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Thearchaeol ogical survey by Lange (1998) de-
termined that thereweretwo periodsearlier than
theHomol’ ovi villageswhen therewas substantia
use of the Homol’ ovi area. These werelabeled
the Early Period, which dated fromA.D. 620to
890, andtheMiddlePeriod, datingA.D. 1000to
1225. Dates for these periods are based on ra-
diocarbon datesand tree-ring dated ceramicsim-
ported from surrounding areas (Adams 2002;
Lange 1998:43-46; Young 19964). Young has
conducted extensive excavationsat site 36 (AZ
J14:36 (ASM)), oneof thevillagesoccupied dur-
ing both these periods (Young 1996a, 1999b). She
hasa sotested the Creswell Pueblo (AZ J.14:282
(ASM)) located inthefloodplain near Homol’ ovi
I (Young 1999a). It isclear from these excava-
tionsthat thereisno overlapintermsof ceramics
or intermsof stratigraphy betweenthe Middle
Period occupation of theHomol’ ovi areaand the
massive L ate Period occupation associated with
theHomoal’ ovi pueblovillages(Young 1996a). This
startling discovery indicatesthat the L ate Period
occupationwasatotaly immigrant populationinto
theHomol’ ovi area. Archaeologically, thereare
no indications of anyonein theLittle Colorado
River valley inthevicinity of Homol’ ovi prior to
thisimmigration.

Theexcavationsat Ste 36 by Young (1999b)
weredesigned to evaluatethe natureand level of
occupation of the Homol’ ovi area prior to the
settlement of thelargevillagesand the evidence
for or against their occupation up to the settlement
of theHoma!’ ovi villages. Thisevidencewaseva u-

ated using ceramic dating, radiocarbon dating,
stratigraphi ¢ associ ation, context, and continuity
of cultural traditions. None of these data setssup-
ported the argument that occupation of thisor any
of theother Middle Period hamletscontinuedinto
the Late Period. The ceramic assemblage of the
late phase of the Middle Period isdominated by
Walnut Black-on-white, whichisvarioudy dated
at ending between 1200 and 1250 (Colton 1955;
Downum 1988:490; Goetzeand Mills1993:41;
Wood 1987:100). However, the virtual absence
of mid-1200stypes, including L eupp Black-on-
white, Tusayan Polychrome, and Tusayan Black-
on-white, suggested to Lange (1998:46) that the
occupation of thearea, which definestheMiddle
Phase, ended by 1225. Radiocarbon dates, even
at two standard deviations, do not suggest occu-
pation beyond the early 1200s (Lange 1998:45;
Young 1996a). Nowhereinthevillagearethere
deposits of Late Period artifacts that suggest a
continuity of useof thissite. Infact theonly Late
Period artifactsinthe areaarefrom nearby field
areasnot directly associated with site 36.

Pit houses characterized site 36 during all
occupations. By the 1100s the hamlet had scat-
tered square pit houses 3-4 m on asideand about
1.5mdeep. Thehamlet also had alarge, circular
community structure and asmall jacal surface
pueblo used for storage and some exterior cook-
ing activities. A small circular kivawasapparently
never completed (Young 1996a, 1999b). Theplan
view of site 36 (Figure 2.8) revealsthe structure
of thisca. 1150-1200 hamlet, which formed part
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of acommunity of hamletsthat occurred onneigh-
boring terraces up and down the east side of the
river from Homol’ ovi 1l to south and east of
Homol’ ovi | (Lange 1998). None of thelatefea-
turesat thesite have any suggestion of association
with the Late Period, and there are no L ate Pe-
riod ceramics(Young 1999b). Findly, noneof the
pit housearchitecture, surfacearchitecture, or ritua
architecture at Ste 36 isrepresented in any of the
Homol’ ovi villages. Therefore, thetraditionsof Site
36 end with itsabandonment, most certainly no
later than the early 1200s (Young 1999b). The
most likely period of intense occupation for site
36 and contemporary hamletsin the Homol’ ovi
areaisduring the 1130-1180 drought when the
river and associated floodplain would have been
most conduciveto useby small-scaefarmers. As
noted previoudy, the period from 1180-1205was
wet and would have been lesslikely to be occu-
pied, following Van West's(1996:29) modd. This
followsthe pattern repeated throughout the occu-
pation of theHomol’ ovi areainto thelate 1200s.

A Show Low Black-on-red outlinedinwhite
pottery vessal onthefloor of thelatest structureat
gte36indicatesthevillagemay havebeen parsdy
used past 1225. Additionally, excavationsin 1999
at the Creswell Pueblo in the floodplain below
Homal’ ovi Il revededasmdl pueblo of four rooms
and two pit structures, possibly kivas. Thekivas
were both used as middens and based on the ce-
ramic assemblagesfrom each, were probably used
sequentialy rather than at the sametime. Thelat-
est ceramic assemblageat the site clustersaround
AD 1225 (Young 1999a). Asresearch progresses
onthesmaller, Middle Period villages, wearere-
alizing that occupation continued into the early
1200s. But, asat site 36, no L ate Period ceram-
icsoccur inthemiddensof Creswell indicating no
overlapinoccupation.

Ashasbeen the case throughout the Early
and Middle Period occupation of the Homol’ ovi
area, what wearemost likely seeingisabreak in
occupation, perhaps in the late 1100s, with a
smaller reuse of site 36 and the construction of

Creswell Pueblo occurring briefly at about 1225.
Themuch longer occupation span of Ste 36 makes
itdifficult to determinetheextent of thislateMiddle
Period occupation, but fairly extensveexcavations
to date suggest it isquite small and short-lived.
Theextensvemiddeninthe Creswell kivasindi-
catesalarger or longer occupation. Thefact that
Creswell islocated on thefloodplain, rather than
the terraces, makes it mandatory, as with
Homol’ ovi |11, that occupation be during adry,
low stream flow period. Van West (1996:29-30)
identifiesthe period 1205-1227 asanideal time
for floodplain use, whilethe periodsjust before
(1183-1204) and just after (1228-1249) were
timeswhen thefloodplain should beavoided. At
present the hiatusbetween theMiddleand Late Pe-
riods would appear to be from about 1225 to the
1250s.

M IGRATION

From theforegoing discussion, itisaready clear
that the Homol’ ovi areawasfor al intentsand
purposes, vacant inthemid-1200s. It isalso ob-
viousfromthediscussononthephysica environ-
ment that theHomol’ ovi areaisaprimeregionto
conduct intensiveagriculture, that is, agriculture
involving theriver, butitisnotideally suited for
long-termuserelying solely ondry farming. The
lengthy history of use of theareabeginninginthe
A.D. 600stestifiestothe highrisk factorsin set-
tlinginthearea No continuousoccupation of more
than adecade or two isevident betweenfirstin-
tensive use of the areain the 600s through the
early 1200s. Thelarge size and rapid growth of
theHomoal’ ovi villagesleavesno question that the
13" century occupantswereimmigrants. Wea so
havean understanding of approximately whenmi-
gration took place based on thereconstruction of
stream flow and tree-ring dated pottery tradedinto
theHomol’ ovi area.

Following Anthony (1990), Cameron
(1995), Haury (1958) and others, the tasks be-



fore us, then areto identify the source area, to
determinethesize of themigrating popul ation or
population segment, to determinethe conditions
that made migration feasible, andto determineits
digance Additionaly, migrating groupswould have
prior knowledge of the areaand previous contact
with groupsintheareaprior to migration. With
thisinformation, wewill haveafull understanding
of al facetsof themigrationinto the Homol’ ovi
areaduring thelate 1200s.

Thefirst questionis, what arethe conditions
that makemigrationfeasble? Therearetwo parts
to answering thisquestion. Wemust |ook at the
conditionsat the home of the migrant group and
their destination, inthiscase, Homol’ ovi. Wehave
touched ontheenvironmenta reasonswhy groups
may have chosen to migrateinto the Homol’ ovi
areainthelate 1200s. Theseinclude permanent
water, areduced risk of flooding, and possibly
abundant driftwood. Van West’'s (1996:29-30)
stream flow reconstruction pointsto the 1276-
1299 period as ideal for settlement of the
Homol’ ovi areaand use of thefloodplainfor farm-
ing. Kolbe (1991) suggestsadlightly longer pe-
riod from 1263-1300. Inthelate 1200samassive
didocation of Pueblo peopleoccurredinthe Four
Corners region (Adler 1996; Cameron 1995;
Dean, Doelle, and Orcutt1994). This has been
documented extensively and attributed towarfare,
socia breakdowns, as well as drought (Adler
1996; Cameron 1995; LeBlanc 1999; Lipe 1989;
Varien 1999); although, Van West (1994a) has
demonstrated that the MesaVerde areawas till
capableof supporting agriculturally based popu-
lations. Multiple causes, perhapsinadomino ef-
fect, probably created the circumstances that
caused the Four Corners abandonment. Theim-
pactintheL.ittle Colorado River and neighboring
regions has been much discussed and debated.
Immigration of groupsfrom northeastern Arizona,
primarily the Kayenta Anasazi, into the upper
reaches of the Little Colorado and below the
Mogollon Rim has been documented (Haury
1958; Lindsay 1992; Mills 1998; Reid and
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Whittlesey 1982). Itiscertainly possiblethat some
of theseimmigrants, or theresultsof their immi-
gration, caused settlement of theHomol’ ovi area.

Groups continued to occupy three areas
around Homol’ ovi: the Hopi Mesas, Anderson
Mesa, andthe Silver Creek/upper Little Colorado
River area(Figure5.1). But the structure of this
occupation changed significantly. Just as at
Homol’ ovi during the L ate Period, the occupation
of these areas changed from many small villages
spread over thelandscapeto afew discreteclus-
tersof larger villages. Therefore, it ispossiblethat
politica or socid conditionswere suchthat groups
could have emigrated from any areasurrounding
Homol’ ovi. Thereisno evidencethat thechanging
environmenta conditionsof thelate 1200sdirectly
caused theimmigration to Homol’ ovi fromany of
the surrounding areas. Infact, evidence suggests
just the opposite, theareaswererecipientsof new
populations(Adams 1996a; Adler 1996; Mills1996;
Filles1996; Bernardini and Brown 2004; Ka dahl et
a. 2004; Duff 2004).

Figure 5.1 Location of Western Pueblo settlement
clusters

What are the sources of theseimmigrants?
Thefirst questionto beaskediswherearelarge
populationslocated in the late 1200s that would
be in contact with or knowledgeable of the
Homol’ ovi area. The areas would be the Hopi
Mesas'Hopi Buittes, the Flagstaff/Anderson Mesa
region of the Sinagua, and the upper Little Colo-
rado/Zuni area. Given thelong history of use of
thisareaby Early and Middle Period occupants,



20 E. Charles Adams

knowledge of themiddle Little Colorado River
valey wasextensveby dl surrounding groups, but
inparticular groupsliving sporadically or season-
ally intheHopi Mesas/Hopi Buttesregion 30-80
km north of Homoal’ ovi. Theprimary ceramicand
architecturd traditionsat Homol’ ovi derivefrom
Hopi Buttespopulations (Daifuku 1961; Gumer-
man and Skinner 1968; Lyons 1998a, 2001; Van
West 1994b). When the Hopi Buttes was aban-
doned in the early 1200s, groups on the Hopi
Mesasand Bidahochi Pueblosinthe eastern Hopi
Buttesabsorbed their populations. They brought
their extensive knowledge of theresourcesof the
Homol’ ovi areawith them. Even without these
immigrants, thehighly mobile popul aionssurround-
ing the Homol’ ovi areawould have known the
uniqueriparian resources of the Little Colorado
River and mgor tributaries, such asChevelonand
Clear Creek. Thisknowledgewould haveinformed
any potential immigrants of the resources at
Homol’ ovi.

Thebest linesof evidencefor theidentity of
theimmigrantsarearchitectural and ceramictech-
nology. Asnoted with Site 36, an excellent mate-
rial indicator of asociety ishow it expressesitsalf
onthelandscapeinitssettlement pattern and site
layout. T. Mitchell Prudden (1903) recognizedthis
acentury ago inthe unit pueblosof MesaVerde.
Studies of settlement patterns and site layouts
have occupied theinterest of Southwest archae-
ologistssince (Adler 1996; L eonard and Wills
1994; Varien 1999).

Several attributesof fixed material culture
have been considered in examining sources of
migration. Theseinclude room size; construc-
tion materid; featurelocation, especidly hearths/
firepits; layout of thevillage, including habita-
tion rooms, storage roomsand ceremonia struc-
tures, especially kivas; location and organization
of space and featureswithin thekivas; and |o-
cation and use of communal or plaza space.
Lyons (1998a, 2001, 2003) has studied the
ceremonial architecture of the region and con-
cludesthat al thevarietiesof rectangular kivasin

theHomoal’ ovi villagesoccur intheHopi region at
thesametimeor earlier than at Homol’ ovi or the
upper Little Colorado. These include simple
rectangular kivas, kivaswith corner ventilator sys-
tems, and kivaswith southern benches or plat-
forms. Thesmall room sizeof most of thevillages
isalso much moretypical of the plateau rather
thanthemountains.

Aswasdescribed in chapter 1, thearchitec-
tural layout of Homol’ ovi IV inadditiontoroom
size, location, and kivaarchitectureall point to
Homol’ ovi IV being settled by immigrantsfrom
theHopi Mesas. This, combined with the strong
continuity of styleand manufacturetechnology of
theHomol’ ovi IV ceramics, asdiscussed in chapter
8, clearly arguesfor Hopi asthesourcearea. The
majority of ceramicsat Homol’ ovi IV wereim-
ported from the Hopi M esas areaand consist of
Hopi whitewares and Jeddito Black-on-orange
and Polychrome (Smith 1971). Thelocaly made
ceramics, termed Winslow Orange Ware, are
identical in technology and decoration to the
Jeddito series, varying only in the use of local
clays and local sand tempers (Hays-Gilpin,
Bubemyre, and Senior 1996). The dating of
Homol’ ovi IV will be the subject of the next
chapter; however, it isimportant to note that
the accumulation of ceramic and paleo-environ-
mental evidencepointsto Homol’ ovi IV beingthe
firstand only village occupied inthe Homol’ ovi
areauntil the 1280s. Asdescribed previoudy, there
Isho continuity with previous occupationsof the
area, which ended about 1225. As argued by
Adams(2002), thestimulusfor thismigration may
have been asmuch to solidify ownership of the
area by occupants of the Hopi mesas area, as
to exploit resourcesin the areathat are unique
intheregion, such astheability to grow cotton
reliably.

Other evidencepointsto Homol’ ovi 1V be-
ing animportant trade center by virtueof itsloca:
tion midway between theHopi Mesasand villages
onAnderson Mesato the south (seeFigure5.1).
Evidence of exchangewith Anderson Mesavil-



lagesincludes abundant ceramicsin theform of
AlamedaBrown Ware, obsidian from the Gov-
ernment Mountain source (Harry 1989), and shell
imported fromtheHohokam region. Reationswith
theHopi Mesas probably involved the exchange
of cotton grown locally, but also included many
varietiesof pottery manufactured at Hopi Mesa
villagesand pointsbeyond, including the Kayenta
Anasazi region. Therefore, thecultural context for
Homol’ ovi IV wasone of isolation with contact
with nearest neighbors expressed through long
distanceexchange. Homol’ ovi |V probably served
asamiddlemaninthisexchange network, trading
obsidian and shell to Hopi and pottery to Ander-
sonMesa Thedemiseof Homol’ ovi 1V coincides
with the settlement of nearby Homol’ ovi 111 and
moredistant, Homol’ ovi |, Cottonwood Creek,
Chevelon, and Jackrabhbit villages. It seemslikely
that Homol’ ovi IV occupantsstayed inthearea
and moved to oneof thelarger villages, probably
Homol’ ovi |, smply duetoitsproximity. Thisis
suggested by the general absence of floor assem-
blagesat Homol’ ovi 1V, including metates and
other heavy itemsthat are not transported long
distances.

| (1996b) have used these same arguments
for the settlement of Homol’ ovi I1. Thenearly 90
percent frequency of yellow-firing decorated ce-
ramicsfrom theHopi Mesas, thesizeand layout
of thevillage, the nature of the kivaarchitecture
all point to source popul ationsfrom Hopi. Lyons
(1998b, 2001, 2003) work on the ceramics at
Homoal’ ovi | clearly tietheearliest ceramicsto sty-
ligtictraditionsfrom Hopi, especialy Jeddito Or-
angeWare. He hastermed thisthe Jeddito style
(Lyons 1998b, 1998c, 2003). The early white
wares at Homol’ ovi | are also clearly made at
Hopi, rather than in the upper Little Colorado
River area. Thisisconsstent with thesituation at
Homol’ ovi IV (see Chapter 8) and indicatesthe
strong possibility that the original settlement of
Homol’ ovi | was principally the relocation of
Homol’ ovi IV, rather than animmigration of new
populationsintothearea.
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SUMMARY

The criteria marshaled to consider the source
populationsfor immigrants, the nature of the mi-
grant groups, and the push and pull factorsen-
couraging migration have been presented inthis
chapter. Itisclear that theimmigrant groupscame
almost totally from the north, people occupying
villageson or near theHopi Mesas. Pueblo people
from north of Homol’ ovi had knowledge of the
areagoing back at |least to the 600s. The Little
Colorado River has always provided a unique
habitat and resourcesfor theentire Little Colo-
rado River basin. Andysisof villagearchitecture
suggestsmost groupsimmigrated in supra-house-
hold groupings, amost certainly inrelated groups,
possibly lineage segmentsor extended families,
athough household migrationisasoindicated on
alimited basis.

Thelandscapeinthelate 1200swasalive
with groups migrating to new areas; however, as
noted, the primary migrantsto Homol’ ovi were
probably relatively locd, Tusayan (Hopi) Anasazi,
rather than more northern groups, the Kayenta
Anasazi. Threerdated reasonssuggest it waspull
rather than push factorsthat caused the migration
toHomol’ ovi. Thefirst factor isenvironmental.
Conditionsfor farming the floodplain wereim-
proving and the deposition of building and heat-
ing wood from driftwood would have been the
missing ingredient to making Homol’ ovi avi-
able areafor large, sedentary populations. Dry
periodsin surrounding areas had attracted immi-
grantstothe Homol’ ovi areatimeand againfrom
the 600s onward. Secondly, the scale of thevil-
lagesand their organization differed greatly this
time. The settlerswere not in dispersed, inde-
pendent farming hamlets. They were organized
into labor-rich villagesthat were able to cope
with theextreme circumstances of tryingtofarm
thefloodplain of theLittle Colorado River. The
final factor isthe probability that theimmigra-
tionwaspolitically rather than subsistence mo-
tivated. AccordingtoAdams(2002), the occupants
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of Hopi mesavillagesmay havebeen protecting
or asserting thelr rightsand control of aneconomi-
caly and ritually important areaby settlingitin
theface of immigrant groupsfrom many areas
looking for locations with farming potential.
Homol’ ovi would have been highly desirable.
Itisunlikely peopleaready living at Hopi would
haveleft their homeland dueto crowding from
immigrant groups settling in or near their vil-

lages. Why bother? Theimmigrant groupswould
have been encouraged to continue migrating to
Homol’ ovi to settle on their own rather than at
Hopi. They were not. Thefact that people al-
ready living at Hopi, judging from their materia
culture, choseinstead to moveto Homol’ ovi sup-
portsthe political/territorial explanation for ex-
pansion into the middle Little Colorado River
valley inthelate 1200s.



