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ABSTRACT 
 

Individuals, who were predominantly untrained in architectural design and construction, 

created the vernacular architecture of American homesteads for their own use. The buildings 

homesteaders created varied in materials and architectural forms. The goal of this study is to test 

the hypothesis that the cultural backgrounds of homesteaders were significant in their homestead 

architectural decisions. Three homesteads in Cebolla Canyon, New Mexico, were selected for 

study, due to their unique architectural construction and close proximity, both geographically and 

temporally. Methods included historical and biographical research, homestead site 

documentation, dendroarchaeological research, and architectural analyses. The results of this 

study suggest that the cultural backgrounds of homesteaders were influential in architectural 

decisions, but were not necessarily the most influential factor. Intentions for staying in the 

canyon and interests in conveniently acquiring construction materials were also influential 

factors in architectural decisions in Cebolla Canyon homesteads. 
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CHAPTER 1: PROJECT INTRODUCTION 
 
 

Abandoned homesteads dotting the rural American landscape are more than just relics of 

the past; these structures hold valuable information that can be interpreted to reveal the life 

histories and personal values of the homesteaders who created them. Homestead structures are 

generally documented simply as architectural constructions, with little regard to reasons behind 

architectural variation. Looking deeper into the stories of homesteaders who sought new lives in 

unfamiliar landscapes, building their own houses from their own ideals to fit local conditions, 

informs us to the reasons why these individuals may have created their houses in the ways they 

did.  This project explores variation in architecture as an expression of individual priorities and 

choices, through study of three unique homesteads in Cebolla Canyon, New Mexico.  

 

Vernacular Architecture Approach 
 

This thesis uses the vernacular architecture approach to examine a set of homestead 

structures in Cebolla Canyon. The term “vernacular architecture” has been given many 

definitions. Some define it as only old, rural, and handmade residential or agricultural structures 

built in traditional forms using traditional materials (Wells 1986:1). Others define it as the 

common architecture of a given place and time, including those of manufactured and/or 

handmade materials (Carter and Cromley 2005:13). Camille Wells stated in the mid-1980s that it 

is “generally acceptable to define vernacular architecture as common buildings of any sort” 

(Wells 1986:3). Builders of vernacular architecture are not academically trained in architecture; 

rather, the architectural forms they use are known through past experience or practice in a 

building trade (Quiney 1990). In the introduction to their edited volume, Common Places, Upton 

and Vlach (1986) list many definitions of vernacular architecture, one being “the architecture 
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that groups of people make or have made for their daily use.” The buildings in this study are 

considered vernacular, because they are common buildings, built by individuals untrained in 

architectural design, for their own use.  

The concept of vernacular architecture has been in existence since the 1800s, with the 

specific term “vernacular architecture” in use in the English language as early as 1818. Interest in 

the study of vernacular architecture, however, did not become popular until the 1960s. An 

influential exhibit at the New York Museum of Modern Art in 1964, titled “Architecture Without 

Architects,” organized by Bernard Rudofsky, displayed photographs of vernacular architecture 

(Arboleda 2006). Additionally, several studies were published in the 1960s exploring vernacular 

architecture and the technological, environmental, and social contexts from which it came, 

including Paul Oliver’s Shelter and Society (1969) and Amos Rapoport’s House Form and 

Culture (1969). A special committee of the International Council on Monuments and Sites 

(ICOMOS) was established in 1976 to promote international efforts to identify, study, and 

protect vernacular architecture (Arboleda 2006). 

Perhaps the most well known scholar of vernacular architecture is Henry Glassie, whose 

book Folk Housing in Middle Virginia (1975) used the study of vernacular architecture to 

interpret gradual cultural change. Glassie’s thesis is that all houses are composed of geometric 

elements, which are associated and integrated according to accepted rules of architectural 

“grammar.” In this way, both diversity and similarity among houses of a particular time and 

place can be explained. In his book, Glassie praised those who seek to create a “more human 

history,” including researchers in oral history, historical geography, and historical archaeology. 

Glassie claimed that when studying the majority of people in the past who do not have their own 

written records, it is necessary to study the artifacts that they did make, including buildings. He 
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referred to these as “mute artifacts,” because they do not present information on their surface, but 

must be interpreted (Glassie 1975:11).  

Upton and Vlach (1986) introduced four categories of description and analysis for 

vernacular architecture: construction, function, history, and design and intention. Description 

begins at the level of construction, with the identification of chronological, geographical, and 

formal qualities of construction technologies. Description and analysis then shift to function. The 

authors warn against the tendency to project one’s own point of view into the past, presuming a 

single simple cause for a complex architectural feature. Description and analysis continue with 

the category of history. Vernacular buildings are constantly changing and are subject to historical 

context. Finally, description and analysis focus on design and intention. This category shifts the 

focus from classifying buildings to an examination of the mental process of creating a building. 

Because vernacular builders have some reason for building, it is necessary to examine the idea of 

intention. Upton and Vlach promote the study of vernacular architecture as a humanistic study, 

stating that the study of intention is the most significant element in the study of vernacular 

architecture (1986:xxiii). 

Use of a vernacular architecture approach in this thesis, roughly following the categories 

of description and analysis suggested by Upton and Vlach (1986), allows for the study of 

homestead buildings as more than just architectural constructions, but also as meaningful 

artifacts that can be interpreted, revealing homesteaders’ priorities and influences. 

 
Architecture of the American Homesteading Period 
 

Buildings constructed by homesteaders during the American homesteading period are not 

categorically different than other forms of rural vernacular residential architecture, except that 

these structures were built as the result of a political policy. Though domestic structures built on 
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homesteads throughout the United States are similar in that migrants taking advantage of 

government policies constructed them, the architecture of homesteads is widely varied and 

cannot be defined as a single architectural type or style. 

In the late 1800s, homesteaders began to populate the American Plains. These settlers 

lacked the building materials they were accustomed to using, so most made dugouts and pitched 

tents. These structure types, however, were considered temporary and transitional, for use during 

the initial settlement period. Availability of materials was a significant factor in the construction 

of a more permanent structure. In areas where timber was sufficient to build log structures, these 

were the preferred building types for homesteaders. Stone houses were also preferred to dugouts, 

but sufficient building stone could not always be located. Even when stone was found, it was 

usually impossible to move it long distances to the building site (Anderson 2013). 

Homesteads in New Mexico displayed a wide range of construction types and materials, 

including masonry structures, log structures, wood frame structures, adobe structures, dugouts, 

and jacal structures. Houses varied in size from small one-room structures to multi-room 

structures. There are many factors that contributed to variability in the vernacular architecture of 

homesteads, including: politics (homesteading policies), environment (landscapes, climates, 

available building materials), function, economics (homesteader resources), technological 

(tools), and homesteader preference (cultural and social). There is no standard type of domestic 

structure that can be identified as typical of New Mexico homesteads (Merlan 2008).  

As seen in the Bureau of Land Management files documenting a brief study of Cebolla 

Canyon homestead architecture, the homesteads of Cebolla Canyon vary widely in materials and 

architectural forms. Several are log, while others are adobe brick, stone, and wood frame. They 

range from one room to several rooms with a variety of floor plans and evidence of multiple 
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additions. Some have fireplaces, but others do not. Roofing styles vary, as do door and window 

arrangements. From a cursory examination of the canyon’s homesteads, without doing a full 

survey, there is no feature or characteristic that can be identified as consistent across all 

homestead structures in the canyon. Each structure is unique. It is for this reason that Cebolla 

Canyon is an ideal area for studying variation in the vernacular architecture of homesteads. 

 
Problem Statement 
 

The isolated Cebolla Canyon area of west-central New Mexico (Figure 1.1) was the 

residence of homesteaders during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, who worked 

to be self-sufficient in this challenging landscape. These homesteaders left evidence of their time 

spent in the canyon in the form of archaeological sites and architectural ruins. This study will 

add to the knowledge of the homesteading period and the vernacular architecture of homesteads 

in the canyon. 

Homesteaders arriving in Cebolla Canyon were faced with the challenge of constructing 

their own residences in a relatively isolated area with limited access to materials and labor. Each 

homesteader was responsible for making every choice about the construction of his or her 

homestead, including materials, construction type, and design. The homesteaders of Cebolla 

Canyon were not trained architects; rather, they relied on the accumulated knowledge of 

buildings and construction techniques they had seen during their lifetimes. 

The goal of this project is to understand why homesteaders in Cebolla Canyon chose to 

build their houses in the ways they did, through the documentation and study of the architecture 

of select homestead structures and the histories of the homesteaders who created them. This 

study will test the hypothesis that the cultural background of a homesteader was a significant 

factor in architectural construction decisions.  
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            Other factors, in addition to cultural background, will be considered. Materials, house 

layouts, structural and design features were all selected by homesteaders with some level of 

forethought. Were these choices made out of necessity, due to time or labor constraints? 

Homesteaders likely needed to construct their houses quickly, perhaps due to impending poor 

weather and lack of sufficient temporary housing. Homesteaders may have had different 

timelines for how long they intended their houses to last. Perhaps they intended to build a more 

permanent structure within a few years of building their initial house.  

Coming to a new area, homesteaders brought their own ideas of how houses should look 

and how they should be constructed. To what level was homesteaders’ knowledge of 

architecture, based on the architectural styles and designs found in their hometowns, influential 

in the design and construction of their own houses in Cebolla Canyon? Perhaps the influence of 

hometown architecture was minimal, with homesteaders instead drawing from the architecture of 

other homesteads they saw in Cebolla Canyon and on their journey to the canyon. 

The small community in Cebolla Canyon likely came together at some level to help in the 

construction of new houses (S. Savage Interview 1989). To what extent did this communal 

construction effort influence the design of houses in the canyon? Although sharing of 

construction ideas and borrowing of design features may have had some influence, the 

geographically near and relatively contemporaneous houses of Cebolla Canyon nevertheless are 

quite dissimilar and unique. This indicates that other factors were at play in individual house 

design and construction.  

The aim of this study is to suggest and test a method of researching and analyzing 

architectural structures, focusing on biographical research, to determine if the cultural 

background of the individual who built the structure was significant in that individual’s 
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architectural decisions, and to identify other factors that may have contributed to those decisions. 

The aim is not to define influential factors in homestead architectural decisions that can be 

generalized, which would be impossible with such a small and restricted sample of homesteads. 

This method of analysis may be useful in the study of other vernacular structures throughout the 

country. 

 
Report Organization 
 
 This thesis is divided into five chapters, including this introductory chapter. Chapter 2 

provides an introduction to the study area, Cebolla Canyon, including its environment and 

cultural history. The cultural history section includes prehistory of the area, colonialism, 

Spanish-American settlement, homesteading, and Bureau of Land Management acquisition and 

management of the canyon. An overview of previous Cebolla Canyon homestead research is 

provided, including oral history, archaeology, dendroarchaeology, and architectural history. 

Chapter 3 introduces the methods used for this study, including biographical research, 

architectural documentation, and architectural analysis. Chapter 4 details biographical 

information gathered on homesteaders and architectural data collected during documentation of 

the three homesteads. This chapter includes photographs of the homestead structures, 

documentation drawings, and dendroarchaeological data. Chapter 5 includes an analysis of the 

architecture of the homesteads in this study, as well as interpretation of the reasons for 

architectural differences among homesteads. The final chapter concludes with a call for the 

preservation and documentation of homestead structures, as well as suggestions for future 

research.  
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CHAPTER 2: SETTING AND BACKGROUND 
 
 
Physical Setting 
 

Cebolla Canyon is located in western-central New Mexico, within the El Malpais 

National Recreation Area, directly southeast of El Malpais National Monument (see Figure 1.1). 

McCarty’s Lava Flow, a late Pleistocene flow generated by a small lava cone 32 to 40 km 

southwest of Interstate 40, formed the El Malpais region along NM 117 (Willmer and Goodman 

1995:13). Lava flowed southwestward from the lava cone for 9.7 km to form this section of the 

El Malpais region. This unique landscape is located northwest of the Cebolla Canyon area.  

Cebolleta Mesa is the prominent landform in the Cebolla Canyon area, reaching a height 

of 8,500 feet above sea level and forming the eastern boundary of the canyon. Cebolla Creek 

runs through the canyon. Several smaller canyons exist just south and west of Cebolla Canyon. 

The area characteristically has a semi-arid climate with annual precipitation of 12 to 17 inches. 

Nearly half the annual precipitation falls during July, August, and September (Desert Research 

Institute 2010). Vegetation is typical of the Upper Sonoran climatic zone. Open valley bottoms 

support grasses, cacti, yucca, and desert shrubs. Higher elevation areas support pinyon-juniper 

forests with scattered ponderosa pines. Fauna include deer, antelope, prairie dog, coyote, rabbit, 

dove, lizards, and snakes (Willmer and Goodman 1995:13).  
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Culture History of the Area 
 

Modern Cebolla Canyon is quiet and empty, except for occasional recreational use, but 

the canyon was not always so desolate. At several points in the human history of the canyon, it 

was more populated than today.  

 
Prehistory 
 

Archaeological evidence indicates that Cebolla Creek and the larger El Malpais area were 

first occupied during the Paleo-Indian period (10,000 to 5500 B.C.). Stone and bone tools 

indicate that these early residents survived primarily by hunting game, in addition to gathering 

wild plants. Population increased gradually during the Archaic period in the Southwest 

(Ferguson and Hart 1985:25). Archaic Period (5500 B.C. to A.D. 400) residents were dependent 

on small game and wild plants. Mesa tops and valleys were used seasonally. These residents 

built shelters under the overhangs of Cebolleta Mesa (Mangum 1990:7-8).  

During the Ancestral Puebloan Period (A.D. 400 to 1600), residents transitioned from 

hunting and gathering to a primarily agricultural subsistence of maize, beans, and squash. With 

an economy chiefly based in agriculture, area residents gradually created sedentary villages. 

Around A.D. 800, cave shelters were slowly replaced with jacal structures and pithouses as 

habitations. Occupation of the canyon mouths intensified during the Cebolleta Phase (A.D. 950 

to 1000), while occupation of the mesa tops declined (Dittert 1959).  

The Kowina Phase (A.D. 1200 to 1400) represented significant cultural changes. 

Populations shifted from many small, scattered locations to centralized locations (Dittert 

1959:553). Kowina Ruins (Figure 2.2), a pre-Pueblo complex on Cebolleta Mesa with more than 

300 rooms, represents one of these centralized locations (Tainter and Gillio 1980:61).  
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  An extensive drought at the end of the thirteenth century affected residents on the mesa 

tops. Archaeological evidence indicates that local populations gradually abandoned mesa tops in 

favor of living in the valleys, including the Rio San Jose to the north and the Rio Grande and Rio 

Puerco to the east. By the 1400s, populations transitioned to living in large towns or pueblos, 

such as Acoma and Zuni Pueblos (Dittert 1959).  

 

 
 
Figure 2.1. Photograph of Kowina Ruins, taken in 1911 or 1913. Negative 2469 G 1. Courtesy of 
the National Anthropological Archives, Smithsonian Institution. 
 
 
Spanish Colonization 
 

Francisco Vasquez de Coronado’s expedition in 1540 was the first major Spanish 

exploration of what is now the southwestern United States (Flint and Flint 2012). With the 
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Europeans came new crops and domestic animals, as well as a new religion, new government, a 

new worldview, and new diseases to which Native Americans had no immunity. Most native 

populations in the American Southwest were reduced by up to 90 percent within several decades 

of Spanish missionization as a result of disease (Reff 1991:16).  

In 1680, Pueblo Indians in New Mexico joined in a revolt to drive Spaniards out, burning 

missions and killing Spaniards in their villages (Ferguson and Hart 1985:35). After the Pueblo 

Revolt, the Native American population in the vicinity of Cebolla Creek drastically declined, 

with more than one-third of the pueblos no longer occupied (Tainter and Gillio 1980:130). The 

Spanish population remained relatively small, numbering only about 1,500 in New Mexico in 

1680 and increasing to about 8,000 in 1760. The minimal population increase over these eighty 

years can be attributed to the reluctance of native Spaniards to colonize the country’s more 

remote territories (Mangum 1990:14). 

 
Spanish-American1 Settlement 
 

In order to encourage immigration to New Mexico, Spain began to offer land grants to 

newcomers. Prior to the Pueblo Revolt, Spain had granted large tracts for farming. However, 

with the decline in Native Americans, who were used by the Spaniards as a cheap labor force, 

large estates were replaced with smaller individual ranches, known as ranchos. This rancho style 

settlement of the land was typical throughout the El Malpais area over the next two centuries 

(Tainter and Gillio 1980:130).   

                                                
1 Throughout this thesis, individuals of Spanish descent living in New Mexico after the end of 
Mexican rule are referred to as Spanish-American, as this is likely the term these individuals 
would have used to describe themselves at the time (see Nostrand 1996:16). The domestic 
architectural style that originated with the Spanish in what is now the southwestern United 
States, typically flat-roofed adobe brick masonry structures, is referred to as the Spanish-
American style. 
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Most immigrants to New Mexico in the eighteenth century were mestizos, a racially 

mixed group, typically of Spanish and Mexican Indian heritage. Pureblood Spaniards 

compromised a small percentage of this group, typically limited to the aristocracy and recent 

immigrants from Spain (Tainter and Gillio 1980:130).  Such higher status families typically 

remained in the Rio Grande Valley. 

 With the population influx, settlements began to develop in New Mexico, primarily along 

the Rio Grande Valley and the Chihuahua Trail. Despite a trail connecting the Zuni and Acoma 

pueblos going through El Malpais, the area remained mostly void of permanent Spanish 

habitation (Mangum 1990:14).  

In 1821, Mexico gained independence from Spain, and New Mexico became a province 

of Mexico. By the 1830s, small towns near El Malpais had gained prominence, including Cubero 

(Figure 2.3), east of El Malpais, and San Mateo, north of El Malpais. Cubero was more 

significant, as it was a convenient stopping point for travelers on the Acoma-Zuni road (Nostrand 

1996:88). 

Mexican rule of New Mexico did not last long. In 1846, the United States entered into 

war with Mexico. For the United States, New Mexico represented a step toward the conquest of 

California.  The United States Army took Santa Fe in 1846 without gunfire, and Mexican 

officials surrendered the city the next day. New Mexico formally became a territory of the 

United States with the end of the Mexican War and ratification of the Treaty of Guadalupe 

Hidalgo in 1848. By the middle of the nineteenth century, Cubero and Cebolleta, towns near El 

Malpais that had prospered under Spanish rule, became the dominant settlements in western-

central New Mexico (Mangum 1990:18). 
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Figure 2.2. Cubero, old Mexican Village, at the foot of Mt. Taylor (old San Mateo). Date 
unknown. Courtesy of the New Mexico State Archives, Ben Wittick Collection 15758 B145 F8 
6738. 
 

In 1862, Fort Wingate was established by the United States military as an outpost for 

controlling and defending territory in western New Mexico from Navajo raids (Figure 2.4). The 

site for the fort at San Rafael, in the Ojo del Gallo Valley, just north of what is now El Malpais 

National Monument, was strategically chosen with access to the intersection of two important 

highways: the old military road to Fort Defiance and the old Spanish highway to Zuni Pueblo. 

The location provided control and access to block or pursue an enemy (Mangum 1990:31). 

Civilians had long been interested in settling the Ojo del Gallo Valley, northeast of 

Acoma, because of its fertile soils, but had feared Navajo resistance. The establishment of Fort 

Wingate brought a military presence to the area that diminished Navajo threats, and citizens 

flocked to the valley. When the fort was abandoned and federal property moved to the second 

Fort Wingate in 1869, the population grew in the valley, especially at San Rafael. The town’s 

population surpassed that of nearby Cubero and Cebolleta in just one year, according to 1870 

census records. Many Spanish-Americans who settled in San Rafael came from these towns, 

building small, flat-roofed adobe brick houses (Barela 1981:10).  
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As San Rafael grew, Spanish-American settlers in the town began a regimen of expansion 

beyond the town (Barela 1981:10). The earliest Spanish-American homesteaders came into the 

El Malpais area in the 1870s and 1880s. In addition to settling in San Rafael, several settled in an 

area known as Los Alamitos, which later became the town of Grants (Willmer and Goodwin 

1995:49). 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Figure 2.3. Fort Wingate and surrounding areas, including the towns of Cebolleta and Cubero, 
from a territorial map of New Mexico, 1867. Arrow indicates location of Fort Wingate. Star 
indicates location of Cebolla Canyon. Museum of New Mexico, Neg. No. 142599. Available at 
http://atlas.nmhum.org. 
 

 

Cebolla 
Canyon 
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In 1881, Apache Chief Nana’s famous raid is said to have taken place in the vicinity of 

Cebolla Canyon. As the story goes, a group of Navajo and Apache visited the ranch of Domingo 

Gallegos and his wife Placida Romero, killing Domingo and another man and capturing Placida 

and her infant daughter. After several months of captivity, Placida escaped with assistance from 

female members of the Apache band. The story of Chief Nana’s raid was later made into a 

corrido, a song or poem that tells the story of an individual.  The location of the raid has been 

reported as Rancho Cebolla within Cebolla Canyon (Roland 2011). Others claim it took place in 

Cubero. Historical documents, however, indicate that the Gallegos ranch was not in Cebolla 

Canyon, but nearby (Lally, Harrison, and Papirtis 2010:7). 

 
Homesteading 
 

The Homestead Act of 1862 allowed a head of household, widow-widower, or single 

person, male or female, of at least twenty-one years of age and a citizen, regardless of race or 

color, to file an entry and pay a filing fee for up to 160 acres for his or her exclusive use. In order 

to receive a patent, the applicant was required to build a residence, improve the land for 

agriculture, and remain continuously on the claim for a minimum of five years. Homesteaders 

could not sell their land until they had received title. If the claim was abandoned or willfully 

relinquished, they could not make a second entry (United States Government 1862).  

Both Spanish-Americans in the southwest and Euro-Americans2 from the eastern and 

midwestern United States took advantage of United States land policies during the late 

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries in New Mexico to homestead the area. Most of the 

                                                
2 Throughout this thesis, the term Euro-American is used to refer to individuals of European 
descent, who primarily relocated from the eastern and midwestern United States. This term does 
not include individuals of Spanish descent living in the southwestern United States, who are 
referred to as Spanish-American.  
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Spanish-Americans who homesteaded came from New Mexico’s small, densely populated 

communities, and had to adapt to a dispersed settlement pattern, separated from nearby 

neighbors and mostly without irrigable acreage. Whether Spanish-American or Euro-American, 

homesteaders generally were left with less desirable pieces of the public domain (Carlson 

1990:63). 

Homesteading was an important part of New Mexico’s history, despite the practice being 

unsustainable on arid lands. Homesteading is an activity directly sponsored by the federal 

government. For this reason, homesteads are primarily seen to follow the legal requirements for 

receiving patents, but they are otherwise the same as individually owned farms or small ranches 

(Westphall 1965:42) 

The first homesteaders to settle in New Mexico after the Civil War came to the eastern 

part of the state from northern states, including Kansas, Illinois, Ohio, and Pennsylvania. Many 

also came from Texas beginning in 1866 (Merlan 2008:17). 

Legislation beginning in 1872, and amended in 1879, allowed a homesteader who had a 

patented homestead to obtain an additional homestead, typically adjacent land (Carlson 

1990:54). Another 1872 act allowed Civil War veterans to subtract their years of service from the 

five-year homestead patent residency requirement. Most veteran homesteaders first moved to 

frontier states including Kansas, Missouri, Colorado, the Dakotas, and Nebraska. Very few 

homesteaders made it to New Mexico in the 1860s and 1870s. After the first generation of 

homesteaders in the American West had fulfilled the residency requirements and filed their 

claims, land around them was typically filling up. Many chose to sell their claims and move 

farther west to acquire a new homestead and to allow their children to acquire homesteads as 

well (Merlan 2008:16). 
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The Desert Land Act of 1877 was passed by Congress to encourage homesteading in arid 

and semi-arid lands in the western United States, including New Mexico. Through the Act, 

individuals could apply for up to 640 acres of desert land to reclaim, irrigate, and cultivate. The 

Act required claimants to improve the land, but did not require that claimants live on the land 

while making the improvements (Westphall 1965:76). 

The arrival of the railroad in New Mexico in the 1880s and 1890s substantially increased 

growth in the state. In the 1880s, the Bureau of Immigration was established as an office of the 

New Mexico territorial government, primarily in response to the coming of the railroad. The 

purpose of the Bureau was to attract homesteaders and businesses and to disseminate information 

about the environment of the state. Within the territory, life zones were designated, which used 

natural vegetation as a guide for cropping practices. With an interest in making the state seem 

desirable, however, more lands were designated as suitable for dryland farming than was actually 

the case. The arrival of the railroad provided better access to many of these areas newly 

designated for dryland farming (Merlan 2008:18). 

Homesteaders came by train to New Mexico in the late nineteenth century on 

“immigration cars,” freight cars converted to carry families, household goods, tools, and 

livestock. By 1910, new arrivals had built temporary structures on nearly every surveyed quarter-

section in eastern New Mexico. The cultivated area was 788,000 acres in 1890, more than 5 

million acres in 1900, and 11 million acres in 1910 (Merlan 2008:19). 

In 1909, the Enlarged Homestead Act was enacted, which allowed a claimant a maximum 

of 320 acres of non-irrigable land. A certain amount of the homestead had to be cultivated within 

a specific number of years, which was typically accomplished through dry farming. Shortly 

thereafter, in 1911, the Three-Year Homestead Act was enacted, allowing patents to be acquired 
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in only three years and allowing absences of up to five months per year. As demand for larger 

homestead tracts increased, the Stock-Raising Homestead Act of 1916, the last of the homestead 

acts, allowed 640 acres of non-irrigable land for a homesteader who resided on the claim for 

three years and used it for pasture. Cultivation of the land was not required (Westphall 1965:65). 

One of the last waves of homesteaders came to western-central New Mexico in the early 

1930s, partially as a result of the Enlarged Homestead Act of 1909 and the Stock-Raising 

Homestead Act of 1916 (Merlan 2008:20). During this period, many homesteaders came to the 

El Malpais area in an effort to survive drought and economic depression in the southern Great 

Plains. Most homesteaders who came to occupy areas east of El Malpais, including Cebolla 

Canyon, came from Texas and Oklahoma, and most were poor (Mangum 1995:47). Two of the 

homesteaders in this study, Grady Burson and Henry Summers, arrived in Cebolla Canyon 

during this period.  

Most of these homesteaders did not remain long in the area, as drought conditions 

continued. These homesteaders established an economy based in dryland farming, including 

pinto beans, corn, winter wheat, supplemented by beef cattle, dairy cattle, hogs, and chickens, 

and some vegetable gardens (Merlan 2008:20). Homesteaders were rarely self-sufficient, and 

many took jobs with ranchers or timber companies, or sold firewood to make ends meet. In the 

late 1930s, many homesteaders took jobs with the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) under the 

Works Progress Administration (WPA). Most early twentieth century homesteaders in the El 

Malpais area did not last more than three years homesteading. A combination of low wages, 

primitive living conditions, and the Depression of the 1930s made it too difficult for 

homesteaders to remain. Jobs became more available in nearby towns in the late 1930s and 
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1940s, luring many homesteaders away from the canyon. Consequently, most homesteads in the 

canyon were abandoned at this time (Mangum 1990:48).  

The Taylor Grazing Act was the primary factor causing the end of homesteading in the 

state around 1936, though some homestead claims continued to be made into the 1940s. The 

Taylor Grazing Act was legislative recognition that large areas of public lands in the West were 

better used for grazing than small-scale farming or homesteading (Bureau of Land Management 

n.d.). The Act required that people wanting to homestead petition for classification of land as 

being most valuable and suitable for agricultural crops rather than native grasses and forage 

plants, in order to make a homestead entry. Although the Taylor Grazing Act did not formally 

end homesteading, it made it much more difficult for claims to be filed (Merlan 2008:17). 

   
Bureau of Land Management Ownership and Management  

 
The El Malpais area was long a curiosity to travelers through the area. With the paving of 

highways in the vicinity of the lava flows, including U.S. 66 through Grants, natural and cultural 

landmarks in the area received increased visitation (Mangum 1990:51).  In the 1930s, several 

individuals requested that the National Park Service (NPS) consider El Malpais for inclusion in 

the National Park system. Despite several visits by NPS personnel, however, the requests were 

denied, citing that the area was close to the already established El Morro National Monument, 

and the El Malpais lava areas and ice cave were too remote to be threatened by vandalism. The 

ice caves remained a privately owned tourist attraction through the 1940s (Mangum 1990:57).  

It was not until 1969 that El Malpais was eligible for natural landmark status by action of 

the Secretary of the Interior. After decades of considerable debate over whether the area should 

be managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) or the NPS, El Malpais National 

Monument was officially created in 1987. The same bill that established El Malpais National 
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Monument on December 31, 1987, Public Law 100-225, also established the El Malpais National 

Conservation Area. The bill provided 376,000 acres, 262,000 of which are the national 

conservation area, be set aside for the benefit and enjoyment of future generations (Mangum 

1990:4).  

  
Previous Research 
 

The period of homesteading in the United States is of great significance to the country’s 

history and has been a primary research topic for historians. Although homesteads were 

established throughout a wide area of the country under the same federal legislation, 

homesteading practices varied greatly. Homesteaders raised a variety of crops and livestock in a 

wide range of climates throughout the country. Even those who lived in the same area chose to 

focus their efforts on different crops and livestock. Homesteaders in Cebolla Canyon lived within 

close proximity of one another, but chose to homestead in different ways. All homesteads 

included some type of domestic structure, though some were temporary, like tents. Other 

common features included outhouses, fencing, corrals, and outbuildings for livestock, such as 

chicken coops. 

 
Cebolla Canyon Homesteading 
 

Most of what historians know of homesteaders who occupied Cebolla Canyon and the 

nearby areas comes from oral history interviews completed in the late twentieth century, as well 

as archaeological evidence and historical documentation. In total, 31 individuals received 

homestead patents in the Cebolla Canyon area (T 004N-010W, T 005N-010W, and T 006N-

010W) and many more filed claims in adjacent canyons (General Land Office Archives). 
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According to homestead patent records, the earliest homesteads in the area were first 

occupied in the late 1860s, around the time the first Fort Wingate was abandoned. These 

homesteaders included Pablo Pino, Santiago Pino, Juan Pino, Felipe Pino, and Pablo Vallejos. 

(General Land Office Archives and LA 11680 Site Form). Not much is known about these early 

homesteaders. At least three of these early homesteaders, the Pino brothers, came from the 

nearby town of Cubero.  

A second wave of homesteaders in Cebolla Canyon filed patents in the mid-1910s 

through the mid-1920s. According to homestead patent application records, the majority of these 

homesteaders were Spanish-American, with surnames including Chavez and Garcia, although 

several also had Euro-American names, including Jones, Gatlin, and Sisson (General Land 

Office Archives). Not much is known about these homesteaders. 

The final wave of homesteaders came to Cebolla Canyon in the 1930s, filing claims into 

the early 1940s. These homesteaders were Euro-Americans, primarily from eastern New Mexico 

and Texas. More is known about these homesteaders as a result of oral history interviews that 

were conducted with some of the individuals who homesteaded the area in the 1930s and 1940s. 

Oral histories available that discuss homesteading in Cebolla Canyon were compiled by 

Janet E. Spivey in the late 1980s and early 1990s. Interviewees included those from the Aldridge, 

Arrossa, Burson, Carrica, Coney, Dannenbaum, Head, Green, Gottlieb, Raney, and Savage 

families. The interviews provide an intimate view into the lives of the last homesteaders in the 

area in the 1930s and 1940s. 

Several of the individuals who homesteaded in Cebolla Canyon were related, and many 

came to the canyon together. The extended Burson family, consisting of at least seven 

homesteading families, moved to the canyon and nearby areas in covered wagons in the early 
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1930s (Gallasini Interview 1992). Families helped each other build houses on their nearby 

homesteads. Many homesteaders who came to Cebolla Canyon had previously homesteaded in 

other areas of the country and came to New Mexico in search of better conditions. While living 

in the canyon, several homesteading families intermarried. 

Homesteaders in Cebolla Canyon survived by growing what they could, relying on milk 

cows and chickens, and buying supplies in the town of Grants, when possible. With limited 

access to water, homesteaders in the canyon relied on dryland farming. Dryland farming is not 

farming without rainfall; rather it is farming that makes the best use of limited rainfall through 

conservation, moisture conserving tillage, and the use of drought resistant seed. Most 

homesteaders in the canyon grew beans and corn (S. Savage Interview 1989). Some families had 

a milk cow and chickens. Most constructed root cellars where they stored canned food, in order 

to survive the harsh winters (S. Savage Interview 1992). Many were able to sell beans and eggs, 

in order to buy sugar, coffee, flour, cornmeal, and cow feed in Grants (Adams Interview 1992). 

Families bought supplies to last the winter before heavy snows arrived. When supplies ran low, 

families often shared supplies (S. Savage Interview 1989).  

Water was not always available to homesteaders in the canyon and most depended on 

nearby springs. The most important of these was Cebolla Spring, located near the Pablo Pino 

homestead. According to Sue Savage, the spring supplied many people in the area. Her family 

regularly collected barrels of water from the spring to bring back to her house (S. Savage 

Interview 1989). 

Public buildings and services were few, but did exist in the Cebolla Canyon area. A 

school was built on Sue Savage’s homestead where she taught area children. A school also 

existed at the Armijo homestead where she taught. A nearby homesteader named Hickman 
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established a post office just south of Cebolla Canyon (S. Savage Interview 1989). Families in 

the Cebolla Canyon area would sometimes get together for community gatherings, including 

dances and potlucks, at the Armijo Ranch. 

Some homesteaders were self-sufficient for several years (S. Savage Interview 1992). 

Almost all, however, had to get other jobs during their time homesteading. Some of these jobs 

included working with the Works Progress Administration (WPA), working in the mines, and 

working for the state department building roads (Burson Interview 1992 and Aldridge, Aldridge, 

and Bright Interview 1987). Others left their homesteads during part of the year to work in other 

areas of the country where more jobs were available (Aldridge, Aldridge, and Bright Interview 

1987).  

It is not known how many homesteaders came to Cebolla Canyon, as General Land 

Office records only indicate those that applied for homestead patents. All of the homesteaders 

interviewed successfully obtained patents for their homesteads. None of these families stayed 

very long after “proving up,” however. The weather was considered to be relatively good in the 

1930s, but water became scarce in the 1940s. At the same time, more jobs became available with 

the start of World War II, and many homesteaders left to work elsewhere (Aldridge, Aldridge, 

and Bright Interview 1987).   

 
Archaeology of Cebolla Canyon Homesteads 
  

The architectural ruins and archaeological evidence left by homesteaders in Cebolla 

Canyon was surveyed in the 1980s and 1990s by K. and S. Havill, a couple who volunteered for 

the Bureau of Land Management under the direction of John Roney. The Havills photographed 

many of the homesteads in the canyon in 1990 and completed information forms regarding the 

appearance and location of homesteads. 
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Dendroarchaeology 
 

Towner has researched several homesteads in the Cebolla Canyon vicinity via 

dendroarchaeology (Towner 2002, 2007; Towner and Creasman 2010). In the summer of 2006, 

he led a dendroarchaeology field school in El Malpais National Conservation Area with a project 

focused on LA 102087, now identified as the Henry Summers homestead. The Summers 

homestead consists of a log house with a fenced yard, an outhouse, and a log animal pen. Towner 

collected 70 tree-ring samples from the pen, house, and yard enclosure in the form of cores and 

partial cross-sections. The cutting dates for the samples were mostly in the early and mid-1930s 

(Towner 2006). The Summers homestead is one of the homesteads studied for this thesis, and 

will be discussed further in Chapter 4.  

The Savage homestead, located in the Cebolla Creek drainage, was the focus of a 

dendroarchaeology field school led by Towner in the summer of 2007. Tree-ring samples were 

collected from fifteen of the 22 wooden features identified at the site (Figure 2.5). Those 

sampled included log structures, a house foundation, a dugout, a quarter-round board structure, 

an outhouse, a storage structure, a brush structure, a chicken coop, corrals, and a fence. Most 

cutting dates were in the 1930s, when Sue Savage was homesteading this property (Towner 

2007). 
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Figure 2.4. Taking a dendroarchaeology sample from a standing beam at the Savage homestead 
in 2007. Photo by R. Towner, used by permission. 
 

Cebolla Canyon Architecture 
 

Other than initial site recording and dendroarchaeological research that has been 

conducted at homestead sites in the Cebolla Canyon area, no other research has been conducted 

that specifically focuses on the architecture of the area’s homesteads. What is known about the 

homesteads built in the canyon primarily comes from oral history interviews and what remains of 

the homesteads today. 

As is true of most homesteaders throughout the country, Cebolla Canyon homesteaders 

initially built temporary domestic structures. Leta Burson recalls their family living in a wagon 

box set off the ground until their house was built. When the house was first constructed, it had 

dirt floors and a door made of chicken wire (Burson Interview 1992). 

Unlike Plains homesteaders, those who moved to Cebolla Canyon arrived in an area with 

several natural resources available for use as building materials. Homesteaders may have 

procured stones from nearby prehistoric ruins to construct their own houses, when these 

resources were available. Higher elevation areas in the canyon were forested with pinyon pines, 
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junipers, and scattered ponderosa pines. Jim Savage recalled Henry Burson skidding (dragging) 

30-foot pine logs for use in the construction of his house (J. Savage Interview 1992). A team of 

horses likely pulled the logs. Christine Coney Adams recalled homesteaders using mud made 

from local dirt and sand as chinking for the log structures (Adams Interview 1992).  

Those who didn’t have enough logs to build a house built what was locally referred to as 

a “pole house.” The process of building one of these structures involved setting in-ground posts 

at the structure corners, placing beams across these posts, and creating the walls with small 

vertical posts. The gaps between posts were filled with mud (Aldridge, Aldridge, and Bright 

Interview 1987). This type of construction is widely referred to as jacal and has been used 

throughout the Southwest by prehistoric groups, as well as by European colonizers and Spanish- 

and Euro-American settlers. Log and masonry structures and ruins remain in Cebolla Canyon, 

but no known examples of jacal structures or walls remain intact. 

The homesteading period in Cebolla Canyon has been the focus of several small research 

projects, including oral histories, but a comprehensive study has not been completed. Other than 

a few dendroarchaeological studies, the architecture of homesteads in the canyon has not been 

the focus of research projects. A goal of this project is to add to the knowledge of the 

homesteading period and the vernacular architecture of homesteads in the canyon. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS 
 

 
The primary research question for this project concerns the reasons behind homesteaders’ 

choices in architectural materials and design, and explores the hypothesis that homesteaders’ 

cultural backgrounds were significant in their architectural decisions. In order to address this 

question, it was necessary to learn as much as possible about both the architecture the 

homesteaders created and the homesteaders themselves. The primary research avenues for this 

project are biographical, based in historic records and oral history, and architectural, based on 

primary documentation. Analysis of the architecture was required, beyond documentation, and 

involved developing an understanding of the architecture of the period and the resources 

available for construction in Cebolla Canyon.  

Three homesteads were selected for analysis in this project: the Pablo Pino homestead 

(LA 11680), the Grady Burson homestead (LA 102090), and the Henry Summers homestead 

(LA 102087) (Figure 3.1). These sites were selected based on relative ease of access, due to 

limited time available for fieldwork. In addition, the homesteads selected are examples of those 

with enough architectural elements intact to document a floor plan. The Henry Summers 

homestead and the Grady Burson homestead were selected in part because dendroarchaeological 

research had previously been conducted by the University of Arizona Laboratory of Tree-Ring 

Research and was available to provide additional information on these structures. These three 

structures demonstrate the variability in materials and construction techniques of homestead 

houses within the canyon.  
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Biographical Research 
 

The objective of the biographical research conducted on owners of the homesteads was to 

identify relevant information in order to address the research question. Because the hypothesis 

being tested concerns the relationship of homesteaders’ cultural backgrounds with the 

architecture they created, biographical information was a primary research focus. The principal 

biographical factors considered of possible importance in the homesteaders’ choices of 

architectural materials and design included: ethnicity, location from which the homesteader 

moved, family status, occupation, and dates of residency in the canyon.  

 
Homestead Patents 
 

The identities of homesteaders responsible for construction of the homestead structures 

were discovered through information available in the BLM’s General Land Office Records 

(available at www.glorecords.blm.gov). It was essential to correctly identify the individuals who 

built the homestead structures in order to posit a viable explanation for their architectural 

decisions, based in their identities. Homestead patent records indicate the location for which the 

patent was granted by township, range, section, and aliquots. This information was matched with 

the locations of homestead structures in order to determine the names of homesteaders who 

patented these parcels. This information was confirmed using oral history records and 

dendroarchaeology. In addition to providing the name of the individual and the location of the 

land they homesteaded, homestead patents document the amount of land homesteaded and the 

year in which the patent was received. 
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Federal Census Records 
 
 The individuals who homesteaded in Cebolla Canyon were not well known, and their 

lives were not well documented. The primary source of information used to learn about the lives 

of these individuals was United States Federal Census records. These government documents 

provide relevant information, including the individual’s gender, birth year, ethnicity, occupation, 

birth state, parents’ birth states, language spoken, ability to read and write, current address, and 

family status, as well as all of the previously listed categories for each family member. This 

information is critical to learning about the homesteaders in Cebolla Canyon; however, these 

records are only created every ten years. Because most of the Cebolla Canyon homesteaders did 

not reside in the canyon for many years, census records are often not available specifically for 

the years when they resided in the canyon. Examination of all federal census records available 

for each individual homesteader throughout their lifetime, however, provides significant 

biographical information.  

 
Oral Histories 
 

Oral history interviews were conducted with several Cebolla Canyon homestead residents 

many years after they had moved out of the canyon. Janet Spivey conducted the majority of these 

interviews in the late 1980s and early 1990s (see Adams 1992; Gallasini 1992; Jim Savage 1992; 

Sue Savage 1989). The handwritten and typed notes from these interviews were read in order to 

gather information specific to the homesteads and homesteaders under study, as well as general 

information about homesteading in Cebolla Canyon. The interviews included several references 

to the building of structures in the canyon, in addition to information that supplemented the 

known biographical information on homesteaders. This information was of great value, because 

it was more personal information than could be gathered through legal documents alone.  
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Janet Spivey’s interviews with Sue Savage (a relative of Grady Burson, who also 

homesteaded in Cebolla Canyon), Jim Savage (Sue Savage’s son), Leta Burson (husband of 

Harvey Burson, Grady’s brother), and Wilma Burson Gallasini (Grady Burson’s ex-wife) were 

of the greatest use in gathering information specific to the Burson family (Burson 1992; Gallasini 

1992; Jim Savage 1992; Sue Savage 1989, 1992). Henry Summers was mentioned only a handful 

of times in the oral history interviews, perhaps because he was not related to any of those 

interviewed, and his homestead was several miles south of the main group of homesteads in 

Cebolla Canyon. Pablo Pino was not mentioned in the oral history interviews, likely because he 

homesteaded several decades before the group of 1930s and 1940s homesteaders and moved 

away before they settled the area. 

 
Architectural Documentation 
 

The objective of architectural documentation was two-fold: first to fully document the 

architectural characteristics of domestic structures and, second, to determine the construction 

dates of structures and any room additions. Fieldwork included documentation of the structures 

through photography, measured drawings, descriptions, and dendroarchaeology. 

 
Field Recordation 
 

Field recordation of architectural ruins at the sample homesteads took place on October 

12 and 13, 2013. The goal of documentation was to record as much architectural information as 

possible about the structural remains of the selected homesteads using non-invasive methods. 

The locations of structures on the sample homesteads were known through examination of 

satellite imagery and site maps prior to arriving in the field. Upon arrival at a site, the structural 

features were identified visually and assigned numbers. Each homestead site had fewer than five 
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structural features. Site plans were drawn by hand for each homestead site using a compass and 

measuring tape. These field-drawn site plans were later translated into digital form using 

AutoCAD. 

Sites and individual structures were documented using digital photography. Each site and 

structure was photographed from at least four directions. Detail photographs were taken of 

significant architectural details. 

Individual structures were recorded in greater detail. Each structure was examined 

visually to determine if it was likely a habitation structure, a determination primarily based on 

structure size and other features, including hearths or stove remains. Floor plans were drawn for 

these structures using a measuring tape and compass. These drawings were later translated into 

digital form using AutoCAD. 

In addition to floor plans, each wall was investigated to determine average wall height, 

width, and material composition. In the case of masonry walls, average masonry unit size was 

measured, and material type was recorded, including mortar type. Log structure measurements 

included average log dimensions, before and after cutting, and cutting method. Chinking 

between logs was noted. Corners of walls were examined to determine if they were interlocking, 

indicating the walls were likely built at the same time. This information suggested whether 

rooms were built at the same time or were later additions. Wall coverings, such as stucco, were 

identified when present. When a roof was present, its form, materials, and dimensions were 

noted. No doors or windows remained on the structures; however, door and window frame 

dimensions and forms were examined. Information obtained from field recordation of structures 

is detailed in Chapter 4. 
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Archaeological site forms were available for all three of the homestead sites studied, LA 

11680 (Pablo Pino Homestead), LA 102087 (Henry Summers Homestead), and LA 102090 

(Grady Burson Homestead). These site forms provide basic information about the sites, including 

a short description and identification of features. Although none of these sites has been 

excavated, the site forms provide some information on surface artifacts and associated dates. 

 
Dendroarchaeology 
 

A second component of fieldwork on October 12 and 13, 2013, was the collection of 

dendroarchaeological samples from the Pablo Pino homestead. The University of Arizona 

Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research previously studied structures at the Henry Summers 

homestead and the Grady Burson homestead through dendroarchaeology. The 

dendroarchaeological study results for all three sites are included in Chapter 4. The interpretation 

of dendroarchaeology results follows Ahlstrom (1985) and Towner (2002).  

Dendroarchaeology was essential for confirming that the individual who patented a 

homestead property was responsible for constructing the house on the property. It is known 

through oral histories of the canyon that homesteaders occasionally occupied properties with 

existing structures, built by previous homesteaders. Dendroarchaeology results determine 

accurate cutting dates for wood used in structures, which can be compared with homestead 

patent dates to confirm the identities of those who constructed the structures. 

 

Architectural Analysis 
 

The architecture of homesteads in Cebolla Canyon cannot be studied in isolation. In order 

to analyze the homesteaders’ decisions regarding architectural materials and construction, the 
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architecture they created must be placed within the context of architecture of the period, both in 

the area of Cebolla Canyon and in the locations from which the homesteaders immigrated. 

 
Architecture of the Homesteading Period in New Mexico  
 

As mentioned in the previous chapter, the vernacular architecture of homesteads in New 

Mexico is widely varied. A historic context report for New Mexico homesteads and ranches was 

written in 2008 (Merlan 2008), however, it does not adequately address the architecture of all 

homesteads in the state. The 2008 report focused on the history of the homesteading period and 

data requirements for National Register nominations of homesteads. Because a comprehensive 

overview of architecture in New Mexico during the homesteading period was not available, 

information about nearby homesteads needed for analysis and comparison in this project was 

obtained from archaeological site reports, historic structure documentation records, and historic 

photographs of New Mexico homesteads.  

 
Architecture of Homesteaders’ Hometowns 
 

After identifying the locations where the homesteaders lived before moving to Cebolla 

Canyon, these locations were researched in order to identify common domestic architecture at 

the time when the homesteaders lived there. The primary resources available included historic 

photographs from local historical societies and other repositories. These images were used to 

develop an understanding of common architectural styles, materials, and construction techniques 

in use during the period when the individuals lived in these towns before moving to Cebolla 

Canyon. 
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Conclusions 
 

Although the selection of three homesteads is a small sample of the many homesteads 

where buildings were constructed in Cebolla Canyon, the selected homesteads provide a diverse 

group of structures for analysis. This sample is not intended to be statistically significant or 

representational of all homesteads. The methods used in this study are biased toward 

biographical research to test the hypothesis that the cultural background of the individual who 

built a structure was significant in that individual’s architectural decisions, and to identify other 

factors that may have contributed to these decisions. This method of analysis may be useful in 

the study of other vernacular structures throughout the country. 
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CHAPTER 4: SELECTED HOMESTEADS 
 

 
Individuals who owned homesteads selected for this study came to Cebolla Canyon from 

different places and built architecturally diverse domestic structures in the canyon. The following 

sections summarize biographical information gathered on homesteaders, as well as descriptions 

of the structures they built on their homesteads. The goal in gathering this information is to 

identify why homestead structures in the canyon appear to be so different in construction 

materials and methods. Through an analysis of biographical information on homesteaders and 

architectural information gathered from the structures they built, it is possible to interpret 

whether the cultural backgrounds of homesteaders were significant in their architectural 

decisions, as well as identify other influences. 

 

Pablo Pino 
 

One of the earliest homesteaders in Cebolla Canyon, Pablo Pino claims to have arrived 

on June 11, 1869 (Pino 1882). The reasons for his move are not known. According to Federal 

census records, Pino was living in Cubero, New Mexico (refer to figure 2.1) prior to 

homesteading (U.S. Census 1850). He was born circa 1810 in New Mexico, however, the town 

in which Pino lived his early years is not known. The first Federal census available for New 

Mexico is 1850. At the time of this census recording, Pino was living with his wife Petra 

Montaño in Cubero with two young children. Neither Pablo nor Petra could read or write. Pablo 

is listed as a farmer, and the value of his real estate is listed at $250 (Pino 1882).   

The Mexican government granted the Town of Cubero as a land grant to Juan Chavez 

and 60 others in 1833 (Chaves 1895). The town is likely named for the Spanish governor of New 

Mexico from 1697 to 1703, Pedro Rodriguez Cubero (Hendricks 1993). Pablo Pino testified in 
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an 1895 United States Supreme Court Case concerning the legitimacy of the Cubero Land Grant, 

stating that he had purchased land from the original Cubero settlers in the 1840s and had 

remained in possession of that land ever since (Chaves 1895). According to nineteenth century 

photographs of Cubero, the small town primarily consisted of flat-roofed adobe brick masonry 

structures, consistent with the architecture of the time in nearby Spanish-American towns (see 

Figure 4.1).  

 

Figure 4.1. Town of Cubero, ca. 1867. Photograph by Alexander Gardner, from “Across the 
Continent on the Kansas Pacific Railroad: Route of the 35th Parallel.” Boston Public Library. 
Accessible on Wikimedia Commons. 
 
 
 Pablo Pino achieved significant wealth for a person in Cubero during the mid-nineteenth 

century. Federal census records note that Pino was a merchant in 1860, before his move to 

Cebolla Canyon. Between 1850 and 1860, Pino’s real estate value increased from $250 to $800, 

and the value of his personal estate, unlisted in 1850, was at $7,500 in 1860, placing him among 

the wealthiest individuals in Cubero. Charles Fletcher Lummis’s memoir, A Tramp Across the 

Continent (1917:172-173), describes Lummis’s visit to don Pablo Pino’s residence in Cubero in 
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the mid-1880s, presumably when Pino had returned to Cubero from Cebolla Canyon. The man 

described is assumed to be the same Pablo Pino who homesteaded in Cebolla Canyon, given his 

age and previous occupation as a merchant in Cubero. The description of the encounter is as 

follows: 

One of the first houses in the hamlet [Cubero] is that of Don Pablo Pino, the 
leading merchant of western New Mexico a generation ago. It is a big, square 
abode, with the customary placita or court in the centre. The front door, which 
few Americans are allowed to enter, is an invention of Don Pablo’s. It is about six 
feet wide and five feet high. Now Don Pablo is a tall man, as well as a very heavy 
and aged one; and to bend his rheumatic joints every time he went in or out would 
be intolerable. So above the centre of the door a dome a foot higher has been 
sawed out, wide enough for the passage of his head. On any bright day the old 
man may be seen; but his wife, an aged sylph of three hundred pounds, is never 
visible. She has more important cares within. Don Pablo has always distrusted the 
“gringo” banks –since there have been any in the Territory – and has for years 
kept his hard cash in a safe guarded by the most unique time lock on record. In a 
strong inner room, which no stranger ever sees, a narrow hole has been dug down 
through the adobe floor. In it lie something like $70,000 in coin; and in a chair 
upon its trap-door sits the ponderous señora! Truly, it would be an unmannerly 
cracksman who should tamper with that lock! There are men and guns in plenty 
about. A strong armed force could hardly capture the strangely guarded treasure, 
and there have never been, I believe, any attempts. And to this day, the old man, 
bent over his stout stick, suns himself before his quaint doorway; while his better 
and heavier half still dozes day and night in her unshifted armchair above the 
treasure (Lummis 1917:172-173). 

 
 According to his homestead patent, Pablo Pino moved to Cebolla Canyon in the summer 

of 1869. He did not apply for a patent, however, until 1882. A notice was published in the 

Albuquerque Review on August 28, 1882, stating Pino’s intention to make final proof in support 

of his homestead claim before a probate judge of Valencia County at Los Lunas, New Mexico, 

on October 10, 1882 for the northwest quarter, Section 12, 5N 10W. Witnesses named were 

Santiago Pino, Gregorio N. Otero, Narciso Pino, and Juan Jose Pino, all of Valencia County 

(Pino 1882). The patent was issued on April 3, 1889 (General Land Office 1889b). 
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 The Otero and Pino families were prominent in Cubero. Gregorio Otero was married to 

Maria de Jesus Pino, daughter of Pablo. Otero served as Justice of the Peace for Cubero, fought 

for the Union in the Civil War, and later served in the New Mexico territorial legislature (Pino 

1882; Read 1912:116, 611). Narciso Pino was a son of Pablo, while Santiago Pino and Juan Jose 

Pino were likely brothers of Pablo (U.S. Census Bureau 1870; Lally et al. 2010:7). 

 According to Pablo Pino and his witnesses, upon moving to Cebolla Canyon in 1869, 

Pino established his residence, including constructing an adobe house, corral, stable, and fences, 

valued at about $2,000. Testimony states that Pino remained on the property, at least until he 

applied for his patent in 1882, while being absent only for a few days at a time, buying supplies 

or rounding up stock. His family remained on the property the entire time. By 1882, 

approximately 7 to 10 acres had been cultivated (Pino 1882). Pino continued to be recorded in 

the U.S. Federal census for Cubero throughout the time he reportedly lived in Cebolla Canyon. 

The 1885 New Mexico territorial census lists Pino as living in Cubero, “near ranches” (U.S. 

Census Bureau 1885).  

  Although not mentioned in his homestead patent application, it is likely that Pablo Pino 

had several servants or slaves. These servants may have resided with him at his homestead. In 

the 1860 Federal census, Pablo Pino is listed as living with three servants (U.S. Census Bureau 

1860). One of these, Guadalupe, is noted as being Navajo. The 1870 Federal census notes Pablo 

living with his wife and son, as well as Guadalupe (U.S. Census Bureau 1870). Eleven additional 

individuals, as well as Guadalupe, are listed as residing with Pablo Pino and his wife in 1880 

(U.S. Census Bureau 1880). Eight of these individuals, including Guadalupe, are listed as 

servants. The servants’ ages range from 12 to 61. The other four individuals are listed as adopted 

children with ages ranging from 7 to 10.  Seven of these children and servants have the last name 
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Pino, while others have different surnames. In the 1885 territorial census, the number of servants 

at the Pino house has reduced to five (U.S. Census Bureau 1885). Only three of these were also 

living in the Pino house in 1880. These individuals, whether listed as adopted or as servants, 

were likely part of the territorial New Mexico slave trade.  

Slave raiding and livestock raiding among several Native American groups and Spaniards 

was common in New Mexico beginning in the early Spanish colonial period. Indian slavery 

lasted in New Mexico, especially in the Cubero area, well into the 1870s  (Brooks 2002:345). 

Raiding likely continued for many years longer in remote areas. Placida Romero, a Spanish-

American woman, was reported taken captive by an Apache war party near Cebolla Canyon in 

1881 (Roland 2011). In 1865, President Andrew Johnson issued a directive to the secretaries of 

the interior and war departments in regard to Indian slavery in the territory of New Mexico. 

Stating that the practice of enslaving Native Americans was in violation of Indian rights and 

territorial law, he ordered government officials to suppress the practice (Brooks 2002:346). 

Perhaps this is why Pablo Pino responded to the question on his homestead patent application, 

asking, “Of whom does you family consist...?” by stating only, “Self, wife, and one son.” No 

mention of servants or adopted children was made (Pino 1882).  

 Pino’s homestead patent application indicates that his first house built was adobe (Pino 

1882). This likely indicates that Pino had a house made of adobe bricks that served as his first 

residence before the stone masonry house that remains today was constructed.  

  During the time Pablo Pino reportedly lived in Cebolla Canyon, he is recorded in U.S. 

Federal census records as being a farmer and a ranchman. According to the statement in his 

homestead patent application, Pino was raising stock and had cultivated several acres of land 

(Pino 1882). Santiago and Juan Pino, likely brothers of Pablo, also homesteaded in Cebolla 
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Canyon and acquired homestead patents for adjacent tracts in Section 12 at the same time as 

Pablo (General Land Office 1889a, 1889c). 

 Pablo Pino’s 1895 testimony in United States v. Chaves is interesting in that Pino states 

he has been in possession of property in Cubero for more than 40 years. Although it is possible 

that more than one Pablo Pino resided in Cubero, the age of the man testifying matches with that 

of the homesteader Pablo Pino (U.S. Census Bureau 1880). There is only one other Pablo Pino 

identified in Federal census records for Cubero between 1850 and 1880, and that is the son of the 

homesteader Pablo Pino, who was born in 1852 (U.S. Census Bureau 1860). This makes it likely 

that the Pablo Pino who owned property in Cubero and the Pablo Pino who homesteaded in 

Cebolla Canyon are one and the same. Most likely, Pino remained in possession of his Cubero 

property while homesteading in Cebolla Canyon.  

 It is not known when Pablo Pino left his homestead. Lummis’s (1917:172) account 

indicates that Pino was living in the town of Cubero in the mid-1880s. According to 

dendroarchaeological research, discussed in detail below, it is likely that later residents occupied 

Pablo Pino’s house after his departure, and these later residents made changes and additions to 

the architecture of the house. The Pino homestead claim was eventually absorbed by nearby 

ranchers as small holdings were purchased by growing ranches. The section was returned to 

Federal ownership during the first decade of the twenty-first century (Lally et al. 2010:7). 

 
Architecture of the Pablo Pino House 
 

As one of the first homesteaders in the canyon, Pino chose a prime location for his 

residence. The house is situated atop a hill northeast of Little Cebolla Spring. Archaeological 

evidence, including ceramic sherds, indicates that native peoples previously occupied the site. 

The remains of Pino’s house are primarily short wall remnants (up to 4 feet high) with several 
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collapsed roof beams present, as well as remnants of one intact door frame (see Figures 4.2, 4.3 

and 4.4).  

 

 
 
Figure 4.2. Pino House facing northwest toward south doorway of Room 4. Photo by author, 
2013. 
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Figure 4.3. Pino House facing east, showing Room 3 and Room 4. Photo by author, 2013. 
 
 

 
 
Figure 4.4. Pino House facing northwest from southeast corner of Room 2. Photo by author, 
2013. 
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Ruins of the homestead structure indicate that it was built in several stages and may 

contain a prehistoric or protohistoric component (Lally et al. 2010:6). Remnants of a basalt stone 

room block, likely prehistoric or protohistoric, are present on the hill heading south from the 

Pino house toward the spring. Although it is possible that Pino gathered the stones for his house 

from a different location within the canyon, it is more likely that there were many stones already 

in place on-site that previously formed prehistoric or protohistoric structures. 

The current configuration of Pablo Pino’s house most likely represents the house he 

constructed, as well as additions and changes made by later occupants. As it currently exists, the 

house structure consists of a 3-room, “L”-shaped block on the north side, two adjacent rooms at 

the southeast side, and an attached enclosed space, likely a corral, on the southwest side (see 

Figures 4.5 and 4.6).  
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           All of the walls, except one, are constructed of stone masonry, consisting of a mix of large 

basalt rocks and tabular sandstone. Remnants of mud mortar are present between some of the 

stones. It is likely that mud mortar was created using on-site dirt. Two interior wall corners 

display remnants of interior mud plaster, similar in consistency to the mortar remnants. The walls 

of the interior were likely plastered for insulation when the house was constructed, however, 

later residents may have applied the plaster layer that remains today (see Figure 4.7).  

 

 
 

Figure 4.7. Photograph of northwest corner of Room 4 of Pablo Pino’s house, showing mud 
plaster remaining on lower portion of the walls. Photo by author, 2013. 

 
 
The roof of the structure was intact in the 1974, when a photograph was taken during a 

survey of homestead structures in the canyon (Figure 4.8). The roof appears to have been flat and 

constructed of many parallel beams across each room, typical of Spanish-American architecture. 
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The 1974 photograph also indicates that a chimney once existed on the west wall of the 

structure, suggesting that one or two fireplaces were present in Room 3 and/or Room 5. It was 

common in Spanish-American architecture to construct a quarter-round (bee hive) fireplace into 

a corner. This type of fireplace was commonly used in Spain and can be traced to the Moorish 

influence on Spanish house construction (Carlson 1990:136). The fireplace or fireplaces that 

existed in the Pino house were constructed in quarter-round form in the northwest corner of 

Room 3 or the southwest corner of Room 5, perhaps in both, sharing or having adjacent 

chimneys. No evidence of the chimney or fireplaces remains today; however, a significant 

amount of stone remains in this section of the site, more so than in areas where single walls 

existed. 

 

 
 
Figure 4.8. LA 11680, Pablo Pino’s house, in 1974, before roof collapse or removal, facing 
northeast. United States Bureau of Land Management, Antiquities Site Inventory, LA 11680, 
Site 30-02-41. 

 

 

 

Chimney 
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The wall separating the two southeast rooms is constructed of tabular sandstone to a level 

of about 2 feet, and above this a sod wall was constructed (see Figure 4.9). This wall was likely 

constructed several decades after Pablo Pino’s period of residence, judging by the relatively good 

condition of the sod blocks. Early Spanish-Americans, in addition to building with adobe bricks, 

occasionally built with sod bricks, called terrones, placed on a stone foundation (Carlson 

1990:131). Euro-American homesteaders on the prairie also commonly used sod blocks for 

residential construction when other architectural materials were not available. The sod block wall 

indicates that the site was reoccupied or had multiple occupations. 

 

 
 

Figure 4.9. Sod block wall separating Room 1 and Room 2, facing north. Photo by author, 2013.  
 

 
 Nineteen tree-ring samples were taken from wood roof beams and other architectural 

elements remaining at the Pablo Pino homestead site (see Table 4.1). Five noncutting dates and 

two cutting dates were derived from the samples. All of the wood sampled was ponderosa pine. 
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The dates and information gathered from architectural documentation of the structure help to 

reveal the original layout of the Pino house. The only dated sample from Room 5 (CEB-913) 

yielded an 1882vv3 noncutting date, which supports the inference of construction of Room 5 in 

the early 1880s, soon after Pablo Pino filed for his homestead patent (Pino 1882). This evidence 

corroborates with architectural evidence, indicating that Room 5 was the first to be constructed. 

The masonry walls of Room 5 all exhibit bonded corners that do not bond with the walls of 

Room 3 or Room 4. The walls of these rooms abut the corner walls of Room 5, indicating that 

they were later additions. None of the wooden elements in Room 3 were suitable for dating. 

Tree-ring samples gathered from Room 4 indicate that it was constructed 1887-1888, with at 

least one beam replaced in the late 1920s (CEB-904). Dates of 1887vv comp (CEB-903 and 

CEB-907) from primary roof beams in Room 4 indicate that this room was constructed within a 

few years of Room 5.  

This method of constructing a house one room at a time was typical in the Spanish 

colonial period. Architectural historian Roland F. Dickey (1970:42) described the construction of 

a Spanish colonial house, stating, “Beginning with a single room, the house grew like a game of 

dominoes.” Rooms were added as needed to accommodate new family members and as resources 

and labor were available. 

Rooms 1 and 2 are detached from Rooms 3, 4, and 5, indicating that they were not part of 

the main residence. Dendroarchaeological samples of roof primary structural members from 

Room 2 date to 1911/1912 (CEB-897) and post-1931 (CEB-898). This could indicate that this 

room was constructed in the early twentieth century or the roof was repaired or replaced during 

this period (see Table 4.1). The construction of the walls of Rooms 1 and 2 indicate that the 

                                                
3 Refer to Appendix A for a key to symbols used in dendroarchaeological results. 
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rooms were constructed at the same time. The west and east walls are continuous. The wall that 

separates the two, with the tabular sandstone base and sod blocks above, appears to have been 

reconstructed (see Figure 4.9). At the east side of this wall, where it intersects with the east 

exterior wall, several of the sandstone blocks interlock with the exterior wall, as well as a few 

basalt stones that are included just on this side of the dividing wall. The west end of the dividing 

wall appears to abut the west exterior wall. This wall may have been original, but was likely 

rebuilt.  

 

Table 4.1. Dendroarchaeological Results for Pablo Pino Homestead 
 

LABORATORY OF TREE-RING RESEARCH 

Analysis by: Rebecca Renteria       Site: Pablo Pino Homestead – LA 11680    Date Samples Taken: October 2013 

TRL # SP PROVENIENCE INSIDE DATE* OUTSIDE DATE* 
CEB-897 PP Rm 2 roof primary 1845 +/- 1911 +G inc 
CEB-898 PP Rm 2 roof primary 1810 +/- 1931 +vv inc 
CEB-899 PP Corral No date No date 
CEB-900 PP Rm 4 door jamb No date No date 
CEB-901 PP Rm 4 door jamb No date No date 
CEB-902 PP Rm 4 roof primary No date No date 
CEB-903 PP Rm 4 roof primary 1865 1887 vv comp 
CEB-904 PP Rm 4 roof primary 1814 1928 ++ vv inc 
CEB-905 PP Rm 4 roof primary No date No date 
CEB-906 PP Rm 4 roof primary No date No date 
CEB-907 PP Rm 4 roof primary 1852 1887 vv comp 
CEB-908 PP Rm 4 roof primary No date No date 
CEB-909 PP Rm 4 roof primary No date No date 
CEB-910 PP Rm 4 roof primary 1855 1888 vv inc 
CEB-911 PP Rm 4 jacal post No date No date 
CEB-912 PP Rm 4 roof primary No date No date 
CEB-913 PP Rm 5 roof primary 1848 1882 vv inc 
CEB-914 PP Rm 5 roof primary No date No date 
CEB-915 PP Rm 5 roof primary No date No date 

 
* Refer to Appendix A for key to symbols used in dendroarchaeological results tables.
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The purposes of Rooms 1 and 2 are not known. The rooms may have originally served as 

servants’ quarters. This would explain the separation of the rooms from the rest of the house. The 

rooms may also have served as a stable or animal pen.  

 The large walled enclosure on the southwest side of the Pablo Pino residence appears to 

be a corral. It was common in Spanish-American architecture to construct a walled corral 

extending from the house to enclose and fortify a farmyard. The layout was referred to as a casa-

corral or hacienda (Carlson 1990:132). There are no wood elements within the corral walls, 

making it impossible to determine a construction date using dendroarchaeology. At this time, the 

date of the construction of the corral is not known and may or may not be contemporaneous with 

the period in which Pablo Pino built and occupied the structure. 

Just south of the house and corral is the remnant of a horno, an outdoor oven used to bake 

bread, roast corn, and cook outdoors in the summer. Hornos were a common feature of Spanish-

American residences (Carlson 1990:132). All that remains of the horno at the Pino site today is 

an oval shaped grouping of basalt stones. This is a strong indication of Spanish-American 

occupation of the site, as Euro-Americans did not typically use hornos. Further analysis is 

needed to determine if the horno dates to the time of Pablo Pino’s occupancy. 

Although the exact configuration and appearance of the house as Pablo Pino built it is not 

known, information available indicates that the house was built in a Spanish-American style. The 

flat roofs with log beams, the L-shaped house layout, the attached corral, and the presence of a 

horno are representative of Spanish-American architecture and residential site construction. 

Although the structure was reoccupied and likely altered after its initial construction, these 

Spanish-American architecturally diagnostic elements remain.  
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Grady Burson 
 

Grady Lloyd Burson was born on April 21, 1911, in Palo Pinto County, Texas. He was 

the fourth son of John C. and Altha Lee Burson. In 1920, Grady’s father was listed as a grocery 

merchant in Mineral Wells, a small town in central Texas (U.S. Census Bureau 1920a). Mineral 

Wells was known for its well water, which reportedly had medicinal qualities. The town boomed 

as a health resort in the late nineteenth century, with several resort hotels built at the turn of the 

century, after the arrival of the railroad (Hunt 2010). Burson Bros. Grocery was located near the 

town square (Berry 1921:7). 

Early twentieth century photographs of Mineral Wells, Texas, show wood frame with 

clapboard buildings and stone and clay brick masonry buildings, many in Victorian styles 

(Figure 4.10). Living in town, Grady Burson would likely not have been regularly exposed to 

rural forms of construction. Log houses, however, were common in that part of Texas (Jordan 

1978:76). 

 

 
 
Figure 4.10. Mineral Wells, Texas, from East Mountain, 1906. Henry Clogenson. Courtesy of the 
Library of Congress Prints and Photographs Division, Washington, D.C. 
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The Euro-American Burson family, including Grady Burson, his parents, several of his 

brothers and one sister, first homesteaded in Des Moines, New Mexico, the far northeast corner 

of the state, sometime after 1920. The Burson families primarily ranched in Des Moines, but 

were unsuccessful due to dry weather and soon decided to move again. The family had seen the 

Malpais advertised in the newspaper, and they visited at the General Land Office in Santa Fe to 

file a homestead claim in 1931. Grady and Jessie Burson scouted the new property in Cebolla 

Canyon and lived there for about a year before the rest of the family moved to the canyon (Leta 

Burson Interview 1992).  

 According to oral history interviews, the Burson family arrived by covered wagon train in 

Cebolla Canyon in 1933. The trip from Des Moines took 28 days (Leta Burson Interview 1992). 

At least seven families in the extended Burson family homesteaded in the canyon.  Of these, 

Jessie Burson, Grady Burson, Ed Burson, and Sue Savage received homestead patents (General 

Land Office 1939a, 1940a, 1940b, and 1941). Sue Savage was married to Arthur Burson’s wife’s 

brother, who was deceased at the time of her arrival in Cebolla Canyon.  

 
Burson Stone House 
 

Grady Burson lived in two houses in Cebolla Canyon. The first was a stone house 

situated along the canyon road, and the second was a log house that Grady Burson constructed 

for his family. The Burson parents, John and Altha Lee, first lived in the stone house. The 

Savages also claim to have lived in this house during their first year in the canyon, before 

constructing their own house (S. Savage Interview 1989). Other families lived in wagons set off 

the ground until houses were built (Burson Interview 1992).  

Dendroarchaeological research was conducted for this project in order to determine if the 

Burson family constructed the stone house. Dendroarchaeological research, however, is 
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somewhat inconclusive regarding a construction date. Ten samples were taken for this project. 

Wood sampled was of three types: Douglas-fir, ponderosa pine, and juniper. All dated samples 

(CEB-887, 888, 889, 891, 892, 894) yielded only noncutting dates ranging from 1886vv-1913vv. 

Although they form a very loose date cluster in the late 1880s, possibly indicative of tree cutting 

in the late nineteenth century, it is also possible that the beams were cut by the Bursons and have 

suffered erosion of exterior rings. The most that can be gleaned from the dendroarchaeological 

samples is that Room C-1 was built sometime after 1910 (CEB-887) and Room B-1 was 

constructed sometime after 1913 (see Table 4.2). Because a construction date cannot be 

determined, it is not possible to say whether the Bursons built the stone house. For this reason, 

this project focuses on the architecture of Grady Burson’s log house.  

 
Table 4.2. Dendroarchaeological Results for Stone Burson Homestead 

 
LABORATORY OF TREE-RING RESEARCH 

Analysis by: Rebecca Renteria          Site: Stone Burson Homestead        Samples Taken: October 2013 

TRL # SP PROVENIENCE INSIDE DATE* OUTSIDE DATE* 
CEB-887 DF Rm C-2 Loose roof primary 1814 +- 1910 vv inc 
CEB-888 PP Rm C-2 1800 +- 1889 vv inc 
CEB-889 DF Rm C-1 Loose lintel 1826 +- 1888 vv inc 
CEB-890 PP Rm C-1 Loose roof secondary? No date No date 
CEB-891 JUN Rm C-1 Loose 1701 +- 1886 vv inc 
CEB-892 PP Rm B-1 Roof primary 1854 +- 1913 vv inc 
CEB-893 PP Rm B-1 Vert intramural NW corner No date No date 

CEB-894 JUN Rm B-1 1760 +- 1894 vv inc 
CEB-895 PP Rm B-1 Loose roof primary? No date No date 
CEB-896 JUN Rm B-1 Loose roof primary? No date No date 

 
       * Refer to Appendix A for key to symbols used in dendroarchaeological results tables.
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Grady Burson was married after arriving in Cebolla Canyon. In 1932, he married Wilma 

Green, daughter of one of the earlier Cebolla Canyon homesteaders, Basil Green. No census 

records were taken during the period Grady Burson lived full-time in Cebolla Canyon, between 

1930 and 1940. The 1940 Federal census, however, lists his 1935 residence as rural Valencia 

County, New Mexico (U.S. Census Bureau 1940a). He filed claim for tracts in Section 4, 5N 

10W, in 1939 (General Land Office 1939a). 

The details of Grady Burson’s life on his homestead, including the crops he farmed and 

the animals he kept, are not known. It is likely that he farmed crops similar to those other 

Cebolla Canyon homesteaders grew, including pinto beans, corn, and oats. He may have raised 

cows, hogs, and horses (Adams Interview 1992). The Bursons made trips to Cebolla Spring to 

collect water in barrels for their use (Sue Savage Interview 1989).  

Living in Cebolla Canyon was difficult, and most homesteaders did not stay past 1940. 

Many had to get jobs outside of the canyon to survive. According to Wilma Burson, between 

1934 and 1937, Grady Burson worked for the “highway department” (Gallasini Interview 1992). 

This may actually refer to a job with the Works Progress Administration. Grady went back to 

homesteading in 1937, when his second daughter was born.  

By 1940, Grady Burson and his family had permanently left Cebolla Canyon, and resided 

in Los Padillas, Bernalillo County, New Mexico. He owned and operated Grady Burson’s 

Garage on the Isleta Highway (Albuquerque Tribune 1965). Grady Burson is listed in the Federal 

census as owning a house on Highway 85, living with his wife and three young daughters (U.S. 

Census Bureau 1940a). Jessie Burson and his family moved to the Albuquerque area in 1939, 

and it is likely that Grady moved at the same time. 

 
 



 65 

Architecture of the Grady Burson Log House 
 

Sue Savage stated in her 1989 oral history interview that the Burson family came together 

to build each other’s houses (Sue Savage Interview 1989). The details of the building of Grady 

Burson’s log house are not known; however, descriptions of the building of other Burson houses 

can provide information about how it was probably built. According to Sue Savage, Henry 

Burson built three log houses. For use in construction, he skidded 30-foot pine logs using horses 

(Sue Savage Interview 1989). Wilma Burson stated in an oral history interview that some of the 

Bursons bought lumber from her parents, the Greens, who owned a sawmill in the canyon 

(Gallasini Interview 1992). Logs may have been procured from forested areas on the Burson 

homestead or within a short walking distance. 

The Grady Burson homestead, as it exists today, consists of three wooden structures: a 

two-room log house, a log chicken coop, and a pole barn (Figures 4.11, 4.12, 4.13, and 4.14). 

Artifacts on the site surface include 1920s vehicle parts, wire nails, and galvanized pails, most of 

which likely date to the period in which the Burson family occupied the site. 

The log house was likely originally constructed as a one-room house. Interlocking walls 

of the north room and abutting walls of the south room indicate that the south room was added 

later. In addition, a window originally constructed on the south wall of the north room was 

boarded up with wood slats, probably after the construction of the south room.  
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Figure 4.13. Grady Burson House, facing east. Photo by author, 2013. 
 
 

 
 

Figure 4.14. Grady Burson House, facing southwest. Photo by author, 2013. 
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The University of Arizona Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research collected 

dendroarchaeological samples from the Grady Burson log house in 2011 (Table 4.3). Fifty-six 

dendroarchaeological samples were taken from the north and south rooms of Grady Burson’s 

house. Thirty-four of these samples provided dates, including 11 cutting and near-cutting dates. 

All but two of the samples are ponderosa pine; the other two are juniper.  

Thirty samples were collected from the north room. Three of these had near-cutting dates, 

1935 G-inc (CEB-570) and 1937 G-inc (CEB-578 and 581). The 1937 date is the latest for the 

north room and is one of the two juniper beams. This beam may be a repair that was made at the 

time of the construction of the south room. Twenty-six samples were collected from the south 

room. Nine cutting dates were derived from south room samples. These dates form a tight cluster 

in 1936/1937. The mixture of complete and incomplete terminal rings indicates tree harvesting 

near the end of the ponderosa pine growing season – probably in late summer. Dates indicate that 

the south room was constructed after the north room or the rooms were constructed near the 

same time with stockpiled wood.   

The north room remains in better condition than the south room. This can be attributed to 

construction technique. The north room was constructed relatively soundly with half logs (Figure 

4.15). The logs were hewn roughly with an axe. Log ends appear to have been cut with an axe, 

without regard to making the logs of even lengths. Corners of the north room display a semi-

lunate notch, commonly used with half logs (Figure 4.16). The south room was constructed with 

unhewn, relatively thin logs. The logs were cut with a saw. The corners of the south room are 

saddle notched. Saddle notching represents a lower level of craftsmanship and was most 

commonly used on logs that were left rounded (Jordan 1978:58). 
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Table 4.3. Dendroarchaeological Results for Grady Burson Homestead 

 
LABORATORY OF TREE-RING RESEARCH 

Site: Grady Burson Homestead – LA 102090  

TRL # SP PROVENIENCE 1 PROVENIENCE 2 INSIDE DATE* OUTSIDE DATE* 
CEB-553 PP Feature3_NorthRM NorthWall_Beam1 1868 1936 vv 
CEB-554 PP Feature3_NorthRM NorthWall_Beam1 1825 1935 vv 
CEB-555 PP Feature3_NorthRM NorthWall_Beam2 No date No date 
CEB-556 PP Feature3_NorthRM NorthWall_Beam3 1841 1935 vv 
CEB-557 PP Feature3_NorthRM NorthWall_Beam3 1831 1935 vv 
CEB-558 PP Feature3_NorthRM NorthWall_Beam4A No date No date 
CEB-559 PP Feature3_NorthRM NorthWall_Beam5 No date No date 
CEB-560 PP N/A N/A No date No date 
CEB-561 PP Feature3_NorthRM   1869 1935 vv 
CEB-562 PP Feature3_NorthRM   1807 1928 vv 
CEB-563 PP Feature3_NorthRM   1772 1932 vv 
CEB-564 PP Feature3_NorthRM   1820 1936 vv 
CEB-565 PP Feature3_NorthRM   1791 1936 vv 
CEB-566 PP Feature3_NorthRM SouthWall_Beam1 No date No date 
CEB-567 PP Feature3_NorthRM SouthWall_Beam2 1805 1933 vv 
CEB-568 PP Feature3_NorthRM SouthWall_Beam3 No date No date 
CEB-569 PP Feature3_NorthRM SouthWall_Beam4 1771 1936 vv 
CEB-570 PP Feature3_NorthRM SouthWall_Beam5A 1822 1935 G inc 
CEB-571 PP Feature3_NorthRM SouthWall_Beam5B 1751+- 1934 vv 
CEB-572 PP Feature3_NorthRM EastWall_Beam1 1802 1932 vv 
CEB-573 PP Feature3_NorthRM EastWall_Beam2 1819+- 1932 vv 
CEB-574 PP Feature3_NorthRM EastWall_Beam3 No date No date 
CEB-575 PP Feature3_NorthRM EastWall_Beam4 No date No date 
CEB-576 PP Feature3_NorthRM EastWall_Beam5 1840 1934 vv 
CEB-577 PP Feature3_NorthRM NorthWall_Beam1 No date No date 
CEB-578 PP Feature3_NorthRM NorthWall_Beam2 1750 1937 G inc 
CEB-579 PP Feature3_NorthRM NorthWall_Beam3 1746 1936 vv 
CEB-580 PP Feature3_NorthRM NorthWall_Beam4 1876 1935 vv 
CEB-581 JUN Feature3_NorthRM NorthWall_Beam5 1846P 1937 G inc 
CEB-582 JUN Feature3_NorthRM NorthWall_Beam6 No date No date 
CEB-583 PP Feature3_SouthRM SouthWall_Beam1 1817 1937B comp 
CEB-584 PP Feature3_SouthRM SouthWall_Beam2 No date No date 
CEB-585 PP Feature3_SouthRM SouthWall_Beam3 1839 1932 G inc 
CEB-586 PP Feature3_SouthRM SouthWall_Beam4 No date No date 
CEB-587 PP Feature3_SouthRM SouthWall_Beam5 1878 1937 G inc 
CEB-588 PP Feature3_SouthRM SouthWall_Beam5 1811+P 1937 G inc 
CEB-589 PP Feature3_SouthRM SouthWall_Beam6 1889P 1937 vv 
CEB-590 PP Feature3_SouthRM SouthWall_Beam6 1885 1937 LB comp 
CEB-591 PP Feature3_SouthRM SouthWall_Beam7 No date No date 
CEB-592 PP Feature3_SouthRM SouthWall_Beam7 No date No date 
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TRL # SP PROVENIENCE 1 PROVENIENCE 2 INSIDE DATE* OUTSIDE DATE* 
CEB-593 PP Feature3_SouthRM SouthWall_Beam8 No date No date 
CEB-594 PP Feature3_SouthRM SouthWall_Beam9 1756 1935 vv 
CEB-595 PP Feature3_SouthRM SouthWall_Beam10 1729 1934 vv 
CEB-596 PP Feature3_SouthRM WestWall_Beam1 No date No date 
CEB-597 PP Feature3_SouthRM WestWall_Beam2 1799 1937 v 
CEB-598 PP Feature3_SouthRM WestWall_Beam3 1811 1934 vv 
CEB-599 PP Feature3_SouthRM WestWall_Beam4 1763+- 1937 G inc 
CEB-600 PP Feature3_SouthRM WestWall_Beam5 1839 1933 vv 
CEB-601 PP Feature3_SouthRM WestWall_Beam6 No date No date 
CEB-602 PP Feature3_SouthRM WestWall_Beam7 No date No date 
CEB-603 PP Feature3_SouthRM EastWall_Beam4 No date No date 
CEB-604 PP Feature3_SouthRM EastWall_Beam7 No date No date 
CEB-605 PP Feature3_SouthRM EastWall_Beam8 No date No date 
CEB-606 PP Feature3_SouthRM EastWall_Beam3 No date No date 
CEB-619 PP Feature3_SouthRM   1833 1936 G inc 
CEB-641 PP Feature3_SouthRM SouthWall_Beam3 1845 1936 G inc 

 
• Refer to Appendix A for key to symbols used in dendroarchaeological results tables. 

 
 
  

 
 

Figure 4.15. West wall window of Room 1, Grady Burson House, facing north, showing half-log 
wall construction method. Photo by author, 2013.
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Figure 4.16. Northwest corner of Grady Burson House, facing east, showing construction method 
of Room 1. Photo by author, 2013.  
 

 
The foundation of the south room is tabular sandstone with a mud mortar. The foundation 

of the north room is not visible, but is likely also stone. The roof of the north room was 

constructed with a single large beam placed west-east across the room, resting above the east 

door frame and the west window frame. Quarter-cut and half logs were placed north-south above 

the center beam, to form the flat roof. The roof may have been covered with mud or a tarp. The 

south room roof has collapsed, but does not appear to have had a structural beam in place. It 

appears that thin round logs were simply laid across the room. These were likely also covered 

with a roofing material. 

Mud and wood slats were used as chinking between the logs of Grady Burson’s house. 

Sue Savage mentioned that this method of chinking was used on her house, and mud and wood 
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slats remain on the Grady Burson house, indicating that he used the same method (Sue Savage 

Interview 1989).  

 Doors and windows have been removed from the house since its abandonment, although 

the frames of most are still intact. The frames were roughly constructed with milled lumber, 

likely obtained from a sawmill in the canyon or a nearby town. The window and door openings 

were cut out of the logs after the walls were constructed. An interesting architectural detail 

remains on the north wall of the north room. It appears that a shelf was built into the north wall 

window frame. The floor of the Grady Burson house was of compressed earth. No fireplace is 

present in the house. A stove may have been present at one time, but no evidence of a stove 

remains.  

 The Grady Burson house was constructed using some of the simplest log construction 

methods, suggesting that individuals with little or no training in log construction built it. The 

Burson family appears to have built the house with materials available nearby. 

 
Henry Summers 
 

Born in 1910, Henry Lee Summers was a resident of Taylor County, Texas, before 

moving to New Mexico (U.S. Census Bureau 1920b). In the early 1930s, Henry married Clyde 

R. Free, who was working as a grocery store clerk and living with her family in Taylor County 

(U.S. Census Bureau, Taylor, 1930).  

Taylor County is in west-central Texas, and Abilene is its largest city. Henry Summers 

likely lived in rural Taylor County, but no town is noted on his census record. The county’s local 

economy in the early twentieth century was supported by crop farming and ranching. Log 

structures would have been abundant in Taylor County during the period when Henry Summers 

lived there. The county is considered part of the west Texas frontier. The economy was booming 
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in the 1920s, but was hit hard by the Great Depression of the 1930s  (Leffler 2010). This may 

have been the reason why Henry Summers and his wife moved from Texas. 

Very little is known about Summers and his decision to move to Cebolla Canyon. In 

1933, the family moved to the canyon (French 1994:203). Summers filed claim for the west half 

of Section 26, 5N 10W in August 1939 (General Land Office 1939b). While residing in Cebolla 

Canyon, Clyde Summers gave birth to four daughters, including a set of twins. It is not known if 

the family lived in the canyon all year. It is possible that the family traveled back to Texas for the 

births, as each child is listed in the federal census as being born in Texas (U.S. Census Bureau 

1940b). No specific information is known about the life of the Summers family in Cebolla 

Canyon. It may have been similar to the experiences of the Bursons, as they were living in the 

canyon during the same period.  

 In 1940, at the age of 29, Summers and his family were living with his parents in 

Socorro, New Mexico (U.S. Census Bureau 1940b). It appears that he and his family had moved 

away from Cebolla Canyon by this time. Henry Summers filed claim to several parcels in 

Socorro County in 1970 under the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 (General Land Office 1970). 

Henry Summers and his family remained in west-central New Mexico after leaving 

Cebolla Canyon. An author in search of a lost gold mine in the area spent some time with the 

Summers family in 1983 and wrote of them in his book, Four Days from Fort Wingate (French 

1994). According to French, the Summers family lived in the Cebolla Canyon and Pie Town 

areas beginning in 1933 with only three years away living in Albuquerque and Silver City. In the 

early 1980s, the Summers family was living on a small ranch just a few miles south of their 

original homestead (French 1994:204). According to Social Security death records, Henry 

Summers died in 1990 in Pie Town, New Mexico (U.S. Social Security Administration 1990).  
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Architecture of the Henry Summers House 
 
 The Henry Summers house is a rectangular one-room log structure with an attached 

corral on the south side (Figures 4.17, 4.18, and 4.19). The walls of the house are constructed of 

round ponderosa pine logs and the corners are square notched (Figure 4.20). The notching 

appears to have been done with an axe. Many of the logs still have bark attached. The logs 

appear to rest directly on the ground without a foundation.  

A low gable roof is supported by two large adjacent beams, running north-south. Thin 

round logs were used as rafters, placed east-west across both sides of the roof, resting on the 

ridgepoles. The roof extends beyond the south wall on the west side to create an overhang.  

A stone fireplace exists on the north side of the house. The fireplace and chimney were 

constructed of tabular sandstone (Figure 4.21). The fireplace was constructed with a wide arched 

opening, which would have required a skilled mason. A mud mortar was used. Mud was also 

used for chinking between the logs of the house walls. 
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Figure 4.17. Henry Summers House in 1990, before roof collapse, facing west. Photo courtesy of 
Bureau of Land Management. 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 4.18. Henry Summers House in 1990, before roof collapse, facing north. Photo courtesy 
of Bureau of Land Management.  
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Figure 4.20. Southwest corner of Henry Summers House, facing east, showing log construction 
method. Photo by author, 2013. 
 
 

 
 

Figure 4.21. Henry Summers House interior in 1990, facing north, before roof collapse. Photo 
courtesy of Bureau of Land Management. 
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The corral on the south side of the house was constructed of thin round logs. The 

supports are paired log posts tied together with wire. Horizontal logs were placed between the 

posts, creating a fence. A large gate opening is present on the southeast side of the corral.  

Two door openings were cut from the logs of the walls, after the walls were constructed. 

One door opening is on the east wall and the other is on the south wall, opening to the corral. 

Two window openings are present on the east wall. The doors and windows are no longer 

present at the house, but some of the milled lumber frames remain. The roof has begun to 

collapse and the walls have begun to lean, although photographs from 1990 show the house 

before it had reached this level of deterioration. Very few artifacts remain on the surface of the 

site, including glass and metal fragments, none of which could be accurately dated.  

The University of Arizona Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research conducted 

dendroarchaeological research at the Henry Summers house in 2006 (Table 4.4). Seventy 

samples were collected from the site, including 41 samples from the house and 25 from the 

corral fence and gate (labeled “yard” in the Table 4.4). Ponderosa pine was the primary wood 

used in construction of the house. Thirty-two of the house samples are ponderosa, six juniper, 

one Douglas-fir, and one pinyon pine. Ponderosas were not procured on-site, but were available 

in the general area, and may have been transported by wagon or by skidding using a vehicle or 

team of horses. Pinyon and juniper logs were likely procured locally. No Douglas-firs grow near 

the site today, and the single Doulas-fir element used in the house likely came from a 

considerable distance. 

Thirty-seven of the 40 house samples yielded dates. Twenty-five were cutting or near-

cutting dates, ranging from 1928+v to 1940LBinc. Dates cluster around two periods, 1932 and 

1934-1935. All four walls were built with beams dating to 1932, while roof beams date in the 
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1934-1935 period (Towner 2006). This could indicate that the walls of the house were 

constructed and a tarp was placed over the roof until the roof beams were added. Or, perhaps, the 

original roof was replaced after only a few years.  

 
Table 4.4. Dendroarchaeological Results for Henry Summers Homestead 

LABORATORY OF TREE-RING RESEARCH 

Site: Henry Summers Homestead – LA 102087  

TRL # SP FUNCTION INSIDE DATE* OUTSIDE DATE* 
CEB-126 PP Horiz. Wall Support 1840+- 1932 LB inc 
CEB-127 PP Horiz. Wall Support 1795+- 1932 LB comp 
CEB-128 PP Horiz. Wall Support 1802 1928 vv 
CEB-129 PP Horiz. Wall Support 1715 1932 LB comp 
CEB-130 PP Roof Support  1802 1932 LB comp 
CEB-131 PP Horiz. Wall Support 1831 1932 B comp 
CEB-132 PP Horiz. Wall Support 1802+- 1932 B comp 
CEB-133 PP Door Jamb 1833 1932 v comp 
CEB-134 PP Door Jamb 1720+- 1928++ B inc 
CEB-135 PP Door Jamb 1870+- 1932 LB comp 
CEB-136 PP Door Jamb No date No date 
CEB-137 PP Door Lintel 1799 1932 LB comp 
CEB-138 DF Door Sill 1815+- 1932 LB comp 
CEB-139 PP Door Jamb 1835 1932 LB inc 
CEB-140 PP Door Jamb 1817+- 1930 vv 
CEB-141 PP Door Jamb 1879 1932 vv 
CEB-142 PP Door Jamb 1840 1932 vv 
CEB-143 PP Door Jamb 1847 1922++ LB inc 
CEB-144 PP Door Jamb 1836 1932 v comp 
CEB-145 PP Door Jamb 1805+- 1932 LB comp 
CEB-146 PP Door Jamb 1845 1932v 
CEB-147 PP Door Lintel No date No date 
CEB-148 PP Horiz. Wall Support 1786+- 1932 LB comp 
CEB-149 PP Window Sill 1785+- 1928 vv 
CEB-150 PP Window Jamb 1767+-p 1932 B comp 
CEB-151 Lost Window Jamb No date No date 
CEB-152 PP Window Jamb 1853 1932 LB comp 
CEB-153 PP Window Jamb 1719 1910++ vv 
CEB-154 PP Roof Primary 1846 1928+ v inc 
CEB-155 PP Roof Primary 1804 1934+ LB inc 
CEB-156 PP Roof Primary 1783+- 1935 LB inc 
CEB-157 JUS Roof Secondary - Repair 1681+- 1940 LB inc 
CEB-158 JUN Roof Secondary 1829+- 1933+ v inc 
CEB-159 JUS Roof Secondary 1844 1935 v inc 
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Table 4.4. Dendroarchaeology Results for Henry Summers Homestead (continued) 
 

 
   * Refer to Appendix A for key to symbols used in dendroarchaeological results tables.

LABORATORY OF TREE-RING RESEARCH 

Site: Henry Summers Homestead – LA 102087  

TRL # SP FUNCTION INSIDE DATE* OUTSIDE DATE* 
CEB-160 JUS Roof Secondary 1669+- 1934+ v inc 
CEB-161 JUS Roof Secondary No date No date 
CEB-162 PNN Roof Secondary 1810 1933 vv 
CEB-163 PP Roof Secondary 1882 1935 vv 
CEB-164 JUS Roof Secondary 1680+- 1935 B inc 
CEB-165 PP Roof Secondary 1898 1935 vv 
CEB-166 PP Roof Secondary 1883 1935 vv 
CEB-167 PP Horiz. Intramural lower 1982p 1936 r inc 

CEB-168 JUN 
Horiz. Wall Support – 
lowest 1690+-p 1936 r inc 

CEB-169 PP Horiz. Intramural lower 1892p 1936 r inc 
CEB-170 PP Horiz. Wall Support-lowest 1690+-p 1936 r inc 
CEB-171 PP Horiz. Intramural-upper 1889p 1936 r inc 
CEB-172 JUN Horiz. Intramural-higher 1911 1936 r inc 
CEB-173 JUN Horiz. Wall Support-lowest 1876 1935 vv 
CEB-174 PNN Horiz. Wall Support-lowest No date No date 
CEB-175 PP Loose Log No date No date 
CEB-176 PP Horiz. Intramural No date No date 
CEB-177 PP Horiz. Intramural 1864 1935 v inc 
CEB-178 PP Horiz. Intramural 1897p 1936 v inc 
CEB-179 JUN Horiz. Intramural 1887p 1936 r inc 
CEB-180 PP Horiz. Intramural 1891p 1935 r inc 
CEB-181 PP Vertical Intramural No date No date 
CEB-182 PP Horiz. Intramural 1863p 1936 r inc 
CEB-183 PP Horiz. Wall Support 1878p 1935 r inc 
CEB-184 JUN Horiz. Intramural 1866p 1936 r inc 
CEB-185 JUN Horiz. Wall Support 1850p 1935 r inc 
CEB-186 JUN Vertical Wall Post No date No date 
CEB-187 JUN Vertical Wall Post No date No date 
CEB-188 JUN Vertical Wall Post 1826 1935 vv 

CEB-189 JUN 
Gate Post - Vertical Wall 
Post 1767+- 1934+ vv 

CEB-190 JUN Vertical Wall Post No date No date 
CEB-191 JUN Vertical Wall Post 1834 1931 vv 
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Eighteen of the 25 corral samples yielded dates, including 12 cutting dates. Twelve of the 

samples are junipers, 12 ponderosas, and one pinyon. Vertical support posts are juniper while 

horizontal elements are ponderosa. Dates indicate that the wood used in construction of the 

corral was procured during the summers of 1935 and 1936. This likely indicates that the corral 

was constructed in the summer of 1936, one year after the roof was constructed (Towner 2006). 

The Henry Summers house appears to have been constructed by individuals with some 

skill and knowledge in log construction and masonry. This suggests that either Henry Summers, 

someone in his family, or an acquaintance, was knowledgeable of construction methods. Or, 

perhaps, an individual living in the canyon was skilled in construction methods and was paid to 

participate in construction of the house.  

 
Conclusions 

 
The three homesteaders and homesteads selected for this study are quite different from 

each other. Each house shows a different skill level in construction and use of different material 

resources. Each of the houses was built to suit the needs of an individual, providing some insight 

into individual homesteader priorities. The following chapter will provide an analysis of the 

architecture of each homestead and the possible reasons for each homesteader’s architectural 

design and construction decisions.  
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CHAPTER 5: ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
 
 Using the information gathered through biographical research on Cebolla Canyon 

homesteaders and architectural documentation of the homestead structures they created, it is 

possible to interpret the reasons behind their architectural decisions and to test the hypothesis 

that the cultural backgrounds of homesteaders were significant in their architectural decisions. 

Although this small sample can only reveal why these individuals chose to construct their 

buildings in the ways they did, the methods used in this research and the results of this analysis 

could be used in further study to expand knowledge of the vernacular architecture of homesteads. 

 

Architectural Analysis 
 

The purpose of this section is to determine what factors may have been most influential 

in the architectural decisions each homesteader made in the construction of his house, using 

biographical information gathered on the homesteaders and architectural information gathered 

from the homestead structures they built.  The information available is not sufficient to say with 

certainty that any factor was of primary importance in the decision making process; however, it 

does provide an indication of what factors and considerations may have been most influential.   

 
Pablo Pino House 
 
 Pablo Pino’s decisions in the construction of his homestead appear to have been greatly 

influenced by his cultural background and the architectural forms he was accustomed to seeing in 

his previous village, Cubero, New Mexico. Several features of Pablo Pino’s homestead indicate 

that it is a Spanish-American homestead. The construction of the house in an “L” shape, likely 

one room at a time, is a common construction process in Spanish-American residences (Dickey 

1970:42). Pino’s decision to include the corral as part of the house block is obviously influenced 
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by the architecture of Cubero and nearby areas. It was very common for Spanish-American 

ranches of the time to have a corral attached to the house to protect their stock (Carlson 

1990:132). The corner fireplaces that once stood in the house, as noted in the 1974 photograph, 

appear to be very similar to those found in adobe structures in the Cubero area. The remains of a 

horno at Pino’s homestead clearly indicate that his family continued to cook outside using a 

method they were accustomed to in Cubero. Pino made it a priority to construct his house using 

features that were common in the village of his previous residence. 

 Pino, however, did not construct his homestead house exactly as houses were constructed 

in Cubero. Several differences exist that indicate that the local Cebolla Canyon landscape and its 

available materials were influential in his architectural decisions. Pino made a conscious decision 

to build his residence where prehistoric ruins existed. The use of two types of stone in the walls – 

basalt and tabular sandstone – indicates that uniform material use was not a priority to Pino. The 

stones included in the house were used of convenience, primarily being those existing on the site 

as part of the prehistoric or protohistoric structure, which Pino rearranged and added to in order 

to form his house. 

Although almost all structures in Cubero at the time Pino lived there were made of adobe, 

Pino built this house of stone. Pino’s homestead patent indicates that his first house constructed 

in the canyon was adobe. Perhaps the adobe house did not fare well in the Cebolla Canyon 

climate and Pino decided his next house would be of stone. For whatever reason, Pino made the 

choice to build this house of stone, clearly using materials that were already present on the site. 

This choice demonstrates that, although it was important to Pino to build his house in a form and 

with features that he was accustomed to where he previously lived, he was also influenced by 
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local conditions, including material availability and perhaps material function in the local 

climate.  

A final consideration Pino may have had was the permanence of his house. Pino resided 

in the canyon for at least two decades (Pino 1882 and General Land Office 1889b). The use of 

stone as the primary building material, while likely done out of convenience, may have been a 

conscious decision made for durability. Pino’s architectural decisions in the construction of his 

homestead house appear to be primarily influenced by his cultural background, as well as 

knowledge of the local climate, material permanence, and convenience. 

 
Grady Burson House 
 
 The construction of a log structure as a homestead house was a common decision for 

Euro-American homesteaders during the early twentieth century in places where appropriately 

sized trees were abundant (Anderson 2013). Although Grady Burson spent his early years in a 

Texas town where frame and masonry were the primary construction types, he was likely 

familiar with the appearance and basic construction of log buildings, as a result of his time 

traveling to New Mexico and his previous homesteading experience in Des Moines, New 

Mexico. 

 According to oral history records, Grady Burson and his family first resided in a stone 

structure when they arrived in Cebolla Canyon (Sue Savage Interview 1989). Grady Burson, 

however, chose to build his own house of logs. There are several possible explanations for Grady 

Burson’s use of log instead of stone in the construction of his Cebolla Canyon house. The most 

likely is the lack of sufficient stone on site. The Grady Burson house is located at the edge of a 

large flat field. The site was certainly chosen because of its appeal for raising crops and 

livestock. Very few, if any, stones of sufficient size for construction are visible on the site today. 
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Transporting stones from another site would have involved a substantial amount of labor, even if 

accomplished by motor vehicle. Felling trees for construction of a log house would have also 

involved significant labor investment, but could have been accomplished much closer to the 

house site. The choice to use log was undoubtedly a decision of convenience. 

  Burson’s choice to build of log may also have been an indication of his intention to only 

reside in Cebolla Canyon for a few years. Log structures, while sturdy and sufficient for long-

term use, are not as durable as stone structures. The construction techniques used in Grady 

Burson’s house indicate that precision was not of primary concern. The original room of the 

house was constructed more soundly than the second, but neither was constructed well. Half logs 

used in the construction of the original room were intentionally hewn to create a flat wall on the 

interior of the room. It is unlikely that this was done purely for aesthetic purposes. Flat walls 

may have been useful for installing some type of insulation material on the inside of the house. 

Despite taking the time to construct the room of half logs, the semi-lunate notching was done 

without much precision, leaving many open gaps. Logs were not cut on the ends, but were left 

long and uneven at the corners. The second room constructed used small round logs with poorly 

executed saddle notching. The log ends of this room also were left untrimmed at the corners. The 

nearly flat roofs constructed over each of these rooms would have been minimally effective. 

Although it is possible that Grady Burson constructed his house to the best of his abilities, the 

construction techniques used indicate that the house may have been built quickly and with little 

regard to permanence.  

 Architectural evidence indicates that Grady Burson built a house in a form he was 

familiar with, using easily available materials and quick construction techniques. It was clearly 

important to him that the house was built quickly and conveniently, with permanence being of 
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secondary importance. It is known that Grady Burson resided in Cebolla Canyon for fewer than 

10 years, and in this house for less than five years. Though Grady Burson’s intentions when he 

built the house are not known, the architectural decisions he made indicate that he did not plan to 

reside in Cebolla Canyon long-term. It appears that the intention for temporary residence was the 

primary influence on the architecture of his house. Grady Burson’s cultural background appears 

to have played a role in his architectural decisions, though it does not appear to be the primary 

factor. 

   
Henry Summers House 
 
 Although Henry Summers and his family came to Cebolla Canyon to homestead at 

almost the same time as Grady Burson, and both constructed log houses, the houses have 

significant differences. Biographical research indicates that neither Burson nor Summers was 

trained in log construction; however, Summers constructed a much sturdier and precise log 

building.  

 Henry Summers spent the first two decades of his life in rural west Texas. Although 

house types varied in this area, he probably viewed and visited many log structures before 

moving to Cebolla Canyon. Similar to Grady Burson, Henry Summers likely chose to build his 

house of log as a decision of convenience, as little stone exists on or near his house site today. 

Certainly Summers had help in felling the logs and constructing the house, but no details about 

this process are known.  

 The Summers house is constructed neatly with square notched corners and sawn log ends. 

Attention was obviously paid to the precision of joints, indicating that Henry Summers cared 

about the permanence of the structure. There is no indication that Henry Summers or Grady 

Burson had any training in log construction, yet Summers put more effort toward constructing 
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his house precisely. The logs of the Summers house were not hewn, but left rounded with bark 

attached. This may have been a time-saving measure, but could also have been done to ensure 

that the walls were as thick as possible.  

The delayed construction of the roof, as determined through dendroarchaeological dates, 

is not fully understood. The Summers family was likely living in a temporary residence while the 

log house was constructed. The roof may have been constructed several years after the walls of 

the house. The roof was constructed well, with a gable and an extension past the wall in one area 

to create a large overhang. The delay in roof construction could be interpreted as an indication 

that Henry Summers was more concerned with creating a structurally sound building for his 

family that would last, than with creating a lower quality structure quickly.  

 A skilled mason likely constructed the stone fireplace and chimney in the Henry 

Summers house. Perhaps a nearby homesteader was a mason and Summers hired him to 

construct the fireplace. Biographical research provided no indication that Henry Summers was 

trained as a mason. The decision to construct such a fireplace, likely at a considerable cost, is an 

indication of Summers’ investment in his homestead property.  

 Although Henry Summers and his family may have only resided in their Cebolla Canyon 

house for a few years, the architecture of the house indicates that permanence was a primary 

concern for the family. They intended to stay on the property for a significant amount of time. 

Summers’s cultural background and the design of structures visited before his arrival in Cebolla 

Canyon or after moving to the canyon may have influenced the architecture of the house, but it is 

clear that the primary influence in the design of the structure was his intention to use it long-

term. Though the Summers family left Cebolla Canyon, they did continue to reside in the area.  
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Summary 
 
 The three homestead houses in this study differ significantly in materials, construction 

methods, and architectural features. Architectural analysis indicates that one factor influencing 

these differences is the cultural backgrounds of the homesteaders who constructed these houses. 

Even without knowing biographical information about each of the homesteaders, it is possible to 

interpret certain things about them through the architecture of their homes. The Pino homestead 

was clearly constructed by a Spanish-American homesteader who intended to stay long-term. 

The Burson homestead was likely constructed by a Euro-American who wanted to quickly 

construct a house and knew little of log construction techniques. The Summers homestead was 

likely constructed by a Euro-American who intended to use the structure long-term and put 

considerable investment into its construction. This information can be interpreted from the 

architecture of the homestead structures and is, for the most part, confirmed through biographical 

research.  

It is primarily the different intentions for structural permanence that are responsible for 

the architectural differences in the homesteads in this study. The homesteaders did have one 

thing in common in their architectural decisions: all were concerned with convenience in the 

acquisition of materials. Being in a new environment and faced with the task of constructing a 

house, each homesteader chose to use materials that were most readily available, including logs 

from nearby forests and stones from prehistoric ruins on-site. Although the cultural backgrounds 

of homesteaders appears to be influential in homesteader architectural decisions, confirming the 

initial hypothesis, cultural backgrounds do not appear to be the most significant factor in 

homesteader architectural decisions in the canyon. Rather, cultural background is one of several 

factors influencing architectural decisions. 
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Conclusions 
 

Homesteading in the West was a significant period in United States history. It was a time 

when families and individuals chose to move to relatively isolated parts of the country to start 

new lives. As individuals moved with their families to new areas, they were faced with the task 

of constructing a new house. This was a colossal task for these individuals, who, for the most 

part, had never constructed a building, and were required to do so with limited materials, tools, 

and labor assistance, often under time constraints. The ruins of homestead structures remain 

throughout the Midwest and West as evidence of the lives of these people. Every homestead 

house is different, representing differences in values, goals, and cultural influences among 

homesteaders. Conscious decisions were made in the construction of these houses, and the 

structures that remain can be studied to interpret what was important to the individuals who built 

them.  

 The three homestead houses included in this study are a small sample of the variety of 

structures that exist in Cebolla Canyon. Although the structures within the canyon were built 

within a relatively short time span and in close proximity to one another, the structures are 

different in architectural materials and construction methods. Interpretation of the structures, 

using architectural and biographical information, indicates that the three in this study were 

primarily different because of the differing cultural backgrounds of the homesteaders who 

constructed them and the differing intentions for how long they planned to reside in the canyon. 

These differences influenced the style, material selection, and construction technique, creating 

differing house designs and levels of permanence. For all of the homesteaders, convenience was 

a consideration. The first major task in creating a house is the acquisition of building materials. 

Homesteaders likely accomplished this task immediately upon arrival. Being in an unfamiliar 
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environment and anxious to quickly build a structure to protect themselves from the elements, 

homesteaders chose to use materials that were most readily available. Even with differing 

cultural backgrounds and intentions for their stay in the canyon, convenience in material 

acquisition was of primary importance to all of the homesteaders in this study. The hypothesis 

that cultural backgrounds of homesteaders were significant in homesteaders’ architectural 

decisions appears to be true of the homesteaders in this study, though it does not appear to be the 

single primary factor.  

 

Call for Preservation and Documentation 

The three homesteads selected for this study are a small sample of the homestead 

structures that still exist in Cebolla Canyon and throughout the United States. The remains of the 

vernacular architecture of homesteads, however, are quickly decaying and disappearing. Repeat 

photography at the Henry Summers homestead, carried out by University of Arizona 

dendroarchaeology students in 2006, revealed the extensive deterioration of the structure over 

just 16 years (see Figures 5.1 and 5.2). Although archaeological evidence often remains, the loss 

of structural elements of homesteads results in a significant loss of information. Documentation 

of the vernacular architecture of homesteads, beyond simple notation of its existence, is essential 

for preserving the information that these structures provide about the lives of the people who 

constructed and lived in them.  
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Figure 5.1. Henry Summers House facing north, 1990. Photo courtesy of Bureau of Land 
Management 

 
 

 
 

Figure 5.2. Henry Summers House facing north, 2006. Photo by R. Towner, used by permission. 
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Future Research 
 
Abundant opportunities exist for future research on the vernacular architecture of 

homesteads in Cebolla Canyon and elsewhere. One avenue of research could explore influential 

factors in the differences in female and male homesteader architectural decisions. As many 

homesteaders in Cebolla Canyon and elsewhere were related, future research could explore 

differences in the architectural decisions of homesteaders of the same family, who came from the 

same cultural backgrounds and previously lived in the same locations. If the architectural 

remains of structures built by the same homesteader before homesteading, while homesteading, 

and after homesteading could be identified, these examples would provide an ideal sample for 

studying the factors influential in architectural decisions for each structure.  

Further study of homesteads in Cebolla Canyon and in other areas of the country, 

following methods used for this study, could help to expand knowledge on homesteading and the 

vernacular architecture of homesteads. Studies in wider geographical areas could identify 

common architectural styles and construction methods, associating these with certain traits or 

priorities that homesteaders who constructed these buildings had in common. 
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University of Arizona Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research 
Explanation of Symbols for Archaeological Research 

(available at http://www.ltrr.arizona.edu/archaeology/explsymbols.pdf) 
 
Symbols used with the inside date are: 
 
year –  no pith ring present. 
p –  pith ring present. 
fp –  the curvature of the inside ring indicates that it is far from the pith. 
+-p –  pith ring present, but due to the difficult nature of the ring series near the center of 

the specimen, an exact date cannot be assigned to it. The date is obtained by 
counting back from the earliest dated ring. 

+- –  the innermost ring is not the pith ring, and an absolute date cannot be assigned to 
it. A ring count is involved. 

 
Symbols used with the outside date are: 
 
B –  bark present. 
G –  beetle galleries present on the surface of the specimen. 
L –  a characteristic surface patination and smoothness, which develops on beams 

stripped of bark, is present. 
c –  the outermost ring is continuous around the full circumference of the specimen. 

This symbol is used only if a full section is present. 
r –  less than a full section is present, but the outermost ring is continuous around 

available circumference. 
v –  a subjective judgment that, although there is no direct evidence of the true outside 

on the specimen, the date is within a very few years of being a cutting date. 
vv –  there is no way of estimating how far the last ring is from the true outside. 
+ –  one or more rings may be missing near the end of the ring series whose presence 

or absence cannot be determined, because the specimen does not extend far 
enough to provide an adequate check. 

++ –  a ring count is necessary due to the fact that, beyond a certain point, the specimen 
could not be dated. 

 
The symbols B, G, L, c, and r indicate cutting dates in order of decreasing confidence, unless a + 
or ++ is also present. The symbols L, G, and B may be used in any combination with each other 
or with the other symbols, except v and vv. The r and c symbols are mutually exclusive, but may 
be used with L, G, B, +, and ++. The v and vv are also mutually exclusive and may be used with 
the + and ++. The + and ++ are mutually exclusive but may be used in combination with all other 
symbols.  
 
Tree species: 
 
PP –  Ponderosa pine JUN –  Juniper spp.    
PNN –  Pinyon pine  JUS –  Juniperus scopulorum  
DF –  Douglas-fir 


