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ABSTRACT 

Contract archaeology funds were used to excavate a series of 

Hohokara village sites in the Escalante Ruin group located in the 

Gila River Basin near the modern community of Florence, Arizona. Four 

sites date to the Hohokam Classic Period (A.D, 1100-1450), with three 

dating primarily to the Soho Phase (A.D, 1100-1300) and the fourth. 

site dating to the following Civano Phase (A.D. 1300-1450), 

The first several chapters of this study are devoted to 

introducing the reader to Hohokam prehistory; a Brief history of 

research is presented and the cultural sequence is summarized. A 

discussion of the environmental and cultural setting of the area 

surrounding the Escalante Ruin group is presented, focusing upon key 

environmental variables and the time depth represented in the 

archaeological material found in the study area. Several essentially 

descriptive-comparative chapters follow which summarize the excavated 

materials. Architectural, ceramic, lithic, Burial, and additional 

material culture data are presented, as well as discussions of intra-

site dating. 

The discussion then turns to a consideration of Classic 

Period subsistence in the Escalante Ruin group; the discussion is 

divided into Soho and Civano phase components. Zoo-archaeological, 

palynological, and botanical data are evaluated. These data are 

compared to existing data from other known sites, primarily Snaketown, 

resulting in the conclusion that little change can be detected in 
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subsistence practices Between the Sedentary Period (A.D. 900-1100) 

and the Classic Period solely on the basis of ecofactual analysis. 

The nature of the Sedentary-Classic transition is then 

addressed. A review of the existing data, coupled with the data 

summarized from the Escalante Ruin group, is employed to evaluate 

various alternative hypotheses which have been proposed to account 

for the transition. Architectural, ceramic, and burial assemblages 

are reviewed, resulting in the conclusion that the current data base 

does not support various migration hypotheses proposed to account for 

the observed variation. Settlement pattern data and theoretical models 

are employed to suggest that the Sedentary-Classic transition occurred 

in the context of environmental change, resulting in the demise of 

the existing Sedentary Period organizational pattern and a con

comitant reduction in cultural complexity. This argument is supported 

By a review of Hohokam social organization, exchange systems, regional 

integration, sustaining area, and burial patterns characteristic of 

the Sedentary Period and the following Soho Phase. 

The Soho to Civano phase transition of the Classic Period is 

evaluated with respect to various competing hypotheses, including 

population growth, environmental change, the evolution of social 

systems, and migration. Consideration of the known data base in light 

of the above hypotheses suggests that models focusing upon population 

growth and uni-directional models of social development do not account 

for the observed variation in Classic Period assemblages. Migration 

models are discounted as inadequate. Data obtained from the Civano 

Phase Escalante Ruin supports the conclusion that the early Civano 
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Phase was characterized by changes in socioeconomic organization, 

reflecting a continuing trend toward deterioration in the, riverine 

micro-environment. 

The proposed Hohokam-Pima cultural continuum is addressed 

through an evaluation of the late prehistoric Civano Phase coupled 

with a summary of Pima-Papago ethnohistory, resulting in the con

clusion that a Hohokam-Pima cultural continuum remains a viable 

hypothesis. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The Hohokam; A Synopsis 

Hohokam is the name given to the prehistoric sedentary popula

tion contained within the Broad river valleys and deserts of southern 

Arizona. The term Hohokam is derived from the Pima Indian language, 

which literally translated means "all used up" CHaury 1976:5). Many 

authors have preferred to use the more romanticized translations of the 

term, such as "those who have gone," or, "that which has perished." 

Frank Hamilton Cushing was the first professional archaeologist 

to excavate in ruins attributed to the Hohokam. Although Cushing's 

work at Los Muertos was done in the late 1880s, with a preliminary 

report published shortly thereafter (Cushing 18901, the descriptive 

monograph was not to be published for over 50 years (Haury 1945a). 

In the early 1900s, Jesse Walter Fewkes directed and reported upon 

the excavation and stabilization of Casa Grande Ruin, which now forms 

a part of the larger Casa Grande Ruins National Monument, located in 

the Gila River Basin near the present day community of Coolidge 

CFewkes 1912). While these pioneering excavations do represent a 

portion of the current data base, it should be recognized that the work 

was done prior to the development of a chronological and historical 

sequence for the Hohokam. 
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Systematic studies into southern Arizona prehistory did not 

Begin until several decades after Fewk.es' excavations at Casa Grande. 

Harold Sterling Gladwin founded the Gila Pueblo research institute in 

the late 1920s, and thereupon ushered in a new phase of research 

focused upon the prehistoric desert tradition soon to be commonly 

known as Hohokam. It should be pointed out that, even though Fewkes 

(1912) used the term Hohokam in referring to the prehistoric 

inhabitants of the Gila Basin in contrast to the Anasazi who inhabited 

the northern Southwest, there were those archaeologists who considered 

the desert material to be just a bunch of "hokum" (Roberts 1935:26). 

Nevertheless, through a series of surveys and excavations, 

Gladwin's Gila Pueblo team went about the business of defining the 

spatial distribution and temporal ordering of the "red-on-buff 

culture," and the broad outlines began to emerge (Gladwin and Gladwin 

1929, 1933, 1935; Haury 1932). After a number of years of widespread 

survey and only limited excavation, Gladwin decided that it was time 

to undertake a large scale excavation, and in 1934 the research focus 

was shifted to the now famous site of Snaketown. Snaketown was chosen 

as a logical place to dig as it was located near the center of the 

distribution of the diagnostic red-on-buff pottery associated with 

Hohokam remains. Furthermore, the site also contained numerous large 

trash, mounds suitable for stratigraphic studies. 

It is largely through the excavations at Snaketown that the 

cultural-historical reconstruction for the Hohokam was derived. 

Gladwin and his associates developed a temporal sequence which was 

believed to have started around 300 B.C. and to have ended around 
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A.D. 1450 (Gladwin and others 1937). The first 1,400 years of the 

sequence were represented at Snaketown, while the last 350 years were' 

represented at other nearby sites such as Casa Grande. A series of 

four large time units known as periods was defined within this long 

time span. These four periods, known as the^Pioneer, Colonial, 

Sedentary, and Classic, were further subdivided into smaller time 

units, called phases, wherein more specific determinations of events 

and developments could Be identified (Table 1). 

Table 1. Suggested chronology of periods and phases in the Hohokam 
sequence — After Haury (1976:338). 

Period Phase Time 

Classic Civano 1450-1300 

Soho 1300-1100 

Sedentary Sacaton 1100-900 

Colonial Santa Cruz 900-700 

Gila Butte 700-500 

Pioneer Snaketown 550-350 

Sweetwater 350-200 

Estrella 200-A.D. 1 

Vahki A.D. 1-300 B.C. 



4 

The Pioneer Period was interpreted as a time of beginning, a 

time of establishing a sedentary agricultural lifeway in the desert. 

Only a few sites recorded to date exhibit the earliest or Vahki Phase 

of Hohokam culture. The Pioneer Period in general remains shrouded 

in controversy regarding the origins and the nature of the development. 

Most authors familiar with the material have envisioned the Vahki 

Phase as a result of migrations of small numbers of people from some 

unidentified Mesoamerican source area into the Gila-Salt area of 

southern Arizona (Gladwin 1957, Schroeder 1966, Haury 1976). The 

presence of well developed architectural and ceramic assemblages, a 

Mesoamerican-like figurine complex, cremation burial, carved stone 

items, and possibly irrigation agriculture in the earliest Vahki 

Phase, with no prototypes identifiable in the local preceramic culture, 

has been used to support the inference of migration (Haury 1976). 

The Colonial and Sedentary periods, somewhat better documented, 

represent a further development and elaboration of the Pioneer Period 

culture. This was a time of expansion into surrounding regions, a 

time of population growth, and a time of "cultural florescence." 

Highly ornate and stylized arts and crafts, portrayed in stone, bone, 

pottery, and exotic shell, develop during this period. Monumental 

architecture in the form of artificial mounds and ball courts (or 

dance floors) appear early in the Colonial Period and become more 

common through time. Complex irrigation systems, for which the Hohokam 

are best known (Haury 1967), undergo great development during this 

time period (A.D. 550-1100). Contacts with neighboring traditions were 

greatest during this period. The Hohokam were tied to a Mesoamerican 
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interaction sphere, documented By the presence of macaws, pyrite 

mirrors, copper Bells, art styles, and other elements found in 

Hohokam sites (Haury 1945B). 

Sometime around A.D. 1100, the Hohokam underwent a period of 

considerable cultural change. New styles of architecture, ceramics, 

and burial pattern appear. Many items characteristic of the earlier 

periods, such as carved stone and bone, ceramic figurines, and other 

ornate items disappear. Several archaeologists (Schmidt 1928, 

Gladwin 1937, Haury 1945a) have suggested that the changes which occur 

during the time period between A.D. 1100 and 1450, known as the 

Classic Period, were so dramatic as to suggest the movement of alien 

people and an alien cultural tradition into the traditional Hohokam 

homeland. It is this Classic Period of Hohokam prehistory that is the 

concern of this study. 

The Escalante Project 

The data presented in Chapters 3 through 5 of this dissertation 

were obtained during lengthy excavations under my direction in the 

Escalante Rain group, a series of Hohokam settlements located along 

the Gila River near the present day community of Florence, Arizona, The 

excavations were accomplished under contract between the Arizona State 

Museum and the Continental Oil Company (CONOCO). The latter party 

was investigating the area as a potential site for a copper mine. The 

archaeological resources available for study were thus restricted to 

the boundaries of the proposed impact area. 
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The budget for the project was formulated and approved in 

1971. Excavations began in January of 1973 with a crew of 12 laborers, 

most of them Pima Indians from the nearby Gila River Indian Reserva

tion, and a professional staff of five individuals consisting of 

students from various universities. Field work continued through 

July of 1973, with the remainder of the year devoted to the analysis 

of the excavated materials and to the preparation of a descriptive 

report submitted to fulfill the contract requirements (.Doyel 1974). 

During this early phase of contract archaeology, now 

generally referred to as "cultural resource management," no allowance 

was made for the preparation of a research design prior to the excava

tion phase. Funding was not available for specialized analyses, and 

the funds devoted to the preparation of the monograph were not as 

substantial as they are today. Numerous avenues of investigation, 

such as a study of the local irrigation system, were not pursued due 

to the lack, of time and funding. In this sense, the Escalante Project 

must be evaluated in light of the constraints imposed upon it from the 

beginning. The underlying orientation was to attempt to answer 

relevant questions with available information within the scope of the 

project, a challenging dimension of modern contract research or any 

other archaeological research (Reid 1975:127-128), Given the scope of 

the project and the built-in constraints, and with some advanced 

knowledge of the sites, several general research objectives which were 

addressed in the resulting monograph (Doyel 1974:21-23) were developed 

prior to the excavation phase. 
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Documentation of the chronology was of primary concern. 

Heretofore, the dating of Classic Period sites was based largely upon 

decorated ceramics which were cross-dated by dendrochronology; absolute 

dates were generally unavailable. Relying upon the recently developed 

archaeomagnetic dating method (Michels 1973:130-142), and the 

assistance of Robert DuBois of the University of Oklahoma, we were 

able to obtain a series of 18 archaeomagnetic dates from four Classic 

Period sites. 

The documentation of subsistence, as inferred through the 

analysis of technological and ecofactual assemblages, was a second 

focus of research. Programs involving the systematic collection of 

both micro-floral pollen and macro-floral flotation samples were 

developed. Little information is available regarding Classic Period 

Hohokam subsistence, and it was hoped that the Escalante data would 

contribute information on this subject. 

Another focus of research was the investigation of settlement 

structure and social organization as adduced, in part, through the 

study of architectural sequences and associated features. Analysis of 

architecture and the formal-spatial patterning of architectural 

sequences and associated material was expected to reveal aspects of 

the social system operative in the ruin group during the Classic 

Period. Numerous arguments exist regarding the nature of Hohokam 

social organization (Doyel 1974:21-22), and the Escalante sites offered 

the opportunity to address this important problem. 

Other specialized studies were undertaken to obtain information 

regarding both functional and historical problems. The large 
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collection of chipped stone material recovered from the sites is 

currently undergoing analysis by Mr. Glen Hanson and several other 

individuals at Arizona State University. Although the chipped stone 

assemblages are briefly described in this dissertation, the final 

statement on this material must await the completion of Mr. Hanson's 

studies. 

It was expected that a large ceramic collection would be 

obtained through the excavations. This was a fortunate situation in 

that Classic Period ceramics are not as well documented as ceramics 

from the earlier periods. Haury's (1945a) discussion of Classic 

Period ceramics remains the major source of information regarding this 

material, and it was hoped that the Escalante data could add to and 

possibly refine the ceramic sequence for the area. Ceramics represent 

a major component of several proposed reconstructions for the Classic 

Period (Gladwin 1937, Haury 1945a, Schroeder 1952), and it was clear 

that ceramic analysis was to be an important part of the research at 

Escalante, To this end, both the ceramic and the lithic assemblages 

were computerized to aid in the analysis phase of the research 

(Debowski and others 1974). 

The Escalante Project had the potential to contribute informa

tion to a number of important problems regarding Hohokam prehistory. 

It is equally clear that the research problems outlined for the project 

were developed on the basis of prior knowledge (or lack thereof) and 

past research in the area. To appreciate this situation more fully, 

it is necessary to discuss the larger framework of research devoted 

to the Hohokam Classic Period. 
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The Problem of the Classic Period 

My interest in the Classic Period and the Escalante Project 

came about indirectly through a study I had completed (Doyel 1972) on 

the Salado culture, located a short distance to the north and east of 

the Gila Basin in the Globe-Miami and Tonto Basin area of central 

Arizona. I have since had the opportunity to conduct further 

research in the Salado area which has focused on a number of problems, 

including the chronology (Doyel 1976a), the nature of the material 

assemblages (Doyel 1976a, n.d.), the cultural-historical sequence 

(Doyel 1976c), and some aspects of Hohokam and Salado settlement and 

subsistence in the Globe-Miami area (Doyel in press). 

It was through my research in the Salado area that I came to 

realize that, due to a unique set of historical circumstances, the 

Salado culture had Been defined on the basis of a series of excavations 

in Classic Period Hohokam sites located in the Gila-Salt region. This 

circumstance was based on the interpretation of some archaeologists, 

to Be discussed later, that Salado people had moved into the Gila-

Salt area and had shared settlements with the Hohokam between A.D. 

1200 and 1450. The relationship between the Salado and the Hohokam 

was further confused by the fact that the chronology of events which 

had occurred in the Gila-Salt area during the Classic Period was not 

well documented. The early portion of the Classic Period sequence, 

the Soho Phase, was poorly understood. As of 1973, the situation had 

not improved to any significant degree beyond Haury's (1945a) attempt 

to sort the Soho Phase from the following Civano Phase and Hohokam 

from Salado. The Escalante sites appeared to represent archaeological 
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assemblages which could contribute substantially to the clarification 

of some of these problems. Pre-excavation survey of the impact area 

had suggested that habitation sites dating to both the Soho and Civano 

phases were represented in our defined sample universe. Furthermore, 

the Escalante sites were unusual in that they were horizontally 

stratified, affording the opportunity to obtain "pure" Soho and "pure" 

Civano phase assemblages uncontaminated by the mixing typical of most 

Classic Period sites. Given my familiarity with Salado assemblages, 

in conjunction with a new data base wherein fine temporal distinctions 

were made possible by recent developments in dating methods, a re-

analysis of the Classic Period seemed in order. 

The remainder of this dissertation will be directed to the 

above mentioned concerns. A descriptive-comparative sequence will be 

presented first in order to apprise the reader of the nature of the 

archaeological materials present in the Escalante Ruin group. This 

material will serve as a portion of the data base upon which the later 

chapters are based. The later chapters will focus upon the evaluation 

of various models which propose to account for the Classic Period 

development, both within the context of the Escalante Ruin group and 

within the larger regional perspective. A subsequent chapter will 

evaluate the proposed Hohokam-Pima cultural continuum in light of 

current information. 



CHAPTER 2 

ENVIRONMENTAL AND CULTURAL BACKGROUND 

Environmental Background 

The Escalante Ruin group is located near the edge of the first 

terrace on the north side of the Gila River approximately 8 km (5 mi) 

from the modern day community of Florence, Arizona (Figure 1). The 

elevation of the terrace is approximately 430 m (1400 ft) above sea 

level. The area represents a portion of what is known as the Gila 

River Basin, the Gila Valley, or the lower Gila area. The Gila River 

Basin lies within the larger Basin and Range physiographic province. 

The river valley is Bounded By numerous mountain ranges composed of 

parent material ranging from Precambrian sediments to Tertiary 

volcanics. As a Biotic province, the Gila River Basin is a part of 

the Lower Sonoran life zone. 

The mean annual rainfall in the Florence area is approximately 

250 mm (9.5-10 in), falling bi-seasonally between December and March 

and July and September (Smith 1930, Sellers and Hill 1974:210). The 

desert area exhibits a wide range in temperature, dropping below 

freezing in the early months of the year and exceeding 120 degrees in 

the summer. The average temperature for the month of December, the 

coldest month, is 65 degrees, while July, the hottest month, averages 

104 degrees. Killing frosts occur on the average during the middle of 

11 
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November and in early to mid-March. The average growing season is 250 

days (Green and Kangeiser 1968). 

The Gila River supplied water to the Hohokara communities for 

both domestic and agricultural purposes. Small washes which drain the 

terraces surrounding Escalante may have contained water on a seasonal 

Basis. Wells were dug by the Hohokam if the need arose (Haury 1976). 

Although the Gila River has been assumed to have a perennial stream, 

Doelle (1076:5) has summarized evidence which suggests that the river 

may have flowed only seasonally during some portions of the early 

historic period. The river also flooded during the historic period, 

often reaching tremendous proportions (Doelle 1976:plate one). 

Generally, the flow pattern in the river correlated with the bi-

seasonal rainfall pattern, with peak flow periods during the months of 

March and August. 

A cross section of the Gila Basin in the area of Escalante 

exhibits several distinct microenvironmental features which correlate 

with elevation, soil, and hydrologic variations. These microenviron-

ments include the floodplain and the first and second terraces. The 

floodplain environment has been the most severely altered since the 

time of prehistoric occupation. Most of the area is either being 

farmed or is being used for cattle grazing. Only a few cottonwood, 

mesquite, willow, and tamarisk remain along the river course. Bohrer 

(1971) has suggested that with the exception of the exotic tamarisk, 

all of these species were present during the prehistoric period in 

addition to saltbush, acacia, ash, hackberry, and gray-thorn. Large 

stands of mesquite probably existed along the floodplain, as is 



characteristic of other rivers in the desert area which have yet to be 

affected by modern land modification projects. 

Traveling away from the river bed a short distance, one 

encounters the first terrace, represented by a normally sharp rise in 

elevation from 3 to 10 m. In the Escalante area, this first terrace 

is a relatively narrow band of land approximately one km in width which 

runs parallel to the river. This terrace is a flat, predominantly 

gravel free land form, which currently supports extensive stands of 

creosotebush. Occasional sahuaro, cholla, or hedgehog cacti may be 

seen, and a variety of annual grasses are present in the spring months. 

The monotony of this terrace is occasionally interrupted by small 

arroyos which support mesquite, paloverde, acacia, and ironwood trees. 

The majority of the Hohokam occupation of the area occurred on this 

first terrace, as is verified by the presence of numerous settlements 

and irrigation features. 

Farming may have been most frequent on the first terrace 

feature, but may have also been practiced on the floodplain and to a 

more limited extent on the nipper second terrace. Farming in the 

floodplain could have been accomplished by a variety of methods 

including canal irrigation, as well as groundwater and floodwater 

farming. Farming on the first terrace was generally accomplished by 

means of canal irrigation, but localized dry farming may have also 

been practiced (Midvale 1965). Farming on the second terrace would 

have been limited to dry farming and to limited floodwater farming in 

the small arroyos. 
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The second terrace is located a short distance to the north of 

Escalante, and can Be immediately recognized by a sharp rise of 

approximately 3 to 10 i in elevation. Composed of Pleistocene derived 

gravels and rather rugged in topography, this feature supports an 

extensive paloverde and sahuaro plant community. Additional plants 

such as cholla, prickly pear, and bursage can be found, and mesquite 

and acacia are present along the washes. This area may have supplied 

the Hohokam of Escalante with many of the native plant products which 

were gathered, and may have supplied some of the raw material from 

which lithic tools were manufactured. Doelle (1976) recently completed 

a study of this area, concluding that while the area exhibited evidence 

of utilization, little habitation occurred in this zone throughout the 

Hohokam sequence. 

Hohokam Occupation in the Escalante Area 

The archaeological sites recorded within the Escalante Ruin 

group represent an arbitrarily defined portion.of the territory occupied 

By the prehistoric Hohokam on the north side of the Gila River near 

Florence. The Escalante Ruin group was delimited for purely practical 

reasons as those ruins found within a contract project area which was 

to be cleared of antiquities prior to the construction of a large 

copper mine. 

Even the name of Escalante has been used arbitrarily to refer 

to this set of ruins, but the use of the term is not without historical 

precedent. The sites in the area have been known for several centuries, 
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as the name Escalante comes from one Juan Batista de Escalante, a 

member of Father Kino's expedition to the Gila Basin in 1697. 

On the 18th we continued westward across an extensive 
plain . . . and ... we discovered on the other side of 
the river other houses and buildings. Sergeant Juan 
Batista de Escalante and two companions swam across to 
reconnoiter and reported that the walls were two yards 
thick, all of ancient workmanship (Manje, quoted in Fewkes 
1912:55). 

As the name Escalante has remained attached to those ruins on 

the north side of the Gila River, this historic event has not been 

forgotten. However, we are limited by the fact that no seventeenth 

century maps of the area exist, thus making it impossible to know if 

the ruin presently called Escalante is the same as the one inspected 

by the sergeant nearly 300 years ago. Fewkes (1909:411-412) 

recorded the main ruin as the "Escalante Ruin" and included a map, 

leaving no question about what he was calling the Escalante Ruin. 

This large ruin, consisting of a platform mound and a surrounding 

compound, is the same site I refer to as the Escalante Ruin CAz.U:15:3), 

and it is after this ruin that the surrounding group of ruins derives 

its name. Gladwin also recorded the Escalante Ruin in 1928, and 

designated it Florence 7:10 in the Gila Pueblo survey system. 

To understand more fully how the Escalante Ruin group fits 

into the local cultural sequence, it is necessary to go outside the 

contract boundaries and summarize the available information regarding 

the settlements located in the area. This summary will involve sites 

on the first terrace on the north side of the river between Highway 89 

on the east to a distance of approximately 8 km (5 mi) to the west. 

This is not an arbitrary distance, as it is within this area that the 



Poston (Escalante) canal system existed. The Escalante Ruin group is 

situated near the center of the defined area. The information 

summarized here is oBtained from the early unpublished survey work of 

Frank Midvale, recent unpublished survey work by William H. Doelle, 

and from my own observations. 

The earliest Hohokam material found in the area comes from a 

site known to Midvale as the Poston Butte Ruin (Az.U:15:52 ASM). This 

ruin is located approximately 2 km west of Highway 89 near Poston 

Butte and near the edge of the first terrace. It is approximately 

3 km east of the Escalante Ruin group. No excavations have been 

recorded or published on the Poston Butte Ruin, and the account found 

herein must rely upon a rather cursory surface inspection. This is 

complicated by the fact that the site has been subjected to farming 

activities over the past few decades. Nevertheless, some evidence can 

Be obtained from surface remains. 

Several features are immediately visible upon inspection of 

the ruin in its present condition. A number of large mounds, probably 

trash mounds, approximately 1 to 2 m in depth, are present. A second 

important feature, which only recently came to light, is a ball court. 

The ball court is small in size, and appears to be of the Casa Grande 

type, in that it has a north-south orientation (Wasley and Johnson 

1965). If this is the case, the court may date to either the Sacaton 

Phase or the early Classic Period. 

Evidence pointing to earlier occupation of the site is also 

present in some abundance. X recently identified a small quantity of 

sherds which had been collected from the site nearly 15 years ago 
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By National Park Service personnel. Of the 170 sherds of decorated 

and red pottery identified, these types occurred in the following 

frequency: Snaketown Red-on-Buff, 1; Gila Butte Red-on-Buff, 28; Santa 

Cruz Red-on-Buff, 22; Santa Cruz-Sacaton r.ed-on-Buff, 14; Sacaton 

Red-on-buff, 67; Casa Grande Red-on-buff, 20; and Gila Red, 18. No 

Gila Polychrome was present in the collection. Many additional sherds 

were also collected which are identifiable as Gila Plain and Gila 

Plain smudged. A surface collection from the site recently obtained 

By Doelle exhibits the same range of ceramic types. From this evi

dence, it may Be inferred that the occupation of the site began 

sometime around the Snaketown or Gila Butte Phase, or By A.D. 500. 

There can Be little douBt that numerous structures exist at 

this site, hopefully located Below the plow zone. Other features near 

the site include several possible canal segments located to the west 

and a number of rock piles located to the north. Actually, con-

sideraBle material apparently dating to the Colonial Period exists 

near and to the east of Poston Butte on the north side of Hunt 

Highway and the Southern Pacific Railroad, indicating that this area 

may also have Been a part of the large Poston Butte Ruin. 

Immediately to the west of the Poston Butte Ruin and across 

a small arroyo, there exist three or four small- to medium-sized 

trash mounds which appear to date from a pure Soho Phase horizon 

(Az.U:15:53 ASM). Ceramics are Casa Grande Red-on-buff, Gila Red, 

and Gila Plain; no polychrome pottery was found on the surface. 

Indications of architectural features are observaBle. This Soho 
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Phase material is located approximately 1 km from the easternmost 

Soho Phase compound excavated in the Escalante Ruin group. 

From the Escalante Ruin group, there is evidence available to 

document occupation during the Santa Cruz and Sacaton phases. 

Thirteen sites were recorded in the contract area, four of which are 

Classic Period compounds. Eight sites were characterized as small-

to-large sherd and lithic scatters with no visible architectural 

features. Most of these scatters appeared not to be trash mounds but 

rather extensive scatters of low density. Of these eight sites, three 

had Santa Cruz Phase ceramics associated, four had Sacaton Phase 

ceramics, while all but one had Classic Period ceramics on their 

surfaces. We did not excavate any Colonial Period material but such 

material was excavated by the miners from drill test pits in the form 

of pottery vessels, sherds, and other small artifacts. Colonial 

Period material was present in a disturbed area near Az.TJ:15:22, 

wherein a large earthen dam had been built within the past 40 years 

for water control purposes. The construction of this feature may 

have disturbed a small Santa Cruz Phase site. 

More evidence exists to document the Sedentary Period occupa

tion in the Escalante Ruin group. Two pit houses dating to this period 

were excavated, one of which had been disturbed by earlier mining 

operations CDoyel 1974:27-31, 40-41, 45}. A limited amount of work 

was accomplished in material of this period, but the excavation of two 

structures, the inferred existence of other structures, and the 

presence of trash, areas dating to this period document the existence 

of a Sedentary Period occupation in the Escalante Ruin group. 
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Approximately 2 km to the west of the Escalante Ruin group is 

another site, known as the Lastwater Ruin (Az.U:15:9 ASU) which was 

recently excavated By an archaeological society from Phoenix, but a 

report has yet to Be prepared. At least four structures were exca

vated, and ceramics apparently indicate an occupation dating to the 

Santa Cruz and Sacaton phases, while some Gila Butte material was also 

present. 

This Brief summary of archaeological materials known to exist 

in the area surrounding the Escalante Ruin group can Be used to suggest 

several conclusions. The area was occupied By the late Pioneer or 

early Colonial Period, around A.D. 500. Settlement distribution 

during the Colonial and Sedentary periods appears to reflect the 

typical Hohokam rancheria pattern, with settlements spread inter

mittently along the first terrace. Variability in settlement size 

and content is present during this time period. The Poston Butte 

Ruin, with its large trash mounds and ball court, may be seen as a 

large village with associated ceremonial features. The materials in 

the Escalante Ruin group and in the Lastwater Ruin appear to represent 

smaller settlements lacking ceremonial features. Soho Phase material 

is present in and near the Poston Butte Ruin, but this material 

remains poorly documented. Three Soho Phase compounds existed in the 

Escalante Ruin group. The only documented Civano Phase occupation of 

the area occurs in the Escalante Ruin group. 

The significance of the differences in culture which appear 

Between Colonial-Sedentary times and the later Classic Period will be 

discussed in a later section, but one general conclusion is 



appropriate at this point. The occupation of the Escalante area is 

now known to span the Colonial Period up through the end of the Classic 

Period, and further evidence of a Pioneer Period occupation may appear 

with renewed research in the area. The presence of such time depth, 

nearly 1,000 years, suggests a residential stability which may seem 

unusual to some. Schroeder (1940) and Wasley and Johnson (1965) have 

suggested that the Classic Period was characterized by dramatic changes 

in settlement location. This conclusion is not supported by the evi

dence from the Escalante area, nor is it supported by evidence from 

other areas in the Gila Basin, such as Casa Grande (Ambler 1961). 

Although shifting settlement locations may have been characteristic of 

the Classic Period in other areas, such as Gila Bend, it does not 

appear to Be characteristic of the Gila between Casa Grande National 

Monument and Florence. 



CHAPTER 3 

SOHO PHASE SETTLEMENTS 

Three Soho Phase settlements are present in the Escalante 

Ruin group. These settlements, located within a linear distance of 

600 IE, are represented by small clusters of structures surrounded by 

compound walls, with associated trash mounds (Figure 2). Due to the 

limited funding, none of the Soho Phase settlements were completely 

excavated, but all were extensively sampled; the sample size varied 

from 30 to 50 percent of the total site area. All of the architec

tural features located through trenching of the sites were excavated. 

None of the Soho Phase trash mounds were extensively excavated, but 

all mounds were sampled using a combination of power and hand 

trenching. 

Arizona U;15;22 

Less work was accomplished at this site than at the other two 

Soho Phase settlements, but combined machine work and hand excavation 

resulted in a sample approaching 30 percent. Initially, the boundaries 

of the site were difficult to delimit. Early in the excavation phase 

of the project, Rooms 1 and 2 were cleared in an attempt to obtain a 

sample of material away from the main ruin (Az.U:15:3), where most of 

the work had been focused to that point. These two rooms were visible 

from the surface prior to excavation, in the form of wall outlines 

consisting of stone and caliche-adobe on a level even with the present 
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ground surface. No other evidence of occupation was apparent from the 

surface, except for several trash mounds located approximately 75 m 

to the north of the two rooms. After the two rooms were excavated 

the site was abandoned to continue our work in the main ruin. At 

that time we had not noticed that the rooms were actually a portion 

of a larger site which was enclosed by compound walls. 

Several months later, after finishing the operations at the 

main ruin, we returned to the site to excavate a Sacaton Phase pit 

house located nearby. During this interim period we had learned a 

valuable field technique which assisted us in identifying walls from 

the surface. It was learned that plants cannot easily grow in 

caliche-adobe walls. After the spring rains had come and the annual 

plant growth appeared, walls became obvious on the ground surface as 

linear patches of soil within otherwise plant covered areas; this 

method of discovering sites and walls had been observed earlier by 

Fewkes C1912:plate 42) and Gladwin (1928). In sum, this fortunate 

situation enabled us to outline a portion of the compound at Az.U:15;22 

which surrounded the rooms we had excavated several months earlier. 

With the assistance of a blade, we were able to peel off thin layers 

of plant and soil material which further enabled the definition of the 

remainder of the compound and several rooms which lay buried under 

recently deposited alluvium. 

Architecture 

The basic outlines of the site had now become clear. The site 

consisted of five structures which were enclosed by a rectangular 



shaped compound (Figure 3). It is possible, but not probable, that 

an additional structure may be located inside the southeastern corner 

of the compound, but our blade operations in the area did not discover 

any, nor have repeated visits to the site since it was excavated. In 

addition to the compound and associated rooms, two trash mounds were 

associated with the site, located to the northwest and the northeast of 

the compound. These mounds averaged around 25 to 30 m in diameter and 

from 0,50 to 1.0 m in maximum depth. 

The long axis of the compound was oriented north to south and 

measured 50 m in length, while the shorter east-west axis measured 

24 m in length. The long axis was oriented one degree east of the 

present magnetic north. Observations made on various sections of the 

compound wall prompt the conclusion that the compound walls were built 

of solid caliche-adobe and varied from 30 to 50 cm in width. No 

accurate estimate of the original height of the wall could be 

obtained. A wall probably existed between Rooms 1 and 2, but the 

presence of a road and other disturbance in this area prohibited any 

definite conclusion. 

Room construction techniques were variable. Rooms 1, 2, and 

3 all had depressed floors varying from 15 to 30 cm from the original 

surface, while the floors in Rooms 4 and 5 appeared to be level with 

the exterior surface. Rooms 3, 4, and 5 and several of the walls in 

Rooms 1 and 2 were constructed using solid caliche-adobe mortar. 

Several of the walls in Rooms 1 and 2 made use of small, tabular 

shaped stones which were imbedded in courses surrounded by caliche-

adobe mortar CDoyel 1974:plate 5). Wall thickness in all rooms 
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averaged 30 cm, with a variation of 5 cm on either side of the average. 

No post-reinforced walls were present at this site. 

2 
Room size was consistent, ranging from 15 to 20 m of interior 

floor space. Usual dimensions were about 4 m to a side, approximating 

the size for most pit houses of the earlier Sacaton Phase. Doorways 

were present in all rooms except for Room 1, which may have had a roof 

entryway. Prepared lateral entryways such as those found in pit houses 

of earlier phases are not present in the Soho Phase at Escalante. A 

feature which apparently replaced the earlier entryway was present in 

the form of a raised caliche-adobe "lip" or curb which abutted the 

outside walls on either side of the entryway. Doorways were always 

centered in the walls. 

Few internal floor features were present. No post holes were 

present, indicating that the roofs were built using the free-standing 

adobe walls for support or by internal supports not imbedded in the 

floor. Several small caliche mixing pits were located inside Rooms 1 

and 5, and had been built into the base of the wall on a sub-floor 

level. Circular, clay-lined hearths were present in Rooms 2 and 4 and, 

following the earlier pattern, were centered in the room approximately 

0.75 to 1.0 m inside the doorway. The floors in Rooms 2 and 4 had been 

plastered, while the floors in Rooms 1, 3, and 5 were either poorly 

prepared or were destroyed by occupational or post-occupational 

disturbances. The floor in Room 1 had been totally destroyed except 

for a small plastered section located in one corner of the room. 

Room 5 had been abandoned during the occupation of the site and was 

later used as a trash dumping area. 
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Little material was found in Rooms 1, 3, 4, and 5. Room 2 

yielded the only large sample of material associated with a room floor. 

Numerous chipped stone tools, including cores and flakes, a chopper, 

and several unmodified Apache tear obsidian nodules, were present, 

along with several tabular knives. An unworked quartz crystal, a 

projectile point, and a small quantity of sherds were also found in 

floor association. 

Limited work was accomplished in the extramural plaza area 

located inside the compound walls. Sherds and several ground stone 

items were recovered from use surfaces in the plaza. Blading a large 

portion of the northwest corner of the plaza proved unproductive. 

From our limited work, it does appear that few features were present 

in the plaza. 

A construction sequence can be outlined for the site. Rooms 1, 

2, and possibly 4 were built prior to the construction of the compound 

walls, as determined by the abutment sequence for Rooms 1 and 2 and by 

an archaeomagnetic date obtained from Room 4. Rooms 3 and 5 were 

constructed after the compound as determined by the fact that these 

rooms were built off of the compound walls. It is probable that not 

all of the structures at this site were occupied simultaneously. 

Room 5 was trash filled, while Rooms 1 and 3 had suffered from dis

turbance which may have occurred during the occupation of the site. 

Ceramic Assemblage 

Slightly less than 2,000 pot sherds were recovered from the 

site and the adjoining trash mounds. Of this total, 8 percent was 
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Casa Grande Red-on-buff, 10.4 percent was Gila Red, 78.6 percent was 

Gila Plain, and 3 percent was unidentifiable. This material has been 

described in some detail elsewhere (Doyel 1974:52-55). Casa Grande 

Red-on-buff was present only in jar form, usually under 40 cm in 

height, and the design styles are characteristic of the type (Gladwin 

and Gladwin 1933:23). One possible difference was the presence of a 

variety of rim forms, some of which appeared to be transitional 

between the late Sacaton and the early Casa Grande types. 

Redware exhibited a considerable range of variation in color, 

slip thickness, surface treatment, and finish, but the presence of 

striated polishing, patterned fire clouding, and usually smudged 

interior, identify the material as Gila Red (Haury 1945a). Vessel 

shapes ranged from small- to medium-sized jars with short necks, and 

many had the reduced Gila shoulder typical of the type. Small- to 

medium-sized bowls with straight side walls and straight rims were also 

common. A portion of the redware collection was fire-blackened and 

well worn, suggesting that some vessels of this type were used for 

culinary purposes. Other redware vessels were used as burial wares, 

Plainware, as usual, dominated the assemblage. Large 

spheroidal jars with short straight necks were the most common form; 

plainware bowls were not present. Most of the plainware exhibited the 

typical striated polish on the exterior, a style which began prior to 

the Classic Period but continued throughout the later phases. Vessel 

shapes, temper types, surface finish, and paddle-and-anvil production 

all indicate a strong continuity with the earlier plainwares, and the 

material fits comfortably within the type designation Gila Plain. 
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Lithic Assemblage 

Only a small quantity of ground stone material was recovered 

from this site. Both manos and metates were made of vesicular basalt 

and Both tool types were well shaped, again documenting the continuity 

of the Hohokam assemblages between the earlier phases and the Classic 

Period CGladwin and others 1937:116-118). The chipped stone 

assemblage, while small, echoes the assemblages recovered from the 

other Soho Phase sites. The most common tool types were cores, 

choppers, hammerstones and scraper planes, while flake tools, 

projectile points and drills were not common. The emphasis was most 

definitely placed -upon crudely worked heavy-duty implements which 

could be made with a minimum of energy expenditure. This echoes the 

pattern found at most Classic Period sites, as well as the earlier 

phases at Snaketown. Raw material for the tools, consisting of 

basalt, diorite and quartzite, was readily available in the river bed 

and on the second terrace. Other material types, such as obsidian, 

chert and jasper, were more scarce, and the obsidian had to be 

obtained from a distance of around 48 km (30 mi). Other chipped 

stone tools, such as tabular knives and hoes, were normally made of 

tabular rhyolite, basalt and schist, in descending order of frequency. 

It is not known if the tabular rhyolite and the schist were locally 

available. 

Small Artifacts 

Other miscellaneous artifacts were present at Az.U:15:22. 

Glycymeris and Iiaevicardium marine shell was present in small quantity 



in the form of jewelry. Pigment stones of both red ochre and 

specular hematite were present, as was a small disc made of selenite. 

All of these items have been reported from other sites dating to this 

time period (Haury 1945a; Di Peso 1951, 1956, 1958). 

Burials 

Three burials were recovered. One, an adult which was 

prtially flexed and lacked a skull, was excavated from the plaza area. 

The mid-section of the body was covered by a partial redware jar. Two 

secondary burials were recovered from the trash mound; one had a por

tion of a redware bowl associated. 

Intra-Site Dating 

Archaeomagnetic dating samples were obtained from the hearths 

located in Rooms 2 and 4. These samples, along with the other samples 

taken, were sent to Dr. Robert DuBois of the University of Oklahoma. 

The results have been previously reported (Doyel 1974:269-270). For 

Az.U:15:22, the dates obtained are A.D. 1175 27 for Room 4, and A.D. 

1240 9 for Room 2. 

There are several alternative opinions regarding the proper 

way to interpret archaeomagnetic dates. In the original Escalante 

report the dates were assumed to represent beginning or construction 

dates. It was assumed that the date reflected the first time a hearth 

was sufficiently fired, thus stabilizing the magnetic polarity. This 

seemed to be the opinion held by others at that time. More recently, 

the opinion has been expressed that the dates may in fact be abandon

ment dates, with the polarity being affected by sequential firings up 
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to the time of abandonment. From this perspective, the A.D. 1175 date 

obtained from Room 4 would date the last hot fire, and not the first 

one. Another perspective is that the date may not represent either the 

first or the last fire but an average of all the cubes which were 

measured for any particular sample. From this perspective, the A.D. 

1175 date represents an average date, which may include dates falling 

before and after A.D. 1175. There appears to be no consensus regarding 

this issue. Jeff Eighmy, one of the persons familiar with the subject, 

feels that the probability is higher that the dates do in fact repre

sent near abandonment dates. 

Operating upon the assumption that the archaeomagnetic dates 

represent abandonment dates, the A.D, 1175 date would therefore not 

date the beginning of the occupation of Room 4. If we assume that 

structures were inhabited for at least 25 years, as Haury (1976:75) has 

suggested for Hohokam pit houses, then the occupation of Room 4 would 

date to around A.D. 1150. The beginning date for Room 2 would be 

A.D. 1215. These figures would then document the occupation of the 

site between A,D. 1150 and 1240. This is merely the documented range 

suggested by two samples while the dated range of occupation may not 

necessarily be the same as the total occupation span represented at 

the site. Certainly the occupation was within the time period of 

A.D. 1150 and 1300. 

Arizona U;15;27 

Arizona U:15:27 is the easternmost compound located in the 

Escalante Ruin group. The site was called Las Casitas in the original 



report (Doyel 1974:61) as it was believed that this was the site 

referred to by this name by Midvale (1965). A compound with numerous 

internal features and a trash mound located 30 m to the southeast of 

the compound are present at the site. The documented architectural 

sequence reveals that much rebuilding and remodelling had occurred at 

the site, dating to both the Soho and Civano phases. 

Prior to excavation, the site appeared to represent a fairly 

straightforward, single component Soho Phase site which had been 

constructed on reasonably flat terrain. Structures and areas of non-

architectural space appeared to rest upon a continuous caliche sub

stratum which dipped slightly to the west. Based upon these 

observations, upon a site map obtained by trenching, and upon a lack 

of time to excavate completely the site, it was decided to implement 

a sampling method through which we hoped to obtain a representative 

sample of the site. 

A trenching operation had defined areas within the compound 

defined as architectural and non-architectural space. It was decided 

to stratify the sample using these criteria. The sampling method 

chosen for the non-architectural space is known as systematic unaligned 

random sampling (Redman and Watson 1970). This technique allows for 

more randomization of sample units than is obtainable by using a 

simple random sampling approach. Using this unaligned method, a large 

number of small test units were excavated in those areas defined as 

non-architectural space. Several additional large areas were excavated 

to supplement the test units, resulting in a 10 to 15 percent sample 

of the non-architectural space located within the compound walls. Due 
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to the later discovered complexity of the site, to a lack of time, and 

to limitations of the method, the sampling design produced less than 

completely satisfying results (Doyel 1974:60-64). A much larger 

sample of the architectural space was recovered. All identified room 

spaces were excavated, except for a possible room located along the 

inside of the northern compound wall. 

Architecture 

The compound is approximately 50 m in length on the north-south 

axis, and 38 m long on the east-west axis. The north-south axis is 

oriented along the present magnetic north. As can be determined by 

inspecting the site map (Figure 4), the compound appears not to be 

well planned and exhibits a definite lack of symmetry. The walls 

abut rooms at odd angles and the walls are not straight. As far as 

could be determined by trenching, the compound completely enclosed the 

site. Disturbance associated with mining activities had destroyed the 

southeastern corner, thus prohibiting observations on the walls in 

this section. As is indicated by the map, the compound walls were not 

the first features to be built at the site. Rooms 1, 4, 6, and 

probably 7 were all constructed prior to the compound walls. The 

compound walls were made of solid caliche-adobe and were quite thin in 

construction, ranging from 20 to 30 cm in thickness. No estimate 

could be obtained regarding the maximum original height of the 

compound walls. 

One serious operational problem was encountered at all of the 

Classic Period sites in the Escalante Ruin group, but not to the 
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extent encountered at this particular site. Architectural features at 

Az.U:15:27 were built of caliche-adobe and were constructed on top of a 

caliche substratum. When walls collapsed, they fell upon the caliche 

substratum and began to "melt" back into the original parent mass. It 

was often difficult to distinguish between "natural" and modified 

caliche. This was further complicated by the sampling strategy which 

emphasized areal spread of small test units at the expense of broad 

lateral exposure. The attempts to identify walls through trenching 

was not always easy, but the task was made simpler due to the uncanny 

ability of the Pima workmen to distinguish subtle changes in soils. 

As mentioned, an architectural sequence can be documented for 

the site, and the majority of the sequence can be reliably dated to the 

Soho Phase. Rooms 1, 4, 7, and probably 6 were built prior to the 

construction of the enclosing compound walls. As was the case with 

Az.U:15:22, it is apparent that the compound was a new architectural 

form which entered the area after the building of solid walled 

structures. The introduction of the compound probably quickly followed 

the solid-walled structures, as at Az.U:15:32 we determined that the 

compound was present by or before A.D, 1200. Rooms 3 and 5 were built 

during the Soho Phase but cannot be precisely placed in the construc

tion sequence. Rooms 2 and 14 were also built during the Soho Phase 

but were remodeled during the following Civano Phase. 

Considerable variation existed in construction detail in the 

rooms, but certain other basic similarities were shared. Rooms were 

2 
of approximately the same size, ranging from 15 to 30 m of interior 

space. All were built using solid caliche-adobe walls, but limited use 



of stone in walls was recorded in Room 7. Rooms 1 through 4 had 

depressed floors which averaged around 20 cm below the outside use 

surface. In these rooms, a pit had been excavated and the walls were 

then constructed around the pit excavation. In contrast, Rooms 6, 7, 

and 14 had not been built in pits. Rooms 2 and 14 had plastered 

entryways which were oval in plan and extended some 50 cm to 1 m out 

from the doorway. Rooms 1 through 4 and 14 had centered doorways, 

while the floors in most of these rooms were disturbed by occupational 

remodeling, thus prohibiting the observations on the presence or 

absence of floor associated features. Room 2 had been remodeled during 

the Civano Phase and a new centered hearth was constructed at that 

time. Rooms 6 and 7 did not possess centered doorways, suggesting 

the conclusion that they were entered from the roof. The floor in 

Room 6 was badly disturbed, while a hearth, several postholes, and 

numerous artifacts were present on the floor of Room 7. 

A mini-sequence dating to the Soho Phase can be documented for 

Rooms 3 and 5. Room 5 was constructed prior to Room 3. At some time 

during the occupation, Room 5 was partially destroyed and Room 3 was 

constructed using several of the walls of the original Room 5. Other 

Soho Phase remodeling episodes are apparent at the site, judging from 

wall and room segments present in several areas, but these features 

were badly disturbed and the lack of time prevented their investiga

tion in any detail. 

The types of wall constructed, wall thickness, and other 

architectural traits were fairly consistent for the Soho Phase rooms 

at the site. Walls varied between 25 and 50 cm in thickness, with the 
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average being around 25 cm. The thicker walls were the result of 

reinforcing existing apparently weak walls by the addition of more 

mortar, a practice which probably did little to strengthen the existing 

walls. Julian Hayden has told me that through experiments he deter

mined that fresh mortar does not adhere to mortar which has already 

dried. This was verified at Az.U:15:27, wherein wall repair segments 

were always found separated from the standing wall mass, suggesting a 

lack of real structural support. Nevertheless, remodeling and repair 

for increased wall strength was present in walls in Rooms 2, 3, 5, 

and 7. 

As mentioned, many of the floors in the rooms had been dis

turbed through remodeling and other occupational disturbances. This 

situation, also recorded for several of the rooms at Az.U:15:22, 

limited the observations which could be made on floors and associated 

features. When the information was available, it appeared that floors 

were not consistently plastered, possibly due to the fact that the 

houses were built directly on top of a solid caliche substratum. 

Except for hearths, no other floor features were found save for a few 

small amorphous pits which were void of cultural material. The lack 

of features was characteristic of the site in general, but the 

ubiquitous caliche mixing pit was present in small numbers in extra

mural areas. 

Some limited occupation during the Civano Phase is documented 

in the architectural sequence. Room 2 was remodeled in part by the 

addition of a stone reinforced wall which was built inside the original 

east wall. This wall made use of large vertically placed footing 



stones, a technique not present in any other wall in the Escalante 

Ruin group. It is a common style of construction in Salado sites in 

the San Pedro and Globe-Miami areas, and in sites of the Tanque Verde 

Phase in the Tucson Basin. 

Room 14, a Soho Phase structure, was also remodeled during the 

Civano Phase. This remodeling was aimed at the reduction of room 

size, wherein the earlier Room 14 was subdivided into numerous smaller 

rooms, the smallest measuring 1 m by 0.75 m. These rooms could not 

have been habitation rooms but may have served as storage facilities. 

The Civano Phase occupation of this site was limited to a 

small portion of the site, and could have been due to the efforts of 

a single family. They remodeled Room 2 as a habitation room and 

constructed the series of small rooms to the north which may have 

served as storage rooms. That this activity took place in the Civano 

Phase is verified by the archaeomagnetic date obtained from the hearth 

in Room 2 and by the Civano Phase ceramics found in the room and 

adjoining areas. The remainder of the site, including the trash 

mound, dates within the Soho Phase;' 

Room 7 presents the only clear picture of a Soho Phase 

habitation room at this site, but it does deviate somewhat from the 

typical construction pattern for Soho Phase rooms. All other rooms, 

with the possible exception of Room 6, appeared to lack internal 

postholes and had centered ground level entryways. The roofs of these 

rooms appear to have been supported by the free-standing adobe walls. 

Room 7, in contrast, had two internal post supports while lacking a 

ground level entryway, suggesting that a roof entry was used in the 
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room, supported by the internal beam structure. These beams were of 

mesquite, approximately 30 cm in diameter, and implanted in the floor 

to a depth of at least 40 cm. A fine layer of plaster was laid down 

around the posts and the floor areas surrounding the posts. A 

plastered hearth was located in the center of the room near a wall 

where a doorway would normally be expected. 

A large quantity of material was recovered from the floor. 

This is due to the fact that the room had been destroyed by fire 

during the occupation, as burned roof and wall material lay directly 

upon the floor. Several vessels and other artifacts had been warped 

and altered by the intense heat generated by the apparently cata

strophic fire, 

A quantity of faunal material, including several deer 

mandibles, was recovered from along the north wall. Several work areas 

were found in the eastern portion of the floor. Tools represented in 

these areas were manos, hammerstones, five tabular knives, cores, core 

tools, handstones, and a single pestle.' A plainware bowl, several 

Gila Red jars, and a Casa Grande Red-on-buff jar were found along the 

southern and western walls. 

Ceramic Assemblage 

The ceramic assemblage recovered from the site consists of 

4,143 sherds and 28 partial or whole vessels. The vessels include 

three Casa Grande Red-on-buff jars, three Gila Plain jars and bowls, 

and 22 Gila Red jars, bowls, and scoops. Seventeen vessels were 

associated with burials while the remainder came from trash, floor, and 
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cache proveniences. Decorated sherds represent the Santa Cruz through 

the Civano phases, with the vast majority of the material dating to the 

Soho Phase. The Santa Cruz and Sacaton phase sherds number under 200, 

and their presence can be accounted for by noting the presence of sites 

dating to these phases located in the immediate area. Only several 

hundred sherds of the total can be attributed to the Civano Phase 

occupation. Included in this total are 162 sherds of Gila and Tonto 

polychrome, eight sherds of Salt Red, and single sherds of San Carlos 

Red, Jeddito Black-on-yellow, and obliterated corrugated brownware. 

The plainware associated with these types is identical to that found in 

the Soho Phase, and Casa Grande Red-on-buff is also associated with the 

Civano Phase occupation. This material has been described elsewhere 

and will not be repeated here (Doyel 1974:70-76, 304-307). 

It should be noted that the low total count of sherds does not 

adequately reflect the total available at the site, "Undoubtedly 

thousands of sherds still exist in the rather large Soho Phase trash 

mound which were not collected due to the limited amount of work done 

in this feature. We can obtain a rough estimate of the frequency of 

ceramic types for the Soho Phase if we subtract the sherds present 

which are representative of the pre-Classic and Civano phases. 

Roughly, these are: Gila Plain, 70 percent; Gila Red, 17 percent; and 

Casa Grande Red-on-buff, 10 percent. These frequencies generally 

reflect those recovered from other Soho Phase sites in the ruin group. 
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Lithic Assemblage 

The ground and chipped stone assemblages recovered from 

Az.U:15:27 offer no surprises. Well shaped manos and full troughed 

metates made of vesicular basalt dominate the ground stone assemblage, 

while several pestles, and a single small mortar were also recovered. 

Other ground and pecked stone items which occurred in low frequency 

include axes, abraders, discoidals and schist discs. 

A total of 316 chipped stone tools was recovered, excluding 

a number of utilized flakes, and several hundred pieces of debitage 

are also present in the collection. From the counts of the large 

chipped stone tools tabulated in the field laboratory, it is possible 

to present a listing of the tool types and frequencies present at the 

sites. Chipped stone assemblages from all the sites were dominated by 

large heavy-duty implements such as choppers, cores, flaked hammer-

stones, and scraper planes, made of basalt, diorite, and quartzite in 

descending order of material type. At Az,U:15:27, choppers repre

sented 32 percent; cores and core tools, 28 percent; hammerstones, 12 

percent; and scraper planes, 12 percent. The remaining 16 percent is 

represented by tabular knives (21 in number), and small numbers of 

flake scrapers, retouched flakes, and projectile points. 

Small Artifacts 

Numerous small artifacts were also collected. The most common 

small artifacts present were items of jewelry, usually made of shell. 

Seven species of marine shell are present, including Conus, Pecten, 

Laevicardium, Glycymeris, and Nassarius; all species and jewelry types 
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are typical of the time period. Other small items present in small 

quantity are pigments and minerals such as hematite, malachite, 

Biotite, and chalcedony concretions. 

Other items of interest include 15 large irregularly-shaped, 

water-worn limestone concretions; the average length of the items is 

14 cm. The shapes of these unmodified stones vary considerably (Doyel 

1974:plate 12). All of these objects were found in a pile in Room 3 

in a probable floor association; nothing else was recovered from the 

floor. Such odd objects have been recovered from most Classic Period 

sites (Fewkes 1912:101, Haury 1945a:144, Hayden 1957:175) and Weaver 

(1973:83-84) illustrates a similar collection recovered from a cache 

at Pueblo del Monte in the Salt River Valley. The context of such 

caches led Hayden and Weaver to speculate that such stones held a 

special significance for the Hohokam. Underhill (1946:24) has reported 

that the Papago often collected fetish items and would keep such items 

in a ceremonial container. Some of these items were "peculiar lime

stone formations." 

Burials 

Eleven burials, representing nine infants and 10 adults, were 

excavated at Az.U:15:27. All burials were Soho Phase in age. Infants 

were interred either in rooms or in extramural plaza areas. All the 

infants were in the fetal to two-year age bracket (Purves 1974). Of 

the two adult burials excavated, one was located in an extramural 

plaza area while the second was located in the trash mound. 
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The majority of the infants was placed inside Gila Red bowls 

of various sizes and buried at a shallow depth. Several of the infants 

were buried with portions of vessels or nothing at all. One infant 

was associated with several medium-sized Gila Red bowls, a Gila Red 

scoop, and a Casa Grande Red-on-buff jar. The adult found in the 

plaza was buried in an extended dorsal fashion with the head to the 

east. Four Gila Red vessels were associated. The adult found in the 

trash mound was in a disturbed condition, but was extended with the 

head to the east. A small Gila Red jar with a vertical neck and a 

Gila shoulder was found near the individual's mid-section. 

Intra-Site Dating 

Two archaeomagnetic dates were obtained from the site; one 

came from the Soho Phase hearth in Room 7 and the second came from the 

Civano Phase hearth in Room 2. The date for Room 7 is A.D. 1180 +5, 

while the date for Room 2 is A,D. 1355 4^ 14, The date for Room 7 

closely matches the A.D. 1175 date obtained for Room 2 at Az.U:15:22. 

The A.D. 1355 date equates with the middle occupation period of the 

Civano Phase ruin, Az,U:15:3. Room 7 was one of the earliest rooms 

constructed at the site, and from the size of the Soho Phase trash 

mound, it is likely that occupation continued well after this date. 

The outside range for the Soho Phase occupation can be placed between 

A.D. 1150 and 1300. The later limited Civano Phase occupation 

occurred after the site had been abandoned for a short period of time, 

perhaps 50 years. 
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Arizona TJ;15;32 

AZ,U:15:32, knovm as the Sidewinder Ruin, was the largest Soho 

Phase compound located in the Escalante Ruin group. The site consisted 

of the large compound, measuring 65 by 35 m in size, with the north-

south axis again representing the long axis. The north-south axis was 

oriented seven degrees west of magnetic north. A total of six rooms 

was excavated in the compound, probably representing the total number 

of rooms present at the site. The rooms were situated within small 

plaza areas found within the compound (Figure 5). A large trash mound 

was also associated with the site, located 40 m to the east of the 

compound. The mound measured 40 m in diameter and unstratified Soho 

Phase trash attained a depth of 1.75 m in the center of the mound. 

The interpretation of this site is based upon the combined 

methods of hand and backhoe trenching and excavation, resulting in a 

50 percent sample of the area within the compound. A different 

sampling method was employed at this site which stressed lateral 

exposure at the expense of the more randomized distribution of small 

test units which had Been employed at Az.U:15:27, In total, all of 

Plazas E and F, one-half of Plazas A and T>, and small portions of 

Plazas G and H were excavated. Little work was accomplished in Plazas 

B, C, and H due to the lack of time plus the fact that both hand and 

Backhoe trenching had revealed a lack of architectural features in 

these plaza areas. Work in the associated trash mound was limited to 

several backhoe trenches through the mound and a large hand excavated 

unit located in the center of the mound. Extensive backhoe trenching 
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in the area between the compound and the trash mound produced no 

evidence of occupation or utilization of this area'. 

Architecture 

In contrast to the architectural sequence found at sites 

Az.U:15:22 and Az.U:15:27, it was discovered that the compound at 

Az.U:15:32 was one of the first features to be constructed at this 

site. This may be due to the fact that the occupation of the site 

began somewhat later than at the other two sites, around A.D. 1150 

for Az.U:15:22 and Az.U:15:27 and around A.D, 1200 for Az.U:15:32. 

That the compound was one of the first features to be built at this 

site is verified by the observation that all of the internal plaza 

walls and several of the structures were built off of the compound 

walls. I originally stated (Doyel 1974) that the compound and the 

internal plaza walls were the first features constructed, but further 

consideration of the sequence of dates obtained in conjunction with 

the wall construction sequence does not completely support this state

ment, The abutment and construction sequence documented the fact that 

the north and east walls of Plaza F were the first plaza walls to be 

constructed, forming a bonded corner in the northeast corner of the 

plaza. This sequence is further verified by the observation that all 

of the walls found in the northern portion of th.e compound were built 

off of these two earlier walls. However, unless the Hohokam were 

building walls which ended abruptly without connecting other features 

in some meaningful fashion, we must assume that Room 4 was built prior 

to the main Plaza F walls since these walls abut the northwest corner 
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of Room 4. While this evidence suggests that Room 4 was one of the 

earliest rooms built at the site, the archaeomagnetic date obtained 

from the hearth in the room indicates that it was the last room to 

be abandoned. 

These observations suggest that the compound was probably one 

of the first features built at the site, and that one or two of the 

rooms may have been built prior to the subdivision of the internal 

space into discrete bounded plazas. These problems exist due to the 

fact that specific temporal relationships cannot be documented by 

abutment sequences alone, and to the fact that several of the features 

stand as isolated construction events unconnected by walls which could 

otherwise be used to reconstruct the sequence. It can be stated that 

most of the structures were built after the plaza walls were con

structed. It is also apparent that the subdividing of the compound 

was rapidly accomplished early in the occupation sequence, as no 

surfaces could be followed under walls and into other plaza areas. 

In other words, the occupation surfaces defined in extramural plaza 

areas, some of them highly compacted through use, were formed after 

the construction of the internal plaza walls. 

It is clear that the site represents a transitional occupation 

during a time when architectural experimentation was rampant and some

what unconventional. Extreme architectural variability was the rule, 

as the site possesses most of the known forms of domestic architecture 

and construction techniques practiced by the Classic Period Hohokam. 

Oval and rectangular pit houses are present, as are post reinforced, 

stone reinforced, and solid walled structures, some with depressed 
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floors and some built at ground level. It is apparent that several of 

these styles were occupied contemporaneously. 

Rooms 5 and 6 are both modified pit houses built in pits 30 to 

40 cm in depth. Both rooms exhibit evidence of major remodeling. 

Room 5 was first constructed as a rectangular structure with the use 

of thin post reinforced walls. The original west wall of this struc

ture was built off of the west wall of Plaza B. At a later date, the 

walls of the structure were increased in thickness from 15 to 25 cm 

by the addition of a layer of caliche-adobe mortar. A rectangular-

shaped solid-walled entryway was added at this time. Room 6 was 

originally built as a Sacaton Phase type pit house complete with a 

floor groove, hearth, plastered floor, and internal roof support 

beams. At a later date, solid caliche-adobe walls, including a sub-

rectangular entryway, were built in an oval outline following the 

outline of the earlier structure. A new hearth was also added. 

Room 3, located across Plaza F from Room 6, is a post 

reinforced surface structure normally considered to be typical of Soho 

Phase dwellings. It was probably built later than Room 6, judging 

from the type of construction and from its stratigraphic position over 

a trash lens. Rooms 3 and 6 shared a common extramural occupation 

surface, as the surface could be traced from the doorway of Room 3 to 

the entryway of Room 6. Judging from the lack of trash in both rooms, 

possibly an unreliable method, it was suggested that both rooms may 

have been occupied simultaneously (Doyel 1974:88). 

Rooms 1 and 2 were built using the solid wall technique, but 

several walls in Room 2 did have stone reinforcing in several sections. 
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Both rooms were built as ground level structures, Room 1 having been 

Built off the plaza walls while Room 2 was built as a free-standing 

structure. The presence of a caliche adobe curb in front of the door

way in Room 2 is identical to the features found in Room 4 and in Room 

4 at Az.U:15:22. Room 1 had a sealed doorway located in the center 

of the south wall and several superimposed floors were found inside 

the structure, both of which were somewhat disturbed or poorly 

constructed. 

Rooms 2, 3, 5, and 6 are all habitation rooms, equipped with 

centered doorways and hearths. Little material was recovered from 

several of the floors; Room 5 had been stripped of material and burned. 

Material recovered from the floors of Rooms 2, 3, and 6 included manos, 

metate fragments, tabular knives, chipped stone items, jewelry, sherds, 

faunal material and smaller items, such, as pigment stones and worked 

schist discs. All habitation structures ranged in size from 20 to 

2 
30 m , and the floors in all of these rooms were coated with a thick 

layer of plaster. These data indicate a similar function for Rooms 2, 

3, 5, and 6 suggesting that the variability in architectural form was 

due to changing stylistic or other preferences as opposed to any 

difference in room function. The same situation may obtain for Room 1, 

but the floor was in a disturbed condition, thus rendering statements 

on this room less reliable. 

Room 4, found facing Plaza G, is the largest room excavated 

during the entire project. The room measures 7.5 by 10,5 m, with a 

2 
floor area approaching 80 m . The large size of the room, coupled with 

certain features in the floor and observations on the floor itself, 
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indicates that the room represents a community structure. The walls of 

this structure were Built of solid caliche-adobe and were massive in 

construction, averaging approximately 1 m in thickness. A roof was 

supported by two centered floor beams, indicated by several large 

postholes of 40 to 50 cm in diameter and 1 m in depth. The floor was 

subterranean, located 40 cm below the outside occupation surface in 

Plaza G. A doorway was located in the center of the north wall and a 

large clay lined hearth was situated 1 m in from the doorway. No 

difficulty was encountered defining the floor of this room, as the 

floor was very hard and compacted. A virtual ceramic pavement composed 

of small sherds compressed into the floor was found to exist through

out the center of the room. Small amorphous shaped ash pits were found 

in each corner of the room, except for the northeast corner which was 

disturbed by the backhoe while removing room fill. Material culture 

items found in floor association were minimal, restricted to over 300 

pot sherds and a single metate fragment. 

Non-Architectural Features 

Non-architectural features excavated at this site included 

numerous caliche mixing pits located in the rooms and plazas, several 

clusters of cobbles which were found in plaza areas, a large borrow pit 

located in the center of Plaza A, and numerous small amorphous-shaped 

pits attributable to the extensive rodent activity which occurred at 

the site. One interesting feature excavated was a large stone lined 

pit located in Plaza H near the southwestern corner of Room 4, The 

upper diameter of the pit was 87 cm while the sides sloped into a basal 
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diameter of 45 cm. The sides of the pit were lined with elongated 

river cobbles, several large manos, and numerous metate fragments, 

while the bottom was covered with a flat circular-shaped river cobble. 

No evidence of firing was detected, while the pit was full of trash 

including sherds and stone tools. The feature is interesting as it 

is the prototype for a similar more substantial feature found at the 

later Civano Phase Escalante Ruin (Az.U:15:3), 

Ceramic Assemblage 

The ceramic assemblage recovered from the site, in terms of 

the frequencies and the types represented, indicates a near carbon copy 

of the assemblages from the other Soho Phase sites in the ruin group. 

A total of 5,869 sherds and 7 partial or whole vessels were recovered. 

The vessels include a small thick-walled Sacaton Red-on-buff vessel, 

a Casa Grande Red-on-buff miniature bowl, and several Gila Red and 

plainware vessels. Four of these vessels were associated with an 

infant Burial. The major ceramic types present include Gila Plain 

with 76 percent of the total, while Gila Red and Casa Grande Red-on-

buff represent 11 percent and 10 percent, respectively. The remaining 

3 percent is composed of earlier buffware types, intrusive types, and 

sherds unidentifiable as to type. As was the case with Az.U:15:27, 

the small sample of sherds is due to a lack of work in the trash 

mound; our sample could have been increased 5 to 10 fold had we 

excavated the trash mound. The material recovered from the site has 

been described in some detail elsewhere (Doyel 1974:95-99, 311T-314), 



Lithic Assemblage 

Ground and pecked stone implements also duplicate the 

assemblages described for the other Soho Phase sites. Well shaped 

manos and full trough metates usually made of basalt dominate the 

assemblage, while several mortars and a pestle were also recovered. 

Other ground and pecked implements present at the site in small 

numbers include anvil stones, axes, miniature stone vessels, abraders, 

discoidals, polishing stones, stone balls, crude palettes, and 

perforated schist discs. Of the 167 chipped stone tools recovered, 

large heavy-duty implements represent the majority of the items. The 

following tool types and frequencies are present: cores, 35 percent; 

choppers, 18 percent; flaked hammerstones, 17 percent; scraper planes, 

14 percent; and tabular knives, 5 percent. Most of these tools were 

again made of basalt, diorite, and quartzite. The remaining 16 percent 

of the chipped stone assemblage is composed of smaller items including 

flake scrapers, denticulates, retouched flakes, and projectile points. 

Small obsidian nodules were present in small quantity as they were at 

all Soho Phase sites in the ruin group. These small nodules were 

flaked using a bipolar technique, which may explain the presence of 

large quartzite anvils or "lap stones" at the sites. 

Small Artifacts 

The usual assemblage of smaller artifacts was present, 

including shell jewelry, ocher, hematite pigment, chalcedonic 

concretions, and weathered limonitic formations. One small turquoise 

inlay tile and several small beads made of jet were also recovered. 
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Shell species found at this site not reported from Az.U:15:27 include 

Haliotis and Spondylus. 

Burials 

Only two burials were recovered from this site; one was an 

infant burial excavated from the compound near Room 4, while the second 

was a secondary burial of adult age found in the trash mound. The 

infant had been buried in a large Gila Red bowl measuring 45 cm in 

diameter, and had several other redware vessels, one plainware jar, and 

some rabbit bone in association. Typical of the area, the burial pit 

was shallow and did not exceed 50 cm in depth. Nothing was associated 

with the secondary burial found in the trash mound. 

Intra-Site Dating 

Archaeomagnetic dates were obtained from every room which had a 

hearth. The date obtained from Room 5 was taken from burned floor 

plaster and may represent the date of burning and not the end of the 

occupation; it is not known if the two are isomorphic. The dates 

obtained are as follows: Room 5, A.D. 1220 + 26; Room 6, A.D. 1220 +_ 

54; Room 3, A.D. 1250 + 16; Room 2, A.D. 1260 9; and Room 4, A.D. 

1270 30. The date of A.D. 1220 obtained from Room 5 may be used to 

date roughly the construction of the compound, since Room 5 was built 

off of a plaza wall which, in turn, was built off of the compound. 

If the date is an abandonment date, the construction of the compound 

can be placed on or slightly before A,D. 1200, The A,D. 1220 date 

obtained from Roam 6 was taken from the upper of the two hearths found 

in the room, thus the beginning of the occupation of this structure 



should also predate A.D, 1200. It is interesting to note that the 

sequence of dates corresponds to an architectural sequence from the 

typologically early to late rooms. The pit houses were built first 

and were the first to be abandoned. The occupation of these structures 

may have overlapped somewhat with Rooms 2, 3, and 4; certainly the 

occupation of Rooms 2, 3, and 4 were contemporary. If we are to assume 

that the dates do represent near abandonment dates, it appears likely 

that not all of the structures were occupied at one time. The site 

was abandoned some time between A.D. 1270 and 1300, given the sigma 

ranges for the dates from Rooms 2, 3, and 4. 

Arizona U;15:3—Soho Phase Component 

Although Az.U:15:3, the Escalante Ruin, is generally considered 

to be a Civano Phase site, and indeed much of the activity revealed 

here is Civano Phase in age, it is necessary to understand certain 

developments at this site to describe more fully the nature of the 

Soho Phase settlement system. Much of this discussion will focus 

upon the platform mound located at the site, while limited data from 

areas in the adjoining compound will also be considered. 

Platform Mound 

Excavations at this site did not focus upon the platform mound 

due to the lack of time to investigate thoroughly all areas within the 

Escalante Ruin group. Rather than focusing specifically upon the 

mound itself, it was necessary to focus upon the broader picture of 

how the mound functioned within the local system of which it repre

sented only a part, albeit an important part. Work in the mound was 
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therefore limited to the excavation of the surface architecture and to 

a number of trenches which were cut through the mound to understand 

its stratigraphic history. 

The platform mound, in its final fo;em, was assximed to be a 

Civano Phase structure, based upon its association with the compound 

and upon the associated ceramic assemblage and architectural style. 

This assumption was strengthened by an archaeomagnetic date obtained 

from a room on top of the mound. While it is true that the last 

occupation on top of the mound occurred during the Civano Phase, it 

has become increasingly clear that the mound has more time depth and 

a more complicated history than was originally suspected. A lengthy 

discussion of the mound is found elsewhere (Doyel 1974:113-128) and 

only some of the more salient points will be reviewed here. 

The platform mound in its final form was rectangular in shape, 

measuring 36 m in length on the north-south axis, 25 m wide on the 

east-west axis, between 2.4 and 2.7 m in height, and contained some 

3 
1900 m of soil. The long north-south axis is oriented approximately 

two degrees west of magnetic north. 

Architecture 

The architectural remains on top of the mound, consisting of 

a variety of solid walled structures, are assignable to the Civano 

Phase and will be described in a later section. It is clear that such 

structures were not the first to be built on top of the mound after it 

had attained its maximum size. An interesting feature with important 

implications was discovered underneath Rooms 6, 7, and 9 in the 



northwestern section of the mound. This feature was an oval-shaped 

structure built in a style identical to the typical Sacaton Phase 

Hohokam pit house, except in this case the structure was built on top 

of a platform mound and not in a pit. The structure was equipped with 

a floor groove, post holes, and a centered hearth and a centered 

doorway, all features common to the typical Hohokam habitation room. 

This occurrence of a Hohokam brush structure on top of a massive walled 

platform mound is not unique, as Hayden (1957:184) reported a similar 

development at Pueblo Grande in the Salt River Valley, dating to the 

Soho Phase. This evidence, coupled with additional data obtained from 

the lower portions of the mound, strongly supports the conclusion 

that the platform mound at Escalante was built in its entirety during 

the Soho Phase. It is unfortunate that the hearth in the structure 

was not of sufficient quality to produce a magnetic date, but I will 

return to the problems of dating in a moment. 

Earlier Mound 

It is also clear that an earlier and smaller mound-like 

feature exists near the bottom and is contained within the larger later 

mound, Pour complete profiles were obtained for the total strati-

graphic sequence in the mound, and all of these profiles reveal the 

existence of earlier mound building activity which was later over

shadowed by the more massive edifice (Doyel 1974:118-123). Our 

knowledge of this early activity is limited to the profiles and to a 

very small amount of lateral exposure. 
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A compacted surface, representing the small early mound, was 

discovered to exist within, the basal 50 cm of the mound. Portions 

of this surface appeared to be coated with plaster. This surface was 

traced in the profiles and was estimated to be at least 20 m long and 

of approximately the same width, and could have been either rectangular 

or oval in plan. One observation made on this surface is that it was 

covered over throughout its area by a layer of uncarbonized, decom

posing cottonwood bark which ranged from 1 to 7 cm in thickness. Both 

Vorsila Borher and Charles Mason have identified the material as 

decomposing cottonwood bark. No explanation is suggested for the 

presence of this thick organic lens, but it does appear to rest 

directly upon the identified surface. 

Little material was associated with the surface of this early 

feature. Fortunately, some sherd material was found on the surface, 

including Gila Plain, Gila Red, and a single large sherd of Casa Grande 

Red-on-buff, The presence of these types in association with the 

surface, plus the absence of earlier and later types, supports the 

conclusion that the beginning of construction of the mound can be dated 

to the Soho Phase. It is further suggested that this early mound-like 

feature may be similar to Mound 16 at Snaketown (Haury 1976) which 

dates to the Sacaton Phase. Both features are small in size and of low 

elevation and both, had plastered surfaces. Another interesting 

feature found below this early mound was a multiple dog cremation, 

wherein portions of four different dogs were interred in a pit along 

with an axe, a mano, and a small polishing stone. Such features have 

not been reported from other Hohokam sites, but it is possible that , 



the multiple dog cremation and associated items may represent some 

form of ritual sacrifice or offering made prior to the construction of 

the mound. 

Dating the Mound Construction 

After this early building activity had occurred, the small 

mound was surrounded by massive walls and covered by large quantities 

of soil, generally free of rock and cultural material, mined from 

borrow pits located nearby. The aforementioned Sacaton Phase-type 

structure was then built on clean fill approximately 2 m above the 

earlier mound-like feature. Since polychrome pottery was completely 

absent from all the fill while small amounts of Gila Red and Casa 

Grande Red-on-buff were found in the fill, and since Hayden has found 

a similar situation dating to the early Soho Phase at Pueblo Grande, 

it is concluded that the mound attained its maximum size during the 

Soho Phase. This sequence is also supported by what we know about 

mound building at other sites such as Casa Grande and Las Colinas. 

Some further information regarding the dating may be present 

within the compound at Escalante. Several archaeomagnetic dates were 

obtained from Plaza X in the compound which do not correspond with the 

majority of the dates obtained from the site in general. These dates 

are A.D. 1260 +_ 20 and A.D. 1280 +_ 27. Neither of these dates are 

associated with any architectural features. One date was taken from 

a hearth which occurred at a level below the Civano Phase plaza 

surface, while the other date was obtained from a burned surface 

located approximately 10 m from the hearth. These dates may have been 
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associated with a structure which was destroyed by the later Civano 

Phase construction. Since these dates do not correspond with the 

Civano Phase occupation and since they do correspond with the ceramics 

found in the mound fill, it is possible that these dates may be of use 

when dating the Soho Phase mound building activity at the site. 

The platform mound was obviously constructed prior to the 

compound, verified by the observation that the compound and the 

associated architecture abut the mound. The compound is certainly a 

Civano Phase feature. Given that the mound was constructed during the 

Soho Phase, as all the evidence suggests, and given the early archi

tecture found on top of the mound, it is entirely possible that the 

large mound existed for some unknown but presumably short time period 

as an isolated architectural feature. This corresponds to the sequence 

found at Compound B at Casa Grande. 

Soho Phase Trade and Contacts in the Escalante Area 

At a time when much significance is being placed upon the 

existence of widespread trading systems in the prehistoric Southwest 

(pi Peso 1974), it may be useful to investigate the origins and nature 

of those items which entered the Escalante sites from outside sources. 

Generally speaking, while the diversity of exotic items is con

siderable, the quantity is small. 

The most numerous items representing exotic sources are shell, 

almost exclusively represented by jewelry including bracelets, 

tinklers, pendants, and rings. Most of the species represented 

abound in the Gulf of California, while the Haliotis was restricted 
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to the Pacific coast. Hayden (1972) has suggested that the Hohokam may 

have obtained shell by expeditions to the gulf coast, while they could 

have also been obtained through middlemen working out of the Trincheras 

area. Although there is a small amount of evidence suggesting the 

local manufacture of shell jewelry in the Escalante sites, it is 

likely that many of the items came into the sites as finished pieces. 

The second most frequent class of exotic material entering 

the Escalante sites are various kinds of stone material. Approximately 

30 small obsidian nodules were found in Soho Phase contexts; these may 

have originated in the area around Superior where they naturally occur 

in formation (Hayden 1957), located approximately 50 km to the north

east of Escalante. A number of these nodules exhibit flake scars, and 

it is assumed that such items were imported as raw material to be used 

for the production of small cutting tools. Also common were mineral 

pigments, such as ocher and specular hematite, used for pottery and 

Body painting. Small quantities of quartz crystals, malachite, and 

Biotite minerals and numerous weathered limonitic and chalcedonic 

concretions were also recovered. 

Exotic ceramic items were not common during this phase, 

restricted to only 19 pottery sherds. Roosevelt Black-on-white was the 

most common type, represented By 13 sherds. It was found in small 

quantities in the three Soho Phase compounds. The rectilinear broad 

line decoration and the mineral paint support the identification of the 

Sherds, which are at least within the Tularosa school. Three sherds 

of Tularosa Black-on-white were recovered from the trash mound at 

Az.U:15:32, and two sherds of Tanque Verde Red-on-brown and a single 
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sherd of Mimbres Classic Black-on-white were also found at the site. 

The small quantity of sherd material suggests limited contacts with 

the Globe to Safford area and with the Tucson Basin-Papaguerfa area. 

The sherds all date from between A.D. 1100 and 1300, corresponding to 

the archaeomagnetic dates recovered from the sites. 

Other items found in the sites representing non-local sources 

include certain animal and plant species. Deer had to be obtained 

from areas located some distance from the sites, as did Agave, juniper, 

and oak. Most of the items recovered, including the lithic resources 

and the plants and animals, could have been obtained by short excur

sions to nearby districts. In this sense, many of the items listed 

above should probably not be considered as trade products. Only the 

small quantity of intrusive sherds and the shell indicate source areas 

of considerable distance from Escalante, 

Summary of the Soho Phase at Escalante 

This section has been primarily devoted to a presentation of the 

material assemblages of the Soho Phase components in the Escalante Ruin 

group. A brief summary will be presented here to summarize what we 

know about the general patterns identified for the time period in the 

Escalante area. 

The three Soho Phase compounds and the platform mound have 

been dated to the Soho Phase on the basis of eight archaeomagnetic 

dates, supplemented by knowledge of the ceramic types present at the 

sites. The earliest dates are A.D. 1175 and 1180. If we assume that 

these dates are abandonment or near abandonment dates, the beginning 
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of the Soho Phase occupation in the Escalante area may be placed at 

A.D. 1150. The latest dates obtained from Soho Phase material are 

A.D. 1260, 1270, and 1280, and do not necessarily represent the final 

date for the phase, which probably occurred around A.D. 1300. The 

Soho Phase in the Escalante Ruin group can therefore be dated to 

A.D. 1150-1300. The occupations represented at the sites are generally 

contemporary and do not represent any form of occupational sequence 

from one site to another. We can envision the three compounds and the 

populations contained within as members of a local community, which , 

may have also included several small villages located a short distance 

to the east of the ruin group which were not studied. 

A large amount of variability in architectural styles was 

documented for the phase, which included oval to rectangular pit houses 

with post-reinforced or solid walls, and surface structures made of 

rock or post-reinforced or solid walls with either surface or depressed 

floors. At two of the sites several of the rooms were constructed 

prior to the compound walls, while the compound was one of the first 

features built at the third site. 

It is a fair statement that the Soho Phase was a time of 

rampant architectural experimentation with an unfamiliar building 

medium. While this variability existed in architectural style, it is 

apparent that the changes did not affect room function. All of these 

varied structures, when identifiable, are habitation rooms, sharing 

many similarities in terms of internal features, doorways, plastered 

floors, artifact content, and additional details. The only structure 

which clearly deviates from this pattern is the large community 
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structure found at Az.U:15:32. It is certain that the platform mound 

also existed as a part of the Soho Phase community, representing an 

ioslated feature which underwent several episodes of rebuilding during 

the phase. 

The variability evident in architecture is not visible in any 

other class of material culture. The ceramic assemblages, in terms 

of the types present and their frequencies, are similar on the inter-

site level, as are the ground and chipped stone assemblages and the 

smaller artifact classes. This similarity is also reflected in the 

subsistence data, to be summarized in a later section. In short, the 

Soho Phase compounds can be seen as small contemporary villages, each 

with its own developmental history, which existed as a part of a 

larger community. This community also included a canal system and a 

platform mound. The activities which occurred at any compound, seen 

through the artifact assemblages, is generally reflected in any other 

compound, attesting to their general similarity in terms of site 

function and structure. 



CHAPTER 4 

CIVANO PHASE SETTLEMENT, ARIZONA "Us 15:3 

As was summarized in the previous chapter, the large platform 

mound at Az,U:15:3 was constructed during the Soho Phase, This mound 

appeared to have represented an isolated feature during a portion of 

the Soho Phase, with a small Hohokam brush structure built on top. At 

the beginning of the Civano Phase, the brush structure was destroyed 

and massive solid-walled, often-contiguous structures were built on top 

of the mound. Also around A.D, 1300, all of the Soho Phase compounds 

in the Escalante Ruin group were abandoned. Except for a minor Civano 

Phase occupation at Az.U:15:27, the population was consolidated into 

the large Civano Phase compound at Az.U:15:3, the Escalante Ruin. The 

Civano Phase component at this site consists of the compound, the 

majority of the architecture on the platform mound, and several small 

trash areas located to the east and south of the compound. The 

architectural sequence representative of this phase and other material 

remains resulting from the occupation will now be described. 

Architecture 

Compound 

The compound was constructed after the platform mound had 

attained its maximum size, demonstrated by the abutment of the compound 

walls to the southwestern and northeastern corners of the mound 

65 
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(Figure 6). The surrounding compound walls were the first Civano 

Phase features to Be constructed in this area of the site, verified 

By the observation that all other architectural features were 

constructed off of the compound walls or internal plaza walls which, 

abutted the compound. Thickness of the compound wall ranged from 1 m 

in the northeast corner to the average of 50 to 60 cm. No section of 

the compound remained standing at its original height, But observations 

on various sections of the existing walls suggest that the original 

height of the compound was at least 2 m. There were no entryways into 

the compound from the exterior. The original size of the compound 

was 38 By 65 m, only slightly larger than Az.U:15:32, a Soho Phase 

compound. Later additions to the exterior of the compound on the 

south, and west sides increased the overall size of the site to 40 by 

70 m. 

A series of building episodes can be reconstructed by means of 

architectural analysis, accomplished through a series of observations 

made on relationships between the walls, the abutment of walls, 

associated features, and their relative temporal sequence. As was 

stated, the surrounding compound walls were the first walls to be 

constructed around the mound. Second, a massive internal plaza wall 

was constructed between the south, end of the compound and the south 

end of the mound, which divided the compound into two unequal portions, 

A sequence is recognizable within the western side of the compound, 

shown on the site map as Plazas X and III, Some limited occupation 

occurred in this area prior to the construction of the wall which 
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separates the two small plazas. Room 11 may have been constructed 

prior to this dividing wall. The series of pits shown in Plaza III 

may also date to this early occupation, as they continue into Room 9, 

suggesting that they predate this room. Some time after this, the 

dividing wall was constructed, and Rooms 1, 2, 7, 9, and 10 were then 

constructed. All of these activities must have occurred in a rela

tively short time, as no superimposed surfaces were found in the plaza 

areas or in the rooms. 

No such sequence was identified for Plaza II. Rooms 21 and 22 

were constructed at the same time, as the south wall was built as a 

single event, A sequence was found in Rooms 15 and 20 in that these 

two rooms were originally one large room which was destroyed by fire 

during the occupation. One-half of this large room, Room 15, was 

rebuilt and reused. No sequence was found for Room 8, which was 

simply constructed off of the original internal dividing wall. 

Other room additions can be traced in the architectural 

sequence. Rooms 14 and 16 were built as a set on the exterior of the 

south, compound wall. Room 6 was added at a later date by simply 

appending two walls to the existing rooms. Rooms 3, 4, 12, 13, and 18 

were all built as a single construction event onto the original 

compound wall; the western wall of this series is a continuous wall. 

Room 19 was built at a later date, as the two long walls abut Room 18. 

Several conclusions can be drawn from the above evidence. The 

compound was planned in advance in so far as rooms were not built 

until after the compound and the initial subdivision of the internal 

space had occurred. From this point in time, the settlement has the 
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appearance of "undergoing growth by accretion, through either the 

immigration of people, or through local population expansion. The 

fact that the later construction occurred on the exterior of the 

compound, even though abundant space was present on the interior, 

suggests the retention of formal spatial arrangements maintained by 

discrete social groups. From this perspective, the late architecture 

may then be interpreted as the immigration of new socioeconomic 

groups. We will return to this topic. 

In general, variation in building style in the compound was 

minimal. The great amount of variability in the shape of habitation 

rooms found in the Soho Phase compounds did not exist in the Civano 

Phase compound; all rooms were by this time more square to rectangular 

in plan and the floors were located at ground level. Often, the 

foundations of the walls were built in a shallow trench located below 

floor level, and the walls were always thicker at the bottom than at 

the top. A limited use of stone reinforcing is apparent in several of 

the rooms in the compound, but stone was not used to the extent as it 

was in the massive retaining walls in the mound which date to the Soho 

Phase. Only two post-reinforced walls were present in the compound 

in Rooms 11 and 17, and these walls were built in conjunction with 

solid walls. Wall construction was much more massive in the Civano 

Phase compound than it was in the Soho Phase sites. While Soho Phase 

walls averaged 25 cm in thickness, the Civano Phase walls ranged from 

25 to 70 cm with an average thickness of 30 to 40 cm. 

Certain features were carried over from the Soho Phase 

architectural style, notably that few rooms had internal roof support 
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Beams, indicating a reliance upon free-standing walls as roof supports. 

Other treatments found in both the Soho and the Civano phase struc

tures include the use of fine plaster for habitation room floors and 

wall interiors, the centered doorway and centered hearth complex, and 

the occasional use of the caliche-adobe curb built around the exterior 

of the doorways of habitation rooms, as seen in Rooms 1, 3, and 11 on 

top of the mound and Rooms 17 and 20 in the conqpound. The primary 

differences in room architecture which appear in the Civano Phase 

Escalante Ruin include the more massive construction style, the occa

sional use of contiguous structures, the types of rooms present, and 

the organizational pattern reflected in the architectural and village 

plan. All structures at the Escalante Ruin were single story. 

One of the most significant developments seen in the Civano 

Phase compound at Escalante is the presence of functionally distinct 

room types, organized in a pattern which is duplicated in all areas 

of the site. Three functionally distinct room types can be identi

fied on the basis of size, architectural features, floor features, and, 

occasionally, associated artifactual materials. These defined room 

types include habitation rooms, storage rooms, and rooms which are 

called special use rooms or ceremonial structures (Doyel 1974:129-136, 

plates 32-35, 52). Due to post abandonment disturbances, primarily 

pot hunting, some of the rooms are not as well defined as others, but 

the available evidence does support the room typology. 



Habitation Rooms 

Habitation rooms are found in all plaza areas and on top of 

the platform mound. Considerable variation in size is evident for 

this room type, while the range of size falls within the middle of 

all room type categories. Three size modes are present; the most 

2 
common mode ranges from 13 to 20 m of interior floor space. A second 

2 
mode of 24 m is present, while several additional rooms comprise a 

2 
third mode ranging in size from 31 to 34 m . The total range in 

2 
interior floor space in habitation rooms is thus 13 to 34 m . 

Variation in size in this room type is present in the original compound 

as well as in the later additions to the exterior of the compound. No 

functional variation can be identified to exist within these size 

modes and it can be surmised that variation was typical of habitation 

rooms, dependent upon the size of the group occupying the room or to 

other undetermined variables. A size range was apparent in the Soho 

Phase habitation rooms, but not to the degree present in the Civano 

Phase. Variation in size of habitation rooms is not unique to the 

Hohokam, having been reported from the Pueblo area (Hill 1970:45), 

Habitation rooms had centered doorways and centered clay lined 

hearths which are located approximately 1 m inside the doorway. The 

association of the doorway and the prepared hearth is generally 

predictable. Only Room 11 had a centered hearth without a centered 

doorway, and this may have been due to remodeling. Floors in habita

tion rooms were prepared with a thick layer of plaster (1-2 cm), and 

when observable, walls in habitation rooms were also plastered. Other 

criteria used to identify habitation rooms, when available, consisted 



of various classes of artifactual material. It should be mentioned 

that many of the floors were generally free of artifacts due to the 

fact that many of the rooms had been systematically stripped and burned 

upon abandonment; Burned roof and wall material lay directly upon 

burned floors in many cases. Lithic flakes and large chipped stone 

tools were found on habitation room floors or in pits associated with 

the floors. Several manos were also found on such floors. One class 

of material culture which was not removed from the rooms prior to 

abandonment was obsidian chipping debris. When present in room 

contexts, the obsidian debitage correlates with habitation room floors, 

having been found in some quantity in Rooms 4, 16 and 21, all defined 

as habitation rooms based upon architectural features. Bone tools 

were also found in this room type, but were not restricted to this 

provenience. While it is clear that room function cannot be determined 

solely on the basis of artifact content at this site, the infrequent 

occurrence of certain artifact forms may be used in conjunction with 

the more reliable architectural data to support the room typology. 

Based on the criteria presented above, 8 of the 22 rooms 

located in the area of the compound can be confidently identified as 

habitation rooms. These rooms include Rooms 4, 5, 7, 11, 16, 17, 21, 

and 22. Several additional rooms along the west side of the compound 

may also qualify as habitation rooms but were either badly disturbed 

or exhibited little evidence of occupation. Other evidence, to be 

presented shortly, may indicate that some of these rooms may have also 

served as storage rooms. 



Storage Rooms 

The second most common room type located in the compound is 

the storage room. When discussing storage rooms, Hill's (1970:51) 

comments have relevance. 

When Southwestern archaeologists talk about storage 
rooms, they do not always mean that they have found 
concrete evidence that items were actually stored in such 
rooms. In some cases, of course, this evidence is avail
able, in the form of corncobs or other materials. In 
other cases it must simply be assumed that small feature
less rooms were storage rooms, because it is difficult to 
imagine their being used in any other way. 

The data recovered from the Escalante Ruin repeat this situa

tion to some extent, but several fortunate events reinforce the 

definition of the room type. Of those rooms clearly defined as 

2 
storage rooms, the range in size is from 6 to 12 m of floor space. 

This figure is twice the size of storage rooms defined in some pueblo 

sites. Hill (1970:45) notes that storage rooms at Broken K ranged in 

2 
size from 2.5 to 6.5m , Nevertheless, these small rooms at the 

Escalante Ruin lack the features diagnostic of habitation rooms, 

including doorways, hearths, and plastered floors and walls. Storage 

rooms also lacked obsidian debitage, faunal bone, and other artifacts 

which normally occur in habitation rooms. 

Our best evidence for revealing the contents of storage rooms 

was found in Rooms 15 and 20, which, fortunately for us, had burned 

during occupation. Both rooms contained a number of features on the 

floor which are identified as vessel supports or "pot rests." These 

features consisted of loosely woven or intertwined segments of reeds 

and grass which were prepared in a circular shape. In Room 20, these 



rings were imbedded in the floor by means of a mud mortar, and large 

vessels, approaching 1.15 m in diameter in one case, were then placed 

on the supports while the mortar was still in a plastic state. In 

Room 15, the rings had simply been placed upon the floor without the 

addition of the mortar. The large vessels had been removed from the 

rings found in Room 15, while three large plainware jars remained in 

place in Room 20. Several smaller jars and bowls, both plainware and 

polychrome, were also recovered from the floors. A quantity of addi

tional artifactual material was recovered, including seven grooved 

axes, numerous large Cardium shell scoops, a cache of 22 obsidian 

nodules, five additional obsidian nodules found scattered on the 

floors, a single core tool, and an anvil stone. A variety of plant 

material, including both artifactual and stored food items, was also 

recovered. A portion of a highly fragmented and carbonized net 

weighing 650 gra, made of yucca fiber and tied in square knots, was 

recovered, along with several coiled basketry fragments (Magers 1974: 

211-214). Food items, to be discussed later, included corn, mesquite, 

Chenopodium seeds, juniper seeds, acorn, Cleome, Cucurbit, and cotton 

seed. 

The data presented on the architectural form of this room 

type, in conjunction with the evidence obtained from Rooms 15 and 20, 

support the conclusion that the small rooms were storage rooms. Small 

size, lack of doorways and hearths, and the lack of certain associated 

artifact types were used by Hill (1970) as criteria for defining 

storage rooms, and these criteria are consistent with the definition of 
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this room type at Escalante. In addition to Rooms. 15 and 20, Rooms 10 

and 14 can Be confidently identified as storage rooms. 

Rooms 15 and 20 are also useful when attempting to define the 

function of other rooms located in the compound. It will be remembered 

that these rooms were built as a single larger room, which was later 

subdivided after the room had burned. It is evident that the room 

was used for storage throughout the occupation. This information 

affords indirect evidence that some storage rooms were larger than 

other information would indicate, and therefore storage room size 

2 
was not restricted to under the 12 m size mentioned earlier. Given 

this evidence, in conjunction with the architectural data, it is 

possible that several additional large rooms without doorways, hearths, 

and plastered floors may have served as storage rooms, such as Room 9 

in Plaza III, Several additional large featureless rooms lacking 

hearths and doorways located along the west side of the compound, may 

have served as additional storage space. Most of these rooms lacked 

artifactual material on their floors and none were plastered. Rooms 4 

and 13, like Rooms 14 and 16, used the principle of contiguity, wherein 

several adjoining rooms were connected by doorways, thus creating 

associated sets of functionally distinct room spaces. 

Special Use or Ceremonial Rooms 

The third room type identified at this site was actually 

defined through a process of elimination, as such rooms do not conform 

to the definition of either habitation or storage rooms. These rooms 

2 
were generally the largest rooms at the site. Room 2 had 50 m of floor 



space, while Room 1 approached this figure with 42 m . Room 8 is also 

placed within this room type, with a floor space of slightly over 30 

2 
m . In addition to their size, these rooms were separated from the 

habitation room category since they lacked both doorways and clay 

lined hearths, both features typical of habitation rooms. Roof entry 

can be reliably hypothesized for these large structures. One feature 

shared by these large rooms and habitation rooms was plastered walls 

and floors. 

Room 1, the largest room in this class, did have a number of 

floor features; most of these appeared to be small randomly placed 

post holes, to add additional support to the roof. Several other 

small amorphous unplastered pits were also present in the floor, and 

were filled with small bits of charcoal, ash, and stone tools. Room 2 

was practically devoid of features, except for a caliche mixing pit 

which had been covered with floor plaster. Both Rooms 1 and 2 had 

been burned upon abandonment. Room 8 had several floor features, 

including a small caliche mixing pit located along the west wall and 

a large unplastered fire pit located near the center of the room. 

While these large rooms differed from the habitation rooms in 

several important aspects, it is clear that some overlapping functions 

occurred in both room types. Small quantities of tools and obsidian 

nodules were recovered from Room 1, and several large stone tools were 

recovered from the floor of Room 2. A three-quarters groove axe was 

also found on the floor of Room 1. Both of these roams had approxi

mately 100 sherds on their floors, a figure which, equates with habita

tion room floors. As mentioned, several pits in Room 1 had small 



quantities of ash and charcoal in their fills, and several burned 

cottontail Bones were recovered from a flotation sample taken from 

one of these pits. A variety of plant remains were also found in 

both Rooms 1 and 2, including corn, beans, mesquite, paloverde, and 

cotton seed. A flotation sample taken from the large fire pit in 

Room 8 yielded a small quantity of small pressure flakes and a 

projectile point tip, suggesting that the room may have been a locus 

of tool manufacture. 

The above evidence suggests that some of the activities which 

occurred in habitation rooms also occurred in these larger structures, 

including limited cooking and tool manufacturing activities. However, 

several unique artifacts were also found in Room 1. Included in this 

category are 128 finely manufactured turquoise disc and tubular beads, 

a small quantity of shell beads, a textile fragment, basketry frag

ments, and a small mass (11 gm) of finely spun but not woven cotton 

fiber. Several thin elongated paddles with handles were also found 

oil the floor in a highly carbonized and fragmented condition. It is 

tempting to suggest that Room 1 may have been a locus of weaving 

activities, judged by the presence of cotton seed, the paddles, and 

the spun cotton. However, the exact function of the paddles is 

unknown and no spindle whorls were recovered from the room, but whorls 

were found elsewhere in the site. No loom holes could be identified in 

the floor, But such features may not be expected since it is assumed 

that the Hohokam used the horizontal loom (Haury 1976). 

A nTimber of criteria have been utilized to establish Rooms 1, 

2, and 8 as a special kind of room, somewhat different in function 



from the normal habitation room. They lacked doorways and prepared 

hearths and were larger in size. Although some overlapping function 

is indicated, the presence of artifacts not found in habitation rooms 

further supports the argument that these large rooms may have had a 

different range of functions. The distribution of these rooms in the 

compound, with one such room located in each plaza area, further 

suggests a different function, the details of which will be discussed 

in a following section. For all of these reasons, these large rooms 

are separated from the habitation room class and are designated 

special use or ceremonial rooms. 

Non-Architectural Features 

A number of non-architectural features were excavated in plaza 

areas within the compound. Generally, hearths were restricted to 

rooms, indicating that little food preparation occurred in the plazas. 

Caliche mixing pits were common in both room and plaza contexts, 

These features attained a maximum size of 50 cm in diameter, while the 

fill of such features was unused mortar which would peel off of the 

sides of the pits when troweled. Such pits represent an obvious 

continuation of identical features found in the Soho Phase compounds, 

A large stone lined pit was located in Plaza II near the east 

wall of Room 8. It will be remembered that a similar feature was 

excavated at Az,U:15:32, a Soho Phase compound, thus providing a 

prototype for the feature found in the Civano Phase compound. One 

striking difference between the two features is the nature of the 

material utilized in construction. The Soho Phase example was made of 



79 

metate fragments, manos and unshaped river cobbles. The later 

example was made with shaped stones of a type called Oracle granite. 

Six large slabs o£ this material, measuring about 1.0 x 0.5 x 0.10 m 

were placed in a pit on top of a rounded tabular quartzite river 

cobble approximately 40 cm in diameter (Doyel 1974:plate 48). 

Apparently, this feature was important to the inhabitants as 

it represented a considerable investment of time and energy. The town 

of Oracle, the type location for the granite, is located some 60 km 

C35 to 40 mi) from Escalante. The nearest known source of the material 

is 13 km to the west of Escalante. This fact becomes more notable when 

it is realized that the Continental Oil Company has undertaken exten

sive geologic survey in the area around Escalante without recovering 

evidence for the local presence of this stone. Since these large 

stones could not have rolled down the river, it appears that they were 

transported to the site from a source at least several km distant. It 

may be interesting to note that the feature at Az.U:15:32 was located 

near the ceremonial structure, while the feature at AztTJ:15:3 is also 

located near a ceremonial room. 

When we excavated the feature, we found it to be full of pot 

sherds and stone tools, suggesting that it had fallen into disuse, 

except as a garbage dump, prior to the abandonment of the site. A 

pollen sample taken from the base of the pit yielded a high percentage 

of cholla pollen, suggesting that the feature may have served as a 

storage place for plant products. It was not used as a firepit, due 

to the total absence of firing. Di Peso (1951:91) illustrates two 

similar stone lined pits found at Babocomari Village in southeastern 
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Arizona, and Gladwin (1957:314) reports the feature from the Tonto 

Basin. Both authors describe them as storage cists. These data 

suggest a rather widespread distribution of this feature type. 

A large series of pits was found in the center of Plaza XII. 

Approximately 20 pits were present, aligned in pairs, representing 

similar amounts of preparation, and containing similar fill materials, 

including small amounts of ash, silt, and bits of charcoal. Diameter 

of these pits ranged from 30 to 40 cm and the side walls sloped tc a 

basin shaped depression ranging from 10 to 15 cm in depth. None of 

the pits were plastered. Each pit appeared to have been lightly 

fired. Although they lacked the hard fired texture of firepits or 

hearths, several methods were employed to test this proposed function. 

Several flotation samples were analyzed and proved to be void of plant 

and animal material. A pollen sample yielded a single grain of corn 

pollen. Their function as cooking pits was tentatively ruled out 

since they lacked both the hard fired texture expected for hearths 

and firepits and also lacked associated material. 

Haury's recent excavations at Snaketown may shed some light 

on these features at Az,U:15:3 which had escaped any meaningful 

interpretation. In a Gila Butte to Santa Cruz phase context, Haury 

identified five sets of pits which occurred in short rows. These 

pits were slightly larger than the Escalante examples and were 

normally coated with a thin layer of plaster. Several of the pits had 

trivet stones in their bottoms, presumably to serve as vessel supports. 

Haury (1976:156) states: 
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These hearths were employed in some way in the 
preparation of food or drink; but the form, size 
uniformity, light burning, linear arrangement, con--
sistent directional orientation and the mode of 
construction raise suspicions that they were of a rather 
special nature. 

Haury (1976:156) cites ethnographic evidence outlining the 

Papago practice of using small pits for the production of sahuaro 

wine, a favored drink. The liquid was placed in small jars and the 

jar was then placed in a pit along with a few coals or grass to warm 

the soil; the added heat operated to speed up fermentation time. 

Underhill (1946) suggests that the drinking of sahuaro wine by the 

Papago was often a ceremonial activity connected with purification and 

world renewal. If this sequence of interpretations is accurate, we 

have a specific behavioral practice which began as early as the 

Colonial Period, continued through the Classic Period, and was still 

present to be recorded by ethnographers. 

Surface Architecture on the Platform Mound 

The Civano Phase architecture located on top of the platform 

mound can be seen to reflect the forms already described for the 

compound, while relatively more remodeling can be seen in some areas of 

the mound. A block of four contiguous rooms was built on the southern 

end of the mound (Rooms 1 through 4). Inspection of the walls in 

these rooms indicates that they were not built as a single construction 

event. Room 1 was built first, followed by Room 2; Rooms 3 and 4 were 

then added as a unit. This sequence is indicated by the bonding and 

abating sequence in the northernmost wall. Two room sizes are present 

2 
in this block, with Rooms 1 and 3 averaging 24 m while Rooms 2 and 



4 average 18 m . Rooms 1 and 3 had the caliche-adobe curb added to 

the entryway, while Room 2 had a plastered surface around the entry-

way. Plastered floors and walls were present in Rooms 1 through 3, 

and may have existed in Room 4. Plastered hearths were present in 

Rooms 1 and 3, while the floors in Rooms 2 and 4 were destroyed in 

those areas where the hearth would be expected. The architectural 

data support the conclusion that Rooms 1 through 3 were habitation 

rooms. Artifactual evidence in the form of ground and chipped stone 

tools and shell jewelry supports this conclusion. Little can be said 

about Room 4, as it had suffered from widespread pot hunting. The 

walls appeared to have been plastered, as were the floor remnants. 

It is unknown whether or not a doorway was present. The bulk of the 

evidence suggests that Rooms 1 through 4 represent a block of habita

tion rooms, similar to the habitation rooms found in the compound. 

Rooms 1 through 4 faced a large courtyard located to the north 

of the room block. Numerous artifacts, including manos, chipped stone 

tools and approximately 1,000 pot sherds, mostly plainware, were 

recovered from the courtyard surface to the south of the center cut. 

A small enigmatic assembly of several manos and hammerstones, placed 

around a flat basal stone, was the only feature in the courtyard. 

Since the. center of the mound had been destroyed by looters some time 

ago, it was impossible to define the northern portion of the courtyard 

surface or to determine the nature of the architecture in this area. 

Room 5, a small room located near the eastern edge of the 

mound, may have been a storage room. It was smaller than the 



83 

adjoining rooms; it had no doorway, and the floor and walls were not 

plastered. 

The northern portion of the mound architecture was subjected to 

several remodeling episodes, not visible in the southern part of the 

mound. But the full story cannot be adequately described because of 

the recent mutilation of the mound. It appears that an early building 

episode was responsible for the construction of Rooms 6, 7, and 10. 

Room 6 was probably a storage room, Room 7 was either a large room 

or a portion of the large courtyard identified on the south side of 

the center cut. Several use surfaces (thinly plastered layers) were 

found in the profile of this room. 

2 
Room 10 was over 50 m in floor area. A number of small 

postholes, several with mesquite posts still in situ, were located 

along the eastern wall and central portion of the room. A poorly 

prepared firepit was found along the south wall. A thin-walled 

partition made of solid caliche-adobe divided the room into two equal 

sections along the east-west axis. The floor and the walls in this 

large room were plastered, and an entryway was present in the west 

wall. Very little artifactual material was recovered from the floor 

of this room, which combines the size of the special use room with 

features normally found in habitation rooms. 

It is probable that at this stage of construction, a room 

existed in the extreme northeastern corner of the mound. This room 

(number 12) was equipped with a doorway and the familiar caliche-adobe 

curb, and the walls were plastered, suggesting that the room was a 

habitation room. The floor in the structure had been all but destroyed 
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By looters, while segments of three superimposed floors were found in 

one corner of the room. This early structure also had a ramada-type 

feature built off of the roof on the south side, identified by a series 

of postholes. The ramada with the roof extension is typical of his

toric period Pima structures (Gladwin and Gladwin 1935). 

Sometime later, a long wall was built across the north end of 

the mound on the east-west axis. This wall was built over the north 

wall of Room 10. Rooms 8, 9, and 11 were formed off of this long wall. 

The construction of Room 8 entailed the remodeling of Room 12 into the 

later Room 11, and the postholes which had supported the ramada were 

plastered over and a floor was laid down. 

Room 9 used the existing walls of Rooms 6 and 10, with the 

addition of a west wall and the use of the long north wall. The 

thick plastered floor of the earlier Hohokam brush structure was 

reused as the floor for Room 9 (Doyel 1974:plate 34). A quantity of 

artifactual -material was recovered from this floor, most likely 

associated with the last occupation. Cores, flakes, scraper planes, 

tabular knives, and ground stone items were all found on the floor 

surface, along with a small quantity of sherd material. Room 9 also 

satisfies the criteria for habitation rooms. It is impossible to 

determine whether or not the occupation of the later Room 9 overlapped 

with the earlier Room 10 as insufficient architectural evidence 

remained to resolve this problem. 

The construction of the long north wall which helped to form 

Rooms 8, 9, and 11, also created a small courtyard surface in the 

northwestern corner of the mound. No features or artifacts were 
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recovered from this courtyard surface, except for a small quantity of 

sherds and a child Burial in the fill below the surface. A small 

courtyard also existed to the east of Room 10, A threes-quarter 

grooved axe and a small Tonto Polychrome jar were recovered from this 

surface, and two burials were found in the fill below the surface 

(Doyel 1974:plates 37a and 59). 

Although the surface architecture on the mound suffered more 

malicious vandalism than did all other portions of the site, it was 

still possible to obtain a considerable amount of data on Both the 

architectural features and the activities which occurred there during 

the Civano Phase. A construction sequence was outlined, and several 

types of architectural features were defined, including courtyards, 

habitation rooms, and storage rooms. Whether Room 10 functioned as a 

habitation room, a special use room, or both, and whether a second 

large room was located in the area of Room 7, is difficult to deter

mine . It can be stated with assurance that the types of architecture 

found on top of the mound generally reflect the variability found in 

the compound below the mound. 

Ceramic Assemblage 

The Civano Phase ceramic assemblage from the Escalante Ruin 

exhibits many characteristics of the earlier Soho Phase while also 

exhibiting some differences. First of all, it should be stated that 

the total ceramic yield of approximately 20,000 sherds and 18 vessels 

is small for a site of this size. This is due to the lack of work in 

the several small trash areas located to the east and south of the 
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ruin, and to the short length of occupation represented at the site. 

Some of the general trends observed in the collection are an increase 

in plainware pottery production, a decrease in the production of 

both redware and red-on-buff, and the introduction of the Salado 

polychrome series, Gila and Tonto polychrome. This material has been 

described elsewhere and distributional information is included for 

those interested (Doyel 1974:139-153, 317-320, 325-326, 330, plates 

36-40). 

It is evident that the production of Casa Grande Red-on-buff 

was reduced during the Civano Phase, comprising less than one percent of 

the total assemblage and less than 10 percent of the decorated types. 

This contrasts with the Soho Phase wherein Casa Grande Red-on-buff 

represented around 10 percent of the total assemblage and over 90 

percent of the decorated assemblage. No vessels of this type were 

recovered and the sherd count was limited to a total of 141, 

Technology appears to be consistent with the Soho Phase 

material; jars continue to exhibit paddle marks on the interior. No 

bowl sherds were found. Paint is fugitive and dull and is often 

applied in a rather haphazard fashion. Design is also consistent with 

the Soho Phase material, with panels surrounding large open areas. 

Linear patterns of wavy and straight lines, pendant flags Cserrated 

triangles), squiggles, dots, isolated elements, and stippling are 

common, as are chevrons and the use of cross hatching. The use of 

cross hatching, chevrons, pendant flags, and linear elements are all 

found in the intrusive Tanque Verde Red-on-brown, indicating the 

closeness of these two types. 
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Variability is the rule for the redware assemblage. Bowl forms 

are consistent with the earlier Soho Phase forms, while the large 

Soho Phase bowls are not present in the Civano Phase. Several new 

jar forms appear. The variation exists primarily in the technological 

and stylistic attributes of firing, surface treatment, slip applica

tion and color, and the use of fire clouding. The use of mica in the 

paste is also variable. The majority of the redware can be classified 

as Gila Red, indicating that, at Escalante, the progression from Gila 

Red in the Soho Phase to Salt Red in the Civano Phase did not occur as 

it did in other areas (Schroeder 1952). The underlying technology in 

redware production, paddle-and-anvil finish, smudged interiors, coarse 

paste, quartz and schist temper, and striated polishing continued from 

the Soho Phase through the Civano Phase.- As mentioned, the production 

of redware decreased in the Civano Phase, from the range of 11 to 17 

percent of the assemblage in the Soho Phase to around six percent in 

the Civano Phase. 

The reduction in the production of redware and red-on-buff 

pottery during the Civano Phase was offset by a slight increase in 

plainware production and by the introduction of the Salado polychrome 

pottery, Plainware ranges from 70 to 78 percent in the Soho Phase 

assemblages, and increased to slightly over 81 percent in the Civano 

Phase. A small amount of experimentation is evident in the Civano 

Phase plainware, judging from the presence of some rim sherds which 

exhibit corrugations around the rims. One large rim sherd was found 

to have rounded projections formed on the rim, identical to the 

feature found on historic Papago "bean pots," Aside from these few 
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examples, the underlying technology in plainware production was 

identical to that found in the Soho Phase. 

A significant development during the Civano Phase was an 

increase in plainware jar size. The largest Soho Phase plainware 

vessel was measured to Be 50 cm in diameter, while several of the 

Civano Phase jars were well over 1 m in diameter (Doyel 1974:plate 

36). This suggests that not only was more energy expended in building 

specialized storage facilities but emphasis was also placed upon 

making larger storage jars. 

Gila Polychrome and its common companion type Tonto Polychrome 

are the most common painted types found at Escalante during the Civano 

Phase. Gila Polychrome represents over eight percent of the total 

assemblage and 72 percent of the decorated, while Tonto Polychrome 

represents 1.5 percent of the total and approximately 16 percent of 

the decorated assemblage. Tonto Polychrome occurs in both bowl and 

small jar form in about equal frequency, while Gila Polychrome also 

occurs in both bowl and small jar form but bowls greatly outnumber 

jars. 

Considerable disagreement exists in the literature regarding 

Both the origins and the chronological position of these interesting 

pottery types (Lindsay and Jennings 1968, Haury 1945a, Doyel and 

Haury 1976, Di Peso 1976) . My own position is that the types evolved 

from the earlier type Pinto Polychrome around A.D. 1250 to 1300 in 

the Salado area located around the Tonto Basin. This agrees with the 

traditionally accepted reconstruction (Haury 1945a, Young 1967). As 

Thompson (1961) suggests, it is possible that the development of the 
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Salado polychromes may have Been stylistically influenced by some 

southern source, but this is debatable. 

The position taken here is that the Salado ceramics recovered 

from the Escalante Ruin, restricted to the polychrome series, are 

intrusive and were thus not locally produced. This opinion is based 

upon both technological and stylistic attributes. Vessel shape, lack 

of mica, different use of temper, design style, paint, and color are 

all different when compared to the local plainwares, redwares, and 

red-on-buffs. However, there is evidence to suggest that the late 

Salado polychromes were manufactured in numerous areas in the 

Southwest, not restricted to the presumed Salado area. The case of 

the Escalante material will not be fully resolved until a compre

hensive study is accomplished, a study which is now underway. Based 

upon the above criteria, however, it is presumed that the Salado 

ceramics are intrusive. 

A small quantity of additional intrusive ceramic types was 

also recovered. Tanque Verde Red-on-brown was present, representing 

approximately three percent of the decorated collection. Most of the 

sherds are from jars with tall necks, while several bowl sherds are 

also present. A large portion of the Tanque Verde material was 

recovered from near the series of pits located in Plaza III. Ten 

sherds and one possible vessel of Salt Red, a portion of a small 

San Carlos Red-on-brown bowl, a single sherd of Roosevelt Black-on-

white, and a small but varied collection of corrugated sherds were 

also recovered. 
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Lithic Assemblages 

The ground and chipped stone assemblages recovered from the 

Civano Phase component at the Escalante Ruin again offer no surprises. 

Probably the most interesting characteristic of these assemblages is 

the remarkable degree of continuity maintained from the Soho Phase 

sites into the Civano Phase. Manos were quite numerous, 57 in total 

count, with 65 percent of the items made of basalt while the remaining 

35 percent was made of granite, andesite, diorite, rhyolite, sand

stone, and quartzite. A number of the manos were found on the 

surface of the site while the others were recovered from room fill, 

room floor, plaza and trash proveniences. Metates were normally made 

of basalt. Both the manos and the metates were well shaped into smooth 

rectangular forms (Doyel 1974:plates 44 and 45), A mano and metate set 

was recovered from the floor of Room 2 on the platform mound. The 

presence of large numbers of manos and metates suggests that plant 

processing, presumably corn, was a very common activity at the site. 

Twenty-four grooved axes and several grooved adzes were 

recovered from the site; six were found in storage rooms and six were 

recovered from the rooms and courtyards on top of the mound, while the 

remaining specimens were recovered from proveniences such as trash and 

room fill. A wide range of size and weight is present in this class, 

while material types were limited to diorite and basalt. Both material 

types are available in the river bed and on the second terrace. Small 

quantities of other ground and pecked stone items were also recovered, 

including stone discoidals, anvil stones, polishing stones, and 
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abraders. Several arrow shaft straighteners, a crude palette stone, 

and a single stone vessel fragment were also recovered. 

A total of 375 c"iipped stone tools were recovered from the 

site; 247 came from the compound while 128 came from the platform 

mound. All tool types represent continuations of the Soho Phase types, 

including cores, choppers, hammerstones, scraper planes, and tabular 

knives, while some variation in frequency is discernible. Cores 

represent 22 percent of the total for the compound and the mound, in 

contrast to the 28 to 35 percent frequency in the Soho Phase. Choppers 

represent 31 percent of the total from the compound and 36 percent of 

the total for the mound. Hammerstones comprise 20 percent for the 

compound and 8 percent for the mound. Scraper planes represent 9 

percent of the assemblage from the compound and 20 percent of the mound 

assemblage. It is interesting to note that the frequencies of 

hammerstones and scraper planes are reversed for the compound and 

the platform mound, but the significance of this difference remains to 

be determined. Tabular knives, represented by 33 specimens, are 

identical to the Soho Phase types, and comprise approximately 10 

percent of the assemblage, in contrast to the 5 to 7 percent figure 

for the Soho Phase sites (Doyel 1974:plate 43). Tabular knives were 

recovered from room floors and from room fill proveniences on the 

platform mound, and from plaza areas and room floors in the compound. 

The remaining small percentage of the chipped stone assemblage is 

composed of projectile points (.three in total), retouched flakes, 

flake scrapers, denticulates, and bifaces. The small quantity of 
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flake tools is consistent with the Soho Phase assemblages and with the 

chipped stone assemblage from Snaketown CHaury 1976:295). 

The use of obsidian for flaking appears to have increased 

during the Civano Phase at Escalante, It will be remembered that small 

obsidian nodules were recovered from the Soho Phase compounds, but not 

in the quantity found at Az.U:15:3. Both phases exhibit a general lack 

of finished tools made of obsidian, except for a few projectile points 

and small scraping tools. It will also be remembered that considerable 

quantities of obsidian debitage were recovered from Rooms 4, 16, and 

21, in the compound, all defined as habitation rooms. A cache of 24 

obsidian nodules was found in the floor of Room 20, a storage room 

located in Plaza II. 

The frequencies of tool types suggests that relatively less 

tool manufacturing was occurring at the site during the Civano Phase, 

indicated by the lower frequency of cores, while choppers were more 

frequent. Generally, however, the presence of identical tool types 

and the general similarities in frequencies indicate that a similar 

range of activities was occurring during both the Soho and the Civano 

phases at Escalante, insofar as stone tools are concerned. 

Small Artifacts 

The Civano Phase assemblage was very productive in terms of 

shell and miscellaneous small artifacts; a total of 303 shell items 

and 183 other miscellaneous artifacts were recovered. Twelve species 

of shell, 10 of them marine, were represented, including Cardium, 

Olivella, Glycymeris, Conus, Strombus, Nassarius, Spondylus, and 
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Vermetus (Doyel 1974:plate 41). Large Cardium shell grain scoops were 

found in Room 20, a storage room. Various beads, bracelets, pendants, 

carved zoomorphics, and numerous fragments and unworked pieces are 

present. A portion of a large Strombus shell trumpet was recovered 

from Room 2 in the platform mound. Twenty percent of the shell was 

recovered from the platform mound while the remaining 80 percent was 

recovered from the compound. All of the jewelry types and species 

present are common in Classic Period sites (Haury 1945a, Di Peso 

1956). 

Small quantities of miscellaneous minerals and other items were 

recovered; most of these items came from the compound. Lumps of kaolin 

clay, chrysocolla, malachite, and yellow and red ocher, were present in 

small quantity, as were quartz crystals, chlorite lumps and a single 

fossil crinoid stem. Limonitic concretions were not common during this 

phase. Stone jewelry in the form of beads and pendants was recovered, 

and was made of slate, jet, and turquoise. A number of bone and 

wooden tools were recovered, including bone awls, tubes and punches and 

wooden paddles and spatulate-like objects. 

Burials 

Twenty burials were recovered from the Escalante Ruin; 17 of 

these came from the compound while the remaining three were recovered 

from the mound. Considerable variation exists in interment practices, 

but the majority of individuals was buried in a dorsal extended 

position with the head to the east, north, or south. One double 

burial was found in Plaza I, consisting of an adult male placed over a 



juvenile (Doyel 1974:plate 55). Several infants had been placed in 

smudged redware bowls in a fashion identical to those found in the 

Soho Phase (Doyel 1974:plate 57). A sub-adult burial was found in 

Room 5 in the compound which was interred in an extended dorsal 

position and was covered with a cairn-like feature consisting of 

pieces of a large broken plainware jar. Another individual was found 

buried face down in an extended position in Room 21. An unusual burial 

found in the mound was that of a large adult male who had been interred 

in a sitting position, facing east, with the forearms reposing upon the 

legs which were Bent upwards at the knees (Doyel 1974:plate 59). This 

is a style similar to that found among the historic period Pima. 

Most Burials were not furnished with offerings, but when 

present, pottery vessels were the most common offering. Only four 

burials had vessels in association, and all four of these burials were 

subt-adult in age. Several other burials did have small numbers of 

shell beads associated. It is instructive to note that not one of the 

burials had Salado polychrome pottery in association, while the 

typical associated type was Gila Red. 

Intra-Site Dating 

Seven archaeomagnetic dates were obtained from the Civano Phase 

occupation at the Escalante Ruin; a single date was obtained from the 

platform mound while the remaining six dates were obtained from the 

compound. The date from Room 1 on the mound is A.D. 1330 +_ 22, repre

senting the earliest date for the Civano Phase at the site. The 

remaining dates are Room 17, A.D. 1350 7; Room 5, A.D. 1355 +_ 9; 
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Room 22, A.D. 1385 18; Room 4, A.D. 1410 +_ 9; Room 2, A.D. 1430 4^ 19; 

and Room 16, A.D. 1445 20. The range of dates is then A.D. 1330 to 

1445. 

Several conclusions may be drawn from the range of dates 

obtained for the Civano Phase. If we assume that the dates are 

abandonment or near abandonment dates, the occupation may be seen to 

have ended with the date indicated. This is in contrast to tree-ring 

dates wherein the dates generally reflect construction and not 

abandonment dates. Thus the occupation of Room 1 on top of the mound 

ended around A.D. 1330. Since this date was obtained from a hearth on 

a floor level above an earlier floor level, it is clear that the 

occupation of the room began considerably earlier than A.D. 1330, 

possibly prior to A.D. 1300. Unfortunately, no additional dates were 

obtainable from the mound by which to estimate the range of dates of 

occupation for the mound feature. It is likely that the Civano Phase 

occupation began around or shortly before A.D. 1300. There is 

no evidence to suggest that the mound was abandoned early; there are 

no trash filled rooms. The sequence of remodeling found in the 

architecture on top of the mound suggests some time depth for the 

Civano Phase occupation of the feature. The ceramic frequencies found 

on the mound generally reflect those found in the compound. 

The dates from Plaza I in the compound, A.D. 1350 and 1355, 

suggest that this area was the first to be abandoned. The small 

sigma ranges obtained with the dates indicate that the abandonment of 

the rooms in this plaza occurred between A.D. 1343 and 1364. The 

single date from Room 22 in Plaza II suggests that the room was 
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abandoned between A.D. 1367 and 1403. The only date obtained from 

Plaza III, Room 2, suggests that this room was abandoned between 

A.D. 1411 and 1449. The date from this room was obtained from a burned 

floor and not a hearth, suggesting that the date reflects the time 

the room was burned and not necessarily the time it was abandoned. 

The two events were not far apart in time, as burned wall and roof 

material lay directly on top of the burned floor. 

Two of the latest dates were obtained from the architecture 

which was determined to be late in the construction sequence. Room 4, 

with an abandonment date between A.D. 1402 and 1419, and Room 16, with 

an abandonment date between A.D. 1415 and 1465, were both added to the 

compound wall on the exterior side. 

The Bulk of the dates indicate that much of the site was 

abandoned prior to A.D. 1400, while some limited occupation may have 

occurred after this date, possibly to A.D. 1425 to 1450. Most of the 

occupation of the site can be dated to the century between A.D. 1300 

and 1400. 

The dates obtained from the hearths indicate that the abandon

ment of the site was a gradual process which began shortly after 

A.D. 1350, Most of the rooms were systematically stripped of 

artifacts and were Burned. It is possible that the abandonment of 

the rooms may have also involved the removal of construction timbers, 

as no major structural wood was recovered from the rooms, while 

burned ocotillo, sahuaro, and reed material were common. 
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Civano Phase Trade and Contacts at the Escalante Ruin 

Various items of material recovered from Az.U:15:3 can be seen 

as exotic items not found in the immediate area. This material 

includes the shell assemblage, various lithic elements, and a portion 

of the ceramic assemblage. The shell assemblage reflects what was 

previously known about Classic Period shell trade; a wide variety of 

species was utilized to produce an assortment of items, primarily 

ornaments. Of interest here is the use of large unworked Cardium 

shells as utilitarian scoops, a situation not reported from other 

Hohokam sites. 

The presence of numerous exotic lithic items suggests an 

interest on the part of the inhabitants with behavior which was not 

directly utilitarian in nature. Various kinds and colors of pigments 

were present, as were minerals such as quartz crystals, kaolin, 

chlorite, turquoise and jet. Most of these elements are not found 

locally But are available in the transiton zone located to the north. 

As previously mentioned, the use of imported obsidian increases 

during the Civano Phase, a raw material type also available a short 

distance to the north. 

The ceramic component exhibits evidence of trade and contact 

with, several areas. Small amounts of Tanque Verde Red-on-brown 

suggest contacts with the PapaguerJa-Tucson Basin area. A single sherd 

of Roosevelt Black-on-white and a fragment of a San Carlos Red-on-

brown bowl indicate contacts with the Globe-Tonto to the Safford area, 

A single sherd of Jeddito Black-on-yellow, found at the Civano Phase 

component at Az,U:15:27, suggests some contact with the north-central 
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portion of Arizona. By far, the most difficult interpretative problem 

associated with the ceramic assemblage is the presence of a large 

quantity of Gila-Tonto polychrome pottery of the Salado series, 

presumably non-locally manufactured. A small amount of corrugated 

pottery was also recovered. If the corrugated pottery is associated 

with the polychrome pottery, then this material suggests contacts 

with the San Pedro, Safford, or Globe-Tonto areas. 



CHAPTER 5 

CLASSIC PERIOD SUBSISTENCE IN THE ESCALANTE 
RUIN GROUP 

The Poston Canal System 

We are indebted to the early work of Midvale (1965) and 

Cummings (1927) for information on the nature and extent of the pre

historic canal system in the Escalante area, as well as the Gila Basin 

in general. Midvale surveyed the area prior to much of the modern 

agricultural development in the area. By 1965, it was possible to 

trace only 13 km (8 mi) out of the original 137 km (85 mi) of canals 

recorded between Florence and Blackwater. 

Midvale determined that the Poston (Escalante) canal system 

was approximately 13 km (8 mi) long, and several additional miles may 

be added to the total if the laterals are also included in the overall 

length figure. This is one of the smaller systems in the area, as the 

length of the main canals in the Adamsville-Casa Grande system totals 

in excess of 56 km (35 mi). The Poston Canal was found to head on the 

north side of the Gila River approximately 2.5 km (1.5 mi) east of 

Highway 89, and approximately 6.5 km (4 mi) to the east of the 

Escalante Ruin group. Midvale did not publish any additional details 

on the Poston canal system, such as the size of the canals or 

estimates of the dating of these features. For this information we 

must rely on other sources. Fewkes (1912:114) states: 

99 
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The settlement near Poston Butte was supplied with water 
by one of the best preserved of these ancient ditches in the 
Gila-Salt Valley. This follows the right bank of the Gila 
from a point several miles up the river and extends to the 
neighborhood of the Escalante Ruin, where it is lost in 
laterals or minor branches. Near Poston Butte . . . the 
banks of this ditch can be traced for many hundred feet 
without difficulty. 

For information regarding the size of the main Poston canal, 

Hodge tells us: 

. . . one can ride on horseback in the canal . . . [which is] 
so deep that one cannot look over its bank on either side, 
while sitting on his horse (Hodge in Fewkes 1912:114). 

In less than 100 years after Hodge made the above observation, 

only questionable vestiges can be seen of the once grand system. 

First to disturb the area were the Mexican farmers who moved into the 

area around A. D. 1900. These people built small earthen dams and 

canals on both the floodplain and on the first terrace. Since that 

time, farmers and possibly the government have moved huge amounts of 

earth with heavy machinery for purposes of maximizing water control, 

for checking erosion, for land leveling, and for flood control around 

dwelling sites. Several large earthen dikes were constructed in the 

Escalante Ruin group area, apparently for purposes of impounding water 

and for checking erosion. These features were built in the area where 

Fewkes suggested that canal laterals had existed. Due to the amount 

of recent disturbance in the area since the time of Hodge and Fewkes, 

it is no longer possible to trace canals without great difficulty. 

The construction of the north side canal by the Bureau of 

Indian Affairs as a part of the San Carlos Project in the 1930s may 

provide some evidence regarding the Poston canal system. Upon 



checking the map published by Midvale in 1965, it became clear that the 

main prehistoric canal followed the edge of the first terrace- The 

BIA north side canal follows a similar course. Midvale (1965) 

mentions the pattern of historic canals following the same routes as 

the prehistoric canals, which attests to the engineering abilities of 

the prehistoric Hohokam. Officials of the San Carlos Irrigation 

District in Coolidge were questioned about the possibility of the north 

side canal having been built using the prehistoric canal course. Un

fortunately, no information was available regarding either the use of 

existing systems or the recording of old channels in the area. 

The study of the canal system in the Escalante area was 

hampered by the simple fact that such research was not funded. In the 

course of our excavations we were able to do a limited amount of 

trenching with the aid of a backhoe machine. Our conclusion was that 

the present BIA northside canal must represent, at least in part, the 

old Hohokam system of prehistoric times. Our trenching supported 

Midvale's map. 

Given our knowledge of the length and nature of the Poston 

canal system, several conclusions may be drawn. First of all, the 

total length of the system was under 16 km (10 mi). The system con

sisted of both a main canal and numerous laterals which were built off 

of the main canal at various points along its course. Several of 

these laterals are located in the area of the Escalante Ruin. Al

though no estimate of the width of the main canal is available we can 

assume that it was quite wide, as it must have been at least 3 m deep, 

judging from Hodge's observation. From the considerable amount of 



time depth found in the sites located along its course, it is assumed 

that canal construction began during the Colonial Period. The Last-

water Ruin is located near the end of the canal, and this site dates 

to the Santa Cruz-Sacaton horizon. Thus unlike other areas, there is 

no evidence to suggest that the Poston canal was lengthened during the 

Classic Period. Rather, the canal appears to have been operative from 

the Santa Cruz Phase up through the Classic Period, a period of not 

less than 700 years. A similar conclusion can be drawn for the 

Adamsville-Casa Grande system. 

At this point mention should be made to -what Fewkes (1909:411-

412) referred to as the "reservoir" at the Escalante Ruin. This refers 

to a large oval shaped depression which existed immediately to the 

north of the platform mound (Doyel 1974:114). Evidence now exists 

which proves the identification of Fewkes to have been in error. 

Several trenches placed through this feature revealed that it was 

nothing more than a borrow pit from which the occupants mined caliche 

for building purposes. The soils in the pit exhibited neither the 

sediments nor the depositional structure identified in the recently 

excavated reservoir located in the Papagueria (Raab 1975). The lack 

of a ridge surrounding the depression and the lack of an identifiable 

surface suggested that it was not a ball court. The profiles taken 

from the trenches adequately revealed a dip in the otherwise hori

zontal bedding of the underlying caliche stratum, which indicated that 

material had been removed from that location. 



Soho Phase Subsistence 

Subsistence data for the Soho Phase were obtained from all 

three compounds dating to this phase. The quality of subsistence data 

recovered from the Soho Phase sites represents only a small portion of 

the potentially available data, due to the emphasis which was placed 

upon defining settlements and their internal structure at the expense 

of extensive testing in the adjoining trash mounds. Testing of trash 

mounds, using both backhoe and hand excavation techniques, was a con

sistent part of the excavation of all of the Classic Period sites, but 

only to a limited degree. One by two meter hand excavated and screened 

units were excavated from the centers of the mounds at sites AZ.U:15:27 

and Az.U:15:32, and considerable amounts of faunal material and lesser 

quantities of botanical materials were recovered along with large 

quantities of material culture items. 

While some of the subsistence data were obtained from the trash 

mounds, much of the data came from room floor and room fill proven

iences within the compounds. The discussion of Soho Phase subsistence 

will combine the data obtained from all three Soho Phase compounds. 

This approach will present little to no distortion as the data from 

all Soho Phase sites are similar. The discussion of Classic Period 

subsistence at Escalante is taken from both published and unpublished 

sources (Debowski 1974, Hall 1974, Sparling 1974, Spaulding 1974, 

Appendix A). 
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Fauna 

The faunal assemblage recovered from the Soho Phase sites 

totals 1,744 elements, with a total minimum number of individuals of 

94 (Table 2). By far the most common animals represented are the 

cottontail rabbit (Sylvilagus sp) and the jackrabbit (Lepus sp), while 

deer, principally mule deer, was the next most frequent species repre

sented. In terms of percentages, rabbits composed totals of 11, 47, 

and 66 percent of the total bone frequencies at the three sites, while 

deer ranged from 10 to 36 to 68 percent. These frequencies do not 

represent relative dependence upon the animal form in question but 

merely the frequency of bone elements recovered; the minimum number of 

individuals represented at each site is quite uniform in proportion, 

with rabbit always greatly outnumbering deer. Even though rabbits 

represented the most commonly hunted animal it is clear that the »£Less 

frequent deer supplied a major percentage of the usable meat. Green 

and Mathews (1976) have calculated that the meat of 33 jackrabbits 

equals the amount of usable meat of an average sized deer. 

This assemblage reflects the animals commonly hunted by the 

Hohokam of Snake town tip through the Sacaton Phase. Green and Mathews 

(1976) state that cottontail rabbit and jackrabbit were taken in equal 

proportion and were the most common source of animal protein at 

Snaketown, a situation identical to that found for the Soho Phase at 

Escalante. Deer were also well represented at Snaketown, as were 

bighorn sheep. As reported by Haury (1976:114), bighorn sheep were 

common at a Classic Period site near Snaketown, and their absence at 



105 

Table 2. Fauna represented and minimum number of individuals (MNI) 
at the Soho Phase sites. 

MNI 

Mammals 
Mule Deer (Odocoileus hemionus) 8 
White Tail Deer (Odocoileus virginianus couesi) 1 
Gray Fox (Urocyon cinereoargenteus) 1 
Coyote or Dog (Canis sp.) 1 
Cottontail Rabbit (Sylvilagus sp.) 20 
Jackrabbit (Lepus sp.) 23 
Rock Squirrel (Ammospermophilus variegatus) 3 
Spotted Ground Squirrel (ftmmospermophilus spilosoma) 1 
Pocket Mouse (Perognathus sp.) 4 
Northern Grasshopper Mouse (Onychomys leucogaster) 1 
Harvest Mouse (Reithrodontomys sp.) 2 
Mouse (Peromyscus sp.) 2 
Kangaroo Rat (Dipodomys ordii) 4 
Hispid Cotton Rat (Sigmodon hispidus) 3 
Whitethroated Woodrat (Neotoma albigula) 2 

Domesticated Mammals 
Dog (Canis familiaris) 3 

Reptiles 
Yellow Mud Turtle (Kinosternon flavescens) 1 
Regal Horned Lizard (Phrynosoma solare) 1 
Colubrid Snakes (nonpoisonous) ? 
Crotalid Snakes (poisonous) ? 

Birds 
Turkey (Meleagris gallopavo) 3 
Gambel's Quail (Lophortyx gambelii) 3 
Swainson's Hawk (Buteo swainsoni) 1 
Screech Owl (Otus asio) 1 
Barred Owl (Strix varia) 1 
Canada Goose (Branta canadensis) 1 

Total 94 
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Escalante is not easily explained. Perhaps the deer fulfilled the same 

need and may have been easier to obtain. 

Sparling (1974) has noted that many of the small rodents found 

at Escalante could be intrusive, but Haury (1976) and Green and 

Mathews (1976) have presented evidence which suggests that small 

rodents were a common food source. Castetter and Bell (1942:68-69) 

have noted that the Pima utilized rats and other small rodents as food 

items. The recent work at Snaketown failed to yield evidence of the 

gray fox, while the bones of this animal were found in the original 

Snaketown excavations (Gladwin and others 1937:156). 

McKusick (1976:374-377) has reported that a wide variety of 

avifauna was utilized by the Hohokam at Snaketown; certainly a wider 

variety is present at Snaketown than was found at Escalante. McKusick's 

statement that the use of the turkey and the owl appear to coincide 

with the introduction of Gila Polychrome is not supportable, as both 

these birds were present at Escalante prior to the introduction of the 

polychrome pottery. Furthermore, the turkey was reported from Snake

town in the 1934-35 investigations (Gladwin and others 1937:156). 

Geese, quail, and hawk were present at Snaketown as they were at 

Escalante, while owls were not found at Snaketown. No parrots or 

macaws were found at Escalante. Some of the birds found at Escalante, 

such as the quail and the turkey, were undoubtedly taken for their 

food value, while others may have been hunted for their feathers. 

Haury (1976:115) notes the general lack of riverine fauna at 

Snaketown, and a similar situation was reported for Hohokam sites in 

the Santa Cruz Valley (Doyel 1977). This pattern holds true for the 
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Escalante Ruin group. Since these sites span a considerable time 

range, it appears that the lack of riverine fauna cannot be used as an 

index of environmental conditions but rather some form of cultural 

practice which did not emphasize the taking of the variety of re

sources found in and along the rivers. Haury (1976:116) does mention 

the common presence of the fresh water clam (Anodonta) in trash samples 

and suggests that this riverine species was used as a food source. 

Unworked shell of this genus was recovered from both the Soho and the 

Civano phase sites at Escalante, but since this freshwater shell was 

also used for making jewelry during this period, it is not known if it 

was also used as a food item. The presence of this genus does indi

cate that water was available in the river, since this genus only 

inhabits aquatic environments. 

In conclusion, based upon the presence , and frequency of faunal 

material in known sites, there is little evidence for any change in 

faunal procurement between the Sacaton and the Soho phases in the 

Gila Basin. Rather, the evidence points to a close similarity and thus 

continuity between the two phases. Due to the lack of reporting 

(Fewkes 1912, Ambler 1961, Johnson 1964), no comparative material is 

available for the Soho Phase in the Gila Basin. 

Flora 

The use of plants by the inhabitants of the Escalante Ruin 

group has been documented through the use of several recovery methods. 

Pollen analysis was employed as one means of obtaining subsistence 

data (Spaulding 1974), and as a method was productive to some degree. 
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A total of 20 pollen samples, equally distributed between the Soho and 

the Civano phases, has been analyzed to date. During the excavations, 

when visible plant or perishable materials were encountered, they were 

removed and sent to Robert Hall, then ethncbotanist for the Arizona 

Archeological Center, National Park Service, in Tucson, for analysis. 

The results of his analysis have been published (Hall 1974). 

Numerous soil samples from room floors, pits, and trash mounds 

were subjected to flotation techniques to recover small plant remains. 

To date, 31 soil samples have been analyzed, 14 from Soho Phase con

texts and 17 from Civano Phase contexts, and considerable success was 

achieved through this method. While some results have been published 

(Debowski 1974), the majority of this material has not been reported 

but is included as an appendix to this dissertation (Appendix A). As 

with the faunal remains, the plant material obtained from the Soho 

Phase sites will be presented as a unit. 

By far the most productive provenience for plants during the 

Soho Phase was Room 7 at Az.U:15:27. It was fortunate indeed for the 

archaeologist that this room had burned during occupation, leaving a 

quantity of charred material on the floor. The macro-floral plant 

remains include corncobs, cotton seed, and mesquite pods. Cereus-type, 

Opuntia, Agave, Zea, and Cucurbitaceae pollen grains were identified 

in the pollen samples. Since most of these plants represented in the 

pollen are insect pollinated, and since Agave does not grow locally, 

it is clear that human action was responsible for the presence of the 

pollen. Furthermore, a total of 23 pollen types was reported for this 

room floor, in contrast to the mean of 16 types from most other 
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proveniences. (Spaulding 1974:262-268). It is likely that a number of 

the native plants represented were also brought into the room by the 

occupants. Certainly many of the annuals represented, such as 

Eriogonum and Plantago do have ethnographically recorded uses (Kearney 

and Peebles 1969). In addition to the evidence obtained from Room 7, 

both Zea and Cucurbitaceae pollen were also present in the adjoining 

trash mound. 

Additional evidence was obtained from AZ.U:15:32. Corncobs and 

corn pollen were recovered from the floor of Room 1, along with 

Cucurbitaceae pollen. Cotton seed was found on the floor of Room 2, 

and corncobs and mesquite pods were found on the floor of Room 3. 

Room 5 yielded corncobs, cotton seed, and Plantago seed. The stone 

lined pit located near Room 4 yielded a small quantity of Cereus-type 

pollen. Additional samples of corn in kernel and cupule form, were 

also recovered from the adjoining trash mound. 
/ 

Only limited sampling for subsistence data was accomplished 

at Az.U:15:22. Several samples taken from the floor of Room 2 yielded 

several Opuntia seeds and some unidentified legumes. 

Haury (1976) has suggested that the Hohokam at Snaketown 

relied upon corn, beans, mesquite, and sahuaro as the staple plant 

resources, while a wide variety of other plants, such as squash and 

Opuntia, were also used to supplement the plant diet. This position 

disagrees somewhat with the reconstruction presented by Bohrer (1970), 

wherein it is stated that mesquite was only relied upon during times 

of crop failures. Both Gasser (1976) and Doelle (1976) have questioned 

the grounds upon which this reconstruction is based; there now seems 
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to be little doubt that mesquite was a common and integral part of the 

diet, as it was with the historic period Pima and Papago (Castetter and 

Bell 1942). 

The Soho Phase plant assemblages suggest that corn and 

mesquite were common elements of the diet, while no evidence exists for 

domesticated beans. It is possible, if not probable, that a dependence 

upon the highly nutritional mesquite bean may be the reason why 

domesticated beans are not commonly found in Hohokam sites. Cereus-

type (Sahuaro?) pollen was also found in several sites, suggesting that 

this plant was also commonly used. Cucurbitaceae pollen was recovered 

from several proveniences from several sites and suggests usage of this 

family, but it is unknown whether the wild or domesticated varieties 
0 

were used during this phase. 

The direct evidence for plant use at Escalante during the Soho 

Phase, except for the absence of domesticated beans, can be seen to 

reflect those items thought to have been staples during the earlier 

periods at Snaketown. This reconstruction included the use of com, 

nesquite, and sahuaro, while these staples were supplemented by Agave 

from the mountains, a variety of annual native plants, and cacti in the 

family Opuntia. 

The common presence of cotton seed in the Soho Phase is sig

nificant. It suggests that cotton was either locally grown or that 

cotton seed was traded into the sites. Hall's (1974) analysis has 

indicated that the corn recovered from the Soho Phase sites falls 

within the range of the types grown during the pre-Classic Period at 

Snaketown and by the Pima and Papago. 



Ill 

While the above evidence is suggestive, it cannot be reliably 

employed to make statements about the relative dependence upon any 

specific plant. The presence of quantities of manos and metates at all 

of the sites does suggest, however, that corn represented a good portion 

of the subsistence base. Gasser (1976), in a recent general summary of 

the botanical material recovered from 21 Hohokam sites, concluded that 

the Hohokam were traditionally oriented toward a mixed diet consisting 

of domesticated and native plants, identical or at least similar to the 

pattern found among the Pima and the Papago. Ihe Escalante data fit 

comfortably within this reconstruction. 

Civano Phase Subsistence 

Fauna 

A total of 377 unworked bone elements, representing a minimum 

faunal count of 42 individuals, was recovered from the compound and the 

platform mound at Az.U:15:3 (Table 3). Hawk, quail, and the screech 

owl are present, representing species taken during the Soho Phase and 

during earlier phases at Snaketown. A single golden eagle (Aquila 

chrysaetos) is represented as well. Sparling (1974:237) has suggested 

that only the quail was taken as a food animal, while the larger birds 

were not eaten. The hawk, owl, and eagle were found buried in various 

rooms in the compound, thus contributing evidence on the ceremonial 

complex rather than on the subsistence system. 

Rabbits, both the cottontail and the jackrabbit, continue to be 

the most commonly represented animals used for food. A minimum count 

of 14 individuals is present, recovered from rooms in the compcpund and 
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Table 3. Fauna represented and minimum number of individuals (MNI) at 
the Civano Phase site, Az.U:15:3. 

MNI 

Mammals 
Mule Deer (Odocoileus hemionus) 2 
White Tail Deer (Odocoileus virginianus couesi) 1 
Cottontail Rabbit (Sylvilagus sp.) 8 
Jackrabbit (Lepus sp.] 6 
Rock Squirrel (Ammospermophilus variegatus) 2 
Spotted Ground Squirrel (flmmospermophilus spilosoma) 1 
Pocket Mouse (Perognathus sp.) 3 
Harvest Mouse CReithrodontomys sp.) 3 
Kangaroo Rat (pipodomys ordii) 2 
Hispid Cotton Rat (Sigmodon hispidus) 3 
Whitethroated Woodrat (Neotoma albigula) 1 

Domesticated Mammals 
Dog (Canis familiaris) 4 

Reptiles 
Regal Horned Lizard (Phrynosoma solare) 1 
Colubrid Snakes (nonpoisonous) ? 
Crotalid Snakes (poisonous) ? 

Birds 
Gambel's Quail CLophortyx gambelii) 2 
Swainson's Hawk (Buteo swainsoni) 1 
Screech Owl (Otus asio) 1 
Golden Eagle (Aqruila chrysaetos) 1 

Total 42 
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on the platform mound. Deer are also represented. Rats, mice, and 

squirrel are again represented in small numbers as they were in the 

Soho Phase sites. As mentioned earlier, it is not certain whether the 

small rodents and mammals were eaten or whether they represent intru-

sives which occupied the site after its abandonment by the Hohokam. 

As was the case at Snaketown and at the Soho Phase sites at 

Escalante, the Civano Phase faunal assemblage again reflects a lack of 

riverine fauna. Only a few small fish vertebrae were recovered, while 

turtle and waterfowl are absent. The presence of the fresh water clam 

(Anodonta) may suggest some use of the river. 

The Civano Phase faunal assemblage, except for its smaller 

size, is essentially the same as that recovered from the Soho Phase 

sites. Some differences may be seen, such as the presence of the 

turkey in the Soho Phase and its absence in the Civano Phase, while 

the golden eagle is present only in the Civano Phase. The dependence 

upon rabbit is seen in both the Soho and the Civano phases and reflects 

the pattern established earlier at Snaketown. While deer were common 

in the Snaketown assemblage and the Soho Phase assemblage at Escalante, 

fewer deer are represented in the Civano Phase assemblage at the 

Escalante Ruin. 

The evidence from the Escalante Ruin group supports the in

ference of similarity in the animals taken between the Sacaton Phase 

at Snaketown and the end of the Classic Period at Escalante. This 

determination agrees well with Grady's (1976:106) summary of Hohokam 

subsistence, wherein Classic Period faunal assemblages are seen to be 

similar to those of earlier periods. Fewkes (1912:146) notes that 



antelope/ turkey, rabbit, and bear bones are identifiable in the bone 

tool collection at Casa Grange, which may suggest that some variability 

existed in local hunting practices during the Classic Period in the 

Gila Basin. 

Flora 

The plant remains recovered from the Civano Phase Escalante 

Ruin reveal that the Hohokam were utilizing a variety of plants, in

cluding both domesticated crops and native plants; some of die native 

plants were not locally available. A listing of the plants recovered 

from several rooms will immediately reveal the variety of plants used 

during this phase. From Rooms 15 and 20, both burned storage rooms 

located in Plaza II, the following plants were recovered, most in small 

quantity: cotton seed (Gossypium sp.), mesquite (Prosopis sp.), yucca 

leaves (Yucca sp.), corn (Zea mays), Chenopodium seeds, Cleome seeds, 

squash seeds (Cucurbita digitata), an acorn cap (Quercus sp.), and a 

single juniper seed (Juniperus sp.). From Rooms 1 and 2, both repre

senting large special vise rooms, the following plants were recovered: 

corn, mesquite, cotton, paloverde (Cercidium microphyllum), and 

domesticated beans (Phaseolus sp.). Room 10, a small storage room, 

yielded corn, cotton seed, unidentified legumes, and Ceanothus seeds. 

A vessel found implanted in the floor of Plaza I yielded numerous 

corncobs. Rooms 5, 17, and 20 in the compound and Rooms 1 and 9 on 

the platform mound yielded macro-floral and palynological evidence for 

the use of Opuntia and Cereus-type cacti. The stone-lined pit found 
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in Plaza II yielded a sizeable quantity of Opuntia pollen, probably 

cholla. 

From this mass of data a number of important observations can 

be made. Hall (1974) found corn, usually in cob or kernel form, in 23 

of 35 samples of macro-floral remains analyzed. Gasser (see Appendix 

A) found corn in 15 of 31 flotation samples, and evidence of corn was 

found in a minimum of 12 rooms both in the compound and on the platform 

mound. Corn is by far the most common plant recovered from the 

Escalante Ruin. The common presence of corn, in addition to the 

finding of numerous ground stone implements, suggests that corn was 

indeed a staple in the Civano Phase at Escalante. Mesquite is also 

common, represented in 8 of the 31 flotation samples. Hall (1974:208) 

identified a cache of over 1,000 mesquite seeds found in Room 9 on top 

of the platform mound. He noted that while most of the seeds appeared 

to not be charred, some charred seed and seed fragments were found. 

The interpretation of this cache is made less secure when it is known 

that a rodent nest was located nearby, but the charring of some of the 

seeds may indicate that they are in fact prehistoric. 

A small number of domesticated beans were found in the Civano 

Phase site. The beans are charred, thus making their identification 

somewhat difficult, but they have been tentatively identified as 

Phaseolus lunatus. Several kinds of squash were also identified, 

probably representing both domesticated and native species. Gourd 

rinds were found in Rooms 1 and 7 in the compound, and are tentatively 

identified as Cucurbita digitata or C. foetidissima and C. pepo, 

respectively. 
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The common use of' various cacti, including sahuaro, cholla, and 

prickly pear, and possibly hedgehog, is documented by the finding of 

seeds and pollen grains in at least six different rooms. Other native 

plants, some of which are locally available, such as Chenopodium 

Euphorbia, and Plantago, were also utilized. Exotic species used 

include Yucca, juniper, oak, Cleome, and Ceanothus. These species 

could have been collected in the Buttes Reservoir area, located 30 km 

(20 mi) to the east of Escalante. 

Another ingportant observation to be made is the common presence 

of cotton seed, found in 11 of 31 samples. Cotton seed occurs in 

storage rooms, habitation rooms, and special use rooms. A textile 

fragment was found in a flotation sample obtained from the floor of 

Room 1, and a small mass of spun but unwoven cotton fiber was also 

obtained from the floor of this room. The common occurrence of cotton 

seed in a variety of proveniences at the Escalante Ruin suggests that 

it was not traded into the site but was locally grown, at least during 

the Civano Phase. The additional presence of spun but unwoven fiber 

and finished textiles further suggests that cotton products were also 

made at Escalante during the Civano Phase. Cotton seed may have also 

been used as a food item. 

The plant remains found at the Escalante Ruin reveal that corn 

and mesquite were the most commonly used plants. These staples were 

supplemented by squash, beans, cactus and native annuals, and, to some 

degree, by non-local native plant products. This complex is similar if 

not identical to that reported by Haury (19 76) for the Hohokam of 

Snaketown, and seems to indicate a strong continuity in the use of 
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plant resources from the Sacaton Phase through the Civano Phase. One 

interesting observation to be made on the Escalante data resides in 

the use of a number of non-local plants during the Civano Phase, which 

suggests either increased time investment in traveling to more distant 

locations to secure additional food items, or some increase in trade 

for such items with other Hohokam populations living along the Gila 

River to the east of Escalante. 

Discussion 

The evidence from Escalante does not readily support past 

attempts to envision the late Classic Period as a time of increasing 

dependence upon non-agricultural resources (Schroeder 1953, Weaver 

1973:82, Smith in press). It is clear that many non-domesticated 

species such as cacti, legumes, and annuals were commonly used, but at 

Escalante, these species appear to have been overshadowed by the 

importance of corn. As was indicated for the Soho Phase, subsistence 

products consisted of a mixed diet of domesticated and native plants, 

and this reconstruction appears to hold true for the Civano Phase at 

Escalante as well. This agrees well with the situation found at Casa 

Grande, where "masses" of burned corn, beans, and mesquite beans were 

recovered from rooms in compound A (Fewkes 1912:150). 

From the Salt River Valley, data recently obtained (Hall n.d., 

Gasser 1976) from the numerous Classic Period sites also indicate that 

subsistence was also based upon a mixed diet of native and domesticated 

plants. Corn was by far the most commonly represented plant at Las 

Colinas, occurring in 19 of 37 samples (Hall n.d.). Mesquite was the 
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next most frequent plant, occurring in only 5 of 37 samples. These data 

suggest that agriculture was common in both the Salt and the Gila 

rivers during the Civano Phase/ further questioning the aforementioned 

argument of increased dependence upon native flora during the late 

Classic Period. However, this position does not consider the varia

bility now known to exist in subsistence and settlement during the 

Classic Period, a subject to be discussed in a later chapter. 



CHAPTER 6 

AN EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE HYPOTHESES 
FOR THE SOHO PHASE 

The new data obtained from the recent excavations in the 

Escalante Ruin group may now be incorporated into a discussion of the 

various hypotheses which have been proposed to explain the Soho Phase 

Hohokam cultural development. These hypotheses encompass more than 

three centuries of Hohokam prehistory and make use of much divergent 

material. It is therefore necessary to subdivide this long time 

period into several shorter more manageable units. The organizational 

framework employed here will be to divide the Classic Period into the 

two traditionally recognized phases, the Soho (A.D. 1150-1300) and the 

Civano (A.D. 1300-1450). Furthermore, the data described from the 

Escalante Ruin group cannot be understood without placing them within 

the larger framework of Hohokam archaeology, and it is necessary to 

draw upon the larger comparative base available for the Hohokam. 

Early Hypotheses Regarding the 
Soho Phase 

The early work accomplished by Cushing at Los Muertos and at 

Casa Grande by Fewkes (Cushing 1890, Fewkes 1912) was not directed 

toward developing a chronology; both researchers seemed to operate 

within a synchronic framework and generally to disregard chronology. 

Neither Cushing nor Fewkes recognized separate phases within the 

Classic Period. In 1924, Kidder questioned some of Cushing's 

119 
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sociological inferences on the Classic Period by stating that the 

observed differences in ceramics, architecture, and burial pattern 

could be due to chronological differences and not social differences 

(Kidder 1962:302). Kidder lamented the lack of stratigraphic studies 

and stated that until such work was done, the archaeology of the 

desert region would remain poorly understood. 

The problem of developing a cultural sequence for the desert 

was first approached by Gladwin and his newly formed Gila Pueblo 

research facility during the late 1920s and the decade of the 1930s 

(Gladwin 1928, Gladwin and Gladwin 1929, Haury 1932, Gladwin and others 

1937, Gladwin 1937). Gladwin's work in the Hohokam area began at Casa 

Grande National Monument. Through his stratigraphic work in the trash 

mounds and in several architectural features, he determined that the 

Casa Grande was late in the cultural sequence, and evidence indicated 

the existence of several earlier phases of culture at Casa Grande 

which were not characterized by massive architecture. He then pro

ceeded to work back in time from the known to the unknown, and even

tually produced the first synthesis of both the Classic and pre-Classic 

periods (Gladwin and others 1937). 

While the Pioneer through the Sedentary periods were interpreted 

as an evolutionary sequence within a single cultural tradition, 

Gladwin and his associates proposed that the Classic Period represented 

a time of transition and great cultural change, stimulated early on and 

finally overwhelmed by the puebloan Salado. The Classic Period was 

seen to be preceded by a late phase of the Sedentary Period, the 

Santan Phase, defined in the Gila Basin at Adamsville (Gladwin and 



Gladwin 1929). This phase was represented by the appearance of Santan 

Red, "a bright red type with smoke blackened interior and a mat, un

polished exterior" (Gladwin and others 1937:264). Houses were made of 

post-reinforced adobe, were sometimes contiguous, and were enclosed 

within a compound wall. Cremation was seen to shift from the typical 

Sacaton Phase pit type to one wherein the incinerated remains were 

placed in urns prior to burial. Since red pottery, contiguous houses, 

and compounds were then defined as Salado traits, the presence of these 

traits in the Gila Basin indicated the acceptance of intrusive traits, 

but not people, on the part of the Hohokam. 

According to Gladwin, the Santan Phase ended and the Soho Phase 

began when the above traits crystallized into a pattern sometime around 

A. D. 1200. Contiguous rooms, compound walls, thick-walled surface 

structures, and the disappearance of fine arts such as figurines and 

carved stone were seen as diagnostics of this phase. Gladwin believed 

that this pattern was the result of the increased infusion of Salado 

people and ideas, and that any development occurring after A.D. 1200 

could not reliably be attributed to the Hohokam (Gladwin and others 

1937:265). Gladwin further notes that while the appearance of Salado 

people in the Gila Basin was certain, the Soho Phase was not well 

defined as a phase. 

Haury (1945a:204) was much more cautious than Gladwin in 

attributing the Soho Phase to the Salado. He noted what appeared to 

be a relocation of villages at the beginning of the Classic Period and 

suggested that a disruptive influence of some kind was indicated, but 

that this occurred at least 100 years before his proposed Salado 
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migration into the area. He further noted that as of 1945, the Soho 

and Civano phases had not been clearly separated, and that the Soho 

Phase was poorly understood. 

Shortly thereafter, Schroeder introduced a new concept into the 

Hohokam literature. His position stated that the Salado never migrated 

into the Gila-Salt drainage, but that around A.D. 1150 the area was 

invaded by large numbers of southern Sinagua, producing a Hohokam-

Sinagua blend (Schroeder 1947, 1952, 1953, 1960). This movement of 

Sinagua into the area was to account for the presence of smudged red-

ware, extended burials, and post-reinforced architecture. Eventually, 

the Hohokam pattern became submerged into this cultural blend to the 

point that by A.D. 1300 little Hohokam material could be identified. 

Schroeder also felt that the platform mounds found in the Soho Phase 

were due to the Sinaguan preference for building upon elevations, and 

that the compound architecture could be traced to the courtyard sites 

of the Cohonina area. 

Ferdon (1955) presented a different reconstruction of the 

Classic Period, asserting that the period was dominated by a group of 

immigrants from Mesoamerica. He suggested that there was no evidence 

pointing to a local development of the architectural features such as 

compounds, platform mounds, and big houses, while many similarities 

were found between the Hohokam forms and those found to the south. 

Although he mentions the possibility that such features could have been 

introduced by pochteca traders, he felt that the features were more 

likely introduced by small groups of immigrants. The intrusion of 

Mesoamerican people into the Hohokam area was thought to be due to the 



general political unrest characteristic of the late Toltec period. 

Although Ferdon suggests that the Classic Period was dominated by 

intrusive Mesoamerican people, he also suggested that the presence of 

Sinagua or Salado people was responsible for the introduction of the 

puebloan traits such as extended burials and polychrome pottery. Al

though Ferdon did note the almost complete lack of Mesoamerican-like 

arts and crafts in the Classic Period, he suggested that the lack of 

such evidence did not disprove his hypothesis (Ferdon 1955:29). 

It can be seen that a variety of interpretations have been 

proposed to account for the changes which are observable in the Soho 

Phase, and from these several conclusions may be drawn. First, all of 

these early interpretations were based upon a meager data base; site 

descriptions for Soho Phase material remain rare today. The early 

reconstructions did not have the advantage of the data that have become 

available since the early 1960s. None of the proposed hypotheses fully 

conform to the set of conditions established by Rouse (1958) for 

identifying migrations in the archaeological record, which are: (1) 

identify the migrating people as an intrusive unit in the region it has 

penetrated, (2) trace this unit back to its homeland, (3) determine 

that all occurrences of the unit are contemporaneous, (4) establish the 

existence of favorable conditions for migration, and (5) demonstrate 

that some other hypothesis such as independent invention or diffusion 

of traits does not better fit the facts of the situation. 

The common denominator seen in all of these early interpreta

tions was the idea that a dramatic change had occurred. Second, the 

tactic was to look for areas outside the Hohokam area which contained 
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the "intruded" traits in question and then draw cultural implications 

from these congparisons. This approach does not conform to Rouse's 

(1958:66) criteria wherein alternatives to a proposed migration explana

tion must be demonstrated to be inadequate to explain the observed 

events. A model can be developed to account for the Sacaton-Soho 

transition which does not rely on migration ejqplanations, and such a 

model will be presented shortly. First, it is necessary to examine 

some of the key traits which have been vised in the past and why these 

traditional interpretations now seem to be less than satisfying. 

The Ceramic Argument 

One of the traditional problems associated with the beginning 

of the Classic Period is a change in ceramic assemblages. The assumed 

decrease in the production of red-on-buff and the rapid development of 

redware ceramics have been used to suggest a change in culture (and 

people) or at least to be indicative of a dramatic move away from 

traditional ceramic practices (Schroeder 1953, Haury 1045a). Closer 

inspection of several problems in the context of the modern data base 

suggests a different reconstruction from those presented in decades 

past. 

Decorated Ceramics 

Haury originally suggested (Gladwin and others 1937:177) that 

approximately 40 percent of the pottery produced during the Sacaton 

Phase at Snaketown was of the red-on-buff type. His more recent 

analysis has reached the same conclusion (Haury 1976:205). That the 

two excavations at Snaketown, both based upon large samples, reached 
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the same conclusion is good evidence that the 40 percent figure is a 

reliable estimate for the production of red-on-buff pottery at Snake-

town during the Sacaton Phase. Haury (1976:210) further states that 

the production of red-on-buff in the preceding Santa Cruz Phase was 

only slightly lower than that of the Sacaton Phase. Schroeder's 

(1940:119-120) survey in the Salt River Valley produced slightly 

different results, but his estimate was that 30 percent of the pottery 

produced in the Sacaton Phase in this area was red-on-buff. This was 

seen to contrast sharply to the 11 percent figure for the ensuing Soho 

Phase and the 2.7 percent figure for the Civano Phase. Hammack's 

(1969:22) recent work in Classic Period material at Las Colinas in the 

Salt River Valley has indicated that less than 5 percent of the pottery 

was decorated, including both polychrome and red-on-buff. Since this 

site was occupied throughout the Classic Period, and since the final 

report is not yet available, it is impossible to divide this figure 

into phase estimates. Regardless, all of the evidence presented does 

suggest that indeed a great reduction in the manufacture of red-on-buff 

pottery did occur between the Sacaton Phase and the Soho Phase in the 

Gila-Salt region. 

However, if we use estimates from several other sites, we can 

arrive at a different conclusion. Wasley and Johnson (1965:27-28) 

report that on the basis of a large sample of sherds from the Gatlin 

Site, dating primarily to the late Sacaton Phase, only 10 percent of 

the pottery was Sacaton red-on-buff. This is interesting in that the 

Gatlin Site is the only Hohokam ceremonial center documented to date 

while it is characterized by a much lower percentage of decorated 
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east of Florence, Wasley and Benham (1968:264) report that approximately 

15 percent of the pottery was red-on-buff, dating to the early Sacaton 

Phase, Recent investigations at the Midvale Site (Schoenwetter, 

Gaines, and Weaver 1973:114), located along the lower course of Queen 

Creek, concluded that red-on-buff corrprised only 11 percent of the 

total ceramic assemblage, most of it dating to the Sacaton Phase. 

Based upon sanples of several thousand sherds from the two Sacaton 

Phase pithouses and associated trash areas at Escalante, Sacaton Red-

on-buff comprised approximately 13 percent of the assemblage. 

To continue this investigation further afield, Weaver (1974: 

281) found that red-on-buff pottery represented less than 8 percent at 

the Sacaton Phase Westwing Site, located along the Agua Fria River. 

In slightly earlier Colonial Period contexts, we find that red-on-buff 

pottery represented less than 15 percent of the assemblage at the 

Beardsley Canal Site (Weed 1972:73) and less than 5 percent at the 

Henderson Site (Weed and Ward 1970:10); both bf these sites are 

located to the north of the core area along the Agua Fria. 

The figures presented above suggest that the 40 percent figure 

for red-on-buff production during the Sacaton Phase may not be re

flective of the regional pattern. The above estimates, also based upon 

reliable excavated data, indicate that during the Sacaton Phase red-

on-buff pottery ranged from between 10 and 15 percent at several sites 

in the Gila River area and between 5 and 15 percent in the northern 

areas. These data suggest that our estimate for the Sacaton Phase has 

been unduly inflated due to the emphasis upon a single site, Snaketown. 



The high percentage of red-on-buff pottery found at Snaketown during 

the Sacaton Phase may be due to the fact that the site was a major 

locus of ceramic production, with a portion of this production geared 

toward a trade market. This would account for the striking homo

geneity found in the type Sacaton Red-on-buff on many widespread sites, 

and would also conform to Haury's (1976:194) observation that during 

the Sacaton Phase there was a trend toward mass production of ceramics 

at Snaketown. Haury (1976:194-197) was even able to define ceramic 

production areas at Snaketown, which was a first in Hohokam archaeology. 

If we consider Snaketown as a major center of ceramic produc

tion, and if we consider the average amount of decorated pottery on • 

other Sacaton Phase sites in the Gila Basin to range between 10 and 15 

percent, then the 10 percent average for Casa Grande Red-on-buff during 

the Soho Phase at Escalante can be seen in a somewhat different per

spective. The differences in the production of red-on-buff pottery 

between the Sacaton and the Soho phases appears not to be as dramatic 

as once supposed. Past investigators may have relied upon a biased 

sample while the regional variability remained unknown until recently. 

Stylistically and technologically, Casa Grande Red-on-buff 

exhibits strong continuity within the Hohokam buffware tradition, as 

has been noted by Haury (1976:203, 205) and others. The decorative 

techniques derive from the earlier Sacaton Phase style of paneling 

the design field, creating a woven effect. Casa Grande Red-on-buff 

does exhibit a strong tendency toward the use of more open space 

between panels, a situation transitional between the Sacaton style and 

historic Pima styles. Jar forms predominate in Casa Grande Red-on-buff, 
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suggesting another continuity from the Sacaton Phase. Hie Gila 

shoulder continues from the Sacaton Phase but undergoes slight altera

tions in placement. Probably the most obvious change between the 

Sacaton Phase and the Soho Phase buffware is the different treatment 

of the rim, wherein Sacaton forms are short and sharply outcurving, 

while Soho forms are vertical and only slightly flaring. A transi

tional treatment of rim forms has been discovered in the Casa Grande 

Rsd-on-buff assemblage from Las Colinas, thus presenting the first 

good evidence of the transition from the Sacaton to the Soho phase 

styles. 

Plainware Ceramics 

The plainware from the Soho Phase can also be seen as well 

within the long-lived tradition of Gila Plain. Vessel shapes, tech

nology, and rim forms are similar to those found in pre-Classic 

assemblages. The most obvious difference between the plainware of the 

pre-Classic period and of the Classic Period is the relative emphasis 

placed upon striated exterior finish during the Classic Period. How

ever, the practice of striating exterior surfaces goes back to at least 

the Colonial Period (Gladwin and Gladwin 1933:25-26, Plate IX). One 

attribute which also seems to shift in emphasis is the relative 

frequency of mica; pre-Classic buffware and plainware is normally 

heavily micaceous while Classic Period pottery exhibits an often marked 

reduction in mica content. Other than this apparent change, which may 

have begun in the Sedentary Period, the Hohokam plainware of the 

Sacaton and Soho phases appears to exhibit strong continuity. 
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Re dw are Ce rami cs 

Undoubtedly, the most difficult Soho Phase development to 

interpret is the marked increase in the local production of slipped and 

smudged redware pottery. It is the presence of this pottery, along 

with other presumed intrusive traits, which has prompted some authors 

to suggest intrusions of people into the Gila-Salt during this time 

period of A. D. 1150-1300 (Schroeder 1953, Gladwin and others 1937). 

Gladwin has stated that Gila Fed, the early Classic Period redware, was 

derived from the Mogollon and was made in the Gila Basin after A.D. 

1200 (Gladwin and others 1937:265). Schroeder (1952) attributed the 

redware to a Sinaguan migration at around A.D. 1150. Haury (1945a: 

20 7) suggested that the slipped and smudged wares were due to contacts 

with the Salado. These interpretations were based upon several 

assumptions. First, the Hohokam sequence, after the Pioneer Period, 

exhibited little redware prior to the Classic Period. Second, the 

small amount of redware found in the Sacaton Phase lacked smudging, and 

since smudging was earlier elsewhere, it was considered to be an in

trusive trait. While several of these assumptions are at least 

partially correct, the conclusion which followed, that a migration 

occurred, is not borne out by evidence obtained since these early 

theories were proposed. 

Considerable research accomplished within the past two decades, 

while not contributing any definitive results, can be summarized to 

characterize more fully the range of variation and chronology for the 

late Hohokam redwares. Wasley and Johnson (Johnson 1964, Wasley and 

Johnson 1965, Wasley 1966) have suggested that redware pottery did not 
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preceding period of experimentation in ceramic technology. Wasley 

(1966) has suggested that Gila Red may have developed from a combina

tion of attributes found on several different pottery types of the 

Sacaton Phase, including Sacaton (Gila). Smudged and Sacaton Fed; 

both of these types occur in low frequency in sites in the Gila Basin 

between Snaketown and Gila Bend. Wasley further suggested that with 

the addition of Santan Red, an exterior slipped, blackened interior 

type (Gladwin and Gladwin 1933:28-29), to the ceramic assemblage, 

the transition from the Sacaton Phase to the Soho Phase represented a 

lineal developmental sequence. 

Hayden (1957:184-185) described a redware from Pueblo Grande, 

labeled Huamanui Red, which was associated with "degenerate" Sacaton 

Red-on-buff in a Santan (late Sacaton or early Soho) Phase context. 

Huamanui Red, apparently similar to the Wingfield Slipped Series 

(cf. Masse 1976:28), was present in both smudged and unsmudged 

varieties. Weaver (1974) reported smudging as a common attribute for 

a Sacaton Phase assemblage from the Agua Fria River area. Ambler 

(1961:71) reports highly polished and smudged Gila Plain from the 

Sacaton Phase at Casa Grande. Recent survey work by the Arizona State 

Museum in the Buttes Reservoir area (Debowski and others 1976) 

recorded sites, such as- Az.U:16:27, which had Santa Cruz Red-on-buff 

and Sacaton Red-on-buff associated with Gila Red-like smudged redware. 

Smudging and dark surfaces are common attributes for the Rillito and 

Rincon phase ceramics, the Tucson Basin equivalent of Santa Cruz and 

Sacaton Phase Hohokam in the Gila Basin (Doyel 1977, Greenleaf 1975a). 
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With this background, it may be useful to consider the diag

nostic attributes for the early Classic Period redware. Schroeder 

(1952) and Haury (1945a) have suggested that smudged interiors, 

polishing striations, and fire clouding are all common diagnostics for 

Gila Red, the common Soho Phase redware. It has already been mentioned 

that polishing striations are common on the plainware of the pre-Classic 

period, while it is true that more emphasis was placed upon polishing 

striations as a decorative technique during the Classic Period (Haury 

1945a:84-85). I have reviewed the evidence for the rather widespread 

but limited use of smudged interiors during the Sacaton Phase; smudging 

as a technological attribute is now known to be present prior to the 

Soho Phase. Fire clouding is a characteristic attribute of Hohokam 

plainware throughout the sequence (Haury 1976:223) and surely cannot 

be seen as an intrusive trait. 

All of the above evidence suggests that the diagnostic attri

butes of Gila Red are present as a part of the Hohokam ceramic tech

nology by the Sacaton Phase. The Sacaton Phase can be envisioned, as 

Wasley suggests, as a time when these attributes were being experi

mented with, and their combination eventually culminated in the early 

Classic Period type Gila Red. A developmental period can be hypothe

sized for the Hohokam redwares, and there appears to be no need to 

attribute this development to the intrusion of non-Hohokam people to 

account for the Classic Period redwares. 

Several additional reasons can be proposed for envisioning 

Gila Red as a Hohokam type. The Gila Red from the Soho Phase confounds 

at Escalante conforms to the range of earlier Hohokam vessel shapes 



(Doyel 1974:Plate 11). To this can be added Haury's observation thai: 

Gila Red was manufactured using the paddle-and-anvil method (Haury 

1945a:81). 

Chronologically, Gila Red is now considered to be earlier in 

the Gila-Salt area than elsewhere. The dates from Escalante suggest 

that Gila Red was a well-developed pottery type by A. D. 1150, which 

conforms with Schroeder's date and contrasts with Gladwin's date of 

post A. D. 1200. The only known early date for Gila Red outside the 

Gila-Salt area is the newly introduced Miami Phase occupation of the 

Miami-Globe area (Doyel 1976a, 1976b, n.d.) During the Miami Phase, 

Gila Red was made with local materials and accompanied by Gila Plain 

but without decorated pottery between A.D. 1150 and 1200. Since only 

a limited amount of information is available regarding this early 

phase, its exact relationship with the Soho Phase in the Gila Basin 

will remain only poorly understood until more research is accomplished. 

Available evidence does suggest that Gila Red as la recognizable type 

is earliest in the Gila-Salt area. 

The argument has been presented that the development of the 

Classic Period redware can be traced to the preceding Sacaton Phase 

ceramic assemblage which contained the attributes found on the Soho 

Phase type Gila Red. A developmental or experimental phase is sug

gested by the widespread but limited use of attributes such as slipping 

and smudging of pottery during the Sacaton Phase. These attributes 

were added to the standard Hohokam attributes of striating surfaces 

and fire clouding which, when combined, culminated in the distinctive 

Classic Period redware complex. The fact that Gila Red occurs 
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earliest in the Gila-Salt area in an area of high density production, 

and in the context of an experimental phase which preceded its 

development, suggests that Gila Red should be considered a Hohokam 

pottery'type, and not Sinaguan, Mogollon, or Saladoan. The presence of 

new attributes, such as smudging, can surely be attributed to contacts 

of less magnitude than migration. Weaver (1972) has suggested that 

some of the Classic Period traits may have been introduced to the 

Gila-Salt area by Hohokam people who moved into the area when outlying 

settlements were abandoned during the Sacaton Phase. Such a process is 

conceivable, if movements of people must be envisioned to account for 

the introduction of such traits. 

A summary of recently obtained data has suggested that the 

development of the Classic Period redware complex is interpretable as 

a slow change within the context of a single ceramic tradition. In 

short, Soho Phase ceramics, including the buffware, plainware, and the 

redware, are most easily interpreted as Hohokam, with no evidence to 

support migration hypotheses. 

Burial Pattern 

A second key element in arguments regarding Classic Period 

culture history involves the significant changes which occurred in 

the burial pattern, generally seen as a trend away from cremation and 

toward the increased frequency of inhumation. Gladwin (1937) suggested 

that the extended burials of the Classic Period were the result of 

contacts with the Salado. Haury (1945a) noted the apparent association 

of cremation with red-on-buff pottery and inhumation with polychrome 



134 

pottery at Los Muertos and suggested that the inhumations represented 

the resident Salado population. Schroeder (1952) first questioned the 

Salado hypothesis, noting that extended burial occurred in the Soho 

Phase without polychrome pottery; he concluded that the burials were 

Sinaguan. 

Recent work has again questioned the above-mentioned hypotheses, 

and a change in thinking seems in order. Sayles (in Gladwin and 

others 1937:93) reported 10 inhumations from Snaketown; several were 

associated with Sacaton Red-on-buff pottery. Haury (1976:172) de

scribed four additional Sacaton Phase inhumations from Snaketown. 

These inhumations were considered to be aberrant, since the predominant 

burial style during the Sacaton Phase was cremation. Hayden (1957: 

184-186) reported a combination of cremation and inhumation from 

Pueblo Grande and La Ciudad; both styles were apparently associated 

with degenerate Sacaton Red-on-buff pottery. 

The current interpretation for this shift from cremation to 

inhumation burial in the Classic Period postulates a slow transition 

from a point in time when cremation was popular to a later point in 

time when inhumation burial became the favored form of burial (Johnson 

1964, Wasley, 1966, Weaver 1976). This position is based in part upon 

the current feeling that redware pottery is a Hohokam product, since 

redware is the most commonly associated pottery type in Classic Period 

burials. While I agree with the postulated shift in preference for 

one style over the other, this position does not really account for 

the amount of variation found in Classic Period burial assemblages. A 
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review of some of the available evidence indicates that more work is 

needed. 

Johnson (1964) found both inhumation and cremation burials in 

a Soho Phase site near Snaketown. Gladwin (1928:17) and ittibler (1961) 

found an exclusive use of cremation in Soho Phase sites at Casa Grande 

National Monument, while Doyel (1974) found an exclusive use of in

humation in the three Soho Phase compounds at Escalante. The use of 

several different burial styles within a small distance and in the 

context of what are probably overlapping occupations suggests that 

several competing values or attitudes may have been present in the 

Gila Basin during the Soho Phase. The associated ceramics/ including 

Casa Grande Red-on-buff, Gila Red, and Gila Plain, with both cremations 

and inhumations, suggest that the burials were all of Hohokam affinity, 

further emphasizing the possibility that several different attitudes 

were present within a single local population. This contrast is made 

more distinct when spatial considerations enter into the discussion. 

Cremation burials are most often found localized in a cemetery area, 

while inhumations are often found randomly placed in trash mounds or 

in other extramural areas (Johnson 1964, Haury 1976). 

These data suggest that the Soho Phase was a time of shifting 

burial preferences, as has been suggested by numerous investigators. 

Since these different practices have consistently associated Hohokam 

ceramics, the change in burial pattern can be seen to have occurred 

within the context of a single cultural tradition. The wide range of 

formal-spatial variation found in the Soho Phase burial assemblages, 

especially when compared to the much more highly structured and 
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standardized pattern of earlier phases, may suggest a breakdown of 

traditional religious concepts. 

The precise origin for the particular inhumation style found in 

the Soho Phase, typically an extended dorsal pattern, cannot be 

identified at this time. As Stanislawski (1963) points out, extended 

burials are common in many parts of the Southwest after A.D. 1100, thus 

the presence of extended burials does not necessarily point to either 

a Sinaguan or a Saladoan source. Appiarently, the change cannot be seen 

as coming from the Ootam-Dragoon or Casas Grandes areas as these areas 

generally utilized the Mogollon pattern of flexed inhumation (Tuthill 

1947, Di Peso 1974). Johnson (1964) has suggested that extended 

burials also occur at this time in the Papagueria, as was suggested by 

the work of Haury (Haury and others 1950). Weed and Ward (1970) 

report extended inhumations from the Colonial Period Henderson Site 

and it is possible, as Weaver (1972) suggests, that Hohokam populations 

returning from peripheral areas to the core area may have introduced 

new behavioral practices. 

To summarize, recently obtained data suggest that the change 

from cremation to inhumation burial began during the Sacaton Phase and 

increased during the Soho Phase. Since the inhumations are associated 

with Hohokam pottery, this change can be best interpreted as a shift 

in preference within a single cultural tradition. This shift can be 

seen as incomplete in the Soho Phase, as urn cremation was still 

popular during the Civano .Phase (Haury 1945a, 1976). When compared to 

the Sacaton Phase style, the Soho Phase burial pattern appears to be 

variable, suggesting that attitudes related to the treatment of the 
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dead were undergoing considerable change. Several apparently competing 

styles existed exclusive of other styles at different sites, while a 

mixed pattern is present at other Soho Phase sites. The existence of 

such a pattern, with mutually exclusive styles present at different 

sites in conjunction with the general lack of grave goods, suggests 

that the change resided primarily in the religious system and not in 

the socioeconomic system; the change appears to be one of changing 

values, not necessarily one of differential status. 

Architecture 

A most perplexing problem associated with the Soho Phase is 

the great amount of variability in architectural features which develop 

during this time period. Along with the aforementioned changes in 

ceramic and burial assemblages, the architectural changes have been 

explained by some investigators as a result of the migration of non-

Hohokam populations into the area, attributed to various Saladoan, 

Sinaguan, or Mesoamerican populations. Gladwin (1957) emphasized the 

appearance of the compound architectural style along with above-ground 

caliche-adobe room architecture and attributed these features to the 

Salado. Schroeder (1953) emphasized the appearance of post-reinforced 

rooms, a purportedly Sinaguan trait, while Ferdon (1955) focused upon 

the Mesoamerican quality of the platform mounds and the often asso

ciated compounds. Again, these investigators did not have a clearly 

developed chronology to use, nor did they have the large amount of 

data now available for comparison. A reanalysis of Soho Phase 

architecture, focusing upon room construction confounds, and platform 
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mounds, will be presented to suggest that a developmental sequence is 

now available for the Gila-Salt area which exhibits a basically 

Hohokam structure but may also suggest intrusive Mesoamerican 

elements in some aspects. 

Domestic Structures 

A general trend found in the Soho Phase was a shift from the 

standard Hohokam brush and mud, rectangular to oval shaped, pit house 

to a variety of new domestic house types. This shift was character

ized by a widespread period of experimentation (Ambler 1961:171, 

Johnson 1964:159, Doyel 1976b:29), and only general information is 

available regarding the pattern or trend of this change. 

At Casa Grande, Ambler (1961:58-79) found a series of Soho 

Phase rooms, none of which were contiguous, and none were enclosed by 

a compound. Rooms were rectangular in shape and appear to have 

2 
averaged around 20 to 25 m of floor space. Walls were constructed 

using both the solid-walled and the post-reinforced construction tech

niques, and some rooms appear to have beam supported roofs. Some 

houses were built in pits while others were built level to the ground 

surface. Most of the structures appear to have had ground level 

entryways. 

Johnson (1964) excavated two Soho Phase structures located 

along the Gila River near Snaketown. Both structures were isolated 

single-room features which were not surrounded by a compound. One 

structure was of the solid-walled type while the second was of the 

jacal post-reinforced type. Both structures were rectangular in shape, 
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had centered doorways and centered firehearths, and ranged from 23 to 

2 
31 m in floor area. 

The Gladwins published brief reports on their work at Sacaton 

9:6 and at Adamsville in material dating to the Soho Phase (Gladwin 

1928, Gladwin and Gladwin 1929, Gladwin 1957). Apparently, Sacaton 

9:6 was an early Soho Phase compound which enclosed several large 

internal plaza areas and at least 10 rooms. It is interesting to note 

that both the thin post-reinforced wall and the more massive solid-wall 

techniques were present at this site, even in the same walls. Sacaton 

9:6 is unusual in that it is the only apparently Soho Phase site which 

exhibits the use of contiguous walled structures. 

Other Soho Phase sites reported from the Gila Basin are the 

three compounds located in the Escalante Ruin group and described in 

an earlier section of this manuscript. At Escalante, it is clear that 

in several cases rooms were constructed prior to the construction of an 

enclosing compound, while in a third case (Az.U:15:32) the compound 

appeared to be one of the earliest features constructed. The 

variability in Soho Phase architecture is nowhere more apparent than 

at Escalante. Solid-walled and post-reinforced pit houses, solid-walled 

and post- or rock-reinforced surface structures, and solid-walled 

surface structures are all present during this phase; all of these room 

types are even present in a single site. Contiguous rooms were not 

found in the Soho Phase at Escalante. 

The two earliest structures from which dates of A. D. 1175 and 

1180 were obtained, Room 7 at Az.U:15:27 and Room 4 at Az.U:15:22, were 

of the solid-walled and rock-reinforced types, while post-reinforced 



140 

and solid-walled pit houses/ traditionally considered to be typo-

logically early, have dates of A.D. 1220 to 1250. The series of 

archaeomagnetic dates obtained from the structures at Escalante do not 

lend themselves to a clear typological sequence in terms of construc

tion type. Rather, there was a variety of types present at any given 

time, while typologically early structures have relatively late dates. 

The only site which demonstrates a clear sequence is Az.U:15:32, 

wherin pit houses do date earlier than massive solid-walled houses. 

It seems clear that several of the construction types are 

contemporary. An analysis of the contents of the rooms and their 

associated features indicates that this variability cannot be ex

plained by any difference in room function. Room size was fairly 

2 
standardized between 20 and 30 m of floor space, and most of the rooms 

had centered hearths, centered doorways, and plastered floors. 

From the evidence presented concerning the variability found 

in Soho Phase domestic architecture, it is clear that the phase repre

sents a time of experimentation and transition. Since differences in 

room function do not appear to be involved, the reason for this 

variation may reside in the stylistic or preferential domain, where 

many individuals were simply exercising choice over which of the new 

techniques to use in building a house. Since most of the known 

domestic architecture of the Soho Fhase continues to exhibit standard 

Hohokam features such as centered doorways, centered hearths, and 

plastered floors, it seems apparent that this period of experimentation 

cannot be attributed to any intrusion of foreign people, but simply 

represents a trend away from the earlier traditional styles. This 
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transition was not rapid nor was it uniform. Haury (1976:62-63) and 

Wasley (1966) both mention the experimentation with caliche-adobe walls 

on the part of the Sacaton Phase Hohokam at Snaketown. Haury further 

notes that the Sacaton Phase was a time of considerable variability in 

domestic architecture. 

As Ambler (1961) and Wasley (1966) have noted, the transition 

from the Sacaton Phase to the Soho Phase house form was not a dramatic 

step; in some cases it was simply a matter of a little less mud and 

thatch and a little more wood. Some Soho Phase houses, however, such 

as the massive solid-walled structures with wall-supported roofs, may 

have required more effort and perhaps more sophisticated technology. 

Since this variability is seen to exist within a period of 150 years, 

and since there is a complete lack of any fully developed intrusive 

architectural complex, it is concluded that this transition in 

domestic architecture was a product of indigenous forces. 

Platform Mounds 

Probably the most impressive feature to develop during the Soho 

Phase was the platform mound. Once, characterized as house mounds 

(Schroeder 1953, Gladwin 1957), these features are now called platform 

mounds due to their implied relationship with such features common in 

many areas in Mesoamerica (Ferdon 1955, Wasley 1960). It is this 

feature in conjunction with the compound that persuaded Ferdon (1955) 

to suggest that'-.the Classic Period was dominated by intrusive Meso-

american groups. Ferdon (1955:16) hypothesized that the platform 

mound concept was introduced after the beginning of the Soho Phase and 
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that it appeared without local antecedents. As will be seen, it 

required little time to refute both Ferdon's proposed date of arrival 

and his argument that the Soho Phase platform mound appeared without 

local antecedents. 

Wasley (1960) was first to report on a ceremonial platform 

mound for the Hohokam area. However, this mound dated to the Sacaton 

Phase and not to the Soho Phase as Ferdon had predicted. A series of 

six remodeling episodes was documented within the core of the Gatlin 

Site mound, with the earliest mound appearing as a small oval shaped 

feature of approximately 5 by 10 m in size and 1 m in height. By the 

time of its final modification, the mound was slope-sided, nearly 

rectangular in plan, and measured 22 m in width, '29 m in length, and 

3 m in height.(Wasley 1960:257). The presence of over 20 additional 

mounds, rich cremations with numerous copper bells and hundreds of 

finely made projectile points, a macaw burial in the platform mound, 

two ball courts, quantities of shell artifacts, and other items 

suggests that this site is one of the richest Hohokam sites yet re

ported. Due to the presence of the above items and to the apparent 

lack of domestic architecture, the site does seem to represent a 

specialized ceremonial center dating to the Sacaton Phase, exhibiting 

strong connections with the cultures to the south (Wasley 1960, Wasley 

and Johnson 1965). 

The history of the Hohokam platform mound does not begin at 

the Gatlin Site, and once again we must return to Snaketown to docu

ment the time depth now known to exist for this feature. At the time 

of the original Snaketown excavations, Gladwin observed that by the 
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Santa Cruz Phase the Hohokam were investing considerable time in 

accumulating rubbish mounds. He concluded that many of the mounds were 

purposefully constructed and further implied that the Colonial-

Sedentary period mounds at Snaketown may have been antecedent to the 

later Classic Period mounds (Gladwin and others 1937:259). 

Haury's more recent work at Snaketown has contributed sub

stantially to the definition of the platform mound and related features 

in Hohokam culture (Haury 1976:80-94). It was noted that 19 of the 29 

mounds tested at Snaketown were composed of stratified trash, repre

senting the accumulation of garbage from numerous centuries of occupa

tion. However, a number of other mounds revealed a more unusual 

structure, appearing not to have been formed by the accumulation of 

habitation residue. Nine of the mounds, although similar in shape and 

size to the trash mounds, were predominantly composed of clean desert 

soil with only occasional thin trash lenses. Some of these mounds were 

quite small while others, such as Mound 39, approached 70 m in length. 

Generally, these mounds are artificial elevations, purposefully con

structed, and capped with a thick layer of plaster. These mounds were 

occasionally remodeled and several of the mounds exhibit numerous 

plastered surfaces. The dating of these features appears to range from 

the Snaketown Phase (A.D. 350-550) up through the Sacaton Phase. 

Another impressive feature also found at Snaketown was Mound 

16. This mound was determined to be a purposefully constructed eleva

tion made of clean desert fill which had been rfemodeled on at least 

eight occasions. At its final stage the mound was oval shaped, 1 m in 

height, 14 m in diameter, and was enclosed by a palisade feature. 
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Since Mound 16 is thought to be contemporary with the Gatlin 

mound (Haury 1976:89), and since Mesoamerican items such as copper 

bells, macaws, shell artifacts, and numerous additional items of Meso

american affinity also appear at Snaketown during this phase (Haury 

1945b, 1976:346), it seems apparent that the formalized platform mound 

was integrated into Hohokam ceremonialism by the Sacaton Phase, 

possibly due to contacts with some Mesoamerican interaction sphere. 

Other attributes of the mounds, such as the continued remodeling and 

the use of steps,, further tie the platform mound to mounds found in 

Mesoamerica. While Haury (1976:93) has suggested that Mound 16 bears 

little resemblance to the Gatlin mound, it should be noted that both 

mounds began as small, low elevation, round to oval features with 

earthen construction, adobe facings and flat, featureless tops. 

The recent work by Haury and Wasley has convincingly demon

strated that the ceremonial platform mound was a part of Hohokam 

culture by the late Pioneer Period, and was well formalized by the 

Sacaton Phase. These data suggest that Ferdon's hypothesis that 

platform mounds began in the Soho Phase without local antecedents is 

no longer,tenable. It is true that the Soho Phase mounds exhibit 

changes in construction style, but an argument can be presented to 

suggest that the Soho Phase platform mound was an outgrowth of the 

earlier Sacaton Phase Hohokam mounds. A typological sequence is now 

available to verify this indigenous development. 

The starting point for the sequence is the aforementioned 

mounds at Snaketown and at the Gatlin Site. The construction of Mound 

16 stopped while the mound retained its original shape, that of a small 
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mounds were also used during this phase at Snaketown which were con

structed of clean fill and had capped surfaces. The Gatlin Site 

exhibits a growth in size not equalled by Mound 16, and as mentioned, 

in its final form the Gatlin mound was 22 by 29 m and 3 m in height. 

Wasley (1960) determined that there were no internal structural support 

walls in the mound; the feature was constructed so that the exterior 

sides sloped outward, resembling a truncated cone in profile. Un

doubtedly the mound was constructed with sloped sides to equalize the 

fill in the interior of the mound in the absence of internal support 

walls. 

The Soho Phase mounds exhibit a new construction technique, 

that of using walls, which enabled a straight-sided mound to be con

structed. Internal support walls were connected to outer walls which 

enclosed the mound, as illustrated by Hammack (1969:15-17) at Las 

Colinas and Hayden (1957) at the University Indian Ruin. The mounds 

could then be expanded by adding another enclosing wall to an end or a 

side around the perimeter of the existing mound and filling in the 

newly created enclosed space. The integration of support walls into 

the building of the mound is the significant structural difference 

between the Sacaton Phase Gatlin mound and the later Soho Phase 

mounds. Due to the introduction of walls, the mounds were no longer 

slope-sided but became straight-sided. The retaining walls also 

produced a rectangular plan such as compound B at Casa Grande, Pueblo 

Grande, Mesa Grande, and Escalante, or a square plan such as at Las 
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Although popular opinion holds that the Soho Phase mounds were 

massive edifices, and several certainly were, it should be pointed out 

that many of the mounds were actually smaller than the Gatlin mound, 

and certainly much smaller than several of the Sedentary Period capped 

mounds at Snaketown. Ihe Gatlin mound contained approximately 2,000 

of fill and was 3 m in height. The Soho Phase mounds at Escalante 

3 
and Las Colinas both contained approximately 1,800-1,900 m of fill 

and were 2.5 and 1.85 m in height, respectively. The mounds at 

compound B and at Adamsville are only slightly larger, while the mounds 

at Pueblo Grande and Mesa Grande are considerably larger. It should be 

remembered that the Escalante mound and other mounds started as small 

oval-shaped mounds similar to Mound 16 at Snaketown. 

The Soho Phase mounds shared a number of attributes with the 

earlier Sedentary Period mounds; earth construction and adobe capping 

are shared by all. Every mound reported to date, including Pueblo 

Grande, La Ciudad, Las Colinas, compound B at Casa Grande, Escalante, 

and University Indian Ruin, exhibits substantial evidence of re

modeling and rebuilding, similar to that found in Sedentary Period 

mounds. Other significant features discovered on top of these Soho 

Phase mounds are typical Sedentary Period architectural styles. Hayden 

(1957) reported finding large Sacaton Phase structures on top of the 

Pueblo Grande mound, and apparently the same is true of La Ciudad. 

The identical situation is present at Escalante. Furthermore, the 

Soho Phase mounds were not constructed primarily as house mounds, due 

to the lack of early architecture found on the mounds. This situation 

repeats that of the Sedentary Period mounds, while Wasley (1960) did 
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report a single structure on top of one of the final stages of the 

Gatlin mound. 

The limited amount of architecture found on top of the mounds 

suggests that the socioreligious function of the mound was retained 

from the Sedentary Period into the Soho Phase of the Classic Period. 

Haury's (1976:93) statement that the religious fervor which inspired 

the construction of the Sedentary Period mounds had apparently faded 

by the Classic Period is herein questioned. The reverse now appears 

to be true. More energy was being expended by more people in more 

places to construct non-secular mounds during the Soho Phase than 

during the Sacaton Phase, according to present data. 

All of the Classic Period platform mounds reported to date 

were constructed during the Soho Phase. The mound at Escalante was 

originally implied to be a Civano Phase structure (Doyel 1974:175, 

1976b:33), but this is now clearly in error for reasons presented 

earlier in this manuscript. An intra-phase construction sequence for 

the Soho Phase mounds is not possible at this time. Early Classic 

Period buffware pottery was recovered from the core of the mound at 

Las Colinas, suggesting that this mound may be one of the earliest Soho 

Phase mounds. The Escalante mound may date to later in the Soho Phase 

as it represents a different construction style which may be typo-

logically later. Instead of having thin exterior walls and internal 

structural support walls, the Escalante mound was constructed by 

building massive exterior walls of approximately 2 m in thickness and 

then simply filling in the enclosed space. Certainly all known Classic 

Period platform mounds were constructed during the Soho Phase between 
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A.D. 1150 and 1300. The only mound dating later than the Soho Phase is 

the nound which serves as the basal platform for the big house at Casa 

Grande National Monument. 

The data summarized indicate that the Soho Phase platform mounds 

represent a further development and elaboration of the mounds which had 

developed by the Sedentary Period. The presence of traditional Hohokam 

architecture on top of the Soho Phase mounds in limited quantity sug

gests that the features were within the Hohokam tradition- and that the 

mounds were primarily built for non-secular purposes. There is no need 

to invoke migrations of Mesoamerican people to ejqplain the presence of 

these Soho Phase features, as Ferdon (1955) has suggested. The mounds 

can be accounted for by the internal dynamics of the Hohokam cultural 

system, a continuation of the Sacaton Phase pattern, a subject to be 

discussed in a later section. 

Compounds 

While evidence has been presented which strongly suggests that 

a developmental sequence exists for both Hohokam domestic architecture 

and platform mounds of the Soho Phase, the origin of the compound 

architectural style is not as clearly defined. The compound is 

associated with a number of areas in the Southwest and in Mesoamerica, 

and a poorly developed chronology has been a serious hindrance to the 

further definition of this architectural feature. Gladwin (1937, 1957) 

and Haury (1945a) stated that the compound was a Salado trait; 

Schroeder (1953) claimed that it was a Sinaguan trait; Smith (1952) 

stated that the origins of the compound were to be found in the upper 
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Gila country, while Ferdon (1955) stated that the compound was a 

Mesoamerican feature. 

The compound appeared in the Gila Basin between A.D. 1150 and 

1200, rather than A.D. 1250-1300 as Schroeder (1953) and Ferdon (1955) 

have suggested. Compounds in the Sinaguan, Saladoan, and upper Gila 

areas cannot be shown to predate the compounds in the Gila Basin. It 

does seem that the compound architectural feature was a concept which 

was accepted by a number of culturally diverse people within a short 

time period. Compounds appear in the Sulphur Spring, San Pedro, Santa 

Cruz, and Verde valleys, the Gila-Salt area, the Tonto Basin, and the 

San Carlos area sometime during the twelfth century. In different 

areas the compound appeared in slightly different form. In the San 

Carlos area, the compound appeared more like a spacious room and 

plaza-courtyard arrangement (Johnson and Wasley 1966), while in the 

Gila area the compound maintained its appearance as a more formalized 

quadrilateral enclosure. It has been proposed (Doyel 1974:177) that 

since little is known about the origins or the function of the 

compound, and since it appears at around the same time in contexts 

suggestive of diverse cultural differences, it may serve as a horizon 

marker but may not be suited as a marker of cultural identification. 

Many individuals (Ferdon 1955, Wasley 1966, Di Peso 1974, 

Weaver 1976, and possibly Haury 1976:346) now favor the opinion that 

the Gila Basin compound architectural style may have its roots in 

Mesoamerica. The fact that many of the Soho Phase compounds in the 

Gila Basin, such as the three coirpounds at Escalante, are oriented to 

cardinal directions does seem to support Ferdon's hypothesis. 
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Furthermore, Di Peso (1974) has stated that compounds are present at 

Casas Grandes by A.D. 1050, but neither the data nor the dates are 

completely satisfying. Compounds apparently existed in northwestern 

Mexico at an early time period as well (Ferdon 1955). The major 

problem with the Mesoamerican origin for the Gila Basin compound is the 

almost total lack of Mesoamerican elements in Soho Phase sites (Doyel 

1976b:32). 

For the present, the evidence does suggest that the compound 

may have diffused as a concept from some unknown Mesoamerican source, 

and became popular among many diverse groups of people in southern and 

central Arizona. It must be pointed out however that the compound and 

the platform mound are not associated with an intrusive complex, as 

Ferdon suggests. At Escalante, the platform mound existed for a period 

of time without a surrounding compound, while the habitation sites 

were surrounded by compound walls. This clearly separates the Gila 

Basin compounds from Ferdon's "sacred enclosure" hypothesis, at least 

for the Soho Phase. 

It should also be noted that compounds are not standard 

features for all Soho Phase sites. The Soho Phase structures reported 

on by Ambler (1961) at Casa Grande were not enclosed by a coirpound, 

nor were the Soho Phase structures excavated by Johnson (1964). The 

compound as an architectural style appears to have been differently 

accepted by various local groins of Hohokam during the period of 

experimentation characteristic of the Soho Phase. That the compound 

entered the area after the beginning of the Soho Phase is demonstrated 

by the fact that mounds existed without compounds and that, at 
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Escalante, rooms were constructed prior to the addition of a compound. 

The Soho Phase compounds at Az.U:15:22 and Az.U:15:27 abutted rooms at 

odd angles, were made of thin walls, and generally lacked symmetry, 

suggesting that the compound was a new style which had not yet become 

formalized. This was not to happen until the Civano Phase. 

• It should be noted that Gladwin (1937, 1957), Schroeder (1953), 

and some members of the recent Salado conference (Doyel and Haury 1976) 

felt that the compound was a defensive feature. X agree with Ferdon 

that this was not the case. First of all, the sites are not located 

in superior defensive positions. Secondly, if protection from out

siders was a necessity, why did the Soho Phase inhabitants at Escalante 

construct three small sites instead of one large site? Finally, the 

feebly constructed walls would have represented no real security. In 

summary, the compound seems to have been an architectural style intro

duced into the Hohokam area early in the Soho Phase; it was accepted 

by some groups and not by others. It was not a defensive structure. 

Ihe compound did not become a highly formalized architectural feature 

until early in the Civano Phase when it becomes associated, in cases, 

with platform mounds such as at Casa Grande and at Escalante. The 

.presence of some items of west Mexican affinity, such as modeled 

spindle whorls, overlapping manos, copper bells, and the comal in some 

Soho Phase sites may suggest that the compound diffused into the Gila-

Salt area from this source. The compound may have then diffused as 

an architectural style to surrounding areas, such as the Verde Valley, 

the Tonto Basin, and elsewhere. 
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Discussion 

The rather lengthy discussion of past hypotheses regarding the 

Soho Phase development and the summary of much new data on ceramics, 

architecture, and burial practices have been presented for a number of 

reasons. The modern data base does reinforce the traditionally held 

attitude that the early Classic Period was indeed a time of change in 

Hohokam culture. Culture change in the Sacaton-Soho transition appears 

to be greater and more all-encompassing than at any other point in the 

Hohokam sequence except for the collapse of the Classic Period pattern 

around A.D. 1450. The introduction of new data regarding the develop

ment of Soho Phase material culture has indicated that many of the 

older hypotheses now appear untenable. Classic Period material culture 

was definitely grounded in the pre-Classic pattern, and many of the 

traits used in the past to invoke migrations of foreign people into 

the Gila-Salt area can now be shown to have developmental histories 

within the Hohokam culture. Past hypotheses have been useful, how

ever, as they have served to focus attention upon the limitations of 

the data and also have served as a comparative theoretical and sub

stantive baseline from which to evaluate alternative reconstructions. 

Many of the past reconstructions emphasized the presence of 

purportedly foreign elements in the Soho Phase, and generally over

looked the many continuities which remain stable between the Sacaton-

Soho transition. No one, until recently, discussed the many Hohokam 

elements which persist into the Soho Phase. Among these elements we 

must include the well-shaped ground stone assemblages, the crude 

nature of the chipped stone assemblages, the ubiquitous flaked 
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hammerstone, the general lack of bone tools in contrast to other 

Southwestern traditions, a well-developed shell working industry, and 

numerous additional items of handicraft and technology. Also included 

in the list of continuities would be the continuation of settlements 

in numerous localities such as at Pueblo Grande, Casa Grande, Escalante 

and at several other sites. Subsistence products appear to have 

remained the same; corn and mesquite were heavily exploited, and 

squash, beans, and cacti were also utilized during both phases, as was 

a similar faunal assemblage. Cotton was also grown, spun, and woven 

during both phases. 

It can be seen that in relation to the list of changes which 

occurred between the Sacaton and Soho phases, a longer list of con

tinuities is also available. Since many of the changes are now 

interpretable within the Hohokam tradition, and since a large portion 

of the Soho Phase is essentially Hohokam of the pre-Classic variety, 

it appears clear that a new model must be developed to account more 

reliably for the transition from the Sacaton Phase to the Soho Phase. 

Many individuals have suggested that the Soho Phase was a product of 

indigenous forces (Hayden 1957; Ambler 1961; Wasley 1966; Weaver 1972, 

1976; Doyel 1972, 1974, 1976b), while these authors have presented 

only brief descriptions or general theoretical discussions; little 

substantive results have yet been produced. This is at it should be, 

owing to the general lack of good quality research and to a limited 

data base, but it does appear to be time to present some ideas which 

future investigators may wish to consider. 



CHAPTER 7 

AN ALTERNATIVE PERSPECTIVE ON THE SACATON-SOHO TRANSITION 

The key to understanding the Soho Phase may reside in the 

further explication of the Sacaton Phase pattern. To understand 

the nature of a system at a given point in time, it is necessary to 

know the previous state, or trajectory, of that system (Clarke 1968). 

A summary of the Sacaton Phase will be presented so that the changes 

which occur during the following Soho Phase can be evaluated in the 

light of present knowledge. 

A Summary of the Sacaton Phase 

Territorial Expansion 

Sacaton phase Hohokam culture is best characterized as a truly 

expansionist system; Hohokam territorial expansion and the extent of 

Hohokam contacts with neighboring cultures were greatest during the 

Sacaton Phase. Hohokam colonies existed in the Papaguerxa, Gila Bend, 

San Pedro, Santa Cruz, Safford, Globe-Tonto, Agua Fria, Verde Valley, 

and Orme Reservoir areas, in addition to what appears to have been a 

population increase in the core Gila-Salt area (Canouts, Germeshausen, 

and Larkin 1972; Wasley and Johnson 1965; Doyel 1976a, 1976c, 1977; 

Di Peso 1956; Frick 1954; Franklin and Masse 1976; Woodbury 1961; 

Morris 1970; Weaver 1974; Schroeder-1953, 1960; McGregor 1965; 

Breternitz 1960; Canouts 1975), A strong Hohokam overlay is seen in 
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the Encinas phase in eastern Arizona (Sayles 1944) and Hohokam 

contacts are clearly visible in the Mimbres area of southwestern New 

Mexico (Cosgrove and Cosgrove 1932). Cremation burial, a ball court, 

Hohokam pottery, and other items appear at Point of Pines CNeely 

1974), and ball courts and additional items are found as far north as 

Flagstaff (McGregor 1941, 1965). These data indicate that the Sacaton 

Phase represented the maximum territorial expansion of Hohokam culture 

and influence. 

Several factors acting simultaneously may account for this 

expansion. An increase in the population is indicated by the large 

number of Sacaton Phase sites now known to exist, although specific 

population estimates are not available (Weaver 1972, Gladwin and 

Gladwin 1929, Gladwin and others 1937). The increased use of non-

irrigation farming techniques, such as runoff, floodwater and 

groundwater systems, combined with the use of native resources, 

enabled the population to expand into areas where canal irrigation was 

not viable (Doyel 1977, in press). 

Regional Integration 

The great expansion of Hohokam culture, which had its 

beginnings in the earlier Colonial Period, was predicated upon a 

highly organized and integrated socioeconomic system operative in the 

core area. Numerous data classes exist which may Be used to support 

the proposition that the Sacaton Phase organizational pattern placed 

heavy emphasis upon both local and inter-regional integration. 
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First of all, the distribution of ball courts is greatest 

during the Sacaton Phase. Well over 100 courts have now been recorded 

(Chard 1940, Kelly 1963, Haury 1976). It seems that each large 

village, and some smaller villages, possessed at least one ball court 

or dance floor (Ferdon 1967). One can easily envision the ball game 

or other ceremonies held within these features as a focus of inter-

village and perhaps regional integration, a focus which tended to 

channel energy into peaceful pursuits while simultaneously offering 

a mechanism for the coming together of various populations for addi

tional sociopolitical, economic, and recreational functions. The 

distribution of ball courts during this phase ranges from Gila Bend 

on the west to Safford on the east, and from the Tucson Basin in the 

south to Flagstaff in the north. 

The presence of many standardized art motifs, worked in a 

variety of media including shell, clay, stone, and bone, also appears 

to have served social functions in terms of promoting a sanse of 

cultural identity and tradition. The stylistic homogeneity found 

within these assemblages is remarkable; items found in the Gila Bend, 

Phoenix, Snaketown, San Pedro, and other areas are often indis

tinguishable. The use of palettes, censors, and the widespread use 

of similar or identical figurines also suggests standardized socio-

religious practices. 

Burial assemblages offer still another indication of the high 

degree of inter-regional homogeneity and thus integration within the 

Hohokam tradition. Cremation was the rule, while extended burials do 

begin to occur during this phase. Cremation was associated with a 
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complex behavior pattern which also exhibits similarity throughout much 

of the large territory controlled by the Hohokam. Not only were 

individuals cremated, they were placed in discrete cemetary areas. 

A practice of marking graves within a cemetary may be inferred by the 

fact that few cremations within a compact cemetary ever disturb or 

intrude upon existing cremations. This practice is known to exist in 

the Santa Cruz drainage (Di Peso 1956, Greenleaf 1975a, Doyel 1977) as 

well as in the Gila Basin (Haury. 1976); little is known about other 

areas. The widespread use of urns, and the common practice of 

ritually killing cremation vessels (Doyel 1977:23) also tie the Hohokam 

burial complex of this phase into a widespread uniform pattern. 

While many of these elements of Hohokam culture can be seen 

as evolving from within the fabric of tradition, it is equally clear 

that contacts with a Mesoamerican interaction sphere were at their peak 

during the Sacaton Phase. Many Mesoamerican-like artifacts have been 

reported (Haury 1945b, Johnson 1958), and many direct importations are 

now known to exist including macaws, copper bells, pyrite mirrors, 

and other items. The development of the platform mound and plaza 

concepts may also be tied to a Mesoamerican source. While the 

development of the widespread and ornate Hohokam cultural system of 

the Sacaton Phase appears to be a response to indigenous forces, the 

particular historical relationships involved and the material expres

sion of the development can be allied with Mesoamerica. 
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Exchange Systems 

This widespread highly integrated system was maintained by a 

well-developed network of inter-regional and local exchange, in the 

context of numerous local population centers which possessed ball 

courts and platform mounds. The complexity and importance of exchange 

during the Sacaton Phase is increased when the hypothesis of craft 

specialization is introduced. Many investigators have commented 

upon the remarkable stylistic homogeneity of the ceramic industry as 

well as the carved shell, stone, and bone assemblages. The uniform 

quality of the numerous barbed projectile points may well indicate 

specialization in the production of this artifact type (Crabtree 

1973). Haury's (1976) observation that the pottery and other handi

crafts of the Sacaton Phase appeared to be mass produced with an 

emphasis upon quantity and not quality conforms well within this 

reconstruction. Schroeder (1966) has even suggested that craft guilds, 

as a special social class, were present during this phase. The 

inordinately high percentage of decorated pottery at Snaketown in 

contrast to the much lower percentages of decorated pottery at other 

Sacaton Phase sites in the Gila Basin further suggests that Snaketown 

was a primary locus of ceramic production during Both the Santa Cruz 

and Sacaton phases. Since Snaketown also exhibits a high incidence 

of shell jewelry, shell debitage, effigy vessels, figurines, and other 

ornate items, the site may have been a major locus for the production 

of many such goods. It is entirely possible that a portion of 

Snaketown's 2,000 inhabitants during the Sacaton Phase (Haury 1976:77) 

may have been producing various products as trade items for subsistence 
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products and raw materials. This hypothesis is not inconsistent with 

current information. 

Further evidence for inter-regional and local trade may be 

seen in the presence of discrete areas within settlements which may 

have served as market places. Haury (1976:78-79) has identified an 

area located immediately to the south of the large ball court at 

Snaketown which lacked architectural features, and has suggested that 

it may have served as a market place. The large prepared central 

plaza located at the Citrus Site near Gila Bend may have also served 

among other functions, as a market place (Wasley and Johnson 1965: 

37-40). 

Social Organization 

I have suggested that during the Sacaton Phase, and to a lesser 

degree in the earlier Colonial Period, Hohokam culture underwent a 

territorial expansion and a cultural development -unparalleled by any 

other time period in the sequence. The system was indeed expan

sionist, with Hohokam groups radiating out from the core area to 

occupy many peripheral regions by means of adapting or emphasizing a 

wider variety of subsistence techniques. The core and peripheral areas 

were integrated into a larger supra-regional system that, while 

exhibiting local differences, maintained a distinctive core "flavor" 

and stylistic homogeneity. 

This expansive, well-integrated tradition most likely developed 

in the context of a more complex social system than was operative 

during either the Pioneer or Colonial periods. The nature of the 
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Sacaton Phase social system, and indeed Hohokam social organization in 

general, has Been the subject of much debate for decades. A wide 

range of opinion is present among those scholars most familiar with 

the data. Di Peso (1956) and Schroeder (1966) both state that Hohokam 

social organization of the Sedentary Period was characterized by some 

form of social differentiation and possibly stratification. Haury 

CL956) also suggested that some form of inter-village political con

trol probably existed due to the complex irrigation networks, and 

Gumerman and Haury (in press) have recently echoed this position. 

Other investigators (Grebinger 1971, 1976; Masse 1976; McAllister 

1976) have stated that Hohokam social organization during the Sacaton 

Phase must have operated upon the level of a chiefdom. These authors, 

along with Di Peso and Schroeder, have emphasized the complexity of 

the irrigation systems, the architectural complexity, the ornate 

material culture, and the variation in burial assemblages. 

Other individuals (Woodbury 1961, Martin and Plog 1973, 

Grady 1976, Wilcox 1977, Haury 1976) have suggested that Hohokam 

social organization of the pre-Classic horizon was not complex; Haury 

CL976) has characterized the Hohokam as a tribal or peasant level 

society. Wilcox suggests that the Sedentary Period Hohokam operated 

within the "big-man" system, typical of simple tribal societies, 

analogous to levels of organization found among some southern 

California Indian groups. Grady appears to agree, stating that while 

the shaman was a recognized status position, little additional 

differentiation is to be recognized in Hohokam culture of this phase. 
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The various positions taken regarding the nature of Hohokam 

social organization during the Sacaton Phase range from the postula-

tion of a basically egalitarian peasant or tribal society to a much 

more complex system involving ranking or even social stratification. 

While the debate will no doubt continue, and will only be solved by 

renewed research, some statements will be presented to present a 

currently defensible position. 

I cannot agree with the position which holds that the Sacaton 

Phase system was developed within the context of an organizational 

system which only recognized informal leadership in the form of a 

shaman or a Big-man. This position appears difficult to reconcile 

with both what we know about social organization on an ethnographic 

level and with the reconstruction of Sacaton Phase Hohokam culture 

presented herein. The shaman and the big-man on an ethnographic level 

equate with, segmentary tribes which are characterized by low popula

tion density and weak to non-existent regional sociopolitical organiza

tion (Sahlins 1968:21). In such a system, villages are autonomous 

and are for all intents and purposes structurally and functionally 

equivalent. The informal and transient leadership of a big-man was a 

viable structural pattern for such low-level, low-energy systems, but 

a big-man was still only "a big man in a little pond, and that only 

as long as he remains an impressive person" (Sahlins 1968:22), 

By the Sacaton Phase, the Gila-Salt area was characterized by 

a large population of 30,000, according to Haury's (1976:356) recent 

2 
estimate. Secondly, the area encompasses well over 1600 km (1000 

2 
mi ) and considerable environmental diversity. Both the population 
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size and the area do not conform to ethnographic accounts of segmentary 

tribes operating on a big-man level of organization, while such 

estimates do conform to more complex tribal structures which involve 

ranking systems and/or chiefdoms (Sahlins 1968; Fried 1967). The 

remarkable stylistic homogeneity found over such a wide spread area 

is not typical of segmentary tribal systems; more local variation would 

be expected due to the lack of contacts and to the lack of regional 

sociopolitical integration. 

The presence of additional features such as widespread trade, 

massive labor intensive projects such as the construction of ball 

courts, platform mounds, and canal systems, some craft specialization, 

possible specialized ceremonial centers such as the Gatlin Site, the 

production of quantities of highly stylized ceramic, stone, and shell 

artifacts, and a variable settlement pattern, including large sites 

with ceremonial architecture and smaller village sites, all suggest 

that Hohokam social organization during the Sacaton Phase was indeed 

complex in structure and does not conform to either local ethnographic 

models or global models of simple tribal structure. Few of these 

features were present to any degree during the Pioneer Period; some 

developed during the Santa Cruz Phase, while all were present during 

the Sacaton Phase, suggesting a long term developmental sequence. 

At the same time, there is an argument against envisioning any 

powerful inter-regional or regional political and economic centraliza

tion into any form of stratified or primitive state society. There is 

no evidence for elaborate residences for a leader or a ruling class 

and there is a lack of specialized secular architecture. Sacaton 



Phase settlements, while exhibiting some variation in size and presence 

or absence of some features, are generally uniform in character 

throughout the Hohokam area. Each large village had a ball court, 

and the material culture found at such sites generally represents a 

homogeneous pattern; carved shell and stone and ceramic effigies and 

figurines are generally present while the domestic architecture, 

ceramic assemblages, and burial components also exhibit inter-regional 

homogeneity. No markedly different or contrasting standards of living 

have been identified for the Hohokam, an attribute often associated 

with stratified societies (Fried 1967:225). 

Canal systems were not so massive as to require the development 

of a full-blown hydraulic society with centralization of political and 

economic control localized at some supra-regional administrative 

center. Although undergoing considerable construction during the 

Sacaton Phase (Masse 1976), canal systems were quite variable in size 

and some were only impressive in the aggregate. It has been stated 

that the canal system at Escalante was no more than 16 km in length, 

including laterals, and was operative as early as the Santa Cruz 

Phase. The system may have taken centuries to obtain its final form, 

and much the same can be said about the 56 km of canals in the Casa 

Grande system. It is highly probable that inter-village organization 

was necessary for the construction of the canals, but only local and 

not regional organization was necessary for this task. 

The reconstruction emerging here is one which perceives the 

Sacaton Phase as more elaborate than a simple tribal level society with 
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only informal leadership but less than a stratified, highly centralized 

chiefdom or primitive state society. 

The presence of a large population, irrigation agriculture, 

variable settlement pattern, some craft specialization, trading systems, 

ceremonial architecture, and the widespread integration of various 

populations into a homogeneous cultural tradition all argue that the 

Sacaton Phase pattern was organized minimally by the principle of 

rank, and possibly by the formation of local irrigation communities 

into localized chiefdoms. 

Local villages were related in terms of a larger irrigation 

system and many of these local irrigation communities existed 

throughout the core area. These local irrigation communities were 

of variable size due to the differential availability of arable farm

land and water. Settlement variability existed within each local 

irrigation community and consisted of large population centers with 

ceremonial architecture and a more elaborate material culture 

assemblage, as well as smaller more dispersed villages and homesteads, 

as was suggested for the Escalante area during the Sacaton Phase. 

Although of differing size, it does appear clear that each irrigation 

community had at least one primary village, which, due to the presence 

of ceremonial features and elaborate material culture, can be 

hypothesized to be the ranked village of the local irrigation com

munity, The Poston-Escalante irrigation community possessed the 

Poston Butte Ruin, the Casa Grande system had the Grewe Site and the 

large Sacaton Phase village at Casa Grande, and the Snaketown 

community had the large site of Snaketown. 
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It is probable that the smaller settlements within an irriga

tion community were ceremonially and politically related to the large 

site or sites within the system. Such local irrigation communities, 

integrated through the ranked villages, probably represent the highest 

level of political centralization developed during the Sacaton Phase. 

The variation in the elaborateness of cremations recovered from sites 

such as Snaketown and the Gatlin Site indicate that social ranking was 

a conmon feature, and it is no coincidence that the richest cremations 

have been recovered from sites interpreted by means of other criteria 

as ranked villages. 

It can be suggested that different spheres of exchange existed 

within a local system. Each primary village possessed the usual 

spectrum of exotic goods, including shell, stone items, ceramic 

figurines and effigy vessels, while many of the smaller villages such 

as those around Escalante and Casa Grande, do not exhibit these items, 

or they are present in reduced quantity. It is possible that a sphere 

of exchange (Fried 1967:110) existed among the various primary villages 

which was not accessible to members of the smaller villages. Such a 

system would have functioned to maintain the prestige of leaders in 

the primary villages, while some downward mobility of some items, 

perhaps through a weakly developed system of redistribution, would 

further add prestige to the primary village. It is possible that 

various primary villages were in competition for trade and access to 

goods coming in from the south and north which may have been used to 

gain political advantage among constituents. 



166 

This discussion of Sacaton Phase Hohokam culture and social 

organization has suggested that contrary to the current opinions of 

some, there is evidence to support the position that during this phase 

a system of ranking, which may have involved localized chiefdoms, had 

developed. The size of the area occupied, the large population, the 

presence of irrigation agriculture, some craft specialization, 

ceremonial architecture, and widespread trade are not attributes of 

simple segmentary tribal organizations framed within a big-man system 

of leadership. 

A Summary of the Soho Phase 

The time period between A.D. 1100 and 1150 represents a time of 

great change for the Hohokam. Many of the features developed during 

the Sacaton Phase either disappear, become less frequent, or change in 

structure. That the Soho Phase was a time of transition and departure 

from the earlier tradition has been documented by the discussion of 

Soho Phase material culture. 

Settlement Pattern 

One of the obvious changes to occur between the Sacaton and the 

Soho phases was a shift in settlement pattern and a territorial 

contraction back to the Gila-Salt core area. Most, if not all, of the 

peripheral areas were either depopulated or abandoned by the Hohokam 

by A.D. 1150, including the San Pedro, Globe-Tonto, Safford, Verde 

Valley, Flagstaff, and Gila Bend areas. The San Pedro appears to have 

suffered a population decline (Franklin and Masse 1976). The Globe-

Tonto area, while occupied only lightly during the Sacaton Phase, 
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appears to have undergone major changes, introducing the Miami Phase 

(Doyel 1976a, 1976b, n.d.). In the Bylas and perhaps the Safford 

areas the Bylas Phase was developed by A.D. 1150 (Johnson and Wasley 

1966), and the Verde Valley area becomes allied with the Sinaguan 

tradition. Tanque Verde manifestations appear at Gila Bend and in 

the Papaguer£a (Wasley and Johnson 1965, Haury and others 1950, 

Greenleaf 1975b). 

One of the critical problems which remains to be resolved is 

the working out of the various historical relationships between these 

new phases which appear and the preceding Sacaton Phase occupation of 

the same areas. The Miami, Bylas, and Tanque Verde phases exhibit 

numerous Hohokam elements as well as puebloan elements. It is not 

correct to envision these areas as being abandoned, while population 

levels may have Been reduced. One conclusion to be drawn is that the 

populations in the various peripheral areas begin exhibiting marked 

regionalization at this time, and do not exhibit the underlying 

homogeneity typical of the Sacaton Phase. 

Shifts in population and settlement patterns are also charac

teristic of the Sacaton-Soho transition in the core area. While 

several authors have noted this shift (Schroeder 1940, Hayden 1957), 

the details of the transition remain only poorly understood. It is 

clear that several areas in the Gila Basin exhibit continuity in 

settlement location Between the Sacaton and the Soho phases; Escalante 

and Casa Grande are two examples. Snaketown witnessed a marked 

reduction in population but may not have been totally depopulated 

(Johnson 1964}. The fragmentation of major population centers such 
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as Snaketown, the Gila Butte Site, and the Grewe Site (Woodward 1931) 

appears to be a part of the transition. New settlements are apparently 

constructed in nearby areas along the Gila River such as Adamsville 

and Casa Blanca. While little information is available for the Salt 

River Valley, it is clear that sites such as Pueblo Grande were con

tinuously occupied between the Sacaton and Soho phases. A pre-

Classic base underlay the development of the Classic Period Los 

Muertos complex. Outlying areas along the Gila, such as Gila Bend, 

Queen Creek and the Buttes Reservoir area and the Orme Reservoir 

located near the confluence of the Salt and Verde rivers, were either 

abandoned or suffered major reductions in population (Wasley and 

Johnson 1965, Schoenwetter and others 1973, Debowski and others 1976, 

Canouts 1975). 

The generalization may be advanced at this point. Most of the 

localities abandoned are those areas where non-irrigation agriculture 

was the dominant mode of food production. Those sites which remain 

stable between the Sacaton and Soho phases are located along the Gila 

and the Salt rivers. Both Weaver (1972) and Smith (in press) have 

presented palynological evidence which suggests that the time period 

between A.D. 1075 and 1125 was characterized as a time of decreasing 

effective moisture. Weaver (1972:46-47) states that people living in 

the marginal and peripheral areas were no longer able to sustain their 

population levels using dry farming techniques, and such groups were 

forced to retreat back into the core area. He further suggests that 

due to lower water levels in the rivers, Hohokam groups located at 

the ends of the canals were also forced to abandon their fields, 
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resulting in an inward collapse into the lands nearest the sources of 

irrigation water. Climatic change resulting in cultural change has 

also been suggested for this period by numerous other authors 

(Di Peso 1956, Schroeder 1965, Zahniser 1966, Grebinger 1976). 

GreBinger (1976:41) has suggested that a change in rainfall periodicity 

from a winter dominant to a summer dominant pattern, complicated by 

head cutting of streams, was responsible for cultural changes in the 

Tucson Basin. While many of these suggestions remain to be verified, 

and while some Believe that climatic interpretation of pollen 

spectra is a questionable procedure (Kelso 1971) the fact that major 

shifts in settlement did occur throughout the desert area during the 

twelfth century does suggest that some environmental change may have 

initiated or helped initiate some of the cultural changes observed 

during this period. Settlement pattern data suggest that the shift 

was not uniform throughout the Hohokam area; riverine sites exhibit 

Both locational stability and change. A close investigation of the 

local ecological setting of some of these areas should reveal useful 

information. 

Population 

Unlike the long term cultural stability and continued expansion 

that characterize the Colonial and Sedentary periods, the Soho Phase 

appears to represent a time period when the basic fabric of Hohokam 

culture was undergoing tremendous change. Instead of exhibiting 

expansionist tendencies the Soho Phase appears to have Been a receiving 

system. The development of new architectural, ceramic, and burial 
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styles, the large amount of variation in these material classes, and 

the lack of trade suggest a lack of regional integration, with differ

ent communities receiving and developing new features at uneven rates. 

Weaver (1972) has suggested that the material development of the Soho 

Phase may Be due to the influx of Hohokam people who had inhabited the 

peripheral areas and had acquired non-Hohokam characteristics through 

interaction with neighboring cultures. This is an interesting 

hypothesis and initially seems to account for the populations which 

disappear from the peripheral areas at this time. 

Little is known about population dynamics in the Gila Basin, 

and few specific estimates are available for either the Sacaton or the 

Soho phases. This has not impeded some individuals to propose 

explanatory models for the Classic Period based upon population 

pressure (Schroeder 1960, Grady 1976). From what little is known, I 

cannot accept a_ priori the conclusion that the population of the Gila 

Basin was larger during the Soho Phase than the preceding Sacaton 

Phase. Sizeable Sacaton Phase populations existed at Snaketown, the 

Gila Butte Site, Casa Grande, the Grewe Site, Escalante, in the Buttes 

Reservoir area, and at several recorded but unnamed sites located 

between Snaketown and Casa Grande. The population of Snaketown is 

estimated to be approximately 2,000 during the Sacaton Phase. Soho 

Phase components exist at Escalante, Adamsville, Casa Grande, Casa 

Blanca, Snaketown and several reported but unnamed sites (Fewkes 1909). 

Using various formulae, to be discussed later, the population of the 

Soho Phase in the Escalante area was not over 150 and could have been 
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smaller. The Soho Phase components at the other sites do not appear 

to be especially large. 

A serious problem exists in respect to obtaining population 

estimates, insofar as Sacaton Phase sites do not represent the same 

formal-spatial patterns as Soho Phase sites, and different criteria 

must somehow Be employed to obtain phase estimates. Sacaton Phase 

sites were dispersed rancherias which contained open areas which were 

not occupied, while Soho Phase sites represent a point' in time when 

populations were living in more compact villages. Estimates of popula

tion for Sacaton Phase sites may be unduly inflated due to the dis

persed patterning of habitation structures and to the long term 

occupation of sites of this phase. It is possible that the Sacaton 

and Soho phase population, located between the Buttes Reservoir area 

and Snaketown, may not have been significantly different in size. 

This digression was presented to evaluate Weaver's hypothesis 

that the migration of populations from peripheral areas might account 

for the introduction of new elements as well as the population increase 

which was presumed to have occurred during the early Classic Period. 

No reliable data exist to evaluate this hypothesis. More work is 

needed on this subject, which might include a restudy of the existing 

survey data, obtained by Gila Pueblo, now housed at the Arizona State 

Museum. Wood (1972) has also published survey data which may be 

useful. On the Basis of known information, X cannot accept the 

statement that the early Classic Period in the Gila Basin was charac

terized by a population increase. 
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Many authors have indicated that the canal systems were 

lengthened and/or enlarged during the Soho Phase (Weaver 1972:47, 

Grady 1976). This was presumed to have occurred due to the influx of 

people and to a period of increased effective moisture during the 

phase. The data from the Gila Basin do not generally support this 

conclusion. As has been mentioned, the Escalante and the Casa Grande 

systems were constructed well before the beginning of the Classic 

Period. The only evidence for Classic Period canal construction comes 

from Snaketown where a canal was cut through habitation residue 

(Haury 1976). 

Platform Mounds 

A critical problem remaining to be addressed is the widespread 

construction of platform mounds during the Soho Phase. The function 

of these features during this phase has been hypothesized to be essen

tially ceremonial, having developed out of the earlier platform mounds 

of the Sacaton Phase. Evidence from Escalante, Pueblo Grande, La 

Ciudad, and probably Compound B at Casa Grande, suggests that only 

limited architecture was built on top of the mounds during this phase. 

This is consistent with the Sacaton Phase mound at the Gatlin Site. 

The Soho Phase mounds, like the earlier Sacaton Phase mounds, were . 

constructed as isolated features near settlements, and compounds and 

massive walled architecture did not occur with the mounds until the 

Civano Phase. 

Grebinger (1976:42) has suggested that the construction of 

platform mounds represented an increased concern with ritual and 



ceremonialism in the face of changing environmental conditions. Given 

that a changing environment is indicated by the major changes in 

settlement pattern, and assuming that the architectural evidence 

suggests that the mounds were indeed ceremonial structures, this 

appears to be a reasonable reconstruction for the development of the 

Soho Phase mounds. However, the mounds may have also served addi

tional sociopolitical functions as well. It is possible that during 

the Sacaton-Soho transition, if environmental conditions were un

stable, the underlying basis for the complex social system of the 

Sacaton Phase may have also become unstable. Local ranked villages 

may have been unable to maintain sociopolitical integration by tradi

tional means. The decision to construct a platform mound would have 

served as a new focus, one which would involve the irrigation community 

in a communal project directed toward new ritual procedures as well as 

toward renewed political integration. The construction of traditional 

Hohokam brush structures on top of the mounds, as seen at Escalante, 

even though the people were already living in Soho Phase style 

dwellings, may have been an attempt to maintain a traditional value 

in the face of changing conditions. 

Still other evidence for ceremonialism and ritual may be found 

in the series of pits located in Plaza III near the platform mound at 

Escalante. Since the series of pits probably occurs early in the 

sequence, they may date to the Soho Phase and thus to the time of mound 

construction. These pits have been interpreted as facilities for the 

preparation of sahuaro wine, a mildly intoxicating drink used for 

ceremonies among the Pima and the Papago. Ritual intoxication among 
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the Papago was symbolic of the saturation of the earth by rain 

(Underhill 1946:41). If this reconstruction is valid, it may repre

sent another indication of the preoccupation with ritual which may 

suggest unstable environmental conditions. 

Social Organization 

Unstable environment would have had even further ramifications 

in the social system. The breakup of the widespread homogeneous 

pattern found in the Sacaton Phase into numerous differentiated local 

patterns during the Soho Phase indicates a reduction in the intensity 

of regional integration. The less frequent occurrence of ball courts 

may underscore this development. Craft specialization disappears or is 

significantly reduced, and less emphasis was placed on obtaining 

exotic items. High status burials are rare during this phase, and 

none were found at Escalante although a platform mound was present. 

Other specialized features occur in conjunction with the 

platform mounds. A large ceremonial structure was built at Az.U:15:32 

in the Escalante Ruin group. The structure is massive walled and is 

nearly three times the size of the average habitation room. The 

presence of community structures may not be an innovation of the Soho 

Phase, as Gladwin (1948), Wheat (1955), and Di Peso (1956) have 

suggested that several of the large pre-Classic Hohokam structures at 

Snaketown and Palo Parado may have been community structures or council 

rooms of same kind. 

An interesting aspect of the Soho Phase settlement pattern at 

Escalante was the aforementioned development of small, spatially 



separated villages located within the confines of compound walls; 

three such compounds were found at Escalante. Although this organiza

tional pattern has been defined elsewhere, such as at the Classic 

Period occupation at Palo Parado (Di Peso 1956), the Tanque Verde 

Phase settlements in the Tucson Basin (Haury 1928), at Casa Grande 

(Ambler 1961), and elsewhere in the Hohokam area, the meaning or 

systemic context of this organizational pattern has yet to be 

identified. Di Peso (.1956) has suggested that each compound repre

sented a kin group residence which was separated from other such 

residences and that this pattern reflected the basic socioeconomic 

structure of the community. While this pattern is a distinctive 

Classic Period development and no specific analog model is available 

for earlier phases, it is interesting to note, however, that houses 

tended to occur in groups during the Sacaton Phase at both the Buttes 

Dam Site and at Snaketown (Wasley and Benham 1968, Haury 1976). 

The proximics of the settlement pattern does warrant further 

investigation. It should be noted that at Escalante, domestic 

structures within the conpounds tended to be separated from other 

structures by means of internal plaza walls or by spatial distance, 

clearly visible at Az.U:15:32. The use of architecture to partition 

space may have been an attempt to retain the traditional Hohokam value 

that houses should not be located too close together. In this sense, 

the Soho Phase compounds at Escalante form a transitional period 

between the rancheria pattern of the Sacaton Phase and the more 

compacted village plans of the Civano Phase. The lack of shared or 

communal storage facilities within the compounds suggests that each 
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family living in the conqpound was responsible for its own siibsistence, 

and the patterning of tools and plant remains within the sites 

supports this conclusion. 

Discussion 

To summarize the Soho Phase is not a simple task. This discus

sion has suggested that the Sacaton-Soho transition occurred in the 

context of a shifting environment, with the abandonment of many 

outlying areas and a concentration in or near riverine environments. 

The reduction in trade, the relative absence of exotic artifact forms, 

the lack of craft specialization, the inferred reduction in the 

frequency of ball courts, and the breakup of some population centers 

all suggest that the Soho Phase was a time of major change and 

reorientation in Hohokam culture. The development of new archi

tectural, ceramic, and burial styles within the context of considerable 

local and regional variation suggests that the Soho Phase lacked the 

integration of earlier phases. The development of large platform 

mounds is interpreted as an increased preoccupation with ritual and 

sociopolitical integration during a time of unstable environmental and 

social conditions. The simultaneous presence of community structures 

in conjunction with platform mounds indicates that several different 

sociopolitical and religious forces were operative during this phase. 

The Soho Phase represented a movement away from many standard 

characteristics which had been integral to the Hohokam lifeway for 

centuries, suggesting that a basic change in direction and cultural 

orientation had occurred between the Sacaton and the Soho phases. In 
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many respects, the Soho Phase anticipated and laid the framework for 

the developments of the following Civano Phase, a subject to be 

discussed in the following section. 



CHAPTER 8 

AN EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE HYPOTHESES 
FOR THE CIVANO PHASE 

Around A.D. 1300, the Hohokam underwent still another change in 

culture# introducing the Civano Phase. The presence of Gila and Tonto 

polychrome pottery, great houses, multi-storied architecture, compounds, 

and extended inhumation burials during this phase was interpreted by 

Gladwin (1937, 1957) and later Haury (1945a) as due to the presence of 

immigrant Salado populations. Schroeder (1947, et passim) stated that 

the Civano Phase was merely an outgrowth of the Hohokam-Sinagua 

cultural blend which he postulated to have occurred during the Soho 

Phase, but he later suggested (Schroeder 1968) that some Mesoamerican 

elements were also present in the Civano Phase. Ferdon (1955) sug

gested the migration of Mesoamerican people into the area as a way of 

accounting for the architectural developments, but further postulated 

the presence of puebloan people in the area as well. Di Peso (1956) 

argued against the proposed Salado-Sinagua migrations and suggested 

that the Civano Phase was a product of internal change occurring during 

his proposed Ootam Reassertion Period. More recently, Di Peso (1974) 

has altered his original position by stating that the Civano Phase 

may have been due to the migration of Casas Grandes populations into 

the Gila-Salt area due to the internal strife associated with the 

collapse of Casas Grandes as a major population and trading center. 

178 
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Several of the above models have been questioned in previous 

sections of this manuscript. Much new data and expanded chronological 

information call for a reconsideration of the older, more established 

models. Recently, there has been a trend away from interpreting the 

Civano Phase as a result of migration from whatever source. Reanalysis 

of material from several areas has suggested that the Civano Phase can 

be interpreted as an indigenous development with some outside contacts 

(Steen 1965; Wasley 1966; Weaver 1972, 1976; Doyel 1972, 1974, 1976b; 

Grebinger 1976). Recent summaries and specialized studies have sup

ported this perspective (Dittert 1976, Grady 1976, Doelle 1976, Wilcox 

1977). The Escalante data are extremely useful and important here, as 

numerous spatially defined Soho and Civano phase components are present 

which can be used to investigate the inter-phase changes and con

tinuities which occur during the Classic Period. 

The Civano Phase in the Escalante 
Ruin Group 

A number of important variables appear to have been interacting 

to produce the archaeological pattern represented at the Civano Phase 

Escalante Ruin. These variables are population, differentiation of 

facilities, social organization, integration, subsistence, and ex

change. The first five variables will be discussed specifically in 

relation to the Escalante Ruin, while a discussion of exchange will be 

presented within the context of the larger regional framework. 
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Population 

The Civano Phase development at Escalante occurred in the 

context of no local population growth, thus the development cannot be 

directly attributed to this variable. This conclusion is based on the 

results of various formulae used to compute the local population during 

both the Soho and the Civano phases. 

A common method of estimating prehistoric population is the use 

of formulae which postulate a relationship between population and floor 

area in square meters (Naroll 1962, Casselberry 1974, Clarke 1974). 

Naroll's original formula is generally considered to be less reliable 

than other methods (Hill 1970, Casselberry 1974). Naroll postulated 

that population was equal to one-tenth the total dwelling space. 

Casselberry has argued that Naroll's formula was overly general, and 

that population estimates should consider more variables, such as 

dwelling type, than is reflected in Naroll's formula. Casselberry's 

more restricted formula postulates that population will be equal to 

one-sixth the total dwelling space. Clarke has developed a formula for 

estimating population in pueblo sites which postulates that population 

is equal to one-third the total dwelling space. 

The formulae presented by Naroll, Casselberry, and Clarke were 

applied to the Soho and Civano phase sites at Escalante. The first 

step was to obtain estimates of floor area in square meters by phase; 

the three Soho Phase sites were combined into a single total figure. 

This procedure required a series of decisons to be made which may have 

affected the outcome to an unknown degree. Only documented habitation 

rooms were used in the computations; storage and ceremonial rooms were 
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not considered to be dwelling units. While habitation or dwelling 

space accounts for over 90 percent of the roofed space in the Soho 

Phase sites, it accounts for only 46 percent of the roofed space in 

the Civano Phase due to the emphasis upon ceremonial and storage 

space during this late phase. 

The most significant information to be gained from this pro

cedure was the remarkably similar amount of habitation space utilized 

2 
during the two phases. Totals of 275 and 280 m were obtained for the 

Soho and the Civano phase occupations, respectively. This estimate 

alone, the total amount of habitation space occupied, suggests that 

the local population changed little in number between the Soho and the 

Civano phases. 

In terms of numbers, Naroll's formula estimated the population 

of each phase to be 28 people. Casselberry's formula estimated a 

population of 47 individuals per phase, while Clarke's formula pro

duced an estimate of 93 individuals for each phase. If we use Haury's 

(1976:75) estimate of four individuals for each habitation room, an 

estimate of 52 individuals is produced. Naroll's formula seems to be 

much too low, suggesting barely two individuals for each habitation 

2 
room. Considering that some of the habitation rooms were over 30 m 

2 
in area, with an average of 20 m , Naroll's formula does appear to be 

too low. Given certain problems associated with such computations, 

and given that some unidentified architectural space which may have been 

habitation space was not used in the computations, it is probable that 

the population estimate of each phase may reside somewhere between 

those of Casselberry and Clarke, or somewhere around 75 individuals. 
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It should be reiterated that the important point is not the 

total number of people in any absolute sense. The important point lies 

in the fact that the computations have suggested a nearly equal amount 

of habitation space for both the Soho and the Civano phases in the 

Escalante Ruin groig), indicating that no local population increase 

occurred during the Civano Phase. Since no other major Civano Phase 

occupation is known to exist in the Escalante area, and since several 

small unexcavated Soho Phase sites are thought to exist nearby, it is 

possible that a slight population decrease occurred during the Civano 

Phase. 

These figures on population serve to confirm my earlier 

opinion (Doyel 1974:171-172) that the principal difference between the 

Soho and the Civano phases at Escalante lies not in the population 

count but in the organization of the population. The Escalante data 

support the conclusion that the Civano Phase was a time of continuing 

centralization, but not necessarily a time of population increase. 

Differentiation of Facilities 

In conjunction with the centralization or aggregation of the 

local populations into a more massive settlement, the Civano Phase 

Escalante Ruin also exhibits a marked increase in complexity and in 

the differentiation of facilities. In contrast to the Soho Phase 

wherein 90 percent of the roofed space was devoted to habitation 

rooms, less than one-half (46 percent) of the roofed space in the 

Civano Phase was devoted to habitation rooms. Large ceremonial 

structures gain prominence during this phase, and the specialized 
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storage room appears as an integral part of the architectural pattern 

for the first time. It has been noted that the various room types were 

integrated into the settlement plan on the plaza level. Each plaza 

exhibits discrete storage facilities, ceremonial rooms, and several 

habitation rooms. In this sense, each plaza-room unit, as well as the 

architecture on top of the platform mound, represents a mirror image 

of each other such unit, indicating greater complexity than is visible 

in the earlier Soho Phase compounds. 

Social Organization and 
Subsistence 

This greater degree of differentiation along with the distribu

tion of architectural features suggests that several dimensions within 

the sphere of social organization were operating simultaneously to 

produce the pattern. The builders attempted to produce a settlement 

plan which was internally divided by means of walls in which to house 

members of discrete social•groups, each identifiable as a plaza-room 

unit. The apparent design was to assimilate various social groups into 

a single large site while maintaining the integrity of each group. 

The aforementioned presence of habitation rooms, storage rooms, and 

ceremonial rooms within each plaza, separated by means of walls from 

other such plazas, does indeed reinforce the argument that each plaza 

contained a discrete social group of some kind. 

It is possible that the plaza-room units represent kin-based 

units similar to those found among the Papago. In large Papago 

villages, several kin groups may be present, but each kin group 

operates autonomously from each other such kin group (Underhill 1939), 
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Thus, while the process of aggregation was occurring during the Civano 

Phase at Escalante, certain formal procedures, identified by archi

tecture, were implemented to insure that each social group represented 

was able to retain its own social identity. 

Another dimension of change within the realm of social organ

ization may reside in the nature of the relationship between the 

occupants of habitation rooms within each plaza-room unit. It has been 

postulated that the occupants of the habitation rooms within a plaza-

room unit may represent a kin-based social group. Regardless of this 

argument, it seems that each plaza-room unit represented a basic 

socioeconomic group due to the fact that they shared common storage 

facilities and ceremonial structures. This relationship, that of two 

or more habitation structures sharing a communal storage facility, is 

a new development not present in the Soho Phase. In the Soho Phase, 

specialized storage rooms did not exist, while botanical and palyno-

logical evidence suggested that habitation rooms also served as storage 

facilities during this phase. Each separate household was apparently 

responsible for its subsistence. Hie presence of communal storage 

facilities in the Civano Phase may suggest that the basic socioeconomic 

group may have expanded to include several households on the plaza-

room unit level. This, in conjunction with the fact that each plaza-

room unit (kin group) possessed its own ceremonial structures, seems 

to account for much of the increased complexity and differentiation 

in the Civano Phase development at the Escalante Ruin. 

Assuming that this expansicn of socioeconomic units did, in 

fact, occur at the Escalante Ruin at the beginning of the Civano Phase, 



one is then led to ask why the development occurred. What was the 

cause of this increased cooperation among households which is not 

archaeologically visible either before or after the Civano Phase? 

While the development may be in some unknown way related to the 

process of aggregation and to the evolving Civano Phase sociopolitical 

structure, it may well be that the underlying cause resided in the sub

sistence system. 

The analysis of subsistence data from the Escalante Ruin group 

has indicated that no visible change occurred in the variety of 

products which were harvested, utilized, and consumed between the Soho 

and Civano phases. These data are limited to the extent that they 

monitor neither intraphase variations or the activities involved in 

obtaining these products; they do not monitor behavior. The assump

tion has been that the Poston-Escalante canal system was operative 

throughout the Classic Period and that farming was done in irrigated 

fields located near the settlements. This assumption was based upon 

both the quantity and variety of subsistence products recovered and 

upon Fewkes' (1909) observation that canal laterals ended at the 

Escalante Ruin. 

But if we hypothesize that the early Civano Phase was 

characterized by some environmental stress, as is suggested by Weaver 

(1972), we could be led into investigating adaptive changes which may 

have been associated with this stress situation. One adaptive option 

would be the further emphasis upon cooperation in subsistence pur

suits, resulting in the expansion of socioeconomic groups as seen at 

the Escalante Ruin. 
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Some investigators may object on theoretical grounds to the 

proposal that social organization can adjust rapidly to meet new 

cultural demands (Plog 1974:158). Indeed, some social anthropologists 

have argued that social organization operates as a sub-system which is 

unaffected by changes in economy or subsistence (Fortes 1945; Radcliffe-

Brown 1952). Other social anthropologists have opposed this view, 

suggesting that economic and subsistence systems may prove to be a 

critical factor in the development of social systems (Leach 1961:8-9). 

While this debate will no doubt continue on a theoretical level, the 

presentation of several substantive examples from the ethnographic 

literature will illustrate that change can occur in socioeconomic 

organization in direct relationship to subsistence pursuits. 

Sahlins (1957) has discussed the relationship between family 

size and subsistence in the context of a Pacific island ecosystem. He 

studied a population contained on a single island wherein the popula

tion was homogeneous in terms of language and ethnic history. Sahlins 

noted that on one side of the island where subsistence resources were 

localized, the nuclear family represented the basic socioeconomic 

group. On the other side of the island, where subsistence products 

were more spatially separated, the basic socioeconomic group was the 

extended family. Sahlins then postulated that the size of the socio

economic group was therefore a function of land use and resource 

distribution. 

Netting (1965, 1968) has studied the relationship between 

subsistence and social organization among subsistence agriculturalists 

in Nigeria. He discovered that among hill dwelling people who 



practiced intensive agriculture using terraces and fertilizer, the 

basic socioeconomic group was the nuclear family. In contrast, among 

neighboring groups practicing labor-extensive shifting cultivation, 

the basic socioeconomic group was the extended family. A statistically 

significant relationship was found to exist between intensive agri

culture and the nuclear family and extensive shifting agriculture and 

the extended family. Netting hypothesizes that this relationship is a 

function of labor requirements. Further support for this hypothesis 

is available in that groups of hill people who are beginning to add 

shifting cultivation to their standard intensive farming pattern are 

also undergoing an increase in the size of the socioeconomic group. 

These examples have been presented to support the theoretical 

position that the size of the socioeconomic group can be a function of 

subsistence type. Furthermore, if a change in resource use occurs, a 

change in the composition of the socioeconomic group may also occur. 

The point of this digression was to suggest that social organization 

can respond to shifts in a subsistence system. The relevance of the 

above discussion has yet to be demonstrated for the proposed expansion 

in the size of socioeconomic groups during the Hohokam Classic Period 

at the Escalante Ruin. 

Weaver (1972) has proposed that an environmental change did 

occur between A.D. 1275 and 1300, and that one aspect of this change 

was a decrease in effective moisture. This decrease, according to 

Weaver, led to a general lowering of the water levels in the rivers 

which, in turn, led to stress upon irrigation based agriculture. 

If such a situation developed, then we might expect countermeasures 
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in the socioeconomic system to adjust to these new conditions. One 

adjustment may have been to a more land extensive subsistence adapta

tion that did not rely upon irrigation water. Farming of the river 

floodplain and arroyos and dry farming of terraces could have been 

selected for in order to compensate for the lack of irrigation water. 

An increased emphasis upon native resources may have also been 

associated with this adjustment. These adjustments were more labor 

extensive than was a reliance upon hydro-agriculture, and may have 

selected for an expansion in the size of the socioeconomic group. 

While there is no refined method for testing for the change in agri

cultural practices, it is interesting to note that Doelle (1976:194) 

found some evidence suggestive of an increased use of native resources 

on the second terrace located immediately to the north of Escalante 

during the Classic Period. The small sample of acorn and juniper, 

plus exotic annuals, from the Escalante Ruin suggests either wide

spread foraging, an increase in trade for subsistence products, or 

differential sampling during the Civano Phase. 

This perspective does not argue for a total collapse of the 

Hohokam lifeway. The Civano Phase should not be envisioned as a time 

when the canal systems totally collapsed, as evidence to the contrary 

exists in several localities. A short but severe period of stress 

from between A.D. 1275 and 1300 may have been sufficient to precipi

tate the Civano Phase development. The economic adjustments, such 

as the proposed expansion of the basic socioeconomic group, did not 

require a major restructuring of the social system, but simply 

emphasized elements of the existing social pattern. 
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Integration 

It was suggested earlier in this chapter that the Civano Phase 

also witnessed change in the variable of social integration. I have 

proposed that the Escalante Ruin was composed of a number of discrete 

social groups which maintained their own social and economic identity. 

I have not yet addressed the problem of whether the population at 

Escalante was vertically organized in a sociopolitical sense. A dis

cussion of this variable must focus upon the significance of the plat

form mound during this phase and how the social group which occupied 

this feature related to the other social groups which occupied the 

compound below the mound. 

The Civano Phase architectural pattern found on the platform 

mound is similar to that found in the various plaza-room units in the 

compound: habitation, storage, and ceremonial rooms are located on 

the platform mound in a pattern similar to the compound. The mound 

architecture is stylistically and functionally equivalent to that 

found in the compound, and no unique or special features are present to 

add any distinctiveness to the mound. Likewise, the artifact classes 

found in association with the architecture on the mound are consistent 

with those found in the compound. In short, the architecture and 

artifacts found associated on the mound indicate that the social group 

and the activities they performed are similar to those which occur in 

the confound. This is supported by the burials recovered from the 

mound. The burials recovered from the mound had fewer items in asso

ciation than did the burials found in the compound; no high status 

burials were recovered from the site. 
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From the material component, there is no way of identifying 

the mound dwellers as being of different status than those individuals 

who lived below in the compound. To obtain insight into this aspect 

of the social organization, we must rely upon inferences based upon 

more indirect evidence. It is clear that the compound walls, the 

architecture inside of the compound walls, and the architecture on the 

platform mound were all constructed in a relatively short time period. 

The standardization of the architectural practices and the short con

struction time suggests that some organizing force or personality was 

present to sanction and to supervise the construction activities. A 

similar situation no doubt existed during the previous Soho Phase when 

the platform mound was constructed. Since I have proposed that the 

Civano Phase development was an outgrowth of local indigenous forces, 

it is possible that some continuity in leadership existed between the 

phases. The position of rank associated with the initial development 

of the mound may have later been associated with the Civano Phase 

occupation of the mound. 

If the Civano Phase was precipitated by an environmental 

stress, it is likely that some disruption of the social system 

occurred. The authority to settle disputes over water rights, land, 

or other resources may have been ascribed to an individual who either 

held prior claim to the land as a member of a founder population, or 

simply to a person who had demonstrated capabilities in politics, 

religion, or management. This is the way the Papago social system 

operated on an ethnographic level (Underhill 1939). 
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It can be speculated that the mound dwellers were of high rank 

if suggested only by the fact that they lived upon the platform mound. 

The mound dwellers may have held high status due to a prior claim to 

local resources, due to the presence of a strong leader, or due to the 

possession of ritual knowledge, or due to all of the above. Of course, 

these reasons are not testable using archaeological methods, but these 

are the reasons given by the Papago why some individuals, families, or 

villages are given special status. 

Social organization during the Civano Phase at the Escalante 

Ruin appears to have been neither highly structured nor highly cen

tralized; there is little evidence arguing that it was, while there is 

evidence arguing that it was not. The occupants of the mound possessed 

a lifestyle similar, if not identical, to that of the occupants of the 

compound. No high status burials are present. There is no evidence to 

suggest that vertically organized systems of redistribution were 

operative. Rather, it appears that each plaza-room unit controlled its 

own internal economic and ceremonial organization. The data from the 

Escalante Ruin seem to conform to Fried's (1968) description of a rank 

society, wherein status differentials are marked by sumptuary special

ization and ceremonial function, while "the central redistribute.ve 

statuses are associated with fuss, feathers, and other trappings of 

office. These people sit on stools, have big houses, and are con

sulted by their neighbors" (Fried 1968:468). 
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Summary 

I have suggested that a number of variables were operative and 

must therefore be considered in a model which purports to account for 

the Civano Phase development at the Escalante Ruin. It was shown that 

the local development did not occur in the context of a population 

increase. The development of a more complex settlement plan was 

attributed to the expansion in the size of the basic socioeconomic group 

within the context of population aggregation. Ethnographic data were 

presented to support the argument that such an expansion is within the 

realm of possibility, and some specific suggestions were made regarding 

how this development may have occurred among the Hohokam. A discussion 

of Civano Phase sociopolitical organization represented at the Escalante 

Ruin suggested that some centralization may have occurred to compensate 

for the internal social and economic pressures which resulted from an 

environmental stress operative early in the phase. 

The Civano Phase Within a Regional Framework 

Many of the changes which occur at the Escalante Ruin during the 

Soho-Civano phase transition also appear in a widespread area within 

the Gila-Salt core area. The larger more well-known Civano Phase 

sites exhibit a similar tendency to be more massive in character and 

also exhibit a tendency toward population aggregation. Platform 

mounds are surrounded by compound enclosures, as seen at Compound B at 

Casa Grande, at Adamsville, Pueblo Grande, Mesa Grande, and other large 

Civano Phase sites. Massive walled rooms dating to the Civano Phase 

are commonly found on top of Soho Phase platform mounds. Additions to 
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the architectural complexity of the Civano Phase include "big houses," 

well illustrated by the now famous Casa Grande National Monument 

located near Coolidge. Although this architectural form was present 

during the Civano Phase, it was exceedingly rare. Also developing during 

this phase was an ephemeral interest in other multi-storied structures, 

documented only in Compound A at Casa Grande, but such structures may 

have been present at Los Muertos. 

Many of the Civano Phase settlements exhibit an internal com

plexity not unlike that seen in the Escalante Ruin. While Escalante 

does represent a construction from a prearranged design and does 

therefore exhibit more patterning, such patterning of architectural 

features within plaza units may be'discovered when looked for in other 

sites. Standard Hohokam features such as the centered hearth and the 

centered doorway also continue into the Civano Phase at most sites. 

In keeping with the Soho Phase pattern in some areas, many 

Civano Phase sites are in actuality a series of discrete compound units 

which in the aggregate comprise a larger community, seen at sites like 

Casa Grande, Adamsville, and Los Muertos. Clearly, the segregation of 

different population units within numerous spatially defined compounds 

represents a distinct difference from the more aggregated masses of 

rooms typical of pueblo sites located to the north of the Gila Basin. 

This distinction is probably relatable to differences in social organ

ization. 

The architectural developments of the Civano Phase occur 

within the context of material culture assemblages similar to the 

previous Soho Phase. The combination of cremation and inhumation 
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burial persists into this phase (Haury 1945a). Ground stone, chipped 

stone, and shell assemblages essentially duplicate Soho Phase assem

blages. Changes in ceramics do occur, with a continuing reduction in 

Casa Grande Red-on-buff, although the buffware is identical to that of 

the Soho Phase, at least at Escalante. Redware increases in frequency 

at some sites and decreases at other sites. Local ceramic production 

was dominated by plainware, as it was in the Soho Phase. A development 

during this phase was the introduction of the Salado polychrome series. 

The presence of this probable intrusive is variable at different 

Civano Phase sites, and this problem will be addressed in a later 

section of this manuscript. 

Unlike the earlier Sacaton-Soho transition, the Soho-Civano 

transition was not characterized by massive regional population shifts 

and changes in settlement location. Most known Civano Phase sites 

also have earlier Soho Phase components. This is true of Casa Grande, 

Adamsville, Pueblo Grande, Mesa Grande, La Ciudad, Las Colinas, and 

probably Casa Blanca and Los Muertos. In fact, one of the most diffi

cult problems associated with Classic Period Hohokam archaeology is 

sorting the Soho from the Civano phase components. We were fortunate 

at Escalante wherein the Soho and the Civano components exhibited 

horizontal rather than vertical stratigraphy in most cases; this is 

definitely an exception to the general rule. The spatial distribution 

of Civano Phase settlements appears to be generally isomorphic with 

that of Soho Phase settlements. Settlements were, located near riverine 

environments or in a few cases along extensive canal systems. Whatever 

precipitated the Soho-Civano phase transition, it was not accompanied 
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by the relocation of large numbers of people. However, increasing 

centralization of the population may have occurred during the Civano 

Phase in some areas. 

Various explanations have been presented throughout the 

decades in an attempt to account for the development of the Civano 

Phase. The most popular alternative models involve environmental 

change, population pressure, the evolution of social systems, and 

migration. While some of these alternative models overlap in the sense 

that several involve a number of variables, they can be separated for 

purposes of discussion on the basis of relative emphasis. 

Environment 

The role of environment has been a focus of interest for some 

time, although the resulting data base remains small. While numerous 

authors have proposed that environmental change was an important 

variable involved in the Classic Period development (Di Peso 1956; 

Schroeder 1965; Zahniser 1966; Grebinger 1971, 1976), probably one of 

the most avid proponents of environmental change is Weaver (1972). 

Weaver has argued that environmental change, principally a reduction in 

effective moisture around A.D. 1075-1125, was responsible for stimu

lating the cultural changes seen in the Soho Phase. The crux of the 

model is that less water was available which stimulated changes in 

settlement pattern and the development of complex social organization 

postulated for the Soho Phase. Control of water created a class 

structure which continued to evolve throughout the Soho Phase. 

Another period of deficient effective moisture occurred between A.D. 



1275 and 1325 which created more strain in the system, stimulating 

further development until the Civano Phase structure finally collapsed 

due to an ever deteriorating environment. 

Grebinger also states that environmental change was a causal 

agent in Classic Period culture change, although he postulates that 

different environmental vectors were involved. Grebinger's form of 

environmental change postulates a change from winter dominant to simmer 

dominant rainfall patterns, accompanied by arroyo and headward cutting 

of stream beds. The end result is the same, erosion and alluviation 

reduced the number of available niches dependent upon canal irrigation 

agriculture. Ranked villages controlling canal systems ceased to be 

important due to a change in agricultural practices emphasizing dry 

farming. Platform mounds were developed due to an increased pre

occupation with ritual. Ball courts ceased to be important due to 

less emphasis upon inter-village integration. 

Both Weaver and Grebinger have stated that their proposed 

models are only hypotheses which remain to be tested. Weaver's model 

is based upon a small number of pollen samples from a single site in 

the Salt River Valley. Some palynologists have even questioned the 

use of pollen in reconstructing paleo-environmental conditions (Kelso 

1971, McLaughlin 1977:175), due to the operation of other variables 

which affect the pollen rain. However, Weaver's model has recently 

been supported by additional research, wherein dry periods were 

identified to exist between the Sacaton-Soho and the Soho-Civano 

transitions (Smith in press). Grebinger's proposed shift in rainfall 

periodicity, and its attendant erosional effects and how these 
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variables relate to the observed cultural changes, remains to be 

tested, while initial testing procedures have been suggested (Grebinger 

and Adam 1974). 

Objections have been raised by some individuals who feel that 

undue emphasis has been placed upon environmental change as the deus 

ex machina of Classic Period cultural change (Grady 1976, Wilcox 1977). 

It is clear that certain problems are associated with current environ

mental models which remain to be resolved by future work. My own 

position is that some environmental change most likely occurred during 

the Sacaton-Soho transition. It is difficult to explain the great 

inward geographic and cultural collapse of Hohokam culture at this time 

without suspecting some kind of environmental change or disturbance. 

The abandonment of many peripheral areas and the strong Soho Phase 

emphasis upon placing settlements near riverine environments seem to 

support this conclusion. 

The proposed Soho-Civano transition environmental change is 

more difficult to demonstrate. Settlements exhibit strong continuity 

in location as well as in material culture. Several pollen studies 

and a few differences in Soho and Civano subsistence and economy have 

suggested that a change occurred, but the data seem insufficient to 

reliably postulate that a major environmental change occurred at this 

time. However, the proposed expansion of the size of socioeconomic 

groups and the emphasis upon storage facilities at the Civano Phase 

Escalante Ruin seem best explained by some kind of environmental per

turbation. A final decision regarding the occurrence of an 
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environmental change will be held in abeyance for the moment until 

several other proposed explanations have been analyzed. 

Population Pressure 

Some recent archaeological research has focused upon population 

and demography and how these variables affect culture change (Spooner 

1972, Swedlund 1975, Smith 1972). Following this direction and the 

theoretical perspective of Boserup (1965), a recent study has suggested 

that the changes in Classic Period Hohokam culture can be attributed 

directly to population growth, with population and not environment 

operating as the independent variable (Grady 1976). While this study 

is poorly documented and lacks a synthesis of known sites and estimated 

population levels by time period, it nevertheless is useful insofar as 

it focuses attention upon this important and often ignored topic. 

Grady's argument is essentially that population in the Hohokam . 

core area had reached carrying capacity in terms of the existing 

techno-economic adaptation by the early Classic Period. The presumed 

population increase seen in the Classic Period created additional 

pressure on existing social and technological systems and initiated a 

cycle of agricultural intensification and stimulated the development of 

more complex sociopolitical systems. Population pressure continued to 

exist through the Civano Phase until massive culturally induced popula

tion control measures were implemented. 

Grady's hypothesis is predicated upon at least two different 

assumptions: (1) a presumed population growth during the Classic 

Period, and (2) a presumed expansion of canal systems and the 
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development of alternative fanning systems. First of all, Grady 

simply relied upon the population estimates presented by primary data 

sources, such as Haury (1945a, 1976). While such primary data are 

based upon a familiarity with the material, the estimates of population 

are admittedly speculative (Haury 1976:356). A reanalysis of the data 

seems in order. 

Haury (1976:356) has estimated the population of the Gila-Salt 

area to have been approximately 30,000 during the Sedentary Period. 

He has also estimated the Classic Period population of the same area to 

have been between 50,000 and 60,000; these figures were apparently 

based upon a subjective estimate of known sites and known site sizes. 

Los Muertos, for instance, is thought to have had a population between 

1,000 and 2,000 people during the Classic Period. Haury's estimates 

can be contrasted with those of Schroeder (1960), which are based upon 

the known number of sites and estimated cultivated land in the Salt 

River Valley. Based upon these data, Schroeder estimated the Classic 

Period population of the Salt River Valley at A.D. 1300 to have been 

around 12,000 people. If we use Haury's estimate of 60,000 people and 

divide this figure into equal proportions, we obtain figures of 30,000 

people for both the Salt and the Gila river areas during the Classic 

Period. For the Salt River area, Haury's estimate is almost three 

times as large as Schroeder's, while Schroeder's estimate is based 

upon both known sites and agricultural potential. If we assume that 

Schroeder's estimate of the Salt River population is equal to that of 

the Gila Basin, a total population of 25,000 is obtained. Ohis is less 
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than one-half of Haury's estimate for the total population, and is even 

less than Haury's estimate for the Sacaton Phase. 

For several reasons, to be discussed, X would tend to accept 

the estimates presented by Schroeder. The first reason is that popula

tion for Classic Period sites may have been overestimated due to the 

poorly understood intra-site settlement pattern characteristic of the 

Classic Period. It is probable that Classic Period compounds do not 

contain a population equivalent to a pueblo of the same size, due to 

the fact that much of the space within a conpound was not used as 

habitation space. Furthermore, past researchers have not considered 

the functional variation present in Classic Period compounds. The 

Escalante Ruin will serve as a useful example. 

The total area within the compound at the Escalante Ruin, 

2 
excluding the platform mound, is approximately 2300 m . Of this area, 

2 
only 600 m , roughly 25 percent, represented roofed space. Less than 

one-half of the roofed space (46 percent) was habitation space, while 

the remaining roofed space was devoted to ceremonial and storage space. 

Finally, roofed habitation space represents only 12 percent of the 

2 2 
total site area (280 m divided by 2300 m ). 

These figures indicate why it would be easy to overestimate 

the population of a Civano Phase compound settlement, especially when 

the settlement is unexcavated. The high frequency of storage and 

ceremonial rooms is still another complicating factor. If we consider 

Martin and Plog's (1973:314) estimate that over.500 rooms existed in 

the Los Muertos complex and do not consider the possibility that 
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one-third to one-half of the rooms may have been non-habitation rooms, 

the resulting population estimate would be unduly inflated. 

A second serious problem with obtaining population estimates is 

the inability to demonstrate contemporaneity of occupation. Classic 

Period sites such as Casa Grande, Pueblo Grande, and Los Muertos were 

occupied for approximately three centuries. It is at least a good 

guess that not all of the compounds at Los Muertos and at other sites 

were occupied at the same time. 

I would suggest that the estimates of Classic Period population 

in the Gila-Salt area may have been seriously over-inflated due to a 

number of methodological problems associated with estimating population 

of sites of this period. It has not been demonstrated that the Classic 

Period occupation was any larger than the preceding Sedentary Period. 

My own opinion, based upon the above data and additional observations, 

is that the Sedentary Period occupation of the Gila Basin may have been 

greater than it ever was during the Classic Period. There are no known 

sites in the Gila Basin which equal the size of the Sacaton Phase 

occupation at Snaketown. Classic Period sites are simply more massive 

and therefore more obvious than pre-Classic sites. A detailed 

analysis of this problem is sorely needed. It would appear that 

Grady's first assumption, that a population increase occurred, is not 

supportable on the basis of current evidence. 

Grady's second assumption was that irrigation systems underwent 

a major expansion during the Classic Period. While many individuals, 

including Weaver (1972), have entertained this notion, it seems not to 

be supported by much of the currently available evidence. It is likely 
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that the vast' majority of the canals mapped by Midvale (1965) in the 

Gila Basin were completed by the Sacaton Phase. Colonial and Sedentary 

period sites are common along both the Poston-Escalante and the 

Adamsville-Casa Grande systems, indicating that these systems were 

constructed prior to the Classic Period. 

Less data are available for the Salt River Valley, but some 

evidence does suggest that many of the larger canals were operative 

during the Sedentary Period (Masse 1976). It is even probable that the 

large irrigation system associated with the Classic Period complex at 

Los Muertos was not completely a Classic Period development, since 

pre-Classic settlements such as Los Guanacos, Los Hornos, and Las 

Canopas were located along the system at some distance from the Salt 

River (Haury 1945a:11). While the canal system was used during the 

Classic Period, it may not have been constructed during this period. 

Grady also suggested that an increased use of non-irrigation 

farming systems developed during the Classic Period. These alternative 

farming systems consisted of rock pile and linear bordered fields 

which were dry farmed. The use of these features no doubt varied in 

time and space throughout southern Arizona, while the evidence from 

the Gila Basin suggests that they were not exclusively a Classic 

Period development. Dry farming systems were extensively used in the 

Buttes Reservoir area, but these systems date predominantly to the 

Colonial-Sedentary time period (Debowski and others 1976). Other dry 

farming stations have been reported from the Gila (Midvale 1965, Doelle 

1976) and some of these stations date to the Santa Cruz Phase. 
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The above evidence suggests that a model which hypothesizes 

population growth and agricultural intensification as the causal forces 

underlying the Classic Period is probably overly simplistic. I have 

attempted to demonstrate that Classic Period population estimates may 

be unduly inflated, and that a population increase may not have 

occurred during the Classic Period. This does not suggest that popula

tion was not important, but it does suggest that it may not be used as 

an independent variable in explaining the Classic Period development. 

The Evolution of Social Systems 

Numerous individuals have suggested that the Classic Period 

was the result of the continuing evolution of Hohokam social organiza

tion into a more complex structure, culminating during the Civano 

Phase (Weaver 1972, Martin and Plog 1973, Gerald 1976, McAllister 

1976, Wilcox 1977). These various theoretical reconstructions take 

several forms while emphasizing different variables. Clashing (1890) 

first noted the differences in architecture and burial patterns and 

suggested that these data indicated a social organization which con

tained both commoners and priestly social classes. Weaver (1972), 

without detailing his argument, suggested that the Classic Period was 

due to the evolution of complex social organization in response to 

the need to manage threatened or scarce resources and to control a 

large population. Wilcox (1977) has stated that the Classic Period 

witnessed the development of a chiefdom level of social organization. 

He emphasized the developments in architecture, such as big houses, 
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within the context of a large population and a hypothesized redistribu-

tive economy. 

Both Gerald (1976) and McAllister (1976) have taken a different 

approach. These authors state that a chiefdom level of social organ

ization was developed among the Hohokam by the Colonial Period, and 

that the Classic Period represented the continuing evolution of 

sociopolitical complexity within the context of an expanding population 

base. Both of these authors suggest that centralized authority, 

irrigation agriculture, social ranking, and a dense population charac

terized the Hohokam from the Colonial through the Classic Period. 

Gerald also proposed that trade, craft specialization, and redistri

bution were also important aspects of this development. Neither 

author has associated this development with environmental change. The 

sequence simply illustrates to these authors a dynamic growth pattern 

within a social system in the context of population growth. 

In the preceding discussion of population pressure it was 

suggested that the Classic Period may not have been characterized by 

continuous population growth. It was also indicated that Classic 

Period irrigation systems may not have undergone the expansion to the 

degree proposed by several investigators. The suggestion was made that " 

no Civano Phase site in the Gila Basin was as large as the Sacaton 

Phase occupation at Snaketown. Therefore, McAllister's proposal that 

the Classic Period represented a continuing trend toward population 

growth and greater density may not be a valid conclusion. 

McAllister (1976:88) and Gerald (1976:68) have suggested that 

evidence of social class distinction is found in Civano Phase burial 



patterns and in associated burial goods. Although Gerald does not 

elaborate on this point, McAllister has presented an interesting argu

ment. He hypothesizes that class distinction is recognized on the 

basis of whether or not an individual was cremated prior to burial. 

He suggests that inhumations are less common and that, at Los Muertos, 

inhumations seemed to have more associated burial goods. McAllister 

concluded that burials which were not cremated represent high status 

individuals. In reaching this conclusion, which essentially supports 

dishing's original proposition, McAllister has overlooked possible 

sources of error and has not considered the larger regional perspec

tive. First of all, Kidder's (1962:302) original objection to 

Cushing's argument was that it could not be 'demonstrated that the 

differences in burial pattern were not simply a function of time. It 

is possible, if not highly likely, that Los Muertos had both Soho and 

Civano phase components. The possibility exists that some of the 

variability existing in the Los Muertos burial assemblage is a function 

of changing burial practices through time. 

In terms of the regional perspective, serious interpretative 

problems exist if we assume the conclusion that inhumation burials 

represent high status individuals while cremations represent the 

remains of low status individuals. If so, we are forced to'conclude 

that all of the burials at the Escalante Ruin were of high status, 

since they are all inhumations, while the majority of the burials at 

Casa Grande were low status individuals, since they were cremations. 

The inhumations from the Sacaton Phase component at Snaketown had 

little and usually nothing in association, while rich cremations were 
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present. Soho and Civano phase burials from the Gila Basin in general 

do not exhibit any consistent relationship between type of burial and 

amount of grave goods. 

Several individuals have suggested that Civano Phase archi

tecture points to increased sociopolitical complexity. Wilcox (1977) 

has presented an interesting hypothesis for the construction of the big 

house at Casa Grande National Monument. He points out that hundreds 

of beams of wood foreign to the desert were used in the construction of 

the big house, and that these beams had to be collected from mountains 

located at some distance'from the site. These facts, in conjunction 

with the observation that the big house was built as a single con

struction event, suggest to Wilcox that a centralized organization 

existed, probably in the form of a chief-priest. 

It is possible that a similar situation existed at Ruin I at 

Los Muertos. While these provocative examples exist, it should be 

remembered that the Casa Grande is not a typical but rather a rare 

Civano Phase structure. It should also be remembered that the most 

massive labor-intensive architectural features constructed during the 

Classic Period were platform mounds and most, if not all, of these 

features date to the Soho Phase. Since the Hohokam were accustomed to 

building massive mounds, extensive canal systems, and ball courts 

prior to the Classic Period, one is led to wonder whether the big 

house can reliably be used to infer a chiefdom level of social organ

ization. 

Another dimension of social organization which has gained in 

popularity in recent years is the concept of redistribution (Martin 
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redistributive networks may have been a part of a complex socio

political organization operative during the Civano Phase. Generally, 

however, these authors have not stated what it was that was being re

distributed. Wilcox suggests that perhaps exotic pottery such as 

Gila-Tonto polychrome was part of a redistributive system. 

Gerald (1976:68) suggests that Classic Period social organiza

tion may have involved a two-level administrative hierarchy within the 

context of several large chiefdoms. Each chiefdom presumably contained 

main sites, lesser administrative sites, and additional rural sites 

within the settlement pattern. If most of the wealth was concentrated 

in the main site, such as Casa Grande, and if a redistributive network 

involving Gila-Tonto polychrome was operative, as Wilcox suggests, we 

would expect to find declining frequencies of the pottery as we descend 

down the order of site size and complexity. This would presumably 

indicate a centralized control of exotic resources. This we find not 

to be the case. Instead, we find that the lowest frequency of Gila-

Tonto polychrome pottery occurs at Casa Grande. Gladwin's (1928) test 

excavations in the trash mounds at Casa Grande yielded frequencies of 

0.06 to 1.95 percent of polychrome to total sample. If one wishes to 

question Gladwin's sampling design, it may be of use to note that 

Steen (1965) also found low frequencies of polychrome pottery during 

his test excavations inside Compound A near the big house. Some of 

the percentages from Casa Grande are even lower than the 0.5 percent 

obtained from "outlying farming villages" of the Civano Phase at 

Snaketown (Haury 1976:203). These figures contrast markedly to the 10 
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percent figure of Gila-Tonto polychrome to total sample obtained from 

the excavations at the Escalante Ruin. 

These data suggest several conclusions. Gila-Tonto polychrome 

has an uneven distribution in the Gila Basin. Casa Grande, the 

largest and most complex Civano Phase settlement in the Gila Basin, 

exhibits low frequencies of this pottery, while less complex sites 

exhibit higher frequencies. These data do not conform to the proposed 

model of centralized redistribution. 

Other evidence which would support the argument for a re-

distributive economy under the direction of a chiefly lineage remains 

to be forthcoming. Although the Casa Grande was once interpreted as a 

large storage facility, it is now known to have been a secular struc

ture (Wilcox 1977). It would seem that proof for a region-wide 

chiefdom level of social organization during the Classic Period, which 

included a redistributive economy, lies on the shoulders of the 

believers. 

The discussion presented above was directed toward evaluating 

recent attempts to interpret the development of the Civano Phase within 

the context of a model of evolving social complexity. It was suggested 

that increasing population and the extension of canal systems may not 

have been major factors operating to produce the Civano Phase pattern. 

Attempts to identify high status individuals on the basis of differing 

cemetery habits are not conclusive, due to the lack of consideration 

given to temporal and regional variability. The hypothesized existence 

of a chiefdom level of social organization characterized by a re-

distributive network was provisionally found to be unacceptable, as 
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determined through the analysis of polychrome ceramics and to the 

general lack of additional supportive data. 

Another method of characterizing Civano Phase social organiza

tion is,to compare and contrast the existing information with the in

formation from the earlier Sacaton Phase. The Sacaton Phase pattern 

was characterized by a widespread population. Sacaton Phase culture 

was highly integrated, as determined by the widespread distribution 

of ball courts. The widespread distribution of numerous ornate items, 

including figurines, carved shell, stone and bone items, a developed 

ceramic industry, and a homogeneous burial complex further suggest a 

high degree of communication and integration during the Sacaton Phase. 

One possible large ceremonial center existed, which contained a plat

form mound, rich cremations, several ball courts, and additional 

features. Many of the large irrigation canals were constructed during 

the Sacaton Phase. 

In contrast, Civano Phase culture exhibits few of these attri

butes. This phase is characterized by a territorial contraction, no 

specialized ceremonial center, a weakly developed craft industry, a 

reduction in the production of decorated pottery, and highly variable 

ceramic and burial assemblages. In these terms, the Civano Phase does 

not represent the continuing evolution of complex social systems, as 

has been suggested by numerous individuals. 

Migration 

In contrast to the position taken by several investigators 

which postulates that the Civano Phase was the result of indigenous 
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forces, numerous other individuals have stated that migrations of 

various populations into the Gila-Salt area can also explain the 

Civano Phase development (Schmidt 1928; Gladwin and others 1937; 

Gladwin 1957; Haury 1945a; Ferdon 1955; Schroeder 1967; Wormington 

1947; McGregor; 1965; Willey 1966; Jennings 1968; Di Peso 1974, 1976; 

Ambler 1961). The traditionally accepted migration explanation 

postulates that Salado people from the Tonto-Gila area migrated into 

the Gila-Salt area around A.D. 1300, and that these people settled in 

and around existing-Hohokam settlements. Features such as big houses, 

conpounds, multi-storied architecture, coursed adobe construction, 

extended burials, and polychrome pottery were seen to represent the 

Salado migration. 

Considerable evidence has been presented in this manuscript 

which seriously questions many of the propose'd"migration theories. 

Many of the above-mentioned features appear at different times in the 

Classic Period sequence and therefore cannot be envisioned as an in

trusive cultural "package." As we have seen, coursed adobe con

struction, compounds, and extended burials are present in the area by 

A.D. 1150, while multi-storied great houses and polychrome pottery do 

not appear until A.D. 1300. Since a platform mound and massive 

coursed adobe walls are integral parts of the big house at Casa Grande 

National Monument, and since these features are present in the Soho 

Phase, it would seem that the big house was but a further development 

from within the Hohokam architectural tradition of the Classic Period. 

As already mentioned, the polychrome pottery attributed to the 

Salado appears to occur in very low frequency at some sites, including 
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has been suggested that this pottery is intrusive at the Escalante 

Ruin. This conforms with Haury's (1976:203) opinion that the poly

chrome pottery recovered from Snaketown was not locally made, and with 

the general conclusion of numerous investigators familiar with the 

polychrome pottery from the Gila-Salt area (Schroeder 1953, Doyel and 

Haury 1976:130). 

Hie postulation of a Salado migration into the Gila-Salt does 

not satisfy the criteria established by Rouse (1958) for identifying 

migrations in the archaeological record. Certainly no argument has 

been presented for the Salado migration which has the strength found 

in Haury's (1958) argument for a Kayenta migration into the Point of 

Pines area. Further evidence arguing against the proposed Salado 

migration, or any migration, is my proposal that the Classic Period 

may not have been a time of increased population. 

To argue against the Salado migration as an explanation for the 

Civano Phase is not to argue that Hohokam and Salado populations were 

not interacting. It has been known for some time that Salado and 

Salado-like populations inhabited the San Pedro, Dripping Springs, 

and Globe-San Carlos areas which border Hohokam country on the north 

and east (Di Peso 1958; Franklin and Masse 1976; Doyel 1976a, 1976c), 

and several individuals have suggested that trading networks were 

established between the Hohokam and the Salado (Weaver 1976, Doyel 

1976b). Furthermore, the discovery of artifacts like effigy pahos 

and other items in caves in Hohokam country may suggest further 
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contact with puebloan populations (Hauzy 1945a:193-203), if these 

artifacts are indeed puebloan in origin. 

From a very different perspective, Di Peso (1974, 1976) has 

argued that the Civano Phase Salado manifestation in the Gila-Salt area 

is actually the result of contacts with and migrations of Casas Grandes 

people into the area. This argument is of no mean complexity since the 

time period and large region encompassed by Di Peso's imaginative re

construction remain only poorly understood. I have argued elsewhere 

(Doyel 1976b) that this argument is difficult to support. For the 

Civano Phase, there is no evidence for the introduction of the highly 

distinctive Casas Grandes ceramic series, except for an occasional sherd 

of Ramos Polychrome. Inhumation burials of this phase are of the 

extended type, identical to the Soho Phase pattern, and are not of the 

flexed type typical of the Casas Grandes area. Furthermore, the 

architecture of the two areas is not very similar in style, except 

that they do share the underlying coursed adobe building technology 

characteristic of most of the architecture of southern Arizona during 

the Pueblo IV period. 

Di Peso has placed much emphasis upon his proposal that the 

Casas Grandes development was earlier in time than the developments 

which occur during the Classic Period. This presumably establishes 

temporal priority for the Casas Grandes culture and presumably the 

stimulus for the Classic Period development came from this source. 

Di Peso's argument notwithstanding, it has recently been suggested that 

the Casas Grandes chronology is not as firm as it may seem (Doyel 

1976c:12-13, LeBlanc and Nelson 1976), and that the sequence may date 
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to later than Di Peso has proposed. This perspective is of course in 

keeping with Kidder's early opinion (Kidder, Cosgrove, and Cosgrove 

1949:147), an opinion recently echoed by Wilcox (1977). 

Certain investigators will no doubt continue to emphasize the 

fact that Civano Phase culture is different from pre-Classic Period 

culture, and that these differences are best explained by exogenous 

forces. I have attempted to demonstrate that migration explanations 

are much too simplistic, do not account for the observed variation, 

and do not conform to the criteria for identifying migrations in the 

archaeological record. In contrast, it has been suggested that the 

structure of Civano Phase culture remained Hohokam and that the changes 

which are apparent seem best explained as responses within the Hohokam 

tradition to changing conditions. This perspective emphasizes the 

dynamics of ongoing behavioral systems in contrast to relying solely 

upon the identification of traits presumed to be intrusive. Such a 

perspective requires that we not maintain a static view of Hohokam 

culture as has been done in the past. 

Discussion 

An analysis of the various models proposed in the past to 

explain the Civano Phase development has suggested that several of the 

models are of limited explanatory power. The various migration models 

have been rejected as unsatisfactory since it has been shown that many 

of the traits upon which they are based are now known to have 

developmental histories within the Hohokam tradition or can be seen as 

instances of trade or contact. The postulation of population growth 
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since the Classic Period may not have been a time of increased popula

tion, certainly not to the degree that several investigators have 

indicated. A simple unidirectional model postulating increasing social 

and political complexity within the context of population growth is 

also questionable. It has been proposed that the Civano Phase repre

sented a time of great territorial retraction and a general reduction 

in cultural complexity when compared to the previous Sacaton Phase. 

Environmentally based models have been proposed by some and rejected by 

others, while the data do indicate distinct changes in settlement 

pattern and some changes in subsistence during the Classic Period. 

It should have become clear by now that the Civano Phase cannot 

be understood without a proper understanding of the preceding Soho 

Phase; many of the material, social, and economic developments of the 

Civano Phase are clearly evident by the Soho Phase. Fewer changes 

occur between the Soho-Civano transition than between the Sacaton-Soho 

transition. 

It may be that during the early Soho Phase population became 

one focus of change, and herein may reside the basis for some of the 

misconceptions regarding Hohokam population dynamics. Many authors 

have assumed that the Classic Period was a time of increasing popula

tion and density levels. As mentioned, this assumption is based upon 

little concrete data. However, this assumption may be based upon the 

rather widespread but unfounded belief that prehistoric populations 

generally exhibit a positive growth curve through time. As Cowgill 

(1975) has summarized, this perspective may be overly simplistic to 
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account for prehistoric population dynamics. The Hay Hollow Valley is 

an example of one nearby area in the Southwest which does not exhibit 

a continuous growth curve (Plog 1974:94); other examples could be 

cited. 

Cowgill has suggested that archaeologists discontinue thinking 

of population growth as an inherent tendency of human populations but 

to consider population growth as a tendency which is encouraged by 

certain circumstances and discouraged by other circumstances. Cowgill 

has considered this possibility from the perspective of powerful 

persons who may wish to encourage high fertility among constituents as 

a way of benefiting from the labor potential of a larger work force. 

As Cowgill (1975:129-120) summarizes: 

Generally this means having rights of some sort over part 
of what others produce. The rights are often institutionalized 
as some sort of "redistributive" expectations. . . . and the 
rights may be directly over labor, or in terms of goods or 
cash. . . . those who gain need not be especially powerful; 
they may often be small scale entrepreneurs. 

This perspective may have relevance for a model of Hohokam 

population dynamics for the Classic Period. Given the expansive • 

nature of the Sacaton Phase, and the orientation toward craft special

ization, trade, and irrigation agriculture within the context of a 

social organization approaching if not possessing the characteristics 

of chiefdoms, the expansion of the population would be encouraged since 

the ranking individuals could benefit from the increased labor force. 

But if this expansive system were checked or severely affected by a 

change, such as a negative change in environment, this might operate to 

produce a change in the value of population growth. Given my hypothesis 
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that the Sacaton Phase system did indeed collapse, and that a terri

torial contraction occurred simultaneously with a reduction in craft 

specialization, trade, and a disruption of social organization, 

population growth may have represented a negative value during the 

Soho Phase, and there may have been a general tendency to deemphasize 

population growth. This perspective may afford a new approach to the 

understanding of Classic Period population dynamics. 

Evidence exists which suggests that Civano Phase culture was 

characterized by considerable local variation and, like the Soho Phase, 

continued to lack the strong regional integration of the Sacaton Phase. 

For instance, cremation burial, limited quantities of polychrome 

pottery, and a big house occur at Casa Grande, while only a short 

distance across the river at Escalante, inhumation burial, higher 

frequencies of polychrome pottery, and single story architecture were 

typical of the Civano Phase. Little regional political centralization 

existed, as some authors have implied, suggested by the lack of 

centralized trade, by the lack of regional integrative mechanisms, 

and by the great amount of variation in burial and material assemblages. 

The stimulus for these Civano Phase developments still remains 

to be defined. The previous discussion has indicated that simplistic 

models of population pressure, migration, and evolving sociopolitical 

complexity cannot account for the changes which occur between the 

Sacaton and Civano phases. After considering the various alternative 

models, I am left with the probability that some environmental change 

occurred during the late Soho and the early Civano phase time period, 

which may have stimulated the development toward increased complexity, 



as was suggested by Weaver (1972). This environmental change may have 

taken the form of deficient effective moisture which affected agri

cultural production based upon irrigation. This stress situation may 

have stimulated the sociopolitical centralization seen at Casa Grande 

and at other Civano Phase components, due to the need to consolidate 

decision-making power and ritual duties. 

Supportive evidence for this interpretation is the afore

mentioned proposed ejqpansion of socioeconomic groups at the Escalante 

Ruin and the emphasis placed upon storage and ceremonial facilities. 

The presence of a platform mound and a unique series of holes found in 

the walls of the Casa Grande which have been hypothesized to have 

served astronomical functions (Wilcox 1977) may further suggest 

additional energy investment in ritual procedures. In conjunction with 

these data are the observations of Schroeder (1953) and Weaver (1973) 

that technological assemblages at some sites appear to have emphasized 

hunting and gathering subsistence pursuits. 

Corroborative evidence for the postulation of an environmental 

change of some kind during this time period is found in other areas of 

the Southwest which suffer abandonment or changes in population and 

settlement patterns during this period of the proposed "great drought" 

(Hill 1970, Schoenwetter and Dittert 1968, Dean and Robinson n.d.). 



CHAPTER 9 

THE HOHOKAM-PIMA TRANSITION 

The time period between A.D. 1400 and 1700, known as the Bachi 

Phase in the Gladwinian sequence (Gladwin and Gladwin 1935:256), has 

remained a poorly understood but extremely important period in desert 

prehistory. Fontana and others (1962:93) have stated that there are 

few problems in regional archaeology that have inspired so much 

speculation on so little substantive evidence as the proposed Hohokam-

Pima continuum. While these authors may have overstated their case, 

as some data are available, it is nevertheless true that research 

with an explicit focus upon the transition is simply non-existent. 

The only attempt on the part of an archaeologist to focus on 

bridging the prehistoric-historic gap was the ill-fated work of Haury 

at the Papago village of Batki, a village known to have been visited 

by Kino (Haury and others 1950). The Papago feared that the work of 

the archaeologists would release the evil spirits of the Apache 

causing illness among the Papago children, and Haury was obliged to 

honor the tribal request not to excavate. Since that time, few if any 

attempts have been made to obtain archaeological data for this time 

period. Instead, research has taken the direction of extrapolating 

back in time from a sketchy ethnohistoric literary'base. 

It may seem curious indeed to some that any serious doubt 

remains regarding the reality of a Hohokam-Pima continuum, as so many 
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noted scholars have traditionally supported such a reconstruction 

(Bandelier 1892:463; Fewkes 1912; Gladwin 1937; Haury 1945a:211-212, 

1976; Hayden 1957, 1970; Ezell 1963; Wormington 1947; Willey 1966; 

Jennings 1968). As Ezell (1963) has noted, many of the comparisons 

made Between Hohokam and Pima culture have relied upon noting a 

similar geographic distribution and similarities in material culture, 

of which some of the latter are often equivocal (cf. Russell 1975:164). 

While the material dimension is an extremely important one, other 

aspects of the cultures, such as social organization, subsistence and 

additional factors, have not received as much attention. 

While this study is of the secondary type as described by 

Ezell (1963), that is, the data were not obtained to explicitly 

address the problem of a continuum, several critical issues can 

nevertheless be addressed from an archaeological perspective which have 

direct bearing upon the problem of a cultural continuum. Issues such 

as the dating of the transition and implications derived therefrom, 

the nature of the transition, and the reasons for the demise of the 

Classic Period pattern can all be addressed from within this perspec

tive, Also, a discussion of the model of Civano Phase culture 

presented herein is useful for purposes of comparison with ethno

graphic models of Pima-Papago culture. Finally, a discussion of 

Civano Phase and Pima-Papago material culture assemblages is useful 

for identifying similarities in artifacts, their associated behaviors, 

and their imputed symbolic meanings. 
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Dating the Transition 

The problem of dating the Hohokam sequence has been a tradi

tional one, as was recently summarized by Haury (1976:326). While 

major problems are associated with the pre-Classic sequence, certain 

problems also remain associated with the late end of the Civano 

Phase. Di Peso (.1956:566) has argued that the Classic Period may have 

lasted until A.D. 1600 to 1650 at Casa Grande, a date most archaeolo

gists have considered to be much too late (Haury 1945a, Schroeder 

1953). This problem remained unsolved for some time since the dating 

of the Classic Period was based upon pottery while absolute dates were 

unavailable. The development of archaeomagnetic dating within the 

last 10 years has contributed substantially to the refinement of the 

desert chronology in general and to the dating of the Civano Phase in 

particular. 

Approximately 25 archaeomagnetic dates have been obtained from 

Civano Phase components from three different sites, including the 

sites of Snaketown and Escalante in the Gila Basin and Las Colinas in 

the Salt River Valley (Doyel 1974, Haury 1976, Hammack n.d.). Since 

archaeomagnetic dates are currently interpreted as abandonment dates, 

this large sample of dates now available from three different sites 

should afford a reasonably secure date for the end of the Civano 

Phase. The four dates from Snaketown range from A.D. 1350 to 1440, 

with two dates at A.D. 1410. The eight dates from Escalante range 

from A.D. 1330 to 1445, with most of the dates clustering between 

A.D. 1350 and 1410. The dates from Las Colinas range from A.D. 1180 

to 1450, while 8 of the 12 dates cluster between A.D, 1370 and 1415. 



It is also interesting to note that the majority of the dates from Las 

Colinas were recovered from pit houses which represent the latest 

architectural features on the site. 

These dates indicate that the abandonment of Civano Phase 

sites began as early as A.D. 1350 and was almost complete by A.D. 1400, 

while a few dates suggest limited occupation until around A.D. 1450. 

Thus, the recent acquisition of absolute dates from Civano Phase sites 

seriously questions the proposition that the Civano Phase existed into 

the protohistoric period. The available evidence suggests that the 

Civano Phase was essentially over by A.D. 1400 and cannot be envisioned 

as having lasted beyond A.D. 1450, as Haury (1945a:210, 1976:48) has 

suggested. 

The end date for the Civano Phase has implications for a 

certain form of explanation given for the collapse of the Civano Phase. 

Di Peso (1956:539), Weaver (1972:49), and others have suggested that 

the introduction of European diseases may have contributed to the 

reduction of the population in the Gila-Salt area and thus contributed 

to the further demise of the Civano Phase pattern. The currently 

available absolute dates suggest that abandonment and population reduc

tion were processes which began as early as A.D. 1350, and were 

certainly operative by A.D. 1400, well over a century prior to the 

introduction of European diseases into Mexico. While it is clear 

that introduced diseases had dramatic effects upon the indigenous 

population, these effects were not felt until after the demise of 

Civano Phase culture, and cannot be envisioned as a causal mechanism. 
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However, introduced diseases may account for the further reduction of 

the resident population between the post-Civano and early historic 

period, i.e., A.D. 1500-1700. 

The Nature of Abandonment 

Little has Been written about the nature of the abandonment 

sequences found in Civano Phase sites. Were Civano Phase settlements 

aBandoned rapidly due to some catastrophic event such as war or flood? 

While little is known about other site abandonment processes, some 

evidence is available from the Escalante Ruin. 

There is no evidence from the Escalante Ruin to support the 

proposition that the abandonment of the site was due to some sudden 

catastrophic event of any kind, while some evidence does point to a 

slow and orderly abandonment over a considerable period of time. 

First of all, most of the rooms in the site had been stripped of 

artifactual material prior to abandonment. After the rooms were 

stripped, many of them were intentionally destroyed by fire. Burned 

roof and wall material lay directly upon burned plastered floors; 

several of the floors hacTbeen sufficiently fired to allow for the 

taking of archaeomagnetic dating samples. The fact that no remains 

of large structural timbers were found in the rooms may suggest that 

such material was removed from the rooms prior to burning. 

Several additional bits of evidence were found which also argue 

for a slow abandonment of the site. The sequence of dates suggests 

that abandonment was slow and was not random. The two habitation 

rooms in Plaza X were abandoned at approximately the same time, 



A.D. 1350 for Room 17 and A.D. 1355 for Room 5. That this plaza-room 

unit was abandoned early in the sequence is further supported by the 

presence of burials located high in the fill of Plaza X, while several 

burials actually rested upon or very near the occupation surface of 

the plaza, Room 22, located in Plaza II, was not abandoned until 

around A.D. 1385. The latest rooms to be abandoned were the rooms 

which were late in the construction sequence located on the exterior 

of the compound wall; Rooms 10 and 16 were abandoned around A. D. 1410 

and 1445, respectively. In summary, the systematic removal of 

artifactual materials and a dated abandonment sequence argue for a 

slow abandonment of the Escalante Ruin. 

Whether or not this slow, apparently peaceful, process of 

abandonment is actually typical of the area remains to be seen. Other 

investigators such as Fewkes (1912) and Di Peso (1956) have discussed 

legends of warfare associated with the abandonment of the Casa Grande 

and other Civano Phase sites. While I would not argue that no social 

unrest existed during the Civano Phase, I would suggest that archaeo

logical evidence may be more convincing and more satisfying than folk

lore, and it remains to be seen if evidence of violence will be 

discovered to exist in sites of the Civano Phase. 

Proposed Explanations for the Collapse of 
the Civano Phase 

For nearly 100 years archaeolgoists have been proposing various 

explanations for the collapse of the Civano Phase culture. Cushing 

(cited in Haury 1945a:210) was convinced that earthquakes had caused 

the collapse of Civano Phase culture, Haury has given sufficient reason 
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why this hypothesis is untenable. Gladwin (1937, 1957) and Haury 

(1945a) have suggested that the Civano Phase pattern disappeared when 

the puebloan Salado evacuated the area for whatever reason around 

A.D. 1400. Di Peso (1956, 1974) has proposed warfare and the movement 

of various populations in and out of the area to account for the 

Civano Phase to the Pima (Ootam) transition. X have attempted to 

summarize why these various hypotheses have lost support in the 

context of recent information. No migration in or out of the area can 

be fully documented, while the archaeological record presents a picture 

of long-term change within a single tradition affected by trade and 

contacts with neighboring cultural traditions. Gladwin (1957) was 

convinced that the Apache were responsible for many of the changes 

which occur during the Classic Period, while recent evidence (Winter 

1973) suggests that Apache raiding did not create any real threat 

to the inhabitants of the Gila Basin until early in the eighteenth 

century. 

One category of explanation which has continually received 

support throughout the decades consists of various hypotheses based 

upon environmental change and degradation. Fewkes (1912:160) 

suggested that over exploitation of desert soils for agriculture may 

have led to abandonment, and this hypothesis has received support 

from many individuals (Haury 1945a, Hayden 1957, Woodbury and Ressler 

1962, El-Zur 1965, Weaver 1972). Changing climatic regimes have been 

cited by Di Peso (1956), Schroeder (1960, 1965), Weaver (1972), and 

Grebinger 0-971, 1976) as a probable cause of the demise of Civano 
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Phase culture. Evidence has been presented in this manuscript which 

supports the hypothesis of environmental change during the Civano 

Phase. 

Evidence also exists to suggest that salinization of agricul

tural fields in and of itself may be insufficient cause for the 

abandonment, although this may have varied depending upon local 

conditions. Pima informants told Russell (1975:87) that repeated 

flooding of fields washes away undesirable salts, and that they had 

never abandoned a piece of ground because of it. 

A more plausible reason is that suggested by Weaver (1972), 

wherein shifting patterns of effective moisture created fluctuations 

and unreliable water levels in the major rivers which, had serious 

effects upon the use of canals for irrigation. Major shifts in the 

water level in the Gila River, ranging from being completely empty to 

periods of massive flooding, have been documented for the early 

historic period (Doelle 1975, 1976), and perhaps a similar situation 

existed during the late prehistoric period. The general lack of 

riverine fauna at the Escalante Ruin during the Civano Phase may 

support this argument, as does the suggestion from other areas that 

some sites exhibit a trend away from agriculture and toward an 

emphasis -upon native resources during the Civano Phase (Schroeder 

1953, Weaver 1972, Smith, in press). 

From another perspective, it seems clear that one of the major 

differences between the Hohokam and the contact period Pima of the Gila 

Basin was a different adaptation to the riverine micro-environment. 

This situation, in conjunction with known fluctuations in the river 
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during the historic period, may further indicate that a change in 

environment centering on the riverine micro-environment may have 

occurred. In summary, it is hypothesized that a major stimulus for 

the transition from the Civano Phase Hohokam to the contact period 

Pima may have been a change in environmental conditions which 

critically affected the riverine micro-environment. However, the 

proposed change in environment is not the only change observable in 

the record, and we must turn to a discussion of the material and 

social dimensions to model more fully the processes of change between 

late Hohokam and early Pima. 

The Civano Phase Again 

It is useful to inspect more closely the nature of the Civano 

Phase within a historical-processual perspective in order to assess 

the development in light of its implications for a Hohokam-Pima 

continuum. A number of issues have relevance in this context, 

including the temporal dimension, the nature of the Civano Phase as 

a process, the sociocultural dimension, and the material component 

found associated with, several late Civano Phase components. Short 

summaries of these topics will illustrate their relevance to a broader 

•understanding of the Hohokam-Pima transition. 

First of all, it is important to recognize that the Civano 

Phase was a rapid development, a sudden burst of activity, which was 

short lived. At Escalante, the occupation both started and began to 

decline within a period of 50 years between A.D. 1300 and 1350. As 

culture change is •usually measured within the Hohokam sequence in 200 
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year blocks of time, 50 years is a short time for a development of this 

nature. In fact, it is highly probable that the majority of the Civano 

Phase construction at the Escalante Ruin was accomplished in much less 

time than 50 years? most of the architecture was built in several major 

units within a short period of time. 

As a process, the Civano Phase development at Escalante was 

complex, involving a number of dimensions previously discussed, 

including changes in complexity, socioeconomic patterns, patterns of 

integration, and subsistence. It was suggested that these developments 

were adaptive responses to changing environmental conditions within the 

context of population aggregation. 

The comments on the temporal dimension and upon the nature of 

the processes involved prompt several conclusions. The transition to 

the Civano Phase was both sudden and abrupt, and the complexity 

associated with the phase was present from the beginning, i.e., the 

early Civano Phase may exhibit more complexity than the later portion 

of the phase. Shortly after the development of the phase, the pattern 

began to disintegrate before it became well established. While the 

traditional chronology assumes that the Civano Phase lasted for 150 

years, from A.D. 1300 to 1450, it now seems apparent that the beginning 

of the end began well before A.D. 1400. 

Another important observation to make regarding the Civano 

Phase is that the developments of this phase were participated in 

differentially by various local populations. It is becoming increas

ingly clear that a wide range of variation existed in Civano Phase 

sites in terms of size, complexity, and material content. It is 
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possible to postulate a rural-urban continuum of some degree for the 

phase, with, sites such as Los Muertos and Casa Grande representing the 

larger, more complex "urban" centers, while smaller and less complex 

sites such as Escalante may have been more common. Further down the 

scale of complexity are smaller sites lacking many Civano Phase 

characteristics such as those located near Snaketown (Haury 1976). 

Even further down the scale of complexity are smaller sites located 

in non-riverine areas (Smith in press). 

These data clearly demonstrate that not all of the Civano 

Phase Hohokam lived within massive walled compounds and big houses. 

As Fewkes (1912:154) has stated, even some of the people at Casa 

Grande lived in houses similar to those of the modern Pima. 

The Civano Phase seems to have lacked the regional integration 

characteristic of the Sacaton Phase. No specialized ceremonial centers 

are known to exist, exchange systems seem not as well developed, and 

the Civano Phase apparently lacked ball courts. Even the large 

settlements of Casa Grande and Los Muertos were actually composed of 

numerous smaller spatially defined compounds which indicate that the 

emphasis was placed upon kin-group organization. As we have seen at 

Escalante, further divisions of apparently self-contained socioeconomic 

groups can be defined within individual compounds. It is possible 

that local sociopolitical organization was variable, while some degree 

of centralization probably existed among the various compounds which 

comprised a local irrigation community, such as Los Muertos, 

Whatever particular organizational form the compounds repre

sent, the discussion of the temporal dimension has indicated that this 



pattern did not last long during the Civano Phase. Vfe now have 

evidence which suggests that a reversion back to earlier architectural 

forms had begun during the later portion of the fourteenth century. 

Hammack C1969) has reported on a series of pit houses which 

were found cut through massive walled architecture of the Civano 

Phase at the site of Las Colinas in the Salt River Valley. Archaeo-

magnetic dates recovered from a number of these pit house features 

range from A.D. 1370 to 1450, with most of the dates clustering around 

the late end of the fourteenth century between A.D. 1370 and 1400. The 

pit houses are unusual in that they exhibit a range of shapes and 

sizes, occur with or without entryways, and many lack interior post-

holes, but a number of the structures have the typical Hohokam 

circular shaped, clay-lined hearth and centered doorway in association. 

Several of these structures exhibit remarkable similarity to several 

Sacaton Phase pit houses found at Snaketown (Haury 1976:62-63).. This 

is interesting, as the structures at Las Colinas and Snaketown are 

separated by a time period of over 200 years. 

Hayden (1957:180) has reported a similar occurrence at Casa 

Grande. In compound F, located near the northern edge of the monument, 

pit houses were found cut through Civano Phase architecture. Hayden 

has suggested that the pit houses were similar to those of the Sacaton 

Phase and that they seemed to represent a reversion back to older 

house types. 

The discovery of pit houses similar to Hohokam forms cut 

through Civano Phase trash of the fourteenth century may suggest that 

pit house architecture represented a portion of the architectural 



pattern throughout the Classic Period. This is further supported by 

the knowledge that modified pit houses were constructed in the 

Escalante Ruin group during the thirteenth century. These data, while 

demonstrating a reversion back to earlier patterns, also underscore 

the need to recognize that variability was common during the Classic 

Period which may have traditionally escaped attention due to inade

quate sampling. 

One way of perceiving the variability within the Civano Phase 

is to consider the possibility that social organization and its 

material manifestations differed within the region and existed on a 

continuum from local folk culture to more complex organizational 

forms. This perspective has been employed for other archaeological 

cultures, as illustrated by the work of Redfield (1956) and De 

Borhegyi (1956) for the Maya. These authors have proposed that 

several social strata existed among the Maya which were characterized 

by differences in life style and strong differences in religious 

systems. De Borhegyi has suggested that Mayan folk religion empha

sized the control and supplication of natural forces centering upon 

rain, agriculture, and fertility. The elite stratum controlled more 

esoteric information personified by concerns with astronomy, calendrics, 

sophisticated art styles, and monumental architecture. It is the 

contention of both Redfield (1956:75) and De Borhegyi (1956:355) that 

the average Mayan peasant neither understood nor appreciated the more 

abstract religion imposed upon him by the theocratic elite. To 

Redfield (1956:76), "the collapse of the Classic Maya civilization 
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was in fact the disintegration of the pan-Mayan upper stratum of 

society, leaving practically intact the underlying folk culture." 

Without following the analogy too closely, the Civano Phase 

Hohokam in the Gila Basin may represent something similar to the 

Classic Maya collapse in microcosm. However, the Hohokam organiza

tion was not based upon social stratification but upon the principle 

of raking; the largest sociopolitical unit appears to have been the 

local irrigation community, of which several of variable size existed. 

The lack of further regional centralization among the Hohokam of this 

phase, as mentioned, is indicated by the lack of ceremonial centers, 

integrative mechanisms, centralized trade, and the large variation in 

burial styles. 

The Civano Phase concern with sociopolitical leadership and 

ritual was probably a short lived final effort in some areas to 

maintain a life style and a cultural stability which had been 

associated with irrigation agriculture for centuries. Civano Phase 

culture began to disintegrate when population levels were reduced, 

complicated by stress in the subsistence system focusing upon canal 

irrigation agriculture. At some point during the phase, the forces 

which had operated to produce the development no longer existed, and 

the hierarchical structure of social organization began to disinte

grate. This process, while affecting the entire core area, was not 

uniform throughout the area. Some small local communities, such as 

those near Snaketown, which did not possess big houses, platform 

mounds and compounds, were not as seriously affected and continued to 

operate on their lower level of complexity by adopting new subsistence 
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strategies more suitable to the changing conditions. Like the Maya, 

the more complex Hohokam organizational forms ceased to be viable, 

resulting in a change to a more homogeneous and less complex cultural 

pattern analogous to contact period Pima culture. 

Ethnohistory 

Little is known about protohistoric Pima culture due to the 

total lack of archaeological research on the period between A.D. 1400 

and 1700. Due to this situation, reconstructions of the culture of 

this period must be based upon ethnohistoric literature, represented 

by the journals and records kept by various priests, soldiers, and 

other adventurers who explored southern Arizona during the early 

historic period. Discrepancies do exist in these accounts, as we 

shall discover. We may be further hindered in that the more recent 

ethnographic literature (Russell 1975; Underbill 1939, 1946; Castetter 

and Bell 1942) may not reflect aboriginal conditions, as these books 

were written after a lengthy period of contact with various Hispanic 

and Anglo populations. This discussion will focus upon population, 

subsistence, social organization, material culture, and various 

cultural practices of the Pima and Papago in order to assess the 

strength of the argument for a Hohokam-Pima continuum. 

Population 

While several estimates are available for the Pima population 

of the Gila Basin during the historic period, all seem to be subject to 

some error. Ezell (1961:17), supported by Winter (1973:69), has 

estimated the population of the Gila Basin at the time of contact 
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between Casa Grande National Monument and Gila Bend to have been 

approximately 3,000 people, located in six or seven villages along the 

river course. Ezell (1961:131) further states that this estimate does 

not include a number of settlements located in the lowlands to the 

south of the river. Doelle (n.d.) has estimated that approximately 

1,000 people lived in four villages in a smaller area between Casa 

Grande National Monument and the confluence of the Gila and Salt 

rivers. However these four villages were the only one's visited and 

may not represent the total population of the area. 

Regardless, these figures are in marked contrast to those 

published by Haury (1976:356) for the Classic Period. Haury has 

suggested that between 50,000 and 60,000 paople may have occupied the 

Gila-Salt area during the Classic Period. When compared to the 

estimates given for the contact period, the contrast is nothing short 

of dramatic. X have suggested, in agreement with. Schroeder (1960), 

that the population of the Classic Period may have been seriously 

over-inflated due to several major problems associated with esti

mating the population contained within Classic Period sites. As still 

another subjective opinion, I believe that Haury's estimate, at least 

for the Gila Basinr should be reduced by at least 50 percent. I have 

suggested that a reduction in population may have begun as a trend 

early in the Soho Phase and continued throughout the Classic Period; 

this trend apparently continued into the protohistoric period. The 

introduction of foreign diseases may have further reduced the popula

tion during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries prior to the 

obtaining of census data. 



Subsistence 

Winter has rejected the proposals of Castetter and Bell (1942: 

27) and HackenBerg (1962:188) that the contact period Pima had 

extensive irrigation and agriculture. Winter has suggested that the 

early Pima did not place much emphasis upon agriculture, while fishing, 

hunting, gathering, and agriculture were employed in a diversified 

subsistence Base. Ezell (1961:130) has stated that early Pima 

subsistence emphasized corn, beans, squash, mesquite, and sahuaro, 

while less emphasis was placed on hunting; fishing was apparently 

not seen as important in Ezell's reconstruction. Ezell apparently 

overlooked the reference to large piles of mountain sheep skulls and 

horn cores observed in the large Pima village of Tusonimoo (Burrus 

1971:373). 

Doelle (n.d.) has proposed that agave, big horn sheep, and 

mesquite were important elements in early Pima diet, while subsistence 

was Based upon a mixed pattern of hunting, collecting, and agricul

ture; he does not cite fish as an important subsistence item. Doelle 

has also suggested that dependence upon different resources may have 

varied from year to year depending upon the relative productivity of 

agriculture. Flooding and destruction of crops was apparently a common 

occurrence, and when crops were destroyed, more emphasis was placed 

upon mesquite and other gathered crops. 

It is apparent that disagreement exists regarding contact 

period Pima subsistence. These differences may, in large part, be 

due to the uneven and often contradictory statements found in the 

ethnohistoric literature. Basically, the differences in the above 
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reconstructions are not differences in kind but in relative emphasis, 

and it seems clear that such problems will not be resolved until 

systematic archaeological research is accomplished in sites of the 

early contact time period. 

An important point to keep in mind is that all of the resources 

utilized by the early Pima were also used by the Hohokam. Ezell's 

reconstruction of Pima subsistence, which emphasized corn, beans, 

squash, mesquite, and sahuaro supplemented by some hunting, is a 

pattern similar to that of the Hohokam. Haury (1976:114-115) has 

documented the fact that the Hohokam at Snaketown took fish of all 

sizes and also hunted bighorn sheep. He further noted that the bighorn 

sheep was of great importance to the Hohokam, as it was modeled in 

stone, shell, and clay, and was a common decorative element on Hohokam 

pottery for centuries, Haury further suggests that the Hohokam do 

appear to have focused upon agriculture to a greater extent than did 

t&e early Pima, but it is important to know that many of the crops 

grown by the Hohokam and the Pima are identical in type, including the 

varieties of corn, beans, and squash CCastetter and Bell 1942, Cutler 

and Blake 1976). 

One of the ongoing arguments associated with the Hohokam-Pima 

continuum revolves around whether or not the contact period Pima were 

using irrigation agriculture. Haury (1976) is of the opinion that the 

Pima were irrigating their fields at the time of contact, and that 

this continuity strongly supports the hypothesis of cultural continuity. 

Recently, several investigators (Winter 1973:69, Doelle n.d.) have 

indicated that there is little evidence to support the concltision that 
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the early Gila Pima used irrigation. Literary sources clearly cite the 

use of irrigation in the San Pedro and Santa Cruz drainages, but do not 

mention irrigation among the Gila Pima, which may be sufficient evi

dence to argue that the Gila Pima did not emphasize irrigation 

agriculture at the time of contact. 

It is my position that while the Gila Pima may not have 

practiced irrigation agriculture, whether they did or not may not be 

relevant to a discussion of the Hohokam-Pima continuum. This position 

maintains that canal irrigation agriculture is a function of population 

size, and may not be a cultural trait on the same level as the type of 

pottery each, group produced. The large prehistoric population con

tained within the Gila Basin required canal irrigation as a subsistence 

Base. The much lower and more widely distributed population of the 

early contact period may have selected against canal irrigation, while 

more than adequate land was available for floodwater and dry farming. 

The limited evidence available suggests that the contact period Pima 

were practicing floodwater farming along the river floodplain. 

The lack of reliable documentation of early Pima subsistence 

patterns precludes any final statement on specific Hohokam-Pima 

continuities. As Winter (1973) suggests, much more work needs to be 

done before we can evaluate the observations of the early Spanish 

explorers. On a general level, however, there is considerable 

evidence arguing for a Hohokam-Pima transition based upon subsistence 

data. The same range of resources, including plants and animals, were 

utilized by both groups, while the differences reside in relative 
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emphasis. In summary, there appears to be some positive evidence for 

the continuum while negative evidence remains to be forthcoming. 

Social Organization 

Little work has been directed toward the study of Civano Phase 

Hohokam social organization and how this pattern compares to ethno

graphic accounts of Pima and Papago social organization. At the time 

of contact, the Pima villages located along the Gila River were 

autonomous sociopolitical units and appear to have had a big-man or 

leader who ruled only by means of persuasion and ability. Inter-

village political structure apparently did not exist to any degree 

CWinter 1973:69). 

It can be proposed that contact period social organization 

was less complex when compared to the Civano Phase pattern. Contact 

period Pima culture appears not to have emphasized social ranking or 

the leading village. This reduction in sociopolitical complexity was 

probably a function of reduced population levels in conjunction with a 

lack of emphasis upon labor intensive projects such as canal systems. 

The differences Between Civano Phase and contact period social organiza

tion can be seen as the difference between a ranked social system and 

one operating on a less complex segmentary tribe level of integration. 

A basic continuity may be seen between the Civano Phase and 

the historic period in the continuation of the council house or cere

monial structure. It will be remembered that ceremonial structures 

were present during both the Soho and the Civano phases in the 

Escalante Ruin group. Historically, both the Pima and the Papago had 



ceremonial structures in every major village (Russell 1975:155, 

Underhill 1939:70). Among the Pima the structure was larger than the 

average dwelling unit, was rectangular in shape and was capable of 

holding up to 80 people. The ceremonial house of the Papago was also 

a large structure But was usually round while the dwelling units were 

rectangular. Ethnographically, the scheduling of events and 

activities, such as hunting expeditions and inter-village games, was 

determined during meetings in the council house. 

It is interesting to note that the Papago did not keep their 

ceremonial paraphernalia in the large council houses, as the objects 

were thought to be too powerful to be kept near dwellings (Underhill 

1939:71). Rather, the ceremonial leader had a hiding place located 

away from the settlement where ceremonial items were stored. It is 

interesting to speculate that this may be the reason why we found 

little material on the floors of the large structures at Escalante. 

Ezell (1961:130) was uncertain about the origins of the council 

house, and stated that it may have been developed due to Spanish 

influence. The finding of ceremonial houses at Escalante, apparently 

the first to be reported for the Classic Period, does suggest that 

the council or ceremonial house was an indigenous feature that survived 

the prehistoric to the historic period transition. 

Material Culture and,Behavioral Continuities 

Much past discussion regarding the Hohokam-Pima continuum has 

focused upon the presence or lack of certain items of material culture 

and behavior patterns between the archaeological and the ethnographic 
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cultures. The standard classes of material used in archaeological 

comparisons, those of burial pattern, house type, and ceramic 

assemblage, have been "used to assess the validity of the continuum. 

One focus of controversy has been the position that states 

that the Hohokam cremated their dead while the Pima and the Papago did 

not cremate; this distinction has been used as negative evidence 

(Ezell 1963). It is now clear that this distinction is no longer 

supportable. Inhumation burial can be demonstrated to have been a 

standard Hohokam practice from the beginning of the Soho Phase. Many 

inhumation burials have been found which have only Hohokam pottery in 

association, and at numerous Hohokam sites, such as the Soho Phase 

sites at Escalante, extended inhumation burial was the only burial 

type present. Further evidence of a continuum exists in the Pima 

practice of cremating warriors. Also, it is interesting to note that 

burials placed in a sitting position was a practice among the Papago 

(Underhill 1939:188), and such a burial was found in the platform mound 

at the Escalante Ruin. The bulk of the evidence now indicates that 

burial pattern can be used as positive evidence for a continuum. 

Another argument used against the continuum is the proposed 

differences in house type between the Civano Phase and the contact 

period Pima. I have suggested that this perspective may be overly 

simplistic and results from a lack of consideration given to the 

variability present throughout the Classic Period. I reiterate the 

statement made by Fewkes (1912:154) to the effect that "the people of 

Casa Grande, or at least some of them, inhabited the same kinds of 

houses as the modern Pima," Not all of the Civano Phase Hohokam lived 
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in big houses. Some of the Soho and Civano phase structures probably 

looked similar to the modern Pima structures built at the site of 

Snaketown (Haury 1976:36). 

One argument may be that the historic Pima dwelling was usually 

oval in plan and was not rectangular. While many of the Civano Phase 

structures were rectangular, we can point to the oval-shaped pit houses 

at Las Colinas with fourteenth century dates and suggest that this 

style was present as a portion of the Civano Phase architectural 

pattern. It is this oval-shaped dwelling unit that was popular in 

some areas during the early historic period, as illustrated by Haury 

(1976:46) . 

While problems do remain in documenting the architectural 

sequence during the time period between A.D. 1400 and 1700, I would 

simply suggest that the historic period structures found among the Pima 

are within the range of variation noted for the Civano Phase. As a 

further comment, it is possible that the historic period Pima practice 

of building specialized storage rooms may be a vestige of the Civano 

Phase. Alternatively, it has been suggested that the storage room 

was a modern addition to the traditional Piman architectural pattern 

CEzell 1961:139). It is possible that storage rooms became popular 

during the time period between A.D. 1770 and 1846 when the Pima began 

growing more domesticated crops such as corn and wheat (Winter 1973: 

70), but this aspect of the problem will only be resolved by future 

archaeological research. 

Some discussion has focused upon the nature of historic period 

Pima pottery; Ezell (1963:64) has suggested that conparisons between 



prehistoric Hohokam and historic period Pima pottery have not been 

conclusive. I will merely point out that Haury's (1976:197) analysis 

has suggested that the technology used to produce Hohokam and Pima 

pottery is essentially the same. Both the Hohokam and the Pima produced 

plainware, polished red and red-on-buff pottery types, while plainware 

dominated both assemblages. In terms of percentages, red-on-buff 

production during the Civano Phase is not unlike the historic period 

pattern. The tall vertical necks and slightly out-flaring rims found 

on Pima Red-on-buff are very similar to the Civano Phase style Casa 

Grande Red-on-buff (Haury 1976:253, Fontana and others 1962:111-112). 

Haury has further suggested that the materials used, the manufacturing 

techniques employed, and the colors are basically the same. While 

design styles do differ somewhat, it is important to note that both 

the late prehistoric and the historic red-on-buff pottery emphasize 

the use of open space, the use of panels to divide space, and both 

types commonly made use of chevrons, scrolls and linear designs. As 

Ezell (1963:62) has stated, when viewed from a temporal perspective, 

the red-on-buff pottery appears to represent a trend within a tradi

tion. 

It is my belief that comparisons of the major classes of 

material culture between the Hohokam and the Pima suggest that the most 

conservative explanation is that the two cultures represent trends 

within a single cultural tradition. Other evidence can be presented 

to support further this conclusion. We know that both the Hohokam and 

the Pima grew cotton and wove cotton fiber into a variety of products 

using the horizontal loom. Both the Hohokam and the Pima-Papago valued 



items like quartz crystals, bird feathers, and limonitic concretions 

as a part of a fetish complex. If our interpretation of some archaeo

logical features are correct, we can state that the Hohokara produced-

sahuaro wine for ceremonies in a fashion similar to the Pima and the 

Papago. The Pima and the Papago participated in inter-village races 

and kick ball games, and these activities may be a reflection of pre

historic patterns. Considering all of the above evidence and addi

tional evidence not presented here (Haury 1945a, 1976), I can only 

echo Haury's statement that the Pima remain logically the descendants 

of the prehistoric Hohokam. 



CHAPTER 10 

CONCLUDING THOUGHTS AND COMMENTS ON FUTURE RESEARCH 

This study has summarized a large quantity of information, some 

new and some old, and has attempted to evaluate this information in 

the context of various models which have been proposed to account for 

the observed events. While incorporating some ideas presented by other 

authors, my own analysis has presented a new perspective and somewhat 

different conclusions. X have suggested that in contrast to several 

recent opinions, the Sacaton Phase may represent the most elaborate 

development of the Hohokam cultural sequence, which included the 

development of specialized ceremonial centers, a high degree of inter

regional integration, widespread trade, craft specialization, and 

complex forms of social organization approaching, if not achieving, 

the chiefdom level in the context of hydro-agriculture and population 

growth. In contrast to other opinions, X have argued that the early 

Classic Period was a time of inward collapse of the system, with a 

marked reduction in cultural complexity coincident with a proposed 

environmental change; many of the features developed during the Sacaton 

Phase appear not to be a part of the Soho Phase pattern. The remainder 

of the Classic Period represented a continuation of the trend begun in 

the Soho Phase toward population reduction and a lack of regional 

integration. Some further sociopolitical centralization relative to 

the Soho Phase may have occurred in some areas during the Civano Phase, 
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but it is argued that Civano Phase culture did not attain the com

plexity of the earlier Sacaton Phase. The evaluation of this 

theoretical model and other proposed models will require the collection 

of additional evidence on a number of important -variables. 

One of the most pressing problems is that of developing 

reliable methods for estimating population on both intra-phase and 

inter-phase levels. The severity of this situation is underscored by 

the recent presentation of a model which attempts to explain the 

Classic Period development as a function of population growth (Grady 

1976). X have presented my argument regarding why whis model is weak, 

and have ventured the opinion, based upon an analysis of the Escalante 

Ruin and other known sites, that population estimates for the Hohokam 

may have been seriously over-inflated. Resolving this issue will 

require the development of methods to estimate reliably population 

represented at unexcavated sites. This problem is made more difficult 

By the great differences in architectural styles and intra-site 

settlement patterns of the. pre-Classic and Classic periods. Neverthe

less, such methods must be developed and utilized in the context of 

extensive survey of remaining undisturbed land in the Gila-Salt area. 

X will predict that when such methods are developed, it will be found 

that the estimates of the Classic Period population will not be greater 

than that of the Sedentary Period, at least in the Gila Basin. 

Much emphasis has been placed upon proposed environmental 

changes as causal mechanisms for the observed changes between the 

pre-Classic and Classic periods, including my own reconstruction found 

herein. While this is not without precedent, and while considerable 
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evidence can be presented to support this position, future research 

should continue to focus upon paleo-environmental reconstruction as 

one research dimension. While pollen studies have contributed the 

most substantive evidence, it should be remembered that not all 

palynologists readily accept the use of pollen for paleo-climatic 

reconstructions. The continued refinement of the pollen methodology, 

perhaps supplemented by experimental research, is a necessity. State

ments regarding environmental change need not rely solely upon pollen 

studies; settlement pattern studies and subsistence reconstruction are 

also useful. I have suggested that changes in environment during the 

Soho-Civano transition at the Escalante Ruin may be indicated by the 

reorganization of socioeconomic groups into larger units of produc

tion. While this hypothesis remains to be tested, it does suggest 

interesting avenues for future research. 

Subsistence reconstruction remains a basic research problem 

both in terms of what it can tell us about intra-phase and inter

phase changes, as well as in terms of the relationship between sub

sistence and social organization. Grady (1976) and many others have 

stated that irrigation agriculture reached maximum intensity during 

the Classic Period, and that this period witnessed the extension of 

many canal systems, X have suggested that this position does not 

conform with current information. The majority of the canal systems 

used during the Classic Period, including the Los Muertos, Casa Grande-

Adamsville, Snaketown, and Poston-Escalante systems, were all operative 

by the Sacaton Phase. It is entirely possible, that, given the 

fluctuations in enyironment proposed for the Classic Period, and 
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given my position that population began to decline after the Sacaton 

Phase, canal irrigation may not have been emphasized to the degree 

proposed by some authors. This situation no doubt varied from area to 

area, and further research should define the intra-phase variability in 

the use of irrigation agriculture. 

Research must continue to document further Hohokam utilization 

of native resources. Several authors have suggested that the Civano 

Phase was characterized by a dependence upon native plants and animals 

at the expense of agriculture. Since this pattern approaches that of 

contact period Pima subsistence, future research could investigate the 

continuities between the Hohokam-Pima transition. We must also develop 

more creative but reliable methods for the further interpretation of 

subsistence remains. The recovery of plant remains from archaeological 

sites does indicate that these resources were being utilized, but such 

evidence often cannot tell us relative dependence, nor can it tell us 

about the activities involved in procuring the resources, In other 

words, subsistence remains must be analyzed within their systemic or 

behavioral contexts (Reid 1973). 

Settlement-subsistence reconstruction can also contribute 

information relevant to reconstructing social organization. Several 

of the proposed models of social organization presented here have 

emphasized irrigation agriculture and the implications of this sub

sistence type on the development of complex forms of social organiza

tion. The concept of the irrigation community, with ranked villages 

and lesser satellite villages, is an integral part of the model of 

Hohokam social organization proposed by Schroeder (1966), Grebinger 
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(.1971, 1976), and in this dissertation. However, as Schroeder (1966) 

has stated, there has been no study undertaken with the explicit 

design to test this model, while Grebinger (1971) has presented a 

series of implications for consideration when such research is under

taken . 

It should be noted that chronology remains an important and 

necessary aspect of research. Although the general outlines of the 

sequence are Becoming known, more specific question asking will 

require a more refined chronology. Intra-site reconstructions of 

subsistence, socioeconomic group structure, and social organization, 

such as I have undertaken at the Escalante Ruin, must be based upon a 

dependable chronology. 

All of the above-mentioned topics, and others, such as the 

nature of Hohokam exchange systems, represent some of the problems 

which will require the serious attention of archaeologists who wish to 

make a contribution to research in the Hohokam area. I have presented 

a reconstruction for the Hohokam Classic Period which accounts for 

much of the evidence available at this time. I have emphasized the 

positive aspects of a model which views the Hohokam culture as an 

on-going behavioral system and have not relied solely upon material 

culture determinants as indexes of culture change. Many of the ideas 

found herein cannot and should not be accepted without further con

sideration, but will hopefully become a part of the testing procedures 

during future research. 



APPENDIX A 

FURTHER ANALYSIS OF PLANT REMAINS FROM THE ESCALANTE RUIN GROUP 

Robert E. Gasser 
Department of Anthropology 
Arizona State University 

This study supplements the preliminary investigations of 

plant remains recovered from the Escalante Ruin group undertaken by 

Debowski (1974) and Hall (1974). The flotation samples analyzed in 

this study have the advantage of being from various well defined 

proveniences and can be readily placed in their various systemic 

contexts which are illustrated and discussed on Doyel's (1974) 

original research at this ruin group. 

The raw data from the Escalante flotation analysis (Table 4) 

include only those seeds and other plant parts which are charred. 

Only charred plant specimens can be regarded as prehistoric when 

control flotation samples are lacking (Bohrer and Adams in press). 

Control samples test for tte "sterility" of flotation samples from 

non-cultural contexts on or near the site (Gasser 1977). Ethno-

Botanical remains from archaeological sites are fortuitous caches 

of the products of differential preservation, food preparation, and 

sampling. Quantitative data on such remains are only perhaps 

warranted when a large body of standardized sample units are 

examined. Bohrer (1976:249) has stated that the different methods of 

preparing com for eating coupled with the fact that corn kernels 
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Table 4. Raw flotation data from the Escalante Ruin group. 

Az.U:15:22 

HaBitation room 2, floor, SFN 31 
HaBitation room 2, floor, SFN 35 
HaBitation room 2, hearth, SFN 39 

Az.U:15:27 

HaBitation room 7, floor, SFN 252 
HaBitation room 7, floor, SFN 254 
HaBitation room 7, hearth, SFN 266 

Az.U:15:32 

HaBitation room 2, floor, SFN 345 
HaBitation room 3, floor, SFN 340 
Habitation room 5, floor, SFN 358 
Habitation room 5, floor, SFN 360 
Trash mound, level A, SFN 361 
Trash mound, level F, SFN 363 
Trash mound, level G, SFN 365 
Trash mound, level H, SFN 367 
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Special use room 1, firepit, SFN 10 
Special use room 1, floor, SFN 5 
Special use room 2, floor, SFN 1 
Special use room 2, floor, SFN 4 
Habitation room 5, hearth, SFN 154 
Habitation room 5, floor, SFN 127 
Habitation room 16, floor, SFN 165 
Habitation room 16, hearth, SFN 186 
Storage room 10, ash dump, SFN 72 
Storage room 14, floor, SFN 158 
Storage room 15, vessel, SFN 135 
Storage room 15, vessel, SFN 137 
Storage room 15, vessel, SFN 139 

Storage room 15, floor, SFN 141 
Storage room 15, floor, SFN 145 
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Storage room 20, vessel, SFN 193 
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have a tendency to be destroyed in the flotation process tends to 

underestimate corn in relation to wild plant foodstuffs. For the 

above reasons and for the purposes of this study, presence-absence 

data seem appropriate to make reasonable assessments of the relative 

values for various plants to the Hohokam. 

Nevertheless, Table 4 demonstrates that corn is the dominant 

plant remain at the Escalante Ruin group. Hall (1974) reached the 

same conclusion via his analysis of plant macrofossils. Other 

domesticated plant food remains found at Escalante were beans and 

possibly squash. Excluding cotton for the moment, it is obvious from 

Table 4 that mesquite (Prosopis juliflora var. velutina) played an 

important role in the diet at Escalante. It was found in storage 

contexts as well as on house floors and in hearths. Doelle (1976:62) 

has suggested that charred mesquite seeds in sites may be indicators 

of good times as an alternative to Bohrer's (1970) suggestion that 

mesquite remains are an indicator of increased crop failure. The 

conflict between these two alternatives is not resolved. There are 

few researchers, however, who doubt that mesquite was one of the most 

important native food plants. This author has demonstrated elsewhere 

CGasser 1976:37-38) in a synchronic overview of 21 Hohokam sites that 

mesquite may have been second only to corn as a plant staple in the 

Hohokam diet. The data from Escalante seem to bear out this 

proposition. 

Storage Room 15 at the Escalante Ruin (Az.U:15:3) gives an 

interesting insight into Civano Phase subsistence at this site. This 

room contained corn (three kernels and 37 cob fragments), cotton (five 



252 

seeds), mesquite Cone seed and one pod fragment), a wild gourd seed, 

yucca leaf fragments, an unidentified small wild bean, one Cleome 

seed, five Chenopodium seeds, one juniper seed, and one acorn cap. 

The Cleome, juniper seed, and acorn cap were probably brought to, or 

traded into, Escalante from the transition zone of Arizona in the fall. 

The remains in storage Room 15 also indicate that most of the remains 

would have Been harvestable in the late summer through fall seasons. 

Another feature which proves to be very interesting is the 

ash dump area in Storage Room 10 at the Escalante Ruin. This locus, 

which is probably the residue of several hearth fires, yielded six 

cotton seeds, six corn kernels, one bean which is probably a tepary, 

a wild legume seed, and three Ceanothus seed fragments. This locus 

indicates the variety of foodstuffs prepared in or around a hearth. 

The Ceanothus seeds represent yet another item from the transition 

zone. 

The other remains from the flotation data are self explanatory 

as noted on Table 4. It should be mentioned that the Phragmites are 

probably light construction -material that was used in the rooms. 

Bohrer Q971t18) states that the reed, Phragmites communis, was 

probably common along the Gila prior to damming up the river in the 

1930s. 

A number of uncharred remains were found which cannot be 

definitely attributed to a prehistoric context. Because of their 

light color and fragile nature the following remains found in the 

flotation samples are probably modern: Euphorbia glyptosperma 

(spurge).; Allionia incarnata (trailing four-o'clock); Sphaeralcea 



laxa (Globe mallow); Kallestroemia sp. (poppy); Acacia constricta 

(white thorn acacia); Opuntia sp. (prickly-pear); Salix sp. (willow); 

Larrea tridentata (creosotebush); Gramineae (grasses); Chenopodium 

sp. (goose-foot); and Plantago insularis (Indian-wheat). 

Cotton 

This research was designed to investigate the proposition 

that cotton was Being grown prehistorically in the Gila and Salt 

river drainages. A more specific hypothesis is that cotton was not 

only being grown By the Hohokam, but that it was being produced in 

surplus quantities for trade. As criteria to test for evidence of 

growing cotton, Bohrer (1962:112) states that the presence of Both 

cotton seeds and bolls at a site may be attributed to cultivation 

rather than trade. Bohrer was speaking of the well preserved dry 

cave remains from the Tonto National Monument. It is possible that 

the same criteria (bolls and seeds) would not apply to the open air 

Hohokam sites where preservation is generally poor; one would expect 

that only seeds would be preserved in most open-air sites. Therefore, 

new criteria are developed for just seeds being preserved. Ethno

graphic evidence indicates that both the Papago (Castetter and 

Underhill 1935:60) and Pima (Russell 1975:77) used cotton seeds as 

food. If cotton was not being grown locally but traded into the 

Hohokam area in seed form one would expect cotton seed remains to be 

relatively rare and to be found predominantly in a storage or other 

cache contexts in the site. On the other hand, if cotton was being 

cultivated locally for its fiber and eatable seed, one would expect 
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seed dispersal to show a random distribution throughout most site 

contexts just as one finds the remains of a common cultigen such as 

corn. 

These expectations are tested against the distribution of plant 

remains from the Escalante Ruin group. The Escalante samples are 

suitable as they come from selected discrete locations from various 

areas on habitation floors, as well as from hearths, vessel fill, 

trash mound contexts, and storage loci. The Escalante samples also 

have the advantage of mostly being from floor areas that are sealed 

from post-occupational fill by roof-fall by virtue of the structures 

being systematically burned after abandonment (Doyel 1974:172). 

Lastly, the Escalante samples have the advantage of comparing remains 

from nearby sites. 

The raw data from this flotation analysis (Table 4) demon

strates that cotton seeds are dispersed in a variety of contexts in 

the Escalante Ruin group. Most of the cotton comes from the Escalante 

Ruin itself. Cotton seeds were retrieved from 11 out of 31 flotation 

contexts running the gamut from being on room floors, scattered in 

storage rooms, in vessels, in hearths, and in an ash dump on a house 

floor. Hall (1974:206) identified a cotton seed associated with a 

multiple dog cremation at the Escalante Ruin. It is interesting that 

cotton is second only to corn (16 out of 31 samples) in the flotation 

data. The above evidence, in conjunction with the finding of spun 

cotton fiber (Magers 1974), indicates that cotton was cultivated at 

Escalante, 
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Escalante is not an isolated entity however; cotton seeds have 

Been found at other Hohokam sites. It is along the extensive pre

historic canal networks of the Gila and Salt rivers that cotton is 

commonly retrieved. Cotton seeds have been found at Escalante, Casa 

Grande (Fewkes 1912:147-148), and Snaketown (Bohrer 1970, Haury 1976) 

on the Gila River, and at the ruins of Pueblo Grande, La Ciudad, and 

Az.U:10:7 (PGM) along the Salt River (Gasser 1976:40). The most 

abundant remains of Hohokam cotton were found at La Ciudad where 431 

seeds were recovered from three loci (Gasser 1976:22). 

Jones (.1936) states that cotton was probably grown throughout 

the American Southwest. Not many areas in the Southwest, however, are 

as suitable for the cultivation of cotton as the long growing season 

and long hot days of the southern Arizona desert. As a case in point, 

the Hopi hybridized a strain of cotton suitable to their short growing 

season which matures in 84 to 100 days (Lewton 1912:5-6). However, 

the Hopi do not have sufficient water to produce surplus crops. 

Ellwood (1954:11) states that high yields of cotton can only be 

obtained with irrigation. In yet another area, Magers (1975:40) 

suspects that although grown, cotton cultivation at Canyon de Chelly 

in northeastern Arizona was marginal. Experimentally planted cotton 

seedlings had to be watered daily to survive even under the protective 

warm microenvironmental overhang above Antelope House Ruin (Magers 

1975:40). 

Jones (1936:3) argued as long ago as the 1930s that the 

Hohokam traded cotton. Recently, Jones' hypothesis has received 

renewed attention (Gasser 1976:39, Doelle 1976:82, Weaver 1976:24). 
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Weaver (1976:24) states that "ethnographic and archaeological data 

indicate that Both the protohistoric Pima and th.e Hohokam placed 

heavy emphasis on cotton production and use and traded their surplus 

CRussell 1975:24, Jones 1936:3, Haury and others 1950:443)." It seems 

apparent that cotton was being grown prehistorically along the Gila 

River. Based upon analogy with the historic Pima and early Anglo 

populations Cand modern commercial cotton cropping), there is good 

reason to Believe that the Hohokam, who were cultivating cotton by 

A.D. 300 (Bohrer 1970:413), also realized that they could expand their 

fields in order to "cash crop" cotton for trading purposes. It is 

hoped that this study will stimulate others to explore further the 

role of "cash cropping" cotton as an economic role for the prehistoric 

Hohokam of the Gila-Salt region. 



APPENDIX B 

FURTHER IDENTIFICATION OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL POLLEN 
FROM THE ESCALANTE RUIN GROUP 

W. G. Spaulding 
Laboratory of Paleoenvironmental Studies 

The University of Arizona 

The data listed in the following table (Table 5) were obtained 

after the original manuscript on the Escalante Ruin group went to 

press (Doyel 1974), and are included here to make them available. 

Many of the plants listed in the table have economic uses (Kearney and 

Peebles 1969) but I have restricted the term "economic grain" to known 

cultigens and cacti. Several of the insect pollinated plants listed, 

such as the Agave and the Ericacea, are not found near the Escalante 

Ruin group, but do occur in the chapparal zones in the surrounding 

mountains. Further discussion of the pollen from the Escalante Ruin 

group, including a listing of the first eight samples processed, can 

be found in the original report on Escalante (Spaulding 1974:262-268). 

The following list provides provenience information on the samples 

listed in the accompanying Table 5. 

List of Sample Numbers 

Sample 9: Arizona U:15:3, room 15, floor 

Sample 10: Arizona U:15:32, room 4, floor 

Sample 11: Arizona U:15:32, room 2, floor 

Sample 12: Arizona U:15:32, room 1, floor 
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Sample 13: Arizona U:15:32 , stone-lined pit 

Sample 14: Arizona U:15:3, room 17, floor 

Sample 15: Arizona U:15:27 , room 2, floor 

Sample 16: Arizona U: 15:27 , room 2, floor 

Sample 17: Arizona U:15:3, room 1, floor, platform mound 

Sample 18: Arizona U:15:3, room 8, floor 

Sample 19: Arizona U:15:3, room 9, floor 

Sample 20: Arizona TJ: 15:3, room 16, floor 



Table 5. Archaeological pollen from the Escalante Ruin group. 

Sample Number 

9 1Q 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

Cheno-am 
Sarcobatus 
Tidestomia 
Long Spine 
Compositae 

Short Spine 
Compositae 
Artemisia 
Senecio-type 
Liguliflorae 
Pinus 
Juniperus 
Quercus 
Alnus 
Salix 
Juglans 
Celtis 
Ephedra-type 
Ephedra 
nevadensis type 
Gramineae 
Prosopis-type 
Acacia 
Cassia-type 
Undetermined 
Leguminosae 
Larrea 
Kallestroemia 

57.62 61.90 50.95 55.75 55.71 60.95 35,24 20.47 78.57 63.81 56.19 64.' 

— 0.48 1.90 1.77 — 0.48 3.33 — 0.95 0.48 0.95 0.! 

9.52 14,76 11.43 14.16 13.81 11.90 21.90 14.00 4.76 6.67 12.38 7,i 

13.81 4.28 18.57 7.08 10.00 6.67 13.81 27.00 4.76 12.38 16.19 6,i 
0.48 — — — 0.48 — 1.43 0.47 — 0.48 — — 

— 0.48 — — 0.95 
— — — 0.95 — .— 0.47 
1.43 0.95 1.43 1.77 0.48 — 0.95 — 0.48 / 0.48 o.. 

— — 0.95 1,33 0,48 — 0.95 2,32 / — 3.33 1. 
0.48 — 0,48 0,88 0,48 0.48 1.43 1.40 — — 0.48 0. 

0.44 

0.44 

3.10  

0.46 
0.93 0.48 

4.76 
0.95 

4.76 

0.48 

0.48 

3.33 
1.43 

0.95 0.95 1.40 0.95 

/ 
4.29 2.38 4.76 10.23 3.33 7.62 1.43 6.67 
0.48 — 0.48 3.72 — 0.95 

1.43 0.95 
0.95 

5.75 0.48 0.48 
0.48 

1.90 2.32 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.95 

0.46 



Table 5.—Continued Archaeological pollen from the Escalante Ruin group. 

Sarrple Number 

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

Boraginaceae — — — — 0.48 — — — — — — — 
Nyctaginaceae 1.43 / / 1.77 0.48 / 0.48 0.93 — / 0.48 — 
Umbelliferae — — 0.48 — — — — — — — — — 
Onagraceae — — — — — — — / — — — — 
Malvaceae — 0.48 / 1.77 0.95 0.48 0.95 0.93 / 0.95 1.90 1.43 
Euphorbia — — — — — — 1.43 0.46 
Cruciferae — — — — — — — 0.93 — — — — 
Rosaceae 0.48 — 0.95 — — — — — — 1.43 — 
Ericaceae — — 0.43 — — — — — — — — — 
Scrophulariaceae — — — — 1.43 — — — — — — — 
LaBiatae — — — 0.44 
Eriogonum — — 0.48 — — — — — 0.46 — — — 
Solanaceae — — 0.48 — — — 0.48 — — — 
Polypodiaceae 
Plantago — — — — — — — — 2.38 — — 0.48 
Cyperaceae — — — 0.44 — ' <— 
Sparganium-
typha 1.90 — 1.43 1.77 0.95 4.76 2.86 0.93 — — — 0.48 
Liliaceae — — — 0.44 — — — 0.46 — 
cf Fouquieria — — — — — — — 0,46 — — •— — 

Cereus-type / J 
Cylindro-
Opuntia 
Unde termined 
Opuntia / 0.48 / / 
Cucurbitaceae J 0.48 / 
Agave 



Table 5.—Continued Archaeological pollen from the Escalante Ruin group. 

Sample Number 

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

Zea mays 0.48 0.44 
Z economic 
grains 0.48 0.44 / / 0.95 / / 

Undetermined 4.76 8.57 4.28 2.21 5.71 7.14 2.86 9.30 1.43 4.76 4.76 5.71 
Unknown 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.88 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.95 0.95 
E (all grains) 210 210 210 226 210 210 210 215 210 210 210 210 

/ = Identified in scan only. 



REFERENCES 

Ambler, Richard 
1961 Archaeological survey and excavation at Casa Grande 

National Monument, Arizona. MS, Master's thesis, 
Department of Anthropology, The University of Arizona, 
Tucson. 

A. F. 
Final report of investigations among the Indians of the 
Southwestern United States, Part II. Papers of the 
Archaeological Institute of America. Volume 4. Cambridge. 

Bohrer, Vorsila L. 

1962 Ethnobotanical materials from Tonto National Monument. 
In Archaeological Studies at Tonto National Monument, 
edited by L. R. Caywood. Southwestern Monuments Associa
tion Technical Series 2, pp. 79-114. Globe. 

1970 Ethnobotanical aspects of Snaketown, A Hohokam village in 
southern Arizona. American Antiquity 35(4):413-430. 

1971 Paleoecology of Snaketown. The Kiva 36(1);11-19. 

1976 Peer review I. In Desert resources and Hohokam subsistence: 
the Conoco Florence project, by W. H. Doelle. Arizona 
State Museum Archaeological Series 103, Tucson, pp. 245-
249. 

Bohrer, Vorsila, and Karen R. Adams 
in Ethnobotanical techniques and approaches at the Salmon 

press Ruin, New Mexico. Eastern New Mexico University Contribu
tions in Anthropology, Portales. 

Boserup, Ester 
1965 The conditions of agricultural growth. Aldine, Chicago. 

Breternitz, David A. 
1960 Excavations at three sites in the Verde Valley Arizona. 

Museum of Northern Arizona Bulletin 34. Flagstaff. 

Burrus, Ernest J. 
1971 Kino and Manje: Explorers of Sonora and Arizona. Sources 

and Studies for the History of the Americas Volume 10. 
Jesuit Historical Institute, Rome, Italy, and St. Louis. 

Bandelier, 
1892 

262 



263 

Canouts, Veletta (assembler) 
1975 An archaeological survey of the Orme Reservoir. Arizona 

State Museum Archaeological Series 92. Tucson. 

Canouts, Veletta, E. Germeshausen, and R. Larkin 
1972 An archaeological survey of the Santa Rosa Wash Project. 

Arizona State Museum Archaeological Series 18. Tucson. 

Casselberry, Samuel E. 
1974 Further refinement of formulas for determining population 

from floor area. World Archaeology 6 (1);117-122. 

Castetter, Edward F., and W. H. Bell 
1942 Pima and Papago Indian agriculture. Inter-Americana 

Studies I. University of New Mexico Press, Albuquerque. 

Castetter, Edward F., and Ruth Underhill 
1935 The ethnobiology of the Papago Indians. University of 

New Mexico Bulletin 275. Albuquerque. 

Chard, C. S. 
1940 Distribution and significance of ball courts in the 

Southwest. The Excavators' Club, Volume 1, number 2. 
Cambridge. 

Clarke, D. L. 
1968 Analytical Archaeology. Methuen and Company, London. 

Clarke, Steven S. 
1974 A method for the estimation of prehistoric pueblo popula

tions. The Kiva 39 (3-4):283-289. 

Cosgrove, H. S., and C. B. Cosgrove 
1932 The Swartz Ruin: a typical Mimbres site in southwestern 

New Mexico. Papers of the Peabody Museum of American 
Archaeology and Ethnology, Volume 15, number 1. Cambridge. 

Cowgill, George L, 
1975 Population pressure as a non-explanation. In Population 

studies in archaeology and biological anthropology: a 
symposium. Society for American Archaeology Memoir 30. 

Crabtree, Don E. 
1973 Experiments in replicating Hohokam points. Tebiwa 

16 (1) :10—45. Pocatello. 

Cummings, Byron 
1927 Ancient canals of the Casa Grande. Progressive Arizona 

3(5):9-10. 



264 

Cushing, Frank H. 
1890 Preliminary notes on the origin, working hypothesis, and 

primary researches of the Hemenway Southwestern Archaeo
logical Expedition. Congres International des 
Americanistes, Compte-rendu de la septieme session, 
pp. 151-194. Berlin. 

Cutler, H. C., and L. W. Blake 
1976 Corn from Snaketown. In The Hohokam: Desert Farmers and 

Craftsmen, By E. W. Haury, The University of Arizona 
Press, pp. 365-366. Tucson. 

Dean, Jeffrey S., and W. J. Robinson 
n.d. Dendrochronology of Grasshopper Pueblo. MS, Department 

of Anthropology, The University of Arizona, Tucson. 

De Borhegyi, Steven F. 
1956 The development of folk and complex cultures in the 

southern Maya area. American Antiquity 26 (4):343-356, 

Debowski, Sharon S. 
1974 A preliminary report on the flotation analysis from the 

Escalante Ruin group. In Excavations in the Escalante 
Ruin Group, Southern Arizona, by David E. Doyel. Arizona 
State Museum Archaeological Series 37, pp. 200-202. 
Tucson. 

Debowski, Sharon, D. E. Doyel, G. R. Hanson, and H. Rudner 
1974 The computer coding system for the Escalante Project. 

MS, on file, Arizona State Museum library, Tucson. 

Debowski, Sharon S., A. George, R. Goddard, and D. Mullon 
1976 An archaeological survey of the Buttes Reservoir. 

Arizona State Museum Archaeological Series 93, Tucson. 

Di Peso, Charles C. 
1951 The Babocomari village site on the Babocomari River, 

southeastern Arizona. The Amerind Foundation 5. Dragoon. 

1956 The Upper Pima of San Cayetano del Tumacacori: An Archaeo-
historical Reconstruction of the Ootam of the Pimeria Alta. 
The Amerind Foundation 7. Dragoon. 

1958 The Reeve Ruin of Southeastern Arizona. 
Foundation 8. Dragoon. 

The Amerind 

1974 Casas Grandest A Fallen Trading Center of the Gran 
Chichimeca. The Amerind Foundation 9. Dragoon. 



265 

Di Peso, Charles C. 
1976 Gila Polychrome in the Casas Grandes region. The Kiva 

42(1) : 57-64. 

Dittert, A. E., Jr. 
1976 Comments on Papers. In The 1976 Salado Conference. The 

Kiva 42 CD:126-127. 

Doelle, William H. 
1975 Prehistoric resource exploitation within the Conoco 

Florence Project. Arizona State Museum Archaeological 
Series 62. Tucson. 

1976 Desert Resources and Hohokam subsistence: The CONOCO 
Florence Project. Arizona State Museum Archaeological 
Series 103. Tucson. 

n.d. The Gila Pima at first contact: 1697-1699. 
State Museum. Tucson. 

MS. Arizona 

Doyel, David E. 
1972 Cultural and ecological aspects of Salado prehistory. 

MS, Master's thesis, California State University, Chico, 
on file at the Arizona State Museum library, Tucson. 

1974 Excavations in the Escalante ruin group, southern 
Arizona. Arizona State Museum Archaeological Series 37. 
Tucson, 

1976a Revised phase system for the Tonto Basin and Globe-Miami 
areas, Central Arizona. The Kiva 41(3-4):241-266. 

1976b Classic Period Hohokam in the Gila River Basin, Arizona. 
The Kiva 42(1):27-38. 

1976c Salado cultural development in the Tonto Basin and Globe-
Miami areas, Central Arizona. The Kiva 42(1):5-16. 

1977 

xn 
press 

n.d. 

Excavations in the Middle Santa Cruz River Valley, 
Southeastern Arizona. Contributions to Highway Salvage 
Archaeology in Arizona 44. Arizona State Museum, Tucson. 

Hohokam and Salado small sites and small site methodology. 
Center for Anthropological Studies, Albuquerque. 

The Miami Wash Project: Hohokam and Salado in the Globe-
Miami area, Central Arizona. Unpublished manuscript on 
file, Arizona State Museum, Tucson. 



266 

Doyel, David E., and Emil W. Haury 
1976 The 1976 Salado Conference. The Kiva 42(1). 

Ellwood, Charles 
1954 Growing Arizona cotton. University of Arizona Agricul

tural Experimental Station Circular 222. Tucson. 

El-Zur, Arieh 
1965 Soil, Water and Man in the Desert Habitat of the Hohokam 

Culture. MS, Doctoral dissertation, The "University of 
Arizona, Tucson. 

Ezell, Paul H. 
1961 The Hispanic acculturation of the Gila River Pimas. 

Memoir of the American Anthropological Association 90. 
Menasha, Wisconsin. 

1963 Is there a Hohokam-Pima continuum? American Antiquity 
29(1):61-66. 

Perdon, Edwin N. 
1955 A trial survey of Mexican-Southwestern architectural 

parallels. Monographs of the School of American Research 
21. 

1967 The Hohokam "ball court": an alternative view of its 
function. The Kiva 33(1);1-14. 

Fewkes, J. Walter 
1909 Prehistoric Ruins of the Gila Valley. Smithsonian 

Miscellaneous Collections 5 (4):403-436. Washington, D. C. 

1912 Casa Grande, Arizona. Twenty-eighth Annual Report of the 
Bureau of American Ethnology. Washington, D. C. 

Fontana, B. L., W. J. Robinson, C. W. Cormack, and E. E. Leavitt, Jr. 
1962 Papago Indian Pottery. University of Washington Press, 

Seattle. 

Fortes, Meyer 
1945 The dynamics of clanship among the Tallensi. Oxford 

"University Press. 

Franklin, H. H., and W. B. Masse 
1976 The San Pedro Salado: A case of prehistoric migration. 

The Kiva 42 (1):47-56. 

Frick, Paul S. 
1954 An archaeological survey of the central Santa Cruz valley, 

southern Arizona. MS, Master's thesis, Department of 
Anthropology, The "University of Arizona, Tucson. 



267 

Fried, Morton H. 
1967 The evolution of political society. Random House, New 

York. 

1968 On the evolution of social stratification and the state. 
In Readings in Anthropology, Morton H. Fried, editor, pp. 
462-478. Thomas Y. Crowell Co., New York. 

Gasser, Robert E. 
1976 Hohokam subsistence: A 2,000 year continuum in the 

indigenous exploitation of the Lower Sonoran Desert, 
USDA Forest Service Archaeological Report 11. Albuquerque. 

1977 The Baca flotation analysis. In Excavations in the Middle 
Santa Cruz River Valley, Southeastern Arizona, by D. E. 
Doyel. Contributions to Highway Salvage Archaeology in 
Arizona 44, Arizona State Museum, pp. 165-169. Tucson. 

Gerald, Rex E. 
1976 A conceptual framework for evaluating Salado and Salado-

related material in the El Paso area. The Kiva 42(1): 
65-70. 

Gladwin, Harold S. 
1928 Excavations at Casa Grande, Arizona. Southwest Museum 

Papers 2. Los Angeles. 

1937 Excavations at Snaketown XX: Comparisons and theories. 
Medallion Papers 26. Gila Pueblo, Globe. 

1948 Excavations at Snaketown IV: Review and conclusions. 
Medallion Papers 38. Gila Pueblo, Globe. 

1957 A History of the Ancient Southwest. Bond-Wheelwright Co., 
Portland, Maine. 

Gladwin, Harold S., E. W. Haury, E. B. Sayles, and Nora Gladwin 
1937 Excavations at Snaketown: Material Culture. Medallion 

Papers 25. Gila Pueblo, Globe. 

Gladwin, Winifred, and Harold S. Gladwin 
1929 The red-on-buff culture of the Gila Basin. Medallion 

Papers 3. Gila Pueblo, Globe. 

1933 Some Southwestern Pottery Types: Series III. Medallion 
Papers 13. Gila Pueblo, Globe. 

1935 The Eastern range of the red-on-buff culture. Medallion 
Papers 16. Gila Pueblo, Globe. 



268 

Grady, Mark A. 
1976 Aboriginal agrarian adaptation to the Sonoran Desert: A 

regional synthesis and research design. MS, Doctoral 
dissertation, The University of Arizona, Tucson. 

Grebinger, Paul 
1971 Hohokam cultural development in the Middle Santa Cruz 

River Valley, Arizona. MS, Doctoral dissertation, The 
University of Arizona, Tucson. 

1976 Salado—perspectives from the middle Santa Cruz Valley. 
The Kiva 42 (1):39-46. 

Grebinger, Paul, and David Adam 
1974 Hard Times?: Classic Period Hohokam in the Tucson Basin, 

Arizona. World Archaeology 6 (2):226-241. 

Green, C. R., and P. C. Kangeiser 
1968 Arizona climate supplement No. 2. Institute of Atmospheric 

Physics, The University of Arizona, Tucson. 

Green, J. L., and T. W. Mathews 
1976 Faunal study of unworked mammalian bones. In The Hohokam: 

Desert Farmers and Craftsmen, by E. W. Haury. The 
University of Arizona Press, pp. 367-373. Tucson. 

Greenleaf, J. Cameron 
1975a Excavations at Punta de Agua. Anthropological Papers of 

the University of Arizona 26, Tucson. 

1975b Excavation of the Gila Bend fortified hill site, western 
Arizona. The Kiva 40C4):213-282. 

Gumerman, George J., and Erail W. Haury 
in The Hohokam. Handbook of North American Indians. 
press 

Hackenberg, R. A. 
1962 Economic alternatives in arid lands; a case study of the 

Pima and Papago Indians. Ethnology 1 (.2) : 186-196. 

Hall, Robert L. 
1974 Plant remains from the Escalante Ruin group. In Excava

tions in the Escalante Ruin group, southern Arizona, by 
D. E. Doyel. Arizona State Museum Archaeological Series 
37. pp. 203-214. Tucson. 

n.d. Plant remains identified from the Las Colinas site, 
Arizona T:12:10. MS, on file, Arizona State Museum, 
Tucson. 



269 

Hammack, Laurens C. 
1969 A preliminary report of the excavations at Los Colinas. 

The Kiva 35:11-28. 

n.d. Unpublished data on the site of Las Colinas. 
State Museum, Tucson. 

Arizona 

Haury, Emil W. 
1928 The succession of house types in the Pueblo area. MS, 

Master's thesis, Department of Anthropology, The University 
of Arizona, Tucson. 

1932 Roosevelt 9:6, a Hohokam site of the Colonial Period. 
Medallion Papers 11. Gila Pueblo, Globe. 

1945a The excavation of Los Muertos and neighboring ruins in the 
Salt River Valley, southern Arizona. Papers of the 
Peabody Museum of American Archaeology and Ethnology 
24(1). Cambridge. 

1945b The problem of contacts between the Southwestern United 
States and Mexico. Southwestern Journal of Anthropology 
1:55-74. 

1956 Speculations on prehistoric settlement patterns in the 
Southwest. In Prehistoric Settlement Patterns in the New 
World, edited by G. R, Willey. 
for Anthropological Research. 

Wenner-Gren Foundation 
pp. 3-10. New York. 

1958 Evidence at Point of Pines for a prehistoric migration 
from northern Arizona. In Migrations in New World Pre
history, edited by R. H. Thompson, pp. 1-6, University of 
Arizona Social Science Bulletin 27. Tucson. 

1967 The Hohokam: first masters of the American desert. 
National Geographic 131C5):670-685. 

1976 The Hohokam: Desert farmers and craftsmen. The University 
of Arizona Press, Tucson. 

Haury, E, W., K. Bryan, E. H. Colbert, N. E. Gabel, C. L. Tanner, and 
T. F. Buehrer 
1950 The stratigraphy and archaeology of Ventana Cave, Arizona. 

The University of Arizona Press, Tucson, and the University 
of New Mexico Press, Albuquerque. 

Hayden, Julian D. 
1957 Excavations, 1940, at University Indian Ruin. Southwestern 

Monuments Association Technical Series Volume 5. Gila 
Pueblo, Globe. 



270 

Hayden, Julian D. 
1970 On Hohokam origins and other matters. American Antiquity 

35(1) :87—93. 

1972 Hohokam petroglyphs of the Sierra Pinacate, Sonora and 
the lohokam shell expeditions. The Kiva 37(2):74-83. 

Hill, James N. 
1970 Broken K Pueblo: prehistoric social organization in the 

American Southwest. Anthropological Papers of the 
University of Arizona 18. Tucson. 

Jennings, Jesse D. 
1968 Prehistory of North America. McGraw-Hill, New York. 

Johnson, Alfred E. 
1964 Archaeological excavations in Hohokam sites of southern 

Arizona. American Antiquity 30(2):145-161. 

Johnson, Alfred E., and W. W. Wasley 
1966 Archaeological excavations near Bylas, Arizona. The Kiva 

31 C4) : 205-53. 

Johnson, Ann S. 
1958 Similarities in Hohokam and Chalchihuites artifacts. 

American Antiquity 24(2):126-130. 

Jones, Volney H. 
1936 A summary of data on aboriginal cotton in the Southwest. 

In Symposium on prehistoric agriculture, edited by D. D. 
Brand, University of New Mexico Bulletin 1(5):51-64, 
Albuquerque. 

Kearney, T. H., and R. H, Peebles 
1969 Arizona Flora. University of California Press, Berkeley. 

Kelly, Roger E. 
1963 The socio-religious roles of ball courts and great kivas 

in the prehistoric Southwest. MS, Master's thesis, 
Department of Anthropology, The University of Arizona, 
Tucson. 

Kelso, Gerald 
1971 A critical evaluation of the use of pollen data from 

archaeological sites in the construction of environmental 
sequences. MS, Arizona State Museum library, Tucson. 



271 

Kidder, Alfred V. 
1962 An introduction to the study of Southwestern Archaeology. 

Yale University Press, New Haven. 

Kidder, Alfred V., H. S. Cosgrove, and C. B. Cosgrove 
1949 The Pendelton Ruin, Hildalgo County, New Mexico. Carnegie 

Institution of Washington, Publication 585. 

Leach, E. 
1961 Pul Eliya. Cambridge University Press. 

LeBlanc, Steven, and Ben Nelson 
1976 The Salado in southwestern New Mexico. The Kiva 42 (1): 

71-80. 

Lewton, F. L. 
1912 The cotton of the Hopi Indians: a new species of 

Gossypimm. Smithsonian Miscellaneous Collections 60(6). 
Washington, D. C. 

Lindsay, Alexander J., and Calvin Jennings 
1968 Salado redware Conference: Ninth Southwestern Ceramic 

Seminar. Museum of Northern Arizona Ceramic Series 4. 
Flagstaff. 

Magers, Pamela C. 
1974 Technical analysis of perishable artifacts from the 

Escalante ruin group. In Excavations in the Escalante ruin 
group, Southern Arizona, by D. E. Doyel. Arizona State 
Museum Archaeological Series 37, pp. 211-214. Tucson. 

1975 The cotton industry at Antelope House. The Kiva 41(1): 
39-48. 

Martin, Paul S., and F. Plog 
1973 The Archaeology of Arizona. Doubleday/Natural History 

Press, Garden City, New York. 

Masse, W. Bruce 
1976 The Hohokam Expressway Project. Contribution to Highway 

Salvage Archaeology in Arizona 43. Arizona State Museum, 
Tucson. 

McAllister, Martin E. 
1976 Hohokam social organization: A reconstruction. MS, 

Master's thesis, San Diego State University and on file, 
Arizona State Museum, Tucson. 



272 

McGregor, John C. 
1941 Winona and Ridge ruin, Architecture and material culture. 

Museum of Northern Arizona Bulletin 18. Flagstaff. 

1965 Southwestern Archaeology. University of Illinois Press, 
UrBana. 

McKusick, C. R. 
1976 Avifauna. In The Hohokam: Desert Farmers and Craftsmen, 

By E. W. Haury. The University of Arizona Press, pp. 374-
377. Tucson. 

McLaughlin, Diane 
1977 Analysis of pollen from the Baca Float sites. In 

Excavations in the Middle Santa Cruz River Valley, 
southeastern Arizona, By D. E. Doyel, pp. 170-177. 
Contribution to Highway Salvage Archaeology in Arizona 
44. Arizona State Museum, Tucson. 

Michels, J, W. 
1973 Dating methods in archaeology. Seminar Press, New York. 

Midvale, Frank 
1965 Prehistoric irrigation of the Casa Grande ruins area. 

The Kiva 30(3):82-86. 

1970 Walnut Creek Village: A ninth century Hohokam-Anasazi 
settlement in the mountains of central Arizona. American 
Antiquity 35 (1):49-61. 

Naroll, Raoul 
1962 Floor area and settlement population. American Antiquity 

27 (4):587-589, Salt Lake City. 

Neely, James A. 
1974 The prehistoric Lunt and Stove Canyon sites, Point of 

Pines, Arizona. MS, Doctoral dissertation, The University 
of Arizona, Tucson. 

Netting, RoBert McC. 
1965 Household organization and intensive agriculture: the 

Kofyar case. Africa 35(4):422-429. 

1968 Hill Farmers of Nigeria. University of Washington Press, 
Seattle. 

Plog, Fred T, 
1974 The study of prehistoric change. Academic Press, New York 

and London. 



273 

Purves, Susan 
1974 Analysis of human burials from the Escalante Ruin group. 

In Excavations in the Escalante ruin group, southern 
Arizona, by D. E. Doyel, pp. 254-261.. Arizona State 
Museum Archaeological Series 37. Tucson. 

Raab, L. Mark 
1975 A prehistoric water reservoir from Santa Rosa Wash, 

southern Arizona. The Kiva 40(4):295-307. 

Radcliffe-Brown, A. R. 
1952 Structure and function in primitive society. Macmillan 

and Company, New York. 

Redfield, Robert 
1956 Peasant society and culture. The University of Chicago 

Press, Chicago. 

Redman, C. L., and P. J. Watson 
1970 Systematic, intensive surface collection. American 

Antiquity 35(3):279-291. 

Reid, J. Jefferson 
1973 Growth and response to stress at Grasshopper Pueblo, 

Arizona. MS, Doctoral dissertation, The University of 
Arizona, Tucson. 

1975 Comments on environment and behavior at Antelope House. 
The Kiva 41(1):127-132. 

Roberts, Frank H. H. 
1935 A survey of Southwestern archaeology. American 

Anthropologist 37 (1):l-36. 

Rouse, Irving 
1958 Inference of migrations from anthropological evidence. 

In Migrations in New World Prehistory, edited by R. H. 
Thompson. University of Arizona Social Science Bulletin 
27, pp. 64-67, Tucson. 

Russell, Frank 
1975 The Pima Indians. The University of Arizona Press, Tucson. 

Sahlins, Marshall D. 
1957 Land use and the extended family in Maola, Figi. American 

Anthropologist 59(3):449-462. 

1968 Tribesmen. Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, N. J. 



274 

Sayles, E. B. 
1944 The San Simon Branch: Excavations at Cave Creek and in the 

San Simon Valley. Medallion Papers 34. Gila Pueblo, 
Globe. 

Schmidt, Erich 
1928 Time relations of prehistoric pottery types in southern 

Arizona. Anthropological Papers of the American Museum of 
Natural History, Volume 30. New York. 

Schoenwetter, James, and A. E. Dittert, Jr. 
1968 An ecological interpretation of Anasazi settlement 

patterns. In Anthropological archaeology in the Americas, 
B. Meggers, editor, pp. 41-66. The Anthropological 
Society of Washington. Washington, D. C. 

Schoenwetter, James, S. Gaines, and D. Weaver, Jr. 
1973 Definition and preliminary study of the Midvale site. 

Arizona State University Department of Anthropology 
Research Paper 6. Tempe. 

Schroeder, Albert H. 
1940 A stratigraphic survey of pre-Spanish trash mounds of the 

Salt River Valley, Arizona. MS, Master's thesis, Department 
of Anthropology, The University of Arizona, Tucson. 

1947 Did the Sinagua of the Verde Valley settle in the Salt 
River Valley? Southwestern Journal of Anthropology 3 (3): 
230-246. Albuquerque. 

1952 The bearing of ceramics on developments in the Hohokam 
Classic Period. Southwestern Journal of Anthropology 
8 (3):320-335. Albuquerque. 

1953 The bearing of architecture on developments in the 
Hohokam Classic Period. Southwestern Journal of 
Anthropology 9 (2):174-194. Albuquerque. 

1960 The Hohokam, Sinagua and Hakataya. Archives of Archaeology 
5. Madi son. 

1965 Ecological and cultural factors and some of their affects 
on the Southwestern Indian farmers in historic times. MS, 
on file, Arizona State Museum library, Tucson. 

1966 Pattern diffusion from Mexico into the Southwest after 
A.D. 600. American Antiquity 31(5):683-704. 



275 

Schroeder, Albert H. 
1967 Themes of environmental adaptation and response in 

Southwestern National Park system areas. Southwestern 
Lore 33 (2):37-46. 

1968 Reply to Wasley's "Classic Period Hohokam." MS, Memorandum 
to Superintendent, Casa Grande Ruins National Monument, 
No. H2215, on file, Arizona State Museum library, Tucson. 

Sellers, W. D., and W. H. Hill 
1974 Arizona climate: 1931-1972. The University of Arizona 

Press, Tucson. 

Smith, H. V. 
1930 The Climate of Arizona. University of Arizona Agricultural 

Experimental Station Bulletin 130. The University of 
Arizona, Tucson. 

Smith, Landon D. 
in Paleoenvironmental factors affecting Hohokam small site 

press settlement patterns peripheral to the Salt-Gila drainages: 
llth-14th centuries. Center for Anthropological Studies. 
Albuquerque. 

Smith, Philip E. L. 
1972 Changes in population pressure in archaeological explana

tion. World Archaeology 4 CD: 5-18. 

Smith, Watson 
1952 Excavations in the Big Hawk Valley. Museum of Northern 

Arizona Bulletin 24. Flagstaff. 

Sparling, John B. 
1974 Analysis of faunal remains from the Escalante ruin group. 

In Excavations in the Escalante ruin group, southern 
Arizona, by D, E. Doyel. Arizona State Museum Archaeo
logical Series 37, pp. 215-253. Tucson, 

Spaulding, W. G. 
1974 A preliminary statement on the pollen analysis from the 

Escalante ruin group. In Excavations in the Escalante ruin 
group, southern Arizona, by D. E. Doyel. Arizona State 
Museum Archaeological Series 37, pp. 262-268. Tucson. 

n.d. Further analysis of pollen samples from the Escalante 
ruin group. MS, in author's possession. 

Spooner, Brian (editor) 
1972 Population growth: anthropological implications. The MIT 

Press, Cambridge. 



276 

Stanislawski, M. B. 
1963 Extended burials in the prehistoric Southwest. American 

Antiquity 28C3):308-319. 

Steen, Charlie 
1965 Excavations in Compound A, Casa Grande National Monument, 

1963. The Kiva 31(2);59-82. 

Swedlund, Alan C. (editor) 
1975 Population studies in archaeology and biological 

anthropology: A symposium. Society for American 
Archaeology Memoir 30. 

Thompson, Raymond H. 
1961 Diagnostic ceramic traits of the 14th. century in the 

Southwestern United States and northwest Mexico. MS, 
Arizona State Museum, Tucson. 

Tuthill, Carr 
1947 The Tres Alamos Site on the San Pedro River, southeastern 

Arizona. The Amerind Foundation 4. Dragoon. 

Underhill, Ruth M. 
1939 Social Organization of the Papago Indians. Columbia 

University Press, New York. 

1946 Papago Indian Religion. Columbia University Press, New 
York. 

Wasley, William W. 
1960 A Hohokam platform mound at the Gatlin site, Gila Bend, 

Arizona. American Antiquity 26 (2);244-262. 

1966 Classic Period Hohokam. MS, on file, Arizona State Museum 
library, Tucson. 

Wasley, William, and B. Benham 
1968 Salvage excavations in the Buttes Dam site. The Kiva 

33(4) : 244-279. 

Wasley, W, W., and A. E. Johnson 
1965 Salvage archaeology in the Painted Rocks Reservoir western 

Arizona. Anthropological Papers of the University of 
Arizona 9. Tucson. 

Weaver, Donald E., Jr. 
1972 A cultural-ecological model for the Classic Hohokam Period 

in the lower Salt River Valley. The Kiva 38(l):43-52. 



277 

Weaver, Donald E., Jr. 
1973 Excavations at PueBlo del Honte and the Classic Period 

Hohokam problem. The Kiva 39 CI):75-88. 

1974 Archaeological investigations at the Westwing Site, 
Az.T:7:27 (ASU), Agua Fria Valley, Arizona. Arizona State 
University Anthropological Research. Paper 7. Tempe. 

1976 Salado influences in the lower Salt River Valley. The 
Kiva 42 (1):17-26. 

Weed, Carol S. 
1972 The Beardsley Canal site. The Kiva 38 (.2) : 57-94. 

Weed, Carol S., and A. E. Ward 
1970 The Henderson Site: Colonial Hohokam in north-central 

Arizona. The Kiva 36(2):1-12. 

Wheat, J, B. 
1955 Mogollon culture prior to A.D. 1000. Memoir of the 

Society for American Archaeology 10. Salt Lake City, 

Wilcox, David R. 
1977 The architecture of the great house and its interpretation. 

MS, Doctoral dissertation, The University of Arizona, 
Tucson. 

Willey, Gordon R. 
1966 An introduction to American Archaeology: North, and Middle 

America. Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs. 

Winter, Joseph C. 
1973 Cultural modifications of the Gila Pima: A.D. 1697-1846. 

Ethnohistory 20(15:67-77. 

Wood, Donald G. 
1972 Archaeological reconnaissance of the Gila River Indian 

Reservation, Second Action Year (phase XIX). MS, Arizona 
State Museum library, Tucson. 

Woodbury, Richard B, 
1961 A reappraisal of Hohokam irrigation, American Anthro

pologist 63:550-560. 

Woodbury, Richard, and J. Q. Ressler 
1962 . Effects of environmental and cultural limitations upon 

Hohokam agriculture. In Civilizations in desert lands, 
edited by R. Woodbury. Anthropological Papers of the 
University of Utah 62, pp. 41-55. Salt Lake City. 



278 

Woodward, Arthur 
1931 The Grewe Site. Occasional Papers of the Los Angeles 

Museum of History, Science, and Art 1. Los Angeles. 

Wormington, H. Marie 
1947 Prehistoric Indians of the Southwest. The Denver Museum 

of Natural History. 

1967 The Salado culture in Southwestern Prehistory. MS, 
Doctoral dissertation, The University of Arizona, Tucson. 

Zahniser, Jack L. 
1966 Late prehistoric villages southeast of Tucson and the 

archaeology of the Tanque Verde Phase. The Kiva 31(3): 
1-204, 


