas. For this reason, it is inferred that structure 6E:l* 

served as the focus of most indoor daily activities. 

structure 6E:2* is a Type 1 structure (store rooms and 

possible work rooms). The use-areas present in this 

structure, as well as the distribution of artifacts, 

indicate that 

the central 

storage occurred in the peripheral area while 

area was left open for other activities, 

perhaps including sleeping. 

These structures differ in certain other physical 

traits (also see Appendix B). Structure 6E:l* has a formal 

entryway, hearth, and plastered floor. Structure 6E:2* lacks 

all of these traits except that the central portion of the 

floor is plastered. The differences may be used as a 

starting point for outlining the essential characteristics 

of the founding units. 

in designating the 

necessary for the 

Furthermore, they may be informative 

basic types of use-areas that are 

maintainence of the household, 

particularly in the absence of multiple structures. 
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While each of these structures had abundant floor 

assemblages, artifacts were not plotted on the house plans; 

it is therefore not possible to further discuss the spatial 

arrangement of activities within these structures; however, 

some general inferences are possible. The wide diversity of 

artifacts present suggests that the complete (or nearly 

complete) range of household activities are represented in 

the assemblages of both structures. Also, the variety and 

classes of artifacts suggest that many of these household 

activities could have been carried out in either structure. 

Furthermore, the presence of certain implements (such as 

projectile points) indicates that occupants of the courtyard 

group participated in an additional range of activities 

that, because of their nature, could not be carried out in 

the structure itself. 

Courtyard Groups in Residential Area # 3 

Courtyard Group 3-1 

Only 

Area # 3 

one courtyard group was exposed in Residential 

although earlier structures indicate previous 

construction 

phase. It 

activity during and preceding the Sacaton 

is doubtful that the full complement of 

structures comprising this courtyard group was exposed, but, 

as defined, this group consists of three structures: 8F:2*, 

8F:4, 8F:5 (Figure 10.3). Although structure 8F:2* has been 
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previously dated to the Snaketown phase (Wilcox, McGuire, 

and Sternberg 1981:Table 5, 118; Haury 1976:362) at a 

confidence level of 2, artifacts dating to the Sacaton 

phase in the structure indicate that it may, in fact, date 

to the Sacaton phase. This determination is based on the 

presence of Sacaton phase artifacts on the floor and on its 

position relative to other structures. It is possible that 

Structure 8E:6 forms part of this group as well, despite its 

distance from the other structures, but floor and fill 

artifacts would seem to indicate a Santa Cruz date. It is 

worth noting that if SE:6 were to be included, this group 

would possess a square structure like many of the other well 

developed groups at the site. 

Structure 8F:5 is a multi-use structure (Type 6) while 

much of the floors in both SF:4 and SE:6 are covered with 

platforms. Structure 8F:2* consists of largely open floor 

space. 

Courtyard Groups in Residential Area # 4 

The identification and growth of courtyard groups in 

the southwest quadrant (Blocks 9F, 9G, 10F, lOG) of the site 

have been discussed at length (Wilcox, McGuire, and 

Sternberg 1981; Howard 1985). Further examination of the 

temporal and spatial distribution of structures in this 

area confirms many previous conclusions; however, a few 

modifications are in order. 
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Courtyard Group 4-1 

The first evidence of occupation in the general 

location of Courtyard Group 4 is during the Colonial period 

with Structure lOF:26. However, it appears that this 

structure was oriented to the west, away from what would 

become Group 4-1 in the Sacaton phase. A floor fragment, 

10F:5, may have been contemporaneous with 

structure. 

this early 

The first clearly definable courtyard group was 

constructed during the early part of the Sacaton phase 

(Figure 10.4). Structure 10F:23 was built over 10F:26 but 

was oriented in the opposite direction, to the east. 

Structure 9F:I0, also of the Early Sacaton phase, is 

oriented toward the same courtyard. Given the relationship 

between structures it is probable that either lOF:21 or 

lOF:22 was also part of this group; if each was sequentially 

constructed and abandoned another stage of development may 

have occurred. If this is the case, Structure 10F:22 may 

have been constructed after lOF:21, given that the former 

lies in front of the latter. Other, unexcavated structures 

may have also been part of this group. 

Use-areas indicate that these structures were used 

differently. Structure 9F:10 is open except for a hearth 

and thus could have been used for a variety of purposes. A 

series of pits arranged down the center of the floor in 

structure lOF:23 indicates that this may have served largely 
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as a work space. An inferred partition wall in structure 

lOF:2l indicates that a sleeping area may have been present 

and separated from another sleeping area or other activity 

areas in this structure. 

structure lOF:21 fell out of use when lOF:l6 or lOF:l7 

was constructed. These latter two structures are probably 

not contemporanious given the placement of lOF:l7 in front 

of lOF:l6. Another stage of construction may be indicated. 

structure lOF:l6 has two hearths and two areas at opposite 

ends of the structure that may be partitioned, indicating 

that perhaps two families or two households resided together 

in this group. If this is the case and if this structure was 

a replacement for lOF:2l, it might be argued that the 

partition wall in the latter structure divided the sleeping 

or work areas for two different social groups. structure 

lOF:17 is untyped. There is evidence of storage in 

structure lOF:22 along with a hearth, which is surrounded by 

single floor holes that may have served as backrests or 

other features for a number of individuals working in this 

area. 

Courtyard Group 4-2 

There are two possible interpretations of the 

development of this group. The first is that this group 

consisted initially of two ~ub-groups facing a common 

courtyard that later merged into one large group. The 
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second possibility is that three sub-groups were present 

that shared a common courtyard. 

If the first interpretation is accepted, the large 

courtyard group shows evidence of expansion over time. The 

courtyard itself remained fairly consistent in size yet the 

number of structures added around the perimeter increased 

with only a few structures being abandoned and replaced. 

While all structures in this group are oriented toward the 

common courtyard area, they exhibit two different 

orientations. Those that are slightly off-kilter from the 

rest are inferred to be late additions to the group; these 

were positioned in such a way so as to be able to fit 

between and beside existing structures while still focusing 

on the courtyard. 

During the first stage of construction (stage A), 

structures 10F:IO, lOF:13, lOF:19, and lOG:8 were built. It 

is not possible to determine the finer details of the 

construction sequence. However, examination of Figure 10.4 

indicates that these structures are arranged in two groups 

separated by the courtyard. structures 10F:IO and lOG:8 

were erected with their entryways close together and at 

right angles to one another at the south side of the 

courtyard. structures lOF:19 and 10F:13 are at the north 

end of the courtyard and are positioned a greater distance 

apart. 

social 

This distribution may 

or economic groups 

indicate that two separate 

shared the same courtyard; 
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however, it is also possible that these were simply the 

first structures built in a planned group that grew slowly. 

Two or three structures were added during the second 

stage of construction (stage B). Structure 10F:13 was 

replaced by 10F:1S, which was built partially over the 

latter. Structures 10F:24 and 10G:10 were also added at 

this time with 10G:10 oriented toward the northern 

structures in the group. It is possible that another 

structure was once present in an open space (unexcavated 

area?) at the western perimeter of the courtyard. However, 

at least two courtyard groups, perhaps more, exhibit this 

characteristic, suggesting that perhaps many courtyard 

groups were open on one side. This space could be a 

reflection of the social seperatation of the postulated 

northern and southern portions of this group. 

The structure types present shed some light on the 

question of cooperation between residents in this courtyard 

group. During stage A the northern sub-group is 

characterized by a Type 4 (10F:19) structure plus an 

untyped fragmentary floor (10F:13) and possibly a Type 6 

(10G:10) structure. During Stage B the fragmentary floor is 

replaced by a Type 5 structure (10F:1S) and a Type 2 

structure (10F:24) is added along with a Type 6 structure 

(10G:10)--although this latter structure may have been added 

previously, The southern sub-group remains unchanged 

throughout both stages and consists of a Type 2 (10F:10) and 
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a Type 5 (lOG:8) structure. The result is that the new 

structures added in the northern sub-group duplicate use

area types already present in the southern sub-group. Since 

the structures in the southern sub-group were presumably 

still in use at this time, one possible interpretation is 

that the types of space in Type 2 and Type 5 structures were 

used as personal family space and thus were replicated in 

the northern and southern groups despite the merging of the 

group of structures into one large group. 

The second possible interpretation of the development 

of this group is that three sub-groups, each consisting of 

two structures, were arranged around the perimeter of the 

same courtyard. Structures lOF:IO (Type 2) and lOG:8 (Type 

5) formed the southern sub-group. Structures lOF:19 (Type 

4) and lOG:IO (Type 6) occupied the northeastern edge of the 

the courtyard. Structure lOF:lS (Type 5) replaced Structure 

lOF:13 and was paired with Structure lOF:24 (Type 2). In 

essence each of these three sub-groups has similar types of 

use-areas despite differences in house types. Two sub

groups have both Type 2 (open floors and a hearth) and Type 

5 (an open floor, a hearth area, and a work area) structures 

while the third sub-group has Type 4 (an open area, a hearth 

area, and evidence for storage) and Type 6 (multi-use 

structure with a work area, a platform area presumably used 

for storage, an open area, and a hearth). The difference is 

that in this last sub-group storage is evident and perhaps 
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emphasized more than in the other structures, but storage 

could have taken place, yet the evidence no preserved, in 

any of the structures. Thus, there is evidence to suggest 

that most use-area types are duplicated in each of these 

sub-groups and that there is sufficient open space in all 

structures for storage. Clearly, as many as three distinct 

economic groups may have shared this courtyard. The 

duplication of use-areas indicates that each of these sub

groups may be a household in and of itself. This is in 

contrast to the first interpretation, where only two 

households are inferred. The degree to which independent 

households shared common intramural use-areas is not known, 

but their arrangment around a common courtyard indicates 

that at least some facilities (inferred to be present in the 

courtyard area) and activities were shared and that pooling 

of resources may have occurred. 

Courtyard Groups 4-3 and 4-4 

structures exposed on the east side of Residential Area 

# 4 lay adjacent to a rather large unexcavated expanse of 

real estate. Partial representations of two courtyard 

groups were uncovered (Figure 10.5); additional unexcavated 

structures affiliated with these courtyard groups are likely 

present. The few use-area types represented, the limited 

range of activities and uses indicated by the floor 

assemblages, and the incomplete appearance of the groups 
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themselves suggest that other structures were likely 

present. These two courtyard groups are described together 

because the sequence of development is in question as are 

their actual components. 

Two sequences of development can be suggested. First, 

it is possible that the structures in this area were at one 

time affiliated with one large group that later fragmented. 

In this reconstruction, Structures 10G:18, 10G:3, 10G:2, 

10G:13, 10G:12, and possibly additional unexcavated 

structures, may have formed one large courtyard group (4-3). 

Later, Structure 10G:2 was reoriented, becoming part of 

another group to the west (Courtyard Group 4-5). At this 

time, Structure 10G:16 may have been added, forming a new 

group in the area (4-4). The courtyard would have been 

reduced in size and 

further north than, 

the group would have been positioned 

but still overlapping, the original 

courtyard. Some of the southern structures from the earlier 

group (4-3) may have fallen out of use (such as 10G:12 and 

10G:13), others may have continued to be used (such as 10G:3 

or the floor above 10G:3, and 10G:18), and newly constructed 

structures (hypotheti~al structures in the unexcavated area 

to the east) may have been added to the new group (4-4). 

In the second reconstruction, two adjacent and 

relatively contemporaneous courtyard groups may have been 

present initially. Group 4-3 would have consisted of three 

excavated structures: 10G:18, 10G:3, 10G:16. A large gap 
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around the eastern and northern perimeter suggests that 

additional unexcavated structures were part of this group. 

This group would have been relatively long-lived as 

indicated by the remodeling and replacement of structures. 

In particular, structure lOG:18 exhibits evidence of 

extended use in that there is a sequential replacement of 

two hearths. The continued use of the area is suggested by 

an unnumbered floor fragment stratigraphically above 

structure lOG:3. It is possible that the construction of 

this floor fragment, which had two adjacent hearths and an 

entryway, corresponds in time to the remodeling of structure 

lOG:18. 

Three structures (lOG:2, lOG:13, and lOG:12) form the 

southern group (4-4) and, as noted, other unexcavated 

structures may have also been included. structure lOG:12 

was unplaced in time (Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg 

1981:Figure 15, Table 5) but appears to be Sacaton in age. 

Although this structure is probably part of Group 4-4, it 

may have been used by group 4-3 after group 4-4 was 

abandoned. 

structure lOG:2 was originally oriented to the east and 

was part of Courtyard Group 4-4. Later it was reoriented 

and became part of another group (4-5). Data are 

unavailable to determine if the floor of lOG:2 was simply 

replastered and and the structure reoriented or if time 

elapsed (and extensive deposition occurred) between the use 
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of the two floors in this structure. since it was remodeled 

and reused in a different context, it is not possible to 

discuss the use of intramural space while it was part of 

Courtyard Group 4-4. Group 4-4 was likely abandoned when 

structure lOG:2 was reoriented and became 

Group 4-5. 

part of Courtyard 

The relative 

the group to the 

contemporaneity of this group (4-4) and 

north (4-3) is indicated by a continuous 

burned layer in a structure in each group, in structures 

lOG:16 and lOG:12, which indicates that both were burned at 

the same time. structure lOG:12 is positioned directly 

behind and abutts the back wall of lOG:16 while its floor is 

reportedly 20cm lower than lOG:16 (Lancaster Field Notes and 

Photographs, ASM Archives and Collections). The pit for 

lOG:12 was probably deeper than that for lOG:16, since both 

structures apparently show the same burn (Lancaster Field 

Notes). The burning episode indicates minimally that these 

two structures were standing at the same time and that they 

were likely in use at the same time. Despite the 

contemporaneity of these two structures, occupation of Group 

4-3 may have persisted longer than ~n the southern group, 

given the evidence for remodeling and new construction 

events. 

Courtyard Group 4-5 

A south-facing Colonial period structure (lOF:28) 
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located at the south edge of this area may represent what 

remains of an earlier courtyard group. Any relationship that 

may have existed between this structure and the later 

Sacaton phase courtyard group cannot be determined because 

no other Colonial period structures were exposed here. 

However, the courtyard itself would have been located south 

of Group 4-5. 

The sequence of construction of the Sacaton phase 

courtyard group can be partially reconstructed on the basis 

of the superpositioning of and the horizontal relations 

between structures (Figure 10.6). Using these data it is 

inferred that Structures 10F:6 and possibly the unplaced 

structure 10G:5 formed part of an early group. Each of 

these is oriented in a common direction and underlies later 

structures in the group. 

development Structures 10F:1 

During the next stage of 

and 10F:14 were constructed. 

These structures are closely spaced, leaving only a small 

open courtyard area between them. It is possible that 

structure 10F:4 was constructed during this stage and that 

structure 10G:2 was reoriented at this time, becoming a part 

of this group. If this reconstruction is accurate, then the 

largest portion of the courtyard area would have been 

located west of structure 10G:2, between this structure and 

the three new structures to the west. Work Area 1, a dense 

concentration of pits and aligned postholes (partitions or 

wind breaks), may have been established at this time. 
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Subsequent construction events led to the expansion of 

the courtyard area and the addition of new houses. 

Structures lOF:4 (Type 8) and lOG:2 (untyped) were likely 

occupied at this time. structures 10F:3 (Type 2) was 

constructed over Structure lOF:14 (Type 1) and lOF:9* (Type 

3) was added over lOG:5 (untyped). structure 10F:l was 

burned and presumably removed, opening up a larger central 

courtyard that completelY encircled Work Area 1. structure 

lOF:3 is similar in size and shape and in other construction 

details to structure lOF:l (and both are Type 2 structures), 

indicating that the former may have replaced the latter in 

its use by the occupying group. Structure lOG:6 (Type 2) was 

positioned at the northern edge of the courtyard, presumably 

after Structure lOF:l was removed. This structure open 

directly into Work Area 1. It is possible that another 

structure 

periphery 

courtyard 

was in the unexcavated gap in 

of the courtyard. structure 

group to the north, may have 

the northwest 

lOF:I0, of a 

prohibited the 

construction of a structure in this area. structure lOG:2 

may have remained in use after the courtyard group expanded 

or it may have been abandoned earlier. 

courtyard Group 4-6 

A fair amount of construction activity occurred in this 

area prior to the establishment of the final Sacaton phase 

courtyard group. However, it is only possible to discuss the 
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latest group because it is likely that many earlier floors 

were not excavated and those earlier floors that were 

exposed (structures lOF:2 and lOF:l2) are extremely 

fragmentary owing to excessive disturbance and activity in 

the area. 

The latest configuration consists of three to four 

structures: lOF:5, lOF:9, lOF:ll and possibly lOF:l*, a 

fragmentary floor (Figure 10.7). Other, unexcavated 

structures may be part of this group as well. structure 

lOF:9 has two floors, the first directly underlying the 

latest, potentially indicating that this structure was used 

for an extended period. 

courtyard Group 4-7 

This courtyard 

Residential Area # 4, 

group, in a peripheral postion within 

is located to the west of Mound 40 

rather than to the north as the other courtyard groups in 

this area are (Figures 10.1 and 10.7). Incomplete excavation 

of adjacent areas may account for its isolation from the 

remainder of the group (Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg 1981: 

Figure 14). 

Two stages of development 

The earliest, constructed during 

consists of three structures 

fragment, 11F:9, 11F:IO) which 

are visible in this group. 

the early Sacaton phase, 

(Structures IlF:l*--a floor 

encircle a relatively small 

courtyard. The association of IlF:l*, a small amorphous 



GROUP 4-6 

o Structure 

® Burned structure 

,~) Association uncertain 

, -, Courtyard area 
\_~ 

GROUP 4-7 

STAGE A 

STAGE B 

10F:9* Structure excavated 
in 1934-1935 

IOF:5 Structure excavated 
in 1964-1965 

(4) House type 

(?) House type unknown 

IOF:II(6) 

~---~ 
, .~. •• •• IOF:2 (Work d" :".: Area ?) 

10F:I*(?) \. ____ ~~IOF:5(2) 

IOF:9(2) 

IIF:9(4) 

o 
I 
meters 

)0\ .. ··· .. IIF:78(Work 
II F: I (1) ~ O~ ... .. : Area) 

'. 
IIF:10(5) 

C""-\II F: 5 (?) 
II F:8(S)/) .. v-{ 

f...( 6"F:7A(?1 
...... _ .. ' 

N 

-I-

Figure 10.7. The development of courtyard Groups 4-6 and 4-7. 

487 

30 , 



488 

floor fragment, with this group is inferred solely on the 

basis of its position relative to other structures in the 

group. 

A formalized extramural work area (structure 11F:7B) is 

situated behind structure 11F:10 and is distinct from the 

courtyard itself. This work area is represented by a 

fragmentary plastered floor with numerous roasting pits and 

pits of indeterminate nature, which are surrounded by curved 

alignments of holes that likely represent partition walls or 

wind breaks. 

The contemporaneity of this work area and the first 

stage of construction in the Sacaton phase Group 4-7 is not 

certain. Previously assigned to the Pioneer period, yet at 

a low confidence lwvel (Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg 

1981:129), this area may predate the Sacaton phase 

courtyard. However, floor depth (0.65 m below present 

ground surface) is commensurate with at least one 

surrounding Sacaton phase structure (11F:5, 0.60 m below 

present ground surface). When the courtyard group was 

reorganized, this work area or the overlying floor fragment 

was incorporated more fully into the group. 

During the second stage of construction, this group 

shifted slightly to the northeast. Structure 11F:8 replaced 

structure 11F:9. structure 11F:5 was positioned at the 

northern periphery of the courtyard. structures 11F:1 and 

11F:IO fell out of use and structure 11F:7A, a fragmentary 
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floor, was constructed over the work area (11F:7B). 

Courtyard Groups in Residential Area # 5 

Residential Area # 5 is located just west of Mound 37. 

A series of structures that form at least one and possibly 

parts of five or more courtyard groups was excavated in the 

residential area. Testing in this zone was extremely spotty 

(Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg 1981:Figure 14) making it 

difficult to reconstruct the sequence of development or to 

identify definite segments of courtyard groups. structures 

are clustered in one area, indicating the presence of at 

least one group that shows evidence of a long-term 

development (Courtyard Group 5-1). Several structures 

located at the periphery of this group and oriented away 

from it may have formed other courtyard groups; however, 

exposure in the area was too incomplete to permit one to 

determine how many other groups are present or to ascertain 

whether these are isolated structures (Figure 10.1). 

Courtyard Group 5-1 

At least four stages of development are identifiable in 

this area. However, not enough of the 

reconstruct this group during any 

area was exposed to 

stage; little can be 

inferred about the uses of structures since many are floor 

fragments. Stratigrapic relationships between structures and 

floor fragments indicates that one of the first Sacaton 
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phase structures in this area is structure 10J:4. This 

conclusion is based on the position of this structure 

beneath structure 10J:1. An unnumbered floor fragment 

overlies structure 10J:1 which in turn underlies structure 

10J:2. A number of other structures are located nearby, but 

none can definitively be assigned to this courtyard group. 

courtyard Group 5-2 

A second group (5-2) in this residential area is 

represented by structures 111:3 and IlJ:l. These two 

structures are positioned south of, and behind, Structure 

111:4. This latter structure blocks the former two 

structures from Group 5-1, supporting the inference that 

these structures represent a separate courtyard group. The 

orientation of structure 11J:1 to the south rather than 

towards 111:3 indicates that additional structures may be 

present in unexcavated areas to the south (or that these two 

structures are not contemporaneous). However, together these 

two structures show evidence of all the major use-area types 

and therefore could represent the entire (small) courtyard 

group. One-quarter of the floor area in 11J:1 is covered by 

raised wall benches, while the remainder of the floor is 

open except for the hearth. structure 111:3 is divided into 

two rooms by a partition wall groove. One of the two hearths 

in this structure is located inside the partitioned area. 

The nature of this partitioned area suggests that perhaps 
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two distinct economic groups inhabited this courtyard group; 

if this is the case it is even more likely that additional 

structures were once present. 

courtyard Groups in Residential Area # 6 

Courtyard Group 6-1 

Structures 81:1* and 81:3* represent a small Sacaton 

courtyard group (Figure 10.8). However, before proceeding 

with the discussion, it must be pointed out that testing in 

areas around these structures was less extensive than for 

the other small courtyard groups. This is significant 

because it is possible that other unexcavated structures are 

present and therefore this could be a larger courtyard 

group. Although trenches were placed in the surrounding 

areas (c.f. Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg 1981:Figure 14) 

they were short and houses could be present between segments 

of trenches. The positioning of each of the structures is 

more consistent with that of large courtyard groups than 

with other small groups in that the structures are further 

apart, the entryways are focused in a more general direction 

(rather than with reference to one another), and structure 

81:1* is positioned to the side of Structure 81:3*. With 

these qualifications in mind this group is discussed here as 

if it were a small courtyard group. 

This pair of structures is situated along the eastern 
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margin of the central area of the site. The structures are 

located 5 meters apart from one another and the entryway of 

structure 8I:1* faces the south wall of structure 8I:3*. 

Neither structure shows clear evidence of remodeling or 

reorientation so it is difficult to ascertain which, if 

either, structure might have been constructed first. 

structure 8I:3* is the more substantial of the two and 

is similar to structure 6E:1* in several respects. They 

both have plastered floors, hearths, stepped entryways, and, 

like structure 6E:1*, structure 8I:3* is the larger of the 

two. The plastered floor includes a plastered rim around the 

circumference. Although this structure is untyped and no 

intramural features could be defined, several holes are 

present in the floor which, along with the rim, may have 

served as a platform or raised floor support. Because of 

the similarities between 6E:1* and 8I:3*, it is possible 

that 8I:3* is the founding structure of this group. 

In contrast, structure 8I:1* lacks a stepped entryway 

and rim but possesses a hearth and plastered floor. An 

arrangement of floor holes encircling the hearth area in 

this Type 3 structure indicates that an extensive platform 

or raised floor may have been present. In this 

characteristic structure 8I:1* is similar to structure 

6E:2*--both display evidence of a platform around the margin 

of the floor and encircling or bordering an open area. 

The artifact inventories of these two structures are 
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limited relative to other small courtyard groups (Appendix 

D) and, as with most of the 1934-1935 structures, fill and 

floor artifacts were not distinguished. These structures 

also possess a more restricted range of artifacts, many of 

which could be offertory in nature. 

Courtyard Groups in Residential Area # 7 

No courtyard groups were exposed in this area; only two 

isolated structures were found. Coverage was sporadic in 

this area and likely accounts for the absence of courtyard 

groups and additional isolated structures. 

Courtyard Groups in Residential Area # 8 

Courtyard Group 8-1 

Another set of paired structures (Figure 10.8) 

representing a small isolated courtyard group that never 

developed into a larger aggregate is situated 90 m beyond 

(northeast) of Mound 16. Like structures 6E:1* and 6E:2*, 

structures 4H:l* and 4H:2* are positioned unusually close to 

one another; their entryways are only 1.5 m apart but do not 

directly face one another. This characteristic may have 

allowed for easy access--a condition that cannot always be 

accommodated when numerous structures are present in larger 

courtyard groups. A sense of privacy is engendered by the 

relative position of these structures--they are located at a 
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great distance from any other structures. 

There is no direct stratigraphic data for determining 

which of these two structures was built first. However, 

jUdging from the remodeling that occurred in structure 

4H:2*, this room appears to have been used more intensively 

or for a longer period of time than 4H:l*. The relative 

timing of this use is not known; the structure could have 

been constructed first or simply remained in use after 4H:l* 

was abandoned. If these structures were not absolutely 

contemporaneous then the latest constructed room would have 

been ill-placed, given that there would be a depression, a 

rise or structural debris and ash in the location of the 

abandoned structure. This suggests but does not confirm the 

contemporaniety of the two structures; in any event, there 

does not appear to be a long time lapse between their use. 

No complete plan of 4H:l* exists, but the portion that 

was drawn is sufficient to show that 4H:l* and 4H:2* are 

different sizes and shapes. Both structures have plastered 

floors and hearths, but 4H:2* also has a stepped entryway. 

The floor of 4H:2* was also replastered, indicating that 

this structure was used more intensively or lasted longer 

than structure 4H:l*. Without a complete plan of 4H:l* one 

cannot discuss the potential uses of this room. A portion 

of the inventory may be missing as well if the structure was 

not entirely excavated. 

structure 4H:2* shares many characteristics with 
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structure 6E:1*, which was the founding unit in Group 2-1 

and perhaps the structure that was used more frequently for 

a wider range of activities than the secondary structure. 

structure 4H:2* is a Type 5 structure with a hearth, an open 

area, and a probable partition wall along the right side. 

These characteristics, in addition to the stepped entryway 

and the extended use of the structure, are all elements 

shared with 6E:1*--the founding unit in the 6E cluster. 

While the shapes of 6E:1* and 4H:2* differ, these structures 

differ in size by only 6 square meters and each contains an 

abundance of quite similar artifacts. 

As in Group 2-1, there were a number of artifacts in 

both 4H:1* and 4H:2*, but for the majority there is no way 

to determine which were in floor contact, on shelves, or 

deposited after the structure was abandoned. In structure 

4H:2* some vessels were sitting on a layer of course sand 

that covered at least part of the floor. This sand is 

puzzling and there is no indication in the notes as to 

whether the sand was intentionally or naturally deposited. 

A coating of sand on a hard surface would be a welcome 

addition for sleeping or sitting or would be useful for 

keeping filled vessels steady. One jar (Vessel #1) 

contained charred seeds, others contained shell bracelets 

and cut shell pendants. Many of the bowls were inverted over 

the mouths of jars, indicating they served as lids. At 

least one vessel was not directly on the floor or on the 
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sand, but rather it was IDcm above the floor. This may be a 

cover vessel that fell aside when the structure burned and 

collapsed or it may have been resting on a shelf. However, 

no evidence of a shelf or bench are preserved except, 

perhaps for two floor holes on the left side of the room. 

structure 4H:I* contained fewer artifacts than 4H:2*, 

which may be because this structure was not completely 

excavated or was partially destroyed before excavation. A 

number of possible restorable vessels were in the structure 

along with several ground stone implements, and tools 

indicative of food processing, craft production, and ritual 

activity. These data indicate that the inventories of these 

structures were similar to one another (Appendix D) and 

similar to those in the 6E Group as well. 

Courtyard Groups in Residential Area # 9 

No courtyard groups were defined in this residential 

area. 

Summary of Small Courtyard Groups 

Small courtyard groups at Snaketown, those which are 

complete and consist of just two structures, consistently 

exhibit certain characteristics. These characteristics may 

be useful in identifying certain activities, use-areas, and 

traits that are basic to many other courtyard groups at 
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Snaketown. They may also aid in the identification of 

founding structures and of the basic types of use-areas 

that were necessary for the performance of basic household 

tasks. Insights gained from the examination of small 

courtyard groups may be informative about the basic traits 

expected in structures in larger courtyard groups, whereas 

contrasts between small and large courtyard groups may be 

related to differences in group size and the diversity of 

activities performed in each. 

In small Sacaton phase courtyard groups walls and 

entryways of structures are closely spaced--a characteristic 

that contrasts with many small courtyard groups of earlier 

phases. The entryways of these structures are oriented 

either directly toward one another or at right angles. As 

mentioned above, their proximity allows easy access to both 

structures. Since no other structures are present in these 

areas, there is little advantage in positioning structures 

and entryways so that access is easily gained from a variety 

of different directions. 

The exception to this rule is the 81 group, where 

Structure 81:1* faces 81:3* but the latter faces to the east 

and away from 81:1*. It is possible that 81:1* was a late 

addition, built long after 81:3* and the associated 

courtyard was in use, and so 81:1* was positioned so as not 

to infringe on the previously defined space. The absence of 

a clearly defined courtyard between paired structures may 
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indicate their peripherial location within the site. With 

lower housing density the need to clearly demarcate a 

courtyard would decrease. Furthermore, without other groups 

infringing on these structures, the placement of extramural 

work areas might be more flexible. 

A number of other generalizations can be made about the 

few structures in these small courtyard groups. The largest 

structure in each group (4H:2*, 6E:1*, 8I:3*) has a hearth, 

a stepped entryway, and a plastered floor. This same 

structure appears to be the longest lived of the two, as 

indicated either by evidence of remodeling of the interior, 

a replastered floor, reorientation of a structure, or the 

relative positions of the structures. Two of these (4H:2* 

and 6E:l*) are Type 5 structures, with multiple use-areas 

including hearth areas, open areas, and partitioned areas, 

while the third (8I:3*) structure is untyped. In at least 

one case (6E:l*), the structure exhibiting these 

characteristics is the founding structure of the group 

whereas in these structures in the other two groups are most 

likely the founding structures. 

In each case the presumed secondary structure (4H:1*, 

6E:2*, 8I:1*) lacks a formal step. Two have extensive 

platforms or raised floors which occupy over 50 percent of 

the floor area (6E:2*--Type 1 and 8I:l*--Type 3) and, in at 

least one of these (6E:2*), the platform was used for 

storage. The greatest difference between these two 
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structures is that 6E:2* lacks a hearth, otherwise the 

platforms occupy approximately the same percentage of floor 

space (6E:2*--51 percent, 8 square meters; 8I:1*--65 

percent, 12.25 square meters) and surround a large expanse 

of open floor. The third structure (4H:1*) was incompletely 

excavated and so intramural areas could not be defined. The 

floor is prepared in all of these structures except for 

under the platform in 6E:2*. 

In two small courtyard groups (2-1 and 8-1) artifact 

density and variety is high; the inventories in each of the 

structures duplicate one another to a great extent. 

In sum, small courtyard groups seem to consist of one 

structure that is substantially and formally constructed 

with a stepped entryway. This is inferred to be the 

founding structure and exhibits a fairly consistent set of 

use-areas types: a hearth area, an open area, and either a 

partitioned area or additional open floor space that could 

have been used in comparable ways. 

the structure can be classified they 

In the two cases where 

were a Type 5. The 

presence of extensive platforms in two of the secondary 

structures indicates that space for storage was added after 

the group was initially founded; in the available examples, 

Type 1 and Type 3 structures seem to have fulfilled the same 

purpose (as additional storage space) with supplemental 

activities centering in these structures as well. 

All of the basic use-area types are represented in 
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Group 2-1 (hearth area, open area, peripheral storage, use 

of the intermediate zone for storage and as a work 

area/partitioned area), whereas in the other two groups the 

presence of an incomplete structure and an untyped structure 

preclude such comparisons. However, the use of space in 

structure 4H:2* of Group 8-1 is similar to that in Structure 

6E:l* of Group 2-1 just as the layout of structure 8I:3* is 

similar to Structure 6E:2*. While this does not demonstrate 

the presence of the same use-areas in all structures, it 

does suggest that the full range of use-area types will be 

present in the paired structures. 

The sample of small Sacaton phase courtyard groups at 

Snaketown is small, and so limits the conclusions that can 

be drawn and the generalizations that can be made. It would 

be useful to compare the examples at Snaketown to small 

Sacaton phase courtyards at other sites. However, the 

sites that can be used for comparison will be few because 

large areas around structures are rarely stripped 

extensively. As a result of small exposures, many 

structures in courtyard groups may go unnoticed. Also, in 

many cases, the constituent structures that are identified 

in courtyard groups are often not completely excavated, 

making it impossible to discuss the intramural arrangement 

of space. It would also be useful to examine small 

courtyard groups from earlier phases at other sites where 

adequate exposure was achieved in order to determine Hhether 
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or not the suggested patterns have time depth. 

Summary of Large Courtyard Groups 

Only 10 large courtyard groups are identifiable at 

Snaketown during the Sacaton phase; three of these are 

complete or nearly complete; Groups 1-2, 4-2, and 4-S}, 

while seven appear to be partial (i.e., more than one 

structure appears to be missing around the perimeter of the 

group). There are three groups (1-1, 5-1, 5-2) with fewer 

than three structures that appear to be incomplete 

representations of large courtyard groups. Numerous 

additional isolated structures were also excavated in these 

residential areas; these may have been 

courtyard groups at one time, but not 

associated with 

enough of the 

surrounding area was excavated to determine that they were 

actually associated with other structures. The nature of 

intramural use-areas and the extent of exposure in nearby 

locations may help determine the likelihood as to whether 

these structures were parts of courtyard groups. It is also 

possible that some of these isolated structures were never 

associated with courtyard groups. 

Structures in large courtyard groups are generally 

widely spaced (Figure 10.1). In part this contrast with 

small groups relates to the configuration of larger 

courtyard groups. Structures in large groups are positioned 

around the perimeter of a courtyard in a way that closes off 
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entryways of structures 

interior courtyard. 

in large courtyard 

usually oriented toward the common courtyard. 

503 

Also, the 

groups are 

However, the 

orientation of structures in large groups may be adjusted to 

face both the courtyard and a subset of adjacent structures, 

as was suggested in the discussions of Group 4-2. 

As with small courtyard groups at least one structure 

in a large group has a stepped entryway (Table 10.1). The 

one exception to this rule is Group 3-1, in which additional 

structures were probably present but were not exposed. Even 

in groups where two sub-groups of structures have been 

proposed, at least one structure in each of the sub-groups 

has a stepped entryway. structures with steps in these 

groups always have hearths and are most commonly Type 2 and 

Type 5 structures; however, these are also the most 

frequently occurring house types in courtyard groups. House 

Types with the highest percentage of stepped structures in 

these groups are Types 2, 3, 5, and 7. The permanency of 

the structure and the nature of the uses to which it is put 

may be factors in whether a step is constructed or not. It 

is perhaps not surprising that the house type in which steps 

occur most frequently has raised floors or platforms over 

much of the floor (Type 3). 

The most frequently occurring house types in courtyard 

groups are Types 2 and 5 (Table 10.1). The frequency of 

Type 5 houses, work room and cooking structures, may be 
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explained by the need for indoor work areas in every 

courtyard group. Type 2 houses may occur more frequently 

than others either because of the need for and versatility 

of open floor space or because these represent a catch-all 

category of structures in which use-area types other than 

the hearth and open floor space were not preserved. 

Despite the frequency of Type 2 and Type 5 structures, 

they do not occur in every courtyard group. While many 

structures in courtyard groups have not been typed and many 

two types are not represented groups are incomplete, these 

in some complete courtyard 

types with similar use-areas 

groups. However, comparable 

are usually present in these 

groups. For example, Group 2-1 has structures with hearths, 

open space, and partitioned areas or work areas as well as 

storage areas and peripheral benches or platforms. Thus, the 

same types of use-areas are present but in differing 

combinations. Furthermore, some of the types that are 

present are quite similar to those in Type 2 and 5 

structures; the only difference between structure 5G:10 

(Type 1) and a Type 2 structure is that the former lacks a 

hearth. In structure 5G:2 (Type 6), a partitioned work area 

is present (as in Type 5 structures) and so is a storage 

platform, making it a different structure type. The same 

correlations in use-area types may be made in other groups. 

Thus, while house 

groups that are 

types may 

relatively 

differ among groups, those 

complete exhibit a fairly 
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consistent range of use-area types. This indicates that the 

use of space within the group of structures as a whole was 

fairly consistent across courtyard groups. 

Despite overall similarities there are differences 

between courtyard groups in the amount of space devoted to 

different use-area types. Many use-area types are 

duplicated within groups, with the result that a particular 

type occurs in more than one structure. Furthermore, the 

amount of space occupied by particular use-areas varies 

between structures in a single courtyard group and also 

between structures in different courtyard groups. This may 

indicate one of two things. First, it may suggest that 

particular groups placed different degrees of emphasis on 

different kinds of activities (such as craft manufacturing). 

On the other hand, a replication of use-area types may be an 

indication that multiple families or households shared a 

common courtyard but used and inhabited their own set (or at 

least a sub-set) of structures. These sub-groups may have 

emphasized certain activities over others as well, thereby 
. --

leading to an even greater percentage of space devoted to 

certain types of use-areas. 

In most courtyard groups there is evidence in one or 

more structures for use of the peripheral areas for storage; 

at least one structure in each of these groups possesses 

evidence of a platform, pits, artifacts, or vessel supports 

in peripheral areas. Groups lacking such evidence, such as 
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Group 4-3, are usually incomplete; use-areas of this type 

could have easily have been present in unexcavated 

structures. In those groups lacking definitive evidence of 

storage, there is plenty of open space where artifacts that 

were removed upon abandonment could have been stored without 

shelves. 

There is evidence to 

arrangement of space and 

performed in a structure 

suggest that decisions as to the 

the selection of activities 

were sometimes made prior to 

construction. Intramural space was not added to a generic 

structure; rather, many structures were built to accommodate 

a particular set of use-area types. strong evidence that 

the organization of space was planned prior to construction 

is provided by structure SG:2, where the entryway was offset 

to provide for a large work area in the opposite corner. 

Moreover, variability in the form and size of structures in 

this courtyard group (Group 1-2) does not appear to be 

random but rather suggests that these differences reflect 

differences in the way the interior space was going to be 

used. Similarly, in Group 4-5 one square house associated 

with an early stage of courtyard group development was 

destroyed and another square structure was built as a 

replacement in a more suitable location around the perimeter 

of the larger courtyard. This replacement of one structure 

by another that shares similar intramural characteristics 

suggests that, in at least some cases, the use to which a 
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structure was to be put was decided prior to construction 

and that structure morphology was keyed in various ways to 

the number, types, and arrngement of use-areas present. 

In other instances a structure in a group remained in 

use but intramural space was reorganized. Such structures 

exhibit changes in the way space is used and organized and 

in the types of use-areas present. For example, the 

entryway in Structure lOG:18 was repositioned from the 

center to the left side of the long wall, presumably to 

accommodate changes in the use of various portions of the 

structure. In Structures SG:8 and 6G:8*, the hearths were 

filled in and benches or shelves were added around the 

perimeter of the floor. 

In other cases, as when a structure is reoriented, 

modifications may be made to intramural space but the actual 

use of various sectors of the room may not vary 

substantially. For instance, Structure 6G:l was reoriented 

and a platform was constructed around the perimeter. In the 

earlier phase of use, the peripheral area may have been 

used in a similar way but without a formal platform. The 

types of use-areas and the amount of space devoted to each 

remained the same in structure 6E:l* even after it was 

reoriented and the use-areas were adjusted to accommodate 

the reorientation. Thus, the space in structures may be 

modified either with or without a major change in the way 

intramural space was used and organized. 
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As in small 60urtyard groups, one or more structures in 

large courtyard groups often show evidence of extended use. 

As the configuration of courtyard groups changes or as the 

location of groups shifts, structures may be reoriented or 

remodeled. The characteristics of remodeled or reoriented 

structures are not consistent; there is no evidence to 

indicate that particular types of structures with particular 

types of use-areas or certain traits were more likely to be 

used over an extended period of time. 

These data indicate that house use-life and the life 

span of courtyard groups vary independently. This is not 

surprising in that structures are often built at different 

times during courtyard group development; some are added and 

others are abandoned while the group as a whole persists. 

Some structures appear to be abandoned and demolished 

prematurely--before others built at about the same time. As 

noted, some structures may be abandoned and others may 

remain in use when the size of the courtyard is expanded. 

In other cases, a courtyard group and most of the 

associated structures will be abandoned while one or more of 

its constituent structures is modified and incorporated 

into another group and continue to be used. Thus, estimates 

of house 

use-life 

use-life may 

of courtyard 

be irrelevant in estimations of the 

absolute 

est~blished. 

contemporaneity 

groups--particularly 

of structures 

Rather, a composite figure of the 

since 

cannot 

the 

be 

use-life of 
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component structures may be useful in establishing a general 

range for the life span of a courtyard group (Seymour n.d.). 

As was suggested for the small courtyard groups, in 

most relatively complete large courtyard groups the largest 

structure in each (SG:l, 6G:1, 10F:10, 10F:9*, 10F:11) has 

a hearth, a stepped entryway, and a plastered floor. In 

contrast to small courtyard groups, this structure is not 

necessarily the longest-lived in the group. This 

difference may be related to the complexity of development 

in large courtyard groups. 

The Distribution of Work Areas 

On the north or east sides of courtyard groups there is 

often an extramural work area or a structure in which the 

floor space is entirely or mostly open. These areas may 

have been loci of daily activities that required certain 

types of open space. The extramural surface (11F:7B) in 

group 4-7 is located on the east side of the group. Another 

example is an extramural work area noted to the east of 

Structure 9F:4 in Group 4-1. In Group 4-6 structures focus 

toward a courtyard that is partially occupied by a work area 

(Structure 10F:2 complex; which does not appear to be a 

structure) that is positioned on the northeast side of the 

group. Courtyard Group 4-5 surrounds a work area that is 

positioned in the northeastern portion of the open 

courtyard. structure 5G:I0, a featureless room, is located 
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at the northeast portion of Courtyard Group 1-2 as is an 

unexcavated area that may have revealed an extramral work 

area. Work Area # 1 in Blocks lOF and lOG is located east 

of Courtyard Group 4-2 and northeast of Group 4-5. 

Additional extramural work areas may not have been exposed 

in courtyards and around the periphery of structures since 

these areas were not the target of excavations. However, 

the consistent placement of the known work areas that were 

discovered may be related to the prevailing wind direction 

at Snaketown (Haury 1976); since the wind is usually from 

the southwest, smoke and smells from the work area would 

blow away from the courtyard group. 

Burned structures 

In Chapter 4 it was argued that a structure may have 

been burned upon the abandonment of the courtyard group. 

The possibility was discussed that burned structures 

affiliated with the latest stage of a courtyard group may 

have been burned at the death of an individual as the 

courtyard group was abandoned. If this is correct, one 

expectation is that there should be at least one burned 

structure in each courtyard group associated with the latest 

stage of development for that group. 

In most of the large courtyard groups, as in the small 

groups, at least one structure associated with the final 

stage of development is burned (Figures 10.2 - 10.8). 
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phase structures may have been burned at 

abandonment of the courtyard group (e.g., 

in Group 8-1; Structures 5G:2, 5G:I0, 5G:12 

in Group 1-2; structure 5G:4 in Group 1-3; structures 6E:1* 

and 6E:2* in Group 2-1; Structure 9F:4 in Group 4-1; 

structure 10F:19 in Group 4-2; structures 10G:16 and 10G:18 

in Group 1-3; structure 10G:12 in Group 4-4; Structures 

10F:3, 10F:4, and 10G:6 in Group 4-5; Structures lOF:5 and 

10F:ll in Group 4-6; Structure l1I:4 in Group 5-1). This 

figure includes some groups in which two or three burned 

structures were 

development. 

associated with the latest stage of 

The absence of burned structures in some groups 

related to the incomplete excavation of the area. 

may be 

All but 

two large courtyard groups have at least one burned 

structure represented in the latest structures occupied; the 

two exceptions are likely incomplete groups. On the other 

hand, these groups may have been abandoned under different 

circumstances than groups that do have burned structures. 

Exceptions may occur in cases where abandonment of a 

group occurred for reasons other than death (which will be 

hard to corroborate independently), such as those abandoned 

as a result of site abandonment. This explanation may 

account for why burned structures do not occur in all 

courtyard groups; 

reasons would not 

those that were abandoned for other 

be expected to have burned structures. 
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However, most courtyard groups exhibiting a full 

developmental cycle (and when all associated structures were 

excavated) should have a burned structure associated with 

the last construction sequence in the group if they were 

abandoned before the site was abandoned. Furthermore, 

other structures in courtyard groups may have been burned 

earlier in the developmental sequence to destroy the 

structure to make room for new construction, expansion of 

the courtyard area, or to exterminate pests. For example, 

this is suggested for Courtyard Group 4-5, when the group 

expanded in size structure lOF:l was burned and a similar 

structure (lOF:3) was built elsewhere around the perimeter 

of the group. Clearly, in some cases at least, the use-life 

of many individual structures is shorter than term of 

occupation of the group, of the domestic cycle, and of the 

life of any individual member occupying the group. 

If at least one burned structures in each group, had 

been ritually burned, they might show commonalities in the 

types of use-areas present and in the artifacts within. 

But, no correlations between house type 

and structures burned 

Consistencies would not 

late could 

necessarily be 

or use-area types 

be identified. 

expected in the 

morphology of the structures, since it is not being argued 

that these structures were built with symbolic connotations 

specifically to be burned as part of a death rite. Rather, 

these structures are presumed to have been normal 
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constituents of the courtyard groups in which they are 

found; structures used in routine activities associated 

with that group. 

Few meaningful correlations can be made between house 

burning and house types. For obvious reasons there are more 

burned structures among the most frequently occurring house 

types (2 and 5) but burned houses are common among other 

house types as well. Furthermore, those traits that are most 

widespread in all houses (presence of a hearth, open areas 

on the floor, an elongated floor plan) are common 

characteristics of burned houses. Thus, if burning was 

associated with the abandonment of the courtyard group, no 

one structure type was consistently burned. 

Large Sguare structures 

Large squarish structures do seem to be a common 

characteristic of many courtyard groups as Wilcox, McGuire, 

and Sternberg (1981:174) suggested. Large squarish 

structures are found in six of the large courtyard groups 

(structures 5G:l [1-2], 6G:1 [1-3], lOF:1 [4-5BJ, 10F:3 [4-

5C], 10F:10 [4-2], 10F:11 [4-6], 10G:16 [4-3]-

rectangular/ square); these occur in all of the more highly 

developed and relatively complete groups. Their absence in 

the remaining groups may be a consequence of incomplete 

excavation or the fragmentary nature of exposed floors. 

However, smaller square structures do occur in other groups 



(e.g., SE:6 in Group 3-1). 

Unlike structures of other 

structures in large courtyard 
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shapes, many of the square 

groups share a relatively 

consistent set of characteristics, indicating that they may 

have served similar functions across courtyard groups, as 

was suggested by Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg (1981:174). 

All but two possess a stepped entryway; a trench that cuts 

across the entryway area of each of these exceptions may 

have destroyed evidence of the step. All have a hearth and 

over half (n = 4) are burned. These range in size from 27 

to 52 square meters with only one (10F:11) measuring under 

36 square meters. 

The use-area types present in some of these large 

square structures in large courtyard groups seem to parallel 

those in smaller square structures in small courtyard 

groups. Four are Type 2 structures, two are Type 7 

structures, and one is a 

structure (6E:2*) in Group 

Type 6 structure. The square 

2-1 had a perimeter platform 

surrounding an open floor which in many respects is similar 

to the Type 7 structures. The absence of a hearth and the 

greater width of the platform in 6E:2* distinguish this 

structure from large, square Type 7 structures in large 

courtyard groups. structure 4H:2* (Type 5) in Group 8-1 has 

a partitioned area, an open floor, and a hearth that may 

have served the same purpose as the work area in structure 

lOF:ll in the large Courtyard Group 4-6. The difference 
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between the two structures lies mainly in the formality with 

which the work area is set apart in 4H:2*, also, evidence of 

storage (artifacts) was preserved at the margin of the floor 

in Structure lOF:ll. Open areas in structure 4H:2* could 

also have been used for storage. The remaining large square 

structures in large courtyard groups are Type 2 structures 

that may have been used in ways that parallel the other 

square structures. For example, structures lOF:l and lOF:3 

have unusual clay rims around the perimeter, which may have 

helped support a platform or bench. (This feature is also 

present in lOG:4, an isolated large square structure.) 

The square structures in the five courtyard groups in 

Residential Area # 4 are always located on the north or 

south side of a group so that they are facing north or 

south; sometimes the location of the square structure 

changes in a single group from the north to the south side 

(e.g., Group 4-SB-C). In Residential Area # 1 the square 

structures are positioned more variably within the group and 

may be oriented to the north, east, or west. 

Not many artifacts are found in most of these square 

structures in large courtyard groups, making interpretation 

of their use difficult. However, when the meager assemblages 

in these structures are examined together it seems that a 

wide range of stone tools, hunting, agricultural, and food

processing implements, and craft-related and ceremonial 

items characterize these structures. In this way theSe 
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structures are similar to structure 6E:2*--a smaller square 

structure in a small courtyard group that was likely used as 

a storage facility. This latter structure contained a rich 

assemblage of artifacts indicative of a wide range of 

activities and, like two of the square structures in large 

courtyard groups, possessed evidence of a platform around 

the margin of the floor where items could be stored. 

Artifact Densities 

At least one structure in most courtyard groups has a 

relative abundance of floor artifacts. Such structures are 

sometimes present even in portions of the site where houses 

overall do not have a lot of artifacts. Usually there is a 

wide range of artifacts in these rooms, normally consisting 

of lithic implements, craft items, ground stone, ceramic 

vessels, and ritual or non-utilitarian items. However, 

there is no relationship between this characteristic and the 

presence of a step, internal subdivisions, or house type or 

morphology. 

The relative abundance of floor artifacts is more 

likely related to the chance preservation of floor remains 

along with other factors, rather than simply to the 

importance of the structure as Rice (1987a:58, 60) implies 

in his suggested relationship of artifact frequencies to 

"core" and "support" structures at Los Solares. As noted in 

Chapter 3, where an abundance of floor artifacts is present 
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in the structures at Snaketown, there is generally a wide 

range of classes represented. Thus, if similar processes 

are in effect, the consistent presence of certain ritual 

items (either censers or palettes) in those structures at 

Los Solares that have richer assemblages is not unexpected. 

The abundance of certain types of artifacts appears to be 

related to factors of preservation rather than to the 

importance of the structure or its function. On the other 

hand, it might be argued that in cases where evidence of 

ritual abandonment is lacking, an abundance of floor 

artifacts (including palettes and censers) in a structure 

may indicate use of a portion of the structure for storage-

which in Rice's classification would be a "support" 

structure. As Rice (1987a:63) notes, these structures with 

rich floor assemblages (his "core structures") at Los 

Solares exhibit evidence of productive and agricultural 

activities (or residues and tools) and storage of foodstuffs 

and ritual paraphernalia. Those structures designated as 

core houses at Los Solares tend to be larger than the 

"support structures" as well. Many structures at Snaketown 

show evidence of storage, craft production, and ritual 

paraphernalia. However, evidence for storage (in the form 

of pits, pot rests, and platforms) may occur in structures 

exhibiting an absence of or low frequency of artifacts and 

occur in structures of various sizes. 

While the "support" and core" structures in Rice's 
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classification are in no way equilivant to the house types 

proposed here it may be argued on the basis of evidence from 

Snaketown that his categories should be reversed. His 

"core" structures, having more generalized assemblages, may 

instead be "support" structures similar to 6E:2*. House 

6E:2*, a secondary structure (added to the group [2-1] after 

the initial construction of House 6E:l*), contains a high 

density and diversity of artifacts suggestive of a wide 

range of activities. A substantial portion of this 

structure was used for storage. House 6E:l* served as the 

main living quarters until the secondary structure was 

built. A structure, such as 6E:1*, (and other Types 2, 5, 

6, and 8 structures?) that fulfilled the full range (or a 

wide range) of household needs may be more appropriately 

referred to as a "core" structure than 6E:2* (in which 

artifacts were stored), even though the latter contains more 

ritual and craft items than 6E:l*. Yet, at this juncture it 

is necessary to reiterate that in larger courtyard groups 

structures seem to suppliment one another in the use-areas 

present; in this sense, all or most may be considered 

"support" structures. For these reasons, it is more 

fruitful to examine the various uses of structures in 

courtyard groups on the basis of particular morphological 

traits and use-area types in combination with, rather than 

solely on the basis of, the presence of particular artifact 

types or quantities. 
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Conclusions 

Comparisons of courtyard groups, both large and small, 

demonstrate the various ways courtyard groups develop. 

Although incomplete exposure of structures in many courtyard 

groups limits the inferences that can be drawn, it is 

possible to suggest some similarities between groups in the 

types of structures and combinations of use-areas present. 

Comparisons between groups indicate that there is a 

variety of ways of creating appropriate combinations of 

space. Furthermore, suitable amounts and types of space 

often vary through time within a single courtyard group, 

presumably as the needs of the residents change. The more 

complete courtyard groups do exhibit the full range of use

area types, and these are usually distributed among the 

group's structures. Spatial relations between structures 

indicate that courtyard groups are likely distinctive 

cooperative units. However, use-area types, artifact 

inventories, and house types are duplicated both in and 

between courtyard groups. This indicates that courtyard 

groups are sometimes composed of more than one household. 

We may conclude that some aspects of economic and social 

life are shared by members co-residing in a courtyard group 

while in other domains activities of distinctive sub-groups 

are apparent. These issues are discussed further in the 

next chapter. 
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Table 10.1. 

Characteristics of structures in Courtyard Groups 

Grou~ stage House ~ Ste~ Burned 
1-1 A 5G:12 1 Y B 

6G:l ? Y B 
SG:9 2 Y U 

1-2 5G:l 7 Y U 
SG:2 6 N B 
5G:6 8 N'? U 
SG:8 7 N U 
5G:10 1 N B 
5G:12** 3 Y B 
plm: '? 

1-3 5G:4 4 N B 
6G:l 7 Y U 
6G:3 4 N B 
plus '? 

2-1 A 6E:l* 5 Y B 

2-1 B 6E:1* 5 Y B 
6E:2* 1 N B 

3-1 8F:2* 2 N U 
8F:4 8 N U 
8F:S 6 N U 
8E:6'? 3 N U 
plus '? 

4-1 A 10F:26 1 ? U 

4-1 B 9F:10 2 Y'? U 
10F:21 5 N U 
10F:23 5 N U 
(lOF:22**) 4 N1 U 

4-1 C 9F:4 2 Y B1 
lOF:16 5 Y U 
lOF:17 2 N U 
lOF:23 5 N U 
work area to the east of 9F:4 
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Table 10.!' (continued) 

Groue stage House ~ stee Burned 
4-2 A 10F:10 2 Y? U 

10F:13 Frag Y? U 
10F:19 4 N B 
10G:8 5 N U 
10G:10? 6 N U 

4-2 B 10F:10 2 Y? U 
10F:15 5 Y? U 
10F:19 4 N B 
10F:24 2 Y U 
10G:8 5 N U 
10G:10 6 N U 
work area behind 10G:8 and 10G:10 

4-3 10G:3 ?Frag N U 
10G:16 2 Y B 
10G:18 5 Y? B 
plus? 

4-4 10G:2 ? Y? U 
10G:12- 5 N? B? 
10G:13 3 Y U 
plus? 

OR 

4-3 10G:2 ? Y? U 
10G:3 ?Frag N U 
10G:12- 5 N? B? 
10G:13 3 Y U 
10G:18 5 Y? B 

4-4 10G:3 or floor above 
? N N 

10G:16 2 Y B 
10G:18 5 Y? B 



Table 10.1. (continued) 

Group stage House TYM step Burned 
U 4-5 A 10F:6 5 Y? 

4-5 

4-5 

4-6 

4-7 

4-7 

5-1 

5-2 

B 

c 

A 

B 

A 

B 

lOG: 5? 
plus? 

? N 

lOF:l 2 N? 
lOF:14 I N 
IOG:2-reoriented Y 
(IOF:8**) ?Frag N? 

IOF:3 
IOF:4 
lOG: 2 
IOG:6 
IOF:9* 

2 
8 
? 
2 
3 

N? 
Y 
Y 
N 
Y 

work area to northeast 

lOF:l* 
lOF:2 
lOF:5 
IOF:9 
lOF:ll** 

?Frag ? 
extramural 
2 N? 
2 Y 
6 Y 

U 

B 
U 
U 
U 

B 
B 
U 
B 
U 

u 
surface? 

B 
U 
B 

IIF:l ?Frag ? U 
IIF:7B- extramural surface 
11F:9 4 N U 
11F:lO 5 N U 

llF:5 
IlF:7A
IlF:8 
plus? 

10J:4 
plus? 

10J:1 
plus? 

? 
? 
5 

? 

? 

Y 
? 
N 

N 

Y 

U 
U 
U 

u 

u 

c unnumbered floor fragment 

D 10J:2 
plus? 

III :3 
11J:1 
plus? 

5 

6 
7 

N 

N? 
N 

u 

B 
B 

522 
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Tabl e 10.1. (continued) 

Groue stage House ~ Stee Burned 
6-1 A 8I:3* ? Y U 

6-1 B 8I:3* ? Y U 
8I:1* 3 N U 

8-1 A 4H:2*? 5 Y B 

8-1 B 4H:l* ? N U 
4H:2* 5 Y B 

Key to Table 10.1. 

*structures excavated in 1934-1935 
-Structures 8F:2, lOG:12 are of indeterminate age and 
therefore may not be part of this Sacaton phase group. 
-structures 11F:7A and 11F:7B have been classified as 
indeterminant in age but appear to date to the Sacaton 
phase. 
**May be intermediate stage with Structure SG:9 in Group 1-
2; Structure 10F:22 in Group 4-1; Structure lOF:8 in group 
4-5; Structures 10F:2 and lOF:12 in Group 4-6. 
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CHAPTER 11 

THE NATURE OF COOPERATING UNITS AT SNAKETOWN: 

IDENTIFYING THE HOUSEHOLD AND SUPRA-HOUSEHOLD UNIT 

As was 

archaeologists 

Identifying the Household 

summarized in 

have tackled 

Chapter 

the 

2, a number of Hohokam 

problem of identifying 

various types of social, co-resident, and cooperating groups, 

particularly those residing in courtyard groups. Most have 

concluded that each structure (or most structures) in a 

courtyard group are dwellings in which a separate family 

resided and that 1) each structure is the domain of a 

separate household (Mitchell 1988) or that 2) the group as a 

whole is the domain of a household (Gregory 1984; Howard 

1985; Huntington 1986; Sires 1983; Wilcox, McGuire, and 

Sternberg 1981). The first of these positions is not 

dissimilar from the interpretation presented by Haury (1976) 

before courtyard groups were recognized as a characteristic 

of Hohokam site structure: single or multiple families 

resided in each structure and each structure (residential 

unit) represented a household unit. 

Bruder (1985:391) has called for a demonstration that 

courtyard groups were single economic units comprising more 

than a single family. As an alternative, she posed the 

possibility that, as among the historic Papago, more than 
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one structure may have been used by a family and that 

courtyard groups may not have been used by multiple families. 

Subsequently, Ciolek-Torrello (1988) has suggested that 

courtyard groups represent single households that are 

comprised of a single habitation unit and a wide diversity of 

other structure types. 

Given the diversity 

useful to reexamine the 

(including but not limited 

While Wilcox, McGuire, and 

of opinions on this topic, it is 

nature of cooperating units 

to the household) at Snaketown. 

Sternberg (1981) inferred that 

cooperation in basic household activities occurred within the 

context of the courtyard group, they also suggested that 

cooperation in other realms likely occurred at a larger 

scale, involving more than one courtyard group. Thus, in 

attempting to identify the household unit at Snaketown, the 

possibilities of other types of 

examined both above and below 

group. Rather than attempting 

cooperating units must be 

the level of the courtyard 

to identify and count the 

number of dwellings or residential structures in a courtyard 

group, the various combinations of use-areas and structure 

types are examined as ~s the replication of artifact 

classes. As in ethnographically documented societies, the 

possibility is entertained that several different types of 

co-residing groups existed at Snaketown and that the socially 

defined groups composing households may be equally varied. 

Thus, some courtyard groups may represent single households 
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while several households may share other courtyard groups. 

Correlations between households and social structure are not 

attempted since such reconstructions would more likely 

mislead rather than contribute to an understanding of the 

cooperative aspects of the residents of groups of houses. 

When possible, the nature of activities shared by the various 

cooperative units is discussed. 

The spatial relations between structures at Snaketown 

indicate that distinctions between groups may be made at 

several levels. At the highest level within the site several 

residential areas can be distinguished, each spatially 

separated from similar groups. Several distinctive courtyard 

groups are clustered within these residential areas; the 

boundaries of each courtyard group are clearly defined by the 

placement and positioning of houses. The orientation of and 

distance between structures within these groups indicate that 

in some cases sub-groups, smaller than the courtyard group, 

may be definable. Each of these spatially distinct types of 

groups is examined to further define the boundaries between 

them and to determine the nature of interaction and 

cooperation. Some information that is relevant to the ensuing 

discussion has been extracted from previous chapter3 while 

some new data are presented. 

As Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg (1981:158) has argued, 

primary groups (or households) may be identified by 

"documenting the replication of similar sets of domestic 
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activities and then mapping the behavioral boundaries that 

differentiate the domain of one activity system from similar 

ones." An attempt is made to isolate these "sets of 

domestic activities" by examining the distribution of house 

types, use-areas, and artifacts with reference to the various 

spatial groups of structures. 

Cooperative Units in Courtyard Groups 

The Use of Intramural Space in Courtyard Groups 

One of the ways in which new courtyard groups are 

founded is when a single structure is built in a new area. 

Over time one or more structures may be added to create a 

courtyard group. However, prior to the construction of 

secondary structures the founding structure, by itself, must 

provide space suitable for use by the household. By 

examining the nature of intramural space in such founding 

structures, particularly in those where there is a delay in 

the construction of secondary structures, it may be possible 

to identify the minimal and salient characteristics of the 

household. 

One such founding structure is 6E:1* in the small 

Courtyard Group (2-1), which seems to represent an isolated 

household. This Type 5 structure is characterized by a 

partitioned area, open floor space, and a hearth, suggesting 

that these use-area types are fundamental characteristics of 
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the basic household domain. In the absence of additional 

structures the open floor space on both sides of the 

partition wall, may have provided the necessary flexibility 

in the way activities could be scheduled and arranged. As 

previously noted, open floor space may be used in a variety 

of different ways and for a wide range of tasks. 

structure 6E:2* (Type I), added after Structure 6E:l* 

was reoriented, contributed additional open floor space as 

well as a sizable platform area that was used, at least in 

part, as storage space. This sequence of construction 

indicates that the addition of storage space was not 

initially critical to the functioning of the household, 

particularly since many items could be stored outside. The 

abundant artifact assemblages recovered from both structures 

are an indication of why, ultimately, this secondary 

structure was needed. Nevertheless, there is considerable 

duplication in the artifact classes present in both 

structures (Appendix D), which may indicate that a number of 

individual members of the household participated concurrently 

in the same tasks. However, it is also possible that some 

artifacts represent provisional refuse or are implements used 

for different tasks. As noted, it is not uncommon for 

numerous duplicate items to be present in a structure or 

courtyard group (Chapter 3). 

This small courtyard group is unique in that the 

sequence of construction can be more easily inferred than in 
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other groups. For this reason, it is used as an example of 

the characteristics of the basic household unit despite the 

possibility that it may not represent the typical household 

at snaketown (or at other sites). 

As noted in Chapter 8, the most frequently occurring 

house types are Types 2 and 5; the former are structures with 

hearths and open floor space while the latter are devoted to 

work [partitioned areas and work areas] and cooking [hearth 

areas which are often well defined]. The frequency of Type 

2 structures may be related to the flexibility with which 

open floor space could be used. On the other hand, Type 2 

structures may represent a catch-all category of other 

structure types in which evidence of specific use-areas was 

not preserved. Type 5 

activities, which were 

household. 

structures emphasize work-related 

undoubtedly important in every 

It is sugggested that a certain combination of use-area 

types is present in each household group and that in many 

cases Types 5 and 2 structures provide for these basic space 

needs. However, these types do not occur in all courtyard 

groups. In some courtyard groups other house types may have 

been used in comparable ways. In these other groups use

areas may be combined in different ways and distributed 

among a number of different structures in a group. The 

result is that, in composite, the same basic use-area types 

are represented in the group but different house types are 



530 

manifested. Furthermore, in the more complete groups that 

lack these structure types one finds structure types present 

with comparable use-area types but additional use-area types 

supplement these basic types. For example, Group 1-2 has a 

Type 6 rather than a Type 5 structure; the former type 

differs from the later only in that Type 5 structures lack 

platforms or visible storage areas which are present in the 

former type. Both have partitioned or work areas, hearths, 

and open floor space. Thus, it may be argued that these two 

house types were used in similar ways except that in the Type 

6 structure an additional 

perhaps as a result of 

use-area for storage is evident, 

better preservation. In fact, 

portions of a greater number of structures, including Type 5 

structures, may have been used for storage than there is 

evidence to suggest. 

In many such circumstances the basic use-area types are 

present but certain use-area types are emphasized (occur more 

frequently, occupy more space, or are more consistently 

formalized by the addition of furniture), indicating a focus 

by that group on a particular type of use. For example, 

raised platforms and benches are present in all but one 

structure in Group 1-2, indicating that storage may have been 

more important in this group than in many others. The 

association of this group with Platform Mound 16 may account 

for this emphasis on storage in that mound related 

activities may have required the accumulation and storage of 
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artifacts. On the other hand, it is possible that an equal 

capacity for storage was present in other groups but that 

formalized storage features were not used. 

In other circumstances the difference between house 

types in a group may be related to the lack of need for more 

space devoted to a particular kind of use-area and this use

area type may be critical in differentiating one structure 

type from another. A certain use-area type, such as a hearth 

or a formal bench, may not be duplicated in both or all 

structures in a group; the absence of this use-area type in a 

structure can result in a different structure type, despite 

parallels in the presence of other major use-area types. For 

example, one of the differences between Type 1 and Type 2 

structures is that the former lacks a hearth, otherwise both 

are characterized by abundant open floor space, space that 

could have been used in similar ways. On the other hand, the 

difference between Type 2 and Type 4 and 5 structures is that 

in the latter two types there is evidence for storage or work 

areas. The open space in Type 2 structures could have been 

used in similar ways but the evidence not preserved. 

When this is taken into account it may be argued that 

the composite use-area types present in the small household 

unit, Group 2-1, described above, are similar to groups in 

which Type 2 and Type 5 structures are present. In fact. 

structure 6E:l* is a Type 5 structure. and 6E:2* is Type 1 

with a storage platform. Considering the potentially 
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variable uses of open areas in Type 1 and Type 2 structures, 

the difference between these types may be more apparent than 

real. Given conditions of preservation and recognition and 

also variable ways of using open floor space, it is possible 

that the evidence of the platform preserved in 6E:2* 

represents a more formally demarcated storage area than may 

be present in some Type 2 structures and in other Type 1 

structures that lack platforms. The absence of a hearth in 

6E:2*, which makes it a Type 1 rather than a Type 4 

structure, may indicate that in this small household a second 

hearth was not needed. 

Sometimes the arrangement of intramural space and the 

duplication of a specific use-area type in a single 

structure in a courtyard group (or in a courtyard group as a 

whole) can be useful in drawing inferences about household 

localization. The characteristics of some structures 

indicate the presence of two co-resident groups, each of 

which may represent a separate household. For example, 

Structure 9F:1, dating to the Vahki phase, has two hearths 

and two entryways with a partition wall dividiilg the 

structure in half. Haury (1976:68, 72) suggested that this 

may have been an extended (or multiple) family residence. 

Unfortunately it is not known whether this was aL isolated 

structure or whether other structures were associated. T... ..: C'" 
J.. .... .J..-.J 

possible that this type of arrangement is a precursor :0 the 

later courtyard groups wherein space needed by cooperating 
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groups was distributed among a greater number of structures 

or where distinct households occupied different structures. 

If this structure was paired with others it could indicate 

that certain types of space were shared by households while 

other types were kept distinct. Further investigation into 

the arrangement of intramural space in and between early 

structures could prove quite informative. 

A few later structures lack the double entryway seen in 

House 9F:l but are divided in a comparable manner; therefore, 

the possibility must be entertained that partition walls may 

sometimes indicate the use of a structure by two distinct 

groups. In some cases, such as in structure 5G:2, it may be 

argued that partition walls separated work areas from areas 

used for other purposes, such as sleeping, in structures used 

by one cooperating group. In other instances the partition 

wall may divide two distinct areas of the same type, such as 

sleeping or work areas, that were used by two different 

groups. For example, a Sacaton phase structure, llI:3, has 

two hearths, one of which is positioned behind ~ • J.. • a par l..it.lon 

wall while the other is in front of the entryway. Structure 

lOF:16 has two hearths and two possible partitioned areas, 

one at each end of the room. Again this raises the 

possibility that two groups shared space in the same 

structure but that some activities (such as cooking and work 

or sleeping) were kept separate. It is uncertain how other 

structures in these groups were used and shared by the 
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respective household groups because excavation of surrounding 

areas was incomplete. 

It has already been pointed out (Chapters 7 and 8) that 

several structures have two or three contemporaneous hearths 

and fi repi ts (structures 6G:4; 9E:l; 9E:8; 9F:l; lOF:15 

[Group 4-2]; lOF:16 [Group 4-1] ; lOF:20; lOG:3--upper 

surface [Group 4-3]; lOG:18? [Group 4-3]; lOG:21; llI: 3 

[Group 5-2]). On this basis it was proposed that perhaps two 

or more individuals worked in the area, each using their own 

hearth (e.g., mother and daughter, sisters, or a man's two 

wives). Each of 

representatives of 

these individuals may have 

different households--although .~ 

1 ... 

been 

is 

possible that they were members of the same household. In 

one structure (lOF:15) artifacts that may have been used for 

hearth-related activities are positioned on opposite sides of 

two adjacent hearths, possibly indicating that each was used 

by a different person (cf. Binford 1983). In structure 

lOG:21, a firepit and pit are positioned behind a partition 

wall and separated from the remainder of the floor where two 

more hearths (a hearth and firepit) are located. These 

latter two hearths are situated only one meter apart and may 

have been used by one individual although it is possible that 

a total of three individuals used this structure. 

It may be possible to distinguish households on the 

basis of structure types and the composite use-areas present 

in 3. single courtyard group, particularly wheD other 
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supplementary evidence is available. This supplementary 

evidence may take the form of the spatial relations between 

structures. 

For example, the arrangment and types of structures in 

Courtyard Group 4-2 may shed some light on the composition of 

this group. The sequence of construction was outlined in 

Chapter 10 wherein two possible reconstructions were 

suggested. In each case, two stages of development were 

posited and two to three sub-groups of structures were 

defined. The end result was a fully developed courtyard 

group with six structures arranged around the courtyard. 

In one reconstruction, two groups of paired structures 

(structures 10F:IO, 10F:13, 10F:19, and 10G:8) were 

positioned on opposite ends of the courtyard during the first 

stage. The spatial separation of these two sub-groups 

suggests that two separate social groups may have shared the 

same courtyard. On the other hand, it is possible that they 

were positioned in such a way that additional structures 

could be added to the perimeter of the courtyard within a 

fairly short period of time and that only one group is 

represented. As part of the second stage of construction 

two or three structures were added (structure lOF:15 replaced 

lOF:13 and structures 10F:24 and 10G:I0 were also added at 

this time with lOG:I0 oriented toward the northern structures 

i~ the group). 

The structure types present in this group shed some 
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light on the question of cooperation between and composition 

of residents co-residing in this courtyard group. The new 

structures added in the northern sub-group duplicate use-area 

types already present in the southern sub-group. Since the 

structures in the southern sub-group are presumably still in 

use at this time one possible interpretation is that the 

types of space in Type 2 and Type 5 structures in this g~oup 

represent distinct and basic household space--space that is 

not dissimilar to that present in Group 2-1, which was also 

inferred to represent an example of a minimal household unit. 

A structure in the northern sub-group, lOF:15, has two 

hearths, which may indicate that members of these two 

distinct households shared this structure for cooking. 

The second possible interpretation of the development 

of this group is that three sub-groups, each of two 

structures, were arranged around the perimeter of the same 

courtyard. In essence, each of these three sub-groups has 

similar types of use-areas represented despite differences in 

house types. Two sub-groups have both Type 2 (open floors 

and a hearth) and Type 5 (an open floor, a hearth area, and a 

work area) structures while the third sub-group has Type 4 

(an open area, a hearth area, and evidence for storage) and 

Type 6 (multi-use structure with a work area, a platform area 

presumably used for storage, an open area, and a hearth). 

The difference is that in this last sub-group storage is 

evide~t and perhaps emphasized more than in the other 
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structures but storage could have taken place, in any of the 

structures. Thus, there is evidence to suggest that most 

use-area types are duplicated in each of these sub-groups and 

that there is sufficient open space in all structures that 

storage could occur in any or all of them. 

The implications of this are that as many as three 

distinct groups may have shared this courtyard. The 

duplication of use-area types indicates that each sub-group 

may be a household. This is in contrast to the first 

interpretation that posits only two households. The degree 

to which independent households shared cornman intramural use-

areas is not known. Their arrangment around a common 

courtyard indicates that at least some extramural facilities 

(inferred to be present in the courtyard area) and activities 

were shared and that pooling of some resources may have 

occurred. 

As outlined in Chapter 10, the development of courtyards 

in Residential Area # 1 provides an example of a single 

courtyard group (1-1) fragmenting and forming two spatially 

distinct courtyard groups (1-2 and 1-3), presumably 

representing two separate households. There are a number of 

reasons for inferring that the two new groups emerged from 

one original group and each of the new configurations 

represents somewhat equilevant units, each of which is 

inferred to be a household. At least one struc~ure from the 

initial group was incorporated into each of the new groups. 
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The orientation change of Structure 6G:l establishes the 

previous connection between them. While these two new groups 

are not replicas of one another, they do share two important 

characteristics. Not enough of Group 1-3 was exposed to 

compare use-area types between the groups, but most 

structures in each of these groups emphasize storage in 

peripheral areas and substantial percentages of open floor 

space around the hearths and throughout the remainder of the 

structures. Furthermore, it could be argued that structure 

5G:l in Group 1-2 is a replacement for 6G:l, which was 

incorporated into the southern group. Both are large square 

structures with perimeter platforms encircling most of the 

floor. Thus, it is inferred that members of these two new 

courtyard groups represent (at least) two distinct 

households that initially co-resided in one group. Marriage 

or conflict are two of many reasons why co-resident groups 

may fragment. 

In these and other courtyard groups, space within 

structures is often organized to accommodate the performance 

of multiple activities in different sector~ of a single 

structure. The particular types and arrangements of use-

areas vary between structures in a courtyard group resulting 

in different structure types. Yet a basic set of use-area 

types is present in each courtyard group and sub-group. 
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Assemblage Variability in courtyard Groups 

It was concluded in Chapter 3 that the basic household 

assemblage is likely dispersed among the structures in a 

courtyard group. Yet, even the composite assemblages of most 

courtyard groups have relatively low artifact frequencies, 

which indicates that the composite assemblages of most 

courtyard groups are depleted. Despite this, some artifact 

classes are present in more than one stucture in a group and 

duplicate occurrences are often found in the same structure. 

Even in Group 2-1 (a small courtyard group inferred to 

represent the domain of a single household), many artifacts 

are duplicated within the structures. Based on the findings 

presented in Chapter 3, we may infer that in relatively 

complete composite courtyard assemblages, considerable 

duplication of certain classes is expected. For example, 

numerous vessels would be needed for storage, productive 

"specialization" requires the consistent use of certain 

implements and creates abundant debris, multiple tasks 

requiring similar tools may be performed concurrently, and 

provisional refuse may be retained for indefinite periods. 

Despite the duplication of artifacts within and among 

structures, artifact diversity is generally high in tnesc 

composite assemblages. In small courtyard groups artifacts 

are dispersed in fewer structures, so overall diversity is 

higher in anyone structure than in large groups. 

groups the inventories of structures complement one another, 
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sometimes attaining the same degree of diversity as small 

courtyard groups. While certain classes of artifacts are 

duplicated in associated structures in these large groups, 

overall the arti facts found seem to supplement the 

assemblages found in related houses. For this reason it is 

suggested that the household assemblage is dispersed among 

the structures of a group rather than each structure 

possessing depleted but distinct household inventories. 

This indicates that each structure is probably not a 

dwelling unit--the abode of a separate family group or 

household but that larger segments of the courtyard group or 

the group as a whole is the domain of a household unit. 

These findings contradict Mi tchell • s (1988:380-381) 

interpretations of household localization and composition, 

which were based on an examination of artifact variability 

between structures in a courtyard group. However, they are 

consistent .. Ii th his conclusions of a "differential 

distribution of household assemblages" in a courtyard group 

(Mitchell 1988:381). Despite his view that each structure 

represented a separate household, he did find that the 

inhabitants of courtyard groups "shared many of the tasks: 

tools, and foods." In the present analysis, this type of 

distdbution is considered to provide support for the 

inference that the courtyard group or some segment of it 

(e.g., more than one structure), is the focus of household 

activity. This conclusion is more i~ line with the hypothesis 
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of Wilcox, McGuire, 

researchers cited above 

group as the domain 

and 

who 

of 

sternberg (1981) and other 

have considered the courtyard 

the household unit. On the other 

hand, some of the duplication present may indicate that more 

than one household occupied some courtyard groups as was 

suggested on the basis of the distribution or use-areas and 

house types in some groups. 

The distribution of and association between different 

artifact classes may also be used to infer the nature and 

localization of some activities. The restricted distribution 

of some artifacts may be an indication of differences in 

emphasis on 

indicated in 

activities between structures. For example, as 

Chapter 3, shell of various kinds and 

representing various stages of the manufacturing process 1£ 

sometimes present in one or more structures in the group. 

However, in only one structure in a group does the debris 

appear to be primary refuse (chippage or waste products; 

e.g., structure SG:10 in Group 1-2 and structure 6G:1 in 

Group 1-3), indicating that shell working occurred in that 

structure. The tools used in the particular productive 

activity occur in these same structures, strengthening this 

conclusion. storage of partially completed or broken 

ornaments and unworked or raw pieces occurred in other 

structures in these groups (e.g., struct~res 5G:l and 5G:12 

in Group 1-2 and structure 6G:3 in Group 1-3). Again this 

supports the notion that more than one structure i~ a group 
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was used by a household, and although different structures 

were used for diffeLent purposes some structures may have 

overlapping uses. still, the contents of structures cannot 

always be cleanly partitioned into discrete specialized and 

generalized assemblages because even structures with evidence 

of a particular craft activity were often used for multipla 

activities. For example, the extensive platform around the 

perimeter of structure 6G:1 indicates that shell ornament 

manufacturing was not the only activity carried out in this 

structure. 

The spatial relations between structures and the 

evidence of house types and use-areas suggest that more than 

one sub-group (households) occupied Courtyard Group 4-2 (see 

above). Evidence of pottery-making, in the form of tools and 

raw materials, is found in at least one structure in each 

sub-group. Taken together the composite assemblage of this 

group contains a relatively complete range of artifacts 

potentially used in pottery-making. However, the 

distribution of these items indicates minimally that all the 

tools and byproducts of pottery-making are not present in 

an] one structure nor are all present in anyone sub-group. 

This distribution could be interpreted in any of a number of 

diffeLent ways: 1) that the assemblage in each structure and 

sub-group is depleted and that pottery was made by members of 

all sub-groups; 2) that these portions of the assemblages in 

these structures and sub-groups are not necessarily severely 
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depleted and that perhaps different stages of the pottery

making process were carried out by more than sub-group using 

many of the same tools; 3) that the tools used for pottery

making were also used for other types of activities in the 

group as a whole--activities that were carried out in other 

sub-groups at the time immediately preceding abandonment. 

While it is possible that pottery was manufactured by 

the group as a whole, other activities in this courtyard 

group, such as cooking, appear to have been restricted to 

smaller groups (the sub-groups). In some cases, more than 

one sub-group may have used the same structure but clearly 

defined areas were used by each sub-group, as is indicated by 

the two hearths in structure lOF:15. Similarly, at least part 

of the pottery-making process was conducted outdoors in the 

extramural pottery-making area located to the east of the 

group. This indicates that pottery-making tools and debris 

are probably in storage when found in houses, and thus th~se 

items do not provide evidence of pottery-making in any 

particular structure. Furthermore, this pottery-making area 

was p~obably shared by a number of courtyard groups and sub

groups indicating that, like shell ornament manufacturing, 

residential areas often participated in the same craft 

activities (see below) but that perhaps each household 

participated individually in the process. 

other types of extramural areas appeQr to have been 

used by the courtyard group as a whole. These include trash 
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deposits, borrow pits, cooking facilities, and work areas. A 

few that are located near or in courtyard groups can be 

correlated with particular courtyard groups at Snaketown. As 

noted in Chapter 10, a single extramural work area is often 

located at the east or northeast side of a courtyard group, 

indicating it was used by the residents of the gro~p. 

However, for the most part not enough horizontal stripping of 

courtyard areas was achieved to define the features and 

activities carried out in courtyards or to identify the full 

range of activites carried out outdoors by the residents of a 

gLOUP of structures. 

Data derived from small single-phase Hohokam sites 

indicate that work areas used by the inhabitants of a group 

of structures are commonly located both as close as a few 

meters from the structures to as much as 150 m away or more, 

depending on the type of work 

from the Smiley's Well Site; 

area (for example, see plans 

Sires 1983). This point is 

important because in sites with intensive occupation--and 

therefore considerable construction--it is generally only 

possible to connect extramural work areas to ~pecific ho~ses 

and courtyard groups if they are within a few meters of one 

another. Although the relationship between work areas and 

habitation areas should be sought on a larger scale, this is 

a difficult objective to meet in large, intensively occupied 

sites. 
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Summary 

As previously indicated, the Snaketown data suggest that 

a set of basic household activities is not replicated in each 

structure in a group, thus the individual structure does not 

seem to be the residence of a single household, primary 

group, or independent economic unit. Furthermore, the types 

and amounts of space between structures in a courtyard group 

is sufficiently different that there is no reason to assume 

that all structures or even most of them were residences. In 

previous chapters the usefulness of the concept of the 

residential or dwelling structure already has been 

questioned. In some instances more than one independent 

economic unit may have used a single structure but, at least 

later in time, other structures were present that were used 

solely by a single household. There is some suggestion that 

the largest courtyard group, Group 4-2, consisting of six 

structures, may have actually been composed of two or three 

distinct household groups. In other cases the courtyard 

group as a whole appears to have been used by a single 

household. Moreover, the reconstruction presented of Group 

1-2 provides an example of a single courtyard group splitting 

into two groups, each of which is presumed to represent an 

independent household unit. 

There is often replication between courtyard groups and 

between sub-groups, suggesting that these represent the basic 

household unit. Use-area types and certain basic components 
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of the artifact assemblages in structures are duplicated 

across courtyard groups and between sub-groups. Thus, 

population estimates require revision as do our perceptions 

about the composition of courtyard groups and the various 

uses of the associated structures. 

The social groups that make up these households may 

vary. While it is not possible to reconstruct the family 

composition of these households it is possible to establish a 

range of activities and use-area types that were associated 

with each courtyard group. Minimally each household will 

possess structures characterized by open space, a hearth (or 

hearths), and work and storage areas. These types of space 

appear to be necessary for fulfilling basic household needs. 

Residential Areas 

An examination of the Sedentary period Snaketown 

settlement reveals that the village is segmented into 

distinctive residential areas. Since social and economic 

relations dictate the positioning of structures in most 

settlements (O'Connell 1987; Wilk 1983), these spatial 

relations can be particularly decisive in distinguishing 

social and economic groups in villages. Yet, the composition 

of these local groups and the activities carried out are no: 

so immediately obvious. Since Chang's (1958) study it has 

been tempting to assume that distinctive local groups 

exhibiting continuity in location through time ~epresent 
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unilineal corporate groups. In fact, several archaeologists 

(Howard 1982; Seymour 1985; Sires 1984a:533) have suggested 

that Hohokam village segmentation may indicate the presence 

of lineages. However, it is equally true that societies with 

bilateral kinship systems also often exhibit similar 

patterns in village layout (Seymour 1987). This is 

particularly important since a great number of North American 

societies are bilaterally organized. Furthermore, factors 

other than kinship may also be responsible for village 

segmentation. For this reason it is difficult to reconstruct 

~esidence patterns and descent systems (Allen and Richardson 

1971). However, it is reasonable to analyse the segments of 

a village in terms of the economic activities they perform, 

the things in which multiple courtyard groups participate, 

and what groups of this size do that differs from what 

members of individual courtyard groups do. These economic 

characteristics can be inferred from material remains. 

Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg (1981:155) posed the 

question as to whether activities of production and 

consumption are replicated among all courtyard groups. As 

indicated in the preceeding discussion, basic household 

activities do appear to have been carried out at the level of 

the courtyard group and the sub-group. Similar types of 

intramural use-areas and facilities and similar inventories 

of artifacts suggest that many of the basic household 

activities are replicated among all courtyard groups. Wilcox, 
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McGuire, and Sternberg (1981:155) also questioned whether 

there are facilities that occur less frequently that might 

imply that cooperation in some activities crosscut several 

courtyard groups: 

For examrle, hornos, the large earthen ovens used to 
bake cholla buds and other plant foods, may be less 
frequent than the number of house clusters, even though 
they occur in most large Hohokam villages and are as 
widely dispersed as the house clusters ... Perhaps as many 
as two to four separate house-cluster units cooperated, 
in the procurement, processing, and division of the food 
prepared in the hornos each time they were used. The 
storage and consumption of that food, however, may still 
have been conducted by the house-clusters as separate 
social units. 

The Snaketown data do seem to suggest that the courtyard 

groups in a residential area may have shared certain types of 

extramural facilities and participated together in other 

types of productive and social activities. Various craft 

production activities are localized with reference to 

specific residential areas. Furthermore, consistencies in 

productive activities through time in a residential area, 

even after one courtyard group is replaced by l-' ano-.ner, 

indicates that there is continuity of membership in these 

locations, that craft knowledge was passed down to members o~ 

the local group, and that residential areas might have been 

corporate in nature. Several examples will be discussed that 

seem to support this notion. 

Pottery Manufacturinq 

Extramural features found in Block 10F provide evidence 
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of a pottery-making area--the only such workshop found at the 

site (cf. Haury 1976:194-197; see Figure 2.1--area bounded by 

structures 4, 18, 6, 8, and 10). Six clay-mixing basins and 

several firepits filled with ash and refired sherds provided 

evidence for such activities. Haury (1976:197) noted the 

absence of pottery-making tools in this work area, such as 

mortars for grinding clay and pigment, wooden paddles for 

thinning vessels (which are least likely to be preserved), 

small cobbles to be used as anvils, and scraping and 

polishing stones to finish vessel surfaces. Only unfired 

potter's clay and a plainware jar base (possibly used to 

support a vessel under construction) were recovered from the 

immediate area. This lack of tools in the work areas and 

also in six houses (10G:3, 4, 6, 8, 10, and 18) that 

immediately surround the area led Haury (1976:194) to 

conclude that these houses nearest the workshop probably were 

not the residences of potters. 

However, when the floor assem~lages of other Sacaton 

houses in this residential area are examined, it appears that 

several courtyard groups there were participating in ceramic 

vessel manufacturing. This pottery-making area is located in 

the midst of a dense concentration of houses. The six houses 

that surround" the work area are as close to these outdoor 

features as 0.5 m and some may actually post-date the use of 

the area, whereas other houses In the residential area are up 

to 45 m from the edge of the work area. 
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Many of the expected tools and materials that are absent 

from the extramural workshop and scarce in the six houses 

examined by Haury are present in other houses in the 

residential area. In contrast, houses in other areas of the 

site contain lower frequencies or none of these same tool or 

material types. For example, most (57 percent) of the houses 

with polishing stones in floor contact occur in Block 10F, 

or, stated differently, 17 percent of the houses in Block lOF 

have ;olishing stones; these occur in four different 

courtyard groups. This is compared to single occurrences in 

three other g~idblocks and none in all other blocks. 

Seventy-one percent of the Sacaton houses with cobbles or 

anvils in floor contacts are in Blocks 9F, 10F, and lOG, that 

is, 14 percent of the houses in these blocks have these items 

and these structures are in three different courtyard groups. 

Only single occurrences are present in three other blocks in 

other residential areas. Likewise, 67 percent of the Sacaton 

house floors with pigment occur in Blocks lOP and lOG, or 12 

percent of the houses round in three courtyard groups in 

Blocks 10F and lOG have pigment. Only two other Sacaton 

houses at the site have pigment in floor contact an2 both 

occur in Block SF. In addition, unfired clay and large piles 

of broken pottery were also found on the floor of two houses 

(10F:10, 10G:8) near the pottery manufacturing area and one 

pit (lOF:S), not within the work area itself, also contained 

unfired, pinched clay. Although these tools and materials 
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could have been used for other purposes, their clustering is 

suggestive. 

Despite the concentrated distribution of these artifact 

types in the residential area surrounding the workshop, fewer 

than half of the houses with possible pottery-making tools 

have two or more items that seem to be related t~ pottery 

manufacture. The depleted nature of the floor assemblages 

may account for this, given that none contained whole or 

restorable vessels and over 80 percent have fewer than five 

artifacts in floor contact. However, it is possible that 

much of the process of ceramic manufacture occurred out-or

dears and many more artifacts might be present in unexcavated 

courtyard areas. 

Previously it was suggested (Seymour and Schiffer 

1987:590) that it was possible that different stages of 

pottery manufacture were parceled out among the structures in 

courtyard groups. This inference was based on the 

observation that the houses farthest from the workshop 

contain anvils and cobbles (Structures 9F:4, 10F:15, 16, 19, 

24, and 10G:2). Houses with polishers are also relatively 

distant from the work area (10F:3, 11, 15, and 16) whereas 

structures with pigment are nearest the firing area (lOF:l, 

4, 10, and lOG:8). 

However, when structures with pottery-making tools and 

materials are examined in relatio~ to the courtyard groups in 

which they occur, a dif~erent picture emerges. It becomes 
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clear that while particular stages of pottery manufacture may 

have occurred in different houses (or tools may have been 

stored in different houses), some courtyard groups (and sub

groups) contain all three of these classes (4-2B [sub-group 

with structure 10:15] and 4-4C) of tools and materials 

indicating that some courtyard groups (and households) 

participated in the entire ceramic manufacturing process. 

This distribution further indicates that the facilities of 

the work area were probably shared by the entire residential 

area but that the actual manufacture of ceramic vessels was 

centered within the courtyard group and the sub-group. 

On the basis of the distribution of artifacts in 

courtyard groups, we may infer that most of the courtyard 

groups in this residential area were involved in ceramic 

vessel manufacturing during the Sedentary period. Evidence 

for this production activity (firing areas, clay-mixing 

basins, tools, and raw materials) seems to be lacking 

elsewhere at the site. Even if floor artifacts in these 

structures were found to represent secondary refuse, pottery

making implements and materials are still concentrated in and 

scattered throughout this residential area, suggesting that 

pottery manufacturing was focused in this area and tha~ 

members of several different courtyard groups participated 

and shared common facilities. 

Temporal continuity in this productive activity is also 

indicated by the presence of too:s and materials in 
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structures in the older courtyard groups and in the 

structures and courtyard groups that replace them. For 

example, artifacts inferred to have been used for ceramic 

manufacturing were found in Groups 4-4 and 4-5B, both of 

which predate Group 4-SC. 

Shell Ornament Manufacture 

Like pottery-making, shell ornament production seems to 

have been an activity in which a number of courtyard groups 

in a single residential area participated. During the 

Sacaton phase evidence for shell ornament manufacturing i5 

present in three distinct residential areas but is lacking 

in others (cf. Seymour 1985; Seymour and Schiffer 1987; 

Seymour 1988). Thus, this craft activity was engaged in more 

widely than pottery-making, but for both crafts, affiliation 

with a residential area seems to have influenced the pLactice 

of the particular craft. 

Concentrations of shell manufacturing debris are round 

in floor contact in five Sacaton phase structures (5?:7, 

6G:l, 8B:l, 101:1, and 11~:2) and possibly a seventh (6G:3). 

House floors and fills as well as pits in the same 

residential areas contain impleme~ts (reamers) thought to 

have been used to work shell, whole unmodified valves, ~ache3 

o~ finished ornaments, and ~anufacturing debris. Similar 

quantities of these items do not occur in other structures, 

courtyard groups, or residential areas at the site (cr. 



554 

Seymour 1988). 

Closer examination of the distribution of shell and 

implements in one of these residential areas (Residential 

Area # 1) will help clarify the nature of production 

activities. Two or three structures (Structures 5F:? and 

6G:1, and possibly 6G:3) with manufacturing debris in floor 

contact are located in two different courtyard groups just 

south of Mound 16. 

courtyard groups. 

structures (5F:7, 

Reaming tools are found in four separate 

They are in floor contact iil four 

6G:1, SF:5, and 5G:10), including two with 

manufacturing debris. Reamers are also found in three house 

fills (5F:l, SG:10, 5G:12), in two different courtyard groups 

in this same residential area. Shell manufacturing debris is 

found in the fill of two houses (5G:6 and 5G:IO) without 

manufacturing debris on their floors as well as in two houses 

(5F:? and 6G:1) with manufacturing debris in floor contact. 

Two other structures (6G:3 and 6G:8*) have caches of 

unmodified or finished ornaments in floor contact. Thus, a 

total of six to seven courtyard groups--all of the courtyard 

groups and possible courtyard groups (isolated structures) 

exposed in this residential area--have manufacturing debris, 

tools, raw shell, or completed ornaments associated. This 

distribution indicates minimally that each courtyard group in 

this residential area had access to raw shell, produced shell 

ornaments, or had control over the disposition of finished 

ornaments. 
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A crematory mound and two cemeteries adjacent to this 

residential area were probably used by the occupants of these 

courtyard groups. Unusually large quantities of shell 

objects found in the crematory mound and in the cremations 

indicate that many of the shell objects produced by the 

residents were also mutually consumed by them in ritual 

events {Nelson 1981:202; Seymour 1988}. However, shell 

objects are found throughout the site, albeit in lower 

frequencies, indicating that craft items circulated within 

the community, (or out and back into the community), beyond 

the bounds of residential areas (cf. Seymour 1988). 

There is also evidence to suggest that shell ornament 

production persisted in this residential area through time. 

For example, shell debris and shell-working tools found in 

the fill of structures indicate that shell production 

activities out-lived the use of some structures in courtyard 

groups. Furthermore, some houses with manufacturing debris 

and tools in floor contact also have debris and tools in 

their fill (e.g., SF:7, SG:I0, 6G:l). In structure SF:7, at 

least, the presence of numerous other artifacts, including 

reconstructable vessels, indicates that the floor artifacts 

were probably not deposited in the fill after abandonment. 

Shell debris in both contexts may indicate that the occupants 

of SF:7 and later occupants of the residential area, the 

courtyard group, or nearby structures were producing shell 

ornaments--the later artisans depositing their shell refuse 



556 

~n the depressions of nearby houses and abandoned courtyard 

groups (cf. Seymour 1988). While it is difficult to estimate 

the duration of these productive activities, it is clear that 

these residential areas concentrated on shell ornament 

manufacturing through time. 

Data pertaining to shell ornmanent production reinforce 

the notion that spatially related courtyard groups tend to 

participate in similar craft production activities. Members 

of residential areas also have access to raw materials and 

have control over and consume greater quantities of the 

finished product. 

Some extramural facilities may be shared by members of a 

number of courtyard groups in a residential area. As was 

mentioned, the pottery kilns and the well in Residential Area 

# 4 were probably used by all of the courtyard groups in that 

residential area. Craftspersons living as much as 45 meters 

from the ceramic manufacturing area (or 75 meters apart from 

one another) were apparently utilizing the same firing and 

clay mixing basins. Similarly, cemeteries appear to have 

been shared by members of all the courtyard groups in a 

single residential area (Anderson 19S6:l89). It ha2 also been 

suggested that hornos, sometimes located at the perimeter of 

residential areas, were used by several groups within a 

residential area because of their size and less frequent 

occurrence (Howard 1988:841-345; Wilcox, Howard, and Nelson 

1990). 
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Summary 

The distribution of the various classes of artifacts 

discussed above indicates that there were distinct production 

loci at Snaketown. Different residentiai areas emphasized 

different productive activities; the craft activity in which 

a courtyard group participated is related to the residential 

area with which it is affiliated. Allor most courtyard 

groups 1n a residential area exhibit evidence of 

participation in the craft activity associated with that 

residential area. Furthermore, there is continuity through 

time in activities in residential areas and successive 

courtyard groups. This indicates that craft production 

activities may have occurred at the household lev81 with each 

courtyard group producing its own crafts, but the particular 

craft involved was determined at the supra-household level. 

This may be related to access to necessary resources, to the 

circumstances under which knowledge of that craft was passed 

from individual to individual and across generations, and to 

ties outside the community for access to scarce items (e.g., 

shell and pigment). 

Cooperative Units Larger Than 

The Residential Area 

The distribution and nature of other features and 

fac~lities indicates that cooperation in some activities may 
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have occurred above the level of the residential area. For 

example, the ball courts, the central plaza, Platform Mound 

16, and the irrigation canals were likely used and 

maintained by larger segments of the village and, in some 

cases, by the residents of other settlements. The trash 

mounds likely received trash from a number of different 

residential areas as well. 

Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg (1981:138, 142, 181-182) 

have proposed that one type of social division may have been 

present above the level of the residential area. They 

suggested that Snaketown was divided in two by a 38 m-wide 

corridor that ran between Mounds 29 and 30 or the southern 

end of Eallcourt 2. This corridor divides the ring of eight 

mounds that surrounds the plaza area into two groups of four 

and is flanked by two extra large structures (9G:3 and 10G:9) 

which they interpret as council chambers. On this ba3is 

Wilcox (1987a:6; 1987b) has inferred the presence of "a 

moiety organization and other sodalities that cross-cut it." 

While this hypothesis is intriguing, data resulting from the 

present study are not of the type that can be used to addres3 

this question. Potential signjfiers of moiety or clan 

affiliation, such as particular animal forms as design 

e!emcnts, certain material types, or productive activities 

could not be identified with any segment of th~ village 

larger than the residential area. However, intensive 

investigation of these types of social categories was not 
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pursued. 

It may be argued that cooperative units of various sizes 

existed at Snaketown, yet there is considerable variation 

th~oughout the site. The household unit appears to have been 

localized within the courtyard group or sometimes a courtyard 

g~oup was shared by more than one household. However, 

households residing in courtyard groups used more than a 

single structure so that a one-to-one correlation between the 

household and a structure appears to be unwarranted. In the 

Pioneer period more than one household may have used a 

single, large structure unaffiliated with a courtyard group. 

This is clearly in contrast to later times when multiple 

structures were constructed near one another. Yet, even in 

these later courtyard groups, one structure may have been 

used by members of different households for related 

activities while other. structures were used solely by the 

household. 

There 1S some suggestion that not all households resided 

in multi-structure courtyard groups and that the number of 

structures used by a household unit varied. A single 

household may have resided in some of the isolated structures 

found at the ... 
SlL.e. Earl i er stages of development in small 

courtyard groups indicate that 
, 

wnen such households were 

established, a single structure was sometimes used fo~ some 
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period of time before another structure was added. In other 

groups the household may have used several structures from 

the outset. While courtyard groups vary in size it is 

possible that two to three structures represent the ideal 

size for a Sacaton phase household at Snaketown and that in 

larger groupings several households are represented or that 

these groups are anomalies. 

Households sharing a single courtyard group may have 

been more closely related than households occupying separate 

courtyard groups. Moreover, there is some evidence to 

suggest that in one residential area, one courtyard group 

(household) split, forming two courtyard groups (and perhaps 

two households). This may indicate that courtyard groups in 

a single residential area may be more closely related than 

those located in other areas of the site. 

Some extramural facilities were shared by the 

residential area as a whole whereas other outdoor work areas 

appear to have been used solely by the residents of the 

courtyard group. Affiliation with a residential area seems 

to have influenced certain types of activities, such as the 

production of particular types of craft items, b~t these 

activities appear to have been carried out at the level of 

the household. still other activities, such as the 

maintainence of irrigation canals 

activities associated with the ball 

or participation in 

courts m- " .a~ have been 

carried out above the level of the residential area. 
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The Need for New Perspectives 

are many unanswered questions in Hohokam 

archaeology that concern the use of structures and the 

reiationships between structures. A major tenet of this 

volume has been that structures provide relevant information 

concerning a range of issues in ways that have not yet been 

fully explored. The thorough excavation of structures 

coupled with new perspectives on their analysis provides an 

indispensible basis for answering certain questions 

--questions that are often framed as if they were unrelated 

to the contents and character of any individual pithouse. 

These questions take many forms, including the more obvious 

questions of site structure, house use, and the distribution 

of activity 

generalized 

loci across the site, as well as more 

questions concerning the organizational, 

economic, subsistence, and social aspects of the site. 

The relevance of pithouse data to these and other types 

of questions is often not recognized. For this reason it is 

argued that current views about the nature and limits of the 

information obtainable from pithouses are in need of 

revision. Greater effort needs to be focused toward 

identifying the relevant links between the problem and the 

types of available data that are required to address those 

questions in more than a superficial way. Moreover, in 
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necessary to 

a different 

houses into 

previously devised classifications, numerous other criteria 

and characteristics can be explored, examined, and discussed 

in relation to specific problems. Clearly, we do not know 

all there is to know about structures. There is still much 

to be learned about the range and importance of pithouse 

variability. 

Regrettably, there is a certain shortsightedness to 

many research designs concerned with such issues and often a 

lack of clear understanding of those data needed to attain 

the desired goals. This has had a direct bearing on the 

attention given to structures both during the excavation of 

a site and during the analysis stages of a project. This is 

exemplified in the many research and sampling designs that 

are devoted to characterizing site structure. For example, 

one interested in site structure may state the need to 

identify the location of all houses at the site and to 

figure out their orientation. Certainly, such an approach 

will lead to the identification of spatially related 

structures. But generally those seeking to understand site 

structure or the relationship between structures believe it 

is unnecessary to excavate those structures entirely or even 

to test all the structures in a group. To excavate each 

individual structure would mean a "duplication of effort" 
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(Czaplicki, Ravesloot, and Teague 1986:2) because there is 

an assumption of homogeneity in pithouse form and use in a 

group of 

goal is 

related structures and across groups. Rather, the 

to document the location and orientation of 

structures by finding the outline of the house, discovering 

its entryway, and perhaps excavating and sampling the hearth 

to obtain a date. These data then serve as a basis for 

discussions of the structural and organizational aspects of 

the site. The problem with this approach is that without 

thoroughly excavating the individual houses, the behavioral 

relationships between houses cannot be determined. 

Similarly, without exposing the surrounding ground surface 

the stratigraphic relationships between structures and the 

developmental aspects of the group cannot 

can extramural activities be assessed. 

interpretation of observed patterns is made 

be determined nor 

As a result, the 

more difficult, 

if not impossible, and limits are automatically placed on 

the types of conclusions that can be drawn. 

It is my contention that we are not yet to the point 

where we can justifiably refer to basic data collection as a 

"duplication of effort," particularily since there is a less 

than adequate understanding of the types of data needed to 

address research questions, much less an awareness of the 

types of data available. Nor can we afford to excavate only 

a "select portion" of the structures at a site (a.g., 

Czaplicki, Ravesloot, and Teague 1986:2, 30), es~ecially 
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since there is still too often a lack of congruence between 

research goals and problems on the one hand, and data 

recovery and sampling strategies on the other. Until 

investigators invest more effort toward understanding the 

heavy data requirements of their research questions advances 

will be of a limited nature. It is hoped that, if nothing 

else, this volume has conveyed the idea that our 

perspectives and assumptions have limited the kinds of data 

retrieved. Given new perspectives, it may be possible to 

reevaluate old questions and, at the same time, approach an 

entirely new set of issues. Clearly, given present 

circumstances, not all features at a large site can 

necessarily be excavated, but is encumbent upon project 

personnel to explore the range of data available relating to 

their problem orientation when making decisions as to 

excavation strategies. As Howard (1985:322) urges, in 

order to address the types of questions of interest, effort 

must be directed toward excavating all structures in a 

courtyard group and the surrounding ground surface. As 

should be clear from the preceding pages, the interrelations 

between courtyard groups 

areas must be thoroughly 

within and between residential 

examined as well in order to 

address issues of current concern. 

Far too often the presumption is made that we already 

know the range of structure variability and that we have 

gone as far as we can go in understanding the uses of 
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pithouses--that is, we are satisfied with the functional 

categories that have been suggested and the criteria used to 

identify those functions. This further assumes that the 

nature of the use 

unimportant for 

of space in individual structures is 

understanding the relationships between 

many other questions that are currently houses and for 

receiving attention. In the name of cost-effectiveness, 

some archaeologists have lost sight of why it is that we dig 

features, and in particular, pithouses. 

The nature of this problem is exemplified in a recent 

research design in which the problem orientation is clearly 

stated and the data needs are outlined (cf. Phillips and 

Breternitz 1986:51). It is stated that there is no need for 

"detailed feature data" (including data from structures) 

because: l} feature data are perceived as irrelevant to 

their particular research goals unless they contain sample 

material (pollen, flotation, faunal remains, chronometric 

samples, and artifacts); 2) unless a structure is 

accidentally burned there will be no floor artifacts so 

there is no need to waste time on digging structures; 3) 

archaeologists, lacking a clear conception of why structures 

are dug and what such features have to offer, usually dig 

structures more as "a response to the aesthetics of digging 

than to data needs;" and 4) other projects have provided 

large enough samples of excavated pithouses that no more are 

needed, but rather information obtained from minimal 
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excavation can be used to place structures from the site 

into the appropriate style categories. 

The analyses and discussions presented in this volume 

are intended to dispel notions such as these. In reality 

we know very little about pithouse variability and use or 

about the interrelations between spatially related 

structures. It is hoped that previous discussions have 

demonstrated the necessity to explore an entirely new set of 

ways for using pithouses to address current issues and to 

make pithouse data relevant to a wide range of research 

concerns. 

As was done at Snaketown, pithouses should be excavated 

carefully and thoroughly for scientific rather than merely 

aesthetic reasons because questions currently in vogue 

cannot be answered with any degree of sophistocation or 

specificity without 

characteristics of 

specified. Some of 

considering 

pithouses, not 

these relevant 

certain relevant 

all of which have been 

criteria include issues 

discussed by previous investigators as well as those 

discussed in this volume. However, it is likely that others 

will be revealed after other structures, courtyard groups, 

and residential areas have been carefully excavated and 

analyzed. The analytical perspectives presented in this 

volume should assist in the perception of new and more 

objective ways to identify use-areas in structures. 

The notion that pithouses are important only if they 
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possess categorical data, such as charcoal or artifacts, is 

obsolete. While such samples provide information that is 

indispensible for certain kinds of questions, pithouses 

--their architectural characteristics, internal arrangement 

of space, and a variety of other characteristics--provide a 

wealth of information, even in the absence of artifacts, 

bones, or charcoal. Even depleted house inventories can be 

informative when one takes into account the patterns present 

and processes responsible. In this same vein, house fill 

data, when considered in context, can contribute vital 

information relevant to understanding activity patterns in 

individual structures, in groups of related structures, and 

across a site. 

No one would doubt that large samples of structures are 

already available from a number of sites and certainly it is 

possible to fit many of these houses into style categories 

based on a designated set of criteria. A number of implicit 

and explicit assumptions and logical arguements have 

resulted in the adoption of a series of classifications and 

the acceptance of a narrow list of traits that should be 

recorded and analyzed. This has resulted from and has 

contributed to a fairly standard notion of the potential 

range of information obtainable from pithouse studies. As a 

consequence there is at present a fairly consistent way of 

interpreting results so that structures are analysed in 

accordance with accepted classifications, but from the 
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start this limits the range of issues that analyses can 

address. Thus, Hohokam archaeologists, as well as other 

archaeologists interested in studies of structures, have 

been faced with an unresolvable dilemma; except in the best 

of cases, it has been generally possible to say very little 

with confidence about the uses of structures and about the 

nature of the relationships between structures. As a 

result, it is usually only possible to discuss a very small 

percentage of the structures found at any site. These 

generally include the few structures that conform to the 

minimal requirements of the classifications or frameworks in 

which they will be interpreted or those with exceptionally 

good preservation. 

The validity of these criteria of classification for 

addressing particular sets of issues is questioned. Their 

value for exploring questions of house use and other related 

issues is limited and are therefore in need of reevaluation. 

On the basis of previous classifications, we cannot predict 

the type of house that will be found, the use of the house, 

or the interrelations between houses found together. On the 

basis of one characteristic, such as the presence of a 

hearth, we cannot predict the additional characteristics of 

any structure nor can we reliably infer the uses of that 

structure. Yet, the presence of a hearth, or some other 

characteristic, is a commonly used criterion for making 

interpretive statements about the use of a structure. 
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Similarly, other criteria commonly used to classify 

structures, such as shape or size, are by themselves 

insufficient for treating pithouse variability and house 

use. For these reasons it is argued that these criteria and 

classifications are inappropriate and obsolete. In order to 

answer many of the questions currently of interest in 

Hohokam archaeology (and questions that may arise in the 

future) data are needed from many different levels and 

sources, including data from the pithouse--its contents, its 

characteristics, its location, its use, its orientation, and 

its relation to other structures and extramural space. In 

order to progress and realize the information value of the 

structure, it is necessary to consider a new orientation 

for pithouse studies, one that builds on, but moves beyond, 

the old. In revising notions about the characteristics and 

series of traits that need to be considered we can begin to 

address the kinds of issues that are currently of interest. 

After all, the pithouse represents the common thread between 

all pre-Classic Hohokam sites and was undoubtedly an 

important focal point for the inhabitants of a site. 

A Word About The Use Of Extramural Space 

The approach suggested in this volume represents an 

attempt to depart from previous approaches in examining 

house use and site structure and organization. Yet, one of 

the shortcomings of this study is that comparable data from 
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extramural contexts was not available. The inability to 

consistently incorporate data from extramural contexts has 

been a disadvantage but has allowed for a more intensive 

look at intramural space. Discussions of the 

interrelationship between the use of indoor and outdoor 

space would undoubtedly clarify many questions about the 

structure and organization of activities and socio-economic 

organization at the site, particularly since it is likely 

that many activities were conducted out-of-doors. These may 

have been activities of a particular nature that could not 

be carried out indoors. Other activities, which were at 

times carried out in structures, may have been performed 

outdoors during certain times of the year or at certain 

points throughout the daily cycle. 

On the other hand, the absence of extramural data has 

allowed for and necessitated an even more in depth look at 

the nature of intramural space in an effort to derive 

meaningful conclusions. Without the benefit of data from 

other sources it has been necessary 

of ways in which data from 

to examine the variety 

inside houses can be 

constructively used. This more focused look at intramural 

space has resulted in a greater depth of examination than 

afforded by many projects. However, future studies would 

benefit tremendously by incorporating extramural data more 

completely. 

Only time will tell how effectively the approach 
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advocated in this study can be applied to other sites. It is 

not expected that all sites will exhibit the same types of 

houses nor that all structures will reveal the same degree 

of formality in intramural organization. However, it is 

hoped that other researchers will consider the possibility 

that other types of features may be represented by floor 

holes, that 

be used to 

patterning in floor features and artifacts can 

identify use-areas, and that there may be 

consistencies in the types of space present and in the way 

this space is arranged. These may eventually provide 

insights into the way that space was used. It is worth 

exploring further how the nature and combination of use-area 

types between spatially related houses can be used to define 

the nature of cooperating groups in a site. 

The Snaketown data only hint at the kinds of 

reconstructions of this nature that are possible. It is 

likely that numerous revisions and additions will be in 

order after structures at other sites are excavated with 

these types of considerations in mind. I only hope that, if 

nothing else, this volume has shown that there still is 

information to be gleaned from the excavation of structures 

and that the analysis of the intramural use of space can be 

a productive line of research in Hohokam sites. structures 

deserve greater attention than they have received of late 

because of the wealth of data they possess that can be used 

to address current (and future) research concerns. 
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Research on the Snaketown house floor assemblages began 

in August 1983. A year was spent recording the extensive 

written records and collections which are housed in various 

divisions of the Arizona state Museum (ASM). Material was 

was examined in Archives, Collections, uncatalogued 

collections, Photographic Collections, Map Collections, 

Computer Collections, and the Whole Vessel storage Room. 

Information concerning artifacts (types, frequencies, and 

material composition), architectural characteristics, and 

disturbances were recorded on house inventory sheets which 

were designed specifically for this project--the results of 

which may be found in Appendices B through E. 

Most of the written records from the Snaketown 

excavations are kept in the ASM Archives, although, as 

noted, other minor but important records are found in other 

departments in the Museum. 

Data from each season of excavation were recorded, 

collected, and curated differently and represent two 

distinct data sets. The 1964-1965 material was more 

systematically organized and more thoroughly recorded than 

the 1934-1935 data. As a result of this standardization, 

the data set from this last season is more suitable for the 
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current analysis than the 1934-1935 material. The greater 

nQ~er of excavated houses from the 1964-1965 season makes 

comparative generalizations more reliable as well. 

Several different kinds of written records are 

available from the 1964-1965 and 1934-1935 seasons, each 

providing information in a slightly different format and 

varying considerably in the detail of information. The 

relative nature and value of each of these sources must be 

understood in order to elucidate the strengths and 

limitations of the respective data sets. Accordingly, 

these sources are briefly discussed below with reference to 

their information value and reliability. Each source was 

cross-checked with the next to fill in gaps in information 

and to resolve inconsistencies in the data. Information 

transferred to the recording sheets was referenced and 

color coded so that the descrepancies could be resolved and 

the original source from which specific information was 

derived could be easily consulted. 

Records from the 1964-1965 Season 

Information on the 1964-1965 pithouse excavation forms 

was recorded first and provided 

which information from other 

a starting point against 

sources could be checked. 

These forms summarize relevant facts concerning the 

excavation of each house. They include descriptions of 
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architectural characteristics, the nature of the fill, 

stratigraphic relations, floor and fill artifacts, and in 

most cases they are accompanied by a plan and profile (see 

Appendix c). These were written-up after the excavation of 

the feature was completed. Descriptions were taken from 

memory and field notes recorded in field notebooks. 

Artifact inventories on these forms, including catalogue 

numbers, were taken from the field accession log. Although 

the pithouse excavation forms provided a basic body of 

information and often included information and impression 

not found elsewhere, descriptions and lists are often 

incomplete. For this reason it was necessary to consult 

all other available records. 

Artifact inventories obtained from the pithouse 

excavation forms were therefore compared with entries on 

the provenience cards. These 3" X 5" file cards, organized 

by gridblock and feature number, provide a listing (although 

incomplete) of the artifacts found in each numbered feature. 

This source was not as reliable as the pithouse excavation 

forms and in certain 

artifact type were 

cases differences in provenience or 

apparent between these sources. For 

example, the pithouse excavation forms sometimes listed an 

artifact that was not included on the provenience cards. 

Although the reverse situation also occurred, it happened 

less frequently. Despite the fact that the information on 

the provenience cards was not complete, this source did 
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a few cases where reference to fill and 

was not provided on the pithouse 

the provenience cards clarified the 

The field accession log was the first record to be made 

of the artifacts after they were received in the field 

laboratory. catalogue numbers were assigned to the 

artifacts in the order received and are listed numerically 

along with preliminary artifact identifications and 

proveniences. Subsequent reanalysis of artifacts resulted 

in some substantial changes, mostly in terms of artifact 

descriptions, between the field accession log and later 

records. For this reason this source provides an important 

link between field notes, pithouse excavation forms, and 

artifact cards and contained information not found 

elsewhere. 

The excavators' field notes (by Jonathan Gell, Alfred 

Johnson, Al Lancaster, and James Sciscenti) were recorded in 

field notebooks and were taken during the excavation of 

features but also provide summaries of work after-the-fact. 

Although the content of the notes is inconsistent, the range 

of information discussed is considerable and as a source 

they are indespensible. The excavators sometimes mentioned 

artifacts that were never catalogued (perhaps only because 

their initial identifications were incorrect), described 

relationships between features, explained the difficulties 
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of locating ill-defined floors, laid out the sequence of 

excavation, and even proposed hypotheses about the function 

of a house. Although reading through the field notes was 

time consuming, the effort proved useful. 

The artifact cards are lists of artifacts in numeric 

order by catalogue number and are sorted according to 

artifact and material type. These cards provide descriptive 

and metric information on the artifacts and are summaries of 

the artifact analysis. Haury (personal communication, 1984) 

stated that if discrepancies arose between sources the 

artifact cards should be used to resolve the issue since 

they were the final record made of the artifacts, are the 

most complete, and are most reliable. This advise was 

followed in cases where problems and inconsistencies were 

encountered. For instance, the catalogue numbers on two 

artifacts in structure 10I:3 (See Appendix E) were reversed 

on the artifact cards and the pithouse excavation forms. 

They are presented in Appendix E as they were shown on the 

artifact cards. A more critical discrepancy occurred 

between the artifact cards and pithouse forms on the one 

hand and the provenience cards on the other. Three 

artifacts (A 26,558, A 26,559, and A 26,578) were listed as 

coming from the fill of House 11I:3 in the former two 

records and from the fill of House 11I:2 on the latter. In 

Appendix E they are listed with House 11I:3. 

Written records that pertain to artifacts from the 
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1964-1965 season that are not original sources provided 

additional descriptive information on artifacts. Included 

was a computer printout of whole and restorable vessels 

compiled by G. Michael Jacobs, Assistant Collections 

Coordinator for the ASM. The vessel identifications on 

this list were updated by Jacobs based on a personal 

reexamination of the vessels in 1983. Being the most 

recent source, the computer printout was used for the final 

identification of vessels. However, the present author 

examined the whole vessels in collections as well to verify 

their condition. 

Loan records from the Collections Department provided 

information on the location of certain artifacts and often 

provided more detailed information on the condition, 

identification, and number of items loaned. 

Published reports also proved useful in clarifying the 

artifact inventory lists. The occasional discrepancies 

between published material and the original documents 

provoked further investigation to resolve the question. 

Published discussions concerning artifacts (uses and 

associations) often served as a starting point for further 

investigation. 

Records From the 1934-1935 Season 

Fewer written records were available for the 1934-1935 
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material (ASM Archives, MS 15). The field accession log 

provided brief provenience information for each catalogued 

artifact or group of artifacts. However, this source had 

several shortcommings: Material type was seldomly included 

so that, for instance, a bead of unknown kind was listed; 

frequently more than one item, although an unspecified 

number, were catalogued with only one number; several 

classes of items were not included on this list (e.g., shell 

debitage); nonspecific artifact type designations were 

frequent (e.g., "shell object"); and provenience information 

was not always specified or clear. 

The Gila Pueblo catalogue cards, filed in the 

Collections Division, provided additional information. 

These cards were organized by catalogue numbers with the 

Snaketown artifacts interspersed with cards from other 

projects. These cards sometimes provided more detailed 

information on artifact type, material type, artifact 

condition, provenience, and the location of the artifact in 

collections or the status of the artifact (i.e., destroyed, 

loaned, exhibited, stolen, or in a particular drawer in 

collections). However, inclusion of the information was 

inconsistent and sometimes not informative. For example, 

descriptions of artifact types were often unspecified as 

was the case with the field accession log; identification 

of material types was often generalized (e.g., all chipped 

stone artifacts are labeled "flint" with the exception of 
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obsidian) and distinctions between floor and fill 

provenciences were frequently not made. 

Cards were available for some artifacts which were not 

included on the field accession log. For example, all of 

the shell debitage was included at the end of the sequence 

where much of it was boxed and catalogued together under 

one number. 

Loan records, the whole vessel computer printout, and 

field notes (by Emil Haury, Julian Hayden, Irwin Hayden, 

J.e.F. Motz, Erik Reed, and E.B. Sayles) also provided 

additional information. However, even with these records 

the house artifact listings are incomplete. 

the artifacts were destroyed, sold, 

Because many of 

loaned, or not 

adequately provenienced, complete information was obtainable 

for only a few houses. Determination of where in the house 

many items were found (fill or floor) was not possible. 

Some artifact had been listed as to class on special 

artifact sheets found in Archives. 

used for analysis. These lists 

information on material composition, 

item, or metric information. 

These were presumably 

did not always provide 

a description of the 

other Sources of Data for Both Seasons 

In addition to the written records discussed above 



580 

other sources of information were consulted. Artifacts of 

questionable identifications or uncertain frequencies were 

examined in the Collections Department, where all catalogued 

artifacts are kept unless on display, on loan, or otherwise 

missing. Several boxes of uncatalogued artifacts, including 

sherds, ground stone, chipped stone, figurine fragments, 

shell, and botanical remains from the 1964-1965 expedition 

are in Collections. These, excluding the sherds, were 

inventoried and added to the house artifact recording forms. 

Photographs were especially useful in clarifying 

questions about the physical characteristics of houses, the 

locations of artifacts, and relationships between features. 

plans and profiles of houses that were drawn while in 

the field accompanied most of the pithouse excavation forms 

from 1964-1965. Field sketches were not available for the 

1934-1935 season although a folder contains plans of 41 

houses drafted by Motz (ASM Archives, MS 15, Box 2, Folder 

17). Drawings from the first season included only 

architectual information; none of the artifacts were 

plotted, features were rarely labeled, and profiles were 

simple showing only the shape of the structure. 

Plans and profiles drawn during the 1964-1965 season 

were more complete. The majority of structures were 

completely excavated, features within houses were usually 

labeled, floor artifacts were sometimes plotted, and 

profiles described the nature of the substrate into which 
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the structure was excavated. 

Field drawings from both seasons were later (after 

1965) drafted onto large sheets most often organized by 

quarters of gridblocks. These maps showed the relationships 

between houses and other closely associated features such as 

cremations, pits, and mounds. These larger plans were used 

to create the site map published by Haury (1976:11-35). In 

addition, plans of some houses were included in the 

published reports (Gladwin and others 1937; Haury 1976). 

These maps were later used by Sternberg (Wilcox, McGuire, 

and sternberg 1981, Figures 14 and 15) to create a site map 

showing the distribution of structures. 

Together these drafted plans and the original field 

drawings proved invaluable sources of information. The 

drafted versions often excluded information, such as 

artifact locations, since most were going to be reduced 

substantially and were intended only to show the 

relationships between houses and the general architectual 

characteristics of houses. Therefore, the plans provided 

in Appendices Band C were mostly drafted from the original 

field drawings and include all visual information available 

that pertains to the house. However, even on the originals 

information was sometimes lacking or differed from field 

notes. 

The plans provide in this volume are the result of 

comparing the original field drawings, drafted maps, 
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published plans and profiles, and written and photographic 

records. Where appropriate, captions in Appendices Band C 

mention the sources of information, the inconsistencies 

between sources, and the decisions made concerning 

relationships and labeling. 

After most of the house artifacts and architectural 

information was recorded Dr. Haury was consulted, as has 

been the cases throughout the preparation of this volume. 

His first-hand experience with the site and the nature of 

the archival records and collections data helped 

considerably in organizing and interpreting the data set. 

In addition, he arranged a trip to Snaketown to give me a 

perspective of the site. 
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KEY TO HOUSE DRAWINGS 

H Hearth (Plastered) 0 (Pit) on Floor 

F.P. Firepit (lnforma I) 
(Contemporaneous) 

• P.H. Post Hole 

~ Intrusive (Pit) 

*CP Charred Post (Later) 

F Floor , ~ .. -. 
I Subfloor (Pit) . , . 

'. - (Earlier) F.F. Floor Fragment 

P.S. Present Ground Surface 27/ L2 Trench (Backhoe or 

G Groove Hand-Dug) 

S Step 
~ Cultural Stratum 

E Entryway (on Profile Drawing) 

S.P. Storage Pit ~ Sterile Stratum 
(on Profile Drawing) 

'I Unknown Feature or 
Characteristic 

GJ Pit 
Stratum Undescribed 

P (on Profile Drawing) 

T.p. Trash Pit 
Plastered Floor 

TR-I Tree Ring Sample (on Profile Drawing) 

C14-1 Radiocarbon Sample - - - - Excavation Boundary 
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House plans not included in this appendix: 

House 9F:8. This is a Piman round house dating to the historic 
occupation at Snaketown. For a plan drawing see 
Gladwin et ale (1937:60). 

House lOG:5. This structure was excavated for a second time 
in 1964-1965; the plan was redrawn and modified 
and is therefore included in Appendix C. 

House 10G:6. This structure was excavated for a second time 
in 1964-1965; the plan was redrawn and modified 
and is therefore included in Appendix C. 
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KEY TO HOUSE DRAWINGS 

H Hearth (Plastered) 0 (Pit) on Floor 
(Contemporaneous) 

F.P. Fire pit (lnforma I) 

• P.H. Post Hole 

~ Intrusive (Pit) 

*CP Charred Post (Later) 

F Floor , , .- -. . Subfloor (Pit) • , . .. .. 
(Earlier) F.F. Floor Fragment 

P.S. Present Ground Surface Z7Z L2 Trench (Backhoe or 

G Groove Hand-Dug) 

S Step 
~ Cultural Stratum 

E Entryway (on Profile Drawing) 

S.P. Storage Pit ~ Sterile Stratum 
(on Profi Ie Drawing) 

? Unknown Feature or 
Characteristic 

[1] Stratum Undescribed 
P Pit (on Profile Drawing) 

T.P. Trash Pit 
Plastered Floor 

TR-I Tree Ring Sample (on Profile Drawing) 

C14-1 Radiocarbon Sample - - - - Excavation Boundary 
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Figure C.2. House 5F:2. Firepit consists of an area of ash; 
1-3 pits may be present on floor although plan shows only one 
possible pit. Sub-floor pits are noted. 
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Figure C.12. Houses 5G:7, 5G:8, and 5G:9. 5G:7 is the earliest of the 
three structures. 5G:9 has two superimposed hearths indicating 
extended use. 5G:8 is the latest structure: its hearth was plastered 
over indicating a change in use. SFN refers to this as a "walled 
annex to 5G:7." 
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Figure C.13. House 5G:lO. The outline of this floor is poorly 
defined but burned structural debris indicates it is a house. 
The hearth may have been removed by the trench. 

625 



626 

Figure C.14. HoUSe 5G:ll. 
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Figure C.16. House 5G:14. The first surface extending out from 
Mound 16 "lips up" against the back side of this house suggesting 
contemporaniety (SFN). Floor patch to the north is associated 
with Mound 16. 
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for BE:14 iverkies BE:13. The pit appears to underlie BE:14 
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Figure C.61. House 9G:3. 
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Figure C.6? House 10D:2. This floor may be partially disturbed 
by 10D:1. 
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Figure C.73. House lOF:6. An unnumbered floor fragment is 
located to the east. lOF:4 partially overlies this house. 
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Figure C.76. House lOF:9. Hearth may be an 
unprepared firepit. The tops of the trivets have 
been cut off. Pit, mentioned mentioned in notes, 
was labeled trivet on field drawing. 
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Figure C.S3. House 10F:15. Two floors are present; upper floor 
is shown here, an additional hearth was found 0.30 m below lower 
floor indicating another house was present. Notes mention one 
trivet but plan shows 3 - 4. Entryway mat have a step. Origin of 
pits is uncertain but discussion of artifacts indicates that the 
northern one is likely in the floor. 
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Figure C.93, House 10F:27. This poorly defined surface may not 
be a house floor. it may be an extramural surface associated with 
a pre-Sacaton courtyard. It underlies lOF:16--a Sacaton structure 
and lOF:26--a Colonial period structure. 
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Figure C.lOa. House lOG:l3. This structure was previously 
excavated as lOG:5*. The origin of the pit in the center of 
the floor is uncertain; it may be intrusive but evidence of 
the hea~th was preserved. If the pit is sub-floor it may have 
caused subsidence requiring the floor to be replastered. 
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Figure C.13S. House IIF:IO. An area with pits is located 
to the northeast; relationship is unknown. 
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APPImDIX D 

BOUSE PLOOR ABD PILL AR~IPAc!S: 1934-1935 

Key: 

V-1 = Vessel 11 
b.g.s. = Below ground surface 
HFN = Hayden Field Notebook 
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structure 3C:l 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor or fill: 

1 
1 

stone axe 
black-on-red sherd 

From outside southeast corner of house: 

1 
1 
2 
1 

# 

small ground squirrel skull, unworked 
deer femur, unworked 
jackrabbit humerus, jaw, unworked 
cottontail bone (may be from house), 

unworked 

structure 3C:4 

Sacaton Phase 

Description 

No artifacts recorded. 
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Catalogue # 

43532 
43566 

ST-5 
ST-5 
ST-5 
ST-5 

Catalogue # 
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structure 4H:1 

sacaton Phase 

# Description catalogue # 

Not completely excavated (not included in count of 40 houses 
from the 1964-1965 season, Sayles 1938) 

Floor: 

#? shell bracelet fragments, 
Laevicardium (1 bracelet; 
1 bracelet blank?, +?) 

Floor or fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Sacaton Red-on-buff jar 
Sacaton Red-on-buff bowl 
Sacaton Red-on-buff bowl 
stone palette 
abrading stones 
hanunerstones 
mano 
palette fragment 
stone rings 
pestle 
hanunerstone 
abrading stone 
mano 

45595 

45418 
45419 
45420 
45430 
45431 
45432 
45433 
45434 
45449 
45831 
45832 
45833 
46012 



structure 4H:2 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

projectile point 
charred corn 
mano 
abrading stone 
mano 
mano 
stone object 
rubbing stone 

Floor or fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
# 
# 
1 

Sacaton Red-on-buff bowl 
Sacaton Red-on-buff bowl 
plainware bowl 
Sacaton Red-on-buff jar 
Sacaton Red-on-buff bowl 
Sacaton Red-on-buff bowl 
Sacaton Red-on-buff bowl 
clay disc 
intrusive sherds, 1 San Lorenzo R/Br, 

2 ? red 
red-on-buff bowl 
red-on-buff jar 
plainware bowl 
red-on-buff jar fragment 
red-on-buff jar fragment 
red-on-buff bowl 
Sacaton Red-on-buff bowl 
Sacaton Red-on-buff bowl 

Sacaton Red-on-buff bowl 
Sacaton Red-on-buff jar or bowl 
red-on-buff jar (with shell bracelets) 
clay object(s); may be Mound 40 test # 1 
plainware bowl fragment and red paint, 

shell ring 
shell fragments 

prepared 

sh~ll pendant with cut shell pendants 
bone awl, joints modified 
charred corn 
charred seeds 
white pigment 
red pigment, prepared 
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catalogue # 

45689 
45722 
46031 
46032 
46033 
46034 
46035 
46036 

45517 
45518 
45519 
45520 
45521 
45522 
45523 
45527 
45528 

45531 
45532 
45533 
45534 
45535 
45536 
45537 
45538 

45539 
45540 
45541 
45542 
45543 

45547 
45548 
45549 
45550 
45551 
45552 
45553 
45554 



1 
1 
1 
1 

red-on-buff bowl fragment 
stone hoe 
red paint, prepared 
bone awl fragment 

45641 
45658 
45679 
45719 

764 

Additional artifact listings, includes some new artifacts 
and some duplicates of above but with more detail, no 
catalogue numbers so direct correlations are not possible: 

1 Gila shoulder jar (V-I), crushed with charred seed 
(greasewood berries?), (0.20 m b.g.s.; overlies V-2 

1 red-on-buff jar (V-2), overlies but rests on course 
sand 

1 flared-rim bowl (V-3), inverted over V-2 
I red-on-buff? bowl (V-4), inverted over V-3 
1 V-5 is overlain by another vessel 
I sherd containing red paint is beneath V-6 
1 V-7 is 0.05 m above floor, may be lying on sand 
I whole? Glycymeris shell, face down, partially covered 

by a piece of red paint 
1 turquoise bead fragment 
1 mane 
1 flared-rim bowl (V-8), fragment? 
1 flared-rim bowl fragment 
1 plainware jar (V-9), NE corner of house 
I intrusive black-on-red? sherd, near center of floor,on 

floor 
1 shell ring 
1 mano, near center of floor 
I mane 
1 rubbing and whetstone, grooved, rectangular chunk 

charred corn, several chunks 
2 large pieces of red pigment 
1 quartzite flat river-worn stone (rubbing stone?), 

0.05 m N of pigment 
1 red-on-buff bowl (V-12; may be on floor) 

Fill (artifacts that are definately in the fill; may include 
some new artifacts and some duplicates of above but with 
more detail, no catalogue numbers so direct correlations are 
not possible): 

1 pestle-like object (in groove at edge of floor) 
1 red-on-buff Gila Shoulder vessel (V-S; N end of house 

overlying groove, upright, crushed) 
1 plainware? sherd (overlies V-5) 
1 red-on-buff vessel (parts of a large vessel assc~iated 

with V-S) 
1 shell pendant, perforated, serrated (above groove, 0.06 

m above floor) 
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1 flared-rim bowl (not reconstructable; with V-S) 
1 vessel (V-10; large shallow basin, mostly rim sherds) 
1 clay fragments of a jar lid? (near V-S) 
1 red-on-buff Gila shoulder jar (V-l1; crushed on side; 

upper sherds 0.10 m b.g.s., lower sherds 
0.10 m from floor; mixed with V-8) 

1 bone awl (1.0 m in front of entryway; 0.20 m b.g.s.) 

A number of shattered vessels, in addition to those numbered 
by J. Hayden are included in the mass of general house 
sherds (J. HFN # 1:33). 

Pit A: 

large number of sherds HFN 

Pit B: 

only a few sherds HFN 

Pit c: 

large quantities of ash and much broken shell HFN 
and a few sherds 



structure 6E:l 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 shell ornament (with cut shell pendants) 
1 whole Laevicardium elatum shell, unworked 
1 shell ornament, Laevicardium 
1 shell bracelet, serpent 
1 shell, Glycymeris, worked or unworked 
1 shell disc 
# shell beads (with rings) 
1 Olivella shell, unknown form 
1 shell bracelet 
10 sherds, Kana-a Black-on-white 
2 sherd discs 
1 sherd disc, perferated 
1 sherd disc 
1 red-on-buff ladle, burnt 
1 red-on-buff jar 
1 Sacaton Red-on-buff bowl 
1 plainware bowl 
1 red-on-buff bowl 
1 Sacaton Red-on-buff jar 
1 redware bowl 
1 projectile point 

mica 
1 stone ring 
1 steatite bead 
1 projectile point 
1 projectile point 
1 turquoise ornament (inlay?) 
38? turquoise beads 
1 stone object 
1 turquoise inlay fragment 
1 worked stone ("odd shaped stone") 
1 mana 
1 stone object 
1 quartz nodule 
1 mano 
1 mano 
1 mana 
1 mano 
1 bone awl 
1 mana 
1 mana 
1 mana 
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Catalogue # 

45586 
45587 
45588 
45589 
45590 
45591 
45592 
45593 
45594 
45629 
45630 
45631 
45632 
45633 
45635 
45636 
45637 
45638 
45639 
45640 
45668 
45669 
45670 
45671 
45672 
45673 
45674 
45675 
45676 
45677 
45678 
45697 
45698 
45699 
45700 
45701 
45702 
45703 
45715 
45776 
45777 
45778 



Floor or fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

plainware bowl 
Gila Plain jar 
santa Cruz Red-on-buff bowl 
santa Cruz Red-on-buff bowl 
plainware bowl 
plainware bowl 
red-on-buff bowl 
Sacaton Red-on-buff ladle 
Sacaton Red-on-buff ladle 
Sacaton Red-on-buff ladle 
plainware bowl 
red-on-buff bowl 
Sacaton Red-on-buff ladle and paint 
red pigment, prepared, burnt 
stone bowl 
perferated shell, Laevicardium (bracelet?) 
mirror (red and yellow?) 
bone tube, plain 
worked Glycymeris shell 
white paint 

Trash pit in House 6E:1: 

3 

Fill: 

1 
1 

sherds, Kana-a Black-on-white 

pestl e 
stone ring 

45507 
45508 
45509 
45510 
45511 
45512 
45513 
45514 
45515 
45516 
45524 
45529 

45555 
45556 
45933 
46058 
55918 
45934 
45553 

45643 

45696 
45775 
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Fill (artifacts that are definately in the fill; may include 
some new artifacts and some duplicates of above but with 
more detail, no catalogue numbers so direct correlations are 
not possible): 

1 mana (0.10 m above floor) 
1 plainware bowl (V-7; upright; 0.10 m above floor) 
1 red-on-buff Gila shoulder vessel (V-8; upright; bottom 

0.02 m above floor; bottom almost touching V-7) 
1 mana fragment, rectangular (0.05 m off floor) 
1 plainware bowl (V-12, upright) 
1 plainware bowl (V-13, upright) 
1 red-on-buff flared-rim bowl (V-l4, upright) 
1 red-on-buff jar (V-l6, upright) 
1 quartz/chert nodule, unifacially flaked (under V-16) 
1 plainware jar, globular (V-l7) 
1 red-on-buff flared-rim bowl (V-IS, upright) 
1 red-on-buff dipper fragment (V-21; contains red paint) 
1 plainware bowl (V-22, upright; 0.20 rn b.g.s.) 
1 plainware bowl (V-23, upright; 0.20 rn b.g.s.) 



structure 6E:2 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

# 
# 
# 
1 
# 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 

# 
2 
# 
# 
# 
# 
1 
1 
1 

shell pendant 
shell beads 
Sacaton Red-on-buff jar 
black-on-white sherd 
malachite bead 
pendant (or shell bead, misc) 
projectile point 
turquoise bead 
projectile point 
slate pendant, lizard (argillitic rock) 
red paint, prepared 
turquoise or malachite 
pestle 
stone object 
mano 
plummet stone (medicine stone) 
axe 
bone tube 
bone tube 
earth and tortise shell 
bone implements 
shell objects/beads 
shell beads, Olivella 
shell ornament, reptile 
shell brace I ets 
Sacaton Red-on-buff bowl 
Sacaton Red-on-buff dish 
sacaton Red-on-buff effigy vessel 
plummet stones 
lava object, toggle-like 
incised stone 
red pigment, prepared 
plummet stone 
asbestos 
chrysocola 
shell beads 
schist beads or pendants 
shell beads 
steatite or shell beads 
shell, turquoise, steatite beads 
projectile points 
plainware jar (Sacaton) 
plainware jar (Sacaton) 
plainware jar (Sacaton) 
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catalogue # 

45596 
45597 
45634 
45642 
45682 
45683 
45684 
45685 
45686 
45687 
45690 
45691 
45692 
45693 
45694 
45695 
45704 
45717 
45718 
45721 
45917 
45928 
45929 
45930 
45931 
45945 
45947 
45948 
46038 
46039 
46040 
46041 
46042 
46043 
46044 
46045 
46046 
46047 
46048 
46049 
46050 
46125 
46126 
46127 



1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Sacaton Red-on-buff jar 
Sacaton Red-on-buff bowl 
plainware jar (Sacaton) 
Sacaton Red-on-buff jar 
Sacaton Red-on-buff jar 
redware bowl 
Sacaton Red-on-buff jar 
Sacaton Red-on-buff jar 
Sacaton Red-on-buff jar 

Floor or fill: 

2 

1 

1 
1 
i 
2 
1 
1 
# 
1 

1 

plainware bowls (one may be a 
plainware disc) 

plainware bowl 
charred corn 
animal figurine 
jar plug 
figurine fragments and torso 
abrading stones 
mano 
axe 
stone objects 
bone awl 
cotton? seeds 
shell pendant, claw-shaped 

(could be on floor) 

Note: In middle of W half of floor: 
ash, sherds, gravel 

Fill: 

1 

2 
1 
1 

projectile point 
iron ore 
projectile points 
antler tool 
cut shell fragment 

46128 
46129 
46130 
46131 
46132 
46133 
46134 
46135 
46136 

45525 

45526 
45913 
45952 
45953 
45954 
46037 
46085 
46086 
46087 
46154 
46155 
HFN 

45680 
45681 
45688 
45716 
45927 
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Fill (artifacts that are definately in the fill; may include 
some new artifacts and some duplicates of above but with 
more detail, no catalogue numbers so direct correlations are 
not possible): 

red-on-buff and plainware jar and bowl sherds (0.15 m 
above floor) 

lumps of charred corn with above mentioned sherds 
1 malachite chunk 
1 projectile point 
1 black-on-white sherd (from same vessel as sherd found 

on floor of House 6E:1 and in trash pit) 
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1 projectile point 
1 bone tube 
1 copper ore, chunk 
1 stone axe (broken by heat) 
1 red-on-buff vessel (V-2; crushed in place 0.03 m above 

floor) 
1 mana (with sherds of V-2) 
1 red-on-buff jar, small (V-3, on its side; 0.05 m above 

floor) 
1 hematite, small piece 
1 red-on-buff Gila Shoulder jar (V-5, upright; against S 

1 cut shell 
1 animal figurine (pieces) 
1 antler tool 

Pit A: 

wall of room) 

# 
1 
# 
4 
1 
# 

red-on-buff and plainware sherds 
projectile point 
shell beads, Olivella, several 
mano fragments 
lava reel-shaped object (lip or ear plug?) 
plummet stones, several 

Outside house: 

45946 

1 plainware jar 45949 
1 plainware bowl 45950 
1 plainware jar 45951 
1 obsidian projectile point (outside N wall) 
2 schist reamers (in fill outside of house walls) 

Note: "whole SW quarter of room beneath wall fragments is a 
mess of sherds ... " Field Notes p. 52 



structure 6F:7 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

#? 
#? 
#? 

# 

rubbing stones 
iron pyrite (magnetite) 
shell 

structure 6G:1 

Estrell a Phase 

Description 

General house provenience: 

1 figurine 

Pit in northwest corner: 

1 figurine 
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Catalogue # 

45835 
45836 
45881 

Catalogue # 

45485 

45906 

Sherds from this house were mixed, also Pima sherds 
included. 



structure 6G:B 

Sacaton Phase 

I Description 

Floor: 

1 

? 

projectile point 
asbestos (may be 3 batches) 
malachite 

Floor and fill: 

28 copper bells (may be in fill) 
1 shell discoidal bead (with copper 

fill?) 
1 plainware bowl (V-19) 
1 plainware jar 
1 red-on-buff jar 
1 Sacaton Red-on-buff bowl 
1 red-on-buff jar 
1 red-on-buff jar 
1 plainware jar 
1 plainware bowl 
1 plainware jar 
1 plainware jar 
1 plainware bowl 
1 red-on-buff bowl 
1 Sacaton Red-on-buff jar, storage 
1 red-on-buff jar 
1 Gila Plain bowl 
1 Sacaton Red-on-buff jar 
1 plainware bowl 
1 red-on-buff jar 
1 red-on-buff jar 
1 Sacaton Red-on-buff jar 
1 plainware bowl 
1 Sacaton Red-on-buff jar 
1 plainware jar 
1 red-on-buff jar 
1 red-on-buff jar 
1 plainware jar 
1 plainware jar 
1 plainware jar 
1 red-on-buff jar 
1 red-on-buff jar 
1 plainware bowl 
1 red-on-buff jar 

bells; 

jar 
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Catalogue # 

in 

45843 
45844 
44895 

44679 
44680 

44733 
44741 
44742 
44743 
44744 
44745 
44746 
44747 
44748 
44749 
44750 
44751 
44752 
44753 
44754 
44755 
44756 
44757 
44758 
44759 
44760 
44761 
44762 
44763 
44764 
44765 
44766 
44767 
44768 
44769 
44770 
44771 

1 Sacaton Red-on-buff jar (other artifacts too?) 44772 
1 red-on-buff jar 44773 
1 Sacaton Red-on-buff jar 44774 



1 

1 
1 
2 
5 
#? 
1 
1 
1 
#? 
# 
1 
1 
1 
# 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

sacaton Red-on-buff jar 
red pigment 
stone vessel 
stone ring, red (argillitic) 
obsidian projectile points 
shell bracelets (probably the ones in V-43) 
shell ornaments 
shell pendant, Pecten 
shell bracelet 
shell ring, carved 
figurines, human heads (at least 2, maybe 5) 
clay object (or clay fragments) 
shell bead, disc 
pendant, carved lizard (shell or stone) 
figurine, human head (may be the one in V-43) 
shell beads and obsidian nodules 
yellow paint, prepared 
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44775 
44781 
44792 
44793 
44794 
44799 
44800 
44801 
44802 
44803 
44804 
44805 
44806 
44807 
44808 
44893 

Lab # 

sotol/yucca (in V-54; several lumps of finely 1248 
powdered burned material) 

yucca/sotol (in a vessel; matted masses of 1249 
fibrous spun yarn--charred, cotton also) 

yucca/sotol (in V-5; spun yarn) 1250 
yucca/sotol (in V-47; spun yarn) 1251 
yucca/sotol (in a vessel; spun yarn) 1252 
yucca/sotol (in V-31; spun yarn) 1253 
yucca/sotol (in a vessel; matted vegetal fibers, 1254 

spun yarn, and matted textile, charred) 
yucca/sotol (in V-44; matted spun yarn) 1255 
yucca/sotol (in V-34; matted spun yarn) 1256 
yucca/sotol and cotton (in V-II; spun yarn) 1257 

plainware jar (V-l; 0.7 m b.g.s.) 
Sacaton Red-on-buff jar (V-2; 0.7 m b.g.s.) 
plainware jar (V-3; 0.85 m b.g.s) 
Sacaton Red-on-buff scoop (V-4; 0.9 m b.g.s) 
plainware jar (V-S; 0.8 m b.g.s.; 

filled with mass of carbonized cotton) 
Sacaton Red-on-buff jar (V-6; 0.7 m b.g.s.) 
red-on-buff jar (V-7; 0.6 m b.g.s.) 
plainware bowl (V-8; 0.6 m b.g.s.) 
red-on-buff bowl (V-9; 0.8 m b.g.s.) 
plainware bowl (V-I0; 0.9 m b.g.s.) 
plainware jar (V-ll; 0.9 b.g.s.; mixed with 

V-I0 and 12; rests on burnt timbers, 
overlaid by roof material) 

red-on-buff jar (V-12; 0.85 m b.g.s.) 

44715 
44716 
44717 
44718 
44719 

44720 
44721 
44722 
44723 
44724 
44725 

44726 



I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 
1 
1 

red-on-buff jar (V-13; 0.5 - 0.9 m b.g.s.) 
Sacaton Red-on-buff jar, large (V-14; 0.5 -

0.9 b.g.s.) 
plainware bowl (V-IS; 0.5 - 0.9 m b.g.s.) 
red-on-buff jar (V-16; 0.5 - 0.9 m b.g.s.) 
Sacaton Red-on-buff jar (V-17; 0.35 m b.g.s) 
Sacaton Red-on-buff jar (V-18; 0.35 m b.g.s.) 
Sacaton Red-on-buff dish, 4-legged (V-20; 

0.9 m b.g.s.) 
Sacaton Red-on-buff jar (V-21; 0.45 m b.g.s; 

mixed with V-22 and 23) 
red-on-buff jar (V-22; 0.45 m b.g.s) 
Sacaton Red-on-buff jar (V-23; 0.45 m b.g.s) 

(problem: maybe plainware jar, 
card originally said bowl) 

Sacaton Red-on-buff jar (V-24; 0.8 m b.g.s.) 
Sacaton Red-on-buff jar (V-25; 0.8 m b.g.s.) 
Sacaton Red-on-buff bowl (0.8 m b.g.s.) 
basketry filled with yellow pigment 
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44727 
44728 

44729 
44730 
44731 
44732 
44734 

44735 

44736 
44737 

44738 
44739 
44740 
44780 

Notes on artifacts listed above: 

I plainware jar (V-34) is in fill and contained yarn 
and Pecten shell ornaments; this vessel may be listed 
under floor and fill artifacts. 

1 red-on-buff bowl or platter (V-37) served as a 
cover for a red-on-buff jar (V-38). 

I red-on-buff jar (V-39) was covered by a plainware 
bowl. 

I plainware platter (V-40) was turned on edge against 
interior side wall posts. 

1 red-on-buff jar (V-41) was partially covered by V-I. 

1 red-on-buff jar (V-43) contained yellow pigment and 
shell bracelets. 

1 red-on-buff jar (V-45) was nested in V-54. 

1 red-on-buff jar (V-31) rested on platform above 
plainware bowl (V-56). 

I plainware jar (V-32) was on floor parapet. 

I figurine was in V-43. 

whole shell ornaments, Pecten were in V-34 with holes 
lined up from having been strung together. 



structure 6G:ll 

Estrella Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

2 
#? 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 

shells 
shell bracelets, Glycymeris 
hammerstone 
flake knife 
flake knife 
plainware jar 
corn cob fragments 

Floor or fill: 

1 
1 
1 

abrading stone 
figurine torso 
mano 

General provenience: 

1 figurine torso 

Pit in northwest corner: 

#? figurines 
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catalogue # 

45454 
45455 
45845 
45846 
45847 
45905 

45483 
45484 
45652 

45485 

45906 



structure 6G:12 

Snaketown Phase 

# Description 

Floor or fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

human head figurine 
sacaton Red-on-buff bowl 
Snaketown Red-en-buff bowl 
turquoise bead 
rubbing stene 
metate 

776 

catalogue # 

44907 
44908 
45460 
45486 
45487 
45488 
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structure 6G:13 

Santa Cruz Phase 

# Description Catalogue # 

Floor: 

? shell 45885 
1 plainware jar 45907 

Floor or fill: 

1 plainware thick-walled jar 45461 
1 red-an-buff ladle 45462 
1 santa Cruz Red-an-buff jar 45463 
1 plainware jar, handled 45464 
1 santa Cruz Red-an-buff jar, handled 45465 
1 Santa Cruz Red-an-buff bowl 45466 
1 santa Cruz Red-an-buff bowl 45467 
1 santa Cruz Red-an-buff jar 45468 
1 plainware jar, handled 45469 
1 Santa Cruz Red-an-buff bowl 45470 
1 Santa Cruz Red-an-buff bowl 45471 
1 plainware jar 45472 
1 Santa Cruz Red-an-buff bowl 45473 
1 figurine fragment, legs 45489 
1 rubbing stone 45490 
1 axe, 3/4 groove 45491 
1 abrading stone 45492 
1 pecking stone 45493 
2 manos 45494 
1 palette fragment (but listed as stone bowl) 45495 
3 abrading stones 45496 
1 schist pendant, geometric 45497 
2 harnmerstones (but card says just 1) 45498 
1 pot rest 45499 
2 manos 45653 
1 figurine, animal 45654 
1 metate, trough 45655 
1 plummet stone 45656 
1 bone tool, spatula? 45712 



structure 6H:l 

Snake town Phase 

# Description 

Floor or fill: 

1 sherd disc 
biotite?, small bits 
hematite, small bits 

General house provenience: 

1 projectile point 

778 

Catalogue I 

45725 

46095 

Sherds fairly numerous, predominantly Snaketown phase. 



# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 
# 

plainware bowl 
plainware jar 
mano 
flake implements 

Floor or fill: 

1 
1 
1 

axe, grooved 
mano 
mano 

structure 6H:2 

sweetwater Phase 

General house provenience: 

1 mano 

Sherds reported. 
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catalogue # 

45726 
45730 
46004 
46014 

45742 
45783 
46069 

46076 



# Description 

Floor: 

1 
2 

mano 
pebbles 

Floor or fill: 

1 mano 

Sherds reported. 

# Description 

structure 61:1 

Snaketown Phase 

structure 7D:1 

Gila Butte Phase 

Catalogue # 

No artifacts recorded. 

780 

catalogue # 

45817 
45818 

45816 

Comments 



structure 7F:8 

Vahki'Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
2 
1 

turquoise fragment 
pestle 
figurines 
mano (1/2) 

Floor or fill: 

1 
? 
1 

palette or pieces of worked turquoise 
iron pyrite/ma9nitite? 
pendant, coral or red shell 

General house provenience: 

1 abrading stone 

Pit H in the House: 

1 
1 

Lino Black-on-white sherd 
turquoise fragment 
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Catalogue # 

45852 
45853 
45910 
46013 

45856 
45857 
45859 

45854 

45855 



# Description 

Floor: 

1 mano 

Floor or fill: 

1 figurine (torso 

# Description 

structure 7F:9 

Snaketown Phase 

and legs) 

structure 7F:I0 

Santa Cruz Phase 

No artifacts recorded. 

782 

Catalogue I 

45858 

45730 

catalogue # 



783 

structure 7H:l 

# Description catalogue # 

Floor: 

shell bracelet # 
# 
1 
1 

figurine fragments (21, with torso and legs) 
projectile point 

45926 
45956 
46030 
46079 metate? (loan records indicate that this is 

two p~ojectile points) 

Floor or fill: 

perferated disc 
mano 
shell bead 

1 
1 
1 
1 Jackrabbit humerus, unworked end 

structure 7H:2 

santa Cruz Phase 

# Description Catalogue # 

No artifacts recorded. 

Sherds present. 

43824 
46023 
46078 
ST-43 

Comments 



structure 71:2 

Snaketown Phase 

# Description 

Floor or fill: 

1 

Fill: 

1 

1 

1 
1 

palette, slate 

projectile point (.15 m depth, east 
end of house) 

jar (.35 m depth, .05 m above floor; 
east end of house) 

plate (.35 m depth, .05 m above floor) 
red-on-buff jar (.30 - .45 m depth) 

General house provenience: 

# 

# 
# 
1 
# 

miscellaneous worked stone (including 
(1 chopper) 

bone implements 
miscellaneous shell (including bracelets) 
lava sphere 
mano and metate fragments 

784 

Catalogue # 

43769 

45359 

45414 

45415 
45412 

45810 

45916 
45920 
46009 
46010 



structure 7J:3 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

# 
1 

shell bracelets or miscellaneous steatite 
ear plug, steatite 

Floor or fill: 

# 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
# 
1 
1 

# 

projectile points 
clay disc 
sacaton Red-on-buff jar 
clay disc 
Sacaton Red-on-buff jar 
Sacaton Red-on-buff plate 
charred mesquite beans 
deer bone, broken bone point 
human skull fragment 

Structure 8F:2 

Snaketown Phase 

Description 

Floor or fi 11 : 

3 
1 
2 

Fill: 

sherd discs 
metate 
manos 

1 figurine torso (.50 m deep) 

785 

Catalogue # 

45938 

45359 
45363 
45412 
45413 
45414 
45415 
45416 
ST-50 

Catalogue # 

43819 
45355 
45358 



structure 8F:3 

Snake town Phase 

# Description 

Floor or fill: 

1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Fill: 

Gila Red bowl 
plainware jar 
projectile points 
stone bowl, diorite? 
shell bracelet 
figurine or chin ornament? 
hammerstone 
mana 

1 redware bowl (.30 m b.g.s.) 
1 jar, tiny (.35 m b.g.s.) 
1 shell bracelet (.35 m b.g.s.) 
1 figurine head (.20 m b.g.s.) 
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catalogue # 

43723 
43725 
43763 
43770 
43783 
43787 
45348 
45350 



# Description 

No artifacts recorded. 

# Description 

No artifacts recorded. 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 projectile point 

Floor or fill: 

1 hamrnerstone 

structure 8F:4 

Snaketown phase 

structure 8F:8 

Early Pioneer 

structure 8F:9 

Sherds recorded, Sweetwater through Sacaton. 
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catalogue I 

Catalogue I 

Catalogue I 

46094 

45347 
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structure 81:1 

Sacaton Phase 

, Description catalogue , 

Floor or fill: 

1 Sacaton Red-on-buff bowl 43256 
1 Sacaton Red-on-buff jar 43257 
1 sherd disc 43274 
1 whole Laevicardium shell, unworked 43278 

(or may be worked) 
1 steatite bead, tubular, black 43285 
1 disc bead, stone or shell 43286 
2 projectile points 43287 
2 projectile points 43288 

charred vegetal matter (unidentified) 43778 

"81 House Group": 

# mano fragments 46084 
1 mano 46106 
# stones 46107 
1 stone ring 46108 
1 stone ball 46109 



Structure 81:2 

santa Cruz Phase 

# Description 

General house proveneience: 

1 metate fragment 

structure 81:3 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 metate 

Floor or fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 

Fill: 

1 

Sacaton Red-on-buff censer 
Sacaton Red-on-buff censer 
shell pendant, reptile 
whole Glycymeris shell, worked or unworked 

metate fragment 
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Catalogue # 

46104 

Catalogue I 

46088 

43264 
43265 
43277 
43279 

46103 



# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 

turquoise bead 
red-on-gray bowl 
hamrnerstone 

Floor or fill: 

2 
1 

I 

corn 
manos 
carved bone tube 

Description 

Floor or fill: 

1 shell bead 

structure 9E:l 

Snaketown Phase 

structure 9E:2 

Gila Butte 

Catalogue # 

790 

Catalogue # 

44653 
44654 
44655 

44656 
44663 
45713 

Cormnents 

46049 



structure 9E:3 

santa Cruz Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 

bone awl (joints modified) 
schist pendant 

Floor or fill: 

1 
1 
4 

# 

jackrabbit pelvis, unworked 
Pronghorn antelope vertibra, unworked 
deer pelvis, scapulae, vertibrae, femur, 

unworked 

structure 9E:4 

Late Pioneer 

Description 

Floor: 

3 
? 

figurine fragments 
shell 

Floor or fill: 

3 deer scapula, humerus, vertibrae, unworked 

791 

Catalogue # 

44651 
44652 

ST-19 
ST-19 
ST-19 

Catalogue # 

44658 
44659 

ST-20 



structure 9F:8 

# Description 

No artifacts recorded. 
This is a Piman round house. 

structure 9G:6 

santa Cruz Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
# 
# 
# 
# 

turquoise inlay 
slate palettes 
projectile points 
turquoise and shell disc beads 
shell bracelet fragments 

792 

catalogue # 

Catalogue # 

45813 
45814 
45815 
45875 
45876 



structure 9H:5 

Santa Cruz Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

# 
# 

beads 
stone pendant and shell 

Few floor sherds reported. 

Floor or fill: 

1 
# 

Fill: 

stone bowl 
miscellaneous shell 

1 stone bowl (.40 m) 
1 animal figurine, head (.50 m) 

General house proveneince: 

# 
# 
1 
1 

shell discs 
miscellaneous shell (including bracelets) 
slate palette fragment 
mano fragment 

Sherds reported, mostly Colonial period. 
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catalogue I 

46099 
46100 

45147 
45924 

45417 
45224 

45924 
45925 
46028 
46029 
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structure lOF:9 

Sacaton Phase 

I Description Catalogue t 

Floor or fill: 

1 rubbing stone 47627 

Sherds reported from floor. 

Fill: 

1 shell ring 47513 
1 charred wood beam -----
1 mano 47629 
1 mana (Piman) 47613 



structure 10G:5 
(same house as 10G:13, 1964-1965) 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 

Sacaton bowl 
Sacaton scoop 
rubbing stone 

Floor or fi 11 : 

plainware plate 
plainware plate 
turquoise beads 
mano 
abrading stone 
shell bead 
chrysotil e? 

Sacaton Phase 

1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
? 
1 hematite, native, red with ground faces 

Sherds reported. 
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Catalogue # 

47787 
47788 
47593 

47796 
47797 
47543 
47646 
47647 
47515 
47649 
47648 



structure 10G:6 
(same house as 10G:16, 1964-1965) 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 

figurine 
bison horn core 

Santa Cruz sherds reported. 

Floor or fill: 

1 stone bowl 

Sherds reported from fill. 
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catalogue # 

47480 
2-150 

47594 



APPERDIX E 

BOUSE PLOOR AID PILL AR~IPAc!S: 1964-1965 

Key: 

-100 sherds = about 100 sherds 
K = Kilo 
UC = Uncatalogued collections 
b.p.g.s. = below present ground surface 
FN = field notes 
PHF = pithouse form 
SFN = Sciscenti's field notebook 
LFN = Lancaster's field notebook 
S.T.l, Level I = Stratigraphic test 

797 



structure SF:l 

sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 

4.02K 
0.S6K 
0.48K 
0.22K 
O.OlK 
O.OlK 
1. 47K 

slab metate, quartzite 
stone ring (on SW side of floor) 
anvil stone (on SW side of floor) 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff(?) sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

798 

catalogue # 

A-27,430 
PN 
PN 

Plan shows: Bone fragments, 
stone (fire-cracked rock or 
These may not be on the floor. 

(nmodified?) stone and cracked 
chipped stone?); 3 trivets. 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

7.89K 
2.09K 
0.06K 
O.OlK 
0.07K 
O.03K 
2.64K 

schist hoe, bifacial 
quartzite chopper 
pecking/polishing stone 
schistose reamer 
red-on-buff worked sherd 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 
unidentified Anasazi sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

A 27,324 
A 27,325 
A 27,326 
A 27,327 
A 27,905 



structure 5F:2 

Pioneer Period 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 

burned schist palette, with lead deposit 
polishing stone 
chopper(?) 

1.29K Vahki Plain sherds 

Fill: 

No artifacts recorded. 

0.88K 
O.15K 

Vahki Plain sherds 
Santa Cruz sherds 
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Catalogue # 

A 26,860 
A 26,861 
A 26,862 
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structure 5F:3 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description catalogue # 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

Fill and floor sherds mixed. 

Plan shows: 1 stone, possibly on floor, may be handstone in 
fill. 

Fill : 

1 
1 

1 

1.82K 
O.39K 
O.03K 
O.16K 
O.68K 

sandstone handstone 
shell bracelet, early stages of 

manufacture, Glycymeris 
shaped shell, Laevicardium, (2 margins 

margins ground; 2 margins snapped) 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

Floor and fill sherds mixed. 

A 27,333 
Bag# 31 UC 

Bag# 31 UC 



structure 5F:4 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 Sacaton Red-on-buff ceramic scoop, whole 
1 Sacaton Red-on-buff bowl 
2 vessels (may be A 26,550; A 26,732) 
1 hematite chunks 
1 hammers tone 
2 shell bracelet, early stages of 

manufacture, Glycymeris 
4 shell bracelet, finished, Glycymeris, 
1 unworked shell piece, Glycymeris 
1 shell piece with one ground edge, 

Laevicardium 
1 unworked shell piece, Laevicardium 
1 or 2 unworked shell pieces, Anadonta 

0.29K 
0.02K 
0.07K 
O.OlK 
0.08K 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

No sherd samples kept. 

Fill: 

No artifacts recorded. 

1.86K 
0.28K 
0.08K 
0.60K 
0.02K 
0.22K 
1.85K 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
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catalogue # 

A 26,550 
A 26,732 
SFN #2:18 
SFN #2:18 
SFN 
Bag# 82 UC 

Bag# 82 UC 
Bag# 82 UC 
Bag# 82 UC 

Bag# 82 UC 
Bag# 82 UC 



structure SF:S 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 harnrnerstone 
1 3/4 groove diorite axe, battered 
1 schist pestle/reamer 
1 schist reamer (described as a file 

in Haury 1976:14.14c) 
1 shell ring blank, Glycymeris maculata 
1 shell ring, finished, Glycymeris gigantia 
1 shell bracelet, finished, Glycymeris 
1 unworked shell, singed, Laevicardium 
1 unworked shell, Pecten vogdesi 
1 perforated shell, Laevicardium 

0.74K 
0.02K 
O.SOK 

Fill: 

Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte and Snaketown sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 

No artifacts recorded. 

0.60K 
O.SSK 

Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Plain sherd 
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catalogue # 

A 26,701 
A 26,702 
A 26,703 
A 26,704 

Bag# 76 UC 
Bag# 76 UC 
Bag# 76 UC 
Bag# 76 UC 
Bag#: 76 UC 
Bag# 76 UC 



Structure 5F:6 

Gila Butte Phase 

#: Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

1. 96K 
0.10K 
0.02K 
O.OSK 
0.3SK 
0.13K 

Fill: 

plainware sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Sweetwater Red-an-buff sherds 
Snaketown Red-an-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-an-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-an-buff sherds 

1 
1 
1 

shell pendant, Laevicardium 
shell bead, Olivella 
figurine, head and torso 

3.70K 
0.40K 
0.27K 
1.05K 
0.24K 
0.35K 

(in house groove) 

plainware sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Snaketown Red-an-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-an-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-an-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-an-buff sherds 
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catalogue # 

A 26,S75 
A 26,S76 
A 27,001 



structure 5F:7 

sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3+ 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Gila Plain, Smudged, bowl 
Sacaton Red-on-buff plate, tripod, whole 
Sacaton Red-on-buff flare-rimmed bowl, 

whole 
lava mano, 2-handed, bifacial 
schistose reamer-whetstone (referred 

to as a file, Haury (1976:284, Figure 
14.14a) 

cut mica fragments 
worked sherd 
chert projectile point 
turquoise bead 
turquoise bead 
turquoise mosaic piece 
turquoise pendant, human or bird figure 
raw lead, lump 
red ocre, hematite lump 
shells, freshwater bivalve 
carved shell object, Glycymeris 
etched shell, Laevicardium 
shell ring, Glycymeris 
shell ring, Glycymeris 
shell ring blank, Glycymeris 
shell bracelet blank, Glycymeris 
shell ring 
hammerstone/core, river cobble 
core(?), river cobble, with yellow 

ochre on one end 

-100 Gila Plain sherds 
20 Sacaton Red sherds 

-200 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
-70 unpainted body sherds 
-25 Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
-20 Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
-15 Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 

1 Sweetwater Red-on-buff sherd 
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Catalogue # 

A 26,956 
A 26,957 
A 26,958 

A 26,959 
A 26,960 

A 26,961 
A 26,962 
A 26,963 
A 26,964 
A 26,965 
A 26,966 
A 26,967 
A 26,968 
A 26,969 
A 26,970 
A 26,971 
A 26,972 
A 26,973 
A 26,974 
A 26,975 
A 26,976 
A 26,977 
Bag# 14 UC 
Bag' 14 UC 
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Plan shows the following additional artifacts (may be on 
floor but one is pedistalled and in filIon profile): 

7 manos, fragments 
1 metate, fragment 
# sherds 
1 stone 
# firepit fragments(?) 

Fill : 

1 
1 
1 
3 
2 
33 
9 

5 

6 

1 

3 
2 

1 

1 

shell ring blank, GIycYmeris 
cut shell, Haliotis 
lava mano, 2-handed, bifacial 
shell bracelet, GlycYmeris 
unworked shell, Glycymeris 
shell bracelet, finished, Glycymeris 
shell bracelets, early stages of 

manufacture, Glycymeris 
shell bracelet, middle stages of 

manufacture, Glycymeris 
shell bracelet, final stages of 

manufacture, Glycymeris 
shell ring, early stage of manufacture, 

GI ycymeris 
unworked shell, Glycymeris 
unworked shell with polished surface, 

Laevicardium 
worked shell, dorsal margin ground, umbo 

perferated, Laevicardium 
worked shell, ground side margin, 

Laevicardium 

3.28K 
1.06K 
0.06K 
0.17K 
0.09K 
1.87K 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Snaketown sherds 
Gila Butte sherds 
Santa Cruz sherds 
Sacaton sherds 

A 26,978 
A 26,979 
A 26,980 
A 27,708 
A 27,709 
Bag# 99 UC 
Bag# 99 UC 

Bag# 99 UC 

Bag# 99 UC 

Bag# 99 UC 

Bag# 99 UC 
Bag# 99 UC 

Bag# 99 UC 

Bag# 99 UC 



structure 5F:8 

Snaketown/Gila Butte Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

2.62K 
O.03K 
1.55K 
O.OIK 
O.02K 

Fill: 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Gila Butte-Snaketown transitional sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

2 unworked shell pieces, Laevicardium 
12 shell bracelet fragments, Glycymeris 

10.24K 
O.02K 
22.98K 
O.22K 
O.16K 
O.02K 

Snaketown-Gila Butte transitional sherds 
Sweetwater sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 
Santa Cruz sherds 
Sacaton sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 
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Catalogue # 

Bag# 9 UC 
Bag# 9 UC 



structure 5G:1 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 quartz projectile point 
1 chert or quartz scraper 
1 red-cn-buff worked sherd 
1 worked shell, Haliotus rufens (red 

abalone, shaped by groove and 
snap technique) 

1 unworked shell piece, Laevicardium 
1 whole? shell, Laevicardium (pieces 

missing, fresh breaks) 
1 shell bracelet, finished, Glycymeris 

1.50K 
2.20K 

Fill: 

Gila Plain sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

1 projectile point, chalcedony or chert 
2 quartzite scraper (in 2 pieces) 
1 lava metate, trough 
1 lava metate, trough 
1 lava metate, trough 
1 plainware worked sherd 
1 red-cn-buff worked sherd 
1 shell ring blank, Glycymeris 
6 shell bracelets, finished, Glycymeris 

(one is Glycymeris gigantia) 
3 shell bracelet, final stages of 

manufacturing, Glycymeris 
4 shell pieces, Laevicardium, (2 with 

ground margin; 2 fragments) 
1 shell debitage, Petaria 
2 shell bracelets, early stages of 

manufacture, Glycymeris 
1 unworked shell, Glycymeris 

-9.0K 
-6.0K 
0.05K 
O.45K 
O.02K 
0.03K 

Gila Plain sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 
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catalogue # 

A 26,848 
A 26,849 
A 26,887 
Bag# 342 UC 

Bag# 342 UC 
Bag# 342 UC 

Bag# 342 UC 

A 26,872 
A 27,550 
A 27,579 
A 27,580 
A 27,581 
A 27,885 
A 27,924 
Bag# 153 UC 
Bag# 153 UC 

Bag# 153 UC 

Bag# 153 UC 

Bag# 153 UC 
Bag# 153 UC 

Bag# 153 UC 



O.3SK 

O.90K 
O.76K 

polished redware, (San Francisco Red?) sherds, 
1 vessel 

Gila Plain sherds-postholes 
Sacaton Red-an-buff sherds-postholes 
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structure 5G:2 

sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 

3 

quartzite pounder, cobble 
diorite hammerstone 
quartzite chopper 
quartzite handstone 
sandstone pecking-polishing stone 
slate hoe 
Sacaton Red-on-buff censer, heavy-walled, 

whole 
carved bone, imitation jaw 
carved shell bracelet, snake, 

Glycvmeris 
non-articulating shell bracelet fragments 

Glycymeris, (also shown in photo) 

33 plainware sherds 
6 buffware sherds 
2 Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
10 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
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Catalogue # 

A 26,698 
A 26,799 
A 26,800 
A 26,801 
A 26,802 
A 26,803 
A 26,804 

A 26,805 
A 26,806 

Bag# 128 UC 

Plan shows the following artifacts on floor (some are 
duplicates, some are additions): 

2 hammers tone 
1 heavy-walled vessel 
1 chopper 
1 handstone 
1 cobble hammerstone 
1 abrading stone 

Fill : 

1 

8 
8 
6 
3 

sandstone cobble pounder 
{floor and fill} 

plainware sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 

A 26,797 
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structure 5G:4 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description catalogue # 

Floor: 

1 

24 
3 

1.S0K 
1 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 

carved shell pendant, coyote?, Glycymeris 
or Laevicardium, (but Collections search 
indicates that this catalogue # is a 
clay figurine) 

turquoise disc beads 
shell bracelets Glycymeris gigantia 

Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Snaketown sherd 

vesicular basalt mano, 2-handed, unifacial 
igneous scraper, ground edge 
clay figurine, human torso 

A 27,414 

A 27,415 
Bag# 68 UC 

A 27,422 
A 27,423 
A 27,424 

sherds--predominatly Sacaton; small amount of Santa 
Cruz and Gila Butte sherds 



structure 5G:5 

Gila Butte Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
2 
1 
3 

1 
3 

figurine, head 
turquoise beads 
figurine 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris 
unworked shell piece, Laevicardium 
unworked shell piece, Anadonta 

811 

catalogue # 

A 27,416 
A 27,417 

Item #91 UC 
Bag# 40 UC 

Bag# 40 UC 
Bag# 40 UC 

-4.0K sherds on floor slight predominance of Gila Butte 
Red-on-buff 

4 Vahki Red sherds 
1 Sweetwater sherd 
3 Snaketown sherds 
5 Santa Cruz sherds 
15 Sacaton sherds 
20 Gila butte sherds 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

dioritic scraper 
scraper 
clay walle?) plaque 
figurine, head 
figurine, body 

A 27,403 
A 27,404 
A 27,405 
A 27,406 
A 27,407 

sherds--predominatly Gila Butte Red-on-buff; small 
amount of Santa Cruz and Sacaton Red-on-buff; 
5 Vahki Red sherds; 1 Sweetwater sherd 



structure 5G:6 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

"7.0K 

Fill: 

1 
7 

1 

5 

1 
1 
3 

1 
1 
1 

figurine, leg 
shell ring, Glycymeris 
shell bead, marine shell 
unmodified shell, Turritella 
chert projectile point 

Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

igneous chopper 
shell bracelet, manufacturing fragments 

Glycymeris 
shell pendant, (reworked bracelet) 

Glycymeris 
shell bracelets, finished (1 is perforated) 

Glycymeris 
unworked shell piece, Pecten vodgesi 
unworked shell piece, Laevicardium 
unworked shell pieces, Glycymeris 

(1 from Pleistocene bed) 
shell ring blank, Glycymeris gigantia 
shell ring, finished, Glycymeris gigantia 
shell ring, finished, Glycymeris 

Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
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catalogue # 

A 27,408 
A 27,409 
A 27,410 
A 27,411 
A 27,412 

A 27,413 
Bag# 66 UC 

Bag# 66 UC 

Bag# 66 UC 

Bag# 66 UC 
Bag# 66 UC 
Bag# 66 UC 

Bag# 66 UC 
Bag# 66 UC 
Bag# 66 UC 
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structure SG:7 

santa Cruz Phase 

# Description catalogue # 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

N4.0K 

Fill: 

sherds--predominatly Santa Cruz; 2 Snaketown 
sherds; small amount of Gila Butte sherds 

No artifacts recorded. 

sherds--predominatly Santa Cruz; some Gila Butte 
and Sacaton sherds 
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structure SG:8 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description catalogue # 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

Fill: 

sherds--mixed sample of Gila Butte, Santa Cruz, and 
Sacaton 

No fill artifacts recorded. 

I.SOK sherds--predominatly Sacaton; some Gila Butte 
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structure SG:9 

sacaton Phase 

# Description catalogue # 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

Fill: 

Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds (mostly from a single 
jar) with small amount of Gila Butte mixture. 

No artifacts recorded. 

3.0K sherds--predominatly Sacaton Red-on-buff; some Gila 
Butte and Sweetwater sherds 



structure 5G:10 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
4 

1 
1 
1 

schist reamer 
quartzite handstone 
schist knife 
whole shell, Olivella Dama 
shell bracelet fragments (3 fit together) 

Glycymeris 
shell chippage, Glycymeris 
unworked shell piece, Laevicardium 
unworked shell piece, Laevicardium ? 

2.0K Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

Plan shows the following additional artifacts: 

1 stone anvil 
1 stone pounder 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 

3 

3 

6 

9 

1 

1 
1 

3 
1 

schistose reamer 
schist knife 
schist knife 
scraper 
quartzite mano, 2-handed, unifacial 
shell brace I et 
shell pieces, early stages of manufacture, 

Glycymeris 
shell pieces, early stages of manufacture, 

Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragments, final production 

stage, Glycymeris 
shell pieces, final production stage, 

Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris. (1 umbp perforated) 
shell bracelet fragment, finished, 

Glycymeris 
shell chipping debris, Glycymeris ? 
shell piece, possibly manufacturing debris 

Glycymeris, (from Pleistocene bed) 
unworked shell pieces, Laevicardium 
worked shell piece, with ground margin 

and outer surface, Laevicardium 

816 

Catalogue # 

A 27,418 
A 27,419 
A 27,420 
Bag# 90 UC 
Bag# 90 UC 

Bag# 90 UC 
Bag# 90 UC 
Bag# 90 UC 

A 27,426 
A 27,427 
A 27,428 
A 27,429 
A 27,425 
A 27,748 
Bag# 77 UC 

Bag# 77 UC 

Bag# 77 UC 

Bag# 77 UC 

Bag# 77 UC 

Bag# 77 UC 

Bag# 77 UC 
Bag# 77 UC 

Bag# 77 UC 
Bag# 77 UC 



1 

817 

shell ring fragment, finished, Glycymeris Bag# 77 UC 

sherds--predominatly Sacaton Red-an-buff; some Gila 
Butte and Snaketown sherds 



structure 5G:11 

Sacaton Phase 
# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

"6.00K 
"O.90K 
"O.03K 
"O.OSK 
"O.05K 
"1.S0K 

Fi 11 : 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

No fill artifacts recorded. 

"7.0K 
"'1. OK 
"O.15K 
-O.06K 
-4.0K 
-O.03K 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Gila Butte sherds 
Santa Cruz sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 

818 

catalogue # 



Structure 5G:12 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
3 

1 

-O.4K 

shell pendant, univalve 
red-on-buff worked sherd 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycyrneris, (1 incised) 
shell piece, unworked, Glycymeris 

Gila Plain sherds 
-3.0K Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

Sacaton Smudged sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 

-O.OSK 
"O.04K 

Fill: 

1 schist reamer 
1 schist reamer 
1 quartzite pecked stone 
1 igneous hammerstone 
1 igneous mana, I-handed, bifacial 
1 igneous hands tone 
1 igneous chopper 
1 igneous hammerstone 
1 igneous hands tone 

-2.50K Gila Plain sherds 
"3.00K Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
"O.060K unpainted buffware sherds 

819 

catalogue # 

A 27,466 
A 27,987 
Bag# 328 UC 

Bag# 328 UC 

A 27,457 
A 27,458 
A 24,459 
A 27,460 
A 27,461 
A 27,462 
A 27,463 
A 27,464 
A 27,465 



structure 5G:13 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No sherds recorded. 

Fill : 

1 Sacaton Red-on-buff miniature jar 
(in posthole) 

No sherds recorded. 

820 

catalogue # 

A 27,485 



structure 5G:14 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

-1.50K 
"'O.35K 
-O.90K 
-2.00K 

Fill: 

Gila Plain sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz sherds 
Sacaton sherds 

No fill artifacts recorded. 
No fill sherds recorded. 

821 

catalogue # 



822 

structure 6G:1 

sacaton Phase 

# Description Catalogue # 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 
6 
2 
24 
19 

5 

2 

quartzite reamer 
quartzite reamer, battered 
pecking stone 
shell bracelet fragment, Glycymeris 
shell ring fragments, Glycymeris maculata 
shell manufacturing debris, Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragments, in process of 

manufacture, Glycymeris 
pieces of shell manufacturing debris, 

failures, Glycymeris 
worked shell pieces, Laevicardium 

(1 perforated; 1 slightly ground) 

2.0K 
"O.25K 
'"O.76K 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

Floor and fill: 

1 
1 

1 

Fill: 

1 
1 
I 
1 
I 

unworked shell, Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragment, broken during 

manufacture, Glycymeris 
shell circle?, Laevicardium 

San Juan Anasazi Black-on-orange bowl sherd 
sandstone abrading stone (previously a mano) 
quartzite mano, I-handed, bifacial 
shell bead, univalve 
red-on-buff worked sherd 

'"20.0K 
'"6.0K 
"12.0K 
0.195K 
0.010K 
0.015K 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Deadman's Black-on-red sherds 

A 27,032 
A 27,033 
A 27,034 
Bag# 97 UC 
Bag# 97 UC 
Bag# 97 UC 
Bag# 97 UC 

Bag# 97 UC 

Bag# 97 UC 

A 27,713 
A 27,714 

A 27,715 

A 27,028 
A 27,029 
A 27,030 
A 27,031 
A 27,925 



structure 6G:2 

1anta Cruz Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

polishing stone 
polishing stone 
cobble hammerstone 
carved shell bird pendant, bivalve 
santa Cruz vessel, whole 
vesicular basalt trough metate 

823 

catalogue # 

A 27,431 
A 27,432 
A 27,433 
A 27,434 
SFN 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
6 

vesicular basalt mano, 2-handed, unifacial 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Bag# 10 UC 
Bag# 10 UC 
Bag# 316 UC 

1 

1 

1 

Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragment, final stage of 

manufacture, Glycymeris 
worked shell, (groove and snap technique) 

Laevicardium 
worked shell, polished, Dosinia ? 

Bag# 316 UC 

Bag# 316 UC 

Bag# 316 UC 

S.OK sherds--predominatly Santa Cruz; some Gila Butte; 
few Sacaton 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

2 

plainware worked sherd 
red-on-buff worked sherd 
vesicular basalt metate, eroded 
igneous scraper 
shell bracelet fragment, final stage of 

manufacture, Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragment, finished, 

Glycymeris, (one from Pleistocene 

Level 3: 

A 27,906 
A 27,927 
Bag# 11 UC 
Bag# 11 UC 

Bag# III UC 

Bag# III UC 
beds) 

2.0K sherds--predominantly Santa Cruz, small amount of 
Gila Butte and Sacaton 

Level 4: 

2.0K sherds--predominantly Santa Cruz, slight amount of 
sacaton 



structure 6G:3 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
15 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

24 

1 

1 

1 

Sacaton Red-on-buff scoop, whole 
Gila Plain scoop 
Sacaton Red-on-buff plate 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff wide-mouth jar, 

whole 
Sacaton Red-on-buff plate 
Gila Plain bowl 
whole unworked shells, Glycymeris 
Sacaton buffware seed jar, whole 
Sacaton Red-on-buff jar 
quartzite cobble pounder 
sandstone abrading stone 
schist knife fragment 
schist knife 
unknown shell artifact, Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragment, broken during 

manufacture, Glycymeris 
unworked shell pieces (3 shells minimum), 

Laevicardium 
worked shell piece with ground edges, 

Laevicardium 
shell piece, worked on inner and outer 

margins, Laevicardium 
shell bracelet fragment, Glycymeris 

Santa Cruz sherds 
Sacaton sherds 

Sciscenti's Field Notebook #2:43: 

5 vessels; all but 1 broken; includes: 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

scoop 
seed jar 
flared rim bean poot 
Gila Plain bowl 
Sacaton jar 

chopper 
diorite chopper 
lava mana, 2-handed, bifacial 
quartzite pecking stone 
schist pestle 

824 

Catalogue # 

A 27,006 
A 27,007 
A 27,008 
A 27,009 

A 27,017 
A 27,018 
A 27,019 
A 27,020 
A 27,021 
A 27,022 
A 27,023 
A 27,024 
A 27,025 
A 27,751 
A 27,752 

Bag# 313 UC 

Bag# 313 UC 

Bag# 313 UC 

Bag# 313 UC 

A 27,045 
A 27,046 
A 27,047 
A 27,048 
A 27,049 



1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

2 

1 
1 

worked slate 
sandstone pecking cobble 
Gila Plain worked sherd (backdirt) 
Gila Plain worked sherd (backdirt) 
shell piece, Glycymeris 
shell piece, Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragment, final stage of 

manufacture, Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

(1 from Pleistocene bed), Glycymeris 
unworked shell piece, Laevicardium 
worked shell piece, groove and snap 

technique, Laevicardium 

7.50K 
0.90K 
0.40K 
0.37K 
2.40K 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

825 

A 27.050 
A 27,051 
A 27,538 
A 27,539 
A 27,749 
A 27,750 
Bag# 317 UC 

Bag# 317 UC 

Bag# 317 UC 
Bag# 317 UC 



structure 6G:4 

Gila Butte Phase 

# Descriptien 

Fleor: 

I 
I 

Black-on-gray bewl sherd, Lino? 
polishing stene 

I.78K 
O.07K 
0.02K 
O.OIK 
0.02K 

Fill: 

I.8IK 
0.30K 
O.OSK 
0.04K 
0.37K 
O.OSK 
0.S9K 

plainware sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Gila Butte Red-en-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-en-buff sherds 
unknown Black-on-gray sherds 

plainware sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 
Snaketewn Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-en-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-en-buff sherds 

826 

Catalogue # 

A 27,205 
A 27,432 



structure 7H:l 

Vahki Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 quartzite cobble anvil 
1 cobble unmodified anvil? 
1 hammers tone 
1 sandstone pounding cobble 
1 palette 
1 pebble, unmodified (polishing/pecking 

stone?) 
charred corn 

1.90K 
O.09K 
2 

Fill : 

Vahki Plain sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 
parts of non-restorable jars 

1 
2 
2 

quartzite cobble pounder 
mud dauber nest (burned) 

7.50k 
O.18K 
O.OSK 
O.03K 

shell bracelet fragments (fill and floor) 

Vahki Plain sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 
Sacaton Red-an-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 

827 

catalogue # 

A 27,052 
A 27,053 
A 27,054 
A 27,064 
A 27,065 
A 27,066 

A 27,055 
A 27,067 
Bag# 223 UC 



structure 8B:1 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
6 

# 

# 

14 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

sandstone bowl 
sandstone abrading stone 
slate proto-palette 
sandstone reamer 
quartzite hafted tool 
quartzite scraper 
slate(?) abrading stone 
chert scraper 
sandstone reamer 
small sandstone reamer 
slate palette 
igneous polishing stone, (highly polished) 
whole shell, bivalve 
slate abrading stone 
sandstone abrading stone 
clay bead, flattened sphere 
whole shell, polished exterior, Glycymeris 
shell pendant, Cowrie 
bone awl, mammal long bone 
bone awl, jointed mammal bone 
shells (3 unmodified, 2 perforated, 1 

broken), Olivella 
unmodified shell fragments, freshwater 

bivalve 
shell bracelet fragments and blanks, 

(30 - 50), Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragments, Glycymeris 
diorite 3/4 groove axe 
basalt mano, unifacial 
sandstone abrading stone 
miniature bowl with mat impressions 
clay "bobbin", unfired 
footed lava object 
Gila Plain jar, restorable 
Sacaton Red-on-buff plate 
Sacaton Red-on-buff miniature jar, whole 
plainware perforated worked sherd 
red-on-buff worked sherd 
plainware worked sherd 
bone awl, mammal long bone 
bone pendant, jaw bone 
turquoise mosaic piece 

828 

Catalogue # 

A 26,406 
A 26,407 
A 26,408 
A 26,409 
A 26,410 
A 26,411 
A 26,412 
A 26,413 
A 26,414 
A 26,415 
A 26 1 416 
A 26 1 417 
A 26 1 418 
A 26 1 419 
A 26,420 
A 26,421 
A 26,422 
A 26,423 
A 26,424 
A 26,425 
A 26,426 

A 26,427 

A 26,428 

A 26,429 
A 26,430 
A 26,431 
A 26,432 
A 26,433 
A 26,434 
A 26,435 
A 26,482 
A 26,449 
A 26,450 
A 26,451 
A 26,452 
A 26,453 
A 26,454 
A 26,455 
A 26,456 



Fill: 

1 
1 

6.58K 

829 

shell ring, Glycymeris A 26,555 
censer fragment (listed with sherds) 

Fill and floor sherds mixed. 



830 

structure 8E:1 

Pioneer Period 

# Description catalogue # 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 
1 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

'"1000 

Kana-a Black-on-white sherd 
shell pendant, Haliotis 
quartzite mano, 2-handed, unifacial 
quartzite handstone 

A 25,332 
A 25,333 
A 25,399 
A 25,400 

sherds: 96% Vahki Plain sherds; 2% Vahki Red 
sherds; 2% Gila Butte-Santa Cruz sherds; and 
5 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

diorite chopper (in posthole) 
shell pendant fragment, 
Sweetwater incised sherd 
quartzite mortar, bifacial 
shell pendant, Glycymeris 

A 25,334 
A 25,336 
A 25,337 
A 25,338 
A 25,335 

sherds: 90% thin plainware (Vahki?); 15 Vahki Red; 
4 Estrella Red-on-gray; 5 Sweetwater Red-on-gray; 
21 Snaketown Red-on-buff; '"60 Gila Butte Red-on
buff; '"45 Santa Cruz Red-on-buff; 8 Sacaton Red-on
buff; 1 intrusive redware 



831 

structure 8E:2 

Late Santa Cruz 

# Description Catalogue # 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

-30 sherds, including 9 Santa Cruz Red-an-buff 
sherds and plainware 

Fill: 

1 

1 
1 

clay effigy arm (figurine?; Sweetwater 
or Snaketown) 

thick-walled ceramic vessel fragment 
Sacaton Red-on-buff bowl fragment 

A 25,340 

A 25,341 
A 25,379 

-600 sherds: -70% plainware; -30% painted (Gila Butte, 
Santa Cruz, and Sacaton) 



structure 8E:3 

Sacaton phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 Santa Cruz Red-on-buff bowl 

No record of floor sherds. 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 
No fill sherds recorded. 

832 

catalogue # 

A 25,538 



structure 8E:4 

Late Pioneer 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
2 

worked sherd or plate 
worked sherd or plate 
"plates" broken out of jar bottoms 

(may be duplicates of above), whole 

No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 

833 

catalogue # 

A 25,446 
A 25,447 
PHF 

Sherds--predominantly Sweetwater and Snaketown, no count. 



834 

structure SE:5 

Unplaced 

# Descripti on catalogue # 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

Fill: 

No artifacts recorded. 

-60 sherds: Floor and fill sherds mixed; includes Vahki 
through Sacaton sherds. 



835 

structure SE:6 

santa Cruz 

# Description Catalogue # 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 

Fill: 

1 
1 

santa Cruz Red-on-buff jar, nearly whole 
unworked shell piece, Laevicardium 
shell bracelet fragment, finished, 

Glycymeris 

A 25,417 
Bag# 230 UC 
Bag# 230 UC 

sherds--all but a few are Vahki Plain and Vahki Red 
sherds. Some Santa Cruz Red-on-buff. 

carved shell ornament, Glycymeris 
Gila Plain bowl or dish, whole 

A 25,409 
A 25,410 

-200 sherds--mostly Santa Cruz Red-an-buff 



structure 8E:7 

Gila Butte Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 slate proto-palette (covered with 
heavy lime deposit) 

1 palette fragment 
1 gallon charred corn 

0.04K 
0.02K 
O.OlK 
2.14K 

Fill: 

2 

1 

1 

.06K 

.12K 
2.67K 

Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
unpainted grooved sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 

shell bracelet fragments, finished, 
Glycymeris 

shell bracelet fragment, in process of 
manufacture, Glycymeris 

whole? shell, Glycymeris 

Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 

836 

catalogue # 

A 25,490 

A 25,491 
UC 

Bag# 5 UC 

Bag# 5 UC 

A 27,753 



structure SE:S 

Gila Butte Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 

O.6SK 
O.23K 
O.OlK 
O.07K 
O.06K 
O.03K 
2.16K 

Fill: 

scraper 
lava mano, 2-handed, unifacial 

Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Snaketown-Gila Butte Red-on-buff 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 
unpainted grooved sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 

sherds 

No fill artifacts recorded. 

O.07K 
1.SSK 
O.21K 
O.23K 
O.29K 
S.14K 

Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Snaketown-Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte buffware sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 

837 

catalogue # 



838 

structure BE:9 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description catalogue # 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

N50 sherds--mixed including Vahki Red, Sweetwater, Gila 
Butte, Santa Cruz, Sacaton 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 
No fill sherds recorded. 



Structure SE:10 

Sweetwater Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 

Sweetwater Red-on-gray bowl 
worked lava object 
lava animal figure 

Floor and fill sherds mixed. 

Floor and fi 11 : 

1 

0.04K 
O.lSK 
0.17K 
O.OSK 
3.78K 
0.01 

Fill: 

1 

leg to a tripod vessel 

Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 
plainware sherds 
unpainted grooved sherds 

worked cylindrical bone 

839 

Catalogue # 

A 25,366 
A 25,404 
A 25,427 

A 25,466 

A 25,430 



840 

structure 8E:ll 

Gila Butte Phase 

# Description catalogue # 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

75 Gila Plain sherds 
5 Gila Butte sherds 
1 Santa Cruz sherd 

Fill: 

1 Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
28 Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
4 Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
1 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
209 Gila Plain sherds 



structure 8E:12 

sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

# shell fragments, Anadonta, unworked 

2 Vahki Red sherds 
29 Gila Plain sherds 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 
No fill sherds recorded. 

841 

catalogue # 

Bag# 309 UC 



structure 8E:13 

Late Pioneer Period 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

0.08K 
0.04K 
0.02K 
1.11K 

Fill: 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Snaketown Red-an-buff sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 
plainware sherds 

diorite hammerstone (modified 
clay marble, Piman 
animal figurine 
intrusive redware bowl sherd 

axe) 

842 

Catalogue # 

A 26,078 
A 26,080 
A 26,081 
A 26,108 

charred corn form 8E: House 13-14 complex, S.T., Level 3 



structure 8E:14 

Late Pioneer Period 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 

35 Gila Butte-snaketown sherds 
100 Vahki-Late Pioneer sherds 

843 

catalogue # 



structure 8F:l 

Colonial Period 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

65 Gila Plain sherds 
23 Sacaton Red-an-buff sherds 
8 Santa Cruz Red-an-buff sherds 
11 Gila Butte Red-an-buff sherds 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 
3 
2 

scraper 
shell bead, bivalve 
shell pendant, Pecten 
shell bracelet fragments, finished 
worked shell, Laevicardium 

165 Gila Plain sherds 
108 Sacaton Red-an-buff sherds 
11 Santa Cruz Red-an-buff sherds 
9 Gila Butte Red-an-buff sherds 

844 

Catalogue # 

A 25,463 
A 25,411 
A 25,412 
Bag# 123 UC 
Bag# 123 UC 



structure 8F:2 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 

Sacaton Red-on-buff plate, whole 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff plate fragment 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff plate fragment 

2 Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
8 Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
9 Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
12 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
3 unpainted buffware sherds 
1 unpainted grooved sherds 
49 Gila Plain sherds 

Fill: 

1 polishing stone A 25,495 

No fill sherds recorded. 

845 

catalogue # 

A 25,530 
A 25,533 
A 25,534 



846 

structure 8F:3 

Gila Butte Phase 

# Description Catalogue # 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

29 plainware sherds 
1 Snaketown sherd 
6 Gila Butte sherds 
4 santa Cruz sherds 

Fill: 

77 plainware sherds 
1 Sweetwater sherds 
2 Snaketown sherds 
27 Gila Butte sherds 
14 Santa Cruz sherds 
13 Sacaton sherds 
3 Pima Red-on-buff sherds 



structure SF:4 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 

plainware worked sherd 

1 

worked shell, perforated piece with 
ground margin, Laevicardium 

shell bracelet fragment, finished, 
Glycymeris 

O.03K 
O.12K 
O.09K 
3.71K 
l.S4K 
4.58K 

Fill: 

1 
1 

O.06K 
O.3SK 
1.64K 
6.57K 
O.OlK 

Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 

schistose abrading stone 
igneous chopper 

Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 

847 

catalogue # 

A 27,933 
Bag# 124 UC 

Bag# 124 UC 

A 25,522 
A 25,523 



structure 8F:5 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 

siltstone abrading stone 
lava stone ring 

O.003K 
O.05K 
O.07K 
O.OlK 
O.005K 
16.6K 

Fill: 

Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
unpainted grooved sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 

1 bone awl, mammal 
1 plainware thick-walled jar fragment 
1 figurine arm 
1 shell bracelet fragment, in process 

manufacture, Gl::c:c::c:rneris 
of 

1 shell bracelet fragment reworked into 
awl, Gl::c:c::c:meris 

6 shell bracelet fragments, finished 
GI:lcIrneris 

3 unworked shell pieces, Laevicardiurn 
1 shaped shell waste piece (groove and 

snap technique) 
1 unworked shell piece, Gl::c:c::c:meris 

O.02K 
O.04K 
O.07K 
O.14K 
20.5K 
30.4K 

Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 

an 

848 

Catalogue # 

A 25,526 
A 25,527 

A 25,524 
A 25,528 
A 25,529 
Bag# 28 UC 

Bag# 28 UC 

Bag# 28 UC 

Bag# 28 UC 
Bag# 28 UC 

Bag# 28 UC 



structure 9E:l 

Gila Butte Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 

turquoise pendant fragment 
freshwater shell? 

O.24K 
O.43K 
3.76K 

Fill: 

1 

O.06K 
1.75K 
O.11K 
4.57K 

santa Cruz Red-en-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-an-buff sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 

red-an-buff worked sherd 

Snaketown Red-an-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-an-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-an-buff sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 

849 

Catalogue # 

A 25,017 
A 27,746 

A 27,988 



structure 9E:2 

Sweetwater Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

dolorite polishing stone 
spindl e whorl 
polishing stone 
utilized stone 
basalt utilized stone 
basalt stone flake 
basalt chopper 
granite chopper 
diorite 3/4-grooved axe 
diorite 3/4-grooved axe 
quartz polishing stone 
sandstone abrading stone 
slate proto-palette 
red hematite ochre 
mano, unifacial 
Gila Plain bowl (V-3) 
Gila Plain seed jar (V-9) 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray bowl 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray bowl 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray bowl 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray bowl 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray seed 

whole 

(V-I), whole 
(V-I0) 
(V-12), whole 
(V-5), whole 
jar (V-IS), 

850 

Catalogue # 

A 25,042 
A 25,043 
A 25,044 
A 25,045 
A 25,046 
A 25,047 
A 25,048 
A 25,049 
A 25,050 
A 25,051 
A 25,052 
A 25,053 
A 25,054 
A 25,055 
A 25,056 
A 25,057 
A 25,058 
A 25,059 
A 25,060 
A 25,061 
A 25,062 
A 25,063 

1 Sweetwater Red-on-gray jar (V-13), whole A 25,064 
25,065 
25,066 
27,767 
27,768 
27,769 
27,770 

1 Sweetwater Red-on-gray seed jar (V-4), whole A 
1 Gila Plain jar (V-6), whole A 
1 Vahki Plain bowl A 
1 Vahki Plain bowl A 
1 Sweetwater Red-on-gray bowl A 
1 Gila Plain bowl A 
1 Vahki Plain bowl 
+1 gallon charred corn 

uncatalogued botanical specimens present 

No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill : 

1 
1 
1 
1 

sandstone whetstone 
quartzite mana 
quartzite mano fragment 
chopper 

A 27,771 

A 25,067 
A 25,068 
A 25,069 
A 25,070 



O.02K 
O.02K 
2.SSK 
O.04K 
O.17K 

sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Sweetwater Red-on-buff sherds 
Estrella Red-on-gray sherds 

851 



structure 9E:3 

Gila Butte Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
2 

diorite 3j4-grooved axe 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris 

O.23K 
O.2SK 
O.07K 
O.09K 
O.OSK 
l.SSK 

Fi 11: 

O.OSK 
O.OlK 
1.43K 
O.30K 
O.2SK 
O.30K 
O.19K 
2.43K 
O.02K 

Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
unpainted grooved sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 

Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
unpainted grooved sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 
San Francisco Red sherd (1 sherd) 

852 

catalogue # 

A 25,084 
Bag# 29 UC 



structure 9E:4 

sweetwater Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
7 
1 

Gila Plain bowl 
Gila Plain bowl, whole 
granite mano, I-handed, bifacial 
shell bracelet, Glycymeris 
granitic handstone 
schistose whetstone 
grinding stone (probably used as palette) 
quartzite mano, I-handed, unifacial 
shaped limestone piece 
quartzite flake 
pecking cobble 
chopper 
diorite hammerstone 
diorite chopper 
quartzite chopper 
scraper 
sandstone abrading stone 
igneous abrading stone 
flakes of various materials (modified) 
bone tube (2 fragments) 

No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 lava shaped object (found when trenching 
around edge of house) 

No fill sherds recorded. 

853 

catalogue # 

A 25,121 
A 25,122 
A 25,123 
A 25,125 
A 25,127 
A 25,128 
A 25,129 
A 25,130 
A 25,131 
A 25,132 
A 25,133 
A 24,134 
A 25,135 
A 25,136 
A 25,137 
A 25,138 
A 25,139 
A 25,140 
A 25,141 
A 25,192 

A25,142 



structure 9E:5 

Early Pioneer Period 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 
1 

0.59K 
0.03K 

Fill: 

1 
2 

quartzite chopper 
chepper 
Trincheras Purple-en-red jar sherd 
clay bowl, crude, unfired 

Vahki Plain sherds 
Trincheras Purple-en-red sherds 

shaped and worked shell, Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris 

Upper fill: 

0.23K 
0.38K 
0.79K 
0.14K 
0.21K 
0.04K 
0.54K 
28.12K 

Estrella Red-en-gray sherds 
Estrella-Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
sweetwater Red-en-gray sherds 
Snaketewn Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
unpainted grooved sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 
Vahki Plain sherds 

Lower Fill (fleer fill, 0.10 m above floor): 

O.OlK 
0.06K 
0.02K 
0.21K 
O.OlK 
0.04K 
13.03K 

santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sweetwater Red-en-gray sherds 
Estrella-Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Estrella Red-on-gray sherds 
unpainted grooved sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 
vahki Plain sherds 

854 

catalogue # 

A 25,649 
A 25,650 
A 25,651 
A 25,728 

Bag# 187 UC 
Bag# 187 UC 



structure 9E:6 

Early Pioneer Period 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 quartzite scraper 
1 3/4-grooved axe 
1 Vahki Red grooved bowl (or Estrella) 
2 

1 
1 
1 

O.07K 
O.72K 
O.13K 
O.06K 
O.21K 
O.09K 
O.OSK 
O.07K 
5.99K 

shell bracelet fragments, 1 in process 
manufacture, Glycymeris 

shell bead?, Olivella 
basalt mano, 2-handed, unifacial 
basalt core 

Estrella Red-on-gray sherds 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
unpainted grooved sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 
Vahki Plain sherds 

of 

Plan shows the following additional artifacts: 

3 cores (at least 1 is likely in fill) 
1 mana (may be in fill) 
1 harnmerstone 

855 

Catalogue # 

A 25,764 
A 25,765 
A 25,892 
Bag# 285 UC 

Bag# 285 UC 
Bag# 5 UC 
Bag# 5 UC 

1 sherd concentration (may be restorable vessel above) 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 

worked slate 
mano, l-handed 

1 

carved shell bracelet fragment, 
bird with snake 

schist pendant 

O.OlK 
O.OlK 
O.12K 
O.12K 
1.80K 
O.60K 
O.30K 
O.12K 
20.96K 

Estrella Red-on-gray sherds 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-an-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
unpainted grooved sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 

A 25,815 
A 25,838 
A 25,839 

A 25,840 



structure 9E:7 

santa Cruz Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

2 

O.02K 
O.23K 
O.OSK 
2.68K 

Fill: 

O.OlK 
O.02K 
O.02K 
O.13K 

shell bracelet fragments, finished, 
Glycymeris 

Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 

Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 

856 

Catalogue # 

Bag# 179 UC 



structure 9E:8 

Snaketown Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

60 Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
4 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
350 plainware sherds (Pioneer) 
9 Vahki Red sherds 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 

igneous axe/hammerstone (modified axe) 
igneous flake scraper 
quartzite chopper 

857 

catalogue # 

A 26,097 
A 26,098 
A 26,099 

150 Sacaton, Snaketown, and Gila Butte she~ds 
-500 plainware sherds 



structure 9E:9 

santa Cruz Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 

1 
1 

1 

quartzite mano or harnmerstone 
shell pendant, Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragment, middle 

manufacture, Glycyrneris 
whole shell bead, Olivella 
shell piece, worked (groove and 

technique), Haliotus 
shell piece, unworked, Haliotis 

stage of 

snap 

O.OlK 
O.15K 
O.03K 
l,08K 
1.65K 

Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 
No fill sherds recorded. 

858 

catalogue # 

A 25,818 
A 25,819 
Bag# 154 uc 

Bag# 154 uc 
Bag# 154 UC 

Bag# 154 uc 



structure 9E:10 

Unplaced 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

O.OlK 
O.10K 
O.04K 
O.02K 
O.OlK 
O.49K 

Fill: 

Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 

No fill artifacts rrecorded. 
No fill sherds recorded. 

859 

catalogue # 



structure 9E:II 

Unplaced 

# Description 

Floor: 

I 
I 
1 

diorite proto-palette 
chert projectile point 
worked shell piece, Laevicardium 

Floor and fill sherds mixed. 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 

shell bracelet fragment, Glycymeris 
unworked shell piece, Laevicardium 
worked shell piece, in process of 

manufacture, Laevicardium 

Fill and Floor sherds mixed: 

0.03K 
0.23K 
O.75K 
1.55K 
O.58K 
1.88K 
O.04K 
1.31K 
13.47K 

Estrella Red-an-gray sherds 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Snaketawn Red-an-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Vahki-Gila Plain sherds 

860 

Catalogue # 

A 26,004 
A 26,005 
A 26,013 

Bag# 38 UC 
Bagl 38 UC 
Bag# 38 UC 



structure 9F:1 

Vahki Phase 

# Description 

Pima cache on floor: 

1 turquoise pendant 
1 enamel coffee pot 
1 tin can 
1 tin can fragment 
1 cow leg bone 
1 enamel pail 
1 iron trivet 
1 Pima cooking pot 
1 Pima cooking pot 
1 Pima Red-on-buff jar 
1 Pima cooking jar 
1 Pima cooking jar 
? Piman redware sherds 

Floor: 

cut shell, Haliotis (below mat) 
shell beads, (below mat) 

1 
4 
1 
2 
1 

mat impression (south side of fire pit) 
pot rest 

3.91K 
0.07K 

Fill: 

Gila Plain jar 

Vahki Plain sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 

1 lava carved bowl fragment, snake 
1 lava mano frag, unifacial 
1 mano fragment, bifacial 
1 chopper 
1 shell bracelet fragment, in process 

manufacture, Glycymeris 
3 shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris 
1 shell bracelet fragment, reworked as 

2.01K 
0.10K 
O.OlK 

Glycymeris 

Vahki Plain sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 

Postholes: 0.88K sherds 

of 

awl, 

861 

catalogue # 

A 26,219 
A 26,220 
A 26,221 
A 26,222 
A 26,223 
A 26,224 
A 26,225 
A 26,226 
A 26,227 
A 26,228 
A 26,229 
A 26,230 

A 27,228 
A 27,229 

LFN 
A 27,759 

A 26,560 
A 26,561 
A 26,562 
A 26,563 
Bag# 225 

Bag# 225 

Bag# 225 

UC 

UC 

UC 



structure 9F:2 

Colonial Period 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
4 

igneous scraper 
schistose reamer-knife 
igneous polishing stone 
lava, bi-Iobed medicine stone 
black-en-white bowl sherd 
plainware worked sherd 
plainware worked sherd 
plainware worked sherd 
plainware worked sherd 
Sacaton Red-on-buff jar 
shell bracelet fragments, Glycymeris 

11.41K 
3.25K 
0.33K 
0.02K 
O.OlK 
0.28K 
0.41K 
0.03K 

Gila Plain sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 

862 

Catalogue # 

A 26,329 
A 26,330 
A 26,331 
A 26,332 
A 26,333 
A 27,911 
A 27,912 
A 27,913 
A 27,914 
A 27,803 
Bag# ISO UC 



structure 9F:3 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
5 

2 
1 

Sacaton Red-on-buff censer, snake 
red-an-buff censer, snake 
vesicular basalt ring blank 
dioritic flake scraper 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris 
shell bracelet blanks, Glycymeris 
cut & beveled shell piece, Laevicardium 

No fill sherds recorded. 

863 

catalogue # 

A 26,197 
A 26,196 
A 26,390 
A 26,391 
Bag# 72 UC 

Bag# 72 UC 
Bag# 72 UC 



864 

structure 9F:4 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description catalogue # 

Floor: 

1 Sacaton Red-an-buff censer A 26,624 
1 Sacaton Red-an-buff plate, whole A 26,625 
1 diori te chopper A 26,641 
1 schist reamer A 26,642 
1 pounding cobble A 26,643 
1 sandstone pounding cobble A 26,644 
1 cut mica (biotite) A 26,717 
1 decorated censer (with pellets for LFN 

rattle?; on east end of house) 
1 censer, painted (west side of house) LFN 
2 cobbles (southeast of hearth) LFN 

No floor sherds recorded. 

Plan shows the following additional artifacts on floor: 

1 pestle 
1 hammers tone 
1 mana 

Fill: 

igneous hammers tone 
lava ring blank 

1 
1 
1 
5 

Sacaton Red-an-buff heavy-walled, rattle 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

4.47K 
O.96K 
O.llK 
O.02K 
O.19K 
1. 70K 

Gl ycymeris 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buff sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 
Sweetwater Red-an-gray sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-an-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-an-buff sherds 

A 25,327 
A 26,328 
A 26,218 
Bag# 79 UC 



structure 9F:5 

Unplaced 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 
No fill sherds recorded. 

865 

Catalogue # 



structure 9F:6 

sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 

2.98K 
O.89K 
O.10K 
O.02K 
O.01K 
1. 77K 

Sacaton Red-on-buff vessel lid 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buff sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

866 

catalogue # 

A 26,444 



structure 9F:7 

Late Pioneer Period 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

867 

catalogue # 

Cache # 2 seems to be on the floor of this house, ashes 
associated. 

Fill : 

No fill artifacts recorded. 
No fill sherds recorded. 



structure 9F:8 

Gila Butte Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
4 
1 

6 

9 

lava carved bowl, snake 
red-an-brown bowl sherds 
palette, embedded in floor 

(Cremation 9F:l?) 
large Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds, 

embedded in floor (Cremation 9F:l?) 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris 

No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 shell ornament fragment, snake 
(just above floor) 

turquoise beads (just above floor) 
turquoise bead 
lava mano, 2-handed, bifacial 
chopper 
sandstone abrading stone 
scraper, ground edge 
intrusive redware sherd 

13 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Mogollon Red-an-brown sherd (same as above?) 
sandstone pecked cobble 
whole shell, Glycymeris, worn (upper fill) 

8.60R 
3.10R 
1. 27 
0.65 
0.09 

Gila Plain sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
red-an-buff ? sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

868 

catalogue # 

A 27,204 
A 27,208 
LFN 

LFN 

Bag# 30 UC 

A 26,718 

A 26,719 
A 26,720 
A 26,721 
A 26,722 
A 26,723 
A 26,724 
A 26,725 

A 27,209 
A 26,584 

N5.0R sherds--painted, predominantly Gila Butte with a 
little Santa Cruz and Sacaton. 



structure 9F:9 

Colonial Period 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

(upper fill) 
sherds 

1 
# 
1 

1 

censer 
refired 
sacaton Red-on-buff animal effigy 

vessel fragment 
plainware worked sherd 

Upper fill: 

3.20K 
O.92K 
O.04K 
O.33K 
O.02K 
O.OlK 
0.03K 

plainware sherd (mostly Pioneer) 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 

Lower fill: 

2.11K 
0.89K 
0.01 
0.22 

plainware sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
unknown sherds 

869 

Catalogue # 

LFN 
LFN 
A 26,878 

A 27,995 



structure 9F:I0 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 
3 
1 
1 
1 

mano, 2-handed, unifacial 
shell bracelet fragments, Glycymeris 
unworked shell piece, Glycymeris 
worked shell piece, Laevicardium 
worked shell piece with ground outer 

margin, Laevicardium 

870 

Catalogue # 

A 27,278 
Bag# 80 UC 
Bag# 80 UC 
Bag# 80 UC 
Bag# 80 UC 

sherds--painted, predominately Sacaton with some 
Gila Butte and Sweetwater 



871 

structure 9G:1 

Snaketown Phase 

# Description catalogue # 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
3 

l.OOK 

sherds--painted, predominatly Snaketown Red-on
buff sherds with few Gila butte and Santa Cruz 
sherds mixed 

redware bowl, rectangular 
crystaline mano, 2-handed, unifacial 
fossil coral, unworked 
concretion cluster (desert roses) 
shell bracelet fragments, Glycymeris 

all Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 

A 27,452 
A 27,480 
A 27,481 
A 27,482 
Bagfl: 280 UC 



872 

structure 9G:2 

santa Cruz Phase 

# Description Catalogue # 

Floor: 

1 

Fill: 

1 
# 
1 
2 

1 

intrusive black-on-white sherd 
(near floor) 

A 27,442 

sherds--painted, predominatly Santa Cruz Red-on
buff sherds with few Snaketown sherds mixed 

chert projectile point fragment (posthole) 
turquoise 
Kana-a? Black-on-white sherd (near floor) 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris 
worked shell fragment, Pecten vogdesi 

A 27,441 
LFN 
A 27,442 

Bag# 140 tIC 

Bag# 140 tIC 



structure 9G:3 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 Sacaton Red-on-buff heavy-walled censer 
(east of entrance), whole 

873 

catalogue # 

A 27,453 

Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds, except for a little 
Santa Cruz mixture, and 2 intrusive redware sherds 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 

1 
5 

2 

flake scraper 
flake chopper 
chopper 
chopper 
chopper 
obsidian nodule 
lava ring blank 
turquoise bead 
shell ring fragment, Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragment, early stages of 

manufacture, Glycymeris 
shell ring fragment, finished, Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Gl ycymeris 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris 

Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

A 27,443 
A 27,444 
A 27,445 
A 27,446 
A 27,447 
A 27,448 
A 27,449 
A 27,473 
A 27,474 
Bag# 136 UC 

Bag# 136 UC 
Bag# 136 UC 

Bag# 136 UC 



structure 9G:4 

Pioneer Period 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

30 plainware sherds (Pioneer)t near hearth 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 
No fill sherds recorded. 

874 

Catalogue # 



structure 9G:5 

Estrella Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

shell bead, Olivella 
shell disc bead 

1 
1 
1 
1 

Vahki Red jar fragment 
clay figurine, leg 

0.64K 
O.OSK 
0.02K 

+1.0K 

Fill: 

Vahki Plain sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff 
Estrella, 1/3 bowl 
Early Sweetwater sherds 

sherds 

875 

Catalogue # 

A 27,518 
A 27,519 

Bag# 91 UC 

1 sandstone reamer/whetstone fragment A 27,505 
1 polishing stone A 27,506 
1 quuartzi te scraper A 27,507 
1 worked shell, (bracelet or pendant fragment) A 27,517 

1.67K 
O.llK 
0.13K 
0.04 
1.30K 
0.02 

Glycymeris 

plainware sherds, mostly Vahki 
Vahki Red 
Estrella Red-on-buff sherds (large bowl fragment) 
Sacaton Red-on-buff 
Reserve? smudged, 1 intrusive sherd 
? sherds 



structure 9G:6 

Snaketown Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 

turquoise bead 
redware sherd 

-0.30K 
"'0. 11K 

Vahki Plain sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-gray sherds 

Fill : 

1 
1 

1.00K 
0.25K 
O.OSK 

igneous scraper 
igneous scraper 

plainware sherds (late) 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 

876 

catalogue # 

A 27,603 
A 27,821 

A 27,545 
A 27,546 



structure 9I:l 

Gila Butte Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 

Snaketown Red-on-gray plate 
shell ?, Pecten 

3.02K 
O.09K 
O.02K 
O.OSK 
1.32K 
O.02K 
O.02K 
O.13K 

Fill: 

I.SS0K 
O.10K 
O.02K 
O.12K 
O.4SK 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 

877 

catalogue # 

A 26,SSO 
A 27,747 



structure 9I:2 

Gila Butte Phase 

# Descripti on 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
Sherds mixed with 9I:1. 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 
No fill sherds recorded. 

878 

Catalogue # 



# 

Floor: 

1 Tbls. 
1 
1 

0.16K 
0.93K 
0.62K 
0.03K 
3.86K 

structure 10D:1 

Sacaton Phase 

Description 

corn 
worked sherd fragment 
Red Mesa Black-on-white sherd (bowl) 

Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
unpainted buff sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 

In storage pit: 

1 
1 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

intrusive sherd 
projectile point 

worked sherd 
black-on-white sherd 
bone awl, mammal longbone 
intrusive redware sherd 
Black Mesa Black-on-white sherd (backdirt) 

O.04K 
O.14K 
O.37K 
O.47K 
3.90K 
3.33K 
0.23K 
22.2K 

Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
unpainted buff sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 

879 

Catalogue # 

A 25,541 
A 25,537 

A 26,082 
A 26,083 

A 25,539 
A 25,540 
A 25,542 
A 25,543 
A 25,837 



structure lOD:2 

Unplaced 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 
No fill sherds recorded. 

880 

catalogue # 



structure 10D:3 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 

4.75K 
S.97K 
0.04K 
O.OlK 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 

5.5K 
6.0K 
O.OSK 
0.06K 

Sacaton Red-on-buff tripod censer fragment 
animal figurine 

Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
plainware sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 
Gila Butte sherds 

schistose awl smoother 
metamorphic stone hoe 
schist reamer 

shell ring fragment, Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragment, Glycymeris 
shell bracelet, in process of manufacture, 

Glycymeris 
shell piece, chipping debris, Glycymeris 
worked shell piece, Glycymeris 
unworked shell piece, Glycymeris 

Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
plainware sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 
Gila Butte sherds 

881 

catalogue # 

A 26,084 
A 26,085 

A 26,086 
A 26,087 
A 26,088 

Bag# 24 
Bag# 24 
Bag# 24 

Bag# 24 
Bag# 24 
Bag# 24 

UC 
UC 
UC 

UC 
UC 
UC 

The following artifacts were found in a storage pit: 

1 

1 

O.78K 
0.04K 
0.07K 
0.02K 
0.9SK 

worked sherd 

intrusive Mimbres sherd 

Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Snakteown Red-on-buff sherds 
plainware sherds 

A 27,895 



882 

The following artifacts were found in trash adjoining 
structure 10D:3 on the west: 

1 
2 
1 
1 
1 

sacaton Red-an-buff bowl 
shell bracelets 
palette 
reamer 
reamer 

A 26,041 
A 26,048 
A 26,062 
A 26,152 
A 26,153 



structure 10D:4 

santa Cruz Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 
5 

1 

6 

1 

1 
1 

pecking polishing stone 
bone awl 
stone pendant, translucent 
shell bracelet fragments, final 

stages of manufacture, Glycymeris 
worked shell piece, chipped outer margin, 

Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragment, ribs excentuated, 

Glycymeris 
unworked shell piece, Glycymeris 
unworked shell piece, Laevicardium 

O.S4K 
2.3SK 
0.07K 
0.08K 
6.87K 

Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 
No fill sherds recorded. 

883 

Catalogue # 

A 26,079 
A 26,089 
A 26,090 
Bag# 107 UC 

Bag# 107 UC 

Bag# 107 UC 

Bag# 107 UC 

Bag# 107 UC 
Bag# 107 UC 



structure 10F:1 

sacaton phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 whole unmodified shell, (LFN: half 
of shell), Laevicardium 

1 schist hoe 
1 chopper/scraper 
1 quartzite chopper 
1 clay pipe 
2oz. red paint 

N150 sherds--predominatly Sacaton Red-on-buff 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 

quartz projectile point fragment 
clay pipe, tubular, conical (in backdirt) 
sherd palette fragment (floor or fill) 

N150 sherds--predominantly Sacaton Red-on-buff, 
some Santa Cruz and earlier. 

884 

catalogue # 

A 25,145 

A 25,146 
A 25,401 
A 25,402 
A 25,124 
--------

A25,082 
A25,124 
A25,434 



885 

structure 10F:2--Complex 

Sacaton phase 

# Description catalogue # 

Floor: 

1 quartzite crystal (quartz?; LFN "in" floor) A 25,144 
# botanical material, not sorted for seeds UC 

No floor sherds recorded; only a small sample. 

Fill: 

1 

1 

4.79K 
1.14K 
O.02K 
O.OSK 
O.02K 
I.S9K 
O.02K 

shell bird figurine, Glycymeris 
(on surface) 

plainware worked sherd 
(S.T.l, Level 5) 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 

A 25,424 

A 27,997 



structure 10F:3 

sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

2 
1 
2 

pecking stones 
polishing stone 
Sacaton Red-on-buff worked sherds 

-100 sherds--predominatly Sacaton Red-on-buff 

Fill: 

1 
1 

red bead 
hammerstone 

886 

Catalogue # 

LFN 
LFN 
A 27,998 

A 25,416 

35 sherds--predominatly Sacaton Red-on-buff with 
mixture of some earlier material 



structure 10F:4 

sacaton phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 

ground cinnibar 
Deadman's Black-on-red sherd 

-200 sherds--predominatly Sacaton Red-on-buff 

Fill: 

1 shell disc, Glycymeris, (from between 
Floors 1 & 2) 

887 

catalogue # 

A 25,284 
A 26,184 

A 26,023 

# sherds--predominatly Sacaton Red-on-buff; small 
sample 



structure 10F:5 

sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 

quartz projectile point 
chopper 
black-on-red sherd 
unworked shell piece, Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragments, Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragment, end reworked 

Glycymeris 

N150 sherds--predominatly Santa Cruz 

Fill: 

N50 sherds--mixed Santa Cruz and Sacaton 

888 

Catalogue # 

A 25,253 
A 25,403 
A 26,184 
Bag# 156 UC 
Bag# 156 UC 
Bag# 156 UC 



structure 10F:6 

sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 
1 
? 

drilled shell bead, Spondylus 
thick-walled vessel 
malachite? 

O.OlK 
O.20K 
O.4SK 
O.04K 
1.98K 
O.8SK 
O.18K 
3.30K 
4.80K 
O.04K 

Snaketown Red-an-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-an-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-an-buff sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 
Gila Butte Red-an-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-an-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-an-buff sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted grooved sherds 

889 

catalogue # 



structure lOF:7 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 mano, 2-handed, unifacial 

890 

catalogue # 

A 25,595 

Few Sacaton sherds in lower fill; upper fill thrown out. 



structure 10F:8 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 dipper handle (found on or near floor) 

No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 shell bird, Glycymeris 
1 quartz projectile point 
1 chopper-saw 
1 shell bracelet blank fragmant, early 

stages of manufacture, Glycymeris 
10 shell bracelets fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris 
1 unworked shell piece, Laevicardium 
1 unworked shell piece, Anadonta 
2 shell bracelet fragments, later stages of 

manufacture, Glycymeris 
4 shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris 
2 shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris, from Pleistocene bed 
1 reworked shell bracelet fragment, 

Glycymeris 
2 unworked shell piece, Laevicardium 
1 whole unworked shell, Glycymeris 

No fill sherds recorded. 

891 

catalogue # 

LFN 

A 25,662 
A 25,663 
A 25,905 
Bag# 81 UC 

Bag# 81 UC 

Bag# 81 UC 
Bag# 81 UC 
Bag# 87 UC 

Bag# 87 UC 

Bag# 87 UC 

Bag# 87 UC 

Bag# 87 UC 
Bag #100 UC 



structure 10F:9 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
4 

Figurine, head and breast 
trivets (one may be shell) 

No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

2 
1 

Reserve(?) Black-an-white sherds 
sawing tool 

90 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
7 Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
8 Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
3 Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
480 Gila Plain sherds 
2 Sacaton Red sherds 

892 

Catalogue # 

A 25,573 
LFN 

A 25,635 
A 25,575 



893 

structure lOF:IO 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description catalogue # 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 
1 

quartzite pestle (near firepit) 
quartzite slab metate, Pirnan 
pigment 
large worked stone (O.65m S. of firepit-

duplicate of pestle or metate?) 

A 25,786 
A 25,040 
LFN 
LFN 

Plan shows: metal objects associated with metate. 
clay and red pigment near entry. 

Fill: 

2 
1 

intrusive B1ack-on-red jar sherds 
intrusive San Francisco (?) Red bowl sherd 

A 25,845 
A 25,846 

N200 floor and fill sherd mixed; parts of several 
crushed plainware jars; painted pottery all 
Sacaton 



Structure 10F:11 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

diorite harnrnerstone 
vesicular basalt mana, unifacial 
quartzite chopper 
schistose reamer/abrader 
igneous polishing stone 
igneous scraper, battered 
basalt cylinder stone 
core 
schistose slab 
cut shell manufacturing debris, Anadonta 

LFN mentions: several pots on floor, two 
broken in pot rests. The following 
information may refer to these pots: 

3 parts of 3 plainware jars 
1 Sacaton Red-an-buff shouldered jar 

894 

catalogue # 

A 25,825 
A 25,826 
A 25,827 
A 25,828 
A 25,829 
A 25,830 
A 25,831 

Bag# 67 UC 

of which were 
recorded sherd 

Plan shows the following additional artifacts: 

2 harnmerstones 
1 harnmerstone (?) 
1 squared wood, Piman (?) 
1 polishing stone 
1 reamer 
1 stone 
1 uncharred post from Pima corral (?) 
1 core 
1 metate fragment 
1 schistose slab 
1 crushed pot, whole 
1 elliptical stone disc (just outside of house) 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

whole unworked shell, Glycymeris 
diorite 3/4 groove axe 
turquoise piece 
figurine face 
worked sherd 

M75 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
3 Gila Butte buff(?) sherds 
M350 Gila Plain sherds 

A 25,998 
A 25,816 
LFN 
LFN 
A 27,886 



structure 10F:12 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 pecked sandstone cobble 

No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 sandstone abrading stone 
3 shell bracelet fragments, in process, 

Glycymeris 
2 shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

0.003K 
0.006K 
0.353K 
l.062K 
0.007K 
O.624K 
O.009K 
5.922K 
O.296K 

Gllcymeris 

Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 
unpainted buff sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 

895 

catalogue # 

A 26,047 

A 26,063 
Bag# 315 UC 

Bag# 315 UC 



structure 10F:13 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 
1 

quartzite chopper 
animal figurine 

896 

catalogue # 

A 25,890 
A 26,151 

400 Sacaton sherds, probably from floor and fill. 



Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 

Sacaton Red bowl 
figurine, head 

structure 10F:14 

sacaton Phase 

No floor sherds recorded. 

Fi 11 : 

1 stone bead 

897 

catalogue # 

A 25,916 
A 25,990 

A 25,989 

-50 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds with few early sherds 
-125 Gila Plain sherds 



structure 10F:15 

sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Upper Floor: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 

intrusive redware bowl sherd 
lava trough metate 
shaped lava support stone 
clay trivet 
worked rim sherd, Sacaton 
river cobbles (anvils?) 

65 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
3 Santa Cruz sherds 
-200 Gila Plain sherds 
1 San Francisco Red sherd 

Plan shows the following additional artifacts: 

1 polishing stone 
1 hammers tone 
1 notched support stone 

Lower Floor: 

2 

Fill: 

1 
1 

cobbles embedded in floor 

lava mano, 2-handed?, unifacial 
large worked stone lying in pit; probably 

the notched stone shown on plan 

898 

catalogue # 

A 26,016 
A 26,603 
A 26,604 
A 26,715 
A 31,320 
LFN 

LFN 

A 26,670 
PHF 

The following artifacts were found between upper and lower 
floors: 

1 
1 
1 

quartzite cobble, anvil? 
quartzite cobble, anvil? 
chert projectile point 
yellow pigment 

75 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
125 ? sherds 
-200 Gila Plain sherds 

A 26,645 
A 26,646 
A 26,647 
LFN 



structure 10F:16 

sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

2 
1 
1 
1 
1 

mica (isingglass) 
quartz scraper 
anvil 
harrunerstone 
river boulder (anvil?) 

33 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
2 Gila Butte sherds 
60 Gila Plain sherds 

Plan shows the following additional artifacts: 

1 polishing stone 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 
No fill sherds recorded. 

899 

catalogue # 

LFN 
A 26,015 
A 26,160 
PHF; LFN 
LFN 



structure 10F:17 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

22 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
60 Gila Plain sherds 

Fill : 

No fill artifacts recorded. 
No fill sherds recorded. 

900 

catalogue # 



structure 10F:18--Complex 

sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 

1 

chopper 
quartzite hammerstone (modified axe) 
pecking/polishing stone 
diorite hammerstone (modified axe) 
igneous scraper 
pumice medicine stone 
shell bracelet fragmentss, Glycymeris, 

1 pierced 
shell ring fragment, Glycymeris 

-75 Sacaton Red-on-buff and early sherds 
-125 Gila Plain sherds 

901 

catalogue # 

A 26,006 
A 26,007 
A 26,010 
A 26,011 
A 26,161 
A 26,162 
Bag# 98 UC 

Bag# 98 UC 



902 

Structure 10F:19 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description Catalogue .! 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
3 

diorite harnmerstonejgrinding stone 
quartzite hammerstone/grinding stone 
lava mano, bifacial 
vesicular basalt worked stone 
lava worked stone upright 
vesicular basalt stone upright, notched, 

grooved 
vesicular basalt stone upright, notched 
river cobbles (anvils?) 

65 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
1 Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherd 
1 Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherd 

Plan shows the following additional artifacts: 

A 26,649 
A 26,650 
A 26,651 
A 26,838 
A 26,839 
A 26,840 

A 26,841 
LFN;PHF 

1 portions of broken jar just SW of the shaped stone 
1 mano fragment and 1 cobble are just to the west of 

the entry outside of the house 
1 cobble in entry 
1 mano fragment, 1 large sherd, 3 support stones and 

an unidentified artifact on floor 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 

animal figurine 
igneous scraper 
chopper 

40 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
2 Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
2 Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
95 plainware sherds 

A 26,157 
A 26,158 
A 26,159 



903 

structure 10F:20 

Snaketown Phase 

# Description catalogue # 

Floor: 

1 turquoise bead A 26,163 
1 redware bowl A 26,164 
1 Dragoon Red-on-brown bowl A 26,165 

N3.0K Snaketown, Santa Cruz, and Sacaton sherds 

Fill: 

1 black-on-white bowl sherd (upper fill) A 26,166 
2 shell pieces, Petaria Bag# 88 UC 
4 shell bracelet fragments, finished, Bagi 275 UC 

Gl i:ci:meri s 
1 unworked shell piece, Gli:ci:meris Bag# 275 UC 

.. 1 shell needle fragment, or claw bead Bagi 275 UC 
Gli:ci:meris 

1 worked shell, pendant fragment?, Bag# 275 UC 
Argopecten circularis 



structure 10F:21 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
3 

shell button, Haliotis 
plainware worked sherds (all from one pot) 

19 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
1 Snaketown Red-on-buff sherd 
45 plainware sherds 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 
No fill sherds recorded. 

904 

catalogue # 

A 26,177 
A 27,986 



structure 10F:22 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 

red-on-buff worked sherd 
red-on-buff worked sherd 

No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 

bone awl fragment, mammal longbone 
intrusive bowl sherd 
shell bead, Olivella 

45 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
3 Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
3 Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
1 Snaketown Red-on-buff sherd 
55 plainware sherds 

905 

catalogue # 

A 27,934 
A 27,935 

A 26,153 
A 26,154 
A 26,156 



906 

structure 10F:23 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description Catalogue # 

Floor: 

1 quartz projectile point (NW corner of house) A 26,694 

Artifacts mixed with 10F:26. 

No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 black-on-white bowl sherd 
1 shell ring blank fragment, Glycymeris 
2 shell bracelet blank fragments, Glycymeris 
4 shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris 
1 unworked shell fragment, Laevicardium 
1 unworked shell piece, Nacarus 

-2.00K 
O.9SK 

plain sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

A 26,687 
Bag# 152 UC 
Bag# 152 UC 
Bag# 152 UC 

Bag# 152 UC 
Bag# 152 UC 

Some sherds from this house went in with House 9F:3 sherds. 



structure lOF:24 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Photographs show two rocks on floor. 

Fill : 

1 animal figurine, head 
1 trivet 
1 hands tone 
1 igneous abrading stone 
1 vesicular lava ring blank 

No fill sherd count recorded. 

907 

catalogue # 

A 26,326 

A 26,323 
A 26,324 
A 26,325 



structure lOF:25A 

Late Pioneer Period 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 

1. 20K 
1.SOK 
O.12K 

plainware sherds 
Sacaton Red-cn-buff sherds 
Snaketown-Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 

908 

catalogue # 



Structure lOF:25B 

Colonial Period 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

909 

Catalogue # 

Plan shows: polisher; mano embedded in house floor. 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 
No fill sherds recorded--see House lOF:25A 



910 

structure lOF:26 

Colonial Period 

# Description catalogue # 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded; artifacts mixed with lOF:23. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded; mixed with lOF:23. 
No fill sherds recorded. 



structure 10F:27 

Unplaced 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 

3.10K 
1.23K 
0.04 
1.34K 
0.95 

chopper 

plainware sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
? sherds (couln't read) 

911 

Catalogue # 

A 26,705 



structure 10F:28 

Unplaced 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

# 
1 
1 
1 
1 
9 
1 

San Francisco Red sherds, bowl or plate 
slate palette fragment 
igneous pecking/polishing stone 
sandstone abrading stone 
vesicular basalt mano, 2-handed 
shell bracelet fragments, Glycymeris 
shell ring fragment, in process of 

manufacture, Glycymeris 

13.0K 
I.S0K 
I.S0K 
O.80K 

Gila Plain sherds 
Gila Butte-Snaketown sherds 
Late Santa Cruz sherds 
Early Sacaton Red-an-buff sherds 

912 

catalogue # 

A 27,295 
A 27,296 
A 27,297 
A 27,298 
A 27,299 

Bag# 133 UC 
Bag# 133 UC 



structure 10G:1 

Late Pioneer Period 

I Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

2 shell bracelet fragments, Glvcymeris, 
(1 may be a pendant) 

913 

catalogue # 

Bagl 22 UC 

~300 sherds--plainware of intermediate age; painted wares 
predominantly sweetwater and Snaketown with some 
Gila Butte and santa Cruz. 



# Description 

Floor: 

structure 10G:2 

Sacaton Phase 

914 

Catalogue I 

1 igneous mano, I-handed, bifacial A 25,202 

-50 Sacaton Red-on-buff and Sacaton Red sherds 

Fill : 

1 red steatite(?) stone bowl fragment A 25,205 

50 sherds--predominatly Sacaton 



structure lOG:3 

sacaton Phase 
# Description 

Floor: 

1 
4 

turquoise pendant (west of hearth-LFN) 
turquoise beads 

No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 shell bead, Spondylus? (backdirt) 

915 

catalogue # 

A 25,255 
A 25,255 

A 25,254 

sherds--small sample highly mixed Santa Cruz
sacaton. 



structure 10G:4 

Sacaton Phase 

# De~cription 

Floor: 

1 charred petate (mat) 
saguaro seeds (large pile of burned seeds) 
yucca cordage (could be in fill; Haury 

1976:301) 

No sherds found on floor. 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 

1 

squash seed 
shell artifact, Pecten 
shell bracelet fragment, final stage of 

manufacture, Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragment, finished or final 

stages of manufacture, Glycymeris 

Upper fill: 

12 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
38 Gila Plain sherds 

Lower fill: 

16 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
70 Gila Plain sherds 
1 Deadman's Black-on-red rim sherd 

916 

Catalogue # 

LFN 

LFN 
A 27,741 
Bag' 120 UC 

Bag' 120 UC 
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structure lOG:5 

Unplaced 

# Description catalogue # 

Floor: 

1 Vahki Red jar A 27,773 

No floor sherds recorded. 

Upper fill: 

3 Sweetwater Red-on-buff sherds 
5 Snaketown Red-on-gray sherds 
6 Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
19 Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
12 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 



structure 10G:6 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

2 red-on-buff worked sherds 

No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 
1 

polishing stone 
worked sherd 

Sherds not designated as floor or fill: 

7 Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
12 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
-60 plainware sherds 

918 

Catalogue # 

A 27,999 

A 25,678 
A 25,679 
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Structure lOG:7 

Santa Cruz Phase 

# Description Catalogue I 

Floor: 

1 Gila Plain mirrorback A 25,563 

5 Santa Cruz sherds 
3 Gila Butte sherds 
5 Snaketown sherds 
-60 plainware sherds 
1 Vahki Red sherd 

Fill: 

4 shell bracelet fragments, Glycymeris Bag# 119 UC 

Upper fill: 

9 Sacaton sherds 
46 Santa Cruz sherds 
3 Snaketown sherds 
-60 plainware sherds 
6 Vahki Red sherds 



structure 10G:8 

sacaton Phase 

I Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 
1 

Sacaton Red,leg of 3-legged vessel? 
turquoise bead 
red pigment 
projectile point 

-50 sherds from: 

1 

Sacaton Red-on-buff jar 
plainware jar 
Sacaton Red bowl 

intrusive black-on-red sherd LFN 

920 

Catalogue # 

A 25,569 
A 25,988 
LFN/PHF 

LFN 

The following artifacts were also found on the floor: 

large piles of broken pottery 
body of animal figurine (may be in fill) 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 

3 

2 

Pima bean pot and tin cans (Pima cache) 
etched shell fragment, Laevicardium 
shell bracelet, Glycymeris 
heavy-walled vessel (censer; upper fill) 
sandstone pecking cobble 
chopper 
quartzite pestle/hammerstone 
censer or Sacaton Red-on-buff animal 

effigy vessel 
Sacaton Red-on-buff censer or 3-legged 

vessel 
shell ornament, bird 
projectile point 
Sacaton Red-on-buff vessel, "coaster" 
pestle 
mortar 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris 
shell bracelet flanks, in process of 

manufacture, Glycymeris 
shell pieces, Laevicardium 

A 25,661 
A 25,564 
A 25,565 
A 25,556 
A 25,590 
A 25,591 
A25,592 
A 25,567 

A 25,568 

A 25,662 
A 25,663 
A 25,058 
A 26,059 
A 26,060 

Bag# 137 UC 

Bag' 137 UC 

Bag' 137 UC 
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Upper fill: 

75 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
2 Santa Cruz Red-en-buff sherds 
2 Gila Butte Red-en-buff sherds 
4 Snaketewn Red-on-buff sherds 
1 Sweetwater sherds 
110 Gila Plain sherds 



structure 10G:9 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 turquoise bead 
1 figurine fragment, human torso 
1 Snaketown Red-on-buff plate, whole 
1 Snaketown Red-on-buff plate, whole 
1 Snaketown Red-on-buff plate, whole 
3 sets Mountain Sheep horns, charred, 

(1 along S wall, Wend of floor; 1 
center of floor; 1 at east end of 

Plan shows: 

1 mano fragment 

No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 Snaketown Red-on-buff plate fragment, 
(near floor) 

922 

catalogue # 

A 25,982 
A 25,983 
A 26,125 
A 26,126 

(Haury 1976) 
LFN 

at 
floor) 

A 25,666 

Only 2 small sacks of sherds in fill; no more information 
recorded. 



923 

structure 10G:IO 

sacaton phase 

I Description Catalogue I 

Floor: 

1 Sacaton Red-on-buff figurine/animal effigy A 25,660 
1 quartz projectile point fragment A 25,902 

NIOO (1) sherds 

Plan also shows one metate. 

Fill: 

1 schist knife A 25,674 

225 Sacaton sherds 



structure 10G:11 

santa Cruz Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Trincheres Purple-on-red bowl sherd 
(also listed as A 26,688 on provience 

sandstone abrading stone 
slate abrading stone fragment 
igneous chopper 
vesicular basalt mano, 2-handed 
vesicular basalt handstone 
plainware worked sherd 

red-on-buff worked sherd 
plainware worked sherd 

Sherds mixed with House 10G:14 in field: 

9.56K 
0.43K 
1.63K 
0.15K 
0.63K 
2 
# 

Gila Plain sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
red-on-buff sherds 
San Francisco Red sherds 
unidentified sherds 

924 

catalogue I 

cards) 
A 26,689 

A 26,708 
A 26,709 
A 26,710 
A 26,711 
A 26,712 
A 28,000 

A 31,300 
A 27,886 



structure 10G:12 

sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

5.10K 
0.09K 
0.04K 
0.08K 
0.02K 
O.OSK 
0.02K 
O.OlK 

Fill: 

plainware sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-gray sherds 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Estrella Red-on-gray sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 

1 
1 

sandstone scraper (near floor) 
quartzite flake scraper 

S.23K 
0.31 
0.26K 
0.2SK 
0.14K 
0.21K 

piainware sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
sherds (bottoms?) 

925 

Catalo9uu 

A 26,706 
A 26,707 



Floor: 

structure 10G:13 
(Same as Structure 10G:5*) 

Sacaton Phase 

Description 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

3.95K 
O.03K 
O.09K 
O.08K 
0.05K 
O.13K 
O.09K 
0.09K 

plainware sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff(?) sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Estrella Red-on-gray sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 

Material from 1934-1935 List: 

Floor: 

1 
1 
# 
1 

Sacaton bowl 
Sacaton scoop 
Sacaton sherds 
rubbing stone 

Floor or fill: 

1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 

plainware plate 
plainware plate 
turquoise beads 
mano 
abrading stone 
shell bead 
chrysotile? 
native red hematite 

Fill (house was backfilled): 

Gila Plain spindle whorl 

926 

catalogue # 

47787/2-141 
47788/2-142 

2-143 
47593 

47796 
47797 
47543 
47646 
47647 
47515 
47649 
47648 

A 27,840 1 
1 
1 
6 
1 

siltstone saw/abrading stone (fill?) 
worked shell piece, ground, Laevicardium 
shell bracelet fragments, Glycymeris 
metal, Piman (may not be from this house) 

A 27,872 
Bag. 180 UC 
Bag# 180 UC 
LFN 

4.33K 
0.03K 
0.28K 
0.08K 

plainware sherds, early 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 



O.12K 
O.20K 
O.07K 
O.02K 

Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Estrella sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 

927 



structure 100:14 

santa Cruz Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 
No fill sherds recorded. 

928 

Catalogue I 



structure 10G:1S 

Santa Cruz Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 
9 

1 
1 

shell ring fragment 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Gt ycymerh:. 
shell pendant fragment, Pecten. vogdesi 
chopper 

Upper fill: 

929 

Catalogue # 

A 27,739 
Bag' 139 UC 

Bag' 139 UC 
Bag' 32 UC 

-1S.0K sherds--predominantly Santa Cruz Red-on-buff, S 
were Gila Butte; some santa Cruz 

Lower fill: 

-1S.0K sherds--painted Santa Cruz Red-an-buff and some 
Gila Butte 



structure 10G:16 
(same as structure 10G:6*) 

Sacaton Phase 

930 

# Description catalogue # 

Floor: 

'"1.OK 
1 
1 

Sacaton Red-on-buff and Sweetwater sherds 
redware sherd 
intrusive red-on-buff sherd 

Material from 1934-1935 list: 

Floor: 

1 
1 

santa Cruz and Sacaton sherds 

figurine 
bison horncore 

2-138 

47480 
2-150 

Floor or fi 11 : 

1 

Fill: 

'"2.0K 

stone bowl 47594 

sherds--Sacaton Red-on-buff with some Colonial 
mixture 



structure lOG:l7 

Colonial Period 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 

l.20K 
O.09K 
O.29K 
O.33K 
1 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
intrusive redware sherd 

931 

Catalogue # 



structure 10G:18 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 

Fill: 

1 
1 

intrusive black-on-white bowl sherd 

Sacaton and Colonial sherds 

animal figurine 
vesicular basalt mano, 2-handed, unifacial 

2.0K Sacaton Red-an-buff sherds 
1 black-on-white bowl sherd, intrusive 
1 Sacaton Polychrome jar sherd? 

932 

Catalogue # 

A 27,203 

LFN 
A 27,210 



structure 10G:19 

Snaketown Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

mica piece 
shell beads, Glycymeris? 
effigy vessel fragment, birdhead 
turquoise mosaic piece 
shell bead, Olivella 
unworked turquoise piece (powdery) 
plainware worked sherd 

2.01K 
0.04K 
0.04K 
0.24K 

Fill: 

3 

3.S0K 
O.OSK 
O.llK 
0.03K 
0.04K 
O.llK 
O.OlK 
0.22K 
0.12K 

Gila Plain sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 
Sweetwater sherds 
Snaketown sherds 

shell bracelet fragments, Glycymeris 

plainware sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 
Estrella Red-on-gray sherds 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds? 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz sherds 
Sacaton sherds 

933 

catalogue I 

A 27,366 
A 27,367 
A 27,368 
A 27,600 
A 27,601 
A 27,381 
A 31,301 

Bag' 178 UC 



structure 10G:20 

Pioneer Period 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 

Upper fill: 

32 Vahki Plain sherds 
1 Vahki Red sherd 
1 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherd 

Lower fill: 

59 Vahki Plain sherds 
2 Vahki Red sherds 
1 Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 

934 

Catalogue I 



structure 10G:21 

Late Pioneer Period 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 

2.8SK 
O.S4K 
O.03K 
O.OSK 
O.09K 
O.02K 
O.08K 
O,23K 

quartzite chopper 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware 
Vahki Red sherds 
sweetwater sherds 
Snaketown sherds 
Gila Butte sherds 
Santa Cruz sherds 
Sacaton sherds 

sherds 

935 

Catalogue # 

A 27,377 



structure lOH:l 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 Sacaton Red-an-buff bowl 

2.17K 
O.31K 
O.75K 
O.43K 
O.02K 

Fill: 

1 

4.99K 
1.41K 
O.12K 
O.07K 
2.41K 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 

Sacaton Red-on-buff sherd with archer 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
sacaton Red sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

936 

Catalogue # 

A 27,772 

A 26,664 



structure 10I:l 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 chert projectile point 
1 shell ring fragment, broken during 

manufacturing 
1 Sacaton bowl, whole (not catalogued) 
1 shell bracelet fragment, finished, 

Glycymeris 
2 shell pieces, early stage of manufacture 

GI ycvmeris 
2 shell bracelet fragments, middle stages of 

manufacture, Glycymeris 
10 shell manufacturing debris, Glycvmeris 

(one from Pleistocene bed) 
14 unworked shell fragments, manufacturing 

debris? Glycymeris 
1 shell ring blank fragment, in process of 

manufacture, Glycvmeris maculata 
1 worked shell piece, Laevicardium 

7.07K 
2.90K 
1. 62K 
0.03K 
O.OIK 
O.03K 
0.03K 

Fill: 

1 
1 
I 
4 

2 

2 

3 
I 

Gila Plain sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 

intrusive redware sherd 
intrusive redware sherd 
intrusive redware sherd 
shell bracelet fragments, early stages 

manufacture, Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragments, later stages 

manufacture, Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris 
unworked shell pieces, Glycymeris 
unworked shell piece, Laevicardium 

of 

of 

937 

Catalogue I 

A 26,270 
A 27,730 

Bag# 78 UC 

Bag# 78 UC 

Bag# 78 UC 

Bag' 78 UC 

Bag# 78 UC 

Bag# 78 UC 

Bag' 78 UC 

A 26,355 
A 26,356 
A 26,357 
Bag# 95 UC 

Bag# 95 UC 

Bag# 95 UC 

Bag# 95 UC 
Bag# 95 UC 



structure 101:2 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

2.26K 
0.30K 
0.02K 
O.OlK 
0.10K 

Fill: 

1 
1 
4 

6.13K 
0.37K 
2.6SK 
0.03K 
O.OSK 
o .09K 

Gila Plain sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 

figurine head 
amethyst scraper/graver 
shell bracelet fragments, Glycymeris 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff shrds 

938 

Catalogue # 

A 26,599 
A 26,600 
Bag' 85 UC 



structure 101:3 

Sacaton Phase· 

Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 

1 

Sacaton Red-on-buff plate, whole 
Black Mesa Black-on-white bowl sherd 
shell beads, Olivella 
igneous reamer, with pecking on end 
vasicular basalt ring, grooved 
lava ring 
sandstone handstone 
buffware ceramic tube, unfired 
basalt projectile point 
bone tube fragment, mammal longbone 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris 
shell piece, Anadonta, worked? 

4.41K 
0.34K 
1.55K 
O.OlK 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte sherds 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

lava mano, unifacial 
quartzite mano, 2-handed, unifacial 
quartzite hammerstone 
diorite chopper 
quartzite chopper 
quartzite chopper 
igneous chopper 
igneous pecking stone 
plainware woked sherd 
sandstone handstone 
worked shell, perforated, Laevicardium 
unworked shell piece, Laevicardium 
worked shell piece, Laevicardium 

17.93K 
1.S4K 
0.44K 
4.7SK 
0.03K 
0.10K 
0.46K 
0.48K 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Sacaton Smudged sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 

939 

catalogue # 

A 26,60S 
A 26,606 
A 26,671 
A 26,672 
A 26,673 
A 26,674 
A 26,675 
A 26,676 
A 26,678 
A 26,677 
Bag' 130 UC 

Bag' 130 UC 

A 26,607 
A 26,608 
A 26,609 
A 26,610 
A 26,611 
A 26,612 
A 26,613 
A 26,614 
A 27,889 
A 26,675 
Bag' 311 UC 
Bag' 311 UC 
Bag' 311 UC 
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structure 10I:4 

Gila Butte Phase 

# Description Catalogue # 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

3.08K 
O.OSK 
0.01K 
0.29K 
0.06K 
O.OSK 

Fill: 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 

1 red-on-buff worked sherd 
1 plainware worked sherd 
1 Deadman's Black-on-red worked sherd 

The following may also be in the fill of this house: 

1 
2 

intrusive black-on-red sherd (same as above?) 
intrusive redware sherds 

8.S9K 
0.37K 
0.03K 
0.2SK 
0.63K 
0.09K 
1.06K 
0.02K 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red~on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 



structure lOI:S 

sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

2 

2.S0K 
l.SOK 
lO.OK 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Black Mesa Black-on-white bowl sherds 

Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
sherds-bottoms 
Gila Plain sherds 

Sacaton Polychrome jar sherd 
black-on-white bowl sherd 
Deadman's Black-on-red bowl sherd 
brown-on-white bowl sherd 
plainware worked sherd fragment 
plainware worked sherd fragment 
red-on-buff worked sherd 
plainware worked sherd 

13.0K 
7.0K 
48.0K 

Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton bottoms 
Gila Plain sherds 

parts of one Sacaton Red vessel 

941 

catalogue # 

A 26,950 

A 26,982 
A 26,983 
A 26,984 
A 26,985 
A 27,907 
A 27,908 
A 27,909 
A 27,910 

PHF 



structure 10J:l 

Sacaton Phase· 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 

intrusive redware bowl sherd 
intrusive redware bowl sherd 
intrusive redware bowl sherd 
intrusive redware bowl sherd 
shell pendant fragment or arm, Glycymeris 
obsidian projectile point 
unworked shell piece, Laevicardium 
unworked shell piece or pendant 

5.52K 
2.36K 
0.69K 
O.OlK 
O.OlK 
O.OlK 

Pecten vogdesi 

Gila Plain sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 

Floor or fill: 

1 obsidian piece 
1 amethyst piece 

Fill: 

1 
1 

intrusive redware bowl sherd 
plainware worked sherd 

4.411< 
0.961< 
1.371< 
O.OlK 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 

942 

Catalogue # 

A 26,311 
A 26,395 
A 26,396 
A 26,397 
A 26,39B 
A 26,399 
Bag# 92 UC 
Bag# 92 UC 

A 26,310 
A 27,921 



structure lOJ:Floor above lOJ:l 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

3 trivets 

Floor and fill sherds mixed: 

O.82K 
O.63K 
O.02K 
O.27K 
O.OlK 

Gila Plain sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 

943 

catalogue I 



structure 10J:2 

sacaton phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 

worked sherd, Sacaton 
schistose abrading stone 
mat impression on side wall of house 

(Haury 1976:301) 

Fill and fl oor : 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 

intrusive redware bowl sherd 
intrusive redware bowl sherd 
San Francisco Red bowl sherd 
plainware worked sherd 
Sacaton Red-on-buff worked sherd 
unworked shell pieces, Laevicardium 
worked shell piece, ground, Laevicardium 
whole shell pendant fragment, Pecten vodgesi 

Floor and fill sherds mixed: 

26.29K 
2.84K 
7.48K 
0.02K 
O.OSK 
0.09K 
0.02K 
0.08K 

Fill: 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 

1 
1 

intrusive black-on-white jar sherd 
clay ball, modeled 

944 

Catalogue I 

A 27,896 
A 26,648 

A 26,400 
A 26,401 
A 26,402 
A 27,888 
A 27,922 
Bag# 74 UC 
Bag' 74 UC 
Bag' 74 UC 

A 26,570 
A 27,630 



structure 10J:3 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 

igneous scraper, ground edge (battering 
or chopping) 

igneous hamrnerstone 
abrading stone 
axe blade 
vesicular basalt mano, I-handed, unifacial 
shell figure, carved man 
plainware worked sherds 
plainware worked sherd 
red-on-buff worked sherd 

2.82K 
0.61K 
2.21K 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

Plan shows the following artifacts: 

2 metate fragments 
2 manos (one listed above) 
3 hamrnerstones (one listed above) 
1 polishing stone 
1 axe blade (listed above) 

Fill: 

1 
1 
3 
1 

1 

1 

1 
2 

1 
1 

worked stone disc 
diorite axe/hamrnerstone 
shell pieces, Laevicardium 
shell pendant, Cerithidea 

(some records place this on floor) 
shell pendant, Cerithidea 

(some records place this on floor) 
chalcedony projectile point fragment 

(some records place this on floor) 
quartzite polishing stone or abrader 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris 
unworked shell piece, Laevicardium 
shell piece, possibly worked, Laevicardium 

4.06K 
0.S4K 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 

945 

Catalogue , 

A 26,334 

A 26,335 
A 26,336 
A 26,337 
A 26,338 
A 26,339 
A 31,305 
A 31,306 
A 31,307 

A 26,346 
A 26,337 
A 27,731 
A 26,340 

A 26,341 

A 26,342 

A 26,336 
Bag# 93 UC 

Bag# 93 UC 
Bag# 93 UC 



1.40K 
O.19K 
O.S8K 

Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 

946 



structure lOJ:4 

Early Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 chopper 

947 

Catalogue # 

A 26,863 

"'3.0K sherds--mostly Sacaton Red-on-buff, plus 2 Gila 
Butte sherds and 1 Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherd 



structure 10J:S 

Late Pioneer Period 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

1.31K 
0.06K 
0.03K 
0.02K 
0.02K 

Fill : 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
4 

1 

Gila Plain sherds 
Sweetwater Red-an-gray sherds 
Gila Butte Red-an-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-an-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-an-buff sherds 

plainware worked sherd 
plainware worked sherd 
plainware worked sherd 
plainware worked sherd 
worked shell piece, Laevicardium 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris 
worked shell fragment, Pecten vogdesi 

4.41K 
0.S7K 
O.OSK 
0.10K 
0.1SK 
0.17K 
0.62 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Vahki Red sherds 
Sweetwater Red-an-gray sherds 
Gila Butte Red-an-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-an-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-an-buff sherds 

948 

catalogue # 

A 27,917 
A 27,918 
A 27,919 
A 27,920 
A 27,733 
Bag# 322 UC 

Bag# 322 UC 



structure lOJ:6 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Fleor: 

1 intrusive black-en-white jar sherd 

O.67K 
O.03K 
O.04K 
O.42K 
O.S2K 

Fill: 

Gila Plain sherds 
Sweetwater Red-en-gray sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-en-buff sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 

1 
1 

intrusive redware sherd 
quartzite whetstone 

4.40K 
O.S2K 
O.OlK 
O.13K 
O.12K 
O.11K 
1.02K 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Gila Butte Red-en-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sweetwater Red-en-gray sherds 
Snaketown Red-en-buff sherds 
Sacaten Red-en-buff sherds 

949 

Catalegue # 

A 26,592 

A 26,590 
A 26,S91 



structure lOJ:7 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 

Fill and floor sherds mixed: 

12.21K 
3.88K 
4.S0K 
O.02K 
O.OlK 
O.OSK 

Gila Plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 

950 

catalogue # 



structure lOJ:B 

Unplaced 

# DescL'iption 

Floor: 

1 

2 

Gila Plain bowl, rectangular 
charred corn 
small corn cobs 

951 

Catalogue # 

A 26,695 
UC 
UC 

No floor sherds recorded, mixed with fill; possibly 1 
restorable jar on floor at northeast corner. 

Fill and floor sherds mixed: 

S.OK plainware sherds 
6 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 



structure 10J:9 

Sacaton Phase' 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
2 

Sacaton Red-on-buff jar, whole 
sacaton Red-on-buff jar 
jar bottoms 

No floor sherds recorded, mixed with fill. 

Fill : 

sandstone pounding cobble 1 
1 
1 
3 

quartzite mano, bifacial 

"'S.OK 
l.SK 

plainware worked sherd fragment 
shell bracelet fragments, Glycymeris 

plainware sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

952 

catalogue # 

A 26,602 
A 27,802 

A 26,697 
A 26,698 
A 27,923 
Bag' 341 UC 



structure IlF:l 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 bone awl, mammal longbone 

~50 Santa Cruz and Sacaton sherds 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 

shell bead, double lobed 
steatite ring fragment 
schist reamer 
schist whetstone (may not be in fill) 

N50 Gila Plain sherds 
3 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

953 

Catalogue # 

A 25,442 

A 25,073 
A 25,072 
A 25,467 
A 25,468 



954 

structure IlF:2 

Unplaced 

# Description catalogue # 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded, mixed with fill. 

Plan shows the following artifacts: 

1 mano A 25,504 

Floor and fill sherds mixed: 

200 sherds--Pioneer, Colonial, Sedentary 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 



structure 11F:3 

Unplaced 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill : 

No fill artifacts recorded. 

12 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

955 

catalogue # 



structure IlF:5 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 

spindle whorl 
Sacaton Red-on-buff bowl fragment 
San Francisco Red bowl Photo #13 

1 
1 

(near trivet, resting on ash) 
unworked shell piece, Laevicardium 
worked shell piece, edges ground 

Laevicardium 

O.02K 
O.02K 
O.OlK 
1.06K 
O.02K 
3.29K 
O.02K 

Fill: 

Level 1 : 

Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red she·rds 
Gila Plain sher-ds 
unknown redware sherds 

3 
1 
1 

shell bracelet fragments, Glvcymeris 
whole shell, Olivella dama 

O.06K 
O.02K 
O.04K 
O.72K 
3.83K 

unworked shell piece, weathered, 
Laevicardium 

Snaketown Red-on-gray sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 

Level 2: 

4 
1 
1 
1 

shell bracelet fragments, Glycymeris 
unmodified shell, Olivella 

1.28K 
O.SSK 

vesicular basalt metate fragment 
vesicular basalt metate fragment 

Gila Plain sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 

956 

catalogue # 

A 25,589 
A 25,602 
SFN 

Bag# 323 UC 
Bag# 323 UC 

Bag# 242 UC 
Bag# 242 UC 
Bag# 242 UC 

Bag# 251 UC 
Bag# 251 UC 
Bag# 13 UC 
Bag# 13 UC 



Pit 9A, [level?] 6: 

1 worked shell piece, Glycymeris 

Pit 9C, Level 1: 

12 
3 

1 

1 

figurine fragments 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragment, excentuated 

ribbing, finished, Glycymeris 
worked shell piece, shaped and perforated 

957 

Bag' 243 UC 

Bag' 54 UC 
Bag' 292 UC 

Bag' 292 UC 

Bag' 292 UC 



structure 11F:6 

Snaketown Phase 

j Description 

Floor: 

1 

1 

chert projectile point 
(assoc. with cremation?) 

worked shell, pendant(?), Pecten voqdesi 

0.03K 
0.20K 
0.03K 
0.03K 
1. 79K 

Fill: 

sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 

1 
1 
1 
10 

stone bowl, incised (in backdirt) 
San Francisco Red bowl sherd 
shell fragment, Laevicardium 
shell pieces, Pecten voqdesi 

0.06K 
0.10K 
0.08K 
0.04K 
1.50K 
O.OlK 

Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
unpainted grooved sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 
San Francisco Red sherds 

958 

Cataloque # 

A 25,868 

Bag# 314 UC 

A 25,143 
A 25,740 
Bag' 321 UC 
Bag' 321 UC 



# 

Floor: 

1 

structure llF:7 
(Floors A and B) 

Pioneer and Sedentary Period 

Description 

lava or quartzite mano, 2-handed, 
unifacial 

50 sherds on (upper?) floor 
20 sherds on first floor 

Fill: 

1 
1 

chopper 
chopper 

36 sherds--rnostly Sacaton 

959 

catalogue # 

A 25,504 

A 25,507 
A 25,508 



structure IIF:Floor above IIF:7 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

20 sherds--predominatly Sacaton 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 
No fill sherds recorded. 

960 

Catalogue # 



structure llF:8 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

~60 sacaton and Gila Butte sherds 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 
No fill sherds recorded. 

961 

catalogue # 



structure 11F:9 

sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 
Plans shows a paint stain on the floor. 

15 Sacaton sherds 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 
No fill sherds recorded. 

962 

Catalogue # 



# Description 

Floor: 

chopper 
sandstone reamer 

structure IlF:I0 

sacaton Phase 

1 
1 
1 carved shell, snake, Glycymeris 

Floor or fill: 

963 

Catalogue # 

A 25,505 
A 25,506 
A 25,294 

25 Sacaton sherds--not necessarily on floor 

Fill: 

No fill artifacts recorded. 



964 

structure 11F:11 

Pioneer Period 

# Description Catalogue # 

Floor: 

1 schist disc pendant A 25,444 
1 schist reamer, smoothed and slightly grooved A 26,009 
1 red-on-buff worked sherd A 31,310 

35 Gila Butte sherds 
30 plainware sherds 

Plan shows the following artifacts: 

1 mana 
1 schist slab 

Fill : 

1 
1 

Snaketown Red-on-buff miniature jar, whole 
palette 

A 25,222 
A 26,008 

35 sherds--mixed Snaketown, Gila Butte, Santa Cruz, 1 
San Francisco Red 

-50 Gila Plain sherds 



structure IIF:12 

Late Pioneer Period 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
7 

1 

1 

carved shell, dog, Haliotis 
worked schist 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 
Glvcymeris, (4 with excentuated ribbing) 

shell ring fragment, finished, worn, 
Glycymeris 

unworked shell piece, Laevicardium 

190 Vahki Plain sherds 
4 Estrella sherds 
10 Sweetwater sherds 
6 Snaketown sherds 
3 Gila Butte sherds 
6 Vahki Red sherds 

Fill : 

965 

catalogue # 

A 26,039 
A 26,238 
Bag' 163 UC 

Bag' 163 UC 

Bag# 163 UC 

1 Santa Cruz Red-on-buff jar fragment, A 26,437 
(other sources say Snaketown-Gila Butte; 

associated with Cremation 5) 
1 Santa Cruz? bowl fragment, (other sources A 26,438 

say Snaketown-Gila Butte; associated 
with Cremation 5) 

1 Santa Cruz jar (other sources say Snaketown
Gila Butte bowl; associated with 
Cremation 5) 

2 turquoise mosaic pieces A 26,596 

Upper fill: 

253 Gila Plain and Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
321 Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
7 Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
31 Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
3 Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 

Floor fill: 

58 plainware sherds (earlier than Gila Butte) 
5 Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
11 Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 



structure llF:13 

Gila Butte Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 slate abrading stone 

55 sherds, types unknown 

Fill: 

1 whole, unmodified shell, Laevicardium 
(may be on floor) 

W50 sherds--Gila Butte--snaketown 

966 

catalogue # 

A 26,026 

A 26,025 



Structure 11F:14 

sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

No floor artifacts recorded. 

22 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
7 Santa Cruz (and earlier) sherds 
60 Gila Plain sherds 

Fill : 

1 
4 

4 

3 

1 
1 

palette 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

GlycYmeris 
unworked shell piece, Laevicardium 
worked shell piece, polished and ground 

Laevicardium 

967 

catalogue # 

A 26,008 
Bag' 6 UC 

Bag' 310 UC 

Bagl 56 UC 

Bagt 56 UC 
Bag# 56 UC 



structure 11F:1S 

Sacaton phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 

3.60K 
O.19K 
O.13K 
O.OSK 
0.94K 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 

red-on-buff worked sherd 

Gila plain sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Snaketown sherds 
Santa Cruz sherds 
Sacaton sherds 

lava abrading stone 
lava abrading stone 
lava ring blank 
lava mano fragment 

No fill sherds recorded. 

968 

catalogue # 

A 31,320 

A 26,667 
A 26,668 
A 26,669 
A 26,670 



structure 11H:1 

Late Santa Cruz Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Fill: 

quartzite hammerstone/handstone 
hammers tone 
bone awl, mammal longbone 
bone awl, mammal longbone 
figurine, head and torso 
unworked shell piece, Laevicardium 
whole shell bead, Olivella 
shell ring(?) fragment, finished, 

Arqopecten 

late painted Santa Cruz sherds 
Snaketown sherd 
Gila Butte sherd 

No fill artifacts recorded. 

969 

catalogue # 

A 27,392 
A 27,393 
A 27,397 
A 27,398 
A 27,399 
Bag# 127 UC 
Bag# 127 UC 
Bag# 127 UC 

3.0K sherds--painted, all Late Santa Cruz Red-on-buff 
except for 2 Snaketown sherds 



structure 11I:1 

Sweetwater Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 

plainware worked sherd, perforated 
plainware worked sherd 

O.02K 
O.14K 
O.OSK 
3.S2K 

Fill: 

Estrella Red-on-gray sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Vahki Plain sherds 

No fill artifacts recorded. 

O.01K 
O.01K 
O.02K 
O.01K 
O.OSK 
2.66K 

Sweetwater Red-on-qray sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Vahki Plain sherds 

970 

Catalogue # 

A 31,317 
A 31,318 



structure l1I:2 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 

igneous pestle 
chalcedony projectile point 

O.22K 
O.59K 
3.79K 

Fill: 

1 

1.60K 
O.OIK 
O.OIK 
1.15K 
2.10K 

Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
buffware sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 

lava ring 

Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds (late) 
buffware sherds 
Gila Plain sherds 

971 

Catalogue # 

A 26,343 
A 26,344 

A 26,345 



structure 11I:3 

sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 
2 

cylinder-shaped lava piece 
cylinder-shaped lava piece 
worked shell, Glycymeris 
shell bracelet fragments, finished, 

Glycymeris 
1 unworked shell piece, Anadonta 

4.28K 
O.02K 
O.02K 
O.02K 
O.32K 
O.01K 
O.33K 
1 

Fill: 

1 
1 

8.15K 
O.80K 
O.03K 
O.20K 
O.19K 
O.87K 
1 
1 

Gila Plain sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
polished redware sherd-intrusive(?) 

schist abrading stone 
spindle whorl (backdirt) 

Gila Plain sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Mimbres Black-on-white? sherd 
polished redware sherd 

972 

catalogue I 

A 26,558 
A 26,559 
A 27,711 
Bag# 75 UC 

Bag# 75 UC 

A 26,578 
A 26,696 



structure 111:4 

sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 vesicular basalt trough metate 
(leaned against wall) 

lO.24K 
8.19K 
O.41K 
1. 13K 
O.06K 
O.02K 
O.OSK 

Fill: 

Gila Plain sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
1.!a"'lpainted buffware sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherds 

No fill artifacts recorded. 

11.39K 
4.2SK 
O.03K 
O.16K 
1.83K 

Gila Plain sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 

973 

Catalogue I 

A 26,571 



structure IlJ:l 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 
1 
1 

quartzite chopper 
igneous hammers tone 
cobbl e anvil 

8 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
33 Gila Plain sherds 
3 buffware sherds 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 

slate knife or hoe fragment 
axe/hammers tone 
igneous scraper 

28 Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
1 Santa Cruz Red-on-buff sherd 
1 Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherd 
21 buffware sherds 
72 Gila Plain sherds 
2 Sacaton Red sherds 

974 

catalogue # 

A 26,286 
A 26,287 
A 26,464 

A 26,282 
A 26,284 
A 26,285 



structure 11J:2 

Sacaton Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 whetstone 
1 shell pendant, bird 

1 shell bracelet fragment, early stages of 
manufacture, GI~c~meris 

6 shell bracelet fragments, middle stages 
manufacture, G\~c~meris 

1 shell bracelet fragment, final stage of 
manufacture, Gl~c~meris 

1 shell manufacturing debris, chippage 
Gl~c~meris 

14 shell pieces, margins, Gl~c~meris 
2 unworked shell pieces, Laevicardium 
388 shell debris, 1% Laevicardium, 30% 

Gl~cImeris; remainder are 
unidentifiable-probably Glvcymeris 

9.25K 
0.12K 
0.03K 
2.77K 
0.73K 

Gila Plain sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Gila Butte Red-on-buff sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 

975 

Catalogue # 

A 26,648 
A 27,712 

Bagt 70 UC 

of Bagt 70 UC 

Bag' 70 UC 

Bag' 70 UC 

Bagt 70 UC 
Bag' 70 UC 
Bag' 70 UC 

Plan shows: trivet fragment, mica-schist, and grooved stone 
on floor. 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

scraper or chopper 
igneous chopper/scraper 
scraper 

8.84K 
0.02K 
l.SIK 
O.07K 
3.23K 
O.07K 
O.06K 

chert chopper 
sandstone handstone 
thick-walled animal effigy vessel fragment 

Gila Plain sherds 
Sacaton Red sherds 
unpainted buffware sherds 
Sacaton Smudged sherds 
Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds 
Sweetwater Red-on-gray sherds 
Snaketown Red-en-buff sherds 

A 26,652 
A 26,653 
A 26,654 
A 26,655 
A 26,656 
A 26,657 



Structure 15E:l 

Snaketown Phase 

# Description 

Floor: 

1 slate chopper 
1 polishing stone 
1 Snaketown Red-on-buff bowl (Bowl# 1) 
1 Sweetwater Red-on-buff miniature jar, 

(Jar# 3), whole 
1 Snaketown Red-on-buff jar (Jar# 5), whole 
1 Snaketown Red-on-buff jar (Jar! I), whole 
1 Snaketown Red-on-buff jar (Jar# 2), whole 
1 Snaketown Red-on-buff bowl 
1 Snaketown Red-on-buff bowl 
1 Snaketown Red-on-buff duck effigy jar 
1 pestle 
1 cup charred corn (in fill?) 

No floor sherds recorded. 

Fill: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 

worked sherd 
intrusive (Mexican) redware sherd 
plainware miniature jar bottom 
intrusive redware sherd 
mud dauber nests, burned 
shell pendant 

11 sh(·1s 

976 

catalogue # 

A 25,616 
A 25,617 
A 25,636 
A 25,638 

A 25,639 
A 25,640 
A 25,641 
A 25,252 
A 25,653 
A 25,654 
A 25,618 

A 25,615 
A 25,627 
A 25,628 
A 25,629 
A 25,637 
A 25,167 



977 

REFERENCES CITED 

Allen, 
1971 

William L. and James B. Richardson, III 
The reconstruction of kinship from archaeological 
data: The concepts, the methods, and the 
feasibility. American Antiguity 36(1):41-53. 

Allen, 
1985 

Wilma 
Prehistoric features at Block 24-East. 
Chapter 4 in "City of Phoenix, Archaeology of 
the original townsite, Block 24-East", pp. 41-
84, edited by J.S. Cable, K.S. Hoffman, D.E. 
Doyel, F. Ritz. Soil Systems Publications in 
Archaeology 8. Phoenix. 

Anderson, Keith M. 
1986 

Arizona 
1934-5 

1968 

1964-5 

1964-5 

1982-3 

Hohokam cemeteries as elements of settlement 
structure and change. In "Anthropology of the 
Desert West: Essays in Honor of Jesse D. 
Jennings," pp. 180-201, edited by C.J. Condie and 
D.D. Fowler. University of Utah Anthropological 
Papers No. 110. 

state Museum Archive 
Feature notes, Snaketown excavations, 1934-1935, 
Gila Pueblo, Manuscript 15, Series 4. Arizona 
State Museum Collections Division, University of 
Arizona. Tucson. 

Las Colinas field notes, 1968; Highway Salvage 
Collection, Record Group 7, Series 14, Sub-Series 
1. Arizona State Museum Collections Division, 
University of Arizona, Tucson. 

Pithouse 
excavations, 
3, Series 2, 
CoIl ections 
Tucson. 

Field notes, 
Record Group 
2. Arizona 
University of 

excavation 
1964-1965. 
Sub-Series 
Division, 

forms, 
Record Group 5, 

2. Arizona State 
University of 

Snaketown excavations, 
5, Sub-Group 3, Series 2, 
state Museum Collections 

Arizona, Tucson. 

Snaketown 
Sub-Group 
Museum 

Arizona, 

1964-1965. 
Sub-Series 
Division, 

Las Colinas field notes from Mound 8 (Area 3), 
1982-1983. Arizona State Museum Collections 
Division, University of Arizona, Tucson. 



978 

Bandelier, Adolph F. 
1884 An Archaeological reconnoissance into Mexico in the 

year 1881. Archaeological Institute of America, 
American Series 2. Boston, Cupples, Upham and Co. 

Binford, Lewis R. 
1983 In Pursuit of the Past. Thames and Hudson. New 

York. 

Brew, 
1946 

John otis 
Archaeology 
Papers of 
Archaeology 
University, 

of Alkali Ridge, Southeastern Utah. 
the Peabody Museum of American 

and Ethnology, Vol. 21. Harvard 
Cambridge. 

Bruder, 
1985 

J. Simon 
Comments on Hohokam settlement patterns. In 
"Proceedings of the 1983 Hohokam Symposium: Part 
I", pp. 389-394, edited by A.E. Dittert, Jr. and 
D.E. Dove. Phoenix Chapter, Arizona Archaeological 
Society, Occasional Paper 2, Phoenix. 

Cable, John S. and Wilma Allen 
1982 Feature Descriptions. Chapter 3 In "City of 

Phoenix, archaeology of the original townsite, 
Blocks 1 and 2," pp. 31-72, edited by J.S. Cable, 
S.L. Henry, D.E. Doyel. Soil Systems Publications 
in Archaeoloqy, No.1. Phoenix 

Cable, 
1987 

John S. and David E. Doyel 
Pioneer period village structure and settlement 
pattern in the Phoenix Basin. Chapter 2 in The 
Hohokarn Village: Site Structure and Organization, 
pp. 21-70, edited by D. E. Doyel. Southwestern and 
Rocky Mountain Division of the American Association 
for the Advancement of Science. 

Cantwell, Annie-Marie E., James B. Griffin, and Nan A. 
Rothschild, eds. 
1981 The research potential of anthropological rnusuem 

collections. New York Academy of Sciences Annals, 
Vol. 376. New York. 

Carr, Christopher 
1984 The nature of organization of intrasite 

archaeological records and spatial analytic 
approaches to their investigation. Advances in 
Archaeological Method and Theory 7, edited by M.B. 
Schiffer, pp.103-222. Academic Press, Inc. New 
York. 



979 

Chang, Kwang-Chih 
1958 study of the Neolithic social groupings: Examples 

from the New World. American Anthropologist 
60:298-334. 

Ciolek-Torrello, Richard 
1984 An alternative model of room function from 

Grasshopper Pueblo, Arizona. In Intrasite Spatial 
Analysis in Archaeology, edited by H.J. Hietala, 
pp. 127-153. Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge. 

1988 Introduction. In "Hohokam settlement along the 
slopes of the Picacho Mountains: Synthesis and 
conclusions, pp. 1-18, edited by R. Ciolek-Torrello 
and D.R. Wilcox. Museum of Northern Arizona 
Research Paper 55 (6). 

Ciolek-Torrello, R. and D.H. Greenwald 
"Hohokam 

Picacho 
121-164, 

Wilcox. 
35(6). 

1988 Architecture and house function. In 
settlement along the slopes of the 
Mountains: Synthesis and Conclusions," pp. 
edited by R. Ciolek-Torrello and D.R. 
Museum of Northern Arizona Research Paper 
Flagstaff. 

Crown, Particia L. 
1983 Introduction: Field houses and farmsteads in 

south-central Arizona. Chapter 1 In "Hohokam 
archaeology along the Salt-Gila Aqueduct Central 
Arizona Project, Vol. V: Small habitation sites on 
Queen Creek, pp.3-22, edited by L.S. Teague and 
P.L. Crown. Arizona State Museum Archaeological 
Series 150. Tucson. 

1985 Morphology 
structures. 

and function of Hohokam small 
The Kiva 50(2-3):75-94. 

Czaplicki, Jon S., John C. Ravesloot, and Lynn F. Teague 
1986 A research design for Tucson Aqueduct, Phase B 

data recovery. Arizona State Museum Cultural 
Resources Division. Tucson. 

Deal, Michael 
1985 Household pottery disposal in the Maya Highlands: 

An ethnoarchaeological interpretetion. Journal of 
Anthropological Archaeology 4:243-291. 



980 

Dean, 
1969 

Jeffrey S. 

Deuring, 
1969 

Di Peso, 
1951 

Chronological analysis 
northeastern Arizona. 
Tree-Ring Research 3. 
Tucson. 

Walter Thomas 

of Tsegi phase sites in 
Papers of the Laboratory of 

University of Arizona Press, 

Letter to Dr. Emil W. Haury, Record Group 5, Sub
Group 3, Series 2, Sub-Series 2. Arizona State 
Museum Collections Division, University of 
Arizona, Tucson. 

Charles C. 
The Babocomari Village site on 
River, southeastern Arizona. 
Foundation 5. Dragoon. 

the Babocomari 
The Amerind 

1953 The Sobaipuri Indians of the upper San Pedro River 
Valley, southeastern Arizona. Amerind Foundation 6. 
Dragoon. 

1956 

Doelle, 
Wallace 
1987 

The Upper Pima of 
archaeohistorical 
the Pimeria Alta. 
Dragoon. 

San Cayetano del Tumacacori: an 
reconstruction of the Ootam of 
The Amerind Foundation 7. 

William H., Federick W. Huntington, and Henry D. 

Rincon phase reorganization in the 
Chapter 3 In The Hohokam Village: 
and Organization, pp. 71-96, edited 
southwestern and Rocky Mountain 
American Association for the 
Science, Glenwood Springs. 

Tucson Basin. 
Site Structure 

by D.E. Doyel. 
Division of the 
Advancement of 

Doyel, David E. 
1974 Excavations in the Escalante Ruin group, southern 

Arizona. Arizona State Museum Archaeological 
Series 37. Tucson. 

1981a 

1981b 

Late Hohokam 
Contributions 
Scottsdale. 

prehistory in 
to Archaeology 

southern Arizona. 
2, Gil a Press, 

Hohokam social organization and the Sedentary to 
Classic transition. In "Current issues in Hohokam 
prehistory: Proceedings of a symposium", pp.23-40, 
edited by D. Doyel and F. Plog. Arizona State 
University Anthropological Research Papers 23. 
Tempe. 



981 

1987 The Hohokam Village: Site Structure and 
Organization. Southwestern and Rocky Mountain 
Division of the American Association for the 
Advancement of Science, Glenwood Springs. 

Dozier, Edward P. 
1970 The Pueblo Indians of North America. Holt, 

Rinehart, and Winston, Inc., New York. 

Driver, Harold E. and William C. Massey 
1957 Comparative studies of North American Indians. 

Drucker, 
1951 

Transactions of the American Philosophical Society, 
47, Part 2. Philadelphia. 

Philip 
The Northern and Central Nootkan Tribes. 
Smithsonian Institution Bureau of American 
Ethnology, Bulletin 144. u.S. Government Printing 
Office, Washington. 

Esber, George S., Jr. 
1972 Indian housing for Indians. 

147. 
The Kiva 37(3):141-

Euler, 
1988 

R. Thomas, Ronald Gardiner, and Jon S. Czaplicki 
Excavated pit houses. In "Hohokam archaeology, 
Phase B of the Tucson Aqueduct, Central Arizona 
Project, Vol. 2, Excavations at Fasttimes (AZ 
AA:12:384), A Rillito phase site in the Avra 
Valley," pp. 50-117, edited by J.S. Czaplicki and 
J.C. Ravesloot. Arizona State Museum 
Archaeological Series 178(2). Tucson. 

Ferg, 
1983 

Alan 

Garrett, 
1983 

The Junkyard Site (AZ U:15:83). Part IV in 
"Hohokam Archaeology along the Salt-Gila Aqueduct, 
Central Arizona Project: Vol VI: Habitation sites 
on the Gila River, pp. 375-489., edited by L.S. 
Teague and P.L. Crown. Arizona State Museum 
Archaeological Series 150. Tucson. 

Billy G. and Scott C. Russell 
A model for the household complex of the Gila Pima. 
In "Alicia: The history of a Piman household", pp. 
11-38, edited by G.E. Rice, S. Upham, and L. 
Nicholas. Arizona State University Anthropolonical 
Field Studies No.4. Tempe. 

Gifford, E.W. 
1931 The Kamia of Imperial Valley. 

Ethnology Bulletin 97. u.S. 
Office. Washington D.C. 

Bureau of American 
Government Printing 



Gladwin, Harold S. 
1948 Excavations 

conclusions. 
Globe. 

at Snaketown: 
Medallion Papers 38. 

982 

Reviews and 
Gila Pueblo, 

Gladwin, 
Gladwin 
1937 

Harold S., Emil W. Haury, E.B. Sayles, and Nora 

Excavations at Snaketown: material culture. 
Medallion Papers 2. Gila Pueblo, Globe. 

Glennie, G.D. 
1983 Replication of an A.D. 800 Anasazi pithouse in 

southwestern Colorado. Unpublished M.A. thesis, 
Washington State University, Pullman. 

Goody, Jack 
1972 Domestic Groups. Addison-Wesley Modules 

Publications 28. 

Grebinger, Paul F. 
1971 The Potrero Creek Site: Activity structure. The 

Kiva 37(1):30-52. 

Greenleaf, J. Cameron 
1975 Excavations at Punta de Agua in 

River Basin, Southeastern Arizona. 
Arizona Anthropological Papers 26. 

Greenwald, David H. 

the Santa Cruz 
University of 

Tucson. 

1988 Investigations of the Baccharis Site and Extension 
Arizona Canal: Historic and prehistoric land use 
patterns in the northern Salt River Valley. Museum 
of Northern Arizona Research Paper, 40. Flagstaff. 

Greenwald, David H., ed. 
1989 Archaeological investigations in the Middle Verde 

Valley, Yavapai County, Arizona. SWCA, Inc., 
Environmental Consultants. 

Greenwald, D. and R. Ciolek-Torrello 
1987 The Picacho Pass Site (NA18,030). Chapter 3 in 

"Hohokam settlement along the slopes of the Picacho 
Mountains: The Picacho Area Sites," pp. 130-216, 
edited by R. Ciolek-Torrello. Museum of Northern 
Arizona Research Paper 35(3). Flagstaff. 



Gregory, 
1984 

Gregory, 
Nancy M. 
1988 

983 

David A. 
Excavations at the Siphon Draw Site (AZ U:I0:6). 
Part I In "Hohokam archaeology along the Salt Gila 
Aqueduct, Central Arizona Project, Vol. IV: 
Village sites on the Queen Creek and Siphon Draw," 
pp. 15-218, edited by L.S. Teague and P.L. Crown. 
Arizona State Museum Archaeological Series 150(4). 
Tucson. 

David A., David R. Abbott, Deni J. Seymour, and 
Bannister 
The 1982-1984 excavations at Las Colinas: The 
Mound Precinct. Arizona State Museum 
Archaeological Series 162 (3). Tucson. 

Ha 11, Edward T. 
1969 The Hidden Dimension. Anchor Books, Doubleday and 

Company, Inc., Garden City, New York. 

Hammack, 
1981 

Laurens C. and Alan P. Sullivan 
The 1968 excavations at Mound 8, Las Colinas Ruins 
Group, Phoenix, Arizona. Arizona State Museum 
Archaeological Series 154. Tucson. 

Haury, Emil W. 
1932 Roosevelt 9:6, A Hohokam site of the Colonial 

period. Medallion Papers 11. Gila Pueblo, Globe. 

1934 The Canyon Creek Ruin 
the Sierra Ancha. 
Pueblo, Globe. 

and the Cliff Dwellings of 
M=e~d~a~l ~h~' o~n~-,P~a:::!.Jpc:..;e:::.:r!:..:s~ 14 . Gil a 

1969 Letter to Mr. walter Thomas Deuring, Record Group 
5, Sub-Group 3, Series 2, Sub-Series 2. Arizona 
State Museum Collections Division, University of 
Arizona, Tucson. 

1976 The Hohokam: Desert Farmers and Craftsmen. 

Hayden, 
1983 

University of Arizona Press, Tucson. 

Brian and Aubrey Cannon 
Where the garbage goes: 
Maya Highlands. Journal 
Archaeology 2:117-163. 

Refuse disposal in the 
of Anthropological 



984 

Henderson, T. Kathleen 
1987a The growth of a Hohokam village. Chapter 4 In The 

Hohokam Village: Site Structure and Organization, 
pp. 97-125, edited by. D.E. Doyel. Southwestern and 
Rocky Mountain Division of the American Association 
for the Advancement of Science, Glenwood Springs. 

1987b 

1987c 

Ceramics, dates, courtyard patterns at the Marana 
Mound Community. In "Studies in the Hohokam 
Community of Marana," edited by G. Rice. 
Anthropological Field Studies No. 15. Arizona State 
University, Tempe. 

Structure and organization at 
Anthropological Field Studies 18. 
University, Tempe. 

La Cuidad. 
Arizona State 

Henderson, T. Kathleen, Glen E. Rice, Ann Valdo Howard, and 
Randall McGuire 
1984 The excavation of the site of La Cuidad. Draft 

report submitted to the Arizona Department of 
Transportation, Phoenix. 

Herron, J. and R. Ciolek-Torrello 
1987a McClellan Wash Site, NA18,031. Chapter 2 in 

"Hohokam settlement along the slopes of the 
Picacho Mountains: The Picacho Area Sites," pp. 
24-129, edited by R. Ciolek-Torrello. Museum of 
Northern Arizona Research Paper 35(3). Flagstaff. 

1987b The Pecan Site, NA 18,037. Chapter 8 in "Hohokam 
settlement along the slopes of the Picacho 
Mountains: Synthesis and Conclusions," pp. 319-348, 
edited by R. Ciolek-Torrello. Museum of Northern 
Arizona Research Paper 35(3). Flagstaff. 

Herron Greenwald Ciolek-Torrello 
1988 Locus 1. Chapter 7 in "Hohokam settlement along 

the slopes of the Picacho Mountains: Synthesis and 
Conclusions," pp. 425-495, edited by R. Ciolek
Torrello, M. M. Callahan, and D.H. Greenwald. 
Museum of Northern Arizona Research Paper 35(2). 
Flagstaff. 

Herskovitz, Robert M. 
1974 Arizona U:9:46 (ASM): a dual component Hohokam 

site in Tempe, Arizona. MS on file, Arizona State 
Museum, University of Arizona, Tucson. 



Hill, 
1970 

985 

James N. 
Broken K Pueblo: prehistoric social organization 
in the American Southwest. Anthropological Papers 
of the University of Arizona 18. Tucson. 

Hodder, Ian and Clive Orton 
1976 Spatial Analysis in Archaeology. Cambridge 

University Press. London, New York. 

Hoffman, 
1974 

Michael A. 
The social context of 
Dynastic Egyptian town. 
39(1):35-50. 

trash disposal in an Early 
American Antiguity 

Howard, Jerry B. 
1982 Hohokam community organization at La Cui dad Los 

1985 

1988 

1990 

Hornos. MS, Department of Anthropology, Arizona 
State University, Tempe. 

courtyard groups and domestic cycling: A 
hypothetical model of growth. In "Proceedings of 
the 1983 Hohokam Symposium: Part 1", pp. 311-326, 
edited by A.E. Dittert, Jr. and D.E. Dove. Phoenix 
Chapter, Arizona Archaeological Society, Occasional 
Paper 2, Phoenix. 

Excavations at Casa Buena: Changing Hohokam land 
use along the Squaw Peak Parkway, Vol. 1. Soil 
Systems Publications in Archaeology 11. Phoenix. 

Los Hornos: Site structure and community 
patterning at a large Hohokam village. Chapter 3 
In "One hundred years of archaeology at La Cuidad 
de Los Hornos," pp. 73-10, edited by D.R. Wilcox, 
J.B. Howard, and R.H. Nelson. Soil Systems 
Publications in Archaeology No. 16. Phoenix. 

Huntington, Frederick W. 
1986 Archaeological investigations at the West Branch 

Site: Early and middle Rincon occupation in the 
southern Tucson Basin. Institute For American 
Research Archaeological Papers 5. Tucson. 

Jett, 
1981 

Kent, 
1984 

Stephen C. and Virginia E. Spencer 
Navajo Architecture: Forms, History,. 
Distributions. University of Arizona Press, 
Tucson. 

Susan 
Analyzing Activity Areas: An Ethnoarchaeological 
=S~t=u=d~y~o~f~t~h=e~U~s~e~o~f~S~p~a~c~e. University of New Mexico 
Press, Albuquerque. 



986 

1987 Method and Theory For Activity Area Research: An 
Ethnoarchaeological Approach. Columbia University 
Press, New York. 

Kowalski, Nancy 
1984 Identification of de 

MS on file at the 
Technology, University 

facto refuse. Unpublished 
Laboratory of Traditional 
of Arizona, Tucson. 

Kroeber, A.L. 
1925 Handbook of California Indians. Bureau of American 

Ethnology, Bulletin 78. Smithsonian Institution, 
Washington D.C. 

1939 Cultural and Natural Areas of Native North 
America. University of California Publications in 
American Archaeology and Ethnology, Vol. 38. 
University of California Press, Berkeley. 

Layhe, 
1981 

Robert W. 
The 1985 excavations at teh Hodges 
County, Arizona. Arizona State Museum 
Archaeological Series 170. Tucson. 

Lange, Frederick W. and Charles R. Rydberg 

Site, Pima 

1972 Abandonment and post-abandonment behavior at a 
rural Central American house-site. American 
Antiquity 37(3):419-432. 

Linton, Ralph 
1936 The Study of Man. D. Appleton--century Company, New 

York. ':_ 

Macnider, Barbara 
1984 Preclassic Hohokam mortuary practices. Masters 

thesis outline, on file at the Arizona State Museum 
Library. Tucson. 

Masse, W. Bruce 
1981 A reappraisal of the protohistoric Sobaipuri 

Indians of southeastern Arizona. In "The 
protohistoric period in the North American 
Southwest, A.D. 1450-1700", pp.28-56, edited by 
D.R. Wilcox and W.B. Masse. Arizona state 
University Anthropological Research Papers 24, 
Tempe. 

McGregor, John C. 
1941 Winona and Ridge Ruin: Part 1. Architecture and 

rna t e ri a 1 c u 1 t ur e . :..:Mc::u=s-=ec::u"""m'---=oc.:f_....,N'-"'o'-'=r-=t"""h'-'=e:.:r~n'--~A~r'-"'i:...::z:...::o:..:.n:.=..a 
Bulletin 18. Flagstaff. 



McGuire, 
1977 

987 

Randall H. 
The Copper Canyon-McGuireville Project: 
Archaeological investigations in the middle Verde 
Valley, Arizona. Arizona State Museum, 
Contribution to Highway Salvage Archaeoloqy in 
Arizona 45. Tucson. 

McGuire, Randall H. and Michael B. Schiffer 
1983 A theory of architectural design. Journal of 

Anthropological Archaeology 2:277-303. 

Mills, 
n.d. 

Jack P. and Vera M. Mills 
The Curtis Site: A prehistoric village in the 
Safford Valley. Manuscript, Arizona State Museum 
Library, Tucson. 

Mitchell, Douglas R. 
1988 Excavations at La Lomita 

Cruz/Sacaton phase hamlet in 
Soil Systems Publications 
Phoenix. 

Pequena: A Santa 
the Salt River Valley. 
in Archaeology 10. 

Morgan, Lewis H. 
1965 Houses and American House-Life of the American 

University of Aborigines. Phoenix Books. The 
Chicago Press, Chicago. 

Morris, Earl H. 
1939 Archaeological studies in the La Plata District: 

southwestern Colorado and northwestern New Mexico. 
Carnegie Institution of Washington Publication 519. 
Washington D.C. 

Nelson, 
1981 

Netting, 
1984 

Richard S. 
The role of the Pochteca system in Hohokam 
exchange. Ph.D. Dissertation, Department of 
Anthropology, New York University, New York. 

Robert NcC., Richard R. Wilk, and Eric J. Arnould 
Households: Comparative and Historical Studies of 
~t~h~e~D~o~m~e=s~t=i~c~G~r~o~u~p. University of California Press, 
Berkeley. 

O'Connell, James F. 
1987 Alyawara site structure and its archaeological 

implications. American Antiguity 52(1):74-108. 



Oswald, 
1987 

Parsons, 
1936 

988 

Dana 
The organization of space in residential buildings: 
A cross-cultural perspective. Chapter 6 In Method 
and Theory For Activity Area Research: An 
Ethnoarchaeological Approach, edited by Susan Kent, 
pp. 295-344. Columbia University Press, New York. 

Elsie Clews 
Mitla: Town of the Souls and other Zapotec
Speaking Pueblos of Oaxacca, Mexico. The University 
of Chicago Press, Chicago. 

Pennington, Campbell W. 
1963 The Tarahumar of 

Material Culture. 
Lake City. 

Mexico, Their Environment and 
University of Utah Press. Salt 

1969 The Tepehuan of Chihuahua: Their Material Culture. 
University of Utah Press, Salt Lake City. 

Phillips, David A. and Cory Dale Breternitz 
1986 Archaeology of the Ak-Chin Indian Community West 

Side Farms Project: Research design. Soil Systems 
Publications in Archaeology 9 (1). Phoenix. 

Rafferty, Janet E. 
1985 The archaeological record on sedentariness: 

recognition, development, and implications. In 
Advances in Archaeological Method and Theory, Vol. 
8, pp.113-156, edited by M.B. Schiffer. Academic 
Press, Orlando. 

Redfield, Robert 
1930 Tepoztlan: A Mexican Village. The University of 

Chicago Press, Chicago. 

Redfield, Robert and Alfonso Villa Rojas 
1962 Chan Kom: A Maya Village. The University of 

Chicago Press, Chicago. 

Reid, 
1973 

1978 

James Jefferson 
Growth and Response to Stress at Grasshopper 
Pueblo, Arizona. Ph.D Dissertation, Department of 
Anthropology, University of Arizona, Tucson. 

Response to stress at Grasshopper Pueblo, Arizona. 
In Discovering Past Behavior: Experiments in the 
Archaeoloqy of the Southwest, pp. 195-213, edited 
by P. Grebinger. Gordon and Breach, New York. 



989 

Reid, J. Jefferson and Stephanie M. Whittlesey 
1982 Households at Grasshopper Pueblo. American 

Behavioral Scientist 25(6):687-703. 

Rice, Glen E. 
1985 Studies in the Hohokam and Salado of the Tonto 

Basin. OCRM Report 63. Arizona State University, 
Tempe. 

1987a 

1987b 

The Hohokam community of La Cuidad. OCRM Report No. 
69. Arizona State University, Tempe. 

Studies in the Hohokam community of Marana. 
Anthropological Field Studies No. 15. Arizona State 
University, Tempe. 

Rice, Prudence 
1987 Pottery Analysis: A Sourcebook. University of 

Chicago Press. Chicago. 

Frank H. H. Roberts, 
1939 Archaeological remains in the Whitewater District, 

Eastern Arizona. Bureau of American Ethnology, 
Bulletin 121. Smithsonian Institution, Washington 
D.C. 

Russell, Frank 
1975 The Pima Indians. The University of Arizona 

Press, Tucson. (Originally published in 1908, 
Bureau· of American Ethnology.) 

Sayles, E.B. 
1937 Houses. Chapter 7 in "Excavations at Snaketown: 

material culture", pp. 59-90, edited by Harold S. 
Gladwin, Emil W. Haury, E.B. Sayles, and Nora 
Gladwin. Medallion Papers 2. Gila Pueblo, Globe. 

Schiffer, Michael B. 
1972 Archaeological context and 

American Antiquity 37:156-165. 
systemic context. 

1976 Behavioral Archaeology. Academic Press, New York. 

1977 Toward a unified science of the cultural past. In 
Research Strategies in Historical Archaeology, 
edited by S. South, pp. 13-50. Academic Press, New 
York. 



990 

1982 Hohokam chronology: an essay on history and 
method. In Hohokam and Patayan: Prehistory of 
Southwestern Arizona, edited by R.H. McGuire and 
M.B. Schiffer, pp. 299-344. Academic Press, New 
York. 

1985 Is there a "Pompeii Premise" in archaeology? 
Journal of Anthropological Research 41(1):18-41. 

1987 Formation Processes of the Archaeological Record. 
University of New Mexico Press, Albuquerque. 

Seymour, Deni J. 
1980 The Maya temper: A study of potsherd damage from 

Preclassic deposits at Cuello, Northern Belize. 
B.A. Senior Thesis, Anthropology Board of Studies, 
University of California, Santa Cruz. 

1985 Evidence of the production and distribution of 
shell ornaments at Snaketown. MS on file at the 
Arizona State Museum, Univeristy of Arizona, 
Tucson. 

1986 The social implications of artifact distributions 
at Snaketown, Arizona. Paper presented at the 51st 
Annual Meeting of the Society for American 
Archaeology, New Orleans. 

1987 The segmented community pattern in bilaterally 
organized societies. MS on file with the author. 

1988 An alternative view of Sedentary Period Hohokam 
shell ornament production. American Antiguity 

n.d. 

53(4):812-829. 

Assessing prehistoric population: 
estimates from Snaketown, Arizona. 

Seymour, Deni J. and David A. Gregory 

Reevaluating 

1988 Structures in the Mound 8 Precinct. Chapter 4 I~ 
"The 1982-1983 Excavations at Las Colinas: The 
Mound 8 Precinct," pp. 51-61, edited by D.A. 
Gregory, D.R. Abbott, D.J. Seymour, and N.M. 
Bannister. Arizona State Museum Archaeological 
Series 162(3). 

Seymour, Deni J. and Michael B. Schiffer 
1987 A preliminary Analysis of Pithouse Assemblages 

from Snaketown, Arizona. In Method and Theory For 
Activity Area Research: An Ethnoarchaeological 
Approach, edited by Susan Kent, pp. 549-603. 
Columbia University Press, New York. 



991 

Sires, 
1983 

Earl W. 

1984a 

1984b 

1987 

Excavations at Smileye s Well (AZ U:14:73). Part 1 
in "Hohokam archaeology along the Salt Gila 
Aqueduct, Central Arizona Project, Vol. V: Small 
habitation sites on Queen Creek", pp. 23-99, 
edited by L.S. Teague and P.L. Crown. Arizona 
State Museum Archaeological Series No. 150. 
Tucson. 

Excavations at Frogtown. In "Hohokam archaeology 
along the Salt Gila Aqueduct, Central Arizona 
Project: Vol IV: Prehistoric occupation of the 
Queen Creek Delta, pp. 357-610, edited by L.S. 
Teague and P.L. Crown. Arizona State Museum 
Archaeological Series No. 150. Tucson. 

Hohokarn architecture and site structure. In 
"Hohokam archaeology along the Salt Gila Aqueduct, 
Central Arizona Project: Vol IX: Synthesis and 
Conclusions," pp. 115-139., edited by L.S. Teague 
and P.L. Crown. Arizona state Museum 
Archaeological Series No. 150. Tucson. 

Hohokarn architectural variability and site 
structure during the Sedentary-Classic transition. 
Chapter 7 In The Hohokam Village: Site Structure 
and Organization, pp. 171-182, edited by. D.E. 
Doyel. Southwestern and Rocky Mountain 
Division of the American Association for the 
Advancement of Science, Glenwood Springs. 

Spier, Leslie 
1928 Havasupai ethnography. 

the American Museum of 
Anthropological 

Natural History, 
Papers of 
Vol. 29, 

Part 3. New York. 

1933 Yuman Tribes of the Gila River. The University of 
Chicago Press, Chicago. 

Stebbins, Sara, Donald E. Weaver, Jr., and steven G. Dosh 
1981 Archaeological investigations at the confluence of 

the Verde River and West Clear Creek. Museum of 
Northern Arizona Research Paper 24, Flagstaff. 

Steward, 
1938 

Julian H. 
Basin-Plateau aboriginal sociopolitical groups. 
Smithsonian Institution, Bureau of American 
Ethnology Bulletin 120. United states Government 
Printing office, Washington D.C. 



Teit, 
1930 

James A. 
The Salishan 
Annual Report 
45:23-396. 
Washington. 

992 

Tribes of the western Plateaus. 
of the Bureau of American Ethnology, 

U.S. Government Printing Office, 

Trigger, Bruce G. 
1969 The Huron: Farmers of the North. 

and Winston, New York. 
Holt, Rinehart, 

Treutlein, Theodore E., Trans. 
1965 Missionary in Sonora: The 

Och, S.J., 1755-1767. 
Society, San Francisco. 

Travel Reports of Joseph 
California Historical 

Turner, Paul R. 
1972 The Highland Chontal. Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 

Inc. New York. 

Vogt, Evon Z. 
1970 The Zinacantecos of Mexico: A Modern Maya Way of 

Life. Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc. New York. 

Vokes, 
1988 

1989 

Arthur W. 
Architecture. In "Hohokam archaeology along Phase 
B of the Tucson Aqueduct Central Arizona Project: 
Vol. II: Excavations at Fasttimes (AZ AA:12:348), A 
Rillito Phase site in the Avra Valley," pp.37-47, 
edited by J.S. Czaplicki and J.C. Ravesloot. 
Arizona State Museum Archaeological Series 178(3). 
Tucson. 

Architecture. In "Hohokam archaeology along Phase B 
of the Tucson Aqueduct Central Arizona Project: 
Vol. III: Excavations at Water World (AZ AA:16:94), 
A Rillito Phase ballcourt village in the Avra 
Valley," pp.45-55, edited by J.S. Czaplicki and 
J.C. Ravesloot. Arizona state Museum 
Archaeological Series 178(3). Tucson. 

Underhill, Ruth M. 
1939 Social Organization of 

Columbia University Press, 

Wasley, W.W., and A.E. Johnson 

the Paoago 
New York. 

Indians. 

1965 Salvage archaeology in the Painted rocks 
Reservoir, western Arizona. Anthropological Papers 
of the University of Arizona 9. Tucson. 



993 

Weaver, Donald, Susan S. Burton, and Minnabell Laughlin 
1978 Proceedings of the 1973 Hohokam Conference. 

Contributions to Anthropological Studies No.2, 
Acoma Books, Ramona. 

Wauchope, Robert 
1938 Modern Maya houses: A study of their archaeological 

significance. Carnegie Institution of Washington, 
Publication No. 502. Washington D.C. 

Weed, Carol S. and Albert E. Ward 
1970 The Henderson Site: Colonial Hohokam in 

northcentral Arizona. The Kiva 36(2):1-12. 

Wilcox, David R. 
1975 A strategy for perce~v1ng social groups in Puebloan 

sites. Fieldiana 65. 

1979 

1987a 

1987b 

The Hohokam regional system. In "An archaeological 
test of sites in the Gila Butte-Santan region, 
south-central Arizona," pp. 77-123, edited by G. 
Rice, D. Wilcox, K. Rafferty, J. Schoenwetter. 
Arizona state University Anthropological Research 
Papers 18. Tempe. 

Hohokam social complexity. Paper prepared for the 
School of American Research seminar on "Cultural 
complexity in the Arid southwest: The Hohokarn and 
Chacoan regional systems. 

The evolution of Hohokam ceremonial systems. In 
"Astronomy and ceremony in the prehistoric 
southwest," pp. 149-168, edited by J. Carlson and 
W.J. Judge. Papers of Maxwell Museum of 
Anthropology 2. 

Wilcox, David R., Jerry B. Howard, and Rueben H. Nelson 
1990 One hundred years of archaeology at La Cuidad De 

Los Hornos. Soil Systems Publications in 
Archaeology 16, Phoenix. 

Wi! cox, 
1981 

David R., Thomas R. McGuire, and Charles Sternberg 
Snaketown revisited: A partial cultural resource 
survey, analysis of site structure and an 
ethnohistoric study of the proposed Hohokarn-Pima 
National Monument. Arizona State Museum 
Archaeological Series No. 155. Tucson. 



994 

Wilshusen, Richard H. 
1986 The relationship between abandonment mode and 

ritual use in Pueblo I Anasazi protokivas. Journal 
of Field Archaeology 13:245-254. 

Wilk, 
1981 

1983 

Wilk, 
1984 

Wilk, 
1982 

Richard R. 
Agriculture, ecology and domestic organization 
among the Ketchi Maya. Ph.D. dissertation, 
University of Arizona, Tucson. 

Little house in the jungle: The causes of 
variation in house size among modern Ketchi Maya. 
Journal of Anthropological Archaeology 2:99-116. 

Richard R. and Robert McC. Netting 
Households: Changing forms and functions. Chapter 
1 In Households: Comparative and Historical 
Studies of the Domestic Group, pp. 1-28, edited by 
R.M. Netting, R.R. Wilk, and E.J. Arnould. 
University of California Press, Berkeley. 

Richard R. and William L. Rathje 
Household Archaeology. in "Archaeology of the 
household: Building a prehistory of domestic 
life", pp. 617-639, edited by R.R. Wilk and W.L. 
Rathje. American Behavioral Scientist 25(6). 

Wissler, Clark 
1910 Material Culture of 

Anthropological Papers 
Natural History, Vol. 5, 

Yellen, John E. 

the Blackfoot Indians. 
of the American Museum of 
Part 1:1-176. New York. 

1977 Archaeological Approaches to the Present: Models 
~F~o~r __ R~e~c~on~s~t~ru~c~t~l~·n~g~~t~h~e~~P~a~s~t. Academic Press, New 
York. 



f.2C 

0 
+2E +2' Q +2H SNAKE TOWN (AZ U,13 

D Sedenlary Period Cullural Fea 

0 30 60 

G:j 
, I I I I 

tse fso +3E +3G +3H 
meIer. 

1<1' DHow .. hoorne,,1 (loHoull" 

U 
eHO" .. U9341 OUound 

44e +40 +4E 

Q)~ 
+40 +4H +41 "'0 8 ~9' ri 

He +~o +~E +~, +~O HH +~I ~' +~J 

Ci 
.. 14 

95

8 • 16 

'IT 
.16 , !:o. 

{) d" 
QI O'g. {l" G +IC t:) +u <:>, +6a +IH +61 +6J + 

14 0 
0 03 Cb· 

S; en' 0' 

aallcou,' I 

+TC 

~. 
+7' +7G +7H +71 +'J iii + 

iii, 

PLAZA ~O fae teo +eE +er +ea +aH +BI + 

0" 

'0 
c!J 

I 
OJ +9C +90 +9E Ha +9H +91 +9J 

c;;::,' (j ~, 
Ill' 

+IOC +100 Ql +IOE +Ior Ir;ii.~ 6 +IOH +,01 

1'0 'bob-
'bOo c::)s , 

o· o~ 
(j Pi D. (J 

Ocl '0 0' 
.- OZ 9,.' O~G +@ . r?" 'I 

0+111 (j" +IIE +. t;:)5 '+11 fllH + 
~ 'OUa 0' 

ze 0., 

~ OM & 





N 

2C 

0 
+2[ .f.ZF G flH SNAKE TOWN (AZ U'13't1 

1 D Sedentary Period Cultural Features 

0 30 60 

G:j 
1 I I , , 

3C ~30 -hE +3G .f.3H meter. 

(t)' C HC)." .. fraim,ftl (} Ho.1I1I9641 

Ii &Ho ... 119341 Quoyftd 

4C +40 +OE 

Q)~ 
+40 +OH +01 · .. 0 0 

8 '@~ rJ 

5C +50 +5E +5. HQ +5H +~I .p' +5J +5K 

\:l 
.... 

Q' 8 • 16 

~ 
.'6 , ~. 

\) d" 
<;;:I' O'g. {l" G IC );) 4-1[ e' 01-60 +IH +61 +U +6K 

10 a 
f) C)l (b. 

0i G::J' ~, 

Bollco"'. I 

1C 

~ .. 
+7' +7G +7H +7' +.J r;J +7K 

ca, 

PLAZA ~O JC +SD +eE +eF +8G- -teH +81 +9" 

0" 

'0 
dJ 

'C +9D +9£ t9a +9H +91 +9J +9" 

<:;;:), 

~, Q'"''"''' iii" () IO~'~ IOC +100 0' +'OE +'OF ItJ~. 6 +IOH -1-101 

''0 ~ 'VO' 
'bOt {f C)5 

o~ 
d .~~ Od '0 0' 

'(j :'. ~ g' o. 

Q 
+() 

I 
IIC +IIE +. os +11 +IIH 0+111 0' 

,o~o' 
+ 11K 

V\ 

00 
a. 40 

(] d' 0" & 12C +12D +12F +120 +'2J +12K 





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

+ac +8D -f.aE +BF +8G +8" +BI 
0"1 

30 
dJ 

I 
IJ +9C +9D +9E i9G +9" +91 +9J 

~, 

CJ ~ ;,4 
+"OC +100 OS +IOE +IOF ZiJ "t4~ ~ ~IOH ~IOI 

I~~ "'004 

'bOt (/ 
~ , 

O· o~ pJ 0, (J 2 0' 0 
:-. ~~. Od o 0, 

+(9 I 

(0" +IIE '+11 -f.IIH 0+111 011 

(j 
30"cu 0

1 
ZI 

(] d5 
0

14 

~ +12C +IZO +12' +120 +12J 

Figure 2.1. Sedentary period structures and major cultural features at 
Snaketown. (After Haury 1976; Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg 1981) 
Diagram does not include unp1aced houses, cremation areas, work areas, 
and pits. The distribution of houses should be compared to the 
placement of excavation units and trenches provided by Wilcox, 
McGuire, and Sternberg (1981:Figure 14). 

o House fro.l1men' 

~ House (1934) 

Deni Joanne Seymour, 
Department of Anthropology 
A Hethodological Perspe 
Organization of Space: 
Hohokarn Structures From 
December, 1990 





f"'LAZA 

+eo +BF +8G 

+90 +9E HG 

+120 
d' 0

14 

+12F +120 

+8H 

+9H 

+81---·----~V--+::- -.1 
'0 
~ 

+91 

.J.IOI 

+9J 

Ok! 
I "Ii. 0' o 0, 

+IU 

+9' 

.f-12K 

y period structures and major cultural features at 
ury 1976; Wilcox, McGuire, and Sternberg 1981) 
ude unplaced houses, cremation areas, work ar~as, 
bution of houses should be compared to the 

o HOUI. frogment 00 House (19641 

&\ HaUl. (1934) OMound 

on units and trenches provided by Wilcox, 
g (1981:Figure 14). 

Deni Joanne Seymour, Doctor of Philosophy 
Department of Anthropology 
A Hethodological Perspective on the Use and 
Organization of Space: A Case Study of 
Hohokarn Structures From Snaketown, Arizona. 
December, 1990 





+5E +SF +5G +5H SNAKETOWN (AZ U:13:1) 

Colonial Period Cultural 
B~6 tf)7 

0 30 60 
+6G ", 

, I I I I t-SE +SF +SH meters 1f>2 

G4 o House frogmenl (} Ho ... U9641 
&Hou .. U9341 OMound 

1$)' 

c:;J3 c£l3 133 
+7J 

HF +7G +7H +71 
9)2 

f!]1 

BIO 

+8E +8F rl 
+8G +BH +81 +8J 

fit G)7 

lie:! ~ ~2 
~ 

'0612 

+9E +9F +9G f9H f91 f9J 
~3 3fll 

8:
1 

, ..... , , . 6 . , 
fJJ' 129 • , .' 

~ 
' .. 

r;p Q8
g .. 

21# 
til, • ~ 2rjJ +IOE flOF ~ @1 flOH +101 +IOJ ~ 

~6 

14/15/11 
<D4 

~o 
fiJ.1 

+IIE +IIF +IIG +IIH +111 +IIJ 
40 

13 0 Qj ~ 

~ 

o House frogmenl (} House Figure 2.2. Colonial period structures and major cultural & Hoult (19341 OMound features at Snaketown. 





. +5E 

+-6E 

fJJ' 

+IOE 

+6F 

+7F c;;J3 

+8F 

+9F 

, .... , . . . . 
.29 , 
\ , 
~ ... -' 

.. 
• 

+IOF 

ri 

+SG 

c£l3 
+7G 

+8G 

+9G 

9:
7 

6 

I411M7 

+IIF meo (D" +IIG 

40 

'3 
S-

+6H 

(1)' 

+8H 

r;l 
+IOH 

+lIH 

N 

SNAKETOWN (AZ U:13:1) I 
Colonial Period Cultural Features 

30 so , , 

[J House frogmen. () House (1964\ 

9- House (1934\ OMound 

0' 
25 

+8J +81 

+'0' +IOJ 

+". +"J 

2.2. Colonial period structures and major cultural 
s at Snaketown. 

[J House frogmen. () HOUle (19641 

9- House (l934) OMound 

Deni Joanne Seymour, Doctor of Philosophy 
Department of Anthropology 
A Methodological Perspective on the Use and 
Organization of Space: A Case Study of 
Hohokam Structures From Snaketown, Arizona. 





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

CJJ' 

+9F +9G +9H +9' +9J 3gl 
9:

7 
'.', , • 6 

I • 
• 29 I 
\ 

, 

~ 
'., , 

Q8
g 

fl 
" 2 IiIS II 

~ ~S; 2r[J +'OF +'OH +'0' +IOJ ~26 Q.7 

'4115117 

+IIH +IIJ 
+IIF r~lO flJ., • +IIG 

40 

'3 e- o 
+111 

Fig~re 2.2. Colonial period structures and major cultural 
features at Snaketown. 

CHouse flogment 

e House (1934) 

Deni Joanne Seymour, Dector of 
Department of Anthropology 
A Methodological Perspective on the U 
Organization of Space: A Case Study 
Hohokam Structures From Snaketown, 
December, 1990 





II\,!..! ~ 
'P 

~ 

1092 

+91' +9G +9H +91 +9J 

liS 3el &:7 , .... , , , 6 

r;:;1 ' , ,29 , , , 

~ 
'.-, 

a r:/ .. Q9 2 !ils • ~3 ~S; 2r;[) 
E +101' +IOH +101 +IOJ 

~26 g.7 

04 
14!i~J'" 

00'0+'" 
tlJ.1 

+IIF +IIH +111 +IIJ 

0 C2J 
~ 

So 
~I 

2. Colonial period structures and major cultural 
at Snaketown. 

o House frogmenl 

~ House (1934) 

(} Hause (1964) 

OMound 

Deni Joanne Seymour, Doctor of Philosophy 
Department of Anthropology 
A Methodological Perspective on the Use and 
Organization of Space: A Case Study of 
Hohokam Structures From Snaketown, Arizona. 
December, 1990 

- -------





Pioneer Period Cu Itural Feat 

+6E +6F +6G 0
13 

0 30 60 
I I I 1 I 

meters 
05 iJ House fragmenl (1934) (j 

0 9 Ef House (1934) OMOU 
0 9 

0 12 0 1 

a7 Q" ®. +7E +7F +7H .1 +71 
12 

1 

3: dJ 
2 

0 
+8E 1~4 1-8F 

2~GJ4 
1-8G +BH +81 +8J 

I~ ~5 
o 1 

• 

+9E 4 
+ 1-9G +9H +91 +9J @ I 

q,2 (} 
@ 

4 

(0) 
1 

0 QJ5 

6 ".,"? (!l [J5 d? 
, @9 0 +IOE 65 +IOF 2GS +IOG I +IOH +101 + 

~20 
0 20 . . 

21 

99 

213 
0 

[J4 r;) 
+ lIE +IIF 

6 
+111 +IIJ ,'" 0 +'" 

+IIH 

~d 40 
II 

.2 

Q 
& (1)1 

-2 

+12£ +12F +12G +12H +121 +12J 

+13£ + +13J 





+6F +6G 0
13 

05 

0 8 

0 9 

CIt 2 

a7 QII +7F 
12 

(3: 
1~4 1-8F 1-aG 

3 4 

2cflil G) 
9 

q,5 

4 
+ +9G @ I 

<112 () 

.e 
~ 

I 

(.) C{J 

6 .,.,"? ~l , 
0 0 8 

/!)5 +IOF 2G) +IOG ,f 

0 20 
~20 

21 

l!f 

04 fi) 
+IIF 

6 ,'" 0 +IIG 

~d 40 
II 

.'Z 

+12F +12G 

SNAKETOWN (AZ U:I3: I) 

Pioneer Period Cultural Features 

0 30 60 
I 1 I I I 
meters 

N .. 

o House fragment (1934) (» House (1964) 
E}o House (1934) OMound 

0 1 

I!i +7H .1 +71 

1 

riJ 
2 

0 

1-8H +81 +8J 

+9H +91 +9J 

c:::J5 

0 5 d? 
+IOH +101 + 

213 
0 

9 5 

+IIH +111 +IIJ 

& ~ 
1111 

-'Z 

+12H +121 +12J 





------ - ---.-- - -._. ---.:;r----- --

+IIE 

+12E 

+13E 

+14E 

+ISE 

eti 
+16E 

04 

+IIF 

.2 

+12F 

+ 

+15F 

+16F 

til 
6 

+IIH ,'" 1::) +11' 
~d 40 

II \ 

& 
+12G +12H 

+13H 

+14G +14H 

+15G +15H 

+16H 

Figure 2.3. Pioneer period structures and major cultural 
features at Snaketown. 

-2 

+11 i 

.. ~ 

+121 

+131 

+141 

+151 

+161 





.... 
04 

~ 
+IIF 6 ,'" 0 .+'" +IIH 

~d 40 
II 

,,2 

& 
+12F +12G +12H 

+ 

+15G 

+16F 
+16H 

~r period structures and major cultural 
Pwn. 

-2 

-----
EJ5 

+111 +IIJ 

~ 
(J)J 

+121 +12J 

+13J 

+151 

-t161 -t-16J 

CHouse frogmenJ (} Hoult (19641 

~ House (1934) OMound 

Deni Joanne Seymour, Doctor of Philosophy 
Department of Anthropology 
A Methodological Perspective on the Use and 
Organization of Space: A Case Study of 
Hohokam Structures From Snaketown, Arizona. 
December, 1990 


