5 Athapaskan Migrations
The View from Eagle Lake

Previous investigations into the
course and timing of Athapaskan
migrations have produced a series
of hypotheses to explain their ex-
tremely broad yet discontinuous
distribution (e.g., Bamforth 1988;
Derry 1975; Perry 1980; Wilcox
1981, 1988; Wilmeth 1979). In recent
decades the focus has been on ar-
chaeological evidence, although Ives
(1990) has investigated the possible
sociopolitical processes.

The Canadian Context and
Geographic Focus

Wilmeth (1979), using the perspec-
tive of central British Columbia,
hypothesized a strictly intermon-
tane route for the Apacheans (as

- the Navajo and Apaches are jointly
- known), whereas Perry (1980) and
Wilcox (1981, 1988) proposed a
Plains course to the U.S. Southwest,
excluding iiatean aud Paciiic Coast
groups from consideration. De-
spite the mid-1970s contributions
of Canadian and Alaskan subarc-
tic investigators (e.g., Derry and
Hudson 1975; Helmer, Van Dyke,
and Kense 1977), the main focus

of Athapaskan migrations studies
for a generation has been the U.S.
Southwest, particularly Navajo ar-
chaeology (see Schaafsma 2002;
Towner 1996, 2003). The number
of projects or papers relating to
Canadian Athapaskan archaeology
pales in comparison to that for the
Apachean record. Although the
material we discuss here has been
partly presented before, there are
new connections to be made, par-
ticularly in examining the complete

picture, from both the source and
recipient perspectives.

A reason for the narrow
northern- or southern-only focus
is simply lack of familiarity with
the other evidence. The Apacheans
have seen extensive recent treat-
ment (e.g., Schaafsma 2002; Towner
1996, 2003), but the question of ar-
chaeological visibility of Canadian
Athapaskans has not been examined
in any detail to our knowledge since
our Eagle Lake research (Magne
and Matson 1982, 1984, 1987, 2004;
Matson 1982a; Matson and Magne
2004; Matson et al. 1980) and that
of Wilmeth in the 1970s (Wilmeth
1971, 1975, 1978, 1979). Nonetheless
a re-examination in current con-
text of some relatively well-known
Canadian archaeological data, often
some 20 or 30 years after those
sites were excavated or published,

“ailows 4 fiesh view and raises soine

intriguing possibilities.

We re-examine the “Athapaskan
question” in light of the Eagle Lake
project results and include cur-
rent archaeological data from the
areas occupied by the Pacific Coast
groups of Athapaskans (PCA) in
Washington, Oregon, and northern
California, as well as the Canadian
Plateau groups. In addition, we
present ethnohistoric evidence from
the Subarctic and Plains that has
not been previously discussed in
this context. Altogether, five geo-
graphic areas form the principal
context of our argument: the In-
terior Plateau of British Columbia,
the interior Pacific drainage, the
Pacific Coast, the northern Plains,

and the adjoining eastern and cen- .

tral Subarctic (see fig. 61). We focus
on the archaeological situation in
the Southwest that allowed for the
penetration of the Apacheans but
slight the post-migration Atha-
paskan archaeology and ethnogra-
phy of that area. '

As introduced earlier, the Pla-
teau Athapaskan groups are the
Nicola, the Chilcotin, and the Car-
rier just to the north in central
British Columbia. They are all in the
interior Pacific drainage, well dis-
junct from the southern Northwest
Coast groups (PCA) such as the
Hupa and Tolowa in northwestern
California and southern Oregon. As
figure 61 shows, the BC Athapaskans
are part of a continuous distribu-
tion which in the northern interior
of British Columbia and adjacent
northwestern Alberta includes the

‘sekani, ‘lahltan; and Kaska with the -

distantly related Tlingit on the Alas-
kan Panhandle. North of the Tlingit
are the Eyak, the other language
widely recognized to be related
to Athapaskan but not usually in-
cluded within it. Farther to the
east in the subarctic, the Beaver,
Slavey, Mountain Dene, Dogrib,
Yellowknife, and Chipewyan are
found, while to the north and west
in the Yukon and Alaska are many
groups inhabiting what, according
to linguistic diversification analyses,
must have been the Athapaskan
homeland.

On the Plains, contiguous to
and northeast of the Apacheans,
are the Kiowa Apache. The Tsuu
T’ina (Sarsi) are currently found
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Figure 61. Distribution of Athapaskan speakers.

immediately south of the Beaver, al-
though as discussed later, both these
groups have moved significantly in
historic times. In the Southwest the
Navajo and Apache are spread over
a wide area but are not (or were
not) the exclusive inhabitants of this
territory, as many other linguistic
groups also are located in the South-
west. Figure 61 shows that both the
Pacific Coast Athapaskans and the
Apacheans are well separated from
the Northern Athapaskans.

With this brief survey in hand,
also keeping in mind our earlier
survey of southern Canadian
Athapaskans, we now provide
an overview of the nature of the
ethnographic, linguistic, and ar-
chaeological evidence as well as
arguments regarding recent Atha-
paskan movements; not forgetting
the Chilcotin. Then we w111 ‘move -
onto a consideration of hos
why the migrations6ccurred

Linguistics

The linguistic evidence of the unity
of the Athapaskan languages despite
their geographical spread has been
evident for more than 150 years.
Goddard (1996:294) reports that
the connection between Northern
Athapaskan and Apachean lan-
guages was first noted in 1852 and
the Athapaskan nature of the PCA
languages was presented in 1855.
The reason for these separations
has been the subject of voluminous
study for more than 100 years (e.g.,
Morice 1890, 1893, 1895). In fact, the
strongest evidence for Athapaskan
migrations is linguistic, which was
first convincingly demonstrated by
Sapir in a number of publications
in the first half of the twentieth
century (Foster 1996). The most
definitive treatment has been that
of Dyen and Aberle (1974), who
applied a rigorous methodology

to linguistics and kinship data to
reconstruct Proto-Athapaskan kin-
ship and its evolution. The linguistic
evidence provides important gen-
eralizations regarding the nature of
Athapaskan movements. The fol-
lowing inferences come from the
linguistic research (see L. Campbell
1997:110-13; Dyen and Aberle 1974;
Foster 1996; Hoijer 1963, 1971; Kin-
cade and Powell 1976; Krauss 1973,
1979; Krauss and Golla 1981).

L. The direction of general move-
ment was from north to south,
with some evidence of later
northward movement by Kiowa
Apache.

2. The Pacific Coast Athapaskans
appear to have diverged from the
northern groups slightly earlier
than the Apacheans did (Hoi-
jer 1956; Kincade and Powell
1976:89; Krauss 1973).

3. The Plateau and Pacific interior
drainage Athapaskans are lin-
guistically most closely related
to the Pacific Coast group, while
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the southern Apacheans are
more closely related to the east-
ern subarctic (Chipewyan, Bea-
ver), and interior BC (Carrier)

' groups.

4. The Tsuu T’ina (Sarsi) are lin-
guistically more closely related
to Sekani than to Beaver, but
share substantial linguistic traits
with Chipewyan and Carrier.

The weak part of the linguistic
analyses concerns attempts to date
the times of divergence, usually by
lexicostatistics or glottochronology.
A substantial literature devoted to
dating linguistic divergence exists,
much of it using lexicostatistics.
There is, however, a deep current of
dissatisfaction with lexicostatistics
(e.g., L. Campbell 1998; Crowley
1997; Hoijer 1956; Hymes 1957) since
the dates obtained for linguistic di-
vergence are often unreliable. Such
studies as the lexical study of Atha-
paskan kinship by Dyen and Aberle
(1974) demonstrate that method-
ologically sound linguistic studies
can reveal much about culture
change in the relative sense without
the need to fix absolute dates on the
changes in question. Furthermore,
recent work in historical linguistics
(e.g., Hill 2001) often appears to ac-
cept lexicostatistical information as
a useful first approximation, which
was not often the case a few years
ago. (For some recent discussions
about lexicostatistics, including ex-
tensions and critiques, see chapters
7-16 in Renfrew et al. 2000).

The basic theory behind lexico-
statistics is relatively simple and
widely accepted; the devil is in the
details. The main idea is that over
time there is a loss of core words
in a vocabulary, a postulate that
is accepted by all. The details are
the assumptions that (1) a single
loss rate is common to all lan-
guages; (2) there is a cross-cultural
core vocabulary that is adequately

e

representéd by either-the 200.0r

100 Swadesh lists;'and (3) these

lists can be reliably compared by
identifying cognates. All of these
assumptions have been heavily criti-
cized (L. Campbell 1998; Crowley
1997; Lehmann 1962). First, it has
been demonstrated that the loss rate
is variable (Campbell 1998:184; Leh-
mann 1962:110), casting doubt on
the usefulness of assuming a single
rate. Second, the use of at least three
core lists of different sizes indicates
that a core vocabulary is not easy to
identify, and there are strong theo-
retical reasons to believe that cores
will vary cross-culturally (Campbell
1998:180-83; Crowley 1997:173-

75; Lehmann 1962:110). Finally, the
identification of cognates is not
easy or well standardized (Crowley
1997:183-84). Depending on one’s
view of these problems, this method
is absolutely useless (or actually

- misleading) except in a few unusual

situations (Campbell 1998:186), has
very serious problems in practice
(Crowley 1997), is one of a series
of tools to be used (Foster 1996;
Lehmann 1962:110-11), or is a very
useful tool (Krauss 1973, 1979, our
interpretation).

Some of these problems are re-
duced if a single linguist is making
the core lists and identifying cog-
nates (Crowley 1997:184) and if the
languages being compared are in
similar settings and in cultures at
a similar level of technology. (Ice-
land’s rate of change is different
from those of other Germanic lan-
guages, but that would be expected
because of its isolated setting.)
Furthermore, although there are
obvious problems in the reliability
of the absolute dates produced by
glottochronology, there are prob-
lems with any alternative linguistic
dating techniques, which often pro-
duce dates that vary widely from
those obtained by archaeology when
the two can be compared (Bell-
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wood and Renfrew 2003). In our
case, we use lexicostatistics as useful
hypotheses, pointing out some of
the weaknesses when they are ap-
parent to us. Those dates (years
before 1950, that is, BP) we give
without citations are calculated
from Hoijer’s lists (with corrections)
as published in Dyen and Aberle
(1974:12-13). Since Hoijer produced
all these lists and identifications

of cognates, some of the potential
problems with lexicostatistics are
reduced. Furthermore, for the most
part, we are dealing with groups in
similar settings and at similar levels
of technology. '

An additional problem with
glottochronology is that it does not
extend very far into the past, but
that is not a concern here as all the
material we are most interested
in is well within both the theo-
retical range of circa 6000 years
and practical range of about 4000
years. Although the calendric dates
derived from glottochronology
may be in error, the Pacific and
Apachean Athapaskan divergences
clearly occurred in late prehistory.
The relative orders of divergences
are widely accepted, and the use
of lexicostatistics to obtain rela-
tive dates for divergences is seen as
more reliable than trying to produce
absolute dates.

According to Foster (1996:76)
the initial split between Eyak and
Athapaskan in Alaska is 3400 BP +
500. Within Athapaskan proper the
earliest split in the Alaskan-Yukon
homeland is thought to have oc-
curred about 2400 BP + 400 years
ago. The separation of southern
Canadian Plateau and Plains groups
from the Apacheans (Navajo and
Apache) dates to AD 1000 (Fos-
ter 1996:75), and we calculated the
divergence between Chipewyan
(the Northern Athapaskan lan-
guage most similar to Apachean)
and Navajo at 909 years (AD 1041).
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Hoijer (1971) places the Apachean
separation slightly earlier at circa
1200 to 1300 BP. The coincidence
of Hoijer’s (1971) timing of the ini-
tial split with the date of the White
River ash fall (as it was dated in
the middle 1970s; Lerbekmo et al.
1975), which covered much of the
southern Yukon about 1200 years
ago was what prompted Workman
(1978, 1979) to speculate thqt this
volcanic event was the prime cause
of the initial migration towards the
U.S. Southwest. Clague et al. (1995)
have recently redated the eastern
lobe of the White River tephra at
803 AD (= 60 years), supporting a
correspondence between the timing
of these two events. )
The Carrier have remained in
“place for a long time. According to
Dyen and Aberle (1974:250), Carrier
dialects have deep subdivisions that
suggest long occupancy and lengthy
differentiation in the area. The
Chipewyan-Carrier split is more
recent than the Apachean split from
Canadian languages, calculated
at 620 years. Since the Northern
Athapaskan languages tend to form
linguistic clines, or dialect chains,
lexicostatistics probably underesti-
mates their time of separation, while
the Apacheans are too far away to be
part of any chain, thus making the
estimate of that split more reliable.
Thus, the separation of Chipewyan
and Carrier may in fact be closer
in time to the Apachean split than
indicated by lexicostatistics.
Interestingly enough, given the
long-recognized linguistic similarity
between the eastern subarctic Atha-
paskans and the Apacheans, the
Carrier are the second most simi-
lar northern group to the Navajo
(1042 years) in Hoijer’s table. Given
the linguistic similarity between
Chipewyan and Carrier, we have
three possible scenarios: that the
Apacheans split off from (1) Carrier;
(2) Chipewyan; or (3) a recent com-

mon ancestor of all three. According
to lexicostatistics the Apacheans
split from a combined Carrier-
Chipewyan group before these two
groups diverged. Therefore, it is
most likely that scenario 3 is correct
and that the Apacheans separated
from other Athapaskans in interior
British Columbia.

Davis (1975:624) reports some-
what different lexicostatistical dates
for some of the same relationships.
He has the Chipewyan-Navajo di-
vergence at 788'years, greater than
the Navajo-Carrier split at 663.
Chilcotin-Navajo is measured at
889, and Chilcotin-Carrier at 601.
The same general pattern arises
from these numbers, though, “that
languages like Navajo, Chipewyan,
Chilcotin and Carrier are repre-
sentatives of a divergence that took
place approximately 1000 years ago,
perhaps beginning around north-
ern British Columbia, and that PCA
languages resulted from an earlier
split” (Davis 1975:624).

The earliest divergence of PCA
is dated at 1000 to 1100 years ago
(Chipewyan and Hare versus Galice
at 1042; Carrier versus Galice at
1134). Interestingly enough, the cal-
culated split between Apachean and
PCA is little different, with-the cal-
culated divergence between Navajo
and Galice at 1042, although the
average difference is greater be-
tween PCA and Apachean languages
than between PCA and Northern
Athapaskan languages. Tyhurst
(1984:349-54), as reviewed earlier,

" presents evidence that Chilcotin is

most closely related to Ulkatcho
Carrier. This indicates that the 601-
620-year divergence dates for the
Carrier and Chilcotin are apt to be
overestimates and that the separa-
tion between the Ulkatcho Carrier
and the Chilcotin happened:more
recently. i PR S

The linguistic data:irisgen~» ., -

eral show Athapaskans:(or ,Ey.ak; AR

Athapaskans) being in the Yukon-
Alaska homeland as far back as
lexicostatistics can be used (around
4000 years) as almost everyone who
has studied this question agrees.
Moving away from the Alaska-
Yukon border, the Northern Atha-
paskan languages tend to form
dialect chains but show separation
times of approximately 2000 years
between Arctic drainage and Alas-
kan Athapaskans (Slave/Tanaina at
1920 years, Tanaina/Dogrib at 2165),
again indicating that Athapaskan
speakers have been in that general
area for some time. Although the
relationship between Pacific drain-
age and Arctic drainage Athapaskan
appears to be close, as the Carrier-
Chipewyan figures cited earlier
indicate, Carrier also shows sub-
stantial distance from the Alaskan

. Athapaskan languages (1640 years

with Tanaina), which should in-
dicate substantial residence in the
southern Yukon-northern BC area.
In contrast with this lexicosta-
tistical information, which is in
general agreement with other lin-
guistic information (Foster 1996:74,
75; Krauss 1979) that demonstrates
substantial local residence for sub-
arctic Athapaskans, the Pacific
and Apachean groups show re-
cent separation from the north.
That the Apachean homeland was
in the north is unassailable (Fos-
ter 1996:75). The lexicostatistics
apparently fit with other informa-
tion to demonstrate that there are
slightly larger differences between
Pacific and Northern Athapaskan
languages than between Apachean
and Northern Athapaskan (Foster
1996:75). This leads to the infer-
ence that the Pacific Athapaskans
left the north first, with a linguistic
separation of 1200 years ago, and
the Apacheans left a few hundred
years later. We wonder, though, if
both really moved south at the same
time. Except for the Kiowa Apache,
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the Apache-Navajo group has re-
mained as a single dialect chain,
and a relatively large community,
spread across the open Southwest.
In such a setting, would not the
group retain many of the linguistic
traits they brought with them? In
contrast, the Pacific Athapaskans
have divided into at least four sepa-
rate languages and are confined in

a much more densely populated
area, with a much more sedentary
lifestyle. In such a setting, would
not the languages change more over
the same length of time? As we have
already stated, the Hoijer lists yield
separation dates of 909 (Apacheans)

" and 1042 years (PCA), not a very

large difference.

Hoijer (1971) hypothesized a
Proto-Canadian-Pacific-Apachean
(PCPA) system, a protolanguage
shared by some Northern Atha-
paskans and the Apachean and
Pacific Athapaskans. This is exactly
what would be expected if the last
two were the end results of a single
migratory origin.

If we assume that a single lin-
guistic group left the north in both
cases, the maximum separation
existing today among the Pacific
Athapaskans and Apacheans would
give us minimum dates for this
event—in contrast to the separation
dates with Northern Athapaskans,
which should give maximum dates.
For the Apacheans, we have only
two languages, and the maximum
separation is between Kiowa Apache
and Navajo at 865 years (Kiowa
Apache and the other Apachean
dialects give statistically identical
figures). For the Pacific Athapaskans
the maximum separation is be-
tween Galice and Mattole at 1134
(the Galice are a small isolated
group in interior Oregon), although
most of the variations within Pacific
Athapaskans are in accord with the
Kiowa Apache differences. This 1134-
year measure (71 shared cognates) is

the same as.the Carrier-Galice dif-
ference: As argued previously, this is
not a large-difference, allowing the
hypothesis of common departure
dates continued viability, along-
side the traditional acceptance of

a slightly earlier departure date for
Pacific Athapaskans. Either idea

is consistent with the linguistic
evidence.

Ethnographic Considerations
One could expect that evidence of
recent migrations would be included
in origin beliefs, and a survey of
Northern Athapaskan oral tradi-
tion reveals traces of such. Moodie,
Catchpole, and Abel (1992) have
docurhented Tutchone, Mountain
Dene, Hare, Slave, and Dogrib oral
traditions of volcanic events that
they equate with the White River
eruption. They also relate a Hare
migration story recorded by Peti-
tot (1886) of Dene people living
first on the borders of the western
ocean, plateaus, and mountains,
then moving east of the mountains
(p-159).

Unfortunately, however, there is
no traceable origin legend between
Pacific Athapaskans in Oregon or
California and their nearest Plateau
neighbors, the Nicola or Chilcotin
(see Lane 1981; Wyatt 1998). There is
an oral tradition of Nicola and Chil-
cotin relationship, this being that
the Nicola descended from a Chil-
cotin hunting party. Teit (1979:11)
states that the Nicola-Similkameen
Athapaskans were a southward-
migrating party of Chilcotin that
became surrounded by the Thomp-
son and Okanagan. They were al-
lowed to settle in the upper Nicola
and Similkameen valleys. Other
traditions say that they had always
been there, with territory from just
above Spence’s Bridge to just below
the international boundary, and
that they were later pushed about by
the Okanagan and Thompson. Bou-

i
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chard and Kennedy (1984) date this
event to circa 1770. Today, people
of the Upper Similkameen Indian
Band recognize partial Nicola an-
cestry. Interestingly, Teit (1979:7)
relates further southward movement
of the early Nicola-Chilcotin: “It is
said that the Antelope afterwards
shifted to what is now Montana,
where he has many descendants, but
some of his children remained in
Nicola Valley as they had intermar-
ried with Coyote’s offspring.” This
comment has a bearing on other
historical evidence presented later.

For the Chilcotin, Lane (1981:
402) states that many Chilcotin
believe they used to live north
and northwest of their location at
contact. The Chilcotin are some-
times thought of as having moved
into Salish territory in late prehis-
toric times, but there may instead
have been a long process of mutual
interaction. Teit (1909a:469), for ex-
ample, notes, “The Caion division
[of Shuswap], about fifty years ago,
were strongly mixed with Chilco-
tin.”

As we move farther north on
the Interior Plateau, the oral tradi-
tion evidence is weak, but there are
well-documented historic moves
by Ulkatcho Carrier, leading to full
occupation of former Chilcotin ter-
ritory around Anahim Lake early
in the twentieth century (Dona-
hue 1973). These historic Ulkatcho
and Chilcotin moves are likely con-
nected to fur-trade events which
also appear to have been the prin-
cipal cause of westward movements
by groups such as the Sekani and
Beaver.

On the Pacific Coast, practi-
cally the only ethnographic traces
of northern origin for the Califor-
nia Athapaskans, apart from their
language, is a suite of social traits
that Jorgensen (1980) labels cul-
tural baggage: certain girls’ puberty
rites, individual curing rites, raid-
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ing, warrior status, and a general
focus on individual rather than
group accomplishments in life.
Baumboft’s (1958:158) summary
agrees, but adds that they did not
have the strong local organization
characteristic of central California.
We have also noted, though, some
similarities between the rectangu-
lar California Athapaskan house
structures and those seen in interior
British Columbia (Baumhoff 1958).
In particular, there is an empha-
sis on rectangular structures with

a single ridgepole, vertical planks
or bark slabs at the gable ends, and
a large opening for smoke along
the ridgepole (Baumhoff 1958:202,
plates 10f, 11a).

The Pacific Athapaskans live
in two different environments and
have two very different adapta-
tions. Some — including the Tolowa
(Gould 1966, 1978) and their neigh-
bors along the southern Oregon
coast, the Hupa — participated in the
Northwest Coast culture, while the
others (mainly in California) either
were farther south or inland, on the
east side of the Coast Mountains,
or did not have the large coastal
winter villages nor participate in
typical Northwest Coast activities
(BaumhofT 1958; Fredrickson 1984).
These groups were more typically
“Californian,” with tribelets and
less emphasis on wealth and status
(Baumbhoff 1958:159). The Pacific
Athapaskans in general appear
to be very similar to their neigh-
bors in both environments, with
little remaining of their Northern
Athapaskan heritage beyond their
language.

There is no documented inter-
action between Plains and Plateau
or Pacific Athapaskan groups, but
Navajo and Apache movements
southward and westward off the
Plains and into the U.S. Southwest
were documented by Spanish ex-
plorers in the mid-sixteenth century

(Schaafsma 2002). Gulley (2000)
has examined the Spanish sources
and shows that the ethnic attri-
butions in them are often in error
(see also Opler 1983). Habicht-
Mauche (1992), however, shows that
the identification as Apachean of
the bison-hunting-and-dog-using
“Querechos” found by Coronado in
AD 1541 is almost certainly correct.
Furthermore, she points out that the
Tierra Blanca Complex found in
the Texas panhandle is most likely
the archaeological equivalent of the
Querechos. The Tierra Blanca
Complex appears to begin about
AD 1450 (Habicht-Mauche 1992),
making this the earliest widely ac-
cepted evidence of Athapaskans in
the Greater Southwest.

There are also early historical
records of northward and westward
movements by Kiowa and Kiowa
Apache (Mooney 1898) that appear
to have been motivated by hos-
tile pressures from the Comanche,
a group of Shoshonean speakers.
This migration occurred later, how-
ever, after the horse had been inte-
grated into Plains culture. There is
documented evidence of contacts
between Kiowa Apache and Tsuu
T’ina in the form of intermarriage,
which by Mooney’s accounts seem
to have taken place on a regular
basis. Mooney (1898:247) states
that the Kiowa came from “the
extreme north,” that the Kiowa
Apache came with them, and that
“both tribes say they have no mem-
ory of a time when they were not
together.” Mooney (1898:246) writes
“they never had any political con-
nection with the Apache proper
and were probably unaware of their
existence until about one hun--
dred years ago.” As Gunnerson.-and
Gunnerson (1971) point out, the
Kiowa and Tsuu T’ina knew éach:- .
other rather well, even:to:the-extent-
where some prominent Kiowa-were .

themselves in a measure related to
the Kiowa Apache (see also Mooney
1898:247). Brant (1949, 1953), op-
poses Mooney’s position, asserting
that the Kiowa Apache split from
“an eastern Apachean prototype,”
such as Lipan or Jicarilla (and thus
likely were descended from the
Querechos), and moved northward.
Brant supports his conclusions
using linguistic and mythological
evidence; Dyen and Aberle (1974)
also agree. Gunnerson and Gunner-
son (1971) on the other hand, hold
that later anthropologists (meaning
Brant) went too far in discounting
Mooney’s position. They provide
evidence suggesting that the Kiowa
Apache were a Dismal River people
who lived in and around the Black
Hills of South Dakota and moved
with the Kiowa onto the Plains circa
AD 1700, -after the latter had aban-
doned their relationship with the
Crow (Gunnerson and Gunnerson
1971:19).

Two independent maps bear
directly on this issue: The first is -
Mooney’s showing Kiowa move-
ments to the Calgary area and
southeastward from the Yellowstone
area (redrawn here as fig. 62, top).
These movements may account for
the origin of the Kiowa Apache by
showing an obvious connection
to Tsuu T’ina territory, although
we do not think this is actually the
case. Instead, this Kiowa-Tsuu T’ina
connection likely occurred late in
time after the introduction of horses
from the south. A second map may
relate directly to Teit’s note that the
Antelope moved to Montana. This
second map (redrawn here as fig. 62,
bottom) is that of Ac ko mok ki,

a Blackfoot individual, drawn for
Peter Fidler of the Hudson’s Bay
Company in 1801 (Ruggles 1991:19).
The original map, brought to our
attention by Brian Reeves, shows the
locations of 32 aboriginal groups
with the numbers of tents in each.
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Curiously, one group, next to the
Warm Water, or Yellowstone, River,
is named Beaver. This is the heart
of southern Blackfoot country, and
there is not, nor has there ever been,
any Blackfoot band known as Bea-
ver. Ac ko mok ki was an informed
person, well able to show Mandans
(mud house Indians), Flat Heads,
and others. There is a very real pos-
sibility that the Beaver on Ac ko
mok ki’s map were Athapaskans.

Besides the linguistic ties, the
close link between Tsuu T’ina and
their northern neighbors, the Bea-
ver, is revealed in oral traditions,
in two versions of a tale describ-
ing a split between the two groups.
Note, however, that the linguistic
evidence shows clearer connections
between Tsuu T’ina and Sekani and
Chipewyan than between Tsuu T’ina
and Beaver. As Dyen and Aberle
(1974:251) point out, this Tsuu
T’ina— Sekani connection makes
good sense in relation to what is
generally known about early fur-
trade-group distributions in north-
ern Alberta; there was considerable
east-to-west movement during that
period (which fits Dyen and Aberle’s
analysis of shared innovations).

As stated by Denniston (1981:433),
prior to Cree expansion, the Sekani
and Beaver were likely one people.
The Beaver occupied the territory
north and west of Edmonton and
eventually moved to the west side
of the Rocky Mountains. The Tsuu
T’ina were known to visit Fort Ed-
monton. Ugarenko (1979) places
Beaver territory prior to 1700 south
of Lake Athabasca, with later dis-
placement westward caused by

the Cree.

Among the Beaver, Tsuu T’ina,
and Chipewyan, legends exist de-
scribing past groups’ direct inter-
actions in the area of Lake Atha-
basca. E. E. Wilson (1888:11) records,
“Formerly,” said Bull’s Head, “the
Sarcee territory extended from the
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Rocky Mountains to the Big River”
(probably the Peace River). Wilson
continues, “Another Indian told us
how the Sarcee were at one time
one people with the Chipewyan and
gave us the myth which accounts for
their separation” (p. 11).

Hale (1885) notes that Petitot
said the southernmost tribe of his
“montagnards” Tinneh were Tsa-
ttinne, rendered as “dwellers among
the beavers,” derived from tsa, “bea-
ver” and tinné, “man.” Hale goes on,
“M. Petitot described the Tsa-ttinne
or ‘Beaver Indians’ as comprising

" two septs,” one the Beaver and the

other the Sarsi (pp. 21-22). Accord-
ing to Jenness (1938), Sir Alexander
Mackenzie noted “Sarsees” at the
headwaters of the North Saskatche-
wan in 1792. They were known to
Umfreville at Cumberland House in
1790, to McGillivray at Fort George
in 1794, and to Alexander Henry
the Younger in 1810-11, also at Fort
George, who says that they occupied
the area of the Beaver Hills. There-
fore, the Tsuu T’ina in the 1700s
were in mountain environments of
the upper headwaters of the North
Saskatchewan and Athabasca rivers
(areas now in Banff and Jasper Na-
tional Parks), and by the early 1800s
had moved downriver (eastward),
probably to be closer to the later
established fur-trade forts.

This ethnohistoric information
indicates that despite their geo-
graphic location on the map, the
Tsuu T’ina are not a likely source for
the Apacheans. Their southernmost
Northern Athapaskan position is
one that has developed only rela-
tively recently in the postcontact
environment (Dyen and Aberle
1974:251).

The Tsuu T’ina, however, defi-
nitely made southern treks in the
historic era. For example, Hale
(1885) stated that in 1870 the Tsuu
T’ina were at Maria’s River in Mon-
tana (see also Jenness 1938:7). Jen-

ness also wrote, “In the early part
of the nineteenth century, appar-
ently, seven Sarcee warriors who
had travelled far to the southward
discovered a camp of ‘Utah’ Indi-
ans.” One of the warriors ended up
marrying a woman there, then years
later brought her back to the main
Sarcee camp, accompanied by some
of her brothers (p. 7).

In general, then, the ethnohis-
toric data and known historic distri-
butions for the Plateau and Pacific
groups reveal that the two groups
are unconnected ethnohistorically.
The Tsuu T’ina appear to demon-
strate, by their current location and
their relationships with the Kiowa
Apache and southward with the
other Apacheans, a long-standing
continuous stretch of Athapaskan
social connections along the east
side of the Rocky Mountains, but
all the evidence indicates that this
is a recent phenomenon. The lin-
guistic evidence and the Dyen and
Aberle analysis (1974:425) indicate
the Kiowa Apache derived from
the other Apacheans. Bamforth
(1988:90) shows a similar interpre-
tation for the distribution of ethnic
groups along the middle and central
portions of this area at AD 1700.
Although Bamforth’s proposed dis-
tribution is dependent on historical
events, it points to a slightly dif-
ferent arrangement of Athapaskan
groups existing in a similar continu-
ous chain along the eastern slopes of
the Rocky Mountains. Nonetheless,
the Tsuu T’ina’s southward position
appears to have occurred quite late
in time. Interestingly enough, de-
spite their relatively recent arrival
in the Southwest, Apachean origin
stories show little awareness of a
northern genesis (Zolbrod 1984).

Archaeological Evidence . -

Archaeological research has béeri” *
concentrated at thg’éﬁéfre}ﬁé.?f.of'f
Athapaskari distribution; with far -

more work having been completed
in the southernmost Apachean areas
than in the northern Arctic drainage
area of Yukon and Alaska, and even
less work on the Plateau. Although
two volumes have been devoted

to archaeological examinations of
the Northern Athapaskan question
(Derry and Hudson 1975; Helmer,
Van Pyke, and Kense 1977), it is
rare (but not unknown) among

the archaeological studies to have
reliable confirmation of Northern
Athapaskan presence in the form
of several lines of material evidence
such as we have demonstrated for
the Eagle Lake project area. We
believe, however, that there are in-
deed clear associations of particular
artifact types with Athapaskans
(see fig. 63), but these are not what
Kehoe, Wilcox, or Perry have sug-
gested.

In the Yukon Territory and
Alaska, Morlan, Wilson, and Shink-
win have with reasonable certainty
traced Athapaskan assemblages into
prehistory. In the Yukon, Morlan
(1973) presents convincing evidence
that the well-stratified Klo-Kut site
represents continuous Athapaskan
occupation from ca. 1200 BP to the
present, divided into three main
periods. Klo-Kut culture, which fea-
tures the distinctive Kavik points
(see figs. 63, 64), generally has its
“strongest ties . . . to the west along
the Brooks Range” (Morlan 1973:ii).
This pattern and interpretation have
recently been generally confirmed
by R. LeBlanc (2004), who includes
the Rat Indian Creek site about
60 km upstream from Klo-Kut in
the Klo-Kut culture. At Dixthada in
Alaska, Shinkwin (1979) recovered
Kavik points in rectangular house
depression deposits that she dates
to between AD 1100 and AD 1500.
At the Alaskan Atigun site, occu-
pied circa AD 1400-1800, 1. Wilson
(1978) shows a strong Kavik compo-
nent (see figs. 63, 64). Derry (1975)
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Figure 63. Selected Northern Athapaskan sites and other possible Athapaskan sites.

proposed a northward movement
of Athapaskans in Alaska, hypothe-
sizing that the northern lobe of the
White River ash fall circa 1500-1900
BP (see fig. 67; Clague et al. 1995)
was a major factor in forcing new
adaptive strategies in what had been
Inuit territory. In other words, at a
point in time just before the circa

AD 800 White River ash fall, Atha-

paskans with identifiable lithic tools
are found in archaeological com-
ponents in the Yukon and central
Alaska.

As for earlier Athapaskan ori-
gins, R. LeBlanc (2004:14-15) ac-
knowledges that the picture is un-
clear but that the Taye Lake and Old
Chief Phases of the Yukon and the
Itkillik Comiplex of coastal Alaska
may be part of a “basal culture”
predating 1200 BP. In his view, the

diversity that is apparent in likely
Athapaskan assemblages at about
1200 BP stems from diffusionary
processes with neighboring groups,
especially Eskimo peoples, which is
in accord with Derry’s hypothesis.

Workman (1978) considers the
beginning of the Aishihik Phase at
AD 400 to represent Athapaskan ar-
rival at Fisherman Lake in the west-
ern Northwest Territories, Gordon
(1975) places early Chipewyan cul-
ture at AD 500, at the beginning
of late Thaltheilei, and similarly,
D. Clark (1981) equates the Spence
River Phase with Athapaskans, at
AD 500. These inferences are consis-
tent with those based on linguistics
and archaeology (Derry, LeBlanc,
and Morlan).

Shinkwin discusses the long-
debated question of late microblade
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use, since she recovered microblades
and microblade cores at Dixthada.
She notes West’s (1967) rejection

of the late dates at Donnelly Ridge
(AD 120 £ 200, B-649; AD 160 +
300, B-650) and cites Cook’s (1969)
demonstration of early and late
microblade sites in Alaska. Shink-
win maintains that the upper layers
of Cook’s Healy Lake are like the
lower layers of Dixthada. As we note
later, microblades are present in a
number of assemblages otherwise
identified as Athapaskan and dating
to the last 1500 years.

Turning from Alaska and the
Yukon, there is quite a geographic
gap in Athapaskan archaeologi-
cal research until we arrive at
the central BC Plateau. Donahue
(1977a:261) argued that Athapaskan
cultures most likely have been
present on the northern Plateau at
Tezli (see fig. 1) since about 4500 BP.
Although the archaeological evi-
dence is weak, there are indications
of an Athapaskan presence in the
northern areas of the Interior Pla-
teau earlier than in the south (Dyen
and Aberle 1974:276).

Given the linguistic evidence,
the central BC archaeological record
should show clear recent linkages

- with the Yukon and Alaska Atha-

paskan materials. This is, in fact,
the case. At the protohistoric site of
Ulkatcho, Donahue (1973) recov-
ered five small stemmed points that
easily fall into the Kavik range (see
fig. 64) (along with 15 side-notched
points, 7 with concave bases), as
well as one microblade core and
seven microblades, these from the
upper 10 cm of deposit in house de-
posits that reached 20 cm maximum
depth. Note that Donahue used 1/16
in screens, enhancing microblade
recovery. Chinlac (see fig. 1), an-
other protohistoric Carrier village of
large rectangular structures (Borden
1952), said to have been attacked

by a Chilcotin war party in about
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ration of cemeteries from dwelling
areas. It seems that much of what
might be relevant to Pacific Atha-
paskans in Oregon and northern
California remains unpublished in
the form of contract reports, other
than Gould (1966), Pettigrew (1980),
and T. Connolly (1991). Connolly
(1986, 1991) and Tveskov (2000) do
provide some useful information,
however, especially concerning vari-
ous reports by Pettigrew that allude
to possible Athapaskan material cul-
ture traits in prehistory, specifically
microblades and small contracting
stem points.

Two nearby sites, the Looney
and Standley sites, in southern
Oregon Athapaskan territory (see
fig. 63) are relevant here (Con-
nolly 1986, 1991; Pettigrew 1980).
Both sites had items that were ini-
tially identified as microblades and
microblade cores, although Con-
nolly’s (1991) reanalysis suggests
that these may actually be scrapers
and fortuitously produced flakes.
The Looney site is considered too
old (ca. AD 1-500) to be of concern
here, but the similar Standley site
has three radiocarbon dates of less
than 500 BP as well as dates of more
than 2000 BP, and is thought to con-
tain even older material (Connolly
1991:39). Contracting stemmed (Co-
quille) points are common in older
material, making identification of
small variants as Kavik points prob-
lematical. Connolly (1991:73-92)
has made a serious and laudable at-
tempt to resolve the question of the
possible presence of microblades,
but we are divided as to his suc-
cess in demonstrating the absence
of microblade technology. Prob-
ably, only a firsthand inspection and
comparison with accepted micro-
blade technologies will resolve this
issue. At this point, the Standley
and Looney sites remain ambiguous
as to date and whether they in-
clude microblades and Kavik points

showih"é@iinilarities with Northern
Athapaskan components.

In aiv overview of southwest-
ern Oregon.and northern Califor-
nia, Connolly (1986:151 ) reviews
the Gunther Pattern, which he
sees as “without exception, asso-
ciated with speakers of the intrusive
Athapaskan or Algic languages,” a
position also taken by Fredrickson
(1984) and Tveskov (2000, 2004).
The Gunther Pattern is thought to
make its first appearance at about
AD 900, at the Gunther Island
site in Humboldt Bay, California
(Connolly 1986:160, 1991:13) and it
continues through historic compo-
nents of both Athapaskan and Algic
peoples. This initial date, however,
is not very certain. The Gunther
Pattern is seen as entirely coastal
in adaptation, not as an interior
derivation.

Turning to the northern Plains,
Kehoe (1973) claimed that Atha-
paskans manufactured Avonlea

points at Gull Lake in Saskatchewan, -

and several others since have pro-
moted this idea (e.g., Wilcox 1981,
1988). Perry (1980) states that Besant

_ points are Athapaskan markers on

the northern Plains. In Wyoming,
Frison (1973) suggested that the
Wardell bison trap site may have
been constructed and used by Atha-
paskans, while Reher and Frison
(1980) make the same suggestion for
late prehistoric layers of the Vore
site in eastern Wyoming. Both of

* these cases are based on the pres-

ence of Avonlea points, and Vore

is located in the Black Hills, a sup-
posed home of the Kiowa Apache.
Wilcox (1981, 1988, but see 2001) ac-
cepted Kehoe’s hypothesis because
Avonlea points make their appear-
ance in the right places at the right
times to account for southward
movement of Athapaskans (Wilcox
1988:276). Avonlea is a side-notched
point style with narrow notches,
low base height, and delicate flint
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knapping. Why assume these derive
from the north when in the north-
ern Plains the antecedent Pelican
Lake and Besant series provide a
good technological and cultural
developmental basis? Furthermore,
Morlan (1988) provides a thorough
analysis of radiocarbon dates for
Besant, Old Women’s, and Avonlea
Phases, demonstrating considerable
overlap in the sequence. Peck and
Ives (2001:185) support our view
that Avonlea and Besant are not
Athapaskan.

Wilcox (1981, 1988) has pre-
sented a critical review of writings
dealing with possible routes of mi-
gration for Apacheans, coming to
the conclusion that a high Plains
route is most likely and that an
intermontane route is most unlikely.
He also accepted Kehoe’s assertion
that Avonlea equals Athapaskan and
would have Athapaskans present
on the northern Plains 1500 years
ago, living in the Black Hills of
South Dakota from ca. AD 1100 to
about AD 1450, at which time they
began to extend their range south
and west to their present locations.
Wilcox took slightly later dates for
Avonlea in Montana (AD 550-900)
as evidence of a southward move-
ment. More recently though, Wilcox
(2001) has reviewed his ideas, ad-
mitting that there is evidence that
Avonlea is too old to be Athapaskan
but continuing to believe that his
model is defensible.

Despite Perry’s (1980) hypothe-
sis of an Athapaskan Besant ante-
cedent to an Athapaskan Avonlea,
the subarctic archaeological record
exhibits no indication of Besant ori-
gins in the Yukon or Northwest Ter-
ritories, nor of small, side-notched
point origins in the north.

For Avonlea itself, Morlan (1988)
shows very clearly that Avonlea
starts about AD 200 and continues
to circa AD 1200 across the northern
Plains. Note that Kehoe (1973) in the

A S E ey
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Gull Lake report presented no ma-
terial antecedents to Avonlea in the
north. His argument appears to be
based on the assumption that bison
drives originated from caribou drive
complexes in relatively recent times.
Perry (1980) takes Kehoe’s argument
a bit further and uses examples of
what he considers to be relatively
insecure caribou-based subsistence
strategies in mountainous envi-
ronments to illustrate Athapaskan
abilities to shift prey. This may at
first glance appear applicable only
to far northern groups, until one
recognizes that relict caribou herds
still exist in more southerly areas—
for example, Jasper National Park
(the heart of Beaver territory) and
Mount Revelstoke National Park in
southeastern British Columbia—
and that the Chilcotin hunted cari-
bou in central British Columbia.
Indeed, Perry points out that cari-
bou extended as far south as Elk
City, Idaho, in the twentieth cen-
tury. Generally, Perry (1980) makes
a good case for Apachean moun-
tain adaptations and, as discussed
later, these may be germane. But
with respect to the bison-caribou
drive idea, it is now well known that
bison drives existed for thousands
of years before Avonlea and, in fact,
go back to the Folsom Complex
(Bamforth 1988).

Nonetheless, the Avonlea hy-
pothesis is not yet dead, as shown
by Schlesier (1994) and Gilmore
(2004), the latter of whom writes of
similar points in central Colorado
dated to AD 1010-1420. Gilmore
(2004:157-58) has early Apacheans
following diminished bison herds,
possibly limited because of climatic
events. He also cites new finds of
Lovitt Plain ceramics in Nebraska
and Colorado at around the same
time that have similarities to the
Dismal River Ware (p. 158). There is
a small inferred peak of population
at this time of reduced population

on the central western Plains (see
below) that Gilmore sees as possibly
representing the entrance of the
Athapaskans.

In southern Alberta, the Cay-
ley series of points (Peck and Ives
2001) is a quite variable class of
small, side-notched points that
could include points equating to our
Athapaskan side-notched style (see
Peck and Ives 2001: fig. 9). Kehoe
makes reference to a similar point
type not found at the Gull Lake site,
the Buffalo Gap Single-Spur Variety
of Plains Side-Notched, which may
date to circa AD 1600. A possible
explanation for this high degree of
projectile point variability is the
routine presence of other peoples
among a Blackfoot majority (Peck
and Ives 2001:185), which seems fea-
sible given the amount of movement
that appears to have been taking
place on the Plains. As they note,
such presences could have included
Tsuu T’ina or Apachean peoples,
among others.

It is worth remembering at
this stage that microblade cores
are present in Beaver-Chipewyan
Territory (see fig. 63), in northern
Alberta, at Ft. Vermilion (Pyszczyk
1991), Peace Point (Stevenson 1986),
and the Ft. McMurray area (LeBlanc
and Ives 1986; Ronaghan, personal
communication 2000). Microblade
technology occurs in a prehistoric
and what appears to be a protohis-
toric context at the Peace Point site.
At this superb and rare multiple-
strata site in northern Alberta,

*Stevenson (1986) found microblades
and two microblade coresin Level 1,

dated to circa 2200 BP, and an-
other microblade core in Level 16,
in association with historic arti-
facts (1986:84-87): Magne.does not
agree with Ives (1990) that-there is
an Avonlea point.from Péice Point.
Two small, side—ﬁo’tchedfpgi;its:ére
illustrated; however, ofie'is broken
and theiillustratightshowé‘a' recon-

structed outline (Stevenson 1986:32,
83) that may approach Avonlea.
So although there is little if any
substantial evidence that Avonlea
assemblages relate directly to Atha-
paskan speakers, there is also little
evidence that they were not made
by Athapaskans.

We do not have sufficient famil-

- iarity with northern Plains pottery
. traditions to examine possible Atha-

paskan ceramic origins within them,

- but Avonlea Phase assemblages

often include pottery (Davis 1988).
Perhaps because of the complexity
of the analysis required, the obvi-
ous direct comparison of ceramics
from Avonlea, Dismal River, and
other early ceramic cultures of the
northern and central Plains has not
yet been undertaken. For Atha-
paskans on the Canadian Plains,
however, there is no archaeologically
recognized ceramic tradition, even
though Jenness (1938:14) states that
the Tsuu T’ina made pottery up to
the time they acquired horses.

Although little is known about
Tsuu T’ina archaeology, some work
has been done on their reserve im-
mediately adjacent to Calgary’s
western city limits. Helmer (1982)
reports finding on the east side of
the reserve a possible pithouse site
with eight circular depressions, two
large rectangular depressions, and
other features.

Generally, though, archaeo-
logical evidence that can be clearly
ascribed to Athapaskans is slim to
nonexistent on the east side of the
Canadian Rockies. The bits of infor-
mation we have presented are only
tantalizing. It may be that there is
evidence that we just are not seeing
for what it is, and maybe the Kavik
points and microblade associations
will stimulate reexamination of
some existing collections, as well as

more sophisticated analysis of side-

notched points. There are vast areas
of Alberta, including the mountains,
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that simply have not been subject to
any survey, a problem also pointed
out by Wilcox (1988, 2001). Cer-
tainly, the northwestern portion

of the province, the home of the
Beaver, has seen very little archaeo-
logical research, which is also true
of the northeastern part of British
Columbia.

The most often mentioned com-
plex of Plains sites identified as
Athapaskan is the Dismal River
Aspect investigated by Gunnerson
(1960) and Gunnerson and Gunner-
son (1971). It occurs in western
Nebraska and northwestern Kansas,
and Gunnerson claims it represents
Kiowa Apache, although others pre-
fer Lipan Apache and others yet
(e.g., Schlesier 1972, 1994) would
have it be a later phase of the Fre-
mont culture of the Great Basin,
represented by Comanche, a branch
of the Numic Shoshone. As we dis-
cuss later, this last idea is almost
certainly incorrect. Schlesier (1972,
1994) also considers the northern
manifestation of the Dismal River
* Aspect to equal Nebraska Sand
Hills Athapaskans or Dismal River
proper, while the southern aspect of
Plains Apache Tradition in western
Kansas is an Athapaskan response
to Pueblo-farming. Schlesier links
Kiowa and Kiowa Apache (whom he
calls Gattaka as per one of Mooney’s
appellations) movement onto the
Plains to the Fremont movement
(withdrawal) from western Colo-
rado onto the Plains. Baugh and

Eddy (1987) claim that Athapaskan -

ceramics were influenced by neigh-
boring groups, observing that Dis-
mal River Gray Ware has many
similarities with Plains Caddoan
ceramics. On the other hand, Wedel
(1986:134-51) reports on abundant
evidence of contact with the Pueblos
in the Dismal River Aspect, includ-
ing a close resemblance between
that pottery and Rio Grande utility
pottery, although he does admit

some of the most-eastern material
shows some surface finishing traits
similar t¢ g()_t::ery found in historic
Plains villages (p. 144). Wedel points
out that the Dismal River Aspect
has a relati(lely late date (around AD
1700), at least 150 years after Pueblo
contact, and probably represents

B the ancestors of the Kiowa Apache.
Thus, the Dismal River Aspect can-

not represent the Apacheans on
their way south.

Gulley’s (2000) examination of
the Dismal River Aspect— including
historical records, archaeological
field records for several sites, and
ceramics from the Lovitt site, one of
the Dismal River Aspect type sites—
concluded that the Dismal River
Aspect’s Athapaskan attribution is
highly questionable. On the other
hand, the more recent assignment
of the Tierra Blanca Complex to
both the Querechos and Apacheans
(Habicht-Mauche 1992) appears
to be very convincing and is much
closer in time to the arrival of the
Apacheans in the Southwest.

Loendorf (2004; Francis and
Loendorf 2002:136-63) has ar-
gued that the Castle Garden-style
shield-bearing warriors found in
rock art in the Big Horn and Wind
River basins in northern Wyoming
are Athapaskan (see fig. 66). The
detailed description of this style
(Loendorf 2004:95) and careful
comparison with early Navajo
shields (Gobernador style) show too
many points of similarity for a ge-
netic relationship not to exist. These
include (1) preparatory smoothing
of the surface; (2) painting styles,
including a shared, unusual color,
green; (3) horns on warriors; and
(4) details in how designs are repre-
sented, in this case by multiple
triangles and rectangles. We are
convinced that Loendorf is correct;
these are Athapaskan.

In rock art, the problem is often
in the dating, but in this case the
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dating is primarily by ordinary
radiocarbon dates of 950 + 80 (GX-
13791) and 870 + 80 BP (I-15130)
for a cultural deposit that covered
up the lower portions of a Castle
Garden shield at the Valley of the
Shields site (Francis and Loendorf
2002:131, 141). The size of shields
and other aspects of the iconog-
raphy indicate a pre-horse time, and
therefore a date prior to AD 1700.
Thus, this Athapaskan style can-
not have been made by the Kiowa
Apache.

In sum, the archaeological situa-
tion in the middle areas of Atha-
paskan occupation includes good
evidence for material culture conti-
nuities from central British Colum-
bia to the Yukon and Alaska. On
the eastern side of the Rockies, the
picture is far less clear, with few con-
tinuities evident in archaeological
materials from the Subarctic to the
Plains and with increasing confu-
sion about Athapaskan archaeology
until one gets to the southern Plains
circa AD 1450. Furthermore, much
of the identified material between
the two areas (e.g., Dismal River As-
pect) is not closely connected to the
inferred Apachean migration. The
Castle Garden shield style, though,
is an exception and may indicate
a spot on the migration route of
the Apacheans, yet another factor
pointing to Wyoming.

The Situation on the
Receiving Ends

We now turn to the conditions on
the receiving locations that must
have allowed the migrating Atha-
paskans to settle there. The condi-
tions are both better known and
more amenable for the Apacheans
than the Pacific Athapaskans.

The failure of agriculture (Ren-
frew 2000) in the northern Ana-
sazi (Ancestral Pueblo) area and
western Plains facilitated the Atha-
paskan migration into the South-
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Figure 65. Changes in areas occupied by Anasazi between the Pueblo Il and

Pueblo IV periods.

west. Southwestern archaeology
has long puzzled over the abandon-
ment of the San Juan River region
(see fig. 65) in late Pueblo III times
(AD 1250-1300). Beginning more
than 2000 years ago maize agricul-
turalists belonging to the Anasazi

. tradition occupied the area north
of the San Juan River (Matson 1991,
2003), including some of the densest
and best-known Anasazi locations
(e.g., Mesa Verde). Yet by AD 1300
this area was completely abandoned;
the Anasazi in Pueblo IV times (AD
1300-1450) not only disappeared
from the area near the San Juan,
but also concentrated in a few areas
that had large towns (see fig. 65).
As a result most of the previously
occupied area was no longer used
for agriculture. It was these areas
vacated by the Anasazi that the
Apacheans west of the Rockies re-
occupied. Similarly, the Fremont
horticultural culture, located to the
north and west of the Anasazi, col-

lapsed and was replaced by Numic
speakers in the eastern Great Basin
and neighboring portions of the
Colorado Plateau (Lipe 1995; Numic
is a Uto-Aztecan language group
that includes Shoshone).

In the journal volume edited
by Cameron (1995) on migrations
in the U.S. Southwest, Lipe argues
convincingly that at least 10,000
Puebloan people lived north of the
San Juan in AD 1250, compared
with estimates of 30,000 to 60,000
for the total Pueblo population at
the time of Spanish contact. Lipe
(1995) presents compelling evidence
that in about AD 1250 this north-
ern Anasazi region began to be
abandoned and it was completely
deserted by 1281. In the succeed-
ing 150 years the area occupied by
the Pueblo Indians shrank to that
seen today (see fig. 65). Déteriorat-
ing environmental conditions were
clearly an important factoriin: this
abandonment (Ahlstroﬁl,;Vah’West,

and Dean 1995), which made space
available that was later occupied by
the Athapaskan-speaking Navajo
and Apache peoples.

Although there is disagree-
ment regarding the earliest date
of Athapaskan settlement in the
Southwest (Schaafsma 1996, 2002;
Sesler, Hovezak, and Wilshusen
2000; Towner 1996, 2000, 2003),
all substantiated claims are post

- AD 1400. We have discussed the

identification as Apachean of the
Tierra Blanca Complex (AD 1450~
1600) on the southern Plains. For
the ancestral Navajo specifically, the
earliest dated site currently under
discussion —site LA 55979 in north-
western New Mexico near the San
Juan River —yields structural tree-
ring dates of AD 1541 (Towner 2000,
2003:200; Wilcox 2001), which is
also apparently reported as “six-
teenth century” (Sesler, Hovezak,
and Wilshusen 2000:162). This date
is not in question, but the identi-
fication of the site as Athapaskan
may be (e.g., Schaafsma 1996); it is
clear that full publication of the site
and associated artifacts is needed
before this site can be fully evalu-
ated. There are numerous tree-ring
dates on good Navajo sites with
typical forked-stick hogans dem-
onstrating that the Navajo were

in this area—around the Navajo -
Reservoir —well before AD 1700
(Sesler, Hovezak, and Wilshusen
2000; Towner 2003:199-201); this

is the same area abandoned by the
Anasazi by AD 1300.

Questions have often been raised
about the conditions that would
allow the Athapaskans to travel the
enormous distance between the sub-
arctic and the Southwest within a
short period. These can be partially
answered by the environmental
consistency along the eastern flank
of the central and southern Rocky
Mountains and by the collapse of
the Upper Republican tradition. To
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large-mammal hunters, the east-
ern slopes of the Rockies are very
much alike from the Peace River to
Las Vegas, New Mexico (see fig. 66).
An adaptation at one end works
well at the other; bison, along with
elk and deer, are present in this en-
tire stretch, with caribou existing
as far south as Idaho. We assume
(as we will argue) that the Proto-
Apacheans had such a hunting
adaptation on the northern and

- central Plains.

How and why did the Proto-
Apacheans move south? Around
AD 1300 the collapse of the Upper
Republican culture left the east-
ern slopes of the southern Rocky
Mountains uninhabited. The Upper
Republican was a pithouse, maize-
using culture located in the river
valleys running east from the Rocky
Mountains. Slightly before AD 1300,
the range of this culture contracted,
probably downstream, toward the
east (Wedel 1986, 2001; J. Wood
1967; Wood 1998), presumably be-
cause of the same environmental

* changes that caused-the Anasazi
abandonment of the northern
Southwest. Although the Upper
Republican is not as well dated as
Pueblo 111, Wedel (2001) assigns it to
AD 1100-1250, the same period.
The Upper Republican adap-
tation, like that of other Plains
agriculturalists, also relied on large-
game hunting (Wood 1967). In fact,
Gunnerson (2001) states that the
western variant (in eastern Colo-
rado) was totally based on hunt-
ing and gathering. It dates to the
same time and collapsed prior to
AD 1300 (Gunnerson 2001; Wood
1967), probably indicating a sym-
biotic relationship with the Upper
Republican sites in Nebraska and
Kansas. Prior to the introduction
of the horse in the late 1600s, the
hunting area of the Plains agricul-
turalists must have been limited.
Thus, the AD 1300 contraction left
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Figure 66. Proposed route for Apachean migration along the Rocky Mountains,
circa AD 1000-1200.
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the eastern flanks of the southern
Rockies unused, which encouraged
the Proto-Apacheans to travel down
this corridor to the Southwest, per-
haps from the Big Horn and Wind
River area (see fig. 66). ’
Thus, we have a three-stage mi-
gration. First was movement south
and eastward onto and adaptation
to the northern or north-central
foothills and Plains. The second
stage positioned Athapaskans on
the northern portion of the cen-
tral Plains, so that when the late
thirteenth-century agricultural
contraction occurred, the Proto-
Apacheans were adjacent to the
vacated area and entered it. Finally,
at the southern end of this area,
part of this group moved west and
became agricultural, while others
remained on the Plains—at least
for a time (the Querechos), if not
permanently (the Kiowa Apache).
The Numic expansion into the
Great Basin, which we briefly re-
ferred to earlier (see fig. 66), prob-
ably resulted from the collapse of
the agricultural Fremont cultures at
the same time, for the same reasons
(Lipe 1995). Schlesier (1972, 1994)
presents an argumert for identi-
fying the Fremont as ancestors of
the Kiowa Apache. Hill (2003) has
also presented an argument for
the Numa having been present in
the Great Basin for thousands of
years. In particular, the “utter dis-
similarity” (Adovasio and Pedler
1994:121) of the perishable arti-
facts between the Numa and the
Fremont show that the Numa can-
not have evolved from the eastern
Fremont (which must be the Fre-
mont variant Schlesier is referring
to). Recent mitochondrial DNA
evidence (O’Rourke, Hayes, and
Carlyle 2000) also demonstrates the
discontinuity between Fremont and
Numic peoples and the unlikelihood
of the Fremont being Athapaskan.
Furthermore, there is good evi-

dence that the eastern Fremont were
present in the Great Basin since
AD 500 (Geib 1996), which is very
difficult to reconcile with the simi-
larity of the Kiowa Apache with
the other Apacheans and Northern
Athapaskans.

The Numic groups all have
very similar languages, and it is an
open question whether Navajo and
Apache have differentiated enough
to be considered separate languages.

The Numic and Apachean language -

distributions have the exact pattern
expected for a recent agricultural-
collapse-driven migration; namely,
a large group of hunter-gatherers
with similar language(s) and similar
cultures rapidly spreading through a
large area.

Whereas a proposed Athapaskan
route down the west side of the
southern Rocky Mountains — the
intermontane route—was popular
in the past (Opler 1983), the Numic
spread into the Great Basin and re-
placement of the Fremont makes
this route unlikely. If this land was
vacated and the Athapaskans were
adjacent to it, why wouldn’t they,
instead of the Numa, have filled
it? Furthermore, the north-south
environmental variability is much
higher west of the Rockies than
on the high Plains, making rapid
migration less likely.

An obvious question that arises
from this perspective is, Why were
the Navajo able to adopt agricul-
ture successfully in the Southwest
in areas abandoned by the Ana-
sazi? We see two reasons (Matson
2003). First, arable land (which in
the Southwest is defined by deep
soils and the presence of either
enough rainfall or floodwater for
farming) is very discontinuously
distributed. Second, during the
Pueblo IV period (AD 1281-1450)
the population was aggrégated into
a few large communities: The few
locations that would §ﬁ"’;§port~these

0

large communities were far apart.
S. LeBlanc (1998, 1999) has demon-
strated that conflict had an impor-
tant role in establishing these large
communities. Once communities
aggregated for defense, it was not
possible for the Anasazi to go back
to the earlier pattern of smaller,
dispersed communities. It was this
empty, abandoned niche that was
colonized by the Apacheans.

Turning to the situation in
southern Oregon and northern
California, the archaeology is less |
well developed, and our expertise is
both much more limited (no first-
hand fieldwork) and dated, so our
view is both less clear and less reli-
able. In general terms, the critical
time of Athapaskan arrival is about
the same as for the Apacheans: be-
tween 500 and 1000 years ago. The
archaeology is better known —al-
though not really well known —
for the Northwest Coast portion of
Pacific Athapaskan territory (Fred-
rickson 1984; Gould 1966; Matson
and Coupland 1995; Tveskov 2000,
2004). Based on the presence of
large multifamily houses only on
the northern Oregon coast, Matson
and Coupland (1995:259) suggest
that “it may be that the fully devel-
oped Northwest Coast Pattern was
spreading down the Oregon coast
when it was truncated by extensive
contact with Europeans.” Here, we
review the evidence for the dating
of the small-house adaptation to
the south and how this adaptation
may have allowed the Athapaskan
penetration.

This adaptation, which may
have included woodworking and
salmon storage, has been connected
to the Gunther Pattern (Fredrick-
son 1984:483; Tveskov 2004). This
culture is identified by the Gunther
Island barbed point, based on ex-
cavations on Gunther Island in
Humboldt Bay, a Wiyot (Algic lan-
guage) village site. In Whistler’s

HP021296



1979 reconstruction (cited in Fred-
rickson 1984 and Tasa 1997:30), the .
Algic-speaking Wiyot bring in the
Gunther Island Pattern about AD
900 and are followed by the Yurok
(also Algic speakers) about AD 1100.
Later (AD 1300), the various Atha-
paskan groups move to the coast.
This reconstruction would put the
Athapaskans in the area soon after
the first development of the stored
salmon economy, which allows

for a much increased population
density, up to six times more than
previous adaptations (Croes and
Hackenberger 1988). Such a popula-
tion increase is observed when the
stored salmon economy developed
in the Gulf of Georgia (Matson and
Coupland 1995:156). Where such

a transformation is occurring, the
effective carrying capacity becomes
higher than the population density
(at least for the users of the new
adaptation), which would allow for
the insertion of newcomers such

as the Athapaskzms. Furthermore,
this new adaptation also allows for
larger local settlements with greater
potential political power than those
neighbors who have both a lower
population density and a more
dispersed settlement pattern.

If such an argument is to be
made, it is important that the
coastal winter village pattern as-
sociated with the stored salmon
economy not be much older than
the purported arrival of the Pacific
Athapaskans at the California-
Oregon border. A good summary of
dated coastal rectangular houses is -
in Lyman (1991:127 and elsewhere).
Although the sample is small, all
well-dated houses appear to be less
- than 500 years old. There is, how-
ever, one Lone Ranch Creek site
house (Berreman 1944) that Lyman
lists as possibly 1000 years old, but
it is not directly dated. A close look
at the Lone Ranch Creek site shows
no indication of substantial age, as it

is almést entirely a-Gunther Pattern
site, although the rectangular house
in q&eé?ibn-was found at a greater
depthitl
giVeﬁ fore recent dates. The Lone
Ranch Creek site is well within his-
toric Chetco territory, one of the
Pacific Athapaskan groups (Berre-
man 1944). As no other house of this
sort in Oregon or northern Califor-
nia is known to be more than 500
years old (Fredrickson 1984), there
is not sufficient evidence to indicate
a substantially earlier date. The ex-
pectation of a significantly earlier
date for this house is based partly
on its relatively great depth from
surface (7 ft) but other excavations
of Gunther Pattern sites in north-
ern California show that deeper
deposits have developed in much
less than 1000 years (Fredrickson
1984:488). At the time of writing,
perhaps the oldest radiocarbon date
for a house is the approximately AD
1600 corrected and calibrated date
of Beta 93965 for House 2 at the Pis-
tol River site in Oregon (Erlandson,
Tveskov, and Moss 1997; Matson
and Coupland 1995:255-56; Tves-
kov 2000:169). This date is from a
clamshell, which means it is subject
to more than the usual questions
regarding accuracy, including the
problems involved in estimating the
marine reservoir effect (Erlandson,
Tveskov, and Moss 1997). Erlandson
and colleagues argue that the five
other dates from this site (when cor-
rected and calibrated) all have the
highest probability intercepts in the
AD 1600s, indicating that this site
was predominantly occupied after
AD 1600.

In summary, the stored salmon
economy-coastal winter village pat-
tern does not have good dates of
more than 500 or so years ago in
either northern California or south-
ern Oregon. Given the unlikelihood

* with a small range of dated houses

and sites that the first occurrence

an the other four, which are

Athapaskan Migrations 149

of this adaptation has been dated,
it is likely a little older than these
dates indicate. The arrival of the
Athapaskans and the beginnings of
this adaptation thus approximately
coincide. Although we have cited
others who credit this adaptation
to the Algic speakers slightly before -
the arrival of the Athapaskans, we
are not clear why this should be the
case. T. Connolly (1986) also ques-
tions this association. Given the un-
certainties in dating, would not the -
Athapaskans, passing through areas
where winter settlements based on
stored salmon had been present for
thousands of years (both the PPT
in the southern BC interior and the
PPT variants in interior Washing-
ton and northern Oregon) be likely
contributors to this new adaptation?
This scheme proposes an in-
terior migration; there is an alterna-
tive idea that Athapaskans migrated
along the coast (Connolly 1986;
Tasa 1997). We see this route as less
likely, as the northern Oregon coast
would have been densely populated
at this time, sustained by the stored
salmon adaptation. Furthermore,
Tasa (1997) reports evidence sup-
porting an Athapaskan spread north
along the coast in recent times, a
movement hard to accept if they had
just recently traveled from there but
corresponding with the model of an
interior route with a descent to the
coast south of the existing winter
village coastal pattern. Additional
evidence is needed to discriminate
between these alternatives.

A Revised Model of
Athapaskan Migrations

We propose that an early southward
movement of Athapaskans took
place along the east side of the Coast
Mountains and later continued
along the east side of the central

to southern Rocky Mountains. Be-
ginning with the second White
River volcanic eruption, which
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Figure 67. White River ash fall areas; the older layer is dated between AD 50 and AD

450, the younger layer at AD 800.

covered an area of about 800 km?
(see fig. 67), displaced Athapaskan
peoples migrated outwards, causing
Athapaskan peoples living far from
the ash fall to move as well. Recent
investigations involving trees buried
in ash have yielded a more precise
mean estimate of the younger White
River eruption at 1147 calendar years
before 1950, or AD 803 (Clague

et al. 1995), dating the beginning of
this process. We propose that Atha-
paskan peoples reached southern
coastal Oregon by AD 1200-1400
and the U.S. Southwest by AD 1450
(see fig. 68). '

Originating in the mountainous
areas of the southern Yukon, north-
ern British Columbia, and western
Northwest Territories, Plateau and
mid-Plains Athapaskan groups
essentially continued their basic
adaptations into regions that were
ecologically quite different from the
northern boreal forest. The general

boreal forest environment, though,

extends from the northern limit of
the tree line down to the northern

edges of the PPT in southern British
Columbia. It is not an accident that
this environment is occupied ex-
clusively by Athapaskan speakers
and that they form dialect chains,
as there are no clear breaks in sub-
sistence practices in this range;
despite the presence of mountain
ranges and rivers. It was surprising
to us to find out how similar the
environments of the Chilcotin and
Tutchone were, extending even to
preferred site locations.

Even when the Athapaskans en-
countered different environments
on the Interior Plateau or mid-
Plains, they could have continued
many aspects of their basal montane
adaptation, as per Perry’s (1980)
hypothesis. Living in the mountains
and foothills requires highly mo-

‘bile and very seasonal settlement

patterns, just as earlier life in the
boreal forest would.-On both:the
Plateau and the Plains, use’of reli-
able major locallfo‘c‘id;'r‘e"sp’uf'ces_w:is
not a problem: on the Plateau this
was salmon, on the Plaifs, bison.

Both of these resources occurred in
the basal Athapaskan area. Salmon
are widely distributed in the Pacific
subarctic drainage, and Athapaskans
use them when present, but salmon
do not regularly occur in large
enough numbers to become a main-
stay of the diet. Winter whitefish
lakes are usually more important,
showing that fishing is an impor-
tant part of the basal Athapaskan
adaptation. Bison live in the boreal
forest and the mountains as well

as on the Plains proper. There is
ample evidence of this in the Cana-
dian Rockies, and today the largest
surviving bison herd is in Wood
Buffalo National Park in northern
Alberta. Once the Athapaskans had
adapted their lifestyle to exploit
these two key resources, no sig-
nificant changes were needed until
they reached the Southwest and the
Pacific Coast.

Movements through both Pla-
teau and mid-Plains areas would -
have required social means of
forming alliances with neighbor-
ing groups and, as Ives (1990) has
argued, such social means of adap-
tation is a basic ingredient of Atha-
paskan society throughout the
Subarctic. Ives (1990) developed
a model to explain Athapaskan
kinship and residence rules that
he describes as like the Dravidian
situation and that offers plausible
social mechanisms (such as how
to incorporate newcomers into
kin relationships) to explain how

Figure 68. Athapaskan migration
routes: (1) pre-migration distribution,
circa 500 BC; (2) circa 2000 BP, showing
the effect of the north lobe of the
White River ash fall, circa AD 50-450;
(3) the initial migration, AD 800; (4) BC
plateau migration, AD 1000-1200;

(5) initial Apachean and Pacific
Athapaskan arrivals, AD 1400;

(6) ethnohistoric distributions.
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Athapaskans in various areas could
adapt so readily to new social and
environmental situations. What we
see in the central Subarctic from the
protohistoric period through early
historic times are additional move-
ments, tied directly to west-flowing
fur-trade pressures but mirroring
the earlier eastward movements and
likely using similar social processes.

One of the difficulties here is
trying to explain why the Pacific
Coast groups appear to have been
in place for a longer time, and in
a more secure fashion, than have
the Apacheans. The difference may
simply have been a matter of group
size. We can get some idea of the

-size of the group moving south by
looking at estimates of the pre-
contact group sizes of Northern
Athapaskans. Looking at the first

"12 estimates given for various Atha-
paskan groups in vol. 6, Subarctic,
of the Handbook of North American
Indians (Helm 1981) we find popu-
lations ranging from 200 to 3600,
with the two largest (Carrier and
Chipewyan) having the largest ter-
ritories. The next largest are several
groups with estimates of 1000. This
is probably a good upper limit, as
it is hard to imagine the population
of a very large territory, such as that
of the Carrier or Chipewyan, all
moving at once. It is less clear what
a likely lower limit would be, but
a very small group would either be
absorbed or have insufficient politi-
cal power to maintain itself for the
distances and time involved; per-
haps 300 or 400 is an appropriate
lower limit.

It may be that the size of the
group that reached the Southwest
was larger and, since at that time the

" Pueblo Indians were concentrated .
in a few large towns, that relatively
little continuous contact occurred. °
In contrast, a smaller group may
have made it to the Pacific and had

to insert itself in an already densely

. populated area with a more seden-

tary lifeway, thereby being exposed
to a higher amount of acculturation.

On the other hand, as indicated
earlier, we find the evidence for
the Pacific Athapaskans having mi-
grated earlier than the Apacheans
not all that definitive. To review,
the average of three to six fewer
shared cognates (out of 100) is not
a very impressive difference, given
the variation in settings and more
intensive and continuous inter-
group contact along the coast. The
idea that these two migrations oc-
curred at the same time still appears
feasible.

Another, more direct reason for
the migration may have to do with
climate. It has recently been argued
that the Medieval Warm Period,
from AD 800 to AD 1200, was a
worldwide event (Broecker 2001).
This, in its early phases, could have
magnified the effects of the White
River ash eruption of AD 800. Then,
with the environmentally related
Pueblo 111— Upper Republican
collapse in AD 1250-1300 (Salzer
2000:143), Athapaskans found addi-
tional niches to occupy. Spielmann
(1983) notes a sudden increase in
Plains-Pueblo exchange circa AD
1450, indicating the development
of interdependence. Spielmann’s
model of Plains hunter-gatherers
acting as go-betweens between
Plains horticulturists and Pueblo
villages may fit the Kiowa Apache,

- who may have been in contact

with the Upper Missouri Mandan
and Siouan horticulturists of the
southern Canadian plains. Further-
more, we have already indicated
that the two variants of the Upper
Republican culture appear to have
established this sort of relationship
earlier. Perry (1980) also argued that
climate warming about. AD1000. .
caused southward migrations-of

major game animals, leading in turn
to southward movements of some
Athapaskans.

Other writers have commented
on an Athapaskan propensity
to take advantage of a vacancy.
Moratto (1984:570) notes for Pacific
groups, “Especially in the north,
the Athapaskans seem to have occu-
pied lands that were underutilized
previously, and at least some of
them appear to have advanced by
settling areas only sparsely inhab-
ited.” Here we return to the values
tightly held by most Athapaskans —
industriousness, generosity, indi-
vidual autonomy, restraint, and
control —mentioned in chapter 1
and reported by Rushford and Chis-
holm (1991). These values are very
relevant to small, flexible, hunt-
ing and gathering groups (Rush-
ford and Chisholm 1991:131 n. 6),
and among the Athapaskans they
create an integrated, stable, un-
contradicted whole. Rushford and
Chisholm present the crucial as-
pects as “Reciprocate,” “Be autono-
mous,” “Be industrious,” and “Be
restrained” (p. 113), which may
be a more obvious way of show-
ing their integration, consistency,
and relevance to many hunting and
gathering adaptations. If one’s iden-
tity is formed around these values
rather than in one’s productive role
as fisher, caribou hunter, etc., one
can easily adapt to role changes
without psychological cost, and cer-
tainly Athapaskans’ flexibility in this
regard is well known.

We have described a culture that
is preadapted to send out indepen-
dent, psychologically healthy, small
groups with the flexibility to adapt
rapidly to new conditions and ex-
plore new territory. Note that when
group size becomes larger, the ten-
dency to be sedentary increases and
the applicability of these core values
decreases, but as long as the group
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remains small and flexible, they are
appropriate.

To paraphrase Anthony (1990),
migration means never going where
you haven’t been before. In the
realm of group movements, migra-
tions, or colonizations, this may
mean that a group as a whole has
ways of knowing what lies ahead,
that no mass or large-scale move-
ments take place unless scouting,
warfare, intermarriage, or exchange
has provided previous contact with
neighboring groups. Thus, the
Kiowa movements to Tsuu T’ina ter-
ritory and the Tsuu T’ina contacts
southward make sense. The seeming
paradox of the apparent southern
and Plains Athapaskan propensity
for raiding, warfare, and other forms
of hostility in the face of a wide-
spread dispersal has been addressed
with Alaskan Inuit groups. Burch
and Correll (1972) demonstrate
that movements from one region to
another in northern Alaska could
occur only if groups had already
established alflances in the area to
which they were about to move.
Alliance took the form of trade and
intermarriage, but kinship alliances
often existed hand-in-hand with
“intense mutual hostility.” Having
found in independent studies that
alliances and conflicts vary directly,
not inversely as might be expected,
Burch and Correll (1972:35) state
that “groups that fight one another
stick together.” o

We need to find ways to rec-
ognize sites that the Athapaskans -
left on their way south, particu-
larly on the Plains-Rocky Mountain
border, and Ives (1990:322-28) has
provided a start on thinking about
what archaeological sites might
look like under conditions of group
growth versus group alliance. He
has begun to apply this approach
to projectile point styles (Peck and
Ives 2001).

‘Given that coopérative efforts

* at bison hunting may be more

necessaty for-group survival than
cooperative salmon fishing, it is per-
haps not surprising that Apachean
divergence lagged behind that of
the Pacific Coast Athapaskans. The
Athapaskans east and west of the
Rockies were adept at adopting their
neighbors’ habits in many respects
other than language. The Pacific
Coast Athapaskans were coastal in
almost all respects, and certainly the
ethnographic evidence is that the
Tsuu T’ina in most aspects were in-
distinguishable from the Blackfoot,
and the same holds for the Kiowa
Apache and Kiowa.

To summarize this revised
model, we are proposing that the
most likely scenario begins with
a close relative of the Carrier and
the Chipewyan spreading across
the northernmost Rocky Moun-
tains and interior British Columbia.
This group would be at the ends of
ripples radiating from the White
River ash fall population displace-
ment (see fig. 68 [2] and [3]). Under
this pressure we see two offshoots
heading south through the Interior
Plateau, with the Pacific one pos-
sibly but not necessarily leaving
slightly earlier (see fig. 68 [4]). It
adopted, if it did not already have,
the salmon storage economy and
moved south down the east side
of the Coast Mountains. At this
time (ca. 1000 years ago) the stored
salmon-winter village coastal adap-
tation was already established along
the northern Oregon coast (Matson
and Coupland 1995) but not along
the southern Oregon and northern
California coast. When the Pacific
Athapaskans reached this area (see
fig. 68 [5]), some turned toward the
coast and others stayed on the east
side of the Coast Mountains, par-
ticipating in the establishment of the
stored salmon-winter village adap-
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tation along the coast and the more
dispersed stored salmon-acorn vil-
lage economy in interior locations.
The adoption of this subsistence
pattern increased the carrying ca-
pacity of the land and so created
and “empty niche” for the Pacific
Athapaskans.

The ancestors of the Apacheans
reacted to displacement by spread-
ing from the Plateau along the front
range of the Rocky Mountains (see
fig. 68 [4] and [5]), probably ini-
tially maintaining contact with
their linguistic relatives and con-
centrating on bison hunting. They
likely extended from the upper
Fraser River through the Okanagan
region to northern Wyoming at
about AD 1250 — or perhaps slightly
earlier, if the Castle Garden shield
figure dates are correct. At this time
the collapse of the Upper Repub-
lican culture (see fig. 66) left the
niche to the south empty, and the
Apacheans moved down to cen-
tral New Mexico, at the end of the
Rockies. They then picked up parts
of the Anasazi-Pueblo lifeway and
entered empty parts of the northern
Southwest, perhaps at the time of
the population collapse of the Galis-
teo basin pueblos in north central
New Mexico in the mid-fifteenth
century. The Apacheans then split
into three different groups: (1) the
Kiowa Apache continued the Plains
adaptation (see fig. 61), soon to be
greatly changed with the introduc-
tion of the horse; (2) the Navajo
developed a more sedentary agricul-
tural and, later, pastoral adaptation
in the northern Southwest; and
(3) the Apaches developed a less
sedentary one to the south.

Towner (2003:212-14) argues
that the newly established dates in
the Navajo Reservoir area (Dinetah)
preclude such a pattern, as they in-
dicate that the Navajo had already
differentiated from other Apacheans
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by the late sixteenth century and
therefore must have separated from
them several hundred years earlier.
‘We agree that the evidence does
support this “speciation,” even if
the AD 1541 date is not of a Navajo
site, but we think that 100 years or
*so may be enough for this transfor-
mation. Even the later seventeenth-
century Navajo Dinetah occupation
shows many similarities with North-
ern Athapaskan settlement patterns
and settlement behaviors (Sesler,
Hovezak, and Wilshusen 2000).
Towner argues that “these early
Navajos lived across a broad area
of north-central New Mexico and

possibly in Arizona as well. . .. The .

Navajos apparently entered the area
from the north, probably via the
mountains and valleys of Colorado,
but the exact nature of their cul-
ture outside New Mexico has yet to
be identified”. (2003:213). We don’t
see that the entry of Proto-Navajos
from central Colorado is really very
different from the model presented
in the previous paragraph. It cer-
tainly appears to be feasible. We
await the demonstration that large
numbers of already differentiated
Navajos existed in the Four Corners
area in earlier times.

Overall, we believe we have dem-
onstrated that Athapaskans on the
Interior Plateau are represented
prehistorically by small contract-
ing stemmed points, rectangular
houses, and possibly microblades
and that these features continue
to the Pacific Coast Athapaskans.
These linkages to the north are
stronger than any connected to
Avonlea. Although there are clear
ethnohistoric links among northern
Plains Athapaskans, these appear to
be quite late in time. Environmental
conditions may have augmented mi-
gration processes in both the early
and late stages. Counter to Greaves
(1998:662) and others, we assert

‘there are sites with microblades that

may be Athapaskan. Just as micro-
blades are part of but are not always
associated with Sanger’s Nesikep
Tradition, we propose that Kavik
points; rectangular, gabled struc-
tures; and possibly microblades are
part of but are not always associated
with the western Athapaskans.

The historic-period movements
east of the northern Rockies re-

flect what transpired earlier, in that _

people who earlier had moved east-
ward were now moving west and
southwest. In the Subarctic, fur-
trade pressures from the east in the
1700s reinforced long-range contact
strategies that had been in place
for some time. In the far western
Plateau area, the dates of extensive
European contact with the Ulkatcho
and protohistoric Chilcotin were
quite late (ca. AD 1850), and by
that time the Plateau-Coastal Atha-
paskan contacts had dissolved, as
had those of the Plateau-southern
Rockies Athapaskans. The fur-trade
activities on the Plateau caused
secondary southward and east-
ward movements in the early 1800s.
On the northwestern Plains, long-
range movements were taking place
among many people during the
postcontact period, making possible
a relatively new relationship be-

tween the subarctic Canadian Atha- -

paskan and northern U.S. Plains
Algonquian and Kiowa groups. In
our view, the Tsuu T’ina’s ethno-
graphic location is not indicative of
the Apacheans’ route to the South-
west; it is rather an artifact of the
historic fur trade.

The principal Athapaskan. group
of interest to us, the Chilcotin
(along with the Southern Car---
rier and Nicola), was the “stay on
the Plateau” part of the wave that
sent the Pacific Athapaskans-and

_ Apacheans southward:;Mdvement

into marginal or:abandoned areas

was a part of these Athapaskans’
culture, as demonstrated by the way
the Apacheans and Pacific Atha-
paskans were able to infiltrate into
their current territories. The his-
toric Chilcotin abandonment of the
Anahim Lake area and shift toward
the Fraser River is just the latest of
such moves. Although the Chilco-
tin have occupied the Eagle Lake
area for about 350 years, they have

-continued to expand east and south,
- while the boundaries of their ter-

ritory to the north and west have
retracted. It is clear that PPT terri-
tory also extended farther north and
northwest in the past (Matson 1988).
The motivations behind these
migrations remain unclear. Al-
though the timing of the two White
River eruptions does coincide with
both the earlier Athapaskan move-
ment toward the northeast and
the later one to the east and south,
other movements, such as that of
the Chilcotin, occurred without any
known such event. The White River
eruptions remain the leading hypo-
thetical explanations partly because
of the lack of plausible alternatives.
In order to better document
these movements, however they
were caused, we require appropri-
ately dated archaeological assem-
blages in southern British Columbia
near the U.S. border of Washington
state, and we need to identify Atha-
paskan material culture in Alberta
and northern Montana. We devel-
oped our model specifying northern
Montana as the migration route
(Magne and Matson 2004) prior
to learning of Loendorf’s (2004)
discovery and identification of diag-
nostic Athapaskan rock art in the
region. Ormerod (2004) evaluated
the probable seventeenth-century
Navajo material from central New
Mexico reported by Schaafsma
(2002) and found a number of inter-
esting similarities with BC Atha-
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paskan assemblages, suggesting a
realistic potential for identifying
sites in between. There is also a
need to model more explicitly how
the Athapaskan migration could
have taken place, in terms of pro-
cesses involved, perhaps much as

A. Duff (1998) has attempted to do

for the U.S. Southwest. By outlining
what those processual aspects are
in ternisjéf the scale of the migra-
tion, how the migration decision is
actually"r’hé'ae, how or if a destina-
tion is selected, how the migrating
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groups are structured, and how they
maintain their identity (such as we
have suggested, following Rush-
ford and Chisholm 1991), we will
better understand what to look for
in material culture.
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