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INTRODUCTION

Every year since 2002, the Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research at the University of Arizona has supported Geosciences/Anthropology 497j/597j, a course in Dendroarchaeology offered to undergraduate and graduate students and professionals. The 3-week intensive course is offered each May and has attracted participants from many US and Canadian institutions (U Arizona, U New Mexico, Colorado State U, U Utah, U Chicago, Cal State, Laval, U British Columbia, Yale), government agencies (NPS, USFS, BLM) and international  participants from Poland, Japan, Mexico, and Chile. The goals of the class are to provide participants with classroom, field, and laboratory experience in the theory, methods, and applications of tree-ring data to archaeological issues.

In 2006, the class project involved several days sampling various archaeological sites in western New Mexico. The results of this student-oriented research are presented on the following pages.

PROJECT GOALS

The nature of the project and project participants necessitated a dual set of project goals. First, student training was of paramount importance. The primary objective of the Geos 497j/597j course is to train students (undergraduate and graduate) and professionals in the collection, analysis, and interpretation of dendroarchaeological samples. This goal was clearly met: the course involved lectures on dendrochronological theoretical and methodological principles, and the field portion presented “real life” technical, logistical, and methodological problems for the students to solve. It also provided the opportunity for students to work as a team in a field setting.  Finally, the laboratory analysis portion of the course taught the students the basics of wood species identification and crossdating, and allowed them to develop their own interpretations of the data collected in the field.

In terms of the specific sites investigated, our goals were strictly dendroarchaeological. We wanted to glean as much chronological, behavioral, and environmental information from the sites and samples as time allowed. We conducted no additional archaeological documentation or analysis beyond that necessary to interpret the contexts of the tree-ring samples. In the chronological realm, we wanted to learn when the sites were initially founded, how long they were occupied, and when they were abandoned. In terms of behavior, we were interested in the site occupants’ view of wood as a resource—which species did they exploit for which structures and architectural elements? What tools and methods did they use to procure and modify wood to meet their needs? Did  they preplan construction and stockpile timbers? Did they repair and/or remodel structures? Dendroarchaeological samples contain two types of environmental information: climatic and distributional. A dendroclimatic reconstruction was far beyond the scope of this project, although Grissino-Meyer’s (1996) El Malpais reconstruction provides relevant data. The tree species exploited by the site occupants are the results of both cultural choices and environmental availability, and we noted—but not in any formal systematic fashion—the locally available species near the sites. Finally, the excellent documentation of the homestead by BLM volunteers allowed us to conduct “casual repeat photography” research as well. 

PROJECT LOCATION

The general project area is in western New Mexico near El Malpais National Monument (Figure 1). Dominated by Mt. Taylor (Figure 2), also known as Dootl’izhiidziil--the Navajo sacred mountain of the South—the area is nestled between the Colorado Plateau on the north, Rio Grande Valley on the east, and Mogollon Highlands on the south at an elevation of 6500-7500’ asl. The most significant geologic features of the area are the great lava flows emanating from Mt. Taylor (Figure 3), which are bounded on the east by sandstone cliffs of Cebollita Mesa (Figure 4).


The semi-arid climate—the area receives 12-15” of precipitation annually—supports an Upper Sonoran vegetation community that includes an overstory of pinyon-juniper forest. Interestingly, the lava flows themselves support the oldest living Douglas-fir trees (and possibly junipers)  in the Southwest. Away from the lava flows, scattered stands of Ponderosa pine are located on north-facing slopes and in alcoves.




PREVIOUS RESEARCH


The El Malpais area has been the subject of significant research in the past—both dendrochronological and archaeological. Dendrochronology received a major boost by the discovery of long-lived Douglas-fir trees on the El Malpais lava flows; the dendroclimatic information gleaned from these trees has played an important role in recent reconstructions of long-term trends in southwestern precipitation patterns (Grissino-Meyer 1996).


Although abundant archaeological research has been conducted in the area of the past 100 years, only two recent CRM-related projects directly concern this project. The first was a predominately volunteer project, supported by the Bureau of Land Management, to record many of the historic homesteads on the Monument and BLM lands to the south and east. The lead volunteers, K. and S. Harvill, did a tremendous job documenting the many sites and features. Their 1990 photographs have proved to be an invaluable resource for both research and preservation efforts.  The second was a more traditional CRM survey conducted by Cibola Research Consultants in 2004; they recorded both hogan sites, LA 143525 and LA 143526, that were sampled as part of this project.

THE SITES

The field portion of the course involved sampling four sites, all of which  are located on lands administered by the New Mexico Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Rio Puerco Field Office. The sites include two forked-pole hogans, a historic homestead, and a previously unrecorded log-and-brush fence. Based on architectural styles, both hogans are assumed to be Navajo constructs and the homestead is assumed to have been built by Anglo ranchers; the log-and-brush fence could have been built by Navajo, Anglo, or Hispanic occupants of the area.

LA 143526, known as the Small Hogan (Figure 5), is located in the pinyon-juniper forest on a ridgetop overlooking Cibola Creek. Although two areas of slightly ashy soil were noted south and east of the structure, no artifacts of any kind were observed. The structure itself has collapsed and consists of  15+ juniper beams arranged in a semi-circular pattern typical of forked-pole hogans in other areas.

LA 143525, known as the Big Hogan, is located in a very steep and narrow north-trending drainage approximately 50m northeast of LA 143526. The site location is very “hidden” and no artifacts were seen in the area. The structure consists of 20+ timbers of various sizes leaning into and scattered around a large juniper tree (Figure 6).

The “fence” was observed during our hike to the hogan sites. It was not documented during previous surveys in the area and was not formally recorded during this project. The structure consists of living and dead trees and branches, some of which were cut with a metal ax. Our impression—without   mapping—is that the structure is somewhat ovoid or circular and that it may have been an animal enclosure of some kind. 


LA 102087, the homestead cabin site, was extensively recorded in 1990 by the Harvills as part of the BLM survey.  The site is located on a gentle southeast-facing slope above Cebolla Creek in the pinyon-juniper forest. When recorded in 1990, the site consisted of the Main Cabin and its associated porch and yard, a small pen (possibly a chicken coop), a latrine scatter, and trash.


The Harvill’s (ARMS site form 1990) describe the site as a “Western Gable” construction and representing:

Half of an extensive site covering both sides of the hill or represents later use of an earlier homestead. The saw square notching of 14 inch diameter Ponderosa Pine logs is meticulous. The fireplace was built when the cabin was built. Rafters appear simply to rest upon the double ridgepoles which extend to the south to support a porch roof. Wall logs rest on the ground and are rotting. A pack rat has filled the fireplace arch with a nest and may be the structural integrity holding up the fireplace. Several stone and timber strcutures can be seen below the cliff which forms the hill upon which sits the cabin.

FIELD METHODS

Two methods were used to collect dendroarchaeological samples from the sites: coring and cross sectioning (Figs  coring, fig sawing). Core samples (1/2” diameter) were collected (Figure 8) using a specially adapted drill bit similar to an elongated hole saw. Samples were extracted from areas exhibiting characteristics of a “true outside” (beetle galleries, bark, etc.) and the core holes were filled with corks labeled by field sample number. Full or partial sections were hand sawn from beam ends only when sawing did not impact the architectural or visual integrity of the structure. All samples were provenienced on existing site maps and/or photographs; in addition, beam and sample attributes were documented on specially designed LTRR sample forms (see http://www.ltrr.arizona.edu/archaeology for additional information).

SAMPLE PREPARATION AND ANALYSIS

After collection, samples were transported to the LTRR in Tucson where they were prepared and analyzed by Geos 497j/597j students and LTRR staff. Preparation typically involved sanding the sample surface with fine-grit sandpaper (80-400 grit) until the individual cells in each ring were visible under a binocular microscope at 10-40x magnification (Figure 9). Analysis was conducted using the Douglass Method of skeleton plotting (Stokes and Smiley 1968) which assigns a specific year to each and every ring on a sample.

RESULTS


The Fence

A single sample was collected from the long-and-brush fence. It was a pinyon cross section sawn from a metal ax-cut branch. Unfortunately, it could not be crossdated due to erratic ring patterns. The fence contains dozens of additional timbers that would undoubtedly yield tree-ring dates. A detailed recording, mapping, and sampling effort, however, is needed to determine when and why the structure was built.


The Small Hogan (LA 143526)


A total of four samples was collected from the Small Hogan, all as ½” cores (Table 1). All of the samples are juniper, as are all the other identifiable timbers on the site, but none dated. The weathered, twisted nature of the beams suggest that all were procured as dead wood. It may be significant that none of the timbers exhibit tool marks of any kind; thus, the site could date to prehistoric times, but we consider that unlikely. Perhaps cross sections from the beams would yield dates, but we did not believe such intrusive impacts to the resource were warranted during this project.

Table 1.  LA  143526 tree-ring samples.













Sample#
LTRR#
Form
Species
Function
Inside
Outside
Comments

 
 
 
 
 
Date
Date
 

CBH-1
CEB-121
1/2" core
JUN
Loose log
NO DATE
NO DATE
weathered

CBH-2
CEB-122
1/2"  core
JUN
Loose log
NO DATE
NO DATE
weathered

CBH-3
CEB-123
1/2" core
JUN
Loose log
NO DATE
NO DATE
weathered

CBH-4
CEB-124
1/2" core
JUN
Loose log
NO DATE
NO DATE
weathered

The Big Hogan (LA 143525)


A total of 13 samples (Table 2) was collected from LA 143525, all as ½” cores (Fig ure 14). The samples include six junipers and seven pinyons, which mirrors the local environmental distribution. It may be important, however, that all six juniper samples are Juniperus scopulorum; other juniper species grow in the area, but were not selected for construction—probably because the builders preferred the relatively long, straight boles of J. scopulorum.


Seven of the samples yielded dates (Table 2), including five pinyons and two junipers. The samples that failed to date typically exhibited erratic ring sequences that do not match the master chronology. The dates range from 1797vv to 1915vv, but none are cutting or near cutting dates; all the samples have suffered exterior ring loss. Two samples (CEB-108, CEB-111), date 1914vv and 1915vv, respectively; using Ahlstrom’s (1985) principles, indicate that the structure was built in the mid-to-late 1910s. CEB-110, the south door jamb dates 1887++vv and was probably procured as dead wood.

Table 2. LA 143525 Tree-ring samples.










Sample#
LTRR#
Form
Species
Function
Inside
Outside
Comments

 
 
 
 
 
Date
Date
 

CBC-1
CEB-108
1/2" core
JUN
leaner
1720
1914vv
J. scopulorum

CBC-2
CEB-109
1/2" core
JUN
leaner
NO DATE
NO DATE
J. scopulorum

CBC-3
CEB-110
1/2" core
JUN
south door jamb
1630
1887++vv
J. scopulorum

CBC-4
CEB-111
1/2" core
PNN
leaner
1819
1915vv


CBC-5
CEB-112
1/2" core
PNN
leaner
1730
1882vv


CBC-6
CEB-113
1/2" core
PNN
leaner
1834
1908vv


CBC-7
CEB-114
1/2" core
JUN
leaner
NO DATE
NO DATE
J. scopulorum

CBC-8
CEB-115
1/2" core
PNN
leaner
1700
1878+vv


CBC-9
CEB-116
1/2" core
PNN
leaner
NO DATE
NO DATE


CBC-10
CEB-117
1/2" core
JUN
leaner
NO DATE
NO DATE
J. scopulorum

CBC-11
CEB-118
1/2" core
PNN
leaner
NO DATE
NO DATE


CBC-12
CEB-119
1/2" core
PNN
loose log
1525+-
1797vv


CBC-13
CEB-120
1/2" core
JUN
loose log
NO DATE
NO DATE
J. scopulorum











We infer that the hogan was built in the 1915-1920 interval and was occupied for a very short time. Indeed, the lack of artifacts suggests the site may never have served as a habitation.  If the site is Navajo—and we know of no other groups that build hogans—it raises interesting questions about which Navajos were using the area in the 1910s and why. More detailed studies, including Navajo oral history research, could help address these questions.

The Homestead (LA 102087)


The homestead is the largest, most complex site examined during this project. We sampled only three features: the Pen, the Cabin, and the Yard.


A total of 70 samples was collected from the site, but one was lost during transport to Tucson. Of the remining 69 samples, 45 (65%) are ponderosa, 20 (29%) are juniper, 3 (4%) are pinyon, and a single sample is Douglas-fir. The species distribution is clearly a result of cultural choices. Ponderosa pines are available in the general area—approximately 2 km to the south—but do not grow on or adjacent to the homestead; nor were any ponderosa stumps observed in the area during the fieldwork. We infer that the ponderosa timbers were procured from some distance away and transported to the site via wagon or dragging, not an easy task. The pinyon and juniper samples were probably procured locally; the single Douglas-fir, on the other hand, must have come from a considerable distance as none grow in the area today. 

The Cabin

As recorded by the Harvills, the Cabin is a rectangular, single-room “Western Gable” construction with a stone fireplace on the north wall, doors on the east and south walls, a window (probably open) on the west wall, and a porch that extended south into the Yard (Figure 15).  The structure was built using horizontal wall timbers that rest directly on the ground surface without footers of any kind; door frames were milled 2x4 lumber, probably procured from nearby sawmills. Four main beams (Figure….) supported the roof secondaries or rafters; the rafters are smaller and shorter than the horizontal wall elements and rest directly on the main support beams. Although most elements exhibit evidence of delimbing with a metal ax, none were debarked. The beam ends, door and window junctions were sawn, but the notches were cut using a metal ax; all roof secondary beams were cut and delimbed with a metal ax.  Other than the dry-laid fireplace and milled lumber bench (now missing), no internal features are evident in the cabin. 

A total of 41 samples was colleted from the Cabin, 39 as cores and two as a partial section (Table 3). Ponderosa pine was the dominant species used in construction (n=32), followed by juniper (n=6), and single elements of Douglas-fir and pinyon (one sample was lost in the field). The species distribution within the structure is informative. With the exception of a single Douglas-fir door sill (CEB-138), all of the horizontal wall elements, roof primary beams, door jambs and sills, and window jambs and sills, are ponderosa pine. As noted above, ponderosa does not currently grow on the site; all of these construction timbers, some very large, must have been harvested some distance away (2-3 km) and transported to the cabin using horses and wagons or gasoline trucks (which we consider unlikely). In contrast, the roof secondaries, or rafters, are a mix of small junipers (n=6), ponderosas (n=3), and pinyon (n=1); we only sampled those secondaries that exhibited good outer surfaces, but the overall species distribution is similar. The junipers and pinyons were probably procured on-site, but the ponderosas were probably harvested some distance away.

Of the 40 analyzed samples from the cabin, 37 yielded dates, an outstanding 95 percent success rate. Twenty-five of the samples yielded cutting or near cutting dates; the date range is 1910++vv to 1940LBinc, and the cutting date range is 1928+v inc to 1940LB inc. There are two major cutting date clusters in the distribution, 1932 and 1934-1935. Fifteen of the 1932 cutting dates (all ponderosa) retain complete terminal rings indicating tree harvesting in the late summer or early fall of 1932. All three 1935 cutting dates, one ponderosa and two junipers, retain incomplete terminal rings; they were cut during the summer of 1935. The two 1934 near cutting dates that form part of the 1934-1935 cluster are both “+” dates; thus they may be missing a ring near the end of the ring series and probably date to 1935.

The most interesting and informative aspects of the cabin occupation are identified by the spatial distribution of the species and dates. All four walls were built using beams cut in 1932, probably very late in the ponderosa growing season (July-August). Two door jambs (CEB-134, CEB-143) and a window jamb (CEB-153) were apparently procured as dead wood.  The roof primaries date to 1928+v inc (CEB-154), 1934+LB inc (CEB-155) and 1935LB inc (CEB-156). The 1934 “+” date indicates a possible missing ring near the end of the sequence and the timber was probably procured in 1935. The 1928 date is more problematic. It is possible that this large ponderosa was reused from another structure, but we consider that unlikely; it may also have been a standing dead tree. Finally, if all these timbers were not cut by the site occupants, but purchased from a local sawmill, it may have been “stockpiled” in the lumberyard for a number of years. Most of the roof secondaries were procured in the summer or fall of 1935, with the exception of CEB-157 which dates 1940LB inc; it is clearly a repair beam harvested in the summer/fall of 1940.

Table 3. LA 102087 (Cabin) tree-ring samples.

Sample#
LTRR#
Form
Species
Function
Inside
Outside
Comments

 
 
 
 
 
Date
Date
 

CHC-1
CEB-126
1/2" core
PP
Horiz. Wall Support
1840+-
1932LB inc


CHC-2
CEB-127
1/2" core
PP
Horiz. Wall Support
1795+-
1932 LB comp


CHC-3
CEB-128
1/2" core
PP
Horiz. Wall Support
1802
1928vv


CHC-4
CEB-129
1/2" core
PP
Horiz. Wall Support
1715
1932 LB comp


CHC-5
CEB-130
1/2" core
PP
Roof Support 
1802
1932 LB comp


CHC-6
CEB-131
1/2" core
PP
Horiz. Wall Support
1831
1932B comp


CHC-7
CEB-132
1/2" core
PP
Horiz. Wall Support
1802+-
1932B comp


CHC-8
CEB-133
1/2" core
PP
Door Jamb
1833
1932v comp


CHC-9
CEB-134
1/2" core
PP
Door Jamb
1720+-
1928++B inc


CHC-10
CEB-135
1/2" core
PP
Door Jamb
1870+-
1932 LB comp


CHC-11
CEB-136
1/2" core
PP
Door Jamb
NO DATE
NO DATE


CHC-12
CEB-137
1/2" core
PP
Door Lintel
1799
1932 LB comp


CHC-13
CEB-138
1/2" core
DF
Door Sill
1815+-
1932 LB comp


CHC-14
CEB-139
1/2" core
PP
Door Jamb
1835
1932LB inc


CHC-15
CEB-140
1/2" core
PP
Door Jamb
1817+-
1930vv


CHC-16
CEB-141
1/2" core
PP
Door Jamb
1879
1932vv


CHC-17
CEB-142
1/2" core
PP
Door Jamb
1840
1932vv


CHC-18
CEB-143
1/2" core
PP
Door Jamb
1847
1922++LB inc


CHC-19
CEB-144
1/2" core
PP
Door Jamb
1836
1932v comp


CHC-20
CEB-145
1/2" core
PP
Door Jamb
1805+-
1932 LB comp


CHC-21
CEB-146
1/2" core
PP
Door Jamb
1845
1932v


CHC-22
CEB-147
1/2" core
PP
Door Lintel
NO DATE
NO DATE


CHC-23
CEB-148
1/2" core
PP
Horiz. Wall Support
1786+-
1932 LB comp


CHC-24
CEB-149
1/2" core
PP
Window Sill
1785+-
1928vv


CHC-25
CEB-150
1/2" core
PP
Window Jamb
1767+-p
1932B comp


CHC-26
CEB-151
1/2" core
??
Window Jamb

LOST


CHC-27
CEB-152
1/2" core
PP
Window Jamb
1853
1932LB comp


CHC-28
CEB-153
1/2" core
PP
Window Jamb
1719
1910++vv


CHC-29
CEB-154
X-section
PP
Roof Primary
1846
1928+v inc


CHC-30
CEB-155
1/2" core
PP
Roof Primary
1804
1934+LB inc


CHC-31
CEB-156
1/2" core
PP
Roof Primary
1783+-
1935LB inc


CHC-32
CEB-157
X-section
JUS
Roof Secondary
1681+-
1940LB inc
J. scopulorum

CHC-33
CEB-158
1/2" core
JUN
Roof Secondary
1829+-
1933+v inc


CHC-34
CEB-159
1/2" core
JUS
Roof Secondary
1844
1935v inc
J. scopulorum

CHC-35
CEB-160
1/2" core
JUS
Roof Secondary
1669+-
1934+v inc
J. scopulorum

CHC-36
CEB-161
1/2" core
JUS
Roof Secondary
NO DATE
NO DATE
J. scopulorum

CHC-37
CEB-162
1/2" core
PNN
Roof Secondary
1810
1933vv


CHC-38
CEB-163
1/2" core
PP
Roof Secondary
1882
1935vv


CHC-39
CEB-164
1/2" core
JUS
Roof Secondary
1680+-
1935B inc
J. scopulorum

CHC-40
CEB-165
1/2" core
PP
Roof Secondary
1898
1935vv


CHC-41
CEB-166
1/2" core
PP
Roof Secondary
1883
1935vv


The Yard

The Yard consists of five different wall segments and two gate openings (Figure …..). More or less rectangular, the Yard articulates with the south end of the Cabin on both the east and west sides. Paired vertical support posts hold the horizontal wall beams (intramurals) in place and were placed next to the Cabin walls, at junction points, and near the ends of the intramurals; the horizontal elements were not fastened to the uprights, but simply placed between the two paired uprights. The uprights were secured by wire looped over both elements a short distance from the top. The wall segments were originally 4-5 logs high—probably 4’+, but have collapsed over time. There are no internal structures in the Yard and we infer that the space was used as temporary storage space for vehicles or animals.

The 25 samples collected from the Yard include 12 junipers (all J. scopulorum), 12 ponderosas, and one pinyon (Table 4). The species use is significant in that all of the vertical support posts are Juniperus scopulorum. That species was probably selected because it is more resistant to decay when buried than other species; it is interesting, however, that sever of these uprights exhibit “circular rot” (Figure ….) on their top ends, as if they had been buried for a period and then reversed for additional use; this erosion may have been caused by wires used to hold the uprights in position. The horizontal intramurals, on the other hand, include nine ponderosas and a single pinyon. Ponderosas were probably selected because there are typically long and straight. The wall supports are small pieces used to prop up the horizontal intramurals (Figure …), and consist of three ponderosas and two junipers; they are probably simply extra pieces, but none duplicate any other sampled elements. 

Eighteen of the Yard samples yielded dates (Table 4), including 12 cutting dates. All of the samples that yielded cutting dates exhibit incomplete terminal rings, indicating beam procurement during the summers of both 1935 (CEB-175, CEB-178, CEB-181, CEB-183) and 1936 (CEB-167, CEB-168, CEB-169, CEB-170, CEB-176, CEB-177, CEB-180, CEB-182).  The distribution of cutting date clusters in two years, all with incomplete terminal rings, provides evidence for two interpretations. First, the Yard may have been constructed over two successive summers using freshly cut beams each year. Alternatively, the Yard may have been built in summer 1936 using freshly cut beams and timbers stockpiled during the previous year.  For reasons outlined below, we favor the second interpretation of construction during the summer on 1936.

Table 4. LA 102087 (Yard) tree-ring samples.











Sample#
LTRR#
Form
Species
Wall
Function
Inside
Outside
Comments

 
 
 
 
Segment
 
Date
 
 

CHY-1
CEB-167
X-sect
PP
1
Horiz. Intramural lower
1892p
1936r inc


CHY-2
CEB-168
X-sect
JUN
1
Horiz. Wall Support-lowest
1690+-p
1936r inc
J. scopulorum

CHY-3
CEB-169
X-sect
PP
1
Horiz. Intramural-upper
1889p
1936r inc


CHY-4
CEB-170
X-sect
PP
2
Horiz. Intramural-higher
1911
1936r inc


CHY-5
CEB-171
X-sect
PP
2
Horiz. Wall Support-lowest
1876
1935vv


CHY-6
CEB-172
X-sect
JUN
2
Horiz. Wall Support-lowest
NO DATE
NO DATE
J. scopulorum

CHY-7
CEB-173
X
JUN
2
Loose Log
NO DATE
NO DATE
J. scopulorum

CHY-8
CEB-174
X
PNN
3
Horiz. Intramural
NO DATE
NO DATE


CHY-9
CEB-175
X
PP
3
Horiz. Intramural
1864
1935v inc


CHY-10
CEB-176
X
PP
3
Horiz. Intramural
1897p
1936v inc


CHY-11
CEB-177
X
PP
3
Horiz. Intramural
1887p
1936r inc


CHY-12
CEB-178
X
PP
4
Horiz. Intramural
1891p
1935r inc


CHY-13
CEB-179
X
JUN
5
Vertical Intramural
NO DATE
NO DATE
J. scopulorum

CHY-14
CEB-180
X
PP
4
Horiz. Intramural
1863p
1936r inc


CHY-15
CEB-181
X
PP
4
Horiz. Wall Support
1878p
1935r inc


CHY-16
CEB-182
X
PP
4
Horiz. Intramural
1866p
1936r inc


CHY-17
CEB-183
X
PP
4
Horiz. Wall Support
1850p
1935r inc


CHY-18
CEB-184
1/2" core
JUN
4
Vertical Wall Post
NO DATE
NO DATE
J. scopulorum

CHY-19
CEB-185
1/2" core
JUN
3
Vertical Wall Post
NO DATE
NO DATE
J. scopulorum

CHY-20
CEB-186
1/2" core
JUN
3
Vertical Wall Post
1826
1935vv
J. scopulorum

CHY-21
CEB-187
1/2" core
JUN
3
Gate Post - Vertical Wall Post
1767+-
1934+vv
J. scopulorum

CHY-22
CEB-188
1/2" core
JUN
2
Vertical Wall Post
NO DATE
NO DATE
J. scopulorum

CHY-23
CEB-189
1/2" core
JUN
2
Vertical Wall Post
1834
1931vv
J. scopulorum

CHY-24
CEB-190
1/2" core
JUN
1
Vertical Wall Post
1825
1931+vv
J. scopulorum

CHY-25
CEB-191
1/2" core
JUN

Vertical Intramural -- "Flagpole"
1726
1933vv
J. scopulorum

The Pen

Four samples were collected from the Pen (Table 5), two as cores and two as cross sections. The species used include two junipers (one J. scopulorum), a pinyon, and a ponderosa. All of the beams are much smaller than those used in the cabin and were probably procured on the site.  Two beams (CEB-192 and CEB-195) were horizontal beams, one sample was from a loose beam, and one (CEB-193) was taken from an upright corner post. The upright corner post has a metal ax-cut upright end, but no other tool marks were noted on the specimens

Three of the samples yielded dates (Table 5), but all are noncutting dates. Using Ahlstrom’s (1985) dating principles, we infer that the structure was built sometime after 1937. It is possible that the mini-cluster in 1931 indicates construction in that year and repair in 1937 or later; the small, somewhat informal nature of the structure and distribution of dates from other site structures (see above), however, makes such an inference unlikely.

Table 5. LA 102087 (Pen) tree-ring samples.

Sample#
LTRR#
Form
Species
Function
Inside
Outside
Comments

 
 
 
 
 
Date
Date
 

CHCR-1
CEB-192
X-section
PP
Horiz. Intramural
1816+-
1931vv


CHCR-2
CEB-193
1/2" core
JUN
Upright Post
1764+-p
1931+vv
J. scopulorum

CHCR-3
CEB-194
1/2" core
JUN
Loose Log
No Date
No Date


CHCR-4
CEB-195
X-section
PNN
Horiz. Intramural
1762
1937++vv


Discussion

LA 102087 is a large, complex site that provides abundant data concerning the historic period occupation of the Cibola Creek area. Detailed recording in 1990, abundant wood for tree-ring sampling, and two sets of photographs make this the most intensively examined homestead in the area.

The initial founding of the site probably occurred in the late summer of  1932. All four walls, the doors, and windows in the cabin were built using ponderosa pine logs procured from somewhere off-site. It is possible that the timbers were purchased from a local sawmill and had been residing in the lumberyard for years, but we consider this unlikely for two reasons. First, the presence of a single Douglas-fir door lintel (CEB-138) that dates to the same year suggests that the timbers were not part of a purchased “lot” of beams.  Second, we believe it unlikely that homesteaders in the early 1930s would have had the financial resources to purchase timber, especially when they could cut their own. Perhaps historical documents can help address this issue.

The next event in the site history was construction of the cabin roof in the summer of 1935. The main support beams and most of the secondaries were procured that summer. One roof primary (CEB-154) may have been reused from another structure, but we consider that unlikely; it may have been a standing dead tree when cut. The following summer, the Yard was appended to the south end of the cabin using freshly cut timbers and beams cut the previous summer.  Shortly thereafter, the Pen was constructed on the hill northeast of the Cabin.  The last tree-ring dated event in the site history is the repair of the roof in the summer/fall of 1940.

In summary, the initial activities at the site involved procuring and modifying ponderosa timbers and constructing the cabin walls in the late summer/fall of 1932. Whether the site was uninhabited or the occupants used the unroofed cabin, or used a temporary roof (tarp?) for three years is unknown, but the roof was not added until 1935. The Yard was appended the next year, the Pen built in 1937 or later, and the roof repaired only five years after it was built.  The tree-ring evidence indicates a relatively short, possibly episodic, occupation of the site between 1932 and 1940. Perhaps historical documents and oral historical data can shed some light on why the people moved to this remote area and why they left only a decade later.

Conclusions
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Figure 8. Marcy Reiser coring a fence post at LA 102087 (photo by R. Towner).





Figure 9.  A sanded core sample (CHC-25) showing individual rings.





Figure 1. Project area location in western New Mexico.





Figure 3. The lava flows of El Malpais (photo by M. Reiser).





Figure 2. Mt. Taylor north of the El Malpais (photo by R. Towner)











Figure 5. LA 143526, the small hogan (photo by R. Towner).





Figure 6. LA 143525, the Big Hogan (photo by R. Towner).





Dendroarchaeology in the Zuni Mountains, 2006 (Photo by S. Gallassini).





Figure 4. Natural arch in the sandstone cliffs of Cebollita Mesa (phot o by M. Reiser).





Figure 12. A portion of the log-and-brush fence (photo by R. Towner).





Figure ... "Circular rot" on top of an upright post in the Yard (photo by R. Towner).





Figure .. Wall supports in west wall segment at gate (photo by R. Towner).





Figure 7. LA 102087, the Homestead site.





Figure 14. Plan map of LA 143525 sample locations.





Figure 13.  Plan map of LA 143526 sample locations.










