ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY AND EXCAVATIONS
AT CASA GRANDE NATIONAL MONUMENT,
:

;

ARIZONA
by
John Richard Ambler

A Thesis Submitted to the Faculty of the
DEPARTMENT OF ANTHROPOLOGY
In P artial FulfiUment of the Requirements
For the Degree of
MASTER OF ARTS
In the Graduate College
THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

1961

STATEMENT BY AUTHOR
This th esis has been subm itted in p artia l fulfillm ent of re q u ire 
m ents for an advanced degree at the U niversity of Arizona and is de
posited in the U niversity L ib rary to be made available to b orrow ers
under ru les of the L ibrary.
B rief quotations from this th esis a re allowable without special
perm ission, provided that accu rate acknowledgment of source is made.
R equests for perm ission for extended quotation from or reproduction of
this m anuscript in whole or in p art may be granted by the head of the
m ajor departm ent or the Dean of the Graduate College when in their
judgment the proposed use of the m aterial is in the in te re sts of sch o lar
ship. In all other instances, however, perm issio n m ust be obtained
from the author.

SIGNED:

APPROVAL BY THESIS DIRECTOR
This th esis has been approved on the date shown below:

EMIL Wo HAURY /
P ro fesso r of Anthropology

Lfjo/

PREFACE
The descriptive portion of this thesis is divided into two p ri
mary parts. The first deals with m aterials and information derived
from an archaeological survey of Casa Grande National Monument,
carried out within recent years, with the aim of gaining a fuller under
standing of the prehistoric events and archaeological potential within
the Monument. The second part describes excavations at a small site
within the Monument, Arizona AA: 2: 61, based upon artifacts and data
recovered in 1933 and 1934. This site was occupied nearly continuously
during the Colonial, Sedentary, and Classic Periods of the Hohokam,
and the analysis therefore provides more information on an arehaeologically poorly known time level, from the late Sedentary Period into the
early part of the Classic Period.
During the course of this analysis I have received aid from
many people, without whose cooperation this report would still be in un
finished form. Albert H. Schroeder, of the National Park Service, orig
inally outlined the need for this study, and throughout the course of the
analysis and writing has displayed a great interest in the project. The
personnel at Casa Grande National Monument have always been helpful
in many ways. Charles B. Voll, the Archaeologist at the Monument in
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1958 and 1959, spent many hours helping locate artifacts recovered
from the excavations, showing me around the Monument, and extending
many courtesies. The present Archaeologist, John B. Johnson, has
gone out of his way to cooperate, and upon him falls the task of re o r
ganizing and cataloguing the m aterials I have returned. Superintendent
Bicknell, at the Monument at the time of my first visits, showed a keen
interest in the work, as has the present Superintendent, Aubrey F.
Houston.
I am deeply indebted to Russell Hastings, now an architect in
Tucson, who was in charge of the excavations at Arizona AA: 2: 61.
Without his clear notes this report would have been impossible to start.
He has also been very willing to dredge his memory for missing items
of information. The reconnaissance of the Monument was initiated by
Leland J. Abel with the aid of Sallie Van Valkenburgh and completed by
Alden C. Hayes, and a great deal of the information contained within
P art I is a result of their efforts.
The members of my thesis committee, Emil W. Haury,
Richard B. Woodbury, and Edward P. Dozier, have been helpful in
many ways. Dr. Haury, in addition to reading the manuscript and of
fering numerous suggestions on its improvement, has aided in the iden
tification of pottery types and has given freely of his time to discuss
problems connected with Hohokam archaeology. I am also indebted to
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him for the opportunity to make this study possible in the first place.
Raymond H. Thompson, although not on my thesis committee, offered
many valuable suggestions, especially during the early stages of the
preparation of this report.
To the members of the class in Southwestern Archaeology
during the spring of 1959, Beverly Adair, Roy Carlson, Robert
Crabtree, John Greenleaf, Thomas Lee, John Piety, and Michael
Stanislawski, I am indebted for assistance in restoring some of the
broken pottery vessels. Frederick R. Pleasants also willingly helped
in the restoration.

. ..........

......

Roy L. Carlson and J. Anthony Pomeroy have shared research
facilities with me, and many hours of fruitful discussion have resulted
from this association.
The staff photographer of the Arizona State.Museum, Gilbert
Bar tell, made most of the photographic prints that appear in this vol
ume, and his services are gratefully acknowledged. . r
In addition to doing an extremely careful job of typing this
thesis, Carol Jenkins has served as an editor, correcting my incon
sistencies and misspellings and arranging the manuscript into its final
format.
Finally, my wife, Kerry, has shown a deep interest and under
standing in this project, and has cheerfully suffered through my late
hours and long absences necessary for its completion.
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PART I

THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY

OF CASA GRANDE NATIONAL MONUMENT

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Casa Grande National Monument is located in southern Arizona
about midway between Tucson and Phoenix, 9 miles west of Florence
and on the northern outskirts of the town of Coolidge, at the junction of
State Highways 87 and 287. It is on the drainage of McClellan Wash, a
tributary of the Gila River, which is 1 mile to the north (Fig. 1). The
Monument, 1 mile long and 3/4 mile wide, contains 472.5 acres. The
area was first set aside as a Federal reserve in 1892, and became a
National Monument in 1918.
This area of the desert is generally quite flat, and the man
made mounds are usually easily seen standing above the valley floor.
The principal native woody plants of today are creosote bush and
mesquite. Most of the mesquite trees within the Monument have died
within recent years due to the lowering of the water table and disease.
The area is well suited for irrigated agriculture, as is evidenced by
the many fields surrounding the Monument. Some of the same fields
were irrigated by the prehistoric inhabitants, with water drawn from
the Gila River by means of large canals. The main canal that served
the Casa Grande group of ruins took water from the Gila River about 6
miles east of Florence (Cummings 1927: 9-10).
2

FIGURE 1

Map of southern Arizona and surrounding areas
showing location of Casa Grande National Mon
ument and sites mentioned in the text.
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The first wMte man known to have visited Casa Grande was
Father Eusebio Kino, the Jesuit missionary, in 1694 (Karns 1954). He
is the one who gave the massive, m ulti-storied structure (Fig. 12), the
principal attraction of the Monument, its name. Since that time, many
people have visited Casa Grande. Fewkes (1912) gives a rather full
account of these early visits, so it is not necessary to repeat them here.
The first systematic work in the area was done by Mindeleff
(1896; 1897), who in 1891 undertook the excavation and repair of the
Casa Grande itself. Fewkes (1907; 1912) carried out extensive excava
tion and stabilization work in Compounds A, B, C, and D and "Clan
House" 1 in 1906, 1907, and 1908, and to him we owe most of our
knowledge concerning the architectural details of the ruins. Gladwin
(1928) excavated many sites in and near the Monument in 1927. Most
of his work was concerned with stratigraphic testing of trash mounds,
and this work formed the basis for understanding the chronology of the
area. In 1930, the Van Bergen-Los Angeles Museum Expedition p ar
tially excavated Compound F while excavating at the nearby Grewe
Site (Woodward 1931). In 1933 and 1934 a site numbered Arizona
AA: 2: 61 in the Arizona State Museum Survey system was excavated
under the direction of Russell Hastings for the Civil Works Adminis
tration. The results of work at that site comprise P art H of this
report.
There still remain many unexcavated sites within the

5

Monument, some of which sould be studied. It is fortunate that the
Monument, small as it is, was set aside, for the surrounding areas are
now almost entirely under modern cultivation, and sites that once stood
there have now vanished. With the archaeological potential of the Mon
ument in mind, a survey was started in 1956 by Leland J. Abel and
completed in 1957 by Alden C. Hayes. The discussion of that survey
forms the basis for P art I of this report.
Since the limitations of the survey and excavations under dis
cussion render it impossible to establish an independently derived chro
nology, the following.sequence of periods and phases and the dates as
signed to them are given as commonly accepted (Haury 1945a; Gladwin
and others 1937; Schroeder 1940; Wheat 1955; Hayden 1957), with nec
essary adjustments because of minor disagreements. The outline of
Hohokam archaeology in the Gila-Salt basin by period and phase can
then be summarized as follows:
PERIOD

PHASE
f Civano

Classic
^ Soho
Sedentary
Colonial

Sacaton
Santa Cruz
1
v Gila Butte

6

PERIOD

PHASE
r Snaketown

Pioneer

y
\

Sweetwater
Estrella
Vahki

Only one sherd was found on the survey that could be assigned
to the earliest period, the Pioneer, so the dating of that period is of no
immediate concern here. Approximate dates for the re st of the sequence
are shown in Figure 2. Diagnostic pottery types are also shown in Fig
ure 2, since they provide the most reliable criteria for placing partic
ular sites or parts of sites by phase, and consequently, in time. It can
be seen from Figure 2 that the assignment to phase is relatively easy
for the Gila Butte, Santa Cruz, and Sacaton Phases, as the associated
painted pottery types are limited in their temporal distribution. It is
a little more difficult to assign many sites to definitely one or the other
of the two later phases, however, since Casa Grande Red-on-buff, Gila
Red, Salt Red, and Gila Polychrome are all found in both the Soho and
Civano Phases. However, Gila Polychrome and Salt Red do not consti
tute a large percentage of the pottery assemblage until the Civano Phase,
so unless more than just a few sherds of those two types were found and
Casa Grande Red-on-buff and Gila Red occurred in quantity, I consider
that the site in question dates from the Soho Phase.
The least well known portions of the archaeological sequence

FIGURE 2

Hohokam periods and phases and associated
pottery types.
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for the Hohokam are the Soho Phase and the transition from the Sacaton
to the Soho Phase. It was hoped that an analysis of the information and
artifacts recovered from the excavation of Arizona AA: 2: 61 would help
fill this gap in our knowledge, as the site was occupied during both the
Sacaton and Soho Phases. This analysis will be found in P art n. P re 
vious information on the archaeology of Casa Grande National Monument
was limited to some of the excavated sites. The survey, discussed in
this p art of the report, was undertaken to determine the number and
kinds of sites within the Monument, and so enable us to discover the
length of time the area had been occupied, approximately when the
largest occupation took place, any architectural or other details p re
viously unknown, and which sites might be best suited for excavation.
Of the principal pottery types found on the survey, Sacaton
Red-on-buff, Casa Grande Red-on-buff, Gila Red, and Gila Plain are
described in Chapter 8 of this report. Gila Butte Red-on-buff and
Santa Cruz Red-on-buff have been described by Gladwin and others
(1937). Salt Red has been described by Schroeder (1940) and Haury
(1945a). Gila and Tonto Polychromes have been described by Haury
(1945a). Danson (in Hayden 1957) has described Tanque Verde Redon-brown. Representative samples of these types are shown in Figures
3-9 in order to illustrate the range within types and the sim ilarities
between types.
Gila Red was not separated from Gila Smudged nor Salt Red

FIGURE 3

Santa Cruz (a-q), Gila Butte (r-t), and Snaketown
(u) Red-on-buff sherds. Width of r, 8. 3 cm.
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FIGURE 4

Sacaton Red-on-buff sherds. Width of

m

n

o

FIGURE 5

Casa Grande Red-on-buff sherds. Width of_i,
11 cm.
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FIGURE 6

Casa Grande Red-on-buff rim sherds. Width of

12

FIGURE 7

Gila (a-t) and Tonto (u-z) Polychrome sherds.
Width of k, 7.8 cm.

FIGURE 8

Intrusive sherds found on the survey, a-d, cor
rugated; e-h, black-on-white; i, _j, Jeddito Blackon-yellow; k-m, San Carlos Red-on-brown; n.
Four Mile Polychrome; o, Ramos Polychrome;
p -r? Gila Black-on-red; js-Uj Tucson Polychrome;
v-bb, Tanque Verde Red-on-brown. Width of_y#
8. 5 cm.

14

V

%

aa

bb

FIGURE 9

Miscellaneous pottery objects, a-g, worked
sherds; h, Gila Plain rim sherd; b-k, Gila Plain
jar sherds showing shoulders; 1^ jna, comal frag
ments; n, Gila Plain sherd with legs or decora
tive knobs. Width of 1^ 11.5 cm.

15

16

from Salt Smudged in the pottery tabulations because the smudged vari
ants show no time difference from the unsmudged. This is discussed
further in Chapter 8. Although the late Gila Plain can often be distin
guished from the earlier forms because of the introduction of shoulders
(Fig. 9 i-k) and other features, these were also not separated, as it was
felt that the decorated pottery yielded enough information to make it
possible to date the sites.
Cultural evidence, in the form of mounds and surface pottery,
is distributed widely over the Monument. One methodological problem
that arose during the analysis is the question of what can be said to
constitute a site. On one extreme, the entire Monument could be called
a single site, as it is a rather restricted area, approximately the size
of Los Muertos, and forms a single cultural complex. However, an
unknown amount of archaeological evidence has been lost to cultivation
and urban expansion outside the Monument boundaries, so the original
size of this intensely occupied area is not known. It also becomes a
bit unwieldy for analytical purposes to refer to the entire Monument as
a single site, especially when portions of it range considerably in time,
in contrast to such ruins as those at Los Muertos. The surveyors of
the Monument went to the opposite extreme, and in many cases as
signed individual mounds different site numbers. As can be seen from
the map (Fig. 10), the mounds generally occur in relatively isolated
clusters. I consider these clusters to be sites and the mounds

FIGURE 10

Map of Casa Grande National Monument.

18

composing them to be simply parts of the same site. The original site
numbers have been retained, however, and where justified, supplemen
tary numbers have been given to these groups of mounds. These have
been distinguished from the others by designating them with Roman
numerals, and they are discussed in conjunction with the numbers
originally assigned. The total pottery tabulations for the sites desig
nated by Roman numerals are included at the end of Table 1.
Fifty-nine sites were recorded within the boundaries of Casa
Grande National Monument, numbered from Arizona AA: 2: 3 through
Arizona AA: 2: 61 in the Arizona State Museum Survey system. The
material made available to me for study consisted of a map of the
Monument showing locations and gross features of sites, pottery col
lections, and partially filled out Arizona State Museum Survey cards
for each site. A partial analysis of the pottery was undertaken by
Albert H. Schroeder. I have analyzed the pottery from the re st of
the sites, and reanalyzed those sites done by Schroeder so the results
would be consistent. The sites were also revisited, to determine if
any information could be gained that was not available on the map or
site cards.
In the following descriptions and discussion, a compound is
considered to consist of a wall that encloses a rectangular area con
taining houses and open spaces. The enclosing wall is a separately
built structure, although some houses may abut against it. Most of

TABLE 1

Sherd tabulation from sites. Sites are listed in
order as originally numbered, with totals for
Sites I-IX listed at end. Capital letters designate
excavated compounds and Roman numerals indicate
grouping of sites into larger units.

SITE

SITE

POTTERY

POTTERY
TYPE

TYPE
Snaketown
R/bf
Glia
Butte
R/bf
Santo
Cruz R / b f
Sacoton
R/bf
Ca s a
Grande
R/bf
U n d e c o r a t e d pts. R / b f
Gila
Polychrome
T o n to Polychrome
Gi la
Plain

Snaketown
R/ bf
Gila But t e
R/bf
Santa
Cruz
R/bf
Sacaton
R/bf
C a s a Gr and e
R/ bf
Un d e c o r a t e d pts R/bf
Gila Pol ychrome
Tont o
Pol ychrome
Gila
Plain
Gila
Red
Salt
Re d
Sacaton
Red
T o n g u e Verde R/br
T u c s o n Poly

5097

Sacaton
Red
T o n g u e V e r d e R/br
Tucson
Pol yc hr ome

San Ca r l o s
R/br
Reserve
B/w
Tul a r o s a
P i n e d a l e Pol ychrome
Four Mi l e Polychrome
Cibola White Ware
Gallup ( ?) B/w
J e d d l t o B/y
R a m o s Polychrome
Sells
Red
Wingfield
Pl ain
Unknown
R/br
Unknown
B/w
Unknown
Red
Unknown
Pl ai n
Unknown Co r r u g a t e d

S an
Carlos
R/br
Reserve
B/ w
Tula r o s o
Pi ne d a l e Po l y c h r o me
Four Mile Polychrome
Cibola
White Ware
Gallup ( ? )
B/w
Jeddito
B/y
Ramos
P o l y c h r o me
Sells
Red
Wingfield Pl ai n
Unknown
Unknow n
Un known
Unknown
Unknown

Pl a i n
Cor r ugat e d

TOTAL

204130

129107

204187

1 9 9 1 2 3 149 154

147 127

8455

2 6 8 655

547 6 6 3
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the compounds in the Casa Grande area are 20-70 m. wide and 30-130
m. long, with the long axis oriented north and south.

CHAPTER 2
DESCRIPTION OF SITES
The sites at Casa Grande National Monument are listed here in
numerical rather than in geographical order. The reader is referred to
Figure 10 for the location of the sites within the Monument. The pottery
found at each site is shown in Table 1.
Arizona AA: 2: 3
This site was first known as Clan House 1 (Fewkes 1912: 10610) and more recently as Compound G, Neither name has any justifica
tion, as there is no reason to suppose that it was the home of a clan,
and it is not a compound, as it is not surrounded by an enclosing wall.
It was numbered Sacaton 9: 15 in the Gila Pueblo Survey system. The
site consists of a massive-walled structure containing 13 rooms and
an enclosed plaza, plus five low mounds to the north and east. The
structure was excavated and stabilized by Fewkes. The pottery col
lected from the surface shows that this site dates prim arily from the
Civano Phase. The presence of Gila Red in equal numbers with Salt
Red suggests that it was also occupied during the Soho Phase.
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A rizona AA: 2: 4

;

A low mound and a shallow borrow pit were given this site
number. No architectural details are visible. The north end of the
mound had been damaged by the construction of the entrance road. The
pottery shows that the occupation took place prim arily in the Classic
Period^ apparently during both the Soho and Civano Phases, but with a
significant occupation during the Sacaton Phase.
Arizona AA: 2: 5
Arizona AA: 2: 5 consists of a large compound containing two
platform mounds and many houses, known as Compound B, and two
associated trash mounds. The compound, numbered Sacaton 9: 14 in
the Gila Pueblo system, was excavated and stabilized by Fewkes (1907:
311-2; 1912: 95-102). The largest mound, directly east of the compound,
numbered Sacaton 9: 1 in the Gila Pueblo system, was partially excavated
by Gladwin (1928: 10-2). Fewkes* excavations revealed houses with both
solid and post-reinforced walls enclosed within the heavy compound wall,
both on and beside the mounds, plus some pithouses in the northeast
corner that had been built and abandoned prior to the construction of
the compound. Gladwin* s investigations showed that most of the trash
mound had accumulated before the introduction of Gila Polychrome, but
largely within the Classic Period. These investigations therefore suggest
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that the principal occupation of the site took place during the Soho Phase,
although it began in the Sacaton Phase and. probably continued a short
time into the Civano Phase. This is substantiated by the survey collecr
tion, in which the dominant decorated type is Casa Grande Red-on-buff;
Sacaton Red-on-buff was found in moderate amounts; some Gila Poly
chrome was present; and Gila Red outnumbers Salt Red.

- ,

Arizona AA: 2: 6
This site, directly west of Compound B, is known as Compound
C. The compound was excavated by Fewkes (1907: 312-3; 1912: 102-3).
Fewkes gives the dimensions of this compound as 300 by 40 feet, ap
parently an error, as it is more nearly 200 by 120 feet (36 by 60 m .).
The compound contained no platform mounds, but was apparently nearly
filled by poorly preserved houses with post-reinforced walls. To the
southeast and west of the compound are two low trash mounds. In
spite of the fact that Fewkes thought this compound to be much later
than either Compound A or B, the surface collection of pottery shows
that the site was occupied largely during the Soho and Civano Phases,
probably largely during the Soho Phase. It is interesting to note that
most of the Gila Polychrome was found on the western trash mound.
Arizona AA: 2: 7
One of a group of seven mounds west of Compound A was given
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this site number. All of these mounds are considered to be a single
site, Site I, as sherds are continuous between the mounds, there is no
appreciable time difference, and they form a distinct geographical unit.
Fewkes (1912, PI. 5) did some excavation in this area, on structures he
called Clan Houses 2, 3, and 4, but the exact location of his excavation
is not clear. Sherds from the surface of this mound show that the p ri
mary occupation was during the Soho and Civano Phases, with a small
Sacaton Phase occupation.
Arizona AA: 2: 8
..
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Arizona AA: 2: 8 is about 60 m. northwest of Arizona AA: 2: 7
and is also part of Site I. Clan House 3 (Fewkes 1912, PI. 5) was ap
parently on the southwest end of this mound, as some traces of excavated
walls can still be seen. Surface pottery ranges in time from the Sacaton
Phase through the Civano Phase, with the majority assignable to the
Civano Phase.
Arizona AA: 2: 9
Also considered to be part of Site I, this mound is about 60 m.
north of Arizona AA: 2: 8. The few decorated sherds found on the su r
face were largely Sacaton Red-on-buff, indicating that it may be gen
erally earlier than the other mounds in the same group, or at least
lacked the late occupation.
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A rizona AA: 2 :1 0

Directly northwest of Arizona AA: 2: 9, and also in Site I, is
Arizona AA: 2: 10. This mound and Arizona AA: 2: 11 have few sherds
on them, and appear to be formed of disintegrated walls. The surface
pottery suggests that this portion of Site I can be assigned largely to the
Soho Phase.
Arizona AA: 2:11
This U-shaped mound (Fig. 11) is directly north of Arizona
AA: 2: 10, and is also part of Site I. This mound probably contains the
structure that Fewkes (1912, PL 5) called Clan House 2, although no
walls are now visible. Few sherds are on the mound itself, supporting
the belief that this mound represents a structure rather than a trash
mound. The few diagnostic sherds found are assignable to both the Soho
and Civano Phases, with one that can be placed in the Sacaton Phase.
Arizona AA: 2: 12
This mound, also considered to be part of Site I, is immediately
northeast of the previous one. In contrast, however, it is covered with
pottery, indicating that it is probably a trash mound. The majority of
the diagnostic pottery is assigned to the Civano Phase, although some
Soho Phase and a little Sacaton Phase material is present.

FIGURE 11

Arizona AA: 2: 10 and Arizona AA: 2: 11. Looking
south. Arizona AA: 2: 11 in foreground.

FIGURE 12

Arizona AA: 2: 14, the Casa Grande. Looking
southwest.
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A rizona AA: 2; 13

Another mound, numbered Arizona AA: 2: 13, in the same
group as the last six mounds, is about 15 m. southeast of Arizona AA:
2: 12. Pottery from the surface can practically all be assigned to the
Soho Phase. Site I is recommended for excavation, since it extends in
time from at least the Sacaton Phase through the Civano Phase, and
would probably show a good architectural sequence.
Arizona AA: 2: 14

v ' .

;•

This site is the famous Compound A, which contains the Casa
Grande, and the associated trash mounds. The Casa Grande itself, an
11 room, massive-walled structure containing 3 usable stories (Fig. 12),
is also numbered Arizona AA: 2: 1 in the Arizona State Museum Survey
system. Compound A was numbered Sacaton 9: 13, the northernmost of the
two eastern trash mounds was numbered Sacaton 9: 2, and the other east
ern trash mound was numbered Sacaton 9: 3 in the Gila Pueblo Survey
system. Many investigators have visited this site, and since Fewkes
(1912) has ably summarized the work done up to his time and little work
has been done since, it is unnecessary to repeat the known history of the
ruin. The more comprehensive reports on Compound A and the Casa
Grande are those by Fewkes (1892; 1907; 1912) and Mindeleff (1896;
1897). E. T. Pinkley (1926) gives a more popularized account.
Gladwin (1928: 12-4) conducted stratigraphic tests in the two trash
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mounds to the east of the compound. Compound A, about 128 m. long
and 67 m. wide, contains at least 60 rooms and several plaza areas.
The majority of the rooms were evidently one story high, although two
stories were common and three stories present. The most impressive
building in Compound A, the Casa Grande, is sometimes said to be four
stories high. However, the lower story had been intentionally filled in,
forming what is essentially a three story building on top of an earthen
mound. The majority of the walls in Compound A were formed of solid
caliche, but some were post-reinforced. Gladwin's tests in the trash
mounds showed that the site was first occupied in the Soho Phase, but
that most of the occupation took place during the Civano Phase. The
pottery from the surface is of both Soho and Civano Phases. Although
portions of Compound A remain unexcavated, our knowledge would
probably not be greatly enough increased to justify expending the effort
needed for further excavation.
Arizona AA: 2: 15
Arizona AA: 2: 15 is located in and partially outside the south
west corner of the Monument. One low irregular mound is evident. The
shape of the mound suggests that it may be the remains of a disintegrated
structure. The site belongs to the Classic Period, probably largely the
Civano Phase.
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A rizona AA: 2: 16

Most of this site probably lies outside the western boundary of
the Monument. A small mound and a borrow pit are within the Monu
ment. Pottery is largely of the Classic Period, the Soho and Civano
Phases about equally represented, and with a few Sacaton Phase sherds.
Arizona AA: 2: 17 :
This number is assigned to the ball court. It is about 300 feet
southwest of Compound B and was probably used by the entire area, as
it is the only ball court in the Monument. This ball court was tested by
F. H. Pinkley (1935) in 1918. He found that it has a good hard floor
about 25 m. long and 14 m. wide, bounded by prepared side walls, and
with a stone m arker in the center. This type of ball court is generally
found associated with Classic Period sites, but has its beginnings in the
Sacaton Phase (Gladwin and others 1937: 41-44). Very few sherds are
around this court, and none were collected.
Arizona AA: 2: 18
Compound D has been designated Arizona AA: 2: 18. It was
partially excavated by Fewkes (1912: 104-5). The compound is about
75 m. long and 45 m. wide. A massive-walled structure was found
near the center, and "numerous" rooms with post-reinforced walls
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were also within the compound wall. This site can be assigned to the
Classic Period on the basis of the surface pottery, with most of the oc, V i -..y-

. ' : :y .y;

cupation apparently during the Civano Phase.
Arizona AA: 2: 19
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The site assigned this number consists of one fairly large mound
and two smaller ones; No architectural features are visible. Pottery
shows that these mounds can be assigned largely to the Soho Phase.
Arizona AA: 2:19 and 20 should be considered parts of the same site.
Site II, as they are geographically a unit and show no time differences.
Arizona AA: 2: 20
This mound lies directly east of Arizona AA: 2: 19 and is also
p art of Site II. It can be assigned to the Soho Phase, with a small
Sacaton Phase occupation, on the basis of the surface pottery. Site n
is recommended for excavation, as it should help fill in our knowledge
of the Soho Phase.

,

^

Arizona AA: 2: 21
Compound E and a refuse mound on the northeast side of it
were given the designation Arizona AA: 2: 21. The compound has been
only sporadically excavated, and apparently contains remains of m as
sive-walled rooms. Pottery from the surface belongs largely to the
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Civano Phase, probably with some Soho Phase material.
Arizona AA; 2: 22

>

This site is Compound F, with three trash mounds to the north
east, east, and southeast. This site was partially excavated in 1930 by
the Van Bergen-Los Angeles Museum Expedition, but never fully re 
ported. The small compound apparently contained rectangular solidwalled rooms, and was underlain and overlain by Sacaton Phase type
pithouses. Although the main structure is sometimes considered to
be of the Civano Phase (Hayden 1957: 180), it is noteworthy that not a
single sherd of Gila Polychrome or Salt Red was found on the surface,
indicating that it belongs entirely to the Soho Phase.
Arizona AA: 2: 23
The site number Arizona AA: 2: 23 is assigned to a small
mound partially outside the western boundary of the Monument. It is
one of a group of five mounds that were given four site numbers. All
of these, Arizona AA: 2: 23 through 26, are considered to be parts of
one site, Site HI. Sherds from this particular mound show that it
probably began to accumulate during the Sacaton Phase, but was formed
largely during the Soho Phase.
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The largest mound within Site HE was given the number Arizona
AA: 2: 23. This part of Site HI was apparently occupied about equally
during the Sacaton and Soho Phases.
.
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''

'

-

' -

'

■

' - '

. :

Immediately northeast of the previous mound, and also con
sidered to be part of Site m , is this mound. Most of the pottery from
the surface is classified as belonging to the Soho Phase, but a few
Sacaton Phase sherds were also found.
Arizona AA: 2: 26
Two mounds at the north edge of Site HI were given the number
Arizona AA: 2: 26. Both are small. Sherds collected from the surface
can all be assigned to the Soho Phase. Site IH is not recommended for
excavation although it spans the Sacaton and Soho Phases, because most
of the site probably lies outside the Monument in the adjoining road,
ditch, and field.
Arizona AA: 2: 27
This site is a few hundred feet north of Arizona AA: 2: 26. It
and Arizona AA: 2: 28 are considered to be parts of Site IV. This mound
appears to be the remnants of a structure rather than a trash mound.
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Sherds from the surface represent the time from the Sacaton Phase
through the Civano Phase, with the majority from the Civano Phase.
Arizona AA: 2: 28
North of Arizona AA: 2: 27 and associated with it in Site IV is
another mound, given the number Arizona AA: 2: 28. Sherds found on
the surface date from the Soho and Civano Phases, with possibly a few
more assignable to the former.
Arizona AA: 2: 29
A few hundred feet east of Site IV is this site. It appears to be
a compound with a trash mound at the northeast corner. This trash
mound (Fig. 13) had been trenched, and a little excavation had been
done on the west side of the compound, but it is not known by whom this
work was done. The compound appears to be about 75 m. long and 45
m. wide. Sherds from the surface indicate that this site can be assigned
almost entirely to the Soho Phase, with possibly just a little overlap into
both the Sacaton and Civano Phases. This site should be excavated,
since detailed information about compounds is generally lacking.
Arizona AA: 2: 30
One of a group of 12 mounds near the northwest corner of the
Monument was assigned the number Arizona AA: 2: 30. This group of

FIGURE 13

Arizona AA: 2: 29. Looking east at trash mound.

FIGURE 14

Arizona AA: 2: 52. Looking east at trash mound.
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mounds shows some variation in time, but is considered a single site.
Site V, because of its geographic unity. This particular mound may be
a house mound rather than a trash mound. Pottery found on the surface
belongs to the Classic Period, probably at least partially in the Civano
Phase, for although no Gila Polychrome was found, Salt Red occurred
in larger quantities than Gila Red.
Arizona AA: 2: 31
One of a group of four mounds north of Compound B was as
signed this site number. This group of mounds is considered to be a
single site, Site VI. This particular mound is a very small one, pos
sibly constructional rather than trash. The pottery indicates that it
belongs to the Soho Phase.
Arizona AA: 2: 32
Three mounds of a group of eight considered to be parts of
Site VII are included under the designation Arizona AA: 2:32. No
architectural features are apparent on any of the mounds. Several
were called house mounds by the original surveyors, but this could
only be proved by excavation. Pottery found on the surface of this
mound indicates that it originated during the Colonial Period, that
most of its growth was during the Sedentary Period, and that its life
extended into the very beginning of the Classic Period.
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A rizona AA: 2: 33

This site number includes two mounds in Site VH to the south
east of Arizona AA: 2: 32. The pottery indicates that this part of Site
VII was first used about the same time as Arizona AA: 2: 32, during the
Colonial Period, but probably continued a little later, up to the end of
the Soho Phase.
Arizona AA: 2: 34
The easternmost mound within Site VH was given this site
number. In contrast to the re st of Site VII, this mound, probably a
trash mound, appears to have been in use principally during the Soho
Phase, although it may have had its beginning in the Sacaton Phase.
Arizona AA: 2: 35
Included under this site number are two mounds on the north
side of Site VII. This part of Site VII was in use principally during the
Sacaton Phase, although trash continued to accumulate up to or into the
beginning of the Civano Phase. It is strongly suggested that Site VH be
excavated, as it should provide an excellent picture of the events during
and between the Sacaton and Soho Phases.

, '
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A rizona AA: 2? 36

A small mound on the western side of Site V was designated by
the number Arizona AA: 2: 36. Practically all the sherds collected
were very small, and only five were decorated. These could be assigned
to either the Civano Phase of the very end of the Soho Phase. The mound
probably, belongs entirely to the Civano Phase, however, as Salt Red by
far outnumbers Gila Red.
Arizona AA: 2: 37
One of the group of mounds forming Site VI was given this num
ber. This trash mound is probably nearly entirely of Civano Phase
trash, although it may have started during the Soho Phase.
Arizona AA: 2: 38
Designated by this site number is what appears to be a small
compound with a low trash mound at its southeast corner, included
within Site VI., The pottery indicates that the compound was probably
first occupied during the Soho Phase, but that the heaviest occupation
took place during the Civano Phase. Site VI should be excavated to
provide us with an idea of what a sm all Civano Phase compound with
its associated features is like.
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A rizona AA: 2: 39

This site number includes three trash mounds on the east side
of Site V in the northwest corner of the Monument. This part of Site V
was evidently used slightly during the Sacaton Phase, with most of the
occupation taking place in the Soho Phase, before the introduction of
Gila Polychrome and Salt Red.
Arizona AA: 2: 40
A low constructional mound and a flat sherd area on the north
east side of Site V were numbered Arizona AA: 2: 40. This part of Site
V was occupied during the Soho Phase, just up to the beginning of the
Civano Phase.
Arizona AA: 2: 41
Arizona AA: 2: 41 is also considered to be p art of Site V. It
is composed of a small compound with trash mounds on the northeast
and southeast corners. The compound is approximately 50 m. long and
40 m. wide. Surface pottery indicates that this part of Site V was oc
cupied during the Classic Period, probably during both the Soho and
Civano Phases.
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A rizona AA: 2: 42

Directly north of Arizona AA: 2: 41, within Site V, is this
mound. The survey card indicates that this is a house mound, but in
view of the fact that the great majority of the pottery can be assigned
to the Sacaton Phase, this seems unlikely. Some Soho Phase pottery
was also found.
Arizona AA: 2: 43
; ; A very small mound near the center of Site V was given this
site number. Sherds recovered were generally quite small, and were
classified as belonging to the Soho Phase. Site V would be worth ex
cavating, as it ranges in time from the Sacaton Phase through the Civano
Phase, and is large enough to provide a good deal of information.
Arizona AA: 2; 44
This site is south of the large trash mound east of Compound
B, and should probably be considered to be associated with Compound
B rather than a separate site. Sacaton 9: 5, the cremation burial ground
associated with Compound B, called Operation 7 by Gladwin (1928: 17),
is to the west of this mound. Surface sherds indicate that this site, con
sisting of a very low L-shaped mound, can be classified as belonging to
the Soho Phase, or contemporaneous with Compound B.
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A rizona AA: 2: 45

Arizona AA: 2: 45 is located in the northeast corner of the
Monument. It consists of two low mounds connected to form one Lshaped mound, probably representing a structure. The pottery from
the surface can all be assigned to the Soho Phase.
Arizona AA: 2: 46
One of four mounds within Site VIII, east of Compound F, was
given this number. This most eastern mound appears to be a trash
mound. The pottery is largely assignable to the Soho Phase, although
some Sacaton Phase m aterial and possibly some Civano Phase material
is present.
Arizona AA: 2: 47
Arizona AA: 2: 47, also part of Site VDI, may be part of a house
block or compound. Sherds from the surface are largely assignable to
the Soho and Civano Phases, although a few from earlier phases were
found.
Arizona AA: 2: 48
Site VDI also includes this mound. It, like Arizona AA: 2: 47,
may be part of a compound or house block. Sherds recovered from the
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surface point to an occupation largely in the Soho Phase, extending
slightly into the Civano Phase. .
Arizona AA: 2: 49
This indistinct mound is also considered to be a portion of Site
VIII. It may be part of the same structure as Arizona AA: 2: 48. The
few diagnostic sherds found indicate that the time placement of this
mound is near the end of the Soho Phase. Site VIII may be worthy of
intensive excavation, but some preliminary testing would probably be
necessary to determine if it is.
Arizona AA: 2: 50
The site number Arizona AA: 2: 50 was given to three of a group
of 19 mounds a short distance east of Site VUE. This group of mounds
is considered to be a single site. Site IX. These three trash mounds,
one large and two small, are on the eastern side of Site IX. Surface
pottery shows a time range from the Santa Cruz Phase through the Soho
Phase, with the majority of the occupation being in the Soho Phase.
Arizona AA: 2: 51
Six mounds immediately southwest of Arizona AA: 2: 50 are
included under the designation Arizona AA: 2: 51, and are also considered
to be part of Site IX. Some of these six mounds may represent structures.

42

Pottery from this area shows a considerable time range, from the Santa
Cruz Phase through the Civano Phase, and possibly even earlier, as one
Snaketown Red-on-buff sherd was found.
Arizona AA: 2: 52
This site number identifies a fairly conspicuous trash mound
(Fig. 14) between Arizona AA: 2: 51 and 53, and also considered to be
p art of Site IX. Pottery from the surface of this mound ranges in time
from the Santa Cruz Phase through the Soho Phase.
Arizona AA: 2: 53

i

Three low mounds comprise this portion of Site IX. Sherds
found on the surface indicate that this part of Site IX was used from the
Santa Cruz Phase until near the end of the Soho Phase, with most of the
pottery assignable to the Sacaton Phase.
Arizona AA: 2: 54
This group of six mounds, also part of Site IX, is to the north
east of Arizona AA: 2: 53. The pottery shows that this part of Site IX
was apparently used from the Gila Butte Phase to the end of the Soho
Phase, with the majority of the use being in the Sacaton Phase. Site
IX, as a whole, is strongly recommended for excavation, as it appears
to encompass the longest occupation, probably about 1,000 years, within
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Casa Grande National Monument. Information derived from it should
help to verify Hohokam archaeology as known at present, provide an
swers to some questions, such as the development of Gila Red and su r
face architecture, and, if properly preserved and presented, give visi
tors to the Monument a clearer understanding of Hohokam history than
is now possible.
Arizona AA: 2: 55
One low mound and some scattered sherds near the eastern
boundary of the Monument indicate the presence of this site. The pottery
indicates that most of the occupation here took place during the Sacaton
Phase, with some in the Soho Phase, and possibly some in the Gila Butte
and Santa Cruz Phases.
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Arizona AA: 2: 56
Arizona AA: 2: 56 is a small site in the eastern part of the
Monument containing two mounds, one apparently the remnants of a
structure, the other a small trash mound. The pottery indicates that
this site was occupied almost entirely during the Soho Phase, although
it may have been first occupied during the Sacaton Phase.
Arizona AA: 2: 57
A group of seven small mounds a few hundred feet west of

>
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Arizona AA: 2: 56 are included under this site number. Some of the
mounds appear to be disintegrated adobe structures. With the excep
tion of one Sacaton Red-on-buff sherd, all the pottery can be classified
as belonging to the Soho Phase. P art of this site has been damaged by
the construction of the entrance road.
Arizona A: 2: 58
About 100 m. southwest of Arizona AA: 2: 57 is this site, con
sisting of a more or less flat sherd area that could be a small compound
and two trash mounds, on the northeast and southeast sides of this pos
sible compound. The pottery shows that this is a Soho Phase site. This
site may be worth excavation, but I would not place it high on the priority
list.
Arizona AA: 2: 59
A short distance to the northwest of Arizona AA: 2: 58 is this
site. The principal feature is a large but low mound. Surface pottery
shows that this site was occupied during both the Sacaton and Soho
Phases.
Arizona AA: 2: 60
Arizona AA: 2: 60 is in, and was at least partially outside, the
southeast corner of the Monument. A low mound that appears to contain
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a structure and part of a small trash mound are evident. The site may
have been first occupied during the Sacaton Phase, but the great major
ity of the pottery can be classified as belonging to the Soho Phase.
Arizona AA: 2: 61
This site is near the southeast corner of the Monument. Four
mounds are conspicuous, and several small ones are also in the vicinity.
This site was excavated in 1933 and 1934 for the CWA by Russell
Hastings. The material and information recovered from this excava
tion form the basis of P art H of this report which follows. The survey
sherds indicate that the site was first occupied during the Santa Cruz
Phase and continued to be occupied into the Soho Phase, with the ma
jority of the occupation during the Soho Phase. These inferences are
supported by the information derived from the excavations.

CHAPTER 3
SUMMARY OF SURVEY
Fifty-nine sites were originally recorded within Casa Grande
National Monument. Thirty-eight of these have been grouped together
into what I consider to be nine sites, designated by Roman numerals,
making a total of 30 sites. Pottery was collected from the surface of
all but one of these sites. The exception is the ball court between Com
pounds A and B.
Figure 15 summarizes in graphic form the information that
could be derived from the pottery and other sources concerning the ap
proximate length and peak of occupation for each site. This figure is
partially subjective and subject to error, since surface m aterial cannot
yield as accurately as excavation the peak and length of occupation, but
it does clearly illustrate that the majority of the sites within the Monu
ment were occupied principally during the Classic Period. It also il
lustrates that there is not such a major break, marked by a relocation
of villages, between the Sacaton and Soho Phases as has been believed
(Haury 1945a: 204; Schroeder 1940: 147, 153-4), for 25 of the sites have
both Sacaton and Soho Phase material on them, and nine or ten of these
evidently had heavy occupations during both phases.
An attempt was made to see if any significant differences in
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FIGURE 15

Length and approximate peak of occupation of
sites. The relative intensity of occupation
between sites or the relative size of sites are
not implied.

GILA
BUTTE
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the spatial distribution of sites of various phases could be discerned.
This was unsuccessful, largely because the area dealt with is so small
and partially because most of the sites were occupied during two or
more phases.
An interesting observation made from the survey m aterial is
that Tanque Verde Red-on-brown, without exception, was found only at
sites that also produced Gila Polychrome. Conversely, most of the
sites that produced Gila Polychrome also produced Tanque Verde Red
on-brown. This is true Tanque Verde Red-on-brown, and could not be
confused with what Danson (in Hayden 1957: 224-6) has called Pantano
Red-on-brown. Smiley (1952: 62) has dated the beginning of Gila Poly
chrome at about 1250. However, Haury (1961, conversation) would
place it nearer 1350. Giving 25 or 50 years for Gila Polychrome to
appear in the Casa Grande area in appreciable amounts, this indicates
the Tanque Verde Red-on-brown lasts later in time than suggested by
Danson— certainly up to 1300, and quite possibly up to 1450. The oc
currence of Tanque Verde Red-on-brown only in conjunction with Gila
Polychrome also suggests, but by no means proves, that Gila Poly
chrome and Tanque Verde Red-on-brown were introduced together into
the Casa Grande area from the southeast^ if Tanque Verde Red-onbrown lasted that late in the Tucson area. However, Tanque Verde
Red-on-brown lasted through the Classic Period in the Papaquerfa
(Scantling 1940: 30), so this may have been the source for the Tanque
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Verde Red-on-brown that occurs during the Civano Phase in the Casa
Grande area. A question that is raised, but not answered, is why no
Tanque Verde Red-on-brown was found in pre-polychrome sites, or
why nothing that could be called Pantano Red-on-brown was found at
any site, since it is associated with Gila Polychrome in the Tucson
area. The answer may be that at about the time Gila Polychrome was
being introduced into the Casa Grande area, trade was increased be
tween the Gila Basin and the Papaqueria.;
Other intrusive pottery types were too infrequent to allow any
definitive speculations or conclusions concerning the relationships with
surrounding areas, but they do indicate that trade relationships with
areas as far removed as the Little Colorado River and northwestern
Chihuahua existed.
In addition to the pottery noted in Table 1, several other objects
were recovered on the survey. Twenty-four worked sherds (Fig. 9 a-g)
were found. These were generally round, rarely pierced, ranging from
4 to 7 cm. in diameter. One exception (Fig. 9 a) is somewhat rectan
gular, with an original length of about 11.5 cm. One fragment of a
Gila Plain jar bearing two short legs (Fig. 9 n) was found. Two comal
fragments were found. One, a rim piece, is 11 to 14 mm. thick, and
estimated to be from a comal 40 cm. in diameter. The other (Fig. 9 m)
bears matting impressions on the under side, sim ilar to one pictured by
Fewkes (1912, PI. 74). Four shell fragments were found, two of them,
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from Arizona AA: 2: 18, identified as Conus.
The results of this survey are difficult to compare with other
surveys in the Hohokam area, principally by Gila Pueblo, because few
small areas have been as intensively surveyed as has the Monument,
and the conception of what constitutes a site varies from worker to
worker, time to time, and place to place. It is also difficult to com
pare the archaeology of the Monument to other areas because a great
many areas have had all the sites in them destroyed by modern cultiva
tion before the sites had been recorded. From the available evidence,
the area within and adjacent to Casa Grande National Monument seems
to have been one of the more intensively used areas in southern Arizona
prehistorically. It is an area that shows a relatively long period of oc
cupation, at least 800 years, and possibly about 1,000 years. Although
a small area with such a long record of occupation is relatively ra re
today, it may be assumed that they were common before intensive plow
agriculture was started, because most late Hohokam ruins were built on
the remains of earlier villages (Haury 1945a: 164).
The prim ary result of the survey is that it is now known that
there are several sites within the Monument that, if excavated, would
probably shed more light on the archaeological history of the Hohokam.
Seven sites, Arizona AA: 2: 29, Site I, Site n , Site V, Site VI, Site VH,
and Site IX, are recommended for excavation. All of these sites were
occupied during the Soho Phase, and most of them had significant
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occupations in one or more additional phases. Excavation within them
should provide additional information concerning such things as archi
tectural sequences, development of pottery form and design, methods
of disposal of the dead, and the interrelationships between various items
of material culture. This body of information could then be used to
formulate hypotheses concerning Hohokam history.
The following description of the m aterial culture excavated at
Arizona AA: 2: 61 is presented as a step toward reconstructing that
history.

>

PART

n

EXCAVATIONS AT ARIZONA AA: 2: 61

CHAPTER 4
INTRODUCTION
Arizona AA: 2: 61 is located in the southeast corner of Casa
Grande National Monument, Arizona (Figs. 1, 10). It is in the S E -l/4
sec. 16, T. 5 8 ., R. 8 E ., 1. 7 miles south of the Gila River channel.
It was designated Sacaton 9: 20 under the Gila Pueblo Survey system.
Excavations were carried out from December 11, 1933, through
February 15, 1934, under the direction of Russell Hastings, who was
then associated with Gila Pueblo. The excavations were sponsored by
the Civil Works Administration. Six to seven laborers were employed
on the project.
The site (Fig. 16) consists of a group of low trash mounds,
two or more dwelling areas, and several cremation areas. Four of
the trash mounds were tested, one dwelling area containing 15 rooms
(Fig. 17) was nearly completely excavated and the other tested, and at
least 31 cremations were located. Examination of the pottery suggests
that the site was occupied from the Santa Cruz Phase through the Soho
Phase, apparently nearly continuously.
The site is on the level desert floor, and before excavation
was covered with a scattered growth of creosote bush and mesquite.
No indications of any structures were apparent on the surface, but
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FIGURE 16

Map of Arizona AA: 2: 61.
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sherds were numerous.
Two preliminary reports by Hastings (1934a, 1934b) appeared,
but no systematic analysis of m aterials and information recovered has
been heretofore attempted. For consistency I have retained the original
numbering of rooms, mounds, e tc ., as they appeared in these reports.
The excavations were divided under the headings of Operations I and H.
Operation I consisted of the majority of the excavations. Operation H
consisted of testing the easternmost mound and the associated structures.
The following report refers to Operation I unless otherwise noted.
Unfortunately, much of the information and many of the objects
recovered have been lost or destroyed since the excavations were com
pleted. Over 80 of the catalogued artifacts cannot be located; all the
sherds from within the rooms, from the trenches, and from the strati
graphic tests taken in the four mounds have presumably been destroyed;
all but 12 of the 66 photographs taken cannot be found, and the plans of
the individual rooms excavated also cannot be located. Generally, how
ever, the existing notes made by Hastings are adequate. When in doubt,
I have tried to e rr on the side of saying too little rather than assuming
too much.

nv-;,.]

; - • CHAPTER 5
- '
ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES
1'

:

Fifteen structures were completely excavated, ranging in time

from the late p art of the Santa Cruz Phase through the Soho Phase.
These rooms were numbered in the approximate order of excavation.
Indications of several other structures were found, but were not com
pletely excavated^ and hence, not numbered.
Room 1
This room was located under the northwest edge of Mound 1.
Unfortunately, little information is available about it. The size and
shape are not known. The floor was a fairly hard, somewhat irregular
layer of caliche with indefinite outlines, 60 cm. below the surface on
the east side, 75 cm. on the west side. Two postholes, 10 and 18 cm.
in diameter, were present on the northwest side. No evidence r e 
mained of the firepit, walls, and roof.
The house pit was filled with trash and sand, and a single
Gila Plain jar was found on the floor.
::

Since no artifacts diagnostic of any particular period were r e 

covered and information is lacking concerning the form of this house,
any discussion or conclusions are impossible.
57
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Room 2

Room 2 (Fig. 18) was located about 40 m. south of the top of
Mound 1. It was rectangular, approximately 4.25 m. long by 2.75 m.
wide, with the long axis aligned north and south.
The floor was fairly smooth, and well preserved except for a
few spots. It was generally 70 cm. below the surface. The firepit was
circular, about 10 cm. deep. No postholes were found.
The walls were formed of unreinforced caliche averaging 30
cm. thick, and stood an average of 45 cm. above the floor, with a
maximum of 60 cm. above the floor. No openings were apparent.
About 60 cm. east of the firepit, almost in the center of the
room, was a feature interpreted by Hastings as an altar. It consisted
of three stones. One was triangular, about 30 cm. long on a side, about
7. 5 cm. thick, and flat. On top of this rested two smooth river cobbles,
the sm aller of which had been painted red (Fig. 19). In the north half of
the room two roughly square flat rocks about 20 cm. across were found,
one resting on top of the other.
The fill was largely fallen wall and roof m aterial, with many
sherds in the upper levels. A sm all collection of sherds from the floor
is available for study. These are 12 Gila Red, all probably from the
same smudged bowl, and one Gila Plain. One of the manos in the col
lection also came from this room. Two slate disks, a wooden fire drill

FIGURE 18

Rooms 2, 3, 12, 14, and 15.
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FIGURE 19

"A ltar," Room 2.

FIGURE 20

Room 3. Looking east.
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hearth, a stone hoe fragment, and three undescribed artifacts were
listed as having come from within this room.
The presence of Gila Red sherds on the floor of this room and
its sim ilarity in form to Rooms 4, 10, 13, 14, and 15 makes it possible
to assign this room to the Soho Phase.
::
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Room 3
}■<:■ ■
North of and partially under Room 2 was Room 3 (Figs. 18,
20). It was a shallow pithouse, 30 cm. deep below the old surface and
55 cm. deep below the present surface. It was rectangular, 4.37 m.
by 3 m ., with the long axis oriented east and west. The corners were
rounded.
The floor was largely natural caliche, somewhat smoothed,
with a few areas that had been plastered. The firepit was round with
sloping sides, a flat bottom, and an irregular rim . It was 10 cm. deep,
and the rim rose 5 cm. - above the floor. Probable postholes were lo
cated near the corners of the room.
The lower part of the walls had been formed by the original
pit, lined with a 2-inch thick layer of caliche. The upper part of the
walls had evidently been constructed of caliche supported by reeds or
poles. The entranceway was found on the north side, but was poorly
preserved and hard to define. No evidence of the method of roof con
struction was found.
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The fill was largely sand containing some caliche from the
fallen walls.
No artifacts were listed as having been found within this room.
In general it is comparable to the Type B house from the Grewe Site
(Woodward 1931: 10-1, Fig. 2) and to many houses from Roosevelt 9: 6
(Haury 1932), thus placing it tentatively in the Santa Cruz Phase.
Room 4
Room 4 was located about 4. 5 m. north of Room 3. It was
rectangular, 5.2 m. long and 4. 2 m. wide, with the long axis aligned
roughly east and west (Figs. 21, 22).
The floor, generally 60 cm. below the present surface, was
smooth and well preserved. Although there is no direct mention of it,
it was probably formed of a layer of caliche. No firepit or postholes
were found. The only floor feature found was a circle of caliche 60 cm.
in diameter and 2. 5 cm. thick (Fig. 23) constructed on top of the floor.
When excavated, it was covered with ash, so may represent a raised
hearth of some sort.
The walls were formed of caliche, 30 cm. thick. They stood
25-50 cm. above the floor. No reinforcing was used in the portions of
the walls still standing, but it seems likely that the upper portions of
the walls had been reinforced with poles and reeds, for many fragments
of plaster were in the fill that had been well smoothed and smoke blackened

FIGURE 21

Rooms 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 13.
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Room 4. Looking northwest.

FIGURE 23

Raised "hearth’1 in Room 4. Edge is bordered by
moistened area for contrast.
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on one side and carried pole and reed impressions on the other side.
The largest impressions were of poles about 10 cm. in diameter, the
sm allest of grass or small reeds. These, however, may have formed
part of the roof, as it is not clear whether or not all pieces were
smoothed and blackened on one side. One piece of plaster had a portion
of a geometric design incised on it (Fig. 24). The reverse side carried
two reed impressions 1 cm. in diameter. No openings were apparent in
the walls. Hastings considered the roof to be constructed of poles and
reeds covered by caliche and adobe.
Four Gila Plain jars, one with a slight shoulder (Fig. 59 a), a
schist disk, and a schist knife were within this room. A circular sherd,
18 cm. in diameter, was listed in the catalog as also coming from this
room.
The Gila Plain jar with a slight shoulder suggests that this
room can be assigned to the Classic Period, as this low type of shoul
der, or mold mark, is found on many Gila Redware jars of the Classic
Period (Haury 1945a: 90-5, Figs. 57, 58). Three miscellaneous sherds
were boxed with the unrestored jars. These are two Casa Grande Redon-buff and one Gila Red, indicating that this room can be assigned to
the Soho Phase of the Classic Period, an assignment consistent with
the form and method of construction of the room.

FIGURE 24

Incised design on piece of wall plaster from
Room 4. Approximate length, 20 cm.

FIGURE 25

Caliche mixing pits in house area.
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Room 5
This room (Fig. 21) was located largely under the east end of
Room 4, and preceded the construction of both Rooms 4 and 6. It was
rectangular, with slightly rounded corners. It was about 5. 2 m. long
and 2.5 m. wide, with the long axis oriented north and south. It had
apparently been constructed in a pit about 30 cm. deep, although the
records are not clear on this.
The floor was in fairly good condition, but whether plastered
or not is not specified. No firepit, postholes, or other floor features
were located. The firepit may have been destroyed by the construc
tion of Room 6.
In one place in the notes, the walls are described as being of
caliche, about 4 inches thick, and standing about 3 inches above the
floor. Elsewhere in his notes, however, Hastings states that the
floor was encircled by a low ridge, and felt that posts had been set
outside this ridge. The posts, then, would presumably represent the
walls, while the low ridge may have served to keep out water, as has
been suggested by Sayles (in Gladwin and others 1937: 61). Although
the notes state that there was no evidence of openings, a map later
drawn by Hastings shows an entranceway extending from the center of
the east side.
Sand and some fallen wall m aterial formed the fill of this room.
A Gila Plain scoop was found on the floor. A mano and a "plainware"
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bowl were listed as. coming from within this room, but were not avail
able for study.
The absence of diagnostic artifacts and the confusion regarding
construction make it difficult to assign this room to a particular phase.
Since it is stratigraphically earlier than both Room 4 (Soho Phase) and
Room 6 (Sacaton Phase), it must be Sacaton Pha.se or earlier. In gen
eral outline it is comparable to Room 3, tentatively assigned to the
Santa Cruz Phase. The possible presence of a ridge around the floor
as found in houses of the Sacaton Phase at Snaketown (Gladwin and others
1937: 61-7) seems to place it in the Sedentary Period. However, in gen
eral form it most closely resem bles Colonial Period houses (Gladwin
and others 1937: 68-70; Haury 1932: 8-55), and so is tentatively assigned
to the late part of the Santa Cruz Phase.
Room 6
Room 6 (Fig. 21) was located east of and partially under Room
4. It was rectangular, with rounded corners and ends, 5.3 m. long and
3. 5 m. wide, oriented roughly east and west. It is not known whether
or not the house was constructed in a pit.

.

The floor was somewhat uneven, generally hard but with a few
soft spots. The firepit was 12 cm. deep. No true postholes were found,
but extending from the entranceway to the southwest corner, near the
edge of the floor, was a series of depressions up to 10 cm. in diameter
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and averaging 5 cm. deep. These were interpreted as being spots where
roof supports rested.
No direct evidence was found of the walls. Encircling the floor,
however, was a small trench 7-12 cm. wide and probably averaging 5-8
cm. deep. Hastings interpreted this as a trench constructed to receive
the base of the wall. The wall itself was probably constructed of caliche
supported by small reeds or poles. A poorly defined entranceway about
75 cm. wide was located in the center of the north side of the room.
The fill was largely sandy soil with some fallen wall material.
A portion of a Gila Plain shouldered jar (Fig. 59 b), a Gila Plain scoop,
and a mano came from within this room. Another group of jar sherds
and a "cupped stone implement" were listed in the catalog as also coming
from within this room.
The presence of a ja r with a Gila shoulder, even though the jar
is Gila Plain, and the general form c£ this structure indicate that it can
be assigned to the Sacaton Phase.
Room 7
This large room was about 1.2 m. east of Room 6. It was oval
in plan, about 4. 5 m. north and south by 7. 5 m. east and west (Fig. 21).
It had evidently been constructed in a shallow pit.
The floor, 45 cm. below the present surface, was in good con
dition, formed by a layer of caliche. The excavation for the pit had been
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carried down to the top of the native caliche, which had then been
smoothed off by leveling the bumps and filling in the depressions with
trash before plastering. This trash fill was assigned to the Colonial
Period (Hastings 1934b, PL I). No feature identified as a firepit was
found. However, on the east side of the room were two depressions
20 cm. deep that could have served as firepits. Two or three postholes
were found within the room, but their exact locations are not known.
The walls were represented by many postholes, two containing
charred posts, encircling the floor. In places, especially around the
south and east edges, the line of posts was double. The majority of the
postholes were 15 cm. in diameter and 7-25 cm. deep. No definite evi
dence of an entrance was found, although it may have been on the north
side where the postholes were less frequent. The walls had probably
been finished with smaUer poles and adobe.
The fill was largely sandy soil. This room produced by far the
largest number of artifacts from any of the rooms. The catalog lists 95
specimens from this room. Of these, 61 were available for study. These
are: 12 Sacaton Red-on-buff jars; 8 Sacaton Red-on-buff bowls; 3 Sacaton
Red-on-buff plates; 19 Gila Plain jars; 6 Gila Plain bowls; 1 Sacaton Red
bowl; 1 partial miniature bowl; 1 unperforated and 2 perforated sherd
disks; 3 manos; 4 stone knives; and a loaf of red ocher.
The catalog lists 24 other whole or apparently whole pieces of
pottery, 1 stone palette, 5 stone hoes, a fragment of a large shell, ;
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another lump of red pigment, and 2 "stone implements" as also having
been found within this room.

/

The large number of Sacaton Red-on-buff vessels from within
this structure makes it easily assignable to the Sacaton Phase of the
Sedentary Period. Many of the Sacaton Red-on-buff vessels found in
this room show a design element, the rectilinear meander, that is found
in the late part of the Sedentary Period (Gladwin and others 1937, Pis.
141, 151; Schroeder 1940: 145-6). Some of the Gila Plain exhibits a
higher degree of smudging and polishing than is usual on Sacaton Phase
pottery, sometimes approaching the Gila Red of the following Soho Phase.
It is therefore possible to place this room even more closely in time, to
the late part of the Sacaton Phase. In general plan, although not in some
details, this room resembles the Sacaton Phase houses excavated at
Snaketown (Gladwin and others 1937: 61-7).

Room 8 was located about 3 m. north of Room 7. It was oval,
about 4. 5 m. long and 2.75 m. wide, with the long axis aligned north
and south (Fig. 21). It had been constructed in a pit, the original depth
of which was about 23 cm.
The floor, 45 cm. below the present surface, was largely in
good condition, apparently formed by a layer of plaster on the native
caliche. The firepit was 12 cm. deep. Two postholes were in the floor.
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The walls were formed of large posts with small poles or reeds
set upright between them in a small trench, this framework probably
covered by caliche. The postholes average 12 cm. in diameter and
25 cm. deep. The entranceway was located in the center of the west
side. It was poorly preserved, but determined to be about . 75 m. wide
and 1.2 m. long.
The fill was largely sandy soil, with a little fallen wall debris.
No specimens were recovered from within this room.

'

Stratigraphic evidence showed that this room had been con
structed after the abandonment of Room 9 and prior to the construction
of Room 10. Since Room 10 is assigned to the Soho Phase, and Room
9 to the late Santa .Cruz Phase, it is logical to assign this structure to
the Sacaton Phase, an assignment supported by the ovoid plan of the
structure. It should be pointed out, however, that the groove encircling
the floor (also found in Room 9), which served as a receptacle for the
ends of reeds, is a feature commonly noted for Colonial Period houses
at Roosevelt 9: 6 (Haury 1932: 8-45). This method of construction
seems to have lasted into the early part of the Sacaton Phase at this
Site.

-

,

'

'

- '

Room 9
This room is north of and partly within Room 8, and antedates
it and Room 10. It is somewhat rectangular with rounded corners, 7 m.
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long (east and west) and 3.3 m. wide (Fig. 21). It had been constructed
in a pit about 15-20 cm. deep.

:

The floor was probably formed by covering the native caliche
with a-layer of plaster. The firepit was 10 cm. deep. Two postholes
were located within the room.

.

The walls were constructed in the same manner as those of
Room 8; i. e .s posts placed 25-50 cm. apart, with upright poles or
reeds placed in a small trench between them, and covered with caliche.
The entrance way was apparently in the center of the south side, but had
been largely destroyed by the later construction of Rooms 8 and 10.
The fill was sandy soil and portions of fallen wall. Two Gila
Plain bowls were found in this room. In addition, the field catalog
lists 2 broken jars, 1 red-on-buff plate, 2 stone scrapers, 1 mano, 1
stone implement, a small stone bird effigy, a small carved stone cyl
inder cupped on one end, and a square shell pendant.

.

In the absence of any diagnostic artifacts, this room can be
assigned to the late part of the Santa Cruz Phase on the basis of its
rectangular form, the groove encircling the floor that served as a
receptacle for the wall, and its stratigraphically earlier position as
compared to Rooms 8 and 10.
Room 10
This room had been superimposed on the northern three-fourths
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of Room 8 (Fig. 21). It was rectangular, 5.2 m. north and south by 3.8
m. east and w est.; It had apparently been constructed in a pit about 23
cm. deep.

-

The floor, averaging 45 cm. below the present surface, coin
cided with a large part of the floor of Room 8, but in places, especially
near the edges, had been covered with another layer of plaster. No
postholes were found. The firepit of Room 8 may have been reused
with this room. If not (and this is not clear), there was no firepit as
sociated with Room 10.
The walls could not be defined with any degree of certainty.
The lower portion of the walls was probably formed by the side of the
pit excavation, possibly plastered. The upper portions of the walls may
have been formed of solid or reinforced caliche, but this was not clear.
No evidence was found of any openings.
The fill was sand and some m aterial assumed to be from the
fallen walls. The stone palette can be tentatively assigned to this room.
It is possible, however, that it may have been associated with Room 8.
This room is sim ilar in plan to Rooms 2 and 4, and definitely
later than Rooms 8 and 9, and is therefore assigned to the Soho Phase.
Room 11
Room 11 was located between and apparently partially under
Rooms 2 and 14. No plan of this room is available, so the shape is
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unknown. The dimensions were given as about 2.45 m. by 2.6 m.
The floor, 65 cm. below the present surface, varied from very
good to very poor. Eight postholes were located, apparently near the
edges. No firepit was found. P art of the floor had probably been dis
turbed by the construction of Room 2. The only evidence found of the
walls was the series of postholes.
The fill was sandy soil, with a large amount of charcoal on the
floor. No caliche was in the fill. No artifacts were listed from this
room.

:.
Hastings interpreted this structure as a brush shelter, based

on the size, absence of large timbers, irregularity of the floor, and
absence of any earthen wall m aterial. He was unable to determine the
ground level at the time of occupation, but suggests that it may have
been about 5 cm. above the floor. This structure may have been sim i
lar to the brush kitchen found at Roosevelt 9: 6 (Haury 1932: 27-8). No
date can be assigned to this structure, except that it preceded the con
struction of Rooms 2 and 14.

,
Room 12

Room 12 was located about 6 m. southwest of Room 4. It had
been constructed in a pit, the original depth of which is unknown. It
was oval in plan, 4.9 m. long by 2. 6 m. wide, with the long axis ori
ented northwest and southeast (Fig. 18).

The floor, 78-89 cm. below the present surface, was firm but
uneven, apparently formed largely by the natural surface of the native
caliche. No firepit was located, but three areas of ash were noted.
Eight postholes, other than those comprising the walls, were found, but
their locations are not known.
The walls were indicated by postholes encircling the inside of
the pit. The entranceway was located on the northeast side. Three
postholes were found within the sides of this entranceway.

^

The fill was sandy soil and caliche. No artifacts were cata
logued from this room.
The oval form of this structure indicates that it can probably
be assigned to the Sacaton Phase.
Room 13
Room 13 was located directly west of Room 4, and possibly
was contiguous with it. It was very poorly preserved, however, and
was hard to define. It was probably about 5 m. long (east and west)
by 3. 8 m. wide (Fig. 21).
The floor, 7-15 cm. below the present ground level, was
poorly preserved. Only the southwest corner could be defined with any
degree of certainty, the remainder having been defined by the artifacts
lying on it. No firepit or postholes were found.
The walls were formed of solid caliche, 20-30 cm. thick.
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Where present, they stood 5-10 cm. above the floor. . No openings could
be defined.
The fill was sandy soil containing pieces of fallen wall. A Gila
Plain jar and a schist disk came from within this room. In addition, the
field catalog lists a batch of sherds, an axe, a metate, a "prepared clay
lump,." and a shell finger ring. The metate rested upside down on the
floor.

;
As mentioned, this room may have been contiguous with Room

4. It was at least probably contemporaneous, as the method of wall
construction places it in the Soho Phase.
Room 14
South of Room 2, apparently partly over Room 11, was Room
14. It was rectangular with square corners, 4. 5 m. long (east and
west) and 2. 7 m. wide (Fig. 18).
The floor, 43 cm. below the present surface, was in good con
dition, probably formed by a layer of caliche plaster. The firepit, near
the center of the room, was 18 cm. deep. A pit 35 cm. in diameter and
45 cm. deep was found in the floor against the west wall. No postholes
were present.
The well-preserved walls were constructed of caliche adobe
laid in courses. They were 30-35 cm. thick and stood up to 38 cm.
above the floor. No evidence of any wall openings was found.
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It was not definitely determined where the surface level was at
the time of the occupation of this room, although it was thought to be
about 30 cm. above the floor.
The fill was largely fallen wall caliche, covered by a few inches
of sand. No artifacts were found within this room.
Although no artifacts can be associated with this room, the
form and method of wall construction places it in the Soho Phase.
Room 15
This room was located 1.5 m. southeast of Room 14. It was
rectangular with square corners. The dimensions are 4.5 m. by 2.1
m ., with the long axis oriented roughly east and west (Fig. 18).
The floor, 25-33 cm. below the present surface, was fairly
smooth, composed of a thin layer of caliche. The firepit, located near
the north side, was 5 cm. deep. About 30 cm. away was another pit
10 cm. deep. This second pit was full of ash but showed little evidence
of burning. . No postholes were in the floor.
The walls were formed of solid caliche, apparently about 25
or 30 cm. thick, standing 0-20 cm. above the level of the floor. No
openings in the walls were located.
The fill was sandy soil containing pieces of caliche. Three
sherds, one fragment of a shell bracelet, and one hammer stone were
evidently found in this room.
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This room can be assigned to the Soho Phase on the basis of its
form and the method of wall construction.
Indications of Other Structures
The presence of several other structures was noted during the
excavations, but these were either so poorly preserved that they could
not be defined or they were not completely excavated.
A solid caliche wall about 30 cm. thick and 20-30 cm. high was
found extending about 4.5 m. south from near the south wall of Room 4.
No floor or any other walls could be associated with it.
Across the northwest corner of Room 9 a double row of postholes was found. These were thought to possibly represent part of
another room lying to the northwest. Subsequent excavation, however,
failed to reveal any definite evidence of a room in that area.
Another floor level, or possibly two, was found above the floor
of Room 12. The first was 20-33 cm. above the floor of Room 12, the
second possible one about 55 cm. above the Room 12 floor. Neither of
these floors could be defined for any distance or associated with any
other features.
P art of a room, consisting of two posts and a portion of floor,
was located somewhere north of Room 4. It was not excavated. A
mano and a fragmentary bone awl were listed as coming from within
this room.
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In "Operation n , " testing was carried out to determine whether
or not a compound wall was present. No compound wall was located,
but many poorly preserved walls were, some associated with floors.
These walls were 7. 5-60 cm. thick. The floors were found 12-63 cm.
below the surface. No rooms were completely excavated or even com
pletely outlined, so little information is available. It appears, however,
that at least some rooms in this area were contiguous and that there was
some architectural superposition. Operation n was evidently carried
out in an area that dated entirely from the Soho Phase.
Caliche Mixing Pits
Twenty-three pits were found that were identified as caliche
mixing pits. These were generally about 1 m. in diameter and ranged
from . 3-1 m. deep (Fig. 25). The scant information available on these
indicates that all or most of them had been used for mixing caliche with
water and temper to the proper consistency for construction purposes.
Some still contained a large mass of unused mortar, and a rough lining
was formed in the pits by the hardened caliche. This lining consisted
of successive layers in some instances, showing re-use of the same
pit. These pits can be easily ascribed to the Soho Phase, as all of the
houses of previous phases had one or more pits superimposed on them,
whereas none were superimposed on the houses assigned to the Soho
Phase (Fig. 17). Many others, of course, were in areas not occupied
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by any houses.
Similar pits used for mixing caliche have been noted by Fewkes
(1912: 95; Pis. 26, 41) at Compound B at Casa Grande National Monu
ment, Irwin Hayden at Compound F at Casa Grande (as reported by
Julian Hayden 1957: 42), and by Julian Hayden (1957: 41-5) at Pueblo
Grande and the University Indian Ruin.

•

Summary of Architectural Features
The houses, excluding Rooms 1 and 11 because of lack of in
formation, can be summarized under three categories having temporal
and morphological distinctions. Detailed comparisons between houses
and with houses from other sites are impossible, however, because of
lack of data from this site.
Rooms 3, 5, and 9 are tentatively assigned to the late Santa
Cruz Phase. They are rectangular with rounded corners, have lateral
entranceways, and two had a firepit just inside the room opposite the
entrance. All three were oriented in different directions. They are
generally quite sim ilar to Santa Cruz Phase houses reported from
Roosevelt 9: 6 (Haury 1932), Snaketown (Gladwin and others 1937), and
the Grewe Site (Woodward 1931). Since no diagnostic artifacts were
available for study from these rooms, their assignment to the Santa
Cruz Phase cannot be considered to be without reservation. However,
the definite presence of Santa Cruz Phase trash at the site strengthens
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the probability that they can be assigned to that phase.
Rooms 6, 7, 8, and 12 were assigned to the Sacaton Phase.
This assignment is based on the presence of diagnostic pottery and the
form of the structures. They are characterized by an oval form, with
more rounded sides and ends than the houses of the Santa Cruz Phase.
They have lateral entranceways. Firepits were defined in two of the
houses, just inside the room opposite the entranceway. These houses
are quite sim ilar to Sacaton Phase houses reported elsewhere, such as
at Snaketown (Gladwin and others 1937: 61-7) and the Grewe Site (Wood
ward 1931, Fig. 1).
Rooms 2, 4, 10, 13, 14, and 15 have all been identified as
dating from the Soho Phase. This assignment is based on the presence
of some Classic Period sherds in Rooms 2 and 4, the general method
of wall construction, and the form. These houses were rectangular
with right-angled corners. The walls were of adobe caliche, without
reinforcing at the base, but possibly reinforced with small posts or
reeds in the upper portions. The presence of Soho Phase cremations
nearby supports the idea that these houses date from the Soho Phase.
The absence of Gila Polychrome in this house area precludes the pos
sibility that these houses belong to the Civano Phase.
Comparisons with other sites are difficult, as few Soho Phase
houses have been excavated and adequately described. Structures
described as belonging to the Soho Phase have been found at several
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sites in the Gila-Salt Basin. At both La Ciudad and Pueblo Grande ....
(Hayden 1957: 186-8) Soho Phase houses had been erected on mounds
1. 8 -3 .7 m. high. These houses are described as generally sim ilar to
Sacaton Phase houses, but larger. Under the western portion of the
mound at Pueblo Grande a group of contiguous massive-walled rooms
was found, also assigned to the Soho Phase. Compound B at Casa Grande
(Fewkes 1912: 95-102), a Soho Phase structure, contains two artificial
mounds, each surmounted by dwellings with post-reinforced adobe walls.
Also within the compound was a group of massive-walled rooms super
imposed on a group of rooms with post-reinforced walls. Similar situa
tions, massive-walled mounds surmounted by post-reinforced or solid
adobe-walled structures, have also been reported at Los Muertos
(Haury 1945a: 17-8), other sites in the Salt River Valley (Schroeder
1940), and at the University Indian Ruin (Hayden 1957). Information
concerning the type of structures at Adamsville is scanty, but the Soho
Phase houses were apparently of post-reinforced caliche (Gladwin 1928:
16). Excavations at Sacaton 9: 6 (Gladwin and Gladwin 1929a: 26-7, 32;
Gladwin 1928: 17-8) revealed both post-reinforced and solid-walled
rooms of the Soho Phase. No rooms with unreinforced adobe walls have
been reported for any period preceding the Soho Phase. In summary,
these Soho Phase rooms at Arizona AA: 2: 61 are sim ilar to other
nearby Soho Phase dwellings in the respects that they are rectangular,
have unreinforced (at least basally) adobe walls, and may be partially

contiguous, but different in the respects that at least some walls are
not basally reinforced, and that there is no mound or compound asso
ciated with them.

CHAPTER 6
TRASH MOUNDS
Four trash mounds were tested. A trench was excavated to
the caliche through each mound, and stratigraphic tests made in one
side of each trench. The stratigraphic sections were generally 1. 5 m.
long, 30 cm. wide, and 30 cm. high. Unfortunately, little or no anal
ysis was undertaken of the sherds recovered, and they have since been
destroyed.
Mound 1
This trash mound, on the northwest side of the excavations,
rose about 60 cm. above the general level of the desert floor (Fig. 26).
Artifacts recovered included 2 animal effigies and a partial miniature
jar. Catalogued, but not available for study, were a redware bowl with
a smudged interior and a schist drill or arrow point. A partial analysis
of the sherds was made. The only results noted were that there seemed
to be a difference between the early and the late parts of the mound and
that Gila Redware made a small showing in the late part of the mound.
Room 1 underlay the eastern portion of the mound.
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FIGURE 26

Mound 1. Looking west along trench axis (1960).

FIGURE 27

Mound 3. Looking south from Mound 1 (1960).
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Mound 2
This low mound, located immediately northeast of Mound 1,
rose to a height of 32 cm. No artifacts were catalogued from this
mound, nor were the results of the preliminary pottery analysis noted.
Mound 3
This mound rose about 60 cm. above the desert floor (Fig. 27).
A rectangular Sacaton Buff bowl came from within this mound, 1 m.
below the surface. Catalogued, but not available for study, was a par
tial stone palette, found in the same location. The results of the p re
liminary sherd analysis were not noted.
Operation n, Mound 1
This mound, located about 90 m. east of Mound 2, rose to 1.4
m. above the general level of the desert (Fig. 28). The only result
noted from the testing of the mound was that Gila Redware and Gila
Polychrome were present.

FIGURE 28

Mound 1, Operation II. Looking east along trench
axis (1960).

FIGURE 29

Plan and profile of cremation pit.
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CHAPTER 7
CREMATIONS

Cremation, with subsequent burial of the ashes and unconsumed
bones together with any offerings, was the only method of disposal of the
dead found at this site. Most of the cremations were apparently located
:V.
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to the east of the house area. Thirty-two cremations were found. It is
probable, however, that others were located but not noted as such, be
cause several vessels and many burned sherds and bones were found
throughout the area. These had probably been at least partially disturbed by the repeated digging in the same areas for disposal of the
cremations.
The cremations can be grouped into two classes, called for
convenience pit burials and urn burials. Pit burial is the term used
when the bones and ashes, together with artifacts that passed through
the crematory fire, were placed loose into a small pit. In the case of
urn burials, the ashes and bones were placed in a jar or bowl, which
was then buried in a pit, often accompanied by other offerings within or
around the vessel containing the bones.
Urn burials could be further subdivided into two types: those
in which the bones were placed in a jar, which was then usually covered
by a bowl or large sherd; and those in which the bones were simply
89
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covered by an inverted bowl, which sometimes was accompanied by
i

other offerings. However, since data are scanty, this division could
not be employed consistently, so was not made, but only noted where
possible.
One pit was found west of Mound 3 that was identified as a pit
in which cremation had actually taken place (Fig. 29). It was about 2.1
m. in greatest diameter and 1.2 m. deep. The majority of the fill was
sand, with small concentrations of bones, ash, and charcoal.
Observations were made on the 10 lots of bones available in an
attempt to determine age and sex. However, since these observations
were made on small fragments, they must generally be regarded as
somewhat tentative.
Cremation 1 (Fig. 30). Pit burial. A fragmentary Gila Plain
jar, a Sacaton Red-on-buff sherd, and a few Gila Plain sherds were
found with the bones. Also noted, but not available for study, were 2
fragmentary bone awls, 3 shell beads, and 3 manos.
Cremation 2 (Fig. 31). Pit burial. The only artifacts noted
as found with the bones were 2 beads.
Cremation 3. Urn burial. The bones had been placed in a
Gila Plain jar, the mouth of which had evidently been covered by a
rounded sherd or very shallow bowl. This cremation contained the
largest number of bone fragments, 169 of which could be identified.
Many of these showed diagnostic sex and age features, making it

FIGURE 30

Cremation 1.

FIGURE 31

Cremation 2.
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possible to identify this individual as female, about 20-25 years old.
Cremation 4. Urn burial. The bones had been placed in a
small Sacaton Red-on-buff jar. No other artifacts were noted as having
been associated. This individual was identified as an adult, sex and age
undetermined. The rectilinear design on the jar (Fig. 36 b) approaches
the type of design found on Casa Grande Red-on-buff, so this cremation
is therefore considered to be late in the Sacaton Phase.
Cremation 5. Urn burial. The bones of this cremation had
been covered by an inverted Gila Red bowl. No other artifacts were
noted.
Cremation 6 (Fig. 32). Urn burial. The bones had evidently
been placed in and around two Gila Red bowls. A portion of another
bowl was also present, but not available for study.
Cremation 7. Urn burial. The bones had been placed in an
upright Gila Red jar. No other artifacts were noted as being associated,
but a small shell fragment was found among the bones. The bones were
identified as belonging to an adult, 30 years or more in age, sex unde
terminable.
Cremation 8. Apparently a pit burial. Three Sacaton Red-onbuff and 10 Gila Plain sherds were associated with it.
Cremation 9. Apparently a pit burial. Three Sacaton Red-onbuff and 13 Gila Plain sherds accompanied the bones.
Cremation 10. Urn burial. The bones were all under an

FIGURE 32

Cremation 6.

FIGURE 33

Restoration of Cremation 2, Operation II.
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inverted Gila Plain bowl. A small Sacaton Red-on-buff "cup" was up
right, next to the east side of the bowl. No other artifacts were noted.
The individual was tentatively identified as a young adult female. The
"cup" has a design sim ilar to Casa Grande Red-on-buff, so this crem a
tion is considered to be late in the Sacaton Phase.
Cremation 11. Pit burial. A few sherds, type unknown, were
noted as possibly associated.
Cremation 12. Pit burial. Five Sacaton Red-on-buff, 3 Gila
Red, and 20 Gila Plain sherds were thought to have been associated
with the bones.
Cremation 13. Urn burial. The bones had been placed and
buried in a Gila Red jar. No other artifacts were noted.
Cremation 14. Pit burial. One mano was noted as accom
panying the bones, and 3 Sacaton Red-on-buff and 33 Gila Plain sherds
were also found with them.
Cremation 15. Pit burial. The few bones were accompanied
by a partial Sacaton Red-on-buff bowl, a partial Gila Plain jar, and
some Sacaton Red-on-buff and Gila Plain sherds.
Cremation 16. Urn burial. The bones had been placed in a
small Gila Red jar. Apparently no other artifacts accompanied the
burial.
Cremation 17. Urn burial. The bones had been placed and
buried in a Casa Grande Red-on-buff jar. No other artifacts were
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noted. This individual was probably a child about 7-12 years old, sex
undetermined.
Cremation 18. Urn burial. A Casa Grande Red-on-buff jar
held the bones and ashes, which were identified as those of a female
about 25-30 years old.
Cremation 19. Pit burial. A partial vessel, not available for
study, had apparently been placed over the bones in the pit.
Cremation 20. No data are available on this cremation, ex
cept that it was apparently accompanied by an offering.
Cremation 21. Pit burial. The few bones were accompanied
by many whole and partial vessels. These include 1 Sacaton Red-onbuff jar, 3 Sacaton Red-on-buff bowls, 1 Sacaton Red-on-buff scoop,
1 Gila Plain jar, 2 Gila Plain bowls, and 1 Gila Plain scoop. The
catalog also lists two other vessels. Sherds sacked from the area
around the cremation were 13 Sacaton Red-on-buff, 1 Santa Cruz Red
on-buff, 2 Tanque Verde Red-on-brown, 2 Gila Red, and 102 Gila Plain.
Cremation 22. .Urn burial. The bones had apparently been
i;.
placed in a small Gila Red jar, which was accompanied by 2 Gila Red
ij

bowls. Sherds picked up in the vicinity, but not closely associated,
were 17 Sacaton Red-on-buff, 2 Santa Cruz Red-on-buff, 1 unknown
black-on-gray, 2 Gila Red, and 51 Gila Plain.
Cremation 23. Pit burial. The bones were accompanied by a
Sacaton Red-on-buff bowl, a Sacaton Red-on-buff scoop, and a partial
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Gila Plain bowl. The sherds found in the area were 7 Sacaton Red-onbuff and 56 Gila Plain.
Cremation 24. Pit burial. The bones were accompanied by
two Sacaton Red-on-buff vessels, a ja r , and a plate.
Cremation 25. No data are available on the method of burial
of this cremation. The bones were accompanied by or in a Casa Grande
Red-on-buff jar, a Gila Red bowl, and a Gila Plain bowl. Also noted
in the catalog was a redware scoop.
Cremation 26. Urn burial. The bones had been placed in a
Gila Plain bowl. Among the bones was fragment of shell and a very
small Gila Polychrome sherd. The individual was identified as an
adult, probably female.
Cremation 27. Urn burial. The bones had been placed and
buried in a small Gila Red jar. No other artifacts were noted.
Cremation 28. Urn burial. The bones had been placed in a
Gila Red jar, which was accompanied by a Gila Red bowl. The in
dividual was probably an adolescent, of undetermined sex.
Cremation 29. Urn burial. The bones had been covered by
an inverted vessel, type and shape unknown. Sherds found in the
vicinity were 2 Sacaton Red-on-buff, 4 Sacaton Red, and 15 Gila Plain.
Cremation 1, Operation

n.

Urn burial. The bones had been

either placed in or covered by a Gila Red bowl. No other artifacts
were listed in the catalog.

97

Cremation 2, Operation II. Urn burial. The bones had been
placed in a small Casa Grande Red-on-buff jar, which had been su r
rounded by a circle of Gila Plain and Gila Red sherds. This was re 
stored for possible use as an exhibit by Hastings shortly after it had
been excavated (Fig. 33). The individual was identified as an adult,
possibly male.
Cremation 3, Operation n. Urn burial. A Casa Grande Redon-buff jar contained the bones. Another vessel was listed in the cata
log as accompanying this jar. The bones were the remains of an adult,
probably male.
About 60 cm. northwest of Room 3, adjacent to but deeper than
the wall extending south from Room 4, were found 2 Casa Grande Red
on-buff jars, 1 Gila Plain jar, and 2 Gila Plain bowls. No bones were
noted in the vicinity, but it seems probable that these vessels may have
been cremation offerings. '
It can be easily seen that, with the exception of Cremations 4
and 10, all the urn burials were associated with Classic Period pottery
or Gila Plain, and that none of the pit burials was accompanied by
Classic Period pottery. This distinction in the methods of burial of
cremations between the Sacaton and Soho Phases has been noted else
where in the Gila-Salt Basin (Gladwin and others 1937: 92-3; Haury
1945a: 44). It is noteworthy, however, that the change from pit burials
to urn burials did not occur right at a time between the two phases, but
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slightly before the Sacaton Phase had ended.
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CHAPTER 8
POTTERY ■- ■
■
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All of the pottery from Arizona AA: 2: 61 was of previously
recognized and well-described types, so in general the following descriptions will be brief. Pottery form, however, will be treated at
more length, as all too often form has been glossed over in descrip
tions of Southwestern ceramics.
A note on the accompanying illustrations is in order. I feel
that the idea of the form of a pottery vessel is best given by a threedimensional drawing, rather than by a sectional or partially sectional
drawing, a simple outline, or a silhouette. In order to convey this
third dimension and at the same time give an accurate picture of the
shape, vessel forms are drawn in full profile from top to bottom, but
with the orifice indicated as if the vessel is at a slight angle to the
viewer. I also feel that rim form is important as related to the total
vessel form. Therefore, although rim profiles are usually shown sep
arately, they are lettered to correspond to the entire vessel form in
the preceding figure. Additional rim profiles are shown after the ones
that correspond to the particular whole vessels that are drawn.
Because of the impermanency of the paint on many of the
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decorated vessels, some were moistened prior to photographing in order
to bring out the design. This was sometimes not sufficient to show the
full nature of the design, so in one case an ink drawing supplements the
photograph.
The following descriptions are based on 118 complete and
partial vessels, most of which were found in Room 7 and in association
with cremations.
Decorated Ware
The decorated pottery in the collection is of two types, Casa
Grande Red-on-buff and Sacaton Red-on-buff. The former is diagnostic
of the Classic Period, the latter found only in the preceding Sedentary
Period. Several sherds of Santa Cruz Red-on-buff and Gila Polychrome
were also found, but since no partial or whole vessels of these types
are present in the collection, they are not included in the following
descriptions.
Casa Grande Red-on-buff
Seven specimens of Casa Grande Red-on-buff are in the collec
tion. This type has previously been described by Gladwin and Gladwin
(1933: 25-7) and by Haury (1945a: 51-62). With a few exceptions to be
noted, this collection corresponds very closely to the previous descrip
tions.
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Technology

............

Casa Grande Red- on-buff was constructed by coiling and thinned
with a paddle and anvil, as was all Hohokam pottery. The shape of sev
eral of the vessels suggests that a shallow mold supported the base of
the vessel during construction. The paste varies in color from pink to
very light tan, and is generally soft. Temper is generally composed of
quartzitic fragments that appear to be derived from crushed gneiss.
Small mica flecks are generally present, apparently often derived from
the basic tempering material. The jar exteriors, and sometimes the
interiors, were smoothed, probably by hand. A thin slip or wash, of
a light buff color, was applied to the exterior surfaces. The paint
varies in color from maroon to light orange. The paint was often
poorly preserved, due largely to the imperfect bond between the slip
and the surface of the pot.
Form
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Jars where the only form of Casa Grande Red-on-buff in the
collection. The need for bowls during the Soho Phase was apparently
met by the numerous Gila Plain and Gila Redware bowls. The jars
fall into three clearly distinct groups:
Double-shouldered........................... 2
G lobular............................................. 3
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Handled........................................... 2
Double-shouldered. —These two jars (Fig. 34

g) have rounded

bases, nearly straight outward sloping walls, and curved upper bodies.
The junctions of these areas of the body are fairly sharp, thus suggest
ing the term "double-shouldered." Maximum diameters, at the upper
shoulders, are 18.2 and 34 cm. for the two jars. Unfortunately, necks
and rim s of both vessels are missing. Rim diameters were therefore
estimated, at 9 and 16 cm. Total height could not be estimated with
any assurance. Wall thickness varies from 3 to 5 mm. This form was
not represented in the collection from Los Muertos, and may be some
what restricted in its distribution in time and space, possibly to the
Soho Phase and possibly to the Casa Grande area.
Globular. —These three jars (Fig. 34 c-e), all whole or very
nearly so, have roughly globular bodies, with medium to short slightly
outcurved necks. A significant feature is the presence, on two of the
three jars, of a slight shoulder about one-third the distance up the body
of the jar. This shoulder is suggestive, but not proof, that the basal
portion of the jar was supported in a mold during construction. Dimen
sions of these jars show little variation. Maximum diameters range
from 10, 5 to 15.1 cm ., and height from 14. 8 to 16. 5 cm. Rims (Fig.
35_c-e) are all rounded, either thickened or tapering, and all are flared
outward. Wall thickness varies within 2 mm. on each vessel, generally

FIGURE 34

Casa Grande Red-on-buff jar forms. Diameter
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FIGURE 35

Casa Grande Red-on-buff jar rim s. Natural size.
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being about 5 mm.
Handled. —These two jars (Fig. 34 a, b) are fairly small,
roughly globular, have short necks, and have strap handles. These
handles extend upward from the rim s and curve down to a point about
midway on the upper part of the body, where they were punched through
the vessel wall and smoothed off on the inside (Fig. 49 b). Haury (1945a;
54) identifies this form as a pitcher, but since we have no way of knowing
if they were actually used as pitchers, it seems more advisable to call
them handled jars. One of the two has a somewhat flattened base. Max
imum diameters are 13.9 and 13. 8 cm ., rim diameters 7. 9 and 9. 5 cm .,
and heights 11.8 and 13.1 cm ., respectively. Wall thickness is generally
greater than in other red-on-buff jars, ranging from 4 to 10 mm., av
eraging about 6 mm.
Design
The decorative treatment of Casa Grande Red-on-buff has been
fully described by Haury (1945a: 55-62). The same types of layout and
elements are present on the ja rs in this collection (Fig. 36 g-k), but
with less variation due to the sm aller sample. Layout was by horizontal
bands, secondarily divided by triangles or panels. The only difference
noted between this collection and the larger one from Los Muertos is
that there seemed to be more frequent use of narrow horizontal bands.

FIGURE 36

Sacaton (a-f) and Casa Grande (g-k) Red-on-buff
vessels. Diameter of j, 34 cm.
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usually filled with interlocking elements. .
Sacaton Red-on-buff
This type has previously been described by Gladwin and
Gladwin (1933: 16-20) and Haury (in Gladwin and others 1937: 171-8).
By far the greatest amount of painted pottery in the collection is of this
type, 36 whole or partial vessels being available for study.
Technology
Sacaton Red-on-buff is generally sim ilar, at least macroscopically, to Casa Grande Red-on-buff in technology. The only differences
noted are that the paste tends to be pinker, sand seems to have been a
more common tempering ingredient, the light wash or slip is generally
in more marked contrast to the darker paste, and the paint tends to be
darker, ranging from brownish orange to dark maroon, generally being
maroon.
Form
The 36 Sacaton Red-on-buff vessels can be divided into the
following four categories:
J a r s .........................................

16

Bowls .....................................

17

Scoops.....................................

2

108
C u p ..............................................

1

J a rs . —The jars can be further subdivided into two groups:
Large, sharp Gila shoulder . 1 3
Small, no or rounded
sh o u ld e r...............................

3

Large, Gila shouldered: The 13 shouldered jars (Fig. 37) all
have a sharp Gila shoulder at a height of about one-third the height of
the body; as far as could be determined, all except one have sharply
returned rim s; and all are quite wide in relation to their height. Max
imum diameters on the 11 restored specimens range from 35 to 50.1
cm. Height varies from 17. 4 to 36 cm. The height of the shoulder is
from 5.3 to 10.3 cm. above the bottom. Rim diameters range from
14. 7 to 20. 8 cm. The proportions, with few exceptions, vary quite
regularly, so that all the jars have very sim ilar shapes. One excep
tion to this (Fig. 37 h) is a specimen that is markedly flattened ver
tically, and probably had a less sharply recurved rim . Another excep
tion (Fig. 37 a) has a much higher shoulder than usual, giving it a more
bulbous appearance. The sharply recurved rim s (Fig. 38) are generally
rounded. Although variations occur, the wall directly below the rim was
often thickened, as was the center of the base and the shoulder. Thick
ness was generally 5 to 6 m m ., with extremes of 4 and 10 mm. Bases
were usually rounded, except on the more vertically compressed jars,

FIGURE 37

Sacaton Red-on-buff Gila shouldered jar forms.
Diameter of a, 48 cm.
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FIGURE 38

Sacaton Red-on-buff Gila shouldered jar rim s.
Natural size.
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on which the bases tended toward flatness. Often the base is recurved
near the shoulder, which may be due to the weight of the vessel walls
on the not-quite-dry base during manufacture. These large jars were
probably constructed on a shallow support of some sort.
It is noteworthy that most of these jars have much more sloping
and straight sides than those from Snake town (Gladwin and others 1937,
Fig. 67).
Small: The three small Sacaton Red-on-buff jars (Fig. 39)
tend to be more globular than the ones just discussed, although two
of them have modified Gila shoulders. Maximum diameters range
from 13. 5 to 22 cm. Figure 39 tells more than any lengthy descrip
tion would, so a discussion will be dispensed with.
Bowls. —The 17 Sacaton Bed-on-buff bowls fall into four
mutually exclusive categories as follows:
F lare-rim m ed ........................ 11
Restricted flare-rim m ed . . .

1

Outcurved .............

1

Plates

4

...................................

Flare-rimm ed: The flare-rim m ed bowls (Fig. 40) range in
maximum diameter from 18. 5 to 31.1 cm ., averaging 25 cm ., and in
height from 8. 2 to 15. 6 cm ., averaging 11 cm. All have flared rim s,

FIGURE 39

Sacaton Red-on-buff small jars and rim s, Diameter of c, 22 cm. Rims natural size.
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FIGURE 40

Sacaton Red-on-buff flare-rim m ed bowl forms.
Diameter of g, 31 cm.
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the flare starting about two-thirds up the height of the bowl. The m ajor
ity (8) have flattened rim s, the flattening generally parallel to the base,
while the remainder of the rim s are rounded (Fig. 41). All rim s are
thickened, the thickness in the majority (8) occurring at the edge, while
in the others somewhat below the edge. Bases vary from flat with a
sharp juncture with the walls to round with no point that can be said to
be a juncture with the walls. • Thickness in individual bowls usually av
erages about 5 m m ., with extremes of 3 and 8 m m ., the thickest por
tions usually at the rim and sometimes on the base.
Restricted flare-rim m ed: This bowl (Fig. 42 a) has a maxi
mum diameter of 21.2 cm. and a height of 10.4 cm. The base is nearly
flat, joining the slightly incurved walls with a rounded juncture. The
rim is flared fairly sharply, rounded, and thickened. Thickness varies
from 4 mm. on the sides and bottom to 8 mm. at the thickest point of
the rim .
Outcurved: The outcurved bowl (Fig. 42 _b) is a simple, evenly
rounded, shallow bowl, not flared at the rim . The maximum diameter
is 42 cm ., and the height is 13 cm. The rim is flattened parallel with
the base, and somewhat thickened, being 8 mm. thick as compared to
5 mm. for the re st of the bowl.
Plates: As normally defined (Gifford 1953: 4), three out of

FIGURE 41

Sacaton Red-on-buff flare-rim m ed bowl rim s.
Natural size.
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FIGURE 42

Sacaton Red-on-buff bowls and rim s, a, a% r e 
stricted flare-rim m ed; b, bf, outcurved. Diam
eter of b;, 42 cm. Rims natural size.
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these four vessels would be defined as shallow bowls since the depth is
more than one-sixth the maximum diameter. However, I prefer to call
them all plates because they form a consistent group within themselves
and do not grade into the other forms. The term plate is here used
simply as a name for this pottery form, and carries no implications as
to use of these vessels.
The plates (Fig. 43) are quite uniform in their characteristics.
Maximum diameters range from 26. 8 to 29.3 cm ., and heights from 4. 5
to 6.1 cm. All rim s are flattened, with a tendency for the flatness to
slope to the exterior. Three rim s are thickened at the edge, and the
fourth is thickened a few centimeters below the edge. Thickness varies
from 4 to 7 m m ., averaging about 5 mm. There is a marked tendency
for the bases to be somewhat flattened.
Scoops. —The two scoops (Fig. 64 d) are 16.5 and 24 cm. long,
11 and 13.3 cm. wide, and 4.5 and 7. 5 cm. deep. They are ovoid, with
the small (handle) end elevated in a smooth curve. One rim is flattened,
the other round.
Cup. —For lack of a better term, this vessel (Fig. 36 f) is
called a cup. It has a flat base and nearly vertical slightly curving
sides. The maximum diameter is 7.3 cm ., the height 5.8 to 6.3 cm.
It is generally irregularly made, with a thickness of 3 to 5 m m ., the
thickest portions being near the rim and at the juncture of the base and

FIGURE 43

Sacaton Red-on-buff plate and plate rim s. Di
ameter of a, 29.3 cm. Rims natural size.
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walls.
Design
The field of decoration on jars was from just below the rim to
the shoulder. Bowls were ordinarily decorated only on the interior, but
two were decorated on the exterior, with a relative neglect of the inte
rio r.
Although most of the same design elements occur on both bowls
and jars of Sacaton Red-on-buff, layout differs. The most commonly
used layouts on jars are division into circling continuous bands (Figs.
44 Cg d; 36_b) and into plaited panels (Fig. 44 e, g, h). Bowl interiors
were commonly sectored (Amsden 1936: 8), that is, divided into four
non-contiguous quarters (Fig. 45 b, e). All-over patterns were also
used on bowls. Commonly used design elements were the rectilinear
meander (Figs. 36 b; 44 d, h; 45_b), the fringed line (Figs. 44_a-c, e,
h; 45 b), curvilinear scrolls (Figs. 44 ag

e, g, h), bullseyes (Figs.

44 b; 45 a), small repeated geometric elements (Figs. 44 e, f; 45 d),
and straight and/or wavy lines (Figs. 36

e, f; 45 c, e). Only one

life form was noted (Fig. 45 a, a'), but it is interesting because it is
one of the few Southwestern portrayals of an animal, in this case a
horned lizard ("toad"), apparently about to give birth.

FIGURE 44

Sacaton Red-on-buff Gila shouldered jars. Di
ameter of g, 49.4 cm.

120

b

a

c

g

h

FIGURE 45

Sacaton Red-on-buff bowl interiors. Diameter
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Sacaton Buff
Sacaton Buff is similar to Sacaton Red-on-buff except for the
lack of paint (Gladwin and others 1937: 178-9). The only piece of
Sacaton Buff from this site was a rectangular bowl with fairly thick
sides. It is 22. 5 cm. long, 15.1 cm. wide, and 8.1 cm. high. Thick
ness is 6 to 15 mm.
Redware
Two types of redware pottery were found at the site, Gila Redware and Sacaton Red. Fifteen Gila Redware vessels were found, but
only one partial Sacaton Red vessel is in the collection.
Gila Redware
Schroeder (1940: 113, 183-6) has divided Gila Redware into
four types, Gila Red, Gila Smudged, Salt Red, and Salt Smudged. This
division was based on a number of characteristics, prim arily surface
treatment, which includes thickness of slip, degree of polishing, and
presence or absence of smudged interiors. Schroeder showed that Gila
Red and Gila Smudged have a different temporal distribution than Salt
Red and Salt Smudged. Salt Red and Salt Smudged are found largely in
the Civano Phase, and Gila Red and Gila Smudged are found largely in
the Soho Phase. However, no temporal or spatial differences have been
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found between Gila Red and Gila Smudged or between Salt Red and Salt
Smudged. Since the interior smudging of Gila Redware vessels has no
temporal or spatial significance, I prefer to call these categories pre
viously called four types as only two types, Gila Red and Salt Red, each
of which is often smudged on the interior. Since smudged vessels are
actually in the majority, it might be better to call them ’’Gila Smudged'*
and "Salt Smudged, " each of which is sometimes unsmudged. However,
since the name Gila Red is firmly entrenched in the literature, that
name is retained for the earlier type, and Salt Red Chosen for consist
ency. It is suggested that the mode of smudging for each of these two
types should not even be accorded the distinction of a varietal status in
the Wheat-Gifford-Wasley taxonomic system (Wheat and others 1958),
since, as Phillips (1958) suggests, a single mode with no temporal or
spatial distinction should be described, but not named.
It must be emphasized that the dividing line between Gila Red
and Gila Plain is often vague. There is a good continuum between Gila
Plain and Gila Red in finish, color, temper, and to some extent form;
so much so that in some cases it was difficult to decide in which cate
gory a particular vessel belonged. This fact strongly suggests that
Gila Red was not an independent development, but developed out of and
alongside Gila Plain, possibly stimulated by the development of red
pottery with smudged interiors along the Mogollon Rim.
The question arises concerning the relationship of Gila Red to
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what has been called Santan Red (Gladwin and Gladwin 1933: 28-9).
From the few available descriptions, it appears that Santan Red is
simply an early form of Gila Red. It has apparently been called a
separate type because of its association with Sacaton Red-on-buff in
stead of Casa Grande Red-on-buff. It is suggested therefore, that the
type ’’Santan Red” be dropped, and the pottery previously included in
that type be considered Gila Red. It is probable that some pottery p re
viously called Santan Red would more closely fit into Gila Plain. If,
with future detailed investigations, it is found that Santan Red can gen
erally be sorted without question from Gila Red and that it can be dem
onstrated to have temporal significance, it is proposed that: Gila Red be
divided into two varieties, Gila Variety and Santan Variety, rather than
creating a separate type for each.
No Salt Red vessels are in the collection, so the following de
scription applies to the 15 Gila Red vessels available for study.
Technology
Gila Red was constructed by coiling and finished with a paddle
and anvil. Exterior surfaces of jars and both surfaces of bowls were
then smoothed, probably by hand. The paste and surface are black to
brick red, depending on the degree and amount of smudging. Temper
is largely quartzitic sand, probably largely derived from gneiss. Mica
particles are fairly abundant, at least partially derived from the temper.
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Some of the vessels were slipped, but it is difficult to tell if all were.
The slip is usually the same color as the paste, and apparently of the
same clay, making identification of a slip difficult. Another major
factor in the difficulty of determining whether or not there is a slip
present is the polishing of the surface. This polishing was evidently
done with a small hard tool when the clay was still plastic, as the tool
left shallow troughs. This compaction of the surface tends to give a
superficial appearance of a slip. As Shepard (1957: 192) has pointed
out, the use of polarized light on a thin section of the pottery is often
the only means of distinguishing a slip made from the same clay as the
re st of the vessel. Well-made Gila Red and Salt Red are both definitely
slipped. It therefore appears that the early stages of Gila Red were
marked by experimentation. Some vessels were slipped, but not well
polished, others had little or no slip but were well polished, and others
were both slipped and polished. Once both slipping and polishing were
well established, both continued to develop at approximately the same
rate through the Classic Period (Schroeder 1940, Fig. 9).
The polishing striations were carefully arranged on Gila Red
to form decorative patterns. The striations on jars usually encircle
the rim and neck horizontally, and are vertical on the body (Fig. 46 &j), although the striations on one small jar are horizontal over the
greater part of the body. Most of the patterns on bowls are as shown
in Figure 46 d, but variations occur. Haury (1945a, Fig. 1) shows a

FIGURE 46

Gila Red vessels. Diameter of d, 22.
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wider range of patterns encountered in the larger collection from Los
Muertos.
Bowl interiors were commonly smudged, as were some jar in
terio rs.
Firing clouds are present on vessel exteriors. On two of the
ja rs there seems to have been a deliberate attempt to arrange the fire
clouds symmetrically, as a decorative effect.
Form
The 15 Gila Red vessels can be grouped into the following cate
gories:
J a r s ...........................................

6

Bowls .......................................

8

Scoop .......................................

1

Jars. —The six jars are easily classifiable into two categories:
Medium, not handled..............

3

Small, handled.........................

3

Medium: These jars (Fig. 47) have globular bodies, ranging
from 14.9 to 18.4 cm. in diameter. Two have necks, which are slightly
over 4 cm. high. Height ranges from 15.3 to 16.2 cm ., and rim diam
eter from 9. 7 to 10.3 cm. Thickness ranges from 4 to 7 mm. Rims
(Fig. 48) on the necked jars are flared and uniform in thickness. The

FIGURE 47

Gila Red medium jar forms. Diameter of a, 18.4
cm.
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FIGURE 48

Gila Red medium jar rim s. Natural size

FIGURE 49

Methods of handle attachment on small jars.
Gila Red; b, Casa Grande Red-on-buff.
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form of the necked ja rs is very sim ilar to the Casa Grande Red-on-buff
globular jars, including a slight shoulder on one, while the third jar
bears a close resemblance in form to Gila Plain.
Small: These jars have fairly thick strap handles about 1.7 cm.
wide extending from the rim to a point about midway on the upper part
of the body (Fig. 49 a). They vary from 9. 5 to 13. 3 cm. in maximum
diameter, 8.1 to 11.0 cm. in height, and 5. 6 to 8.1 cm. in rim diam
eter (Fig. 50). Rims are somewhat tapered. Wall thickness ranges
from 4 to 8 mm. All three passed through cremation fires, altering
the surface color to gray.
Bowls.—The eight Gila Red bowls can be divided into the
following shape classes:
Outcurved ............................... 2
H em ispherical........................ 5
Shouldered.............................. 1
Outcurved: These two bowls (Fig. 51 _e) are 21 and 22.6 cm.
in diameter and 9 and 9.4 cm. high. The walls are fairly straight and
taper down to a small base. Only one of these bowls has the base p res
ent, and it is indented. Both rim s are flattened at right angles to the
walls and are slightly thickened at the edge. Thickness varies from 4
to 7 mm.

FIGURE 50

Gila Red small jar forms and rim s, Diameter
of b, 13.3 cm. Rims natural size.
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FIGURE 51

Gila Red bowl forms. Diameter of
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Hemispherical: These five bowls (Fig. 51 a-d) could actually
be subdivided further, but the series was deemed too small to justify
this. One is actually somewhat outcurved and three are slightly in
curved, but all three show an evenly rounded profile, in contrast to
the other groups. Maximum diameters range from 12.9 to 17 cm .,
and heights from 7. 9 to 10.4 cm. Rims (Fig. 52 a-d) are generally
flattened and not thickened. Thickness ranges from 2 to 6 m m ., usu
ally being about 4 mm.
Shouldered: This bowl (Fig. 51 f) is 13. 6 cm. in maximum di
ameter, 13.0 cm. in rim diameter, and 9.6 cm. high. The walls form
a distinct junction with the base. The rim is rounded and flared. Thick
ness is 4 to 6 mm.
Scoop. —The scoop (Fig. 64 b) is sim ilar in form to those de
scribed for Sacaton Red-on-buff; ovoid, with the small handle end ele
vated. It is an estimated 17 cm. long, 10.7 cm. wide, and 6.0 cm.
high.
Sacaton Red
Only one partial specimen, a bowl, of Sacaton Red was found.
This piece (Fig. 53) appears to have been thinned with a paddle and
anvil. The paste varies in color from brownish orange to brick red.
The temper appears to be largely crushed rock. The interior had

FIGURE 52

Gila Red bowl rim s. Natural size.

FIGURE 53

Sacaton Red bowl and rim . Diameter, 35 cm.
Rim natural size.
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been coated with a heavy slip which had then been polished. The polish
ing striations are not easily visible. The exterior was smoothed, prob
ably by hand, but not polished, and shows many mica flecks. The in
terio r color varies from orange to bright brick red. The exterior
ranges from reddish brown to dark gray.
r

It is distinctive in form, being smoothly outcurved with a

flaring, rounded, and thickened rim . The thickness of the walls is 4
to 5 m m ., and the rim is 7 mm. thick. Maximum diameter is 35 cm .,
and the estimated height is about 16 cm.
This specimen is very sim ilar to those Sacaton Red bowls found
at Snaketown (Gladwin and others 1937: 203-4).
Plainware
;;

The only type of plainware in the collection is Gila Plain.
Gila Plain
Most of the pottery from Arizona AA: 2: 61 is Gila Plain. This

type has previously been described by Gladwin and Gladwin (1933: 25-7)
and Haury (in Gladwin and others 1937: 205-11; 1945a: 101-6).
Technology
Gila Plain was constructed by coiling and thinned by the use of
a paddle and anvil. Sherds occasionally break along imperfectly formed
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joints between successive coils. Anvil marks are usually present on
vessel interiors, especially on jars, and paddle facets are often visible
on vessel exteriors. Temper is usually composed of fragments of sand
and/or crushed rock, probably gneiss which is high in quartz and mica.
The paste and surface color range from black to reddish brown, com
monly being gray or brown. A slip was never applied. Visible surfaces
were usually hand smoothed, and almost always tool polished. This
polishing varies from a few widely scattered light strokes to complete
coverage of the surface. Strokes were not random, but produced
patterns as in Gila Red, although executed with less care and producing
a smaller range of variation. Polishing strokes on jars extend verti
cally downward from just below the rim to usually about the point of
maximum diameter. Jar rim s either were left unpolished or polished
with horizontal strokes. Bowl interiors, and less frequently, exteriors,
were generally somewhat better polished than the jars, producing the
same patterns as on Gila Red bowls. The majority of the bowls had
been smudged on the interior, but jars were almost all unsmudged.
Firing clouds were abundant on vessel exteriors, but no patterning
was evident (Fig. 54).
Form
The 58 Gila Plain vessels can be broken down into the following
three major shape categories:

FIGURE 54

Gila Plain vessels. Diameter of k, 25.8 cm.
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J a rs ............................................

34

Bowls .....................

20

Scoops.....................................

4

Jars. —The 34 jars are grouped into the following categories:
Large .....................................

21

M edium ...................................

10

S m all.......................................

3

Although this division is based prim arily on size, factors such
as rim form and finish are also significant. It should be noted that with
the exception of the small jars and three of the medium jars, measure
ments were based on sherd m aterial, as most of these jars were not
restored. The measurements on the unrestored jars were made with
the aid of a series of concentric arcs drawn on a board, and I feel that
they are quite accurate.
Large: The large Gila Plain jars (Fig. 55) have maximum di
ameters ranging from 56 to 88 cm. and rim diameters from 20. 5 to 34
cm. Height was impossible to estimate with any degree of accuracy
from the sherd material, but indications point to the observation that
the ja rs were generally globular, somewhat flattened vertically so as
to make them more wide than tall. The rim diameter - maximum diam
eter index, indicating the relative size of the orifice, ranges from 33
to 44, indicating a relatively sm aller opening than for the following two

FIGURE 55

Estimated shapes of large Gila Plain jars. Di
ameter of a, 88 cm.

FIGURE 56

Gila Plain large jar rim s. Natural size.
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groups. Rims (Fig. 56) were usually rounded, everted, and thickened.
Surface finish was generally not fine, varying from smoothed only to
somewhat polished, the majority of vessels showing only rudimentary
polishing.
It is noteworthy that of the 18 large jars for which provenience
is known, 15 were found within Room 7, indicating that these large Gila
Plain jars are prim arily a Sacaton Phase form.
Medium: The jars in this group (Fig. 57) have maximum di
ameters ranging from 22. 5 to 48 cm. and rim diameters from 13 to
28 cm. The three restored ja rs had heights approximately four-fifths
of their maximum diameters, and so were globular, somewhat verti
cally compressed. The rim diameter-maximum diameter index ranges
from 46 to 61, averaging 56, indicating a relatively much larger opening
than found in the ja rs of the preceding group. Rims (Fig. 58) vary from
tapering to slightly thickened. Finish is generally better than on the
preceding group. All jars were polished, many fairly well.
Two instances of shoulders were found among jars of this group.
A portion of a Gila Plain jar with a true Gila shoulder (Fig. 59 b) was
found. Unfortunately, the jar was not complete. The other jar with a
’’shoulder” appears to be a deliberate modification of the type of shoulder
produced on some Gila Red ja rs by the mold (Haury 1945a: 81-2).
Five of these jars were associated with Soho Phase m aterial or

FIGURE 57

Gila Plain medium jar forms. Diameter of a,
35.2 cm.

FIGURE 58

Gila Plain medium jar rim s. Natural size.

FIGURE 59

Gila Plain shouldered jars. Diameter of b, 48
cm.
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structures, three with Sacaton Phase (none from Room 7, however),
and two could not be placed in time.
Small: The small Gila Plain jars (Fig. 60) varied from 13.1
to 16.3 cm. in maximum diameter, from 7. 7 to 9. 5 cm. in rim diam
eter, and from 11. 9 to 13. 8 cm. in height. Rims (Fig. 61) are taper
ing or very slightly thickened. Wall thickness ranges from 2 to B m m .,
generally thickest at the base. Surfaces had been polished to some
extent.
Bowls. —The 20 Gila Plain bowls are divided into the following
groups:
Outcurved.....................

6

H em ispherical........................

1

In cu rv ed ..................................

7

Deep, recurved r i m ..............

6

Outcurved: These bowls (Fig. 62 a, b) range from 16.9 to 42
cm. in maximum diameter and 6.9 to 15. 3 cm. in height. Thickness
varies from 3 to 9 mm. Rims (Fig. 63 a, b) are uniform to thickened,
half of them flattened and the other half rounded.
Hemispherical: This bowl is 16 cm. in maximum diameter
and 8.5 cm. high. The rim is somewhat flattened and slightly thickened.
It is 5 to 7 mm. thick, the base being the thickest part.

FIGURE 60

Gila Plain small jar forms. Diameter of a, 16. 3
cm.

FIGURE 61

Gila Plain small jar rim s. Natural size.
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FIGURE 62

Gila Plain bowl forms. Diameter of g, 29.8 cm.

9

f

FIGURE 63

Gila Plain bowl rim s. Natural size.

FIGURE 64

Scoop forms, a, c, Gila Plain; b, Gila Red; d,
Sacaton Red-on-buff. Length of c, 22.8 cm.
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Incurved: These bowls (Fig. 62 c, d) all have the maximum
diameter below the rim . Rim diameters range from 12.9 to 26. 5 cm .,
maximum diameters from 15.8 to 26.9 cm ., and heights from 9.4 to
15.4 cm. Thickness ranges from 4 to 8 mm. Rims (Fig. 63 c, d) are
all flattened, and all but one are thickened.
Deep, recurved rim: These bowls (Fig. 62 e-h) are mostly
slightly outcurved. They are generally fairly deep, with nearly verti
cal sides. Maximum diameters range from 16.4 to 29.8 cm. and
heights from 9.9 to 16.4 cm. All rim s (Fig. 63 e-h) are flared out
ward, and all except one are thickened.
i

Scoops. - -The four Gila Plain scoops (Fig. 64 a, c) are simi

lar to those described for Sacaton Red-on-buff and Gila Red. They are
ovoid, with the small handle end elevated. They are 14.7 to 22.8 cm.
long, 9 to 15.7 cm. wide, and 4.2 to 6. 5 cm. deep. One (Fig. 54 d)
had been badly cracked and warped by passing through a cremation
fire. :

’ %
Intrusive Pottery
Only;three intrusive sherds are in the collection. All were

included with other sherds picked up in the vicinity of cremations.
These are two Tanque Verde Red-on-brown and one unknown black-ongray. Hastings mentions in his notes that the following sherds were
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found during the excavations: 1 San Carlos Red-on-brown, 1 "Nogales,"
and 2 corrugated with polished and smudged interiors. He also mentions
(Hastings 1934b: C) that intrusives were few and judged to be Pueblo H,
except for Operation H, where the intrusives were Pueblo HI.
Discussion
The pottery types described above, Casa Grande Red-on-buff,
Sacaton Red-on-buff, Gila Red, Sacaton Red, and Gila Plain, all show
relationships to one another in form, finish, method of manufacture,
m aterials, and/or decoration. All contain sim ilar tempering ingredients
and all were finished by the paddle-and-anvil method. Casa Grande Red
on-buff shows sim ilarity in form to Gila Red, and makes use of some of
the same design elements as does Sacaton Red-on-buff. Sacaton Red
on-buff shows little sim ilarity in form to any of the other types, except
for the scoops. However, some of the design elements that Haury (in
Gladwin and others 1937, Pis. 141, 144, 151) and Schroeder (1940:
145-6) have noted occur on late Sacaton Red-on-buff are clear anteced
ents to the rectilinear designs found on the succeeding Casa Grande
Red-on-buff. Gila Red forms tend to resemble either Casa Grande
Red-on-buff or Gila Plain. In finish, Gila Red is often very sim ilar to
Gila Plain. These resemblances are again mentioned in order to point
out that all of these types were most likely made by the Hohokam rather
than by some poorly defined other group of people, and to point out the
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continuity between the Sacaton and Soho Phases.
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CHAPTER 9
MISCELLANEOUS ARTIFACTS
Relatively few artifacts of bone, stone, shell, and clay are in
the collection, although a fairly large number were found.
Bone
No bone artifacts are in the collection. Three fragmentary
bone awls were noted as having been found, but nothing is known of
their shape or size.
Stone
Manos
Five manos are in the collection. These can be grouped into
the following categories:
Rectangular, th ic k ........ .

1

Rectangular, th in ..................

3

Long, narrow, th ic k ............

1

With the exception of the last category, all were made of ve
sicular basalt with varying degrees of porosity. The exception is of a
well-cemented sandstone. All are about the same length, ranging from
18.4 to 22.5 cm. The rectangular, thick mano (Fig. 65 c) is 9. 5 cm.
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FIGURE 65

Manos. Length of c, 22.5 cm.
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wide and 7. 8 cm. thick. The thin rectangular ones (Fig. 65 a, d) range
from 8.3 to 9.2 cm. wide and from 3.4 to 4.1 cm. thick. The long,
narrow, and thick mano (Fig. 65 b) is 7. 4 cm. wide and 6.4 cm. thick.
This latter mano had been used slightly on two adjacent sides for grind
ing, while the others have only one grinding surface. Grinding surfaces
are convex and extend partially over the ends of the manos, showing that
they had been used in trough metates. The long, narrow, and thick
mano also shows some battering on the ends, as though it had been also
used as a pestle.
Five other manos were noted as having been found, but were
not available for study.
Metate
:

Apparently only one metate was found. It was not available for

study, but was noted as being a trough metate, about 50 cm. long, and
made of vesicular basalt.
Axe
One axe was recorded in the catalog, but was not available for
study.
Rubbing Stones
Two river cobbles that show evidence of having been used for
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grinding or smoothing are in the collection. They are roughly circular,
averaging 10 cm. in diameter and 3.8 cm. thick.
Palettes
Three palettes were catalogued, but only one was available for
study. It (Fig. 66 a) was made of schist, is 13. 5 cm. long, 8 cm. wide,
and 1.2 to 1.4 cm. thick. The slightly raised border, averaging slightly
over 1. 5 cm. wide, was largely covered by crudely incised geometric
designs, with a few notches at one end. The mixing surface was separated
from the border by a V-shaped groove.
Disks
Two chipped schist disks (Fig. 66 b, c), 7.1 and 8. 6 cm. in
diameter and 3 to 4 mm. thick, are in the collection. Two more, 6. 5
and 7. 5 cm. in diameter, were noted in the field catalog.
Hafted Knife(?)
This artifact (Fig. 66 d) is 10.2 cm. long, 5.1 cm. wide, and
5 mm. thick. The slightly concave edge had been sharpened by grind
ing. Three holes had been drilled near the convex side. The use of
this object is not certain, although it was probably a hafted knife or
scraper. If so, it is comparable to the ulus of the Northwest Coast,
although hafted along the convex side instead of the nearly straight side.

FIGURE 66

Artifacts of stone, a, palette; b, c, disks; d,
hafted knife(?); e-j^ unhafted knives(?). Length
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Fulton (1934: 22, PI. 20) mentions a sim ilar although larger object
found in Texas Canyon. This artifact is sim ilar to the following group
of stone tools except that it had been perforated, presumably for hafting, and is more symmetrically finished.
Unhafted Knives(?)
This group of eight objects (Fig. 66 e-j) shows considerable
variation in size, shape, and material. The common features to all
are that they are generally thin and flat and have one long edge that is
concave and sharpened by grinding. The specimens range from 9.0 to
23.0 cm. long, 2, 2 to 10.0 cm. wide, and 4 to 10 mm. thick. The
majority are made of various kinds of schistose rocks, and three are
made of fine-grained sandstone. The sharpened concave edge on these
artifacts seems more suitable for cutting than scraping, so they are
presumed to have been used as knives. Two other "stone implements"
were noted in the catalog that may have fitted into this category.
Hoe(?)
This fragmentary object was made of micaceous schist. It had
been roughly percussion flaked, and one edge had been sharpened by
grinding and showed signs of rough usage. It was too fragmentary for
measurement or an accurate estimate of its original shape. r Five other
tools were catalogued as hoes, but were not available for study.
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Smoothed Stone
One partial artifact of schist 6„ 7 cm. wide and an estimated 10
cm. long had been smoothed around the edges by grinding. Its use is
unknown.
Cupped Stone Objects
Two artifacts described as a "cupped stone implement" 5 cm.
in diameter, and a "sm all carved stone cylinder, cupped at one end"
were listed in the catalog but were not available for study.
Projectile Points
Two projectile points were listed in the field catalog, but were
not available for study.
Carved Bird Effigy
A small carved bird effigy identified as being made of slate or
fine-grained shale with a high hematite content was found, but was not
available for study. All that is known concerning its form is that it was
perforated.
Turquoise Pendant
A fragmentary turquoise pendant was mentioned but was not
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available for study.
Hematite Loaves
Two loaves of hematite were found. The one available for
study is 16.5 cm. long, 11.2 cm. wide, and 9.4 cm. thick. It had
been molded by hand into an ovoid form, probably for convenient
storage.
Shell
The only piece of shell in the collection is a small unworked
fragment found with the bones of a cremation. However, noted in the
catalog and in the notes were a "small carved sh ell," a square shell
pendant, a shell (not noted whether or not it had been modified), a shell
finger ring, a fragmentary bracelet, and five beads.
Clay
Effigies
Two animal effigies (Fig. 67 c, d) were found. Both are
partial, with the head and one leg missing from each. The larger one,
9. 7 cm. long, is very sim ilar to one found at Snaketown (Gladwin and
others 1937, PI. 208). The sm aller, with a body 3. 9 cm. long, was
probably a handle on a large jar, as the bases of the legs fit evenly on

FIGURE 67

Artifacts of clay, a, b, worked sherds; c, d^
animal effigies; e, miniature jar. Length of
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a curved surface.
Minatures
Two fragmentary miniature pieces of undecorated pottery were
found. One (Fig. 67 e) is a jar with a Gila shoulder, the other a bowl
about 6 cm. in diameter.

v , . Worked Sherds
Four worked sherds were found (Fig. 67 a, b). One was not
available for study, but was noted as being circular, 7 inches in diam
eter. The other three were all red-on-buff. Two of these, 5 and 5. 5
cm. in diameter, were pierced in the center and partially smoothed by
grinding. The third, 6 cm. in diameter, was chipped to shape, but un
perforated and unsmoothed.
Clay Lump
A ’’prepared clay lump” was noted in the catalog, but was not
present for study.
Wood
The only wooden artifact found was described as a fire drill
hearth made of oak. It was not available for study.

CHAPTER 10
SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION
Of the 15 rooms excavated at Arizona AA: 2: 61, 13 can be
assigned to specific phases on the bases of associated artifacts, form
and method of construction, and stratigraphy. Three rooms were as
signed to the Santa Cruz Phase, four to the Sacaton Phase, and six to
the Soho Phase. The Santa Cruz Phase pithouses were found to be
rectangular with rounded corners. The Sacaton Phase pithouses were
oval, and the Soho Phase houses, largely surface structures, were
rectangular with square corners, with walls generally formed of solid
caliche adobe about 1 foot thick.
No artifacts, other than a few sherds, were in the collection
that could be assigned to the Santa Cruz Phase, nor were any other
features, such as cremations, of Santa Cruz age found.
Sacaton Phase artifacts were plentiful. The majority of these
were pottery vessels: Sacaton Red-on-buff, Gila Plain, and Sacaton
Red. The majority of these vessels were found in Room 7, assigned to
the late part of the Sacaton Phase. Ten cremations were found that
could be definitely assigned to the Sacaton Phase. All but two of these
were pit burials. The two urn burials are considered to be late in the
phase, this judgement being based on the design treatment of the
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associated pottery.
Some Soho Phase pottery, Casa Grande Red-on-buff, Gila Red,
and Gila Plain, was found, largely associated with cremations. Four
teen cremations, all urn burials, were assigned to the Soho Phase.
The evidence from this site points out the continuity of Hohokam
culture up through the Soho Phase, and shows no indication of a sharp
cultural break between the Sedentary and Classic Periods, a notion that
has been sometimes advanced. Colonial Period (Santa Cruz Phase)
houses form a continuum in form and method of construction with those
of the Sedentary Period (Sacaton Phase). The principal difference be
tween the Sacaton Phase of the Sedentary Period and the following Soho
Phase of the Classic Period seems to lie in the field of architecture.
Due to the lack of detailed information, comparisons are difficult to
make on the architecture of these two periods at this site. However,
some of the Soho Phase houses were apparently constructed in pits, as
were those of the Sacaton Phase, and one or two may have had postreinforced caliche walls, a method of construction that is actually not
very different from jacal, a method used during the Sacaton Phase.
The majority of the Soho Phase structures, however, were built on the
surface, and had solid adobe walls.
Close sim ilarities are found in the pottery of the two periods.
Many of the Sacaton Red-on-buff vessels show clear antecedents in
design to Casa Grande Red-on-buff, with a trend away from the
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curvilinear styles of typical Sacaton Red-on-buff toward simpler recti
linear elements late in the Sacaton Phase. The Gila Red of the Soho
Phase seems to be a refinement of the Gila Plain of the Sacaton Phase,
with more careful polishing, smudging, and control of surface color,
all of which were developing during the Sacaton Phase. The few Gila
Plain vessels that could be definitely assigned to the Soho Phase dif
fered in only one way from those of the Sacaton Phase, in the respect
that the rim s tended to be not quite as greatly thickened. The principal
ceramic difference between the Sacaton Phase and the Soho Phase was
in the matter of form. Two new modes, probably derived from Puebloid
groups to the north, show up in the Soho Phase. These are straight
necks on jars, and handles on small jars. These new modes show up
on both Casa Grande Red-on-buff and Gila Red.
The method of disposal of cremations also shows a continuity
between the Sacaton and Soho Phases. .The majority of the Sacaton
Phase cremations were pit burials, but late in the phase a few urn
burials were made, which was the only method of disposal of crem a
tions practiced during the Soho Phase.
It will be noticed by this time that no mention has been made

.

of the Santan Phase. The Santan Phase was defined by Gladwin on the
basis of limited excavations at Adamsville (Florence 7: 6) in 1927
(Gladwin 1928: 16-17). Gladwin and subsequent investigators have tried
to define the Santan Phase elsewhere, but with a notable lack of success.
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Characteristics of the Santan Phase are considered to be the presence
of Santan Red, Sacaton Red-on-buff, post-reinforced adobe walls, and
urn cremations (Gladwin and others 1937: 264), dating from A. D. 1100
to 1150 (Schroeder 1940: 145), the end of the Sedentary Period. The
prim ary criterion is usually considered to be the association of Santan
Red with Sacaton Red-on-buff. If, however, Santan Red is considered
to be an early, usually indistinguishable, form of Gila Red (see Chapter
8), then the creation of the Santan Phase is simply a formalization of the
fact that Gila Red began to be produced among the Hohokam slightly be
fore Casa Grande Red-on-buff had been developed. At the same time,
a few other changes were taking place; in architecture, in the method
of burial of cremations, and in painted pottery. From the scanty
evidence available, it appears that these changes were not taking place
at the same rate in different areas. By the time the changes had crys
tallized into a recognizable pattern, the Soho Phase had begun. Since
the so-called Santan Phase is therefore nothing more than a very short
transition period between the Sedentary and Classic Periods, with no
widespread definable traits, and since transitional periods are expect
able, although not always recognized, between different cultural phases,
I concur with the general verbal understanding that there is no such
phase as the Santan Phase.
The archaeological history of this site, Arizona AA: 2: 61, can
now be briefly summarized. In the absence of good documentation.

164

precise stratigraphic evidence, and intrusive pottery, I rely on com
monly accepted (Haury 1945a; Gladwin and others 1937; Schroeder 1940;
Wheat 1955) dates for the several periods and phases recognized. The
site was first occupied during the Santa Cruz Phase of the Colonial
Period, dated at A. D. 700 to 900. This occupation probably took place
late in the phase, and was represented by three houses. The site con
tinued to be occupied during the Sacaton Phase of the Sedentary Period,
dated at 900 to 1150. Most of this occupation, represented by four
houses and ten cremations, probably took place near the end of the
phase. The occupation continued to the end of the Soho Phase of the
Classic Period, dated at 1150 to about 1300 or 1325. This last phase
was represented by six houses and fourteen cremations. Two houses
and seven cremations could not be placed accurately to any particular
phase. Transitions are apparent between all phases. Although changes
occurred, these changes are seen as local developments, although stimu
lated by outside sources. No evidence was found that any peoples other
than the Hohokam ever occupied this site.
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CHAPTER 11
SUMMARY OF THE ARCHAEOLOGY OF CASA
GRANDE NATIONAL MONUMENT
The two types of archaeological work discussed in this paper,
survey and excavation, complement each other in several ways. F irst,
the excavations at Arizona AA: 2: 61 show that the method of analysis
employed to determine from the survey material what periods of cul
tural history were present at a particular site has a high degree of
reliability. This method entailed the identification of the pottery as to
types and the assignment of these, and therefore the site, to particular
periods and phases. The surface pottery from Arizona AA: 2: 61 in
dicated that the site was first occupied in the Santa Cruz Phase, that it
had a heavier occupation during the succeeding Sacaton Phase, and that
it continued to be occupied until near the end of the Soho Phase, with
the heaviest occupation during the Soho Phase. The excavations r e 
vealed the same situation, as three houses were assigned to the Santa
Cruz Phase, four to the Sacaton Phase, and six to the Soho Phase. The
survey material also supported the time placements for previously r e 
ported sites, such as Compounds A and B.
The survey revealed that we can expect to find other sites
within the Monument that may resem ble Arizona AA: 2: 61, but also
some others that are different, even though assignable to the same
166
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general time period. Thusj some other sites within the Monument that
also had a Soho Phase occupancy show no signs of any compounds, like
Arizona AA: 2: 61, some show no trace of a compound, but may have
structures with contiguous rooms, and others have compounds. The
■

survey therefore demonstrates that the architecture of the Soho Phase
has a wider range of variation than found at Arizona AA: 2: 61. - Con
versely, the excavations at Arizona AA: 2: 61 and elsewhere give us a
better idea of how to interpret the visible surface features from unex
cavated sites. The excavations at Arizona AA: 2: 61 do not help in r e 
constructing Hohokam history as much as could be desired, largely
because of insufficient data. However, the survey shows that there
are other sites on the Monument that have the same or a greater time
range, so that wanted knowledge can be obtained by excavation in these
sites. '

v ■.
Although our understanding of the archaeology of Casa Grande

National Monument is not as complete as it should be, due to limited
excavations and the lack of detailed rep o rts/ the survey and excavations
described in this report have added to our fund of knowledge. The
following summary is possible.
Snaketown Phase
The Snaketown Phase is the earliest phase recognized within
the Monument, but it is represented by only one sherd found on the
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survey. Considering that evidence of this phase is the most likely to be
deeply buried, it is possible that there was a Snaketown Phase occupa
tion at the Monument, or there may have been one nearby.
Gila Butte Phase
Pottery assignable to the Gila Butte Phase was found at four
sites, but only in minute quantities. None of these sites has been ex
cavated, so the extent of occupation during the Gila Butte Phase is not
known, although it is expected to be small.
Santa Cruz Phase
Evidence of a Santa Cruz Phase occupation was found at six
sites. One of these sites, Arizona AA: 2: 61, described herein, has
been excavated. Three pithouses at that site were assigned to the
Santa Cruz Phase. These were rectangular with rounded corners, had
lateral entranceways, and generally had a firepit just inside the room
opposite the entrance. It is expected that Site IX had the largest Santa
Cruz Phase occupation of the unexcavated sites.
Sacaton Phase
Twenty-six of the thirty sites yielded pottery that could be a s
signed to the Sacaton Phase, and many of these sites had enough Sacaton
Phase pottery on them to suggest a fairly large occupation during that
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phase. Sacaton Phase pithouses have been excavated at three of these
sites, Compounds B and F and Arizona AA: 2: 61. No descriptions of
those that underlay Compound F are available. Fewkes (1912: 97, 102;
Pis. 26, 41) briefly described and pictured two of those found under the
northeast corner of Compound B. These were apparently about 2 by 3
m. and 3 by 4 m. and rectangular with rounded corners. No entranceways were noted. The four Sacaton Phase houses from Arizona AA: 2:
61 were generally oval, with rounded corners and ends. They averaged
about 5.4 m. by 3.3 m. All had lateral entranceways. Thirteen Sacaton
Phase cremations were also recovered at Arizona AA: 2: 61. Most of
these were pit burials, but late in the phase a few urn burials were
made. The majority of the Sacaton Phase artifacts that have been r e 
covered from within the Monument came from Arizona AA: 2: 61 and
are described in Chapters 8 and 9 of this report.
Soho Phase
Sites assigned entirely or in part to the Soho Phase are ex
tremely common in the Monument, as almost every site was occupied
at least partially during the Soho Phase (Fig. 15). Excavated sites that
were occupied during at least a portion of the Soho Phase are Compounds
A, B, C, D, E, and F, Clan Houses 1, 2, 3, and 4, and Arizona AA: 2:
61. However, Compounds A, D, and E, Clan Houses 1 and 3, and
probably Clan Houses 2 and 4, although yielding Soho Phase material.
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were apparently largely occupied during the Civano Phase, and it is not
known what part, if any, of the principal structure was erected during
the Soho Phase.
Compound B (Fewkes 1912: 95-102) is probably the most widely
known Soho Phase site in the Hohokam area. The massive compound
wall enclosed two artificial earthen mounds. On top of these mounds
were rectangular houses with post-reinforced adobe walls. Beside the
mounds were more rectangular houses, some with post-reinforced walls
and others with solid adobe walls. Some superposition of houses was
noted. Some houses were contiguous and others isolated. Gladwin
(1928: 17) discovered 27 cremations associated with Compound B.
These were all urn burials, associated with Gila Red and Casa Grande
Red-on-buff.
Compound C (Fewkes 1912: 102-3) apparently enclosed within
its massive wall many rooms, largely with post-reinforced walls. The
partial excavations at Compound F have not been reported, but it ap
parently resembled Compound C. An interesting feature found at Com
pound F was the presence of pithouses sim ilar to those of the Sacaton
Phase cut down into the ruined Soho Phase structures. It should be
mentioned that Compound F is usually considered (Haury 1945a: 212;
Hayden 1957: 180) to be a Civano Phase structure. In the absence of
published information and considering the survey material, I have as
signed it to the Soho Phase. The dwellings cut into it would then not
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necessarily date from after the Civano Phase, but could be as early as
the late part of the Soho Phase.
Excavations at Arizona AA: 2: 61 disclosed six houses that
were assigned to the Soho Phase. The majority of these were isolated,
but indications of contiguous rooms were found. Most were surface
structures, and one or two may have been partially subterranean. All
were rectangular with square corners. The basal portions of the walls
were formed of solid adobe, but some may have been reinforced with
small poles,in the upper portions. Fourteen Soho Phase cremations
were recovered from this site. These urn burials were associated
with Casa Grande Red-on-buff and Gila Red vessels.
Architecturally, the Soho Phase at Casa Grande National Mon
ument is marked by diversity, implying a period of experimentation.
Most of the houses were rectangular surface structures, about twice
as long as they were wide. Some walls were formed of solid caliche,
others were reinforced with posts or small poles. Some were con
tiguous, others isolated. Some were constructed on large artificial
mounds, while others were on the surface of the ground. A compound
wall sometimes enclosed the houses, at other sites they are in the
open. Lack of detailed excavations and reports make it impossible at
this time to discern any architectural trends during the phase, however.
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Civano Phase
X

'

Over half of the sites in the Monument were occupied during
the Civano Phase (Fig. 15). Several of these. Compounds A, D, and
E and Clan Houses 1 and 3, have been at least partially excavated. In
formation on Compound A (Mindeleff 1896, 1897; Fewkes 1907, 1912) is
the most detailed. The massive compound wall enclosed about 60 rooms,
largely of solid adobe construction. Practically all the rooms were
contiguous. Most were one story high, several were two stories, and
three stories were present. The Casa Grande had three usable stories
on top of a fourth that had been intentionally filled in.
Compound D (Fewkes 1912: 104-5) contained a massive-walled
building near the center. Also within the compound were "numerous
fragile-walled” structures, some with post-reinforced walls and some
inferred to be of solid adobe, but thin walled.
No information is available on Compound E.
Clan House 1 (Fewkes 1912: 106-11) is a 13 room, one story
structure not enclosed by a compound wall. The massive walls were
partially supported by upright logs.
Clan House 3 (Fewkes 1912, PL 5) was apparently a small Lshaped structure containing four or five rooms. No data are available
on the method of wall construction in this structure.
Architecturally, the Civano Phase seems to be a further de
velopment of features that first appeared in the Soho Phase. Compounds
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continued to be used, but some structures were still not enclosed by a
compound w all.. Massive-walled construction became more common,
although some walls continued to be reinforced. Most of the rooms
were constructed contiguously, and the idea of building rooms on top
of one another as well as side by side became known. Structures were
still erected on mounds, although in a modified form, as shown by the
Casa Grande itself.
M ulti-storied structures were therefore the principal archi
tectural innovation during the Classic Period. Other innovations were
the great increase in the quantity of Gila Polychrome and the practice
of inhumation becoming more frequent as a means of disposing of the
dead.
Summary
Utilizing the preceding data, some architectural trends within
Casa Grande National Monument become apparent. The occupation
during the Santa Cruz and Sacaton Phases was in the form of clusters
of isolated pithouses. These pithouses were rectangular with rounded
corners during the Santa Cruz Phase, and the Sacaton Phase ones are
more ovoid in plan. Architecturally, the Soho Phase is marked by
diversity. Isolated houses continued to be constructed, but most of
these were built on the surface rather than in pits. All houses are
rectangular, and some were contiguous. Many house groups were
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enclosed by rectangular compound walls. Civano Phase house groups
were more compact, often enclosed by compound walls and sometimes
multi-storied. No isolated rooms assignable to the Civano Phase are
known.
The Colonial Period occupation within the Monument was
slight. The Sedentary Period occupation was heavier, more and larger
clusters of houses being present. The heaviest occupation took place
during the Classic Period.
A gradual development in settlement pattern and growth is
therefore seen, from a few isolated houses in a small number of clus
ters in the Colonial Period, with house clusters becoming larger and
more common during the Sedentary Period, to numerous compact house
units with contiguous rooms in the Classic Period.

CHAPTER 12
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
The archaeology of Casa Grande National Monument bears
many sim ilarities to that of other areas, especially within the GilaSalt Basin. Many sim ilarities can also be found with areas more dis
tantly removed. Examination of these correlations make it possible to
formulate some conclusions regarding the spread of Hohokam influence
and the sources of influences upon the Hohokam.
Before beginning this discussion, mention should be made of
recent interpretations of Hohokam history by Di Peso (1956, 1958).
This is not the place to discuss his theories in full, but I should briefly
explain why questions should be raised about them. His thesis differs
from previous interpretations principally in that he believes the Hohokam
to be an intrusive group in southern Arizona, apparently having come
from Mexico, who subjugated the indigenous "Ootam," but who were
later driven out by a contingent of Ootam from the east. He visualizes
this Hohokam "intrusion*' as taking place at the beginning of the Colonial
Period, and the exodus of the Hohokam at the end of the Sedentary
Period. He still sees, as have previous investigators, a Western
Pueblo (Salado) migration into the area in the latter part of the Classic
Period, and their subsequent departure. His interpretation therefore
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involves two migrations that had been previously recognized, but three
that had not, and a previously unrecognized group of people. As Haury
(1958) and Rouse (1958) have shown, the concept of migration is often
used, usually with little or no evidence, to explain archaeological evi
dence that is not readily arranged in an evolutionary sequence. Rouse
(1958: 64) suggests that five things are necessary to adequately deter
mine the presence of a migration:

k.

1) Identify the migrating people as an intrusive unit in the
region it has penetrated; 2) trace this unit back to its home
land; 3) determine that all occurrences of the unit are contem
poraneous; 4) establish the existence of favorable conditions
for migration; and 5) demonstrate that some other hypothesis,
such as independent invention or diffusion of traits, does not
better fit the facts of the situation.
Regarding Di Pesors first migration, that of the ’’Hohokam In
trusion, " the first point in Rouse's set of requirements is met only
partially, since justification for his postulated changes in the social
system, religious life, and so forth is generally lacking. Haury (in
Gladwin and others 1937: 220-9) has demonstrated the continuity in
pottery form and design throughout its history in the Hohokam area,
and it is noteworthy that many of the changes in the Gila Butte Phase
are not new traits, but elaborations of older ones. The second condi
tion has not been met at all by Di Peso, as no hints that the Hohokam
ever lived outside the area in which they are recognized have ever been
found. Points 3 and 4 are dependent on 2, so have also not been met.
As far as I can determine, Di Peso has made little effort to discuss
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other possible explanations (point 5).
Di Peso has not satisfied points 1, 4, and 5 for Ms second
postulated migration, that of the "Ootam" from the east into the Hohokam
area. There is no evidence of such a migration at the end of the Sacaton
Phase in Casa Grande National Monument, nor has it been found else
where. A few new items, notably in arcMtecture, appear, but these
are much more likely to be the result of diffusion, or, in the terminology
of Lathrap (1956: 19-23), trait-unit intrusion.
The tMrd migration postulated by Di Peso also does not satisfy
points 1, 4, and 5. It should be added that not only have the Hohokam
not been identified in the region they supposedly entered on leaving
southern Arizona, there is not even a trace of any Hohokam groups
arriving some place else at tMs time.
In other words, the facts known before Di Peso's work do not
support. Ms interpretation, and his evidence, largely from the Paloparado
Site (Di Peso 1956), although adding to our knowledge of the Hohokam,
seems to me to support the established hypotheses rather than the pos
tulate of migrations from and to unknown places. It should be empha
sized that only Di P eso's interpretation is questioned, not Ms facts, for
Ms excavations have provided much information about the archaeology
of southern Arizona, especially the historic and proto-Mstoric time
levels. The prehistoric events in southern Arizona are probably more
complex than we realize, but Di Peso's theories do not seem to unravel
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this complexity in a manner supported by the archaeological record.
The following discussion of relationships is largely limited to
the Santa Cruz, Sacaton, Soho, and Civano Phases, as these are the
only phases at Casa Grande National Monument for which there is de
tailed information. The emphasis will be on the Soho Phase, since the
excavations at Arizona AA: 2: 61 add more to our knowledge of that
phase than any other. Emphasis will also be placed on sim ilarities,
rather than differences, especially when concerned with areas outside
that occupied by the Hohokam, for the sake of brevity. The discussion
will be largely limited to excavated sites.
For convenience, the comparison is divided into four parts:
south, east, north, and west. These directional term s are only gen
eral, and do not denote equal segments of the area surrounding Casa
Grande. "South" includes the area roughly between the Ajo Mountains
and the Santa Cruz drainage and all the area below the Mexican border,
"east" applies to southeastern Arizona, southern New Mexico, and the
general Mogollon culture area, "north" includes the area around Phoenix
and Tempe, on up the Verde River, and the country occupied by the
Anasazi, and "west" refers prim arily to the main drainage of the Gila
River below Casa Grande.
Relationships to the South
Immediately to the south of Casa Grande are many Colonial,
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Sedentary, and Classic Period sites, principally along the Santa Cruz
River (Gladwin and Gladwin 1935, Figs. 7, 10, 11). None, however,
have been scientifically excavated. Farther upstream along the Santa
Cruz, in the vicinity of Tucson, are many Hohokam sites, assigned
largely to the Colonial and Sedentary Periods (Gladwin and Gladwin
1929b, map following p. 133). The sequence in the Tucson area ap
parently extends back in time to at least the Snaketown Phase, and up
through the Classic Period. Most of the work has been done on Classic
Period sites, of which the University Indian Ruin is the best documented.
Architecturally, the University Indian Ruin (Hayden 1957) is generally
sim ilar to Soho and Civano Phase sites in the Gila Basin. Contiguous,
massive-walled pithouses were used during the early part of the Tanque
Verde Phase (the local equivalent of the Soho Phase), and late in that
phase artificial house mounds were constructed. In the following
Tucson Phase, strong Salado influence is represented by Gila Poly
chrome, inhumations, massive-walled structures and compound walls.
The local pottery types are Rillito Red-on-brown, Rincon Redon-brown, Tanque Verde Red-on-brown, and Pantano Red-on-brown,
the first two equivalent in time and design to Santa Cruz Red-on-buff
and Sacaton Red-on-buff, the latter two equivalent in time and partially
in design to Casa Grande Red-on-buff; They differ principally from
their counterparts in the Gila Basin in that they are well smoothed and
polished, have darker backgrounds and paint, and often have dark
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interiors. These differences are thought to be largely the result of
Mogollon influence (Colton 1955: if 6; Di Peso 1956: 316). The prehis
toric cultures in the Tucson area are therefore seen as prim arily
Hohokam manifestations, but with possibly a little more influence from
the Mogollon to the northeast and the Mogollon-like cultures to the east.
South of Tucson on the Santa Cruz River, a few miles south of
Tumacacori National Monument, is the Paloparado Site, or San Cayetano
del Tumacacori, excavated by the Amerind Foundation (Di Peso 1956).
This site shows a double occupancy, the first largely during the Rillito
(Santa Cruz) Phase, the second apparently starting in the Classic Period
and lasting up into the Spanish contact period. The earlier houses are
sim ilar to the Santa Cruz Phase houses at Arizona AA: 2: 61, being
rectangular with rounded corners. Those assigned to the later occupa
tion are generally sim ilar in form to Sacaton Phase houses in the Gila
Basin, although appreciably later..

.

West of the Santa Cruz drainage, in what is now the Papago
Indian Reservation, several archaeological surveys and excavations
have been reported. Gila Pueblo conducted a survey in this area, and,
interpreting the results (Gladwin and Gladwin 1929b) in the light of to
day's knowledge, discovered that the area was sparsely and sporadically
occupied by a variant culture of the Hohokam, Ezell (1954) conducted
a survey that included most of this area, and concluded that it was
sparsely occupied by the ancestors of the Papago.
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Scantling (1940) excavated a site east of Sells called the Jackrabbit Ruin. Here he defined the Sells Phase, which is equivalent in
time to the Civano Phase of the Gila Basin. The Sells Phase is marked
by the presence of isolated rectangular structures with rounded ends,
constructed on the surface of jacal. These houses were sometimes en
closed by.rectangular earthen walls comparable in general form, al
though not in detail, to the compounds at Casa Grande. The principal
painted pottery is Tanque Verde Red-on-brown. Trade with the Gila
Basin is indicated by the presence of Casa Grande Red-on-buff. Gila
Polychrome occurs, but only rarely.

•

Withers (1941) excavated at Valshni Village, about 15 miles
southwest of Jackrabbit Village. Excavations at this site permitted
the definition of two earlier phases, the Topowa and Vamori.
; The Topowa Phase, roughly equivalent in time to the Soho
Phase although beginning slightly earlier, is characterized by generally
rectangular jacal houses, usually built on the surface, and Topowa Redon-brown, a pottery type that developed into Tanque Verde Red-onbrown. Intrusive pottery from the Gila Basin was Sacaton Red-on-buff
and Casa Grande Red-on-buff.
The Vamori Phase is roughly equivalent in time to the Sacaton
Phase and the latter part of the Santa Cruz Phase. The houses of this
phase were oval to rectangular, usually constructed in shallow pits.
The decorated pottery of the period is Vamori Red-on-brown, which
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appears to be the forerunner of Topowa Red-on-brown.
Haury (1950) 1ms meticulously reported the excavations at
Ventana Cave, located in the Castle Mountains about 40 miles north
west of Sells. Unfortunately, the upper pottery-bearing deposits, with
which we are concerned here, were so disturbed that they did not pro
vide any precise chronological information. However, the indications
that were recovered supported the chronologies established at Jackrabbit
and Valshni Villages and in the Gila Basin. A large amount of perish
able m aterial was recovered, adding to our knowledge of the cultural
inventory of the Hohokam. Haury (1950: 3-17, 546-8) has provided a
summary of the archaeology of the Papagueria, and describes the archae
ological complex recognized there as the Desert Branch of the Hohokam.
Generally, the Desert Branch followed the same development as the
River Branch, but lagged behind, apparently receiving just about enough
influences from the River Hohokam so that it still shared in the same
general cultural tradition. The innovations noted during the Classic
Period at Casa Grande were only slightly felt in the Papagueria, and
there is ho evidence of any Pueblo groups moving into the area.
A significant architectural feature found in the Papagueria,
but generally not found in areas occupied by the River Hohokam, is
terraced hillsides, or trincheras. The trincheras in the Papagueria
are most often associated with Sells Phase sites (Haury 1950: 8; Fontana
and others 1959: 47). The trincheras are often considered to be
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defensive in nature, and may indicate that the intruders bearing the Gila
Polychrome and Puebloid innovations were forcefully kept out of the
area.

. .

' ;

~

South of the Mexican-United States border, relationships with
the Hohokam become less apparent. This may be due in part to the fact
that relatively less archaeological work has been done in northern
Mexico. The most clearly related archaeological complex is known as
the Trincheras Culture (Johnson, A. E. 1960), centering around the
Altar and Magdalena River Valleys in northern Sonora (Sauer and Brand
1931: 117-8). The Trincheras Culture is closely enough related to the
Hohokam that it is considered to be a manifestation of the Desert
Hohokam (Haury 1950: 548; Johnson, A. E. 1960: 196-201, 224). In
addition to the apparently close sim ilarities between the trincheras of
northern Sonora and those in the Papaguerfa, numerous sim ilarities in
artifact types, especially pottery, are apparent. No houses have been
excavated, however, and few direct sim ilarities to the Gila Basin
Hohokam have been noted.
East of Sonora, principally in northwestern Chihuahua, is the
area occupied by the Chihuahua or Casas Grandes Culture. In the late
sites of the area, as exemplified by the site of Casas Grandes, many
obvious parallels to sites in the Gila Basin are found, such as ball
courts, artificial earthen mounds, and multi-storied adobe structures.
It is now generally believed (Lister 1958: 110-9) that the Casas Grandes

184

culture is formed of a Mogollon base with a heavy overlay of Pueblo
traits with some strong Mesoamerican influences. Although this area
is apparently not directly related to the Hohokam, a startling parallel
is seen with the Hohokam Classic Period, where the culture emerges
as basically Hohokam but with a heavy overlay of Pueblo traits. The
dating of the Casas Grandes Culture is not securely established, but
the early appearances of Pueblo traits in Chihuahua probably occur at
about the same time as the beginning of the Soho Phase in the Casa
Grande area of the Hohokam (Lister 1958: 114). It is hoped that our
knowledge of the Casas Grandes area will be fundamentally increased
as a result of the excavations currently in progress at the site of Casas
Grandes under the direction of Charles Di Peso of the Amerind Founda
tion.
Western Sonora was only sparsely occupied in prehistoric
times, largely by peoples affiliated with the present-day Yumans (Ezell
1954), and few sim ilarities with the Hohokam are noted.
Turning to the area farther south, we find the Chalchihuites
Culture centering in the states of Durango and Zacatecas. The
Chalchihuites Culture is often cited as a probable source for many Meso
american elements that appear during the Colonial and Sedentary Periods
of the Hohokam (Jennings 1956: 91-7; Johnson, A. S. 1958). Hohokam
traits that have close analogies in the Chalchihuites Culture are largely
in the field of artistic expression, such as pottery form and design, and
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shell and stone carving. The principal problem concerns the cross
dating of the two areas. Kelley (1956: 132; 1960: 569) dates the princi
pal development in the Zacatecas-Durango area between 900 and 1300,
whereas the probable Chalchihuites influence appears to have begun in
the Hohokam area about 700 and lasted until shortly after 1000. Jennings
(1956: 93-4) discusses this problem at some length, but comes to no
definite conclusion. Although influences on the Hohokam minor arts
that have been ascribed to the Chalchihuites Culture ceased during the
Sacaton Period, it is interesting to note that platform mounds supporting
houses, structures resembling compounds, and terraced hillsides are
also found in Durango (Kelley 1956: 129-31), and may prove to be the
source of sim ilar architectural features in the late Hohokam phases.
On the west coast of Mexico, in Sinaloa, sim ilar traits bearing
resemblances to the Hohokam area have been noted. However, Sinaloa
is ruled out as the place of origin for the traits that arrived in the
Colonial and Sedentary Periods because those traits were not fully
enough advanced or even present in Sinaloa at that time level (Ekholm
1942: 136; Kelly 1945: 9) and because some of the traits that arrived in
the Hohokam area are absent in the Sinaloa cultures but characteristic
of the Chalchihuites Culture (Jennings 1956: 93). However, Ekholm
(1942: 136) and Haury (1945b) have shown that during the Hohokam
Classic Period, probably coincident with the decline of the Chalchihuites
Culture, trade contacts were established between Sinaloa and southern
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Arizona. This influence and trade was apparently on a minor scale with
only small items of material culture, and prototypes of the Classic
Hohokam architecture are not found in Sinaloa. The Sinaloa sequence
and the dates assigned to it have recently been revised (Ekholm 1958:
17; Kelley and Winters 1960), so it may yet be shown that more traits
reached the Hohokam from Sinaloa than has been thought.
Farther south in Mexico it is not possible to define specific
resemblances with the Hohokam, although Meighan (1959) has recently
pointed out several parallels to Hohokam m aterial culture found at the
site of Amapa in Nayarit. Haury (1945b) and Jennings (1956: 91-6)
discuss many other items, largely introduced during the Colonial and
Sedentary Periods, that appear to have a Mesoamerican origin, but
cannot be traced to a particular source. Some of these are ball courts,
platform mounds, mosaic m irrors, urn burial of cremations, earplugs,
noseplugs, and figurines supporting a vessel.
In summary, it is seen that the Hohokam owe a large part of
their cultural inventory to diffusion from societies farther south. The
majority of these influences reached the Hohokam during the Colonial
-

'

'

'

and Sedentary Periods. The only major items of probable southern
origin that were introduced at or near the beginning of the Soho Phase
are large domestic platform mounds and urn burial of cremations.
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Relationships to the East
Just east of Casa Grande National Monument is Sacaton 9: 6,
partially described by Gladwin (1928: 17-9) and Gladwin and Gladwin
(1929a: 26-7). Although it is described as a late Sedentary site, the
pottery recovered shows that although the site was first occupied during
the Sacaton Phase, the principal feature, a compound, can be assigned
to the Soho Phase. In contrast to most of the compounds in the Casa
Grande area, this one was oriented with the long axis east and west.
The walls of the houses within the compound were formed of caliche
upon a framework of small poles.
About one mile directly east of the Monument is the Grewe
Site (Woodward 1931). Although full details on this site have not been
published, it appears to have been occupied largely during the Colonial
and Sedentary Periods, and architecturally and ceramically it resembles
the Santa Cruz and Sacaton Phase occupations at Arizona AA: 2: 61.
A few miles farther east, about halfway between the Monument
and Florence, is the site at Adamsville. Limited excavations at this
site (Gladwin 1928: 16-7) indicate that it was occupied largely during
the Soho Phase and possibly slightly into the Civano Phase. Early
rooms were constructed with post-reinforced walls, and later ones
were built on top of these with solid adobe walls.
Many other prehistoric villages are and were in the area
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directly east of Casa Grande National Monument, but little scientific ex
cavation has been done;

■

Several sites have been excavated in southeastern Arizona,
largely by the Amerind Foundation. These seem to represent the blend
ing of two cultural traditions, Hohokam and Mogollon. This is a com
plex problem (Sauer and Brand 1930, Fig. 3), and lies beyond the scope
of this report.
At Babocomari Village, about 10 miles west of the San Pedro
River along the Babocomari River, the earlier occupation was largely
contemporaneous with the Classic Period in the Gila Basin (Di Peso
1951: 210-23). House walls were generally formed of puddled adobe.
The houses were generally contiguous, and groups of them were joined
by straight walls, and so enclosed a plaza area. Trade with the area
around Tucson was indicated by the presence of Tanque Verde Red-onbrown. Gila and Tonto Polychromes were also found.
Three pithouses were tentatively dated at 1100-1250 at the site
of Quiburi. These three houses were nearly square with rounded cor
ners, of jacal construction, and associated with Rincon Red-on-brown
and Tanque Verde Red-on-brown (Di Peso 1953: 60, 123-5).
The Gleeson Site, east of the San Pedro River, shows many
sim ilarities to the Colonial and Sedentary Periods in the Gila Basin,
such as vessel shapes and design, house types, and stone work (Fulton
and Tuthill 1940). At the same time, many sim ilarities, often in these
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same items, can be seen with the Mimbres development farther east.
Tuthill (1947: 83-6) interprets the Tres Alamos Site as prin
cipally Hohokam, but with a stronger Mogollon influence than found at
the Gleeson Site. The Tucson Phase was represented by two adobewalled compounds, three pithouses, three isolated surface structures,
and two pithouses with puddled adobe walls. No structures of the Tanque
Verde Phase were excavated. Earlier pithouses resemble both Hohokam
houses of the Colonial and Sedentary Periods and contemporaneous
Mogollon pithouses. :
About halfway between Benson and the Gila River, in the San
Pedro Valley, is the Reeve Ruin (Di Peso 1958). It is interpreted by
Di Peso as having been occupied contemporaneously with the Civano
Phase by a relatively pure group identified as Western Pueblo. This
group constructed contiguous rectangular masonry structures. Units
of these structures were connected by an enclosing wall, thus being
reminiscent of the compound idea, but unlike any Gila Basin compounds
in form. The majority of the decorated pottery was Gila Polychrome.
Farther east, Sayles (1945) has reported on excavations in the
San Simon Valley. Both sites excavated are definitely Mogollon, al
though at San Simon Village considerable Hohokam influence, such as
the construction of a ball court, was noted in the later phases.
Along the Gila River, in the general vicinity of Safford, are
many ruins. However, no detailed reports are available concerning
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the sporadic excavations done in this area. These prehistoric settle
ments appear to be an eastern extension of the Hohokam pattern, prob
ably with notable Mogollon influences, and with a heavy overlay of Salado
traits in the Classic Period.
North and east of Safford, in the headwaters of the Gila and
Salt Rivers, is the area occupied by the Mogollon. Wheat (1955: 194204) has summarized the relationships between the Mogollon and
Hohokam, especially for the period before A. D. 1000, and little needs
to be added to that discussion. He notes many traits common to both
cultures, the great majority of which were introduced to the Mogollon
by the Hohokam, such as three-quarter-grooved axes and pottery de
signs. Many urn cremations have been found at Point of Pines. Some
of these probably date before 1150 (Haury, conversation, 1961), and
may be the resu lt of Hohokam influence. If they are found to occur
earlier than 1100, perhaps the Hohokam derived the idea of urn burial
of cremations from that area, rather than from the south. Trade r e 
lationships are indicated by intrusive pottery in both areas, and shell
artifacts, palettes, certain types of crops (Martin and others 1956: 124,
204), and copper bells (Rinaldo 1959: 284; Nesbitt 1931: 91) in Mogollon
sites.
In summary, the area to the east of the Hohokam was related
to the Hohokam in many ways. Most of the common traits seem to have
passed from the Hohokam eastward, but the Hohokam received some
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traits from the east, most obviously in the m atters of pottery finishing
and decoration.
Relationships to the North
North of Casa Grande National Monument, in the Salt River
Valley near Phoenix, Tempe, and Mesa, are many sites. The best
known of these is Los Muertos, excavated in 1887-1888 by the Hemenway
Expedition and reported by Haury (1945a). This large site, occupied
principally during the Civano Phase, consists of 25 wholly or partially
excavated house groups, some enclosed by compound walls. These
structures were largely of massive-walled construction, and resemble
Compound A and Clan House 1 in general form, although showing more
variety (Haury 1945a: 17-37). Many cremations and inhumations were
found. It is noteworthy that the cremations were usually associated
with Casa Grande Red-on-buff and Gila Redware, and the inhumations,
usually oriented with the head to the east, were usually accompanied by
Gila Polychrome (Haury 1945a: 43-4).
Another famous site, between Phoenix and Mesa, is Pueblo
Grande. Unfortunately, although work has been carried out at this site
for many years, almost nothing has been published. Hayden (1957: 1849) notes the major features at Pueblo Grande. An artificial mound com
posed of trash contained within massive walls was built sometime after
the beginning of the Soho Phase, as it partially overlies some massive-
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walled Soho houses. On top of this mound houses that appear to be
essentially enlarged versions of the Sacaton Phase form were built.
On top of these houses the later massive-walled structures of the
Civano Phase were constructed.
Hohokam sites extend on up the Salt River to the Roosevelt
Lake area and beyond, but these are earlier sites, assigned largely to
the Colonial Period (Gladwin and Gladwin 1935, Fig. 7). Haury (1932)
has reported on the excavations at Roosevelt 9: 6, a Colonial Period
site on the shores of Roosevelt Lake. The houses at that site are gen
erally sim ilar to the Santa Cruz Phase houses at Arizona AA: 2: 61.
Colonial Period sites are also found along the Agua F ria and
Verde Rivers (Gladwin and Gladwin 1930b), extending as far north as
Bridgeport. In the Sacaton Phase, Hohokam communities were estab
lished as far north as Winona (Colton 1946: 304). However, by 1120
the Hohokam traits in the Flagstaff area had been almost completely
submerged (Schroeder 1953b: 77).
Many of the changes that took place during the Classic Period
in the Gila Basin have been ascribed to the Salado, a heavily Puebloinfluenced group that developed south of the Mogollon Rim, especially
in the Tonto Basin-Roosevelt Lake-Globe area (Gladwin and others 1937:
267; Haury 1945a: 205-6). More recently, however, others, notably
Schroeder, have ascribed many, if not the majority, of these changes
to the influence and migration of the Southern Sinagua from the Verde
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Valley (Schroeder 1947). It therefore becomes necessary to briefly
review each of these two groups separately before delving into the ques
tion of how much either influenced the Hohokam.

.

Although much has been written about the Salado, there is very
little detailed information to be found in the literature. Several sites
have been excavated, but the only site descriptions we have are some
very brief accounts by Schmidt (1926) and Vickrey (1939). The best
summary to be found is by Haury (1945a: 205-6). The Salado are thought
of as a group that achieved individuality in the area below the Mogollon
Rim as a result of a Mogollon base heavily overlain with Puebloid ele
ments, the complex gradually moving south and west, acquiring new
traits, until about 1250 it centered in the Roosevelt Lake-Globe area,
where the "pure" Salado sites are found (Haury 1945a: 205-6). Salado
architecture at this time was of massive rubble and adobe walls forming
contiguous rooms, at first irregularly arranged, later regularly, and
often at least two stories high (Vickrey 1939: 20). At least some of
these villages had encircling walls (Haury 1945a: 205).
The principal pottery types of the oldest level at Bes-ba-gowah,
a Salado site near Globe with an estimated life from about 1225 to 1400,
were Roosevelt Black-on-white, Pinto Polychrome, Pinto Black-on-red,
Salado Redware, Gila Redware, San Carlos Red-on-brown, a partially
smoothed coiled ware, and a plain ware. Slightly later, Roosevelt
Black-on-white, Pinto Polychrome, and Pinto Black-on-red were
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replaced by Gila Polychrome and Gila Black-on-red (Vickrey 1939: 19,
21-2). The principal pottery types usually thought of in connection with
the Salado are Pinto Polychrome, Gila Polychrome, Tonto Polychrome,
Salado Redware, and Gila Redware (Haury 1945a: 205; Gladwin and
Gladwin 1930c). However, as has been pointed out in Chapter 8, Gila
Redware can be considered a logical development out of and alongside
Gila Plain, and in any case was probably not manufactured by the Salado,
as it was finished by paddling rather than scraping.
The Salado buried their dead and placed offerings with the body.
It seems fairly well agreed that Salado inhumations are oriented, but
the direction of orientation is not certain. Schroeder (1947: 234, Table
3) lists Salado burials as oriented to the east, and Vickrey (1939: 21)
states that the majority of the 350 inhumations at Besh-ba-gowah had
the heads oriented toward the east or southeast. Schmidt (1926: 639),
however, states that the burials at the Salado site of Togetzoge were
oriented in a north-south direction, never east and west. This fact in
dicates that the direction of burial orientation is not a reliable criterion
for determining relationships between sites.
The poorly understood culture known as the Sinagua is recog
nized as originating in the Flagstaff area from a combined Mogollon and
Pueblo base with additions of Hohokam origin (Colton 1946; 1960). By
1120 the Sinagua had adopted surface masonry and contiguous rooms,
and within a few years some Sinagua had moved to the Verde Valley,
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mingling with or replacing the Hohokam that were there, and establish
ing the pattern known as Southern Sinagua about 1125 (Schroeder 1947:
232). Although information concerning the Southern Sinagua is scanty,
some general observations can be made. As noted above, contiguousroomed masonry villages were built, sometimes of several stories.
Pottery, thinned by the paddle-and-anvil method, included redwares
sim ilar to Gila Redware that Colton (1946: 28, 303) describes as types
of Alameda Brown Ware. Evidently the Sinagua made very little deco
rated pottery, but relied on trade for it (Schroeder 1952a: 329-30). Ex
tended burials predominated over flexed, and had no particular orienta
tion (Colton 1946: 294).
Contiguous, caliche-walled dwellings, sometimes post-rein
forced, in the Hohokam area are attributed by Schroeder (1953a: 178,
190-1) to the Southern Sinagua. He bases this largely on the fact that
the Sinagua pithouses in the Flagstaff area had post-reinforced masonry
walls before the adoption of surface masonry. However, this does not
seem likely, as this hypothesis leaves a spatial gap between Flagstaff
and the Gila Basin where post-reinforced walls were not used, and a
temporal gap of a few years between the latest known post-reinforced
walls in the Flagstaff area and the earliest known post-reinforced walls
in the Gila Basin. Salado walls are usually massive, constructed of
cobbles and mud. I prefer to see the development of post-reinforced
adobe walls in the Soho Phase as a local Hohokam development, the
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combination of the existing jacal walls and the idea, probably derived
from the north, of thicker walls and contiguous rooms. The difference
between jacal construction and the construction of post-reinforced adobe
walls is largely a matter of degree, a few less poles and more mud in
the latter.
. Another architectural feature introduced to the Hohokam area
around 1150 was the domestic platform mound. Neither the Salado nor
the Sinagua had house mounds, yet Schroeder (1935a: 190-1; 1953b: 81)
states that they were introduced by the Sinagua, continuing a pattern of
living on an elevation overlooking their farmlands and the Hohokam
below. A more reasonable explanation of the origin of the house mounds
must be looked for to the south, as already noted.

■

Compound walls are usually considered to be a Salado trait
(Haury 1945a: 205; Gladwin and others 1937: 267). Schroeder (1953b:
80-1), however, sees the development of compound walls as a result of
the Sedentary Hohokam coming in contact with Cohonina courtyard sites
during the time the Hohokam made their move into the Verde Valley.
This hypothesis leaves a time gap of 25 to 50 years between the time
the Hohokam were in contact with the Cohonina and the appearance of
compound walls in the Gila-Salt area. I think evidence is generally
lacking for the existence of true compound walls to the north of the
Hohokam before their acceptance by the Hohokam, so this feature may
be another derived from the south.

.
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Schroeder (1952a: 333) sees the introduction of redware into
the Salt Valley as a result of Sinagua influence and migration. How
ever, I believe that Gila Redware appears among the Hohokam near the
end of the Sedentary Period, probably as a local development, about
1100, before the Sinagua left the Flagstaff area. In that case, perhaps
both the Sinagua and the Salado adopted Gila Redware from the Hohokam.
There seems to be little doubt that the origin of Gila Polychrome
is definitely Salado (Schmidt 1926: 638; Haury 1945a: 205). The question
of whether or not Gila Polychrome was actually made in the Gila Basin
has not yet been satisfactorily answered. Haury (1945a: 64) noted that
"Quantitively it would appear to be local; qualitively it may prove to be
imported, ” and Schroeder (1952a: 329) goes even further and states that
it is probably intrusive. Danson and Wallace (1956) did some petro
graphic analysis of Gila Polychrome, but their sample appears to have
been too small to be conclusive. Unquestionably, however, the presence
of so much Gila Polychrome in the Civano Phase indicates strong Saladoan
influence, whether by migration or by neighborly contact.
Referring again to Rouse* s (1958) criteria for the successful
inference of migration, a Salado migration into the Hohokam area is
suggested, but not yet proven. The only intrusive site-unit that has
been excavated is the Reeve Ruin (Di Peso 1958), and Di Peso does not
specifically identify that site as Salado. Several traits that can be as
cribed to the Salado appear in the Gila-Salt Basin near the beginning of
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the Civano Phase, including m ulti-storied structures, oriented inhuma
tions, and Gila Polychrome. The principal factor that suggests migra
tion is the association of Gila Polychrome with inhumations at the same
time level and in the same sites in which cremations are associated
with Casa Grande Red-on-buff and Gila Redware. Points 2, 3, and 4
in Rouse’s set of requirements have been met, as the homeland of the
Salado is known, contemporaneity has been established, and the distance
involved is not very great. However, other factors could explain at
least in part the appearance of the Civano Phase traits in the Hohokam
area. M ulti-storied structures could easily be the result of diffusion,
as the Hohokam were already building massive-walled structures with
contiguous rooms before the Civano Phase. Gila Polychrome was made
and traded widely over the Southwest, and there is no reason to assume
that the Salado actually migrated to all areas in which we find Gila Poly
chrome. Inhumation did not first appear during the Civano Phase, but
in the Sacaton Phase (Gladwin and others 1937: 93), so the number of
Civano Phase inhumations could simply represent an increase in popu
larity of this method of disposal of the dead. It still remains difficult
to explain the correlation of the inhumations with Gila Polychrome and
the cremations with Casa Grande Red-on-buff and Gila Redware except
on the basis of migration. However, the situation is doubtlessly more
complex than was originally thought, and more excavation, with modern
methods and knowledge, must be carried out to solve it.
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Another feature that seems to have its origin to the north of the
Hohokam area is the presence of vertical necks on Casa Grande Red
on-buff and Gila Redware. However* the exact origin of this trait
cannot be pinned down at present, as it is fairly widespread in the
Pueblo-influenced Mogollon area after A. D. 1000.
Farther north, in the Anasazi country, Hohokam influence was
probably felt in such traits as pottery design and textiles, and Woodbury
(1954: 202) has noted several types of stone artifacts that are probably
derived from the Hohokam. Trade contacts are indicated by the pres
ence of copper bells, cotton, and minute beads in Anasazi sites and
Anasazi pottery in Hohokam sites. Whether this contact was direct or
not we have no way of knowing at present.
Relationships to the West
About 30 miles west of Casa Grande, on the opposite side of
the Gila River, is the famous site of Snaketown (Gladwin and others
1937). Comparisons have been made throughout this report with the
well documented findings at Snaketown, and need not be repeated in de
tail here. The Santa Cruz and Sacaton Phase manifestations at Arizona
AA: 2: 61 are in no major way different from the m aterial culture of
those two phases at Snaketown. The few discernible differences, such
as minor variations in pottery form, may only reflect the sm aller size
of the sample from Arizona AA: 2: 61 or they could be the result of
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local variation.
Hohokam sites continue to be common on down the Gila River,
but few excavations are reported except for the Gatlin Site near Gila
Bend (Wasley 1959: 147-8). The principal feature of this site is a large
platform mound, assigned to the latter part of the Sacaton Phase, that
underwent six major enlargements. This mound bears an obviously
close relationship with the truncated pyramids found in Mexico. Al
though detailed analysis of this site may throw some light on the origin
of the Soho Phase mounds, the Gatlin Site mound bears little apparent
resemblance in form or function to the mounds of the Soho Phase.
West of Gila Bend Hohokam sites are rare, and the archaeo
logical complexes observed seem to be related to the present-day
Yumans. Relatively little work has been done in the area, however, so
the relationships of these complexes with the Hohokam are not well under
stood. Certain resemblances in pottery form and design (Schroeder
1952b) and the type of corn grown (Castetter and Bell 1951:101) suggest
connections with the Hohokam, as does the general practice of cremating
the dead along the lower Colorado River and southern California.
Conclusions
The Hohokam, especially during the Colonial and Sedentary
Periods, are seen as having derived many of the distinctive elements
of their culture from the more elaborately developed cultures in
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Mesoamerica. Some of these elements may have been derived from the
Chalchihuites Culture of Durango and Zacatecas, but the exact source of
most of them is not clear. Mesoamerican traits were in turn transmitted
by the Hohokam to their neighbors to the north and east. Later, during
the Classic Period, coincident with the general unrest in the Southwest
and the collapse of some of the cultures in northern Mexico, the source
of influence changed, and the Hohokam received elements from both
western Mexico and the Pueblo area. It is worth repeating that although
the Hohokam were receiving influences from both the north and south
during the Soho Phase, no other group moved into the Gila-Salt Basin
at this time. There was, however, an apparent invasion by a Puebloinfluenced group from the north which introduced the new elements on
which the Civano Phase is based. After a brief period of florescence,
the apparently symbiotic relationship between the Hohokam and the Salado
collapsed. The Hohokam probably still practiced their old way of life
on a greatly reduced scale, and the present-day Pima and Papago appear
to be their descendants. The question of what happened to the Salado has
not yet been fully answered. At least some of them may have moved
northward and become assimilated by the peoples living in the Zuni
area.
The archaeological importance of Casa Grande National Monu
ment re sts on the fact that it encompasses ruins typical of the time and
area rather than exceptional ones. It is one of the few major ruin
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clusters that has not been destroyed by modern civilization. Past ex
cavations within the Monument have helped provide the present under
standing of Hohokam archaeology. Future excavations would fill in
some of the gaps, such as the knowledge of the events between the
Sacaton and Soho Phases, and help resolve some of the differences of
interpretation concerning the prehistory of southern Arizona. To ac
complish this, it is hoped that at least some of the seven sites recom
mended for excavation will be thoroughly investigated in the foreseeable
future.
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