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ABSTRACT
Long Distance Interaction in Viejo Period Casas Grandes
Jaron Troy Davidson
Department of Anthropology, Brigham Young University
Master of Arts
This research addresses how interregional interaction changed between the Viejo period (AD
700-1200) and Medio period (AD 1200-1450) in northwest Chihuahua, Mexico. Non-locally
procured or created artifacts, features, and iconographic elements are used as proxy evidence for
past long-distance relationships. Data available in technical reports and other publications
concerning these materials in Viejo period contexts and a sample of excavated Medio period
sites are synthesized and presented. The data are used to create a geospatial dataset and
distribution maps with quantities and contextual information for each of the nonlocal materials. I
argue that interaction and social networks with long-distance neighbors were complex and
widespread during both the Viejo and Medio periods. These intricate relationships morphed and
altered in profound ways with the rise of the regional center Paquimé and the fluorescence of the
Casas Grandes cultural tradition, but some of the fundamental relationships also remained the
same.
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1

Introduction

Since the beginning of the discipline, archaeologists have noticed artifacts in places
where they did not originate. This has led to debates regarding the nature of trade and exchange
in the past. Evidence of foreign materials, architecture, and symbols has long served as evidence
for diffusion, migration, conquest, trade, interaction, and a long list of other ways in which
people, ideas, and things have moved across spaces. Similar discussions have occurred about the
Casas Grandes culture of northwest Chihuahua, Mexico, and while many models of human
interaction have been proffered about the region and the apogee of this society at the city of
Paquimé, little has been discussed regarding the people in the preceding period of time.
My research is aimed at answering questions about Viejo period (AD 700-1200)
interregional interaction. In particular, what evidence is there for interregional interaction during
the Viejo period and how does it compare to patterns in the Medio period (AD 1200-1450)? In
this thesis, I argue that interaction and social networks with long-distance neighbors were
complex and widespread during both the Viejo and Medio periods. These intricate relationships
morphed and altered in profound ways with the rise of the regional center Paquimé and the
fluorescence of the Casas Grandes cultural tradition, but also some of the fundamental
relationships remained the same.
I do not take a specific position on debates such as foreign versus autochthonous stimulus
for cultural change (Whalen and Minnis 2009a), or whether Paquimé nonlocal materials were
brought in through market exchange (Di Peso 1974:2), as prestige goods (Bradley 1996; Vargas
1

1995), or as pilgrimage goods (Whalen 2013). In this thesis my primary goal is to flesh out the
chronological and spatial evidence for nonlocal objects that are suggestive of interregional
interaction. I do not, however, attempt to determine how these nonlocal objects got to the Casas
Grandes region.
In order to get at interregional interactions, I used non-locally procured or created
artifacts, features, and iconographic elements as proxy evidence for past long-distance
relationships. I began by synthesizing the data concerning these materials in Viejo period
contexts that are available in technical reports and other publications. In addition, I synthesized
data from a sample of excavated Medio period sites. Then, I used GIS to create a geospatial
dataset and produce distribution maps with quantities and contextual information for each of the
nonlocal materials. The maps and quantities of the data allow better visualization of the
distinguishing characteristics that suggest various types of relationships the Viejo period Casas
Grandeans had with the long-distance cultural groups that created the materials. The data from
the Viejo period are compared to the Medio period data to determine diachronic changes or
continuities.

INTRODUCING CASAS GRANDES
Located primarily in the northwestern section of modern-day Chihuahua, Mexico, the
culture that archaeologists refer to as Casas Grandes once thrived. The apogee of Casas Grandes
took place between AD 1200 and 1450 (Dean and Ravesloot 1993; Whalen and Minnis 2009a).
Around the same time, the rest of the Southwest United States and Northwest Mexico (heretofore
referred to as the SW/NW) saw major cultural and population shifts. The four corners region was
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largely depopulated by Ancestral Puebloan groups, and other Pueblos were established along the
Rio Grande, in west central New Mexico, and east central Arizona.
Despite possible strong connections to previous and contemporary cultures in the
SW/NW (Lekson 2015), Casas Grandes was unique. Much like other cultures in the SW/NW,
classic Casas Grandeans built pueblos – or large, multi-roomed, apartment-like buildings – but
their pueblos were made of thick adobe walls instead of masonry. They produced polychrome
pottery and subsisted on a primarily maize diet (King et al. 2017; Minnis and Whalen 2015).
Uniquely, they sometimes built L-shaped, or multi-walled rooms. Some sites had large
communal pit ovens, and some sites contained architectural elements associated with
Mesoamerican cultures (Di Peso 1974:2; Whalen and Minnis 2009a). In particular is the site of
Paquimé – which some scholars have referred to as a primate or regional center – that rose to
become one of the largest regional settlement centers in the entire SW/NW (Minnis and Whalen
2015). Paquimé is also referred to as Casas Grandes, just like the archaeological culture itself,
but to avoid confusion I only refer to the site, not the culture, as Paquimé. It once contained
hundreds of rooms with multiple levels, large effigy mounds, hydraulic management systems, Ishaped ball courts, large plazas, and a myriad of foreign objects, many of which were stored in
large volumes at the site (Di Peso 1974:2).
Archaeologists have found that the rise and fall of Paquimé mostly corresponded with the
rise and fall of the rest of the region in the Medio period. While no other site in northwest
Chihuahua grew to the same size and complexity as Paquimé, the archaeological similarities seen
between it and sites throughout northwest Chihuahua suggest rather cohesive cultural traditions
that spread throughout that section of Chihuahua and into the southwestern edge of New Mexico,
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the northeastern side of Sonora, and a small corner of Arizona (see Figure 1.1; Di Peso 1974:1;
Whalen and Minnis 2001a).
Before the Medio period, however, the local Casas Grandeans began in small villages.
This time period was called the Viejo period, and it stretched tentatively from AD 700 to 1200.
Little is known about this early ceramic period, but people generally lived in villages that
consisted of anywhere between 5 and 20 pithouses or houses-in-pits, grew maize, and made
mostly textured and red-on-brown pottery (Di Peso 1974:1; Kelley 2017b). Generally, they
appear to have been fairly dependent on crops, and most Viejo period sites have been found
along river valleys and drainages.
When Charles C. Di Peso and the Joint Casas Grandes Expedition reported on their
excavations at Paquimé and other Casas Grandes sites, they made the three part division of
Viejo, Medio, and Tardio periods. Using well over 50 tree-ring samples, radiocarbon dates, and
obsidian hydration dates, they dated the Viejo period to AD 700-1060, the Medio period to AD
1060-1340, and the Tardio to AD 1340-1660 (Dean and Ravesloot 1993; Di Peso et al. 1974).
There were several issues with these chronological placements that have been thoroughly
scrutinized and revised by recent and current scholars (Dean and Ravesloot 1993; Lekson 1984;
Whalen and Minnis 2009a). Recent work has repositioned the Viejo period to AD 700-1200 and
the Medio period to AD 1200-1450 (Dean and Ravesloot 1993; Stewart et al. 2005; Whalen and
Minnis 2009a), and the Tardio period has all but been discounted (Dean and Ravesloot 1993;
Phillips and Carpenter 1999). This repositioning was necessary as Di Peso’s original
interpretations of his dating techniques involved assumptions about whether or not the tree ring
samples taken represented actual construction dates. Nevertheless, there remains much more
work to be done in order to establish a well-controlled chronology of the Casas Grandes region.
4

Figure 1.1. Geographic extents of recorded Viejo and Medio period sites.
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Despite the lack of a well-controlled chronology and culture history of the region,
scholars have theorized about the origins of Paquimé and its seemingly sudden rise to power.
Most have looked to evidence for trade and interaction to find a nonlocal stimulus for this
social/cultural development. Trade and migration were Di Peso’s main topics when he
introduced the history of northwest Chihuahua in the Joint Casas Grandes Expedition (JCGE)
reports (Di Peso 1974). In his model, Tollan-centered merchants were key bringers of exotic
goods and established Paquimé as a trading center, thus explaining the large numbers of nonlocal
caches at the site.
Later, several scholars disproved many of Di Peso’s evidence or theories that upheld his
trading center or foreign merchant-based model (see Chapter 3). Michael Whalen and Paul
Minnis (2009a) presented a much more autochthonous explanation for cultural development in
which Paquimé rose out of local religious elites who exercised political influence within a
limited geographic range. Nonlocal goods and trade still played a key role in their model, but
more as part of the political legitimization process. In fact, Whalen (2013) and VanPool (2003)
have postulated that the site of Paquimé may have served not as a trading center, but as a
pilgrimage center where people from many surrounding communities brought nonlocal goods as
part of their pilgrimage.
None of these scholars or their models, however, have explored the Viejo period (the
preceding period of time) deeply enough to be able to point to any precedent or early stages in
the development of Paquimé. At a broad level, the Viejo period has seen comparatively very
little research than other time periods and cultures in the SW/NW. Only 15 sites have been tested
to some degree, and only one site was intensely excavated in the 1960s (Pitezel and Searcy
2013). This paucity of data leaves open gaping holes in our understanding of the development of
6

the Medio period and the broader roles that Casas Grandes played in macro-regional cultural
change. Though the last few decades have seen an increase in attention to this time period and
Casas Grandes in general, there remains many questions unanswered about these people and the
nature of their socio/cultural extents.
Minnis and Whalen (2015) express this as well. In 2012, a seminar about the past 30
years of Casas Grandes archaeology was held at the Amerind Foundation. Participants, including
some of the foremost experts on Casas Grandes, together created a list of “critical issues” or
important topics that need to be addressed in further research. At the top of their list was the
“Viejo period and Viejo-to-Medio transition” (Minnis and Whalen 2015:14). Because so little is
known about that time period and the transition, it is difficult to say with any certainty the social
processes that led to the rise of Paquimé and the fluorescence of the Casas Grandes tradition. The
purpose of this thesis is to aid in understanding the people of the Viejo period, and to put them
into context with the rest of the SW/NW and with the later Medio period.

SOCIAL INTERACTION
The topic of objects moving between cultures across long distances has long been
discussed in anthropology and archaeology. At first this topic consisted of culture historians
debating diffusion and migration models for cultural change (Trigger 2006; Willey and Phillips
2001). In the past 50 or so years, however, economic archaeology has focused on prehistoric
trade and exchange, which sometimes led to cultural change and usually represented social
interactions (Dalton 1975; Earle 1982; Renfrew 1975; Sahlins 1972). Processual archaeologies
introduced more statistical and quantitative methods for understanding prehistoric trade (Hodder
1977; Hodder and Orton 1976), but these methods and the topic themselves have been criticized
7

for containing too many simplistic assumptions about complex social relationships (Hodder and
Hutson 2003).
Especially through spatial statistics, modelling, and in situations where there was a
central control over the distribution of goods, types of exchange relationships, or how an item
got from point A to point B, is discernable (Earle 1982; Nakoinz and Knitter 2016). But in
prehistoric, non-state level societies where economies were not always controlled by centralized
ruling elites, trade and exchange included complex relationships that changed through time and
space. The distribution of nonlocal materials in the archaeological record is often complex,
which is likely the result of multiple mechanisms of trade occurring at the same time throughout
different regions and time periods. I do not attempt to discern exact types of exchange that were
occurring in Viejo and Medio period Casas Grandes, but instead focus on interregional social
relationships or interaction – though this is sometimes accomplished through putative exchange
patterns.
By interaction, I mean where one group of people had knowledge of and dealings with
another distant group through various mechanisms. This includes the possibilities of diffusion
and migration, or where cultural change and innovation are spread through either down-the-line
contact or the physical relocation of people. At different times in the past, people interacted with
others to different degrees, and these interactions were not always linear or clear, as people do
not always deal with their closest neighbors (Anthony 1990; Mills 2007).
Archaeologists theorize about past social relationships through what remains of an
archaeological site, which is always a sample of material evidence. Because of the inherent
difficulty of an incomplete and skewed sample, individual nonlocal artifacts are much stronger
evidence for trade and interaction than designs of architecture and iconography that only
8

resemble other far away designs. Ideas, including architectural, iconographic, and artifactual
designs, also differ from individual nonlocal items in that ideas can travel across far distances in
more ways than just physical movement. Ideas can be transferred from person to person in as
many ways as there are communication between two people. People traveled, saw, and
remembered things and designs wherever they went; migration and diffusion played into this as
well. But local, autochthonous development of ideas, or even local iterations of a nonlocal idea,
were just as common as the spatial movement of people and ideas.
Compared to individual nonlocal objects, it is much more difficult to determine the
origins for designs, just like cultural development. As I do not attempt to figure out how nonlocal
materials got to the Casas Grandes region, I likewise do not attempt to distinguish how ideas and
designs got to the Casas Grandes region. Instead, I simply point out what architectural and
iconographic designs in the Casas Grandes region have been discussed as nonlocal and with
whom interaction would have had to take place in order for those ideas to make it into the Casas
Grandes region.

LOCAL VS. DISTANT
While several scholars have used the terms exotic or foreign to discuss artifacts that came
from distant places, these terms do not accurately describe the materials I deal with in this thesis.
Exotic is a term that connotes something as nonnative or different from the normal usually
because it is not found locally, but just because the item came from far away does not make it
unknown or exotic. A type of material, such as marine shell which is small and easily
transportable, could have been imported inland in such great quantities that the people working
with them or wearing them may or may not have considered them unique, distinct, or exotic. I
9

employ exotic only when I wish to refer to a type of material, idea, or symbol that could have
been viewed by ancient people as prestigious, highly valued, nonnative, or distinct because it
came from a faraway place. Foreign is not mutually exclusive from exotic and is used here to
refer to a material, idea, or symbol that was at some point strange or unfamiliar to a group of
people when first introduced.
In order to distinguish the material in this study with other concepts, I employ the term
nonlocal. Instead of connoting social/cultural concepts about a particular item or idea as the
terms exotic or foreign do, non-locally produced or procured is meant only to signify that
something was created or originated somewhere other than where it was discovered. Of course,
this requires defining what is local and what is distant, as those terms themselves are relative
based on archaeologically subjective socio-geographic limits (Whalen and Minnis 2003). The
scale that I use in this thesis is the regional level, specifically archaeological regions, which are
often defined by prehistoric remains that manifest similar material, cultural characteristics. This
follows Whalen and Minnis’s (2003) discussion of local and distant. Though they addressed
stimuli for cultural change, and I address interregional relationships, I similarly use local and
distant at a regional level. My primary focus and study area is the Casas Grandes region in
northwest Chihuahua, Mexico.
The Casas Grandes archaeological region has been defined as having covered a large
portion of the northwest quarter of the Mexican state of Chihuahua and extended into New
Mexico and Sonora (Di Peso 1974:1; Whalen and Minnis 2003). This geographic boundary,
however, mostly just applies to the Medio period as the geographic extents of the Viejo period
are not well defined. The southern borders were defined by Kelley et al. (2015), but the western,
northern, and eastern extents have not been defined as of yet. I am therefore not certain the
10

people of the Viejo period occupied as much terrain as their descendants. Figure 1.1 (see above)
shows all of the currently known and recorded Viejo period sites, and as can be seen in this map,
the known extents of the Viejo period is much smaller than the Medio period.
Within the Casas Grandes region, scholars have delimited “zones” or areas based on their
individual geographic research focuses. In particular, the work by Jane Kelley and colleagues
(Kelley et al. 2012) established a two-part geographic distinction based on their work in the
southern part of the Casas Grandes region, while the work by Whalen and Minnis established a
few zones based on proximity to Paquimé. Kelley et al. focused on the southernmost part of the
Casas Grandes region and referred to their study areas as the “southern zone.” This was to
distinguish their study area from the more well-known archaeological areas around Paquimé and
to be able to make broad comparisons as it appeared that communities in the southern zone were
not as influenced by Paquimé as those around Paquimé – the “northern zone” (Kelley 2017a;
Kelley et al. 2012). Whalen and Minnis (2001a) divided what Kelley referred to as the northern
zone into inner, middle, and outer zones based on geographic and probable political proximity to
Paquimé. The inner or “core zone” included all sites/communities within 30 km of Paquimé, the
“middle zone” included sites within 30-60 km of Paquimé, and the outer zone were all sites
farther than 60 km. In this thesis, I use all of these zones as they were originally defined, but I
particularly use Kelley’s distinction of northern vs southern zones as well as Whalen and
Minnis’s concept of a core zone in order to compare intraregional distributions.
The much more difficult distinction to make is what and when objects are considered
local or nonlocal. Archaeologists’ understanding of prehistoric social and cultural units and
boundaries are limited, to say the least, so it is difficult to tell what objects would have been
socially considered local. Moreover, the social concept of local vs. nonlocal is just as complex as
11

prehistoric social interaction, especially given the more than 700-year time span covered in this
thesis. What was considered local or nonlocal socially was not the same for different people at
different times. Even my archaeologically-based definition of nonlocal does not apply to every
object at all points in time. Certain objects that were non-locally produced or procured by
prehistoric people at one point in time sometimes changed and were then produced or procured
locally, but it is difficult to determine why and when these changes happened given the current
chronological and social understandings of Casas Grandes.
As an example, macaw aviculture was practiced throughout the Medio period, or so the
current data suggest. Because of the nature of aviculture, and supported by recent studies (i.e.
Somerville et al. 2010), macaws were first procured far away but, by my definition, they were
not always nonlocal. At some point in their history, Casas Grandeans created ways to breed and
produce their own scarlet macaws instead of receiving them from communities far to the south,
which probably made this commodity a local product. When that shift took place is currently not
the question, and is outside the scope of this study. Other materials such as copper and turquoise
are considered nonlocal in this study only because their sources and producers are currently not
known and presumed to be outside of the Casas Grandes region.

THESIS ORGANIZATION
Chapter 2 of this thesis lays out background information for the archaeology and history
of Casas Grandes. I introduce the main projects and archaeologists that have contributed to
knowledge of the region thus far. In particular, emphasis is placed on the archaeology of the
Viejo period and what scholars have said about this time period. It is in Chapter 2 that I define
what is local to Viejo period Casas Grandes.
12

In Chapter 3, I discuss the history of what different archaeologists have said about Casas
Grandes long-distance interaction and trade. These topics have been important aspects of Casas
Grandes research since the beginning of scholarly work in the region. I present this in-depth
discussion in order to lay the foundation for my model of Viejo period and Viejo-to-Medio
interactions. Additionally, this discussion puts into context some of the nonlocal material talked
about in this thesis.
In Chapter 4, I explain the synthesis and GIS methods employed to answer my questions.
I then present the synthesized data and the significant characteristics identified. Included are the
distribution maps that demonstrate where nonlocal material has been found from the Viejo
period. Finally, I present the Medio period data taken from a sample of non-Paquimé Medio sites
to develop comparisons and diachronic processes.
Chapter 5 reviews the results of my data and presents my analysis of the quantitative and
geospatial patterns. Based on where the material came from, I also discuss some of the social
implications. Each material type is presented first in terms of Casas Grandes as a whole
interacting with other cultural groups. Then I present possible social roles or meanings of each
material type within Viejo and Medio period cultures as seen from the data.
The final chapter presents conclusions gathered from the compiled data. I briefly discuss
how the data match previously presented models and what the overall implications of this study
are to current and future research.
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Previous Research

Archaeologists researching northwest Chihuahua, Mexico, have come in waves, and
interest in the region did not permanently take hold until recently. There are several
comprehensive explanations of the history of archaeology in northwest Chihuahua (e.g. Kelley
2017a; Minnis and Whalen 2015; Whalen and Minnis 2001a), so I will not attempt to repeat all
of the information those explanations provide. Nevertheless, I give a brief overview of
archaeological historical highlights and then move into specific research on the Viejo period.
This includes work conducted by Michael Whalen and Paul Minnis, Jane Kelley and the
Proyecto Arqueológico Chihuahua (PAC), and Michael Searcy and Todd Pitezel, as well as a
few others.

OVERVIEW
Until recently, there have only been a few projects involving intensive research in
northwest Chihuahua. The discovery of ruins in modern day Chihuahua dates to the first Spanish
explorers who passed through, namely Francisco de Ibarra and Báltazar de Obregón (Hammond
and Rey 1928:205-206). Detailed descriptions of these ruins were first made in the mid-19th
century by several American explorers who documented the newly acquired southwestern United
States, including James Russell Bartlett (Bartlett 1854; Whalen et al. 2010). In the 1930s, Henry
Carey, Edwin Sayles, and Donald Brand individually conducted broad surveys and limited
excavations to better understand the culture history of Chihuahua, as it was an archaeologically
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unknown region at the time (Brand 1935; Carey 1931; Sayles 1936). Little exploration took
place after the 1930s until 1958 when the Joint Casas Grandes Expedition (JCGE) began its
three-year project marking the first large scale excavation in northwest Chihuahua. This project
generated immense amounts of data, primarily from Paquimé (Di Peso 1974; Di Peso et al. 1974;
Minnis and Whalen 2015).

The Joint Casas Grandes Expedition
Charles C. Di Peso directed the JCGE in collaboration with Eduardo Contreras from
Mexico’s Instituto Nacional de Antropología e Historia (INAH) during the three years of field
work and led all post-expedition analysis and reports. It took 13 years to finish all the necessary
lab work and begin publishing the findings in an eight-volume series called Casas Grandes: A
Fallen Trading Center of the Gran Chichimeca (Di Peso 1974; Di Peso et al. 1974). In these
volumes, Di Peso originally defined the culture history and chronology of Casas Grandes and the
region as a whole. As the great majority of his work took place at Paquimé, so too was Paquimé
the focus of his narrative. According to Di Peso’s interpretations, around the end of the Viejo
period, contact and trade with neighbors to the south increased dramatically. He attributed the
initiation of this trade to elite merchants, known as pochteca from Mesoamerica who brought
new cultural ideas and material goods to northwest Chihuahua. Di Peso suggested that the
pochteca, after finding the region to be in an advantageous location, set up a trading center, or
outpost, to more easily reach the far extents of the Gran Chichimeca (or just Chichimeca), which
is the term Di Peso uses to refer to the SW/NW (Di Peso 1974:1:44). This trading center became
Paquimé and ushered in the Medio period. Di Peso based this interpretation mostly upon the
excavations at Paquimé, the Convento site, and two smaller Viejo/Medio period sites called
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Reyes Sites 1 and 2, though he also conducted other test excavations and survey in the area.
Paquimé was one of the most developed regional centers in the SW/NW and is the largest Medio
period site. The Convento site is the most well-known pre-Paquimé sites, on which Di Peso
based his interpretations of the Viejo period.

Post-JCGE
No excavations or surveys occurred after the JCGE until the late 1980s when several
southwestern scholars again became interested in Casas Grandes. Also during this time, officials
from INAH also took an interest in the region and set up INAH-Chihuahua (Ware 2015:x). This
renewed interest in Chihuahuan archaeology has continued to today, and new questions are being
asked and new techniques are being used to answer these questions. In the late 1980s and 1990s,
new research began with critical assessments of Di Peso’s data and interpretations by several
scholars such as Paul Minnis, Michael Whalen, Jane Kelley, John Douglas, Stephen Lekson,
Jefferey Dean, John Ravesloot, Victoria Vargas, and Ronna Bradley all of whom have either
conducted their own excavations and surveys or conducted further investigations into Di Peso’s
data and findings to test several theories he formulated about the Casas Grandes tradition
(Bradley 1996; Dean and Ravesloot 1993; Douglas 1992; Kelley 2017a; Lekson 1984; Vargas
1995; Whalen and Minnis 2001a, 2009a). This renewal of interest has now come a long way. As
Kelley (2017c:234) states; “we finally seem to have the critical mass needed to transfer
knowledge (and enthusiasm) from one generation of archaeologists to the next.”

VIEJO PERIOD RESEARCH
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The first people to have recorded Viejo period sites include the same people that first
conducted detailed surveys in Chihuahua, including Sayles (1936) and Brand (1935). Sayles did
not find or define any architecture or artifacts that obviously predated the Medio period house
mounds so prevalent on the landscape, but he did postulate that red on brown and textured wares
were the earliest forms of pottery in northwest Chihuahua (Sayles 1936:86-87). He also noticed
the earliest forms of ceramic designs were possibly influenced by Mimbres designs (Sayles
1936:85). This led him to hypothesize that the earliest agriculturalist and sedentary societies in
northwest Chihuahua may have disseminated from northern groups. Brand (1943) compiled a list
of Chihuahuan culture sites and what types of sherds they contained based on his own fieldwork
in northwestern Chihuahua. While he did not talk about any early agricultural period, he does
discuss Viejo period ceramics, just not in association with the Viejo period. It was not until Di
Peso stumbled across Viejo period remains that the details about this period of time began to be
defined.

JCGE
The JCGE was excavating at the San Antonio de Padua mission, the ruins of a Spanish
Jesuit mission just north of old Casas Grandes, in order to find preserved dateable wood to
improve the tree ring chronology of the region and as an attempt to connect the historic period to
the end of Paquimé. In this search, the JCGE dug long parallel trenches across the site, and
accidentally discovered evidence of the Viejo period (Di Peso 1974:1:40). They came across
artifacts and structures unlike what they had been finding at Paquimé. After this discovery, Di
Peso switched the excavation approach from digging trenches to stripping the surface. From both
the trenches and surface stripping methods, they were able to define what Di Peso believed was a
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complete village that predated Paquimé. The identified structures included primarily domestic
and communal pithouses and later surface adobe room blocks. Additionally, while conducting
test excavations at the Medio period sites Los Reyes 1 and Los Reyes 2, the JCGE also
encountered Viejo period architecture and artifacts underneath them (Di Peso 1974:1:41). And
while these may have been the only sites Di Peso used to base an entire narrative about the Viejo
period, which spanned several hundred years of time, the data from those sites remain some of
the most well defined evidence we have on this period of occupation in northwestern Chihuahua
(Dean and Ravesloot 1993; Kelley 2017b:32).
According to Di Peso, there were three phases of the Viejo period – Convento, Pilon, and
Perros Bravos. The Convento phase was defined by the deepest/earliest structures found at the
Convento site, including what Di Peso called houses-in-pits, which were associated with the
earliest forms of painted pottery. The Convento village in this phase was made up of several
houses-in-pits and a community house which was all surrounded by a fence. Evidence for the
fence was based on postholes found around the perimeter of the structures (Di Peso 1974:1:114).
Associated pottery consisted mostly of textured and red-on-brown painted ware, and associated
burials were mainly flexed with no burial furniture (Di Peso et al. 1974:8:348). Based on this
information, Di Peso interpreted this phase as an entirely egalitarian society with only the
beginnings of sedentism taking place. His Pilon phase was seen as containing the first signs of
social hierarchy in the region. The structures found above Convento phase houses-in-pits
consisted of pithouses and a remodeled communal structure. While local pottery seems to have
stayed the same, the first imported pottery appeared and burials became slightly more elaborate
in terms of offerings (Di Peso 1974:1:137-138). This phase, for Di Peso, also marked the start of
increased religious ceremony and interaction with groups to the north and south. The last phase,
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the Perros Bravos phase, saw the first above-ground adobe architecture, increased social
hierarchy, and an increase in imported goods. His interpretation of this phase was based on more
elaborate graves, contiguous roomed architecture, and more nonlocal goods (Di Peso
1974:1:180).
Because Di Peso’s pochteca/Mesoamerican influence narrative begins in the Viejo
period, he was sure to emphasize imported goods coming from Mesoamerica. For every phase
and every artifact type Di Peso explained in his first volume, he took the time to first explain the
contemporary culture history and similarities found in Mesoamerica and the Southwest. While
this demonstrated a broader contextual understanding, the chronology was problematic and
outside influences were perhaps overemphasized. He also took extra care to include pictures of
Mesoamerican related artifacts, even when the artifact was not definitively from Mesoamerica.
For example, he pointed out ceramic sherd types found on Convento floors that were
Mesoamerican-like, such as those that looked like Guasave polychrome, or what he termed
“Guasave-like polychrome” (Di Peso 1974:1:250). I explain in later chapters that interaction
with Mesoamerica in Viejo times did exist, but it was much less common than Di Peso
portrayed.
Despite their perhaps over-exaggerated description of Mesoamerican connections, Di
Peso and his colleagues established the basic culture history of the Viejo period as they did with
the Medio. Using some of Sayles’s and Brand’s pottery distinctions, they named and established
the local Viejo period ceramic variants (Di Peso et al. 1974:6). They also distinguished the local
types of stone tools, varying architectural styles, mortuary practices, settlement layout through
time, and inferences about Viejo period social order and culture, among many other
contributions. For the Viejo period, several of the categories and culture history Di Peso
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established are still used today. As more excavation has been carried out, however, several of Di
Peso’s original ideas are being reanalyzed (Pitezel and Searcy 2013:78). As Di Peso
(1974:1:196) acknowledged, this is to be expected, as original theories and models are usually
altered as more excavation and research takes place.

Whalen and Minnis and the PAC research
Despite continued discussions of Di Peso’s theories on the rise of Paquimé, there were no
additional excavations or surveys carried out by researchers on the Viejo period until the late
1980s. After 1989 Whalen and Minnis (2001a) and Kelley with the Proyecto Arqueológico
Chihuahua (PAC) (2017a) carried out surveys that included looking for Viejo component sites.
Initially, both projects focused on Medio period mounds. Whalen and Minnis, though, found
comparatively little evidence of the Viejo period in their initial surveys in 1989 and 1994-95. In
their 2001 book, Casas Grandes and its Hinterlands, they reported their survey findings and
briefly discussed their analyses of Viejo period components they had discovered (Whalen and
Minnis 2001a:99). However, none of their field projects have involved excavation of a Viejoonly component site. Later, they did find Viejo period architecture underneath Medio period
structures at Sites 204, 315, and 317, but little was learned or gathered from these features as
associated artifacts and dating material were scarce (Whalen and Minnis 2009a:17).
The PAC, on the other hand, ultimately focused its attention and efforts on the Viejo
period. The PAC was headed by Jane Kelley in an attempt to understand the Medio period in the
southern zone of the Casas Grandes region as there was a major lack of data in that area. They
called the southern half of the Casas Grandes region the “southern zone” and the northern half
the “northern zone” (Kelley 2017a), as has been described previously. After surveying the
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selected valleys in west central Chihuahua and excavating some sites with a Viejo component,
Kelley (2017a:10) states that the PAC realized the Viejo period was more understudied than the
Medio. So, they decided to switch their research focus to the Viejo period in order to make a
more impactful contribution to the overall understanding of the Casas Grandes archaeological
culture. Between 1990 and 2010, the PAC conducted limited testing and excavation at five Viejo
period sites and one Medio period site with a Viejo component. These became the first Viejoonly component sites to be explored since Di Peso excavated at Convento (Kelley 2017b). Until
the PAC began reassessing Viejo period archaeology, Di Peso’s excavations and interpretations
were the only examples available for that time period.
Kelley and others have given detailed summaries of the PAC’s Viejo period findings
(Kelley 2017b; Kelley et al. 2012). In their reports, they took the time to compare the trends and
patterns they were finding in their southern zone Viejo sites to what had been found at the
Convento and Los Reyes sites. They found very similar architecture, ceramics, ceramic designs,
stone tools, and village layouts. But they also found evidence for some major differences, such as
a lack of adobe room blocks as seen in the Convento’s Perros Bravos phase, and the lack of
Southwestern pottery types, besides Mimbres wares (Kelley 2017b; Kelley and Garvin 2013,
2014; Kelley et al. 2014). They used ground penetrating radar (GPR) as one of the primary
methods to find Viejo period architecture, which Kelley (2017b:39) suggests could have biased
the type of architecture and associated artifacts that they found. It cannot be overstated how
much the PAC has contributed to Viejo period research. By testing and excavating six sites,
researchers of the Viejo period now have a much broader amount of data.

Other Recent Viejo Period Research
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Other discussions of Viejo period artifacts, chronology, or social history are sparse and
sporadic (not including the several articles and theses that have resulted from the PAC work).
Rafael Cruz Antillón and Tim Maxwell (2015) conducted some excavation and survey around
the eastern extents of the Casas Grandes cultural area, mostly around Villa Ahumada. They state
that the Rio Carmen Valley, where Villa Ahumada is located, was inhabited by people who were
more connected with the Jornada Mogollon and not directly related to Casas Grandes (Cruz
Antillón and Maxwell 2015:37). In their explanations and discussions they do not explicitly say
whether or not they believe the Viejo period remains in that area are more closely linked to the
Casas Grandes Viejo culture. That remains to be determined (Kelley 2017b:33), and more
exploration of Viejo period remains in that area would be needed to make a distinction.
The most recent archaeological exploration of the Viejo period has been started by
Michael Searcy and Todd Pitezel in an initiative they have called the Roots of Casas Grandes
(Pitezel and Searcy 2013). They began in 2013 with a survey of a portion of what Whalen and
Minnis (2001a:104) considered the Casas Grandes inner zone. This survey focused on searching
for Viejo-only component sites (Searcy and Pitezel 2019:2). Viejo sites are difficult to identify,
however, as the only common surface indications of a site are chipped stone, brown ware
pottery, and looters’ pits. They identified and collected artifacts from five Viejo sites along the
Palanganas River (Searcy and Pitezel 2019:5).
In 2015, Searcy and Pitezel (2019:17) conducted limited excavations at the Vista del
Valle site just 1km northeast of the town of Mata Ortiz. While this site was more than 80%
destroyed or disturbed by looting, they still uncovered a few pit houses that are similar to some
of Di Peso’s structures at the Convento site. Searcy and Pitezel’s most recent excavations at the
San Diego site (Searcy and Forest 2020) have uncovered what may be the largest Viejo period
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communal structure found to date, and possibly the first Viejo period pit oven similar in shape,
but not size, to those found at Medio period sites (Searcy, personal communication 2019).

SUMMARY
In all, it is evident that the Viejo period remains understudied. There have only been a
few major contributions to its study since the JCGE, and there are still few scholars interested in
the people of that lesser known time. Di Peso and the JCGE, Kelley and the PAC, and Searcy
and Pitezel with their Roots of Casas Grandes project (RCG) remain the only major proprietors
of Viejo period archaeology. Because of this, there remains much to be discovered and learned
about the people of that time. But, by better understanding the Viejo period in northwest
Chihuahua, other peoples of the SW/NW and surrounding regions can be better put into context
and therefore better understood as a whole.
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3

Interregional Interaction

In this chapter, I review several different approaches and interpretations that
archaeologists have employed to explain interregional interaction between Casas Grandes and
their neighbors – which has often been intertwined with explanations of Paquimé’s and/or the
Medio period’s development. These models and theories have been based on archaeological
evidence of nonlocal artifacts and features found in the Casas Grandes region specifically, and
the SW/NW generally. The trajectory of this chapter follows that of Chapter 2, starting with the
first archaeological surveyors of Chihuahua and ending with the most recent theories about
interregional interaction in the Casas Grandes region. The point of this more in-depth review is
to establish the context for my methods, results, and conclusions. After this review, I offer my
own argument about interregional interaction during the Viejo period in regards to the previous
models described below. More specifically, I suggest that the networks of interaction that helped
shape Viejo and Medio periods in the Casas Grandes region are more complex than what has
often been inferred in the debate about the Medio period’s development.
Every archaeologist who has carried out large-scale projects in the Casas Grandes region
has weighed in on the topics of trade and interaction (Brand 1943; Carey 1931; Di Peso 1974;
Kelley et al. 2017; Sayles 1936; Whalen and Minnis 2001a, 2009a). According to Whalen and
Minnis (2003:315), in places where archaeological research is fairly new/unknown,
archaeologists tend to interpret culture change and development as coming from external stimuli.
In other words, archaeological remains in regions that are not well known are often explained as
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having been created by foreign influences. The same explanation has been given for Casas
Grandes since the first explorers, and only in the last few decades have alternative arguments for
a local stimulus been given. The idea that non-state, mid-level societies cannot be formed by
natives and therefore must have been formed by outside, state-related groups stems from early
diffusion and unilinear evolutionary theories. In addition, when little is known about a
prehistoric culture, it can be easier to identify nonlocal artifacts from better known
archaeological cultures and assume that those cultures are the source of the given prehistoric
people’s cultural development (Whalen and Minnis 2003). Nevertheless, some of the earliest
explanations for the rise of pueblo-like groups in northwest Chihuahua were generally open
minded as they explained connections with the rest of the SW/NW as interactions and not
necessarily nonlocal stimuli for culture change.

HISTORIC MODELS OF INTERREGIONAL INTERACTION
Early Ideas
The uniqueness of Casas Grandes and its associated features and artifacts were
reasonably confusing to early explorers of the region. For example, A. V. Kidder (1916)
considered Casas Grandes pottery and large adobe walls as quite a bit different from those of the
American Southwest. He also believed that those elements did not quite match up with any
Mesoamerican group. Nevertheless, the overall consensus among scholars who have written
about the region was, and is, that Casas Grandes was a primarily Southwestern culture. Also,
none of the scholars talked about in this chapter claim that Casas Grandes was created only by
immigrants, only that the stimulus to become a more socially complex society came from
northern or southern cultures.
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The first explorers and archaeologists to visit northwest Chihuahua, such as Bartlett,
Bandelier, Lumholtz, and Hewett, did try to connect the “pueblo” ruins to other archaeological
groups, and sometimes they postulated about Mesoamerican connections to Casas Grandes
(Bartlett 1854; Kidder 1916; Lekson 2015; Lumholtz 1891). But those ideas about
Mesoamerican connections waned with more in-depth research that went beyond small test pits
and site visits. This began with Kidder who, while writing about Casas Grandes pottery in
museums in the United States, stated that no obvious “Mexican” connections were present on
pottery types but that Gila and Little Colorado designs were possible inspirations for Casas
Grandes designs (Kidder 1916:268). Kidder then argued that Casas Grandes trade and interaction
happened mostly with the rest of the SW/NW rather than any significant trade connections to the
south.
Carey (1931) conducted some of the earliest reconnaissance and excavation in the region,
but he also looked for large scale patterns of regional connections. He, like Kidder, concluded
that the designs on Casas Grandes pottery were primarily locally derived. The differences Carey
saw were that there were trade connections or influences coming from the north as well as from
the south. He primarily argued that the Mogollon and Mimbres to the north were strong trade
partners with Casas Grandes, but he also argued that certain Casas Grandes attributes, such as
architecture and artifact designs, came from the “La Quemada-Totoate-Chalchihuites” cultures
of Zacatecas and Jalisco (Carey 1931:372). In particular, he used ceramic forms, designs, and
architectural elements as compared with the northern and southern cultures around Casas
Grandes to determine what elements may have been adopted and which were locally created. For
example, Carey (1931:371) considered Casas Grandes adobe architecture as more closely aligned
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with northwest Mesoamerican architecture; he specifically pointed out adobe from Chalchihuites
and La Quemada.
Brand (1943) conducted his own surveys in the early 1930s, synthesized other scholars’
surveys across northwest Mexico and the U.S. southern border, and aided in distinguishing the
possible borders of different cultural groups in all of northwest Mexico (Brand 1935). While
doing this, he noticed ceramic wares such as Little Colorado polychrome, Gila Polychrome, and
Mimbres Classic Black-on-white present in Casas Grandes sites (just as his colleagues had). He
also correctly used these nonlocal ceramics and local Casas Grandes polychromes to place the
“Puebloan” architecture in the Pueblo IV period which ended around AD 1450 (Brand
1935:291). Late Prehistoric trade-wares, the Pueblo IV placement, and a lack of Mesoamerican
artifacts led Brand to conclude a northern stimulus for the rise in complex ceramic traditions in
the Casas Grandes region. This interpretation also led him to suggest that Huerigos polychrome,
a Casas Grandes type, was modeled after Little Colorado polychromes and that what would later
be called Escondida polychrome was modeled after Gila polychrome, a specific type of imitation
that had been considered before.
Sayles (1936) also conducted a large-scale survey and compiled information regarding
the sites he recorded across Chihuahua. His descriptions were a lot more inclusive of features
and artifacts other than ceramics. He also identified trade wares, such as Gila and El Paso
polychromes, and noted the Pueblo IV time frame for the Casas Grandes mounds (Sayles
1936:85). This also led him to believe that a diffusion of agriculture came from the north (Sayles
1936:88). Sayles even postulated a migration or diffusion of ideas came from the Hohokam or
the Mimbres cultures to the north and northwest.
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Most of these early writers did not explicitly distinguish between foreign cultural
influence causing cultural development and simple occurrences of trade and interaction. The two
ideas are definitely connected but were often conflated as one and the same. Nevertheless,
evidence of trade and interaction was used as an indication of foreign cultural influence on Casas
Grandes.

Trade and Migration Models
Di Peso’s theories about the rise of Paquimé and its antecedents in the Viejo period were
described in the previous chapter. But it is appropriate to go into more depth about his model of
interaction and cultural change and the reasons he argued for Mesoamerican influence on Casas
Grandes. Di Peso’s argument was not that Paquimé and all of the Casas Grandes culture was
made up of Mesoamerican traders, but that Paquimé itself was established and run by merchant
elites from Tula/Tollan (Di Peso 1974:2:290). He argued that the majority of the population in
the Casas Grandes region were local Casas Grandeans who embraced the foreign “know-how” of
those elites (Di Peso 1974:2:292). The second volume of his report, as did the first, explained
Mesoamerican historical contexts before discussing the Casas Grandes phase that corresponded
chronologically. By doing this, Di Peso connected his narrative about the Chichimeca to
Mesoamerica and set the stage for quick and easy connections in later discussion.
According to Di Peso, the pochteca elite who “set up shop” at Paquimé were nobles
directly connected to the Toltec warrior-kings who wanted to “impress” the surrounding
territories with their culture and influence (Di Peso 1974:2:297). In fact, Di Peso explains as part
of his narrative that these pochteca did not just establish themselves in the Casas Grandes Valley
but spread throughout the Gran Chichimeca and established supporting mercantile centers at
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Pueblo Bonito in Chaco canyon and among the Hohokam (Di Peso 1974:2:299). These
proprietors of Toltec culture were not uniform across the Chichimec, however, and brought
differing religious tenets to different establishments. Di Peso (1974:2:299-301) explains that,
“individual Mesoamerican pochteca contacts made in the Northern Frontier at this time were
[not] sponsored by any single family, but rather by a number of competitive, cosmopolitan donor
units, which were alike only in their common desire to accumulate wealth.” He then goes on to
explain how the pochteca who settled Paquimé, and possibly Chaco Canyon, brought with them
the cult of Quetzalcóatl and those that settled the “Gila-Salt drainage of Arizona” brought the
cult of Tezcatlipoca (Di Peso 1974:2:301).
Di Peso’s historical/theoretical model was used to explain most of what he found at
Paquimé. Given what the JCGE found while excavating, the conclusions he drew of a powerful
Mesoamerican influence on Paquimé is not that surprising. I-shaped ball courts, effigy mounds,
altars, scarlet macaws, irrigation and hydraulic systems, and many other Mesoamerican-related
artifacts and features were found in abundance at the site (Di Peso 1974:2). And while several of
these elements in different forms are found throughout the SW/NW, nowhere in the region have
these elements shown up so obviously as at Paquimé (Lekson 2015). Before Di Peso, other early
scholars focused on Paquimé’s adobe walls and surface-context or looted artifacts, all of which
relate closely with SW/NW styles. It was not until the JCGE that the Mesoamerican-related
architectural and artifact styles became most apparent.
Di Peso interpreted the site of Paquimé as being built by local Casas Grandeans under the
direction and influence of Toltec pochteca. He explained the central plaza of the site as a market
where locals and foreign merchants set up shop and provided a center where Chichimecan
natural resources could be processed and sent south (Di Peso 1974:2:315). He also explained
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how each occupation phase at Paquimé was affected by what was happening in Tollan and the
Mesa Central. For example, he connected the demise of Paquimé to the demise of Toltec culture
which he claims corresponded with the rise of the Aztecs (Di Peso 1974:2:317-318).
Di Peso, however, was not the original creator of this model as applied to the whole of
“Chichimeca,” nor was he the only one that espoused it (McGuire 1980). He, as all scholars, was
greatly influenced by the contemporary archaeological theories and practices of the time. Trained
by Emil Haury and Ned Spicer at the University of Arizona, Di Peso began his career at a time
when Mesoamerican impacts on the Hohokam (and all of the SW/NW) were being hotly debated
(Kelley 2017c; McGuire 1993). More broadly, Di Peso earned his PhD and began his career
during a time of major theoretical and methodological changes in archaeology. Theories such as
functionalism, processualism, political economy, and World Systems guided his eight-volume
interpretation of the Casas Grandes people (Kelley 2017c). World systems theory especially
framed his ideas about colonizing/controlling elites from the south (Larkin 2006; McGuire
1993). Di Peso seems to have chosen a side of the debate and created a narrative that matched
the evidence for interaction that he found. He was not altogether original. Rather, he built onto
an existing set of ideas from Haury (1945), Jennings (1956), Kelley (1966), and Schroeder
(1965). Long distance interaction, for these scholars, was seen as the stimulus for cultural
development, but later scholars would see the same evidence of interaction and consider locally
created interpretations and uses of foreign ideas and artifacts.
After Di Peso finished his monumental reports and his ideas were presented to the
archaeological community, his ideas were quickly scrutinized (Larkin 2006; McGuire 1980).
Some who critically examined this model still recognized the evidence of interaction throughout
the SW/NW and with Mesoamerica but chose to interpret those interactions as meaning different
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things than cultural stimuli (LeBlanc 1986; McGuire 1980). There were, however, still several
people who held to the Mesoamerican/pochteca stimulus models; one of whom was J. Charles
Kelley. Kelley dedicated a large portion of his career to the study of SW/NW and Mesoamerican
connections, and like Di Peso, spent a large part of his career in Chihuahua (e.g. Kelley 1952).
Before Di Peso even published the Paquimé report, Kelley was expressing opinions similar to Di
Peso’s about Mesoamerican connections in the SW/NW (Kelley 1966).
Kelley began writing about the archaeology of Chihuahua and the rest of northern
Mexico before the JCGE ever began its monumental work (Kelley 1952; Kelley 2017c). He
began his work among the Pueblo ruins of west Texas and eastern Chihuahua and was interested
in historic or protohistoric records of cultural contact between the native Pueblos and invading
Athapascan groups. He later worked his way south and west to Sinaloa and Durango where he
began to study cultural contact markers as a method of determining both chronology and cultural
affiliation – which is a line of evidence commonly investigated in any archaeologically unknown
region (Kelley and Winters 1960; Riley 1978). His explanation for means of contact usually
involved diffusion or migration, a very common cultural/historical explanation which would
begin to be criticized by the New Archaeology of the 1960s. So, it follows that when Kelley
would discuss SW/NW and Mesoamerican connections. He continued to use diffusion and
migration explanations as the cause (Kelley 1966).
At its root, Di Peso’s narrative did the same, but at first Kelley was much more
ambiguous and academically cautious about his explanations than was Di Peso. His writings
were more relational, and he was more concerned with culture history or building chronologies
than with a single site’s role in interregional contact (Kelley and Winters 1960). Towards the end
of his career, however, Kelley fully advocated for the pochteca/Mesoamerican narrative. But,
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unlike Di Peso and some others, he reassigned imported artifacts from Mesoamerica to the
Chalchihuites and Aztatlán cultures of northwest Mesoamerica (Kelley 1966; Kelley and Kelley
1975). Kelley and Kelley (1975) also leaned more towards broader connections than just
pochteca merchants causing change.

Region-Specific Response
As the JCGE’s report was finally finished and both Kelley and Di Peso had had their say
about SW/NW and Mesoamerican interactions, Randall McGuire entered the discussion and took
issue with their models. McGuire (1980) critically analyzed and decried the idea of any pochteca
merchants having influence on SW/NW groups. In order to prove that this line of thought was
flawed, he critically examined the data/evidence and logic behind the pochteca interaction
model. He argued that its proponents, Di Peso, Kelley, and others, overgeneralized what
Mesoamerica was and lumped differing cultures and practices together, and they assumed
connections based on little more than artifact and architectural morphological similarities
(McGuire 1980:4). This led McGuire to claim that not only were pochteca not the carriers of
Mesoamerican goods and cults to the Greater Southwest, but that there probably was very
limited interaction between Mesoamerica and the SW/NW (McGuire 1980:26-27).
McGuire (1980:27) then proposed his own model of trade between the two large regions.
First, he argued that there is little to no evidence for direct interaction between any
Mesoamerican groups and the SW/NW besides from groups in northwest Mesoamerica, such as
the Chalchihuites culture (McGuire 1980:28). Second, he suggested that the Hohokam
dominated the exchange of goods from the west coast – including northwest Mesoamerica – to
the more northern and eastern Ancestral Pueblo and Mogollon. Third, when Casas Grandes
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arose, it took on a largely competitive position against the Hohokam and eventually took over
that same role (McGuire 1980:31). Fourth, any further investigation into the relationship between
Mesoamerica and the SW/NW must take into account specifics of exchange and its
interrelationship with social complexity (McGuire 1980:32).
Casas Grandes was key to McGuire’s model, and he still saw this large site as a trading
center, as did Di Peso, but believed its trade connections were focused on other SW/NW
cultures. Nevertheless, he did not deny that west Mexican interactions periodically took place
and that goods and ideas came along with those interactions. He definitively stated that Casas
Grandes was primarily a Southwestern culture (McGuire 1980:26). McGuire also argued that
interaction between Mesoamerica and the SW/NW in general only directly took place between
the northern peripheries of Mesoamerica and the southern peripheries of the SW/NW (McGuire
1980). For example, McGuire (2002:180) states: “Economic, social, and cultural connections
existed between the regional centers of the Southwest/ Northwest and the northernmost regional
centers of Mesoamerica, but these are relationships between specific peripheral centers in each
area. They are not connections between two hard bounded, internally consistent units or culture
areas.” In other words, the SW/NW and Mesoamerica were not homogenous social entities, and
in order to fully understand the actual social relationships between the two regions, spatial and
temporal variations must first be considered.

RECENT INTERACTION MODELS
The Recent Autochthonous Push
As described above, the late 1980s saw a resurgence of research in the Casas Grandes
region. Several of these researchers also began to push for an autochthonous explanation for the
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development of the Casas Grandes culture, as well as a very limited interregional trade network
(Kelley et al. 2012; Whalen and Minnis 2001a). Whalen and Minnis, in particular, advocated
strongly for in situ development of at least most of the Medio period population given the
continuity they saw between Viejo period dwellings under large Medio period sites (Whalen and
Minnis 2001a:44, 2009a). They did not reject, however, the possibility of post-Mimbres
populations adding to that populace, as Lekson (1999) suggested (Whalen and Minnis
2009a:262).
Despite their adherence to in situ development, Whalen and Minnis (2001a, 2009a) still
recognized the obvious presence of elites and social hierarchy at Paquimé and within the Casas
Grandes core zone. They argue, though, that the elites were locals to Casas Grandes and not
immigrants from far away polities. Whalen and Minnis (2009a:266-267) also argue that those
elites were the ones controlling the importation of prestigious or exotic items, similar to claims
of the other models reviewed in this chapter. Interaction and trade with long-distance cultures
were primarily controlled by these people who also used these objects and social connections as
a way of legitimizing their power. The same general ideas about social hierarchy and the nature
of controlled interregional interaction that were explained by previous models were upheld in
Whalen and Minnis’s model, the main difference between the different models is where those
“rulers” came from (see Larkin 2006:15; Lekson 2015; Whalen and Minnis 2003).
Jane Kelley and the PAC also argue for an in situ development of Casas Grandes culture
in regards to the “southern zone.” Kelley and colleagues (2017:168) focused more on their
southern study region to explain that continuity between the Viejo and Medio periods was
evident. They suggest, similar to Whalen and Minnis, that population size followed successful
increased agricultural practices. And while Kelly and others (Kelley et al. 2012; Kelley et al.
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2017; Kelley and Searcy 2015) have somewhat weighed in on the origins of Paquimé, they claim
that the regional center’s influence over the south was unstructured and probably not strongly felt
during the Medio period.
Until recently, the PAC has been the only source of discussion about Viejo period
interregional exchange since Di Peso because of its emphasis on investigating Viejo period
occupation in the southern zone. The data the PAC gathered from the southern zone of Casas
Grandes reveal interesting differences between the Viejo and Medio periods. Nonlocal goods
were much less common at southern Viejo sites than at Convento or Los Reyes 2 (Kelley et al.
2017:170; Kelley 2017b). When compared to Medio sites in the south, the same kinds of
nonlocal goods were more evenly distributed (and perhaps more common) in the Viejo than in
the Medio periods (Kelley and Phillips Jr. 2017:77). A similar pattern is noted in the north by
Whalen and Minnis (2009a:257). As will be discussed in further detail in this thesis, non-locally
made materials were present in the PAC study area as well as at Convento up north, but the PAC
claims that the evidence points to very limited trade and interaction with their neighbors –
though Kelley still believed there was much more interregional trade occurring than has been
identified (Kelley et al. 2017:170).

The Chaco Meridian
It is far beyond the scope of this thesis to try and explain Lekson’s entire narrative found
in the Chaco Meridian (Lekson 2015). What is important and pertinent for this thesis are the
arguments and claims he makes in regards to Paquimé and its antecedents. In particular, Lekson
makes several claims about the Mimbres culture – sometimes in regard to the contemporary
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Viejo Casas Grandes culture – and the rise of Paquimé and the Medio period. He also claimed
that long distance trade was a constant and integral part to the rulers who created Paquimé.
I begin here with a basic summary of Lekson’s Chaco Meridian narrative. It is his belief
that the “weirdest and most interesting sites” of each respective Pecos system time period in the
SW/NW (referring to Basketmaker II to Pueblo IV) were sequentially and intentionally aligned
along the same latitudinal line. He believes that a few royal or upper class families created and
ruled Chaco Canyon during Pueblo II times. He also suggests that those families were either
from or affected by Mesoamerican polities. Around the mid-12th century AD or Pueblo III, the
descendant ruling families abandoned Chaco and moved north to Aztec Ruin. Then around the
mid-13th century or Pueblo IV, they traveled over 600 km south to create Paquimé. He also
posits that these families began in Basketmaker III times at the largest Basketmaker III sites
currently known, namely 29SJ423 and Shabik’eschee village. They then moved north in Pueblo I
times to the Sacred Ridge and Blue Mesa sites. Finally, he suggests that after Paquimé, the last
descendants left the SW/NW to create Culiacan in northwest Mesoamerica (Lekson 2015).
The theory of a Chaco Meridian has its skeptics and critics, just as does any attempt to
tell an historic narrative based on archaeological evidence. But Lekson’s claims have been quite
influential in the SW/NW and have informed the most recent lines of thought in interpreting the
broad history of the entire SW/NW.
In regards to Casas Grandes, some of Lekson’s claims still seem unsupported because of
a paucity of data. One controversial claim is that the Viejo period did not have the population
size to form the basis of the Medio period and build the massive Paquimé (Lekson 2015:66).
Instead he believes that Mimbres and post-Mimbres populations migrated south (as well as some
“Mesoamericans” came to the north) and supplied the bulk of the Medio period population
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(Lekson 2015:49). This would also explain the presence of so many varying material cultural
elements. However, archaeologists do not fully understand the demographic scales of Viejo
period Casas Grandes because so little has been explored (Pitezel and Searcy 2013; Lekson
2015:137). Just as Basketmaker III sites are difficult to find in comparison to later Pueblo
masonry sites, Viejo period pithouse villages are difficult to identify, and thus it is possible that
many have yet to be discovered. This is especially true because so little survey work has been
conducted in the Casas Grandes River Valley.
Despite this problematic assertion, there are still factors that lead Lekson to believe Casas
Grandes was a Puebloan creation supported by Mimbres-Mogollon and some Mesoamerican
immigrants. This includes – among other reasons – the ceramic connections of Viejo Casas
Grandes with the Mimbres, the connections Mimbres had to Chaco in the 11th and 12th centuries,
the sudden appearance of T-shaped doors in northwest Chihuahua after the demise of Aztec to
the north (as well as many other sudden appearances of “foreign” architecture), the emergence of
canal irrigation agriculture, and similarities in DNA between Mimbres and Medio period Casas
Grandes individuals (Lekson 2015).
Lekson’s narrative is, in a way, a pushback against arguments for local or autochthonous
innovations and developments, which have been common in the SW/NW for the last several
decades (Lekson 2015:4). It has certainly proved to be the only current alternative to local
development in the Casas Grandes region. It has been criticized by Casas Grandes archaeologists
(Lekson 2009; Whalen and Minnis 2001a). More research in the Casas Grandes region may or
may not support Lekson’s claims. Interaction between Mesoamerica (at least the frontier of it),
the greater SW/NW, and Casas Grandes in both Viejo and Medio period times cannot be
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disputed, but to what extent Lekson’s claims are correct about the roots of Paquimé have yet to
be determined.
In terms of interregional interaction, Lekson is adamant. Interaction and importation of
Mesoamerican “prestigious” goods were an important legitimizing aspect of Chaco elite and
their descendant ruling families. This was augmented at Paquimé as its location was much closer
to the Mesoamerican frontier. By bringing in “exotic” artifacts and commodities, members of the
ruling class were setting themselves apart from common people over whom they ruled (Lekson
2015).

DISCUSSION AND MY FRAMEWORK
There are many more scholars than the ones cited above who have, and are, tackling the
topic of Mesoamerican/SW/NW connections (for a list of some see Kelley 2017c). The ideas I
have chosen to highlight are those that have been the most influential in the study of
interregional interactions between Casas Grandes and its neighbors, not just with Mesoamerica.
Currently, most scholars of Casas Grandes recognize the presence of long-distance trade with
Mesoamerica and the rest of the SW/NW, but the degree to which they believe any other regions
had influence on Casas Grandes varies.
As has been explained, the ideas about who started Paquimé and how interregional trade
and interaction fit into the development and continuation of the regional center have swung like a
pendulum back and forth between foreign and local stimulus models (Kelley 2017c; Whalen and
Minnis 2003). Some very early explorers and antiquarians, such as Bandelier, hypothesized that
ruins across the SW/NW were the original homes of the Aztecs. Later, systematic surveys led
archaeologists to strongly connect Casas Grandes to the rest of the SW/NW, with some pointing
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out unique developments. Then, J. Charles Kelley, Di Peso, and the JCGE pushed strongly for a
diffusion of ideas from Tollan pochteca merchants. A few decades later Whalen, Minnis, Jane
Kelley, and several others have argued for a local development. Lekson then pushed for a
northern stimulus.
What has fed all of these discussions about origins, development, and connections is the
fact that there are artifacts, features, and iconographic symbols/elements present in the remains
of the Casas Grandes culture that were first created somewhere else. However, non-locally
created things are present everywhere – in the sense that trade and distribution of things occur
among most societies and at different scales. Archaeologists have used these indicators of trade
or interaction as indicators of diffusion, migration, and other forms of imported ideas. They also
based these discussions on archaeologically subjective areas and regions, such as the SW/NW
and Mesoamerica, but spatial and temporal differences make for a much more complicated past
than generalized regions and cultural groups. McGuire (2002:178) addressed this issue when he
stated:
I would argue that we need to look at this content in term of webs of social relationships
that linked different groups and that created differences and similarities over large areas.
The boundaries of these relations would have been fuzzy and unstable. Such social
relations would have been dynamic and variable depending on the scale on which they
operated.
By this, McGuire is saying that interaction – and with it ideas and influence – needs to be
understood as webs or networks that morphed physical and ideological differences and
similarities across space.
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I believe this complexity makes it difficult to accept one origin source, one source of
stimulus, or one source of trade relationship as having created the Casas Grandes culture. I argue
instead for a complicated interregional social network that morphed and altered over time and
across geographic and social space. The following chapters contain my approach to understand
what interregional connections were present during the Viejo period and how they differed from
those in the Medio period. I also explain my interpretations of the evidence for intricate
interregional relationships and how they were just as complicated in the Viejo period as in the
Medio period.
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4

Methods and Data

Research covering nonlocal materials found at Paquimé has continued to grow over the
last few decades. Artifacts and architecture such as marine shell (Bradley 1999), copper bells
(Vargas 1995), scarlet macaws (Somerville et al. 2010), ball courts (Whalen and Minnis 1996),
and other aspects of the Medio period have received a fair amount of attention. However, no
significant research has been done on any similar material for the Viejo period, and very few
analyses have been conducted on material from non-Paquimé Medio sites. As stated earlier, this
is because the Viejo period is still relatively understudied, and there has been significantly less
nonlocal material found in Viejo contexts. For this reason, my research focuses on all nonlocal
material in the Viejo period.
My data were gathered from site reports and other literature that provided information of
nonlocal materials at Casas Grandes sites. This includes all sites with a Viejo component where
artifacts have been collected, whether through surface survey, shovel testing, or excavation. Also
included are non-locally produced or procured materials found at Medio period sites that have
been tested or excavated and that were found in the same geographic areas as the Viejo
component sites.
Viejo period sites are concentrated in two main geographic areas, what Kelley (2017a)
considered the northern and southern zones. Within the Casas Grandes cultural region of
northwest Chihuahua, Viejo period sites have not been formally recorded or tested in the western
Sierra Madre Occidental area, the eastern Chihuahuan Desert area, or the far northern
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international border area. However, this does not take into account sites found and recorded in
the Villa Ahumada vicinity because it is still debated whether or not those people were part of
the Casas Grandes cultural group (Cruz Antillón and Maxwell 2015). My data on the Viejo
period are limited to a few valleys in the south and a few valleys in the north. This severely
limits interpretations of the Viejo period as a whole because any conclusions cannot assuredly
represent the entire Casas Grandes region during the Viejo period.
In this chapter, I explain the process and reports I used to synthesize nonlocal Viejo
period materials. I also present the synthesized data by artifact types, after which I explain the
geospatial dataset I created to more easily visualize and control for spatial distribution. I used
GIS to map the distributions of these materials across the Viejo Casas Grandes region and to gain
insights about the extent of interactions between the people of Viejo Casas Grandes and their
neighbors. Finally, the Medio period nonlocal material data are presented as well as their spatial
distributions.

SYNTHESIS OF PREVIOUS STUDIES
Nonlocal artifacts are rare in the Viejo period compared to the Medio period. As
previously discussed, only 15 Viejo sites have been tested and only one has been largely
excavated (Di Peso 1974; Pitezel and Searcy 2013). Because of the meager data, and because of
the lack of uniformity among the tested sites for the Viejo period, complex quantitative methods
seemed inappropriate, and most would simply not yield significant results due to the small
sample size. Instead, I synthesized the data available in reports and mapped their distributions.
While limited, this method still yielded telling results and can contribute to archaeologists’
understanding of the Viejo period.
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To gather the data, I sought out technical reports and publications on every Viejo site that
has been recorded, surveyed, tested, or excavated. Fortunately, because of Mexican laws
requiring reports of archaeological excavations, and because of the efforts of project directors to
ethically publish their findings, it was not difficult to access the appropriate reports and
publications. The available data in those reports have not, as of yet, been fully brought together
to get at broad Viejo patterns, despite the paucity of data.
I went through the available reports on Viejo sites and picked out artifacts, architecture,
and iconography that have been previously determined to represent long-distance interactions.
The non-locally produced or procured artifacts that I recorded include marine shell, copper
objects, ceramics, minerals (including turquoise and malachite), macaw remains, and macaw
cage door stones (indirect evidence of macaw aviculture). Nonlocal architectural designs that
were recorded include ball courts, platform mounds, T-shaped openings, columns, and a pit
house draft deflector. Most architectural data came from Medio period contexts. Finally,
nonlocal iconographic designs that were recorded included several forms of jewelry, a stone
inlay, a stone plaque, and macaw effigies.
My methods included the following steps. First, for every artifact, architectural design, or
iconographic element, I recorded the reference and page number so as to identify who discovered
the object and what biases or circumstances may have contributed to the finding. Second, I
recorded the site from which the material was found, the quantity of each material, and the
specimen identification number where applicable. Third, I recorded the material type and the
given typology (e.g., Mimbres Classic Black-on-white). This basic information allowed me to
identify placement in the region, what material was present, and how much of it there was.

43

Along with the basic identifiers, I recorded how complete or at what level of production
each artifact was at in order to possibly get at local versus distant production. I also gathered
intrasite context both at structure and stratigraphic levels where available. This is important as it
potentially leads to conclusions of why these artifacts were being imported. Finally, I gathered
information on any postulated sources of the materials and chronological placements. This last
bit of information, while tentative for most of the materials, still provides a general idea of
chronological and spatial origins. The raw data collected can be found in the appendix.

The Literature
Only four archaeological projects have reported data on Viejo period sites and artifacts.
These projects have already been discussed, including the JCGE, the PAC, that of Whalen and
Minnis, and the RCG. Data and information from the JCGE came from the eight volumes written
by Di Peso, John Rinaldo, and Gloria Fenner (Di Peso 1974:1-3; Di Peso et al. 1974:4-8). The
PAC reports consisted of several technical reports and many other publications written by Jane
Kelley, Richard Garvin, Joe Stewart, Danny Zbrover, Tanya Chiykowski, along with many other
contributors (Kelley 2008, 2009a, 2009b, 2015; Kelley and Garvin 2013, 2014; Kelley et al.
2014). Whalen and Minnis published most of their survey and excavation findings in two books,
but the more specific data were reported in several technical reports written for INAH called
informes (Whalen and Davalos Navarro 2014; Whalen and Minnis 1994, 1995, 1997, 2001a,
2001b, 2002, 2009a, 2009b, 2010, 2012; Whalen 2011). Most recently is the RCG, the only
project that is still ongoing, in which Searcy and Pitezel have published their survey and
excavations results in a few publications and informes (Searcy and Pitezel 2017, 2019).
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The JCGE volumes and the PAC reports contained the majority of data on Viejo period
nonlocal materials, while only a few nonlocal items were recovered by RCG and Whalen and
Minnis’s projects. The PAC and Whalen and Minnis’s reports contributed the bulk of the Medio
data that I gathered. While there are certainly other archaeologists who have gathered data on
nonlocal materials from Medio contexts, the data from Whalen and Minnis and the PAC’s Medio
excavations are used here only as contextual comparisons to the Viejo period data.
Little Medio period data were gathered from the JCGE reports because data from
Paquimé were not recorded in my analyses. This is because the quantity of non-locally produced
or procured materials found at Paquimé virtually eclipses that of all other excavated sites
combined. Such a quantity is obviously unique, and some have postulated that political and
economic processes at Paquimé do not represent what happened at other Medio period sites
(Kelley 2017b; Whalen and Minnis 2009a). For these reasons Paquimé will be referenced as the
site that exhibited the most nonlocal materials as markers of long-distance interaction, but the
quantities and materials themselves are not specified or taken to represent nonlocal influence on
other Medio period sites or Viejo times.
The JCGE history and its methods have already been reviewed in this thesis. Excavations
took place at a large scale with heavy machinery, very little screening, and large or rare artifacts
were the focus of collection (Di Peso 1974:1; Minnis and Whalen 2015). These methods created
a bias in which small artifacts such as beads, minerals, and small ceramic sherds were probably
missed if they were not in a burial, floor context, or found in caches. What was collected by the
JCGE was thoroughly analyzed and reported. Fairly detailed explanations of the morphology,
spatial contexts, and other information were given for every imported artifact found at Convento,
Los Reyes 1 and 2, and Paquimé.
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Because of the extensive excavations carried out by the JCGE, the Convento site yielded
the largest quantity and most diversity of nonlocal materials for the Viejo period. Nonetheless, I
believe that there may have been some discrepancies in the identifications Di Peso and others
used in their reports. For example, two shell species mentioned as being present in the shell
assemblage at Convento are no longer recognized marine shell species, though the genera are
still correct (compare Di Peso et al. 1974:6 identifications with Huber 2010 for bivalve
examples). Similarly, some present ceramic types at Convento were not identified by their actual
types but were described as being “like” a specific other type.
Similar to Di Peso’s reports, the PAC reports contain large amounts of data from years of
fieldwork. Jane Kelley, in collaboration with many other archaeologists, was able to publish and
make publicly available the majority of data recovered during the many years of fieldwork in
west central Chihuahua. Detailed stratigraphic and spatial data are given for each excavation, and
artifacts are explained with their corresponding contextual and morphological data. The
excavation methods followed current SW/NW standards and therefore the data are more easily
standardized with other archaeologists’ data. However, a fairly large problem that made accurate
information gathering difficult was that certain material types, such as marine shell and
turquoise, were not given the same kind of contextual or typological detail as other artifacts.
One major problem, in particular, was the reporting of the richest burial ever found in the
southern zone of the Casas Grandes region. The infant burial found at the Calderón site in the
Santa Maria Valley was buried with over 900 pieces of marine shell jewelry and an incredible
organic pendant with inlayed turquoise. But in all the reports in which Kelley and others have
talked about this burial nowhere are the individual types of shell with their exact quantities
provided. In other words, of the over 900 pieces of shell, nowhere could I find exactly how many
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of the pieces were of a certain species or bead type. This burial with its grave goods is reported
in several publications from members of the PAC (Kelley 2017b:46; Kelley 2009c; Kelley et al.
2014:121) with some information provided, such as one whole Olivella shell was present. The
lack of identification presents a problem in that the sheer number of shell recovered from the
Calderón burial represents about 37% of all marine shell ever found in Viejo contexts. I made
estimates based on the pictures provided in the reports. Despite this discrepancy in detail, the
PAC reports still yielded a large amount of data, especially for the Viejo period.
Whalen and Minnis (2001a, 2009a) published two books that report on their years of
work. General patterns and broad ideas from all the data were brought together to better
understand the Medio period as a whole. But data were not present on individual artifacts,
particularly from the few Viejo contexts they identified. Paul Minnis graciously provided me
with the informes that detailed the information on artifacts recovered. These informes, however,
did not provide as detailed of information on each artifact’s context as, for example, the PAC
reports. Instead, Whalen and Minnis’s informes focused more on broad patterns and count totals
for each artifact type. While data were gathered on what nonlocal artifacts were found, intrasite
contextual information for most of these artifacts was not available. The absence of this
information greatly limited my ability to compare intrasite artifact contexts between Viejo and
Medio periods.
Searcy and Pitezel’s (2017, 2019) RCG project is still ongoing and has produced one
survey and two excavations. Very few nonlocal materials have been found by the RCG. The
investigated Viejo sites have suffered intense looting. For example, at the Vista del Valle site,
between 50-75% of the site has been destroyed by holes made from modern looters (Searcy and
Pitezel 2017:140). This looting may have skewed the presence of nonlocal material, though
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when the RCG excavated they did not find any nonlocal material besides a few Mimbres and El
Paso sherds.

THE DATA
Marine Shell
In terms of quantity, marine shell is the most frequent nonlocal material present in the
Viejo period. This is not surprising given that shell is wide-spread and common throughout the
SW/NW (Trubitt 2003). I gathered and combined the counts of all marine shell from Viejo
period contexts and found that a total 2,480 pieces have been recovered.
Most Viejo and Medio period marine shell are complete ornaments or fragments of them.
This fact, along with the absence of incomplete forms or unworked shells, indicates that these
shell ornaments were likely made elsewhere and not in Chihuahua. No unworked or partiallyworked pieces of marine shell have been found in Viejo sites. There are, however, disk-shaped
and other shaped beads, bead pendants, pendants, bracelets, and tinklers. Numbers for each
jewelry form is shown in Table 4.1. The marine shell artifacts found in the Viejo period do not
appear to have been produced in the Casas Grandes region.
Only a small number of shell ornaments retained the shape and characteristics of the
original shell. Because shell had to be ground down to produce beads and other ornaments, the
final worked forms often make it difficult to distinguish the genus or species of shell that were
used to make the ornaments. Shell genus or species is the first indication of where the shell came
from and is the basis of my interpretations of origins which will be discussed later. The problem
with this method, however, is that a large proportion of Viejo period marine shell (2,177, or over
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Table 4.1. Counts of Viejo Period Marine Shell by Jewelry Form.
Jewelry Form
Bracelets
Beads
Bead Pendants
Pendants
Tinklers
Total

Count
7
2,062
397
10
4
2,480

87%) has not been identified to any taxonomic level, mostly because of the problems just
described.
The species that are present are quite possibly similar to the unidentified pieces as well.
In the Viejo period, the most common identified marine shell genus is Olivella with 218 pieces,
followed by Nassarius with 49 pieces, and smaller quantities of Glycymeris, Vermetid,
Spondylus, Conus, Aequipecten, and Oliva (see Table 4.2). There is the possibility that
unidentified pieces could be other genus that came from areas different than where the known
specimens originate, but until further analyses are carried out on the unidentified shell there is no
real way to tell.
The context in which marine shell artifacts in the Viejo period have been found is telling.
I gathered specific contextual information where available but grouped them into three
generalized contexts in order to identify general meanings and uses of shell in the Viejo period.
These contexts include site surface or fill, on or around a structure floor or feature, and within a
burial. The data are presented in Table 4.3. Of the 2,480 pieces of marine shell over 92% have
been found in burial contexts (n=2,284). Only 2.3% of shell has been found on or around
structure floors and features, and 5.6% found on site surfaces or in fill. This pattern suggests that
marine shell may have had special or symbolic meaning among the Viejo period people as the
majority of it was buried with their dead.
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Table 4.2. Counts of Viejo Period Marine Shell by Genus and Site.
Shell Genus
Aequipecten
Conus
Glycymeris
Nassarius
Oliva
Olivella
Spondylus
Vermetid
Unidentified
Total

El Zurdo

Quevedo

Calderón

Alderete

Ch-240

1
3

1
2

134
1
5
913
1,057

1
1

3

1
31
31

1
2

Convento
2
1
9
49
2
81
1
9
1,230
1,384

San Diego

2
2

Total
2
2
13
49
2
218
2
15
2,177
2,480

Table 4.3. Counts of Viejo Period Marine Shell by Context and Site.
Context
El Zurdo
Surface or Fill
1
Floor/Subfloor
Burial
Total
1
a
Possible burial contexts.

Quevedo
2
1
3

Calderón
88
53a
916
1,057

Alderete
31a

Ch-240
2

31

2

Convento
15
1
1,368
1,384

San Diego
2
2

Total
139
57
2,284
2,480

Ceramics
Ceramics form the base of many studies on interaction between peoples. This is because
ceramics, especially in the SW/NW, can be traced to specific time periods and geographic
regions. As they are typically made by specific groups of people, their social origins are often
more easily defined. Nonlocal ceramics were found in large quantities at Paquimé and in a large
variety at Convento (Di Peso et al. 1974:6). No other Viejo period site has near the number of
nonlocal ceramics as at Convento. This is probably because no other site has been excavated at
the same scale. In total, 463 nonlocal ceramic sherds have been recovered from Viejo contexts,
including at least two mostly complete bowls.
For typologies/types of imported pottery, I relied on the identifications that the analysts
assigned as given in each report or publication. I do this even though I believe there are problems
with some assignations, mostly because there is not a solidly established typology of what is
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really a Viejo period ceramic type (Searcy, personal communication 2019). There are also
discrepancies among individual project reports. Whalen and Minnis, for example, reported in the
tables of their informes that all Mimbres pottery they found during their early surveys were
Mimbres Polychrome, despite the fact that this type is considered rare (Brody 2004; Whalen and
Minnis 1994, 1995). Because of the rarity of this type and the fact that elsewhere in the informes
and their books they say those same pottery sherds are Mimbres Black-on-white, I included all of
those sherds in the latter category. There are also problems with how Di Peso assigned pottery
types to supposedly imported or imitated ceramics, which was discussed above.
About three quarters (73%) of Viejo nonlocal sherds are Mimbres sherds, including
Three Circle Red-on-white, Mimbres Polychrome, Bold Face (Style I), and Classic Black-onwhite (Style III). Mimbres pottery comes from the Mimbres archaeological region of
southwestern New Mexico, and their pottery was the most widespread nonlocal material in the
Viejo Casas Grandes region, with about 339 sherds (73%) found at 19 Viejo sites across the
Casas Grandes region (see Table 4.4). The next most numerous nonlocal ware was El Paso
brown, which comes from the southern Jornada Mogollon region. This nonlocal type was present
at the Vista del Valle and San Diego sites, with 30 sherds, or 6.5% of all nonlocal ceramics. All
other types of imported ceramics were only found in small numbers at the Convento and Los
Reyes 2 sites. Table 4.5 shows the types and numbers of imported ceramics at Convento. They
include Three Rivers Red-on-terracotta, Kiatuthlanna Black-on-white, Reserve Black-on-white,
Snowflake Black-on-white, Tularosa Black-on-white, Puerco Black-on-white, Dragoon Red-onbrown, Rillito Red-on-brown, Aguaruto Exterior Incised, Banco de Las Casas Incised, Totoatelike Black-on-white, Totoate-like Polychrome, and Guasave-like Polychrome (see Chapter 5 for
a discussion of ceramic chronologies and regions of origin). All imported pottery found in Viejo
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Table 4.4. Counts of Viejo Period Nonlocal Ceramics by Site and Type.
Site
Quevedo
Calderón
Santa Rosa
Alderete
Ch-240
Vista del Valle
San Diego
Site 315
Convento
Reyes 1
Reyes 2
Paquimé
Surveyed Sites
Total

Mimbres sherds
4
27
1
1
1
1
3
3
245
1
4
1
47
339

El Paso sherds

Other Nonlocal sherds

28
2
90
4
30

94

Total
4
27
1
1
1
29
5
3
335
1
8
1
47
463

Table 4.5. Convento Nonlocal Ceramic Sherd Counts.
Convento Nonlocal Sherds
Count
Three Circle R/w
2
Mimbres B/w & Polychrome
243
Three Rivers R/tr
22a
Dragoon R/br
14
Rillito R/br
5
Puerco B/w
1
Reserve B/w
24
Kiatuthlanna B/w
2
Tularosa B/w
2
Snowflake B/w
13
Aguaruto Exterior Incised
3
Banco de Las Casas Incised
1
Totoate-like Polychrome
1
Totoate-like B/w
1a
Guasave-like Polychrome
1
Total
335
a
Includes a mostly complete bowl, but refitted bowl only counted as one.

contexts were sherds from jars and bowls (as far as the literature suggests). Only two sherds had
been worked; one is a spindle whorl, the other is a disk. Both were made from Mimbres Classic
Black-on-white sherds.
The significances of where each of these imported ceramics came from is discussed later.
What is important to describe first are the contexts of these sherds, which is shown in Table 4.6.
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Table 4.6. Viejo Period Nonlocal Sherd Counts by Type and Context.
Ceramic Type
Three Circle R/w
Mimbres B/w
El Paso Brown & Painted
Three Rivers R/tr
Dragoon R/br
Rillito R/br
Puerco B/w
Reserve B/w
Kiatuthlanna B/w
Tularosa B/w
Snowflake B/w
Aguaruto Exterior Incised
Banco de Las Casas Incised
Totoate-like Polychrome
Totoate-like B/w
Guasave-like Polychrome
Mercado R/Cr
Total

Surface or Fill

Floor/Subfloor
2
45
1
1
2
2
1
4
1
1
2
1

290
29
21
12
3
20
1
1
10
3
1
1

Burial
2
1

1

1

2
1
395

63

5

Total
2
337
30
23
14
5
1
24
2
2
13
4
1
1
1
2
1
463

Of the 463 sherds, 395 were recovered from site surfaces or structure/test unit fill, 63
were found on or around structure floors or features, and only five sherds were found with
human burials. In order to date the Convento site and establish its different phases, Di Peso used
nonlocal ceramics from floors, features, and burials (Dean and Ravesloot 1993). While his
methods have already been critiqued (Dean and Ravesloot 1993; Kelley 2017b), my data show
that over 85% of imported sherds were found in contexts unassociated with structure floors or
burials. Most of those found associated with structure floors were at the Convento site. This
leads me to question the effectiveness of dating Viejo sites based on imported sherds. Better
dated structures with imported ceramics would need to be excavated before such a method could
be well employed.
In addition to imported ceramics, Di Peso (1974:1:168) also claims that ceramic hand
drum sherds were recovered from the Los Reyes 1 site from a “Pilon phase” Viejo association.
This claim may be flawed. The ceramic hand drum form is found throughout Mesoamerica, but
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in the SW/NW it is only found at some Casas Grandes sites. The ceramic drums found at
Paquimé were locally produced, or at least were made of local ceramic wares. While the Viejo
period associated ceramic sherds from Los Reyes 1 are most likely part of ceramic drums, and
even appear to be nonlocal ceramic types, very little contextual evidence is provided in the
reporting of Los Reyes 1 (Di Peso et al. 1974:6:360-370). The site itself was primarily a Medio
period site, with only one pithouse underlying Medio period architecture. The pithouse at Los
Reyes 1 and those at the site right next door, Los Reyes 2, contained quite a few Viejo
component material, so it is plausible that the drums were associated with the Viejo period. The
apparent lack of any other contextual evidence, however, causes me to doubt a firm Viejo period
association.

Minerals
Turquoise is a mineral that was highly valued by cultures throughout the Americas in
prehistoric times. In North America, it is an indication of trade or exchange to some degree as
turquoise can only be found in a few southwestern states, such as New Mexico, Arizona, and
Nevada. Casas Grandes is considered to be within the broad SW/NW cultural region, but the
nearest source of turquoise is just to the north of what is considered the boundaries of the Casas
Grandes region, and therefore turquoise is still considered a non-locally produced or procured
material.
What is striking is how little turquoise has been recovered from Viejo contexts. Only 17
pieces have been recovered from this earlier period (see Table 4.7). Even at Convento, where
there were large numbers of nonlocal materials, only two pieces of turquoise were found.
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Table 4.7. Counts of Viejo Period Turquoise by Jewelry Form and Site.
Form
Raw Material
Bead
Pendant
Other
Total

Calderón
3
1
2
6
12

Santa Rosa

1
1

Alderete

Ch-240

Convento

1

1

1
1

1

1

2

Total
3
2
5
7
17

Throughout the SW/NW the most common form in which turquoise is found at archaeological
sites is as ornaments (Jernigan 1978). In the Viejo period, only seven finished turquoise
ornaments have been found – two beads and five pendants. The beads are disk shaped, and the
pendants are mostly trapezoidal.
Of the 17 pieces of turquoise, five were either raw material or had some degree of
working. Additionally, five pieces of turquoise were found inlayed in the same pendant that
appears to be locally made – as the base of the pendant is made of some sort of organic pitch
material (Kelley et al. 2014). Over half of the turquoise from Viejo contexts appear to have been
worked or made at a Viejo Casas Grandes site. In addition, four pieces of raw malachite (also a
mineral not found in the Casas Grandes region) were found at the Calderón site, bolstering the
evidence for local production of a distantly obtained material.
No significant numbers of turquoise were found in any one context. Eleven pieces were
found on site surfaces or in fill, and six were found in burial contexts – though five of those are
part of the same pendant. No turquoise has been found on or around structure floors or features
(see Table 4.8). Until more turquoise is found, no real conclusions can be drawn about contextual
placement of minerals in the Viejo period.
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Table 4.8. Counts of Viejo Period Turquoise by Context and Site.
Context
Surface or Fill
Floor/Subfloor
Burial
Total

Calderón
7

Santa Rosa
1

Alderete
1

Ch-240
1

Convento
1

5
12

1

1

1

1
2

Total
11
0
6
17

Copper
Copper (in a variety of forms) is a particularly unique artifact type in the SW/NW and it
has been debated how copper represents trade and/or interregional interactions (Punzo and
Villalpando 2015; Vargas 1995). At Paquimé, in particular, Di Peso originally claimed that
copper was mined and produced locally at the regional center, but Vargas (1995) later argued
that this was incorrect because of the similarity in craft production to West Mexican copper
objects and a lack of slag or other production material at Paquimé. Copper objects were found in
great quantities at Paquimé, mostly bells and pendants.
Surprisingly, two copper artifacts were found at the Convento site. They represent the
only copper objects found in a Viejo period context. The first is a small, worked sheet of copper,
supposedly heat treated, was found in Convento Burial 48 on the left foot (Di Peso et al. 1974:8).
The second specimen is a smashed, cone-shaped tinkler that was found with Convento Burial 47
and was supposedly cold hammered. While their presence in Viejo burials is significant, there
are too few objects to be able to distinguish any broad patterns.

Macaw Aviculture
As with copper objects, only two pieces of evidence of macaw aviculture have been
found in Viejo contexts. Aviculture, as used here, refers to the breeding of nonlocal macaws. At
Paquimé, aviculture was evidently practiced as macaw remains were recovered within and
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around cages made of adobe and stones supposedly meant for keeping macaws and other birds.
The macaw cages, in particular, were made up of rectangular adobe boxes set perpendicular to a
wall with the entrance to each cage made of a circular, donut-shaped stone, and some had
cylinder-shaped stones to plug/close the entrance (see Figure 4.1) (Di Peso et al. 1974:2).
These stones have been called macaw cage stones and have only been found in limited numbers
outside of Paquimé. Also present were macaw burials at Paquimé. These bird remains were
sometimes headless. Additional evidence suggests that the birds held an important role in the
community as many were buried without being consumed (Di Peso et al. 1974).
The only macaw cage stone that has been found in a Viejo context was one crudely made
fragment of a circular cage stone found at the Calderón site near the Santa Maria River (Kelley et
al. 2014). It was found on the surface of the site near pit structures one and two. The Calderón
site has no Medio period component, therefore this worked stone is most likely associated with
the Viejo period, but it is possible the stone was used for something different than a cage stone.
The other piece of evidence for the presence of macaws in the Viejo period is a skull cap from a
young macaw. Found at the Convento site in the fill of Burial 44, it is unknown whether this
macaw was a scarlet or military macaw – which would determine a distant or relatively local
procurement. This specimen still represents the beginnings of macaw use by the Casas Grandes
people. As will be discussed later, there is evidence for turkey consumption in the Viejo period,
but from what little is known about the turkey faunal remains present in the Casas Grandes
region, it appears only local wild turkeys were consumed (Kelley 2009b).
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Figure 4.1. Macaw cages at Paquimé (taken from Ure and Searcy 2016).

Nonlocal Designs
As explained in Chapter 1, artifact and architectural designs that are similar to other
cultures’ designs but have shown up in the Casas Grandes region were likely made by local
people. The social/geographical movement of these designs, however, may have come from
interaction with long-distance groups. Certain elements were more likely brought in or diffused
into the region than others, but it is difficult to tell. Certain designs discussed here are likely
evidence for prehistoric interaction with long-distance neighbors, in whatever form.
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Architecture. At Paquimé, there are many architectural elements and designs that have
been postulated as originating elsewhere and were brought in through interaction (Di Peso 1974;
Lekson 2015). These include T-shaped openings, I-shaped ball courts, colonnades, effigy
platform mounds, and several others. Some of these elements have also been found at other
Medio period sites (Whalen and Minnis 2009a). As for the Viejo period, however, none of these
features are present that I am aware of. Only a few architectural features may have originated
somewhere else and were diffused or brought in. Kelley (2017b:39) suggests that in the southern
zone the use of bajareque (a method of adobe construction) to create wall bases may be the
earliest form of this architectural style in the SW/NW, and was possibly brought from the south.
This, however, would require much better chronological control for the Viejo period to
determine.
The second element has only been found at one site in one structure. In Structure 4 at the
Calderón site, Stewart and others (Stewart et al. 2005) uncovered what they have called an adobe
draft deflector placed between the structure’s entrance and hearth. This is significant as no other
Viejo period structure has been found to contain any form of draft deflector. Pit structures and
kivas throughout the rest of the SW/NW commonly included draft deflectors in both adobe and
stone forms. This element may represent interaction of some kind between other parts of the
SW/NW, though this simple design could have easily been an isolated local creation.
Iconography. Even for the limited data available in the Viejo period, entire articles and
theses could be written on iconography in the Casas Grandes world. Symbols, designs, and
motifs are abundant on Casas Grandes pottery, rock art, and in the forms of artifacts and have
historically been used as markers of connections to other prehistoric people. For my purposes,
however, only iconographic elements that are obviously similar to or connected with far away
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people are included. For the Medio period this includes the I-shape of the ball courts at Paquimé
and pottery designs and shell pendants representing macaws. While these were locally created,
the iconographic elements represent ideas or technology that may have originated somewhere
else.
Like other nonlocal objects, evidence for nonlocal iconography is sparse in the Viejo
period. The only plausible evidence includes pottery designs and some jewelry forms. Ceramic
design is not dealt with here for several reasons. Very few whole vessels with complete designs
have been recovered in context, not even at the Convento site were many whole, decorated
vessels recovered. This being the case, the reports and literature available to me contain little
information concerning ceramic designs, which makes it difficult to determine if Viejo ceramics
contain elements that resemble long-distance contemporary examples. Searcy and Pitezel
(personal communication 2019) are currently compiling and analyzing Viejo vessel designs from
complete vessels found in museums in the U.S. Some have already brought up the possibility
that pottery traditions from West Mexico, such as red rims, buff ware, and certain geometric
patterns inspired Viejo period ceramics (Carey 1931; Di Peso 1974:1).
There are several jewelry designs that have been found in Viejo contexts that resemble
nonlocal designs. Shell jewelry forms in the Viejo include bilobed beads, Glycymeris bracelets,
and Conus tinklers, which are all found elsewhere in the SW/NW and in West Mexico (Jernigan
1978). Beyond shell, only two other pieces are particularly telling. In Convento Burial 50 the
JCGE found a stone plaque, which presumably was a pyrite mirror back. Stone plaques or mirror
backs found throughout the Hohokam region of the SW/NW have been used as evidence of
contact with Mesoamerica (McGuire 1993), and that is exactly what Di Peso said of the
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Convento mirror back (Di Peso 1974:1). There was even residue of pyrite left on the front of the
sandstone plaque, according to Di Peso.
Finally, the only piece or evidence of mosaic inlay work in the Viejo was found in an
infant burial at the Calderón site. It is a pendant found at the feet of the infant and is made up of
a sort of black organic material with orange stone or shell and turquoise inlays in the shape of a
cross. This pendant is extremely significant for various reasons, one of which is the evidence of
knowledge of inlaying or mosaic work in the Viejo period – something that originated to the
south. Another reason is the cross-circle design that could represent a connection to the crosscircle designs found throughout the northern half of Mesoamerica (Caretta and Lelgemann
2011).

Other
Beyond the nonlocal objects and architecture described above there are several items and
designs that were procured and/or produced around the Casas Grandes local region. These
objects could indicate interaction within and outside of the Casas Grandes region. In particular is
obsidian. There are obsidian sources close to and within the Casas Grandes region (Dolan 2016),
however, little research has delved into where Casas Grandes obsidian was coming from and
whether trade or interaction was involved. Medio period obsidian sourcing has been carried out
by Sean Dolan (2016), who found that local sources were utilized in the Medio period. Fralick et
al. (1998) also sourced obsidian found from Viejo period sites the PAC excavated and found that
most samples were locally procured and produced.
Because of these situations and the lack of information, I decided to not collect data on
obsidian, as it currently is believed to not be an obvious indicator of interregional interaction for
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the Viejo period, even though specific specimens have been shown to come from outside the
Casas Grandes region (Dolan 2016:36). I do note, though, that while obsidian was often present
during both the Viejo and Medio periods, it was not a common stone type for making tools.
Additionally, it has been debated whether turkey and turkey domestication are relevant to
interaction and trade. In the Viejo period, what little turkey remains have been found appear to
be of local, wild turkeys (Hodgetts 1996; Kelley 2009b). At Paquimé, however, turkey appears to
have been domesticated and may even show connections to West Mexico (Speller et al. 2010).

DISTRIBUTION
The Geospatial Data and Mapping
While the data just presented are mostly qualitative and contextual, they are also
connected to quantities and spatial locations which are important factors when considering an
object’s origins and how it got to where it was found. Certain spatial distribution analyses, such
as fall-off curves, require geospatial datasets to understand trade, exchange, and human
interaction. In order to address this spatial factor, I gathered location points (UTM coordinates)
for each Viejo and Medio site that yielded nonlocal materials and created a geospatial dataset.
While fairly small, the dataset is geographically spread across the Casas Grandes region,
providing a more representative sample of the whole region.
After creating the dataset, I created one distribution map for each artifact type. A
distribution map is a tool to visualize where attributes are located geographically and can be
portrayed by points or areas or through interpolation methods such as inverse distance weighting
(Ebert 2004). Given the amount of data, however, and that the methods and the extent of
excavations were so variable among sites, I do not believe other analyses would reveal much
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more than is shown in quantitative distributions. Only nonlocal ceramics, marine shell, and
turquoise were distributed across multiple sites. All other material types were confined to the
Convento and Calderón sites. It is likely that this concentration of imported goods is due mostly
to the disproportionate amounts of excavation carried out thus far, as the Convento and Calderón
sites have been the most intensively explored of the known Viejo sites. Thus, only ceramics,
marine shell, and turquoise were mapped by distribution.

Marine Shell Distribution
Marine shell was found at seven Viejo sites. The largest concentration is, of course, at
Convento. As was pointed out, over 92% of Viejo shell came from burials, and the most burials
were discovered and excavated at Convento. Among all the burials at Convento there were 1,384
pieces of shell – many of the specimens were found in situ and were likely part of necklaces or
bracelets. Over 1,000 pieces of shell were recovered from the Calderón site, the majority of
which came from one infant burial.
Objects made of marine shell were probably distributed widely in the Viejo period. In
terms of simple presence or absence in an area, there are more sites with marine shell represented
in the Santa Maria Valley than any other valley. No recorded Viejo site in the north, besides
Convento, has yielded marine shell objects in any significant numbers, either from site surface
collections or excavations. Shell has been found at five sites in the southern zone, including
several found on site surfaces (see Figure 4.2). This difference may simply be because more
Viejo sites have been explored in the south and in the Santa Maria Valley, in particular. There
certainly is something to say for the proximity of the southern zone to the West Mexican coast
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Figure 4.2. Distribution of Viejo period marine shell by quantity.
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via an east-west access route that may not have required as much effort to traverse the Sierra
Madre Occidental.

Turquoise Distribution
Turquoise and malachite are the only nonlocal minerals that have been recovered in Viejo
period contexts. Only at five site have these minerals been found, and only at one in any large
number. At the Calderón site, 12 pieces of turquoise and four pieces of unworked malachite were
discovered. At four other sites, only one to two pieces were found per site (see Figure 4.3). The
numbers are small, but it is significant, I believe, that over half of the minerals (11 out of 21)
were found on site surfaces. This is significant because more sites have been recorded and
artifacts surface collected in the northern zone than in the southern zone, yet no turquoise has
been produced on site surfaces in the north. If it is assumed that surface artifacts represent a
portion of what could be found at a given site and that site surfaces have not been disturbed by
looters, then it can also be assumed that there is more turquoise present in the south than the
north.

Ceramic Distribution
As has already been discussed, the majority of nonlocal ceramics were Mimbres bowl
sherds. Figure 4.4 shows Mimbres ceramic distribution across the Casas Grandes region.
Because Mimbres sherds are so prevalent, the only difference between the total distribution and
just the distribution of Mimbres sherds is at Vista del Valle where only one Mimbres sherd was
found. Mimbres sherds are most common in the northern zone where they show up frequently
across sites. They are also present in the southern zone, but in fewer numbers. Taking into
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Figure 4.3. Viejo period turquoise distribution with number in parentheses.
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Figure 4.4. Mimbres ceramic distribution among Viejo period sites by quantity.
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account scales of excavation, it is interesting to note that sites around Janos to the far north,
where none have been excavated or tested, still have more Mimbres sherds than do southern zone
sites, which were tested and/or excavated. This pattern is to be expected given the proximity of
the northern zone to the Mimbres region of New Mexico.
El Paso brown and painted sherds were the next most numerous nonlocal ceramics. They
have only been found at two sites in the northern zone. Vista del Valle yielded 28 sherds and San
Diego produced two. While it stands to reason that northern Viejo sites would have these wares
given their proximity to the Jornada Mogollon of the Rio Grande, it is questionable as to why
El Paso brown sherds were not identified at the Convento site – although El Paso polychrome
was present, a type that is more contemporary with the Medio period. All other types of nonlocal
sherds were only found at the Convento site.

MEDIO PERIOD DISTRIBUTIONS
Much more extensive research has been conducted on Medio period archaeological
remains in comparison to Viejo remains. Yet, nonlocal materials from Medio contexts have still
not been fully compared to similar materials found at Paquimé. It was outside the scope of this
project to synthesize nonlocal material from all known Medio period sites as I have done with
Viejo period sites. Instead, I compiled nonlocal materials found in Medio period contexts at all
sites that had a Viejo period component or that were excavated by the same scholars that
excavated the Viejo period components. This includes all Medio period sites excavated by
Whalen and Minnis and the PAC. These sites were chosen, versus other excavated or recorded
Medio period sites, in order to keep some degree of consistency in the data. Data reported by the
same people/project are typically reported in the same way and therefore can be gathered and
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compared more easily and consistently. Data that were gathered in different decades and reported
by different people are more difficult to compare. Also, the Medio component sites I used are all
within the same geographic area as the Viejo period sites. Albeit just a sample, these data
represent a large portion of non-Paquimé, Medio period sites that have been examined to date.
Despite some lack of information within reports, I collected the same information for
these Medio period sites as I did for the Viejo period sites, including artifact types and forms,
quantities, contexts, and other pertinent information. In this section I present the data and
distributions as I did previously with the Viejo data. These data were compiled so as to make
comparisons and ultimately work to develop an understanding of changes through time in longdistance social interactions.

Marine Shell
Medio period marine shell, at first glance, is quite diverse. Viejo period shell represented
only eight genera, whereas Medio shell represented 18. A full list of Medio period genera is
given in Table 4.9. Among the 11 Medio period sites where shell was found, quantities ranged
from 2-40, with two exceptions. One was at Site 315, a Medio period residential site
approximately one kilometer across the Casas Grandes River from Paquimé. About 130 shell
disk beads were found in association with a burial, and another 24 pieces of shell were recovered
from other contexts at the site. The other exception is the Los Reyes 2 site where Di Peso and his
colleagues found 105 shell disk beads in Burial 5. At Paquimé, close to four million marine
shells and shell ornaments were found cached primarily in two rooms, but no other Medio period
site has yielded significant numbers. The caches of disk beads at Site 315 and Los Reyes 2 are
the largest within my sample of Medio period sites. Of course, the species of the disk beads are
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Table 4.9. Counts of Medio Period Marine Shell by Genus and Site.
Shell Genus
Aequipecten
Argopecten
Cerithidea
Conus
Glycymeris
Haliotis
Laevicardium
Nassarius
Oliva
Olivella
Petaloconchus
Pinctada
Pyrene
Trivia
Turritella
Vermetid
Unidentified
Total

La
Raspadura

1
1
2

Buenavista

2

El
Zurdo

1

Site
309

3

1

1
2

3

1
1
16
7

Site
231

Site
317

1

1
1
1

4
8

Site
204

4

Site
315

Site
565

Reyes
1

6
2

3

3
1

2
1
8

1

2

5
2
4

1

1

15

11

1

1

1

18

144
168

39

12

2

3

Reyes
2

1

1

1
2
11

4

1
105
107

Total

5
1
1
33
13
1
4
4
2
17
2
30
2
1
3
2
255
376

unknown as their characteristics have been removed, but the fact that these large numbers were
found in burial contexts is significant, given that the majority of marine shell in the Viejo period
was also found in burial contexts. The continuation of placing shell ornaments with burials could
indicate continuity in the meaning of shell as well as death rituals from the Viejo to Medio
periods.
Because of the Site 315 and Los Reyes 2 anomalies, unknown marine shells make up
about 67% of the total Medio shell assemblage. If those burials are not taken into account, the
most numerous shell genus present is roughly split between Conus (n=33) and Pinctada (n=30).
Olivella beads (n=17) and Glycymeris bracelets (n=13) were third and fourth, and all other genus
types are represented by only one to five specimens. Quite a few other genera were identified for
Medio period contexts that were not present for Viejo contexts, such as Pinctada, Laevicardium,
and Turritella.
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Table 4.10. Estimated Counts of Medio Period Marine Shell by Jewelry Form.
Form
Bracelets
Beads
Bead Pendants
Pendants
Tinklers
Unfinished
Unknown
Total

Count
13
274
1
11
33
26
18
376

Unfortunately, there was not enough intrasite contextual information available to give a
full accounting of where Medio shell have been found within sites. There was also too little
information on artifact form/morphology available to say exactly how many beads, bead
pendants, bracelets, etc. were recovered from Medio period sites. There was enough information
to get a rough estimate of finished and in-process ornament forms (see Table 4.10). Again, beads
were the most numerous (n=274), followed by tinklers (n=33) and unfinished beads or raw
materials (n=26). Bracelets, pendants, and bead pendants were much less numerous.
The distribution of marine shell across Medio period Casas Grandes sites is quite a bit
different than the Viejo period distribution. Most of the Medio period shell included in this
sample is concentrated in the core zone around Paquimé, even if the burial caches mentioned
above were not considered. In the southern Casas Grandes zone, only a few sites yielded a few
shell artifacts (see Figure 4.5). This is in stark contrast to the Viejo period marine shell
distribution which was more proportionately distributed in the south.

Ceramics
Medio period ceramic imports differ quite a bit from the Viejo ones. Instead of Mimbres
wares, El Paso Polychrome sherds (which come from the southern Jornada Mogollon) appear to
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Figure 4.5. Medio period marine shell distribution by quantity.
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be the most common imported ceramic among the eleven Medio sites where nonlocal ceramics
were found. Site 315 once again augments this distinction. Over 500 El Paso Polychrome sherds
were found at Site 315 alone, which constitutes the most imported ceramics of any site or
ceramic type at Viejo or Medio period sites besides Paquimé. Even if the 500 El Paso sherds
were not taken into account, El Paso polychrome (80%) would still be the most numerous
imported ceramic.
The second most imported ceramic type was Chupadero Black-on-white (11%), which
comes from the northern Jornada Mogollon region. This ceramic type actually overlaps the Viejo
period in time, but has only really been found in Medio period contexts, though two Chupadero
sherds were found at the Convento site and were designated as Medio period intrusions. At
Paquimé, the most common nonlocal ceramic was Gila Polychrome which either came from
southeastern Arizona or was possibly locally made (Crown 1994), but this type only represented
5.3% of the imported ceramics at other Medio sites. This is followed by St. John’s polychrome
(1.7%), a Roosevelt Red Ware that came from the Cibola region of the Mogollon Highlands and
southern Colorado Plateau. Several other ceramics were found as well, though only in low
frequencies. These include Three Rivers red-on-terracotta, Jornada polychrome, Jornada painted,
Lincoln black-on-red (all of which are northern Jornada painted wares), and Galisteo black-onwhite from the northern Rio Grande region (see Table 4.11).
All nonlocal ceramics came from the areas in the southern half of the SW/NW.
Surprisingly, this means fewer West Mexican ceramics were found in Medio contexts than in
Viejo contexts. Ceramic hand drums and hand-modeled spindle whorls, however, were much
more common in the Medio period than the Viejo period. According to Di Peso (1974:2), hand
drums were made by local Casas Grandeans, or at least the drums’ ceramic types are typically
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Table 4.11. Medio Period Nonlocal Ceramic Counts by Site and Type.
Site
El Zurdo
Ch-228
Abraham González
Convento
Reyes 1
Reyes 2
Site 315
Site 309
Site 204
Site 317
Site 565
Total

Chupadero
B/w
2

El Paso
Polychrome

Gila
Polychrome

2
3
2
27
1
47

2
33
1
500
55
15
1
40
647

1

8
92

1
19

St. John’s
Polychrome

Other

Total

2
1
1
4

4
1
1
9
36
4
558
56
64
1
70
804

12

2
20
43

2
14

8

local. They are considered primarily a Mesoamerican object as they were not made or used
anywhere else in the SW/NW (Di Peso 1974; McGuire 1980). Seventeen pieces of ceramic hand
drums have been found at Medio period sites. Di Peso recorded 13 separate hand drums at Los
Reyes 1 and 2 (see Table 4.12), but these designations are somewhat questionable as little to no
information is given about them besides quantity. Four partially complete hand drums were
found at La Raspadura and Picacho in the southern zone.
Hand-modeled spindle whorls are artifacts characteristic of northwest Mesoamerican
cultures (e.g., Chalchihuites or Aztatlán). They were found at Paquimé in few numbers, unlike
the quantities of other nonlocal artifacts at Paquimé. Three hand-modeled spindle whorls were
found at three different sites in the southern part of the Casas Grandes region (see Figure 4.6).
This is significant, I believe, as no hand-modeled spindle whorls have been found in the northern
zone, other than at Paquimé.
The distribution of Medio nonlocal ceramics is quite similar to shell distributions. Only a
few were found at a few southern zone sites, while the rest are strongly clustered in the core
zone. Sites 315, 565, 309, and 204 all individually had more imported ceramics than all of the
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Table 4.12. Other Medio Period Ceramic Artifact Counts by Site and Type.
Site
Reyes 1
Reyes 2
La Raspadura
Picacho
Palacios
Total

Ceramic Hand Drum
11
3
1
3

Modeled Spindle Whorl
1
1
1
3

18

Total
11
3
2
4
1
21

southern Medio period sites combined (see Figure 4.7). It is pertinent, however, to also look at
distribution by ceramic type. Similar to the Viejo period, quite a few El Paso sherds were found
in the core zone, but not at all in the southern valleys. Furthermore, El Paso sherds were highly
concentrated at sites immediately surrounding Paquimé, but farther away from the regional
center El Paso sherds drop off (see Figure 4.8). The same is true of Gila polychrome sherds.
Relatively few pieces of Gila polychrome sherds were found; they were concentrated at sites
close to Paquimé (see Figure 4.9).
Chupadero and other northern Jornada Mogollon wares (including Jornada Polychrome,
Lincoln Black-on-red, and Three Rivers Red-on-Terracotta) are slightly different, however, as
several sherds were found to the west at Site 204 and some to the south at the El Zurdo and
Abraham González sites (see Figure 4.10). Chupadero Black-on-white was produced from AD
1050-1550 and spanned the late Viejo and entire Medio periods, while El Paso polychrome was
made from AD 1250-1450. It is possible that Chupadero was an earlier trade ware than El Paso,
but the chronological overlap complicates the timing of these imports. Other nonlocal wares
found only in the core zone around Paquimé include St. John’s Polychrome and Galisteo Blackon-white.
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Figure 4.6. Distribution of other Medio period nonlocal ceramics.
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Figure 4.7. Distribution of all Medio period nonlocal ceramics by quantity.
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Figure 4.8. Distribution of El Paso Polychrome by quantity.
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Figure 4.9. Distribution of Gila Polychrome by quantity.
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Figure 4.10. Distribution of Medio period northern Jornada wares by quantity.
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Copper
Surprisingly, few copper artifacts have been recovered from non-Paquimé Medio period
sites. Of the Medio period sites I sampled, only eight copper artifacts were recovered. While
Paquimé had hundreds of copper artifacts, including bells, pendants, needles, an axe head, and
several other objects, only three copper bells, one pendant, and four ingots were recovered from
four sites. While there have been other copper artifacts found at Casas Grandes sites (Vargas
1995; Whalen and Minnis 2009a), these were all that were present within my sample.
As shown in Table 4.13, Site 204 and Vista del Valle in the north had a copper bell each,
and one site in the south also had a copper bell. In the south, the Santana Hearst Ranch site was
excavated partially by Sayles in the 1930s, but is reported on by Kelley (2009b), and was within
the Santa Maria Valley. The remaining pendant and ingots were found at Site 315. Again,
intrasite context is limited, but the three bells were supposedly all found on the sites’ surfaces.
Copper distribution appears to have been very limited outside of Paquimé.

Minerals
Much more turquoise was discovered at Medio sites than at Viejo sites. A total 55 pieces
of turquoise was discovered at six Medio period sites. About half of that was discovered at Site
315 where 21 turquoise pendants and five beads were found. In total, turquoise jewelry
represented 13 beads and 30 pendants. The remaining pieces were worked fragments and one
“tesserae” (see Table 4.14). Because of the presence of raw, worked, and finished materials,
some local production could have taken place but these items were certainly procured from far
away. Little to no intrasite context is available for turquoise.
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Table 4.13. Copper Object Counts by Form and Site.
Form
Bell
Pendant
Ingot
Total

Santa Ana Ranch
1

Site 204
1

1

1

Site 315
1
4
5

Vista del Valle
1
1

Total
3
1
4
8

Table 4.14. Counts of Medio Period Turquoise by Jewelry Form and Site.
Form
El Zurdo
Pig Site
Site 309
Bead
Pendant
1
1
Worked
1
Unknown
Total
1
1
1
a
No information regarding artifact form was given

Site 204
1
4
1
7a
13

Site 315
5
21

Site 565
7
3

26

3
13

Total
13
30
2
10
55

At Paquimé, hundreds of turquoise pieces were found in pseudo-cloisonné, inlays,
jewelry, and other decorative forms. No similar items have been found elsewhere except in the
form of small turquoise ornaments. A piece of tessera found at the Pig Site in the southern zone
is noteworthy, though, as it could have been part of a mosaic inlay or other decorative form.
Beyond turquoise, other nonlocal minerals were present in several forms at Paquimé. Turquoise
distribution was similar to that of El Paso and Gila wares – relatively large numbers were found
at sites in the core zone but few elsewhere. Only two pieces were found at Medio sites in the
south (see Figure 4.11).

Macaw Aviculture
In some ways, the Casas Grandes culture is known for its aviculture, mostly because of
the cages and burials at Paquimé. Evidence for aviculture at non-Paquimé Medio period sites,
however, suggest that there was less macaw breeding outside of the city center. While evidence
for macaw breeding is sparse, it is present at some sites in the northern and southern zones.
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Figure 4.11. All other Medio nonlocal artifact distributions.
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Macaw and turkey burials are unique to Casas Grandes; only a few have been found outside of
the regional center. At Site 204, one macaw burial was uncovered from under the floor of Room
22. This articulated macaw skeleton is the only one within my sample of Medio sites, but it was
not distinguished in the reports as being either a military or scarlet macaw.
The more commonly found evidence of macaw aviculture are cage stones. Fourteen cage
stones were found at five Medio sites, as well as one cylindrical stone that is presumably a cage
plug. Most were found in fill or surface contexts, though two were found on a floor at Site 242.
No macaw cage stones have been found in situ with the rest of an adobe cage besides at
Paquimé.
As for the distribution of cage stones, they seem to have been fairly evenly distributed.
Several were found at El Zurdo and Site 315, but they are fairly even between the north and
south. The data are incomplete given the sample of sites. Resulting from their earlier surveys,
Whalen and Minnis (2009a:243) explain that an additional 13 sites (besides Sites 204, 315, and
242) in the core, middle, and outer zones had cage stones on site surfaces. Though they also
mention that among all of these sites they were somewhat evenly distributed among site sizes
and locations.

Nonlocal Designs
Architecture. Medio period architecture was produced locally, but certain elements
already listed above first appeared in other regions by other cultural groups. T-shaped openings
first appeared at Chaco Canyon far to the north, and not long after they disappeared from the four
corners region of the Southwest, they reappeared in northwest Chihuahua (Lekson 2015). Not all
Medio period sites in my sample had enough remaining walls to determine the total number of T84

shaped openings at any given site, but from six sites there were 74 T-shaped openings that were
excavated (see Table 4.15). Their contexts do not appear to be unique or special in any certain
way given their ubiquity, and within each structure they do not appear to be built in any specific
manner or any specific spot in a building. A larger sample and more detailed contextual
information could reveal a much different conclusion.
Other elements that could have originated elsewhere are present at a few sites outside of
Paquimé. In particular, one platform mound was discovered at Site 242 next to a ball court. This
site, in particular, is postulated to have been closely connected to Paquimé and has even been
called an administrative center (Whalen and Minnis 2009a). Platform mounds are ubiquitous
across the Americas and take many forms. This one example at Site 242 is not unique, but given
the context and association with Paquimé it could have had more non-locally associated
meaning.
At Site 204 the bases of two columns were also discovered. This architectural element (a
colonnade) has been found at sites throughout Mesoamerica, at some SW/NW regional centers,
and are present at Paquimé. Site 204 is the only site that contained this structural feature outside
of Paquimé.
I-shaped ball courts are one of the main distinguishing features of many Mesoamerican
sites as they were widespread over space and time, so the I-shape of several ball courts present in
northwest Chihuahua is notable. Whalen and Minnis (1996) identified I-shaped, T-shaped, and
other shaped ball courts across the northern Casas Grandes region and into southwestern New
Mexico and eastern Sonora, suggesting that this architectural design was more widespread and
built by prehistoric people in this region than other Mesoamerican-related architecture. In my
sample, only three ball courts were identified, and all of them were I-shaped. One, however, was
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Table 4.15. T-Shaped Opening Counts by Site.
Site
La Raspadura
Site 315
Site 309
Site 204
Site 242
Site 231
Total

Count
1
20
3
38
8
4
74

found at a fairly small site called Ciénega Apache in the southern zone (the only one in the
southern zone currently known).
Iconography. While it is widely known that designs and symbols originally not local to
Casas Grandes showed up in the Medio period, my sample did not include many nonlocal
iconographic symbols or designs. As in the Viejo period, shell jewelry forms were still present,
such as the bilobed beads or Glycymeris bracelets. One change, though, was that a few
Glycymeris bracelets had geometric designs etched into their surfaces, something very common
in the Hohokam and other Mogollon regions. Also, one shell pendant from Site 204 was formed
to represent a macaw, suggesting the symbolic importance of these birds to local inhabitants.
Ceramic designs are another possible marker of long-distance interaction and are a
commonly discussed topic. Designs on Medio period polychrome pottery often depict macaw
imagery or horned serpent motifs, both are considered as possible symbols adopted from other
regions, perhaps with the introduction of scarlet macaws. Another is the idea that Casas
Grandeans imitated Salado pottery when they created the Escondida Polychrome pottery. This
type of pottery is said to be a close copy to Salado ware (Crown 1994). Escondida Polychrome
sherds were found at El Zurdo, Site 204, Site 309, and Site 315.

SUMMARY
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The compilation of a geospatial dataset of nonlocal artifacts and architecture allowed me
to begin the development of prehistoric interregional interaction networks for both the Viejo and
Medio periods. Most of my Viejo period data come from the JCGE’s work at the Convento and
Los Reyes sites and from the PAC’s work in the Babicora basin, Santa Maria Valley, and Santa
Clara Valley. Searcy and Pitezel’s explorations are still ongoing and as of yet have provided very
limited artifactual evidence for nonlocal production or procurement. For the Medio period, the
PAC’s work in the southern zone as well as Whalen and Minnis’s work in the north provided
data for my sample.
From these reports, marine shell, nonlocal ceramics, copper objects, nonlocal minerals,
evidence of scarlet macaw use or aviculture, and architectural elements were identified as
nonlocal items. Marine shell was greatly confined to burial contexts across the region in Viejo
times. Most are unidentified to species, and the species that are known are limited. There is no
obvious concentration of shell in the Viejo period like there is in the Medio period at Paquimé.
Instead shell has been found at several sites in the region. Marine shell in the Medio period is
concentrated at Paquimé, but non-Paquimé Medio sites do have a reasonable quantity of this
object. Again, shell is concentrated in burials, but several more species and worked forms are
present in other contexts in the Medio period.
Nonlocal ceramics can be easily sourced, though identification appears to have been a bit
problematic. Viejo period nonlocal ceramics are primarily represented by Mimbres bowl sherds.
They are not concentrated in one specific site. They seem to be more frequent in the north. El
Paso brown wares are also found in the northern zone. Other sherds coming from elsewhere in
the SW/NW and some coming from much farther south were identified at the Convento site.
Nonlocal Medio period ceramics included El Paso Polychrome that was concentrated around the
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regional center of Paquimé. Gila and St. John’s Polychromes were also found in limited numbers
at sites around Paquimé. Chupadero Black-on-white and other Jornada wares, however, were a
bit more widely distributed. Additionally, ceramic hand drums show up at the Reyes 1 and 2 sites
and at a few southern zone sites, along with imported hand-modeled spindle whorls.
Turquoise, copper, and evidence of macaw aviculture are sparse in the Viejo period, but
each artifact type does appear in small numbers at certain sites in the northern and southern
zones. All three artifact types appear in much greater numbers in the Medio period. Nonlocal
minerals and copper were concentrated around the regional center while macaw cage stones were
widely distributed. Architectural elements that likely originated in nonlocal contexts, on the other
hand, are much more common in the core zone around Paquimé. T-shaped openings, though, are
common at sites where walls are preserved.
The people that created, controlled, or spread these items and designs were distinct and
complex. In the following chapters I attempt to identify and explain some of the Viejo period
interaction networks apparent from the data, and how they differed from those of the Medio
period.
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5

Results and Analysis

Humans interact with other humans in a variety of ways. Trade and exchange constitute
only two ways in which humans interact, but trade and exchange also tend to leave physical
evidence. Beginning in the 1970s and 1980s, trade and, more generally, economic anthropology
became popular topics in archaeology (see Earle and Ericson 1977; Sabloff and LambergKarlovsky 1975; Sahlins 1972). As one example, Colin Renfrew (1975) advocated geospatial
and statistical techniques for determining types of trade interactions. It is extremely difficult, and
some would argue impossible, to determine what exact types of trade took place at specific times
in prehistory. I argue this point because most archaeologists attempt to prove mechanisms of
trade and exchange through statistical, often geospatial statistical methods. However, the
distribution and data rarely support one type of exchange over another.
Instead of attempting to get at types of exchange, such as down-the-line or emissary, I
suggest that the spatial distributions of traded materials do not support one type of trade over
another but instead show the complexity of entangled prehistoric networks of interaction. The
complex distributions of nonlocal materials (at whatever scale) is due to multiple mechanisms of
trade that likely were occurring at the same time throughout different regions and time periods.
The past was complex, and the lack of finite chronological control and processes of regional
interaction further complicate analyses of trade and exchange in the SW/NW.
I discuss interactions even though we may not know what exact types of relationships
existed. Certainly trade is implied given the evidence, but social relationships are what I mean
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when I use the term “interaction”. Interaction occurs at all scales of society – within families,
within communities, between communities, within cultural/political regions, between
cultural/political regions, etc. (Sahlins 1972). The same occurred with the Casas Grandes
archaeological region. The Viejo and Medio period people witnessed changing trade relations at
all scales throughout their existence. They, themselves, likely travelled far and wide and gained
firsthand knowledge of new ideas, practices, and things. Especially in regards to long-distance
relations, social relationships were affected by changing politics and populations all over western
North America. In this chapter I provide an initial view of the complex interregional interactions
of Casas Grandes throughout time and space. While scholars have previously examined only
Medio period interaction spheres, I extend this view into the preceding Viejo period to better
understand the trajectories of such processes.
This chapter addresses each nonlocal material involved in my study. I explain first where
each artifact and/or design might have come from. Second, I discuss the possible ways in which
interregional interactions may have been present at different times in different places based on
where the materials came from. Third, I explore what the materials meant for local Casas
Grandes society given intraregional and intrasite contexts of the different materials. Finally, I
explore broad distributional patterns and what they may mean for the Viejo and Medio periods
individually and as a continuous trajectory of cultural development.

MARINE SHELL
The majority of marine shell present throughout the SW/NW comes from the coastlines
along the Pacific coast of California and Baja California or in the Gulf of California (Bradley
2000). The shells found in the Casas Grandes region follow this same pattern. Whalen (2013),
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for example, points out that most of the over 40 species of marine shell found at Paquimé came
from the Gulf of California. The issue is that the Gulf of California is large, and it is extremely
difficult to determine where exactly along the gulf a piece of shell was collected. There are some
methods that could help determine this for some shell, such as oxygen isotope analysis or
matching growth patterns to specific environments (Grimstead et al. 2013), but that is beyond the
scope of this study.
Without provenance testing only general oceanic regions can be determined based on
shell genus or species. This is an issue because there were several archaeological cultures along
the Gulf of California that were contemporary with the Viejo and Medio periods of Casas
Grandes. Determining cultural contacts, then, is difficult based solely on species of marine shell.
Cultural contacts can be inferred based on general origin areas of specific shell species, but the
issue of connecting shell species to archaeological culture is exacerbated by the fact that most
reports only identify shell to genus level and not to species. In addition, even most species are
not restricted to one section of the Gulf of California coast but are usually spread throughout
(Bradley 1996; Grimstead et al. 2013; Vokes 1989). This makes it difficult to narrow down most
species of shell to specific origin areas. In this section I explain what details are available
concerning Casas Grandes marine shell and infer their geographical and cultural sources based
on previous SW/NW marine shell studies.

A Discussion on Species
In this discussion on marine shell species, I pull together all information regarding genus
and species distributions from a few sources that include Bradley (1996:37), Huber (2010),
Vokes (1989, 2006), and the World Register of Marine Species.
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In the Viejo period, eight genera of shell were identified, but species were described for
only a few examples. Olivella was the most common type of shell in the Viejo period, but just at
the genus level this shell could have originated almost anywhere in the Americas. Some reports
marked some beads as Olivella dama that are only found in the Gulf of California and as far
south as Mazatlán, Mexico. Elsewhere in the southern half of the SW/NW Olivella dama is by
far the most common Olivella species (Bradley 1996; Vokes 2006). Because of this regional
trend, it is safe to assume that the Olivella shell beads found during the Viejo period Casas
Grandes were mostly Olivella dama. This would constitute a Gulf of California origin for those
specimens. This kind of assumption is made for several of the genera and species discussed
below as some reports identified species but most did not.
Nassarius was the next common genus identified, with 49 found at the Convento site.
Because these beads had little alteration and Di Peso employed a malacologist to identify the
JCGE shell, all 49 pieces were likely correctly identified as Nassarius moestus (Di Peso et al.
1974:6). Nassarius was the most common shell type at Paquimé, with over 3 million pieces
found in large caches at the regional center (Di Peso 1974:6). This species of shell is small and
was made into a bead by punching a hole in the lip. Nassarius moestus is one of the few species
that can be identified to only the northern half of the Gulf of California, therefore limiting its
range of origin.
Glycymeris, much like Olivella, is one of the most common marine shell types used in
jewelry throughout the SW/NW. In particular, the Hohokam produced and crafted innumerable
bracelets and rings out of this one type of shell (Bayman 2002; Marmaduke and Martynec 1993;
Vokes 1989, 2006). They were typically made into bracelets by grinding out the inner part of the
bivalve and leaving only an exterior ring. For the Viejo period, 12 Glycymeris bracelet fragments
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have been found, but several of them had been made into pendants after the bracelets broke.
Several analyses identified the species of these bracelets and fragments as Glycymeris gigantea.
Just as I assumed some degree of species uniformity with the Olivella beads, I also assume
uniformity with most Glycymeris specimens found in the Viejo and Medio periods. Glycymeris
gigantea can be obtained from the Baja California Pacific coast and from the Gulf of California
down the west coast to Acapulco. This wide source distribution is evident in the wide regional
distributions of this shell type in the SW/NW and Mesoamerica.
Shell beads that have been identified as Vermetid in the reports present a problem.
Vermetid is shorthand for Vermetidae which is only the family level for what is commonly
called a worm snail. There are dozens of genera within this family, and even more species within
all of the genera. None of the reports for the Viejo or Medio periods identified these beads any
further than Vermetid. Typically they take the form of tubular beads and are common throughout
the SW/NW but rarely are identified at any further taxonomic identification. Vermetid shell
could have come from anywhere along the west coast of Mexico (including the Gulf of
California), the California coast, or the Gulf of Mexico. As a lot of other shell came from the
Gulf of California, it could be assumed that the Vermetid beads are coming from the same
places, but there is no certainty in this assumption.
Only two pieces were found of each of the four remaining shell types in the Viejo period.
Two Spondylus pendants were identified for Viejo contexts, while no Spondylus was identified
for my sample of Medio sites. Again, Spondylus is the genus level. Di Peso et al. (1974:6)
identified the Spondylus pendant at Convento as Spondylus princeps, which, according to
Bradley (1996), would fit Spondylus princeps unicolor. This type is the only species found in the
southern portion of the Gulf of California down to Jalisco, as well as the Pacific Baja California
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coast. It should also be mentioned that Spondylus has been proposed as a major material type for
disc beads (Trubitt 2003; Vokes 2006).
Conus shell in the Viejo period, which were typically formed into tinklers, was identified
by Di Peso et al. (1974:6) as Conus gladiator. This species originates in the Gulf of California
and along the Central American coast. In the Medio period, much more Conus was found, but a
few were identified as Conus regularis and Conus perplexus. Both of these species occur on the
Pacific Baja California coast, in the Gulf of California and down the western coasts to northern
South America. As there are a variety of Conus that occur in the Gulf of California, the
unidentified Conus probably belong to one of those species, or species found in similar locations.
Oliva was found in small numbers in both the Viejo and Medio periods. For the Viejo
period, Di Peso and colleagues identified two specimens as Oliva incrassata which is found in
the same places as Conus regularis. Oliva undatella was identified for the Medio period and also
comes from the same locales as Conus regularis. Aequipecten was the only other genus
identified for the Viejo period. Di Peso et al. (1974:6) identified the species as Aequipecten
circularis, which according to the World Register of Marine Species is no longer an accepted
species type. I have not found a marine species reference that identifies this species and its
sources.
The remaining shell types were only identified from Medio period contexts. The ten
genera include Pinctada, Laevicardium, Turritella, Haliotis, Argopecten, Cerithidea,
Petaloconchus, Pyrene, and Trivia. Of the nine genera, three species were identified for 31
pieces of shell. Pinctada mazatlanica was identified for 27 pieces by Whalen and Minnis
(2009a) at Sites 231 and 317. This species spans the Pacific Baja California coast and from the
Gulf of California to Peru. Three specimens of Laevicardium elatum were identified. This also
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comes from the Gulf of California and down to Panama, but also spans the Pacific California
coast. One piece of Turritella was identified as Turritella gonostoma which also comes from the
Gulf of California and reaches south to Ecuador. Some of the six genera not identified to species
possibly match the species identified from Paquimé. These include Haliotis sp., Pyrene
aureomexicano, and Argopecten circularis (Di Peso 1974:6) of which two are present in the Gulf
of California, but Haliotis only comes from the Pacific coast of Baja California up to the Oregon
coast.
So, while some of the identified species possibly come from California, the Gulf of
Mexico, or the Pacific coast of Mexico, it would appear that the majority of them are also present
in the Gulf of California. The Gulf of California has long been posited as the source for shell
jewelry in the SW/NW, and according to the variety of shell genera and species reviewed above,
this would appear to be a logical case for the Casas Grandes world as it is the closest source for
these shell (c.a. 400 kilometers).

Inferred Interregional Relationships
In the Viejo period, there is virtually no evidence that marine shell was worked and made
into ornaments locally. Because of that fact, it is much more likely that the shell was worked by
people outside of the Casas Grandes region. As a result, the marine shell present in the Viejo
period was more likely not directly procured and then manufactured in the Casas Grandes region.
The question, then, is from whom was it obtained? On the other hand, there is some evidence for
local Medio period shell ornament production, though very little. In comparison to the
overwhelming evidence for Hohokam and Trincheras shell ornament production, Casas Grandes
has very little evidence to suggest local shell ornament manufacture (Whalen 2013). I therefore
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consider possible connections between Casas Grandes and shell producers. All connections
discussed here are tentative possibilities until chemical research can establish source locations
and confirm cultural affiliations.
Along the eastern edge of the Gulf of California, several archaeological cultures thrived.
These groups were most likely responsible for making the shell ornaments in the SW/NW, or at
least controlled the procurement of marine shell at times. It has been postulated that the
Hohokam of southcentral Arizona had direct access to the far northern tip of the Gulf (Bayman
2002; McGuire and Villalpando 2015). The Hohokam are known to have produced large
quantities of marine shell ornaments (Trubitt 2003; Vokes 1989; Whalen 2013), and they
possibly exported large amounts of shell to the Ancestral Pueblo and Mimbres-Mogollon
(Bradley 2000:169). Among the different branches and groups of Hohokam, there is plenty of
evidence for shell ornament production, so it is possible that finished shell ornaments could have
been brought into the Viejo and/or Medio Casas Grandes region from the Hohokam.
The Viejo period is contemporary with the late Pioneer, Colonial, and Sedentary periods
of the Hohokam, during which the Hohokam produced large numbers of marine shell ornaments.
If shell went through the Hohokam, it would have had to travel through the Papagueria and
Tucson Basin Hohokam, east to the Mimbres, and then back down south to Viejo Casas Grandes
sites. At the same time, according to Bradley (2000:170), the early Mimbres pithouse villages
had marine shell assemblages that appeared to be closely aligned with those the Hohokam
produced. Based on Mimbres pottery assemblages in the Viejo period, there was already a wellestablished relationship with Casas Grandes. Viejo period shell, then, could have come from the
Mimbres and Hohokam. Based on Bradley’s and others’ descriptions of Hohokam shell
assemblages, including decorated and undecorated shell bracelets, truncated beads, rings, and
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discs, the assemblages in Viejo period Casas Grandes do not proportionately match given the
lack of decorated shell bracelets, rings, and discs, and the higher numbers of beads, bead
pendants, and tinklers. The differences in the assemblages, though, may be due in part to the lack
of excavation, survey, and other data for this time period.
There is the possibility of this Hohokam route also being a Medio period source of shell
objects, but Bradley’s (1996) study showed that Paquimé’s assemblage was quite different than
that of the Hohokam, and even continued the claim also made by Di Peso that Paquimé was the
locus of a separate shell distribution network operating in the SW/NW. The route referenced
assumes that the marine shell at Paquimé was gathered at the southern end of the Gulf by either
the Huatabampo or Aztatlán cultures and traveled up the western or eastern flanks of the Sierra
Madres. While Bradley’s argument and stylistic distribution analysis is convincing, Whalen
(2013) takes issue with the claim that Paquimé crafted and exported shell as there is very little
evidence of shell craftsmanship and/or exportation from Paquimé. I also disagree with Bradley’s
model of Casas Grandes as an exporter of shell for two reasons. In her 1996 study, she failed to
fully address the impact the Trincheras and other groups along the Gulf of California coast had
on the shell exchange systems, though this is understandable as little is known about those
groups and less was known in 1996. She also used isotopic analysis to support the stylistic
analysis, but no actual sourcing results are provided, despite her claim that those results showed
Casas Grandes shell originating in the mid-Gulf region (Bradley 1996:6). It is still unknown,
then, who provided shell ornaments to Paquimé and the rest of Casas Grandes.
Much like the rest of northern Mexico, prehistoric cultural groups along the eastern
stretch of the Gulf have been understudied in comparison to the Hohokam. The Trincheras
archaeological culture was a group of people most directly in line to the west between Casas
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Grandes and the gulf. The Rio Sonora communities of eastern Sonora were also sandwiched
between Casas Grandes and Trincheras. If marine shell, as raw or finished products, came in a
direct east/west line to the Casas Grandes region, as Whalen (2013) suggests, they would have
passed through both Trincheras and Rio Sonora. During Viejo times, contemporary Trincheras
groups were known for producing shell and a purple on red pottery, but little else is known about
them (Fish and Fish 2004; Price 2012; Vargas 2004). Contemporary Rio Sonora groups as well
are understudied (Pailes 2015). This makes it difficult to determine regional distribution patterns
that could suggest whether or not Viejo period shell came through these cultures. But there is
quite a bit of intriguing evidence for a connection between the Medio period and contemporary
groups to the west.
During the Medio period of Casas Grandes, the site of Cerro de Trincheras was at its
apogee (ca. AD 1300-1450). At this site and other Trincheras sites found in Sonora, shell
ornament production rivaled that of the Hohokam (Price 2012). While we may not currently
know for sure whether Medio Casas Grandes shell came from the Trincheras, we do know that
the Trincheras people had interactions with Medio period Casas Grandes people. Chihuahuan
polychrome wares have been found at Cerro de Trincheras, albeit in limited numbers and
contexts (Price 2012; Gallaga 2004). It stands to reason that an exchange relationship of shell for
pottery may have existed, given the evidence.
If this were the case, the Rio Sonoran communities were probably left out of a lot of the
trade. Pailes’s (2016) study of Rio Sonoran communities in northeastern Sonora found that they
had very limited numbers of shell and foreign ceramics. Pailes even tested six pieces of marine
shell found in the Rio Moctezuma Valley in eastern Sonora and found that the shell originated
from Trincheras-controlled coastline. But despite the presence of some interaction, Casas
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Grandeans or Trincheras people may have largely bypassed Rio Sonoran communities in order to
trade with each other.
A correlation is also present between non-Paquimé Casas Grandes sites and shell
production at Cerro de Trincheras. Price (2102) explains that Conus and other gastropods were
the most common genera of shell crafted at Cerro de Trincheras and that beads, tinklers, and
rings were the most common ornament form produced. Shell at Medio period non-Paquimé sites
were dominated by Conus, Pinctada, and Olivella (two are gastropods) beads, tinklers, and rings.
If Paquimé is not included and Trincheras was providing finished materials, then it would appear
that demand matched supply to some degree. This generalized correlation is also supported by
the styles Bradley (1996) identified as constituting the Casas Grandes shell style repertoire, and
tentatively what Vargas (2004) identified as being produced at non-Cerro de Trincheras,
Trincheras sites.
Farther south were several cultures often left out of regional discussions on the SW/NW
and are not usually addressed in Mesoamerican discussions either. These archaeological groups
are extremely understudied, which is unfortunate as it complicates any attempts to explore the
possibilities of them having produced the shell objects found in the Casas Grandes region. They
include the central Gulf of California coastal nomadic groups such as the Comca’ac (Seri) (here
referred to as Central Coast groups), the Huatabampo, and the more inland Serrana.
Central Coast groups could have procured at least raw shell and transported it to
surrounding groups. If the shell at Viejo Casas Grandes sites originated in the Central Coast
region, transporters would have had to travel through the Rio Sonora region similar to
Trincheras, but again there is very little evidence for Rio Sonora groups playing a major part in
this trade. There is also no current convincing evidence that central coast groups crafted large
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numbers of shell jewelry. Two likely scenarios, then, are possible in this situation. Either the
nomadic groups brought the shell to Casas Grandes, or Casas Grandes people traveled west to
make contact and trade for shell. Either way, there would have been interaction. However, these
groups are so understudied currently that there is no way besides chemical sourcing to determine
whether they procured/produced the shell ornaments for Casas Grandes.
The next likely provider of shell ornaments is the Huatabampo who were present along
most of the southern half of the Gulf of California. Like the Central Coast groups, little is really
understood about the Huatabampo. They were a much more sedentary society compared to the
Central Coast groups, and there is evidence that they frequently accessed Aztatlán commodities
(Carpenter and Vicente 2009). They certainly had access to a lot of shell, but there is currently
no evidence that they were making large numbers of shell jewelry and exporting them. If they
were producing shell ornaments and exporting them, the situation would have been similar to the
Central Coast groups, though it would have had to pass through either the Rio Sonora or the
Serrana territory. The Serrana also have been overlooked by archaeologists. More research into
shell trade is needed among both of these groups to determine if any sort of relationship was
established between them and Casas Grandes.
The last likely producer of shell ornaments is the Aztatlán archaeological region that
covered the very southern stretches of the Gulf of California and farther south on the coast of
Sinaloa and Nayarit. Aztatlán is a term that has been used in very different ways since its
inception. There have been several debates regarding the archaeological group itself and what it
constitutes (Carpenter and Vicente 2009). I use the term as a reference to all groups along the
West Mexican coast that produced Aztatlán pottery and participated in the other elements of the
Aztatlán “horizon”, such as has been described by Carpenter and Vicente (2009) and before them
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Kelley and Winters (1960). This region has long been thought to be the provider of
Mesoamerican objects to the SW/NW (Di Peso 1974; Nelson et al. 2015). Di Peso (1974:2)
originally thought that Marine shell could have come from either Trincheras or Tula-related
Aztatlán merchants.
The theory of shell coming from the Aztatlán region follows that it was simpler for
Aztatlán merchants (or possibly Huatabampo middle-men) to cross the southern Sierra Madre
Occidental Mountains and travel north along the eastern edge to Casas Grandes (Di Peso et al.
1974). This is in contrast to understudied groups directly west of Casas Grandes who would have
had to cross the more rugged northern Sierra Madres. There is very little evidence for this type of
exchange route in the Viejo or Medio periods despite the few Aztatlán artifacts present at the
Convento site and at Paquimé. Some shell may have come from that far south (especially during
the Medio period), but there is no real way of knowing how.

Patterns and Meanings
There have been many models of interaction proposed concerning how and why marine
shell was exchanged. One of the more common explanations in northern Mexico but also in the
whole of the SW/NW has been of prestige economies. In relation to Paquimé marine shell, a
prestige economy model has been proposed by Bradley (1996, 2000) and Trubitt (2003).
Essentially, the argument claims that exotic or nonlocal goods are found in small quantities at
small or non-central settlements, and that evidence for down-the-line exchange in the SW/NW is
sparse to non-existent in the late prehistoric period. At regional centers, however, such as
Paquimé or Cerro de Trincheras, nonlocal goods appear in great numbers. So it follows that more
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direct exchanges of exotic goods occurred between elites who were seeking to legitimate their
prestige or leadership through the control of exotica.
The prestige economy model has been critiqued, however, as being overly simplistic and
non-representational of the data (Pailes 2015; Whalen 2013). In contrast, Pailes (2016) argues
that traded goods such as nonlocal goods are more appropriately understood as social valuables,
which takes away from the assumptions that they were controlled by elites and allows for a more
complete perspective on the social role of these goods. Whalen (2013) and Whalen and Minnis
(2009a) also critique prestige economies to a point, and for Paquimé at least, argue that local
pilgrimage or ceremonial devotion was what likely brought so much shell to Paquimé. There are
also the many other ideas about how nonlocal goods got to Paquimé that were presented in
Chapter 3.
Again, my focus and model are not how nonlocal materials got to Casas Grandes, but
who was providing the goods and what degree of social interaction was involved. I believe that
understanding this point of information first, especially in regions along the Gulf of California
coast, can then establish the groundwork for possible hints at the mechanisms of how marine
shell made it so far inland.
To summarize source locations and cultures, there are two most likely archaeological
cultures that provided the shell to Viejo Casas Grandes: the Hohokam and the Trincheras. The
reasons I believe they are the most likely candidates is because chemical sourcing methods have,
as of yet, not been able to prove exact sources along the Gulf of California, and because cultural
groups to the south have not yielded any evidence of mass production of shell ornaments.
I do not think there was only one provider of shell ornaments for Viejo and Medio period
Casas Grandes and certainly not for the whole SW/NW. Based on Bradley’s (1996) dual
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distinctions in stylistic-related exchange routes, the species and types of Viejo period shell
connect more closely to what she called the Casas Grandes system. However, what she describes
as the Casas Grandes system connects closely to what the Trincheras people were producing
(Vargas 2004). Again, this included higher frequencies of gastropods being made into beads,
tinklers, and rings. The highest frequencies of ornaments present in Viejo period assemblages are
gastropod whole beads (Olivella and Nassarius), disk beads, and some tinklers (Conus and
Oliva), but there is also evidence to suggest Hohokam connections, including strong ties to the
Mimbres that were supposedly part of the Hohokam shell exchange system and the presence of
Hohokam connected ornament forms such as Glycymeris bracelets and bilobed bead pendants
(Bradley 1996). Moreover there is some evidence, albeit very little, for shell origins farther
south. This includes first the presence of some artifacts from the Aztatlán or Huatabampo at
Convento, hinting at interaction that could have brought shell along with it. Second, there was
one Spondylus princeps which can only be found in the southern half of the Gulf of California.
Third, there are more shell per site in the southern zone than the northern, suggesting either more
equal distribution of shell in southern Viejo period communities or more access to shell trade
routes coming from the south.
Paquimé shell obviously differs from Hohokam assemblages given Bradley’s analysis.
While she did sample non-Paquimé Medio shell, the majority came from Paquimé. From my
sample of non-Paquimé Medio period sites, gastropod and mollusk beads and tinklers dominate
suggesting a connection to Trincheras or possibly groups farther south along the western coast.
At the same time, there is still a decent proportionate amount of bracelets (including decorated),
and at Paquimé there are several similar styles to Hohokam crafts. Also at Paquimé are a few
examples of shell that only occur off the west coast of prehistoric Mesoamerica (see Bradley
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1996; Di Peso et al. 1974:6). So Medio period social connections as evidence through marine
shell appear to be largely similar to Viejo period connections.
Accordingly, I argue that Viejo period Casas Grandes received most of their shell from
shell craftsmen along the northern Gulf of California coast which would most likely be from pre1200 Trincheras communities, implying a stronger social relationship, but Viejo period
communities still obtained shell from other sources including the Hohokam (possibly through the
Mimbres) and groups farther south. Medio period Paquimé appears to have continued relations
with the Trincheras, but also augmented relations with Hohokam, Huatabampo, and northwest
Mesoamerica (post homogenous Aztatlán groups). Non-Paquimé Medio period Casas Grandes
likely received most of their shell through the regional center, especially given the intraregional
distribution being focused immediately around Paquimé. The assemblage also suggests
continued relations with marine shell craftsmen at Trincheras, while possible southern coastal
groups joined in (given Bradley’s chemical analysis results), but very little shell came from
Hohokam.
While based only on a small amount of evidence, it appears that Viejo period Casas
Grandeans put great value on marine shell. This is evident by the large quantities of shell found
in burial contexts. It was evidently associated with burial practices and probably other ideas
including individual/hereditary status. Over 92% of Viejo period marine shell was found in
burial contexts, but this is a pattern common throughout the SW/NW (Trubitt 2003:261). What is
not quite as common is how much shell has been found in Viejo contexts (n=2,478) despite the
fact that so little has been excavated or tested. There was a demand for marine shell in Viejo
period Casas Grandes, but how frequently shell was brought in is not quite as clear. There were
several Glycymeris bracelets that had been fragmented and reworked into pendants, which does
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suggest both high value of those objects and possibly that the object was not easily accessible or
frequently encountered. So perhaps marine shell was obtained only once in a while.
In the Medio period, non-Paquimé sites evidently had less access to nonlocal material
such as shell (Whalen and Minnis 2001a, 2009a). As a result, less shell may have been available
to these people to use for ritual or burial, but the fact that most of the shell was still found in
burials outside of Paquimé suggests that some aspects of shell symbolism continued, though
meaning of shell may have changed to some degree given the differences in species and
ornament forms.

CERAMICS
Nonlocal ceramics have long been used as a reliable method for discovering prehistoric
social interactions (Mills 2007). This is especially the case in the American Southwest where
chronological and spatial data are extremely precise thanks to high preservation of both sites
themselves and wood for dendrochronology (Kantner 2004). Compared to other areas of the
world the Southwest has received an immense amount of attention, and ceramic analyses have
proved reliable in defining certain prehistoric social and economic relations (Mills 2007).
Ceramic vessel exchange was widespread in the SW/NW and ceramic analyses have
allowed archaeologists to track production centers (at least regionally) of specific types of
ceramics and their spatial and social extents. Only methods, however, such as petrography or xray fluorescence can typically provide site specific production locations, otherwise typologies
can only hint at regional geographic origins. This is still useful for discussing interregional
interaction as most ceramic types are only produced within one or a few archaeological regions,
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though their distribution may extend beyond that. Because of the specificity inherent in ceramic
types, detailed information can be gleaned from their presence at a site.
Most of the variety in Viejo period trade wares comes from the JCGE reports limiting the
regional distribution for most types to the Convento site and Reyes Sites 1 and 2. The absence of
types other than Mimbres and El Paso Brown Ware at other Viejo sites could be the result of
several factors. Di Peso and others (1974) made their assertions before Casas Grandes local
chronology and nonlocal ceramic chronologies were well defined. Since then, large shifts in time
periods and phases have taken place and ceramic typologies are still being refined. I have
reinterpreted what the JCGE designated as Viejo vs. Medio period trade wares and intrusions.
Figure 5.1 shows the currently accepted chronologies of nonlocal ceramic types found in the
Viejo and Medio periods, which most are found at the Convento and Los Reyes 1 and 2 sites.
The role that nonlocal ceramics played in Viejo and Medio period societies is discussed
at the end of this section. There were many reasons that ceramics were traded in prehistory, just
like any other item that was traded across long distances, but ceramics could have also been used
as simple containers to carry desirable goods, though the vessels are important indicators of
interaction.

Nonlocal Ceramics, Sources, and Chronologies
In the Viejo period, the most common type of nonlocal ceramics were Mimbres wares.
No scholars who have found Mimbres wares in the Casas Grandes region have used the more
recent designations of Mimbres Black-on-white Styles I, II, and III (Roth et al. 2018). Di Peso et
al. (1974), working before the creation of those designations, used the original two-fold
identification of Mimbres Bold Face Black-on-white (now Style I) and Mimbres Classic Black106
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Figure 5.1. Nonlocal ceramic chronologies from Viejo and Medio periods.

on-white (now Style III). The PAC, RCG, and Whalen and Minnis did not identify Mimbres
sherd types specifically, but instead called them Mimbres Black-on-white (Kelley et al. 2014;
Searcy and Pitezel 2019; Whalen and Minnis 2001a).
Despite the non-uniform classifications, it is unanimous that this pottery type came from
the region just north of Casas Grandes. The Mimbres inhabited a large portion of southwestern
New Mexico, though currently the better studied, classic period settlement sites are concentrated
in the northern half of what has usually been defined as the Mimbres region. This includes the
upper Gila River Valley, the Mimbres River Valley, and east of the Black Range to the Rio
Grande (Roth et al. 2018). These ceramics were produced throughout the Mimbres region and
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were traded as far south as the Santa Maria Valley (Kelley and Garvin 2014). This exchange
appears to have happened throughout the Viejo period as Three Circle Red-on-white, an early
Mimbres ware produced between AD 730 and 770 (Roth et al. 2018), was identified at the
Convento site. The Bold Face type, now known as Style I, was produced from AD 750 to 1000
and was also found at the Convento and Reyes 2 sites. Mimbres Classic (AD 1010-1130) was the
most widespread identified type in the Viejo period, and Mimbres Polychrome (AD 1060-1130)
was possibly fairly common as well.
Ceramics produced by the Jornada Mogollon were the next most common in the Viejo
period. The Jornada Mogollon was a fairly large archaeological unit that covered geographic
areas including the eastern Chihuahua desert, West Texas along the Rio Grande, and south
central New Mexico around the Sierra Blanca and Tularosa Basin areas (Kelley 1984; Perttula et
al. 1995). Jornada ceramic types present in the Viejo period were mostly from the southern El
Paso branch of the Jornada including El Paso Brown, El Paso painted, and El Paso Bichrome.
These types date to around AD 200-1250. The painted and bichrome probably date towards the
end of that sequence around AD 1000-1250 (Kelley 1984; Perttula et al. 1995; Miller and
Kenmotsu 2004). In the Viejo period only one type of northern Jornada ceramic was found –
Three Rivers Red-on-terracotta (Kelley 1984) – though this included a mostly complete bowl of
that type recovered from a Convento burial (Di Peso 1974:1).
The southern Jornada El Paso brown wares were produced across the southern Jornada
branch, which partially covers the area adjacent to the Casas Grandes region in northeastern
Chihuahua (Cruz Antillón and Maxwell 2015; Perttula et al. 1995). This pottery did not have to
go far to reach Viejo period Casas Grandes, as it is possible that Jornada settlements in
northeastern Chihuahua, much closer than El Paso and west Texas, produced these wares
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(Burgett 2006). Northern Jornada Red Ware, on the other hand, was most likely produced in
southcentral New Mexico at the eastern edge of the Tularosa Basin (Kelley 1984), and would
have had to travel around 300 kilometers to reach the Casas Grandes Valley.
The most common nonlocal Medio period ceramic type (even at Paquimé) was El Paso
Polychrome (Douglas 1992). This was the only southern Jornada ceramic type present in the
Medio period and dates contemporaneously from AD 1250-1450. Burgett (2006) found that El
Paso Polychrome at Paquimé came directly from the El Paso region of West Texas, and not from
intervening Jornada communities. Whether this is also the case for El Paso Polychrome found at
non-Paquimé sites has yet to be determined, but seems likely.
Northern Jornada White and Red Wares are also present in the Medio period and consist
of Chupadero Black-on-white (AD 1050-1500), Jornada painted, Jornada Polychrome (ca AD
1100-1400), Three Rivers Red-on-terracotta, and Lincoln Black-on-red (AD 1300-1400).
Chupadero Black-on-white was the second most common nonlocal ceramic in the Medio period,
while only a few of the other northern Jornada types were found. The Chupadero and Three
Rivers types also date to the late Viejo period, and some sherds were found at multicomponent
sites (such as El Zurdo and Convento) in possible Viejo contexts, meaning trade of these wares
may have begun in the Viejo period (Kelley 2009b).
Some ceramics also came from groups to the northwest of Casas Grandes. Dragoon Redon-brown wares were found in small numbers at Convento and date to AD 700-1100 (Heckman
et al. 2000). Located in far southeastern Arizona mostly along the San Pedro River Valley, the
Dragoon Complex was first defined by Fulton (1934a, 1934b) working for the Amerind
Foundation. Situated between the Hohokam and Mogollon regions, this area contained the
cultural characteristics of both Hohokam and Mogollon as well as other unique characteristics
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(Heckman et al. 2000). Little research has been conducted on the Dragoon Complex since the
1950s, so the chronology and distributions of Dragoon characteristics are not well defined. From
that region, one sherd of Santa Cruz Polychrome was found at the Convento site (Di Peso et al.
1974:6). This pottery type was supposedly produced in the northeast Sonora/southeast Arizona
border area and dates to post-1200 (Heckman et al. 2000).
Only one type of Hohokam ware was found in a Viejo period context. A few sherds of
Rillito Red-on-brown were recovered from the Convento site (Di Peso et al. 1974:6). This
specific Hohokam ceramic type was produced during the Rillito phase of the Hohokam Colonial
period by the Tucson Basin branch between AD 800 and 950 (Heckman et al. 2000; Fish and
Fish 2007). This is one of the most well defined early trade wares contemporary with the Viejo
period. Both Dragoon Red-on-brown and Rillito Red-on-brown came from the same region of
southeastern Arizona, and therefore had to travel either over the Sierra Madres into the Casas
Grande basin, or through the San Simon and Mimbres regions before going south.
Several sherds of traded wares came from what is known as the Chaco-Cibola tradition
(Wilson 2014). However, there are many distinctions and groupings made geographically and
stylistically among these ceramic wares. The types found at the Convento site included
Kiatuthlanna Black-on-white, Puerco Black-on-white, Tularosa Black-on-white, Snowflake
Black-on-white, and Reserve Black-on-white. All of these types are Cibola White Ware and
generally come from the Cibola region, including the Forestdale Valley, Pinelawn-Reserve,
Quemado, and Zuni areas of the southern Colorado Plateau and northern Mogollon Highlands
that straddles the central New Mexico/Arizona border (Mills 2007; Peeples 2018; Reid et al.
1995). This region is located geographically at the edges of the Ancestral Pueblo, Mogollon, and
the far reaches of the Hohokam archaeological cultures. In fact, different authors lump the Cibola
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region with different cultural affiliations (either the Mogollon or Ancestral Pueblo) (for example
see Wilcox and Gregory 2007 vs. Kintigh 2006). Di Peso (1974:8:129) explained that the
Tularosa and Reserve types came from the Upper Gila/Reserve area just north of the Mimbres
region, and the Kiatuthlanna, Puerco, and Snowflake types came from the Upper Little Colorado
area farther to the north and west. This specificity, though, has not been confirmed by any recent
scholar working in the Cibola region.
The Cibola White Ware types represented at the Convento site span a large period of
time. Kiatuthlanna Black-on-white is the earliest at AD 850 to 930, Puerco Black-on-white
comes a bit later at AD 1000 to 1150. The remaining three span the two centuries after with
Reserve Black-on-white dating from AD 1100 to 1200, Tularosa Black-on-white from AD 1180
to 1300, and Snowflake Black-on-white from AD 1175 to 1325 (Mills 2007; Reid et al. 1995;
Wilson 2014). These ceramics were probably traded at different times throughout the Viejo
period. The Tularosa and Snowflake types were not produced until the very late Viejo period;
they could have been Medio period intrusives. These types would have had to travel very far in
order to make it to the Convento village. They also would have had to travel through the
intervening Mimbres region.
Confirmed Medio period trade wares from the Cibola region consist of only St. John’s
Polychrome. Part of the White Mountain Red Ware series, this type was widely distributed in the
SW/NW, and reached far from its production center to the south and east into the Mimbres and
Jornada Mogollon regions (Kelley 1984; Roth et al. 2018). St. John’s dates from AD 1150 to
1300 and only appears at a few sites in the Casas Grandes region. Some Ancestral Pueblo sherds
of Galisteo Black-on-white were found at the Convento site. If correctly identified, these were
probably intrusives given that the time span of Galisteo was from AD 1220 to 1450 (Wilson
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2014). The center of production was among the Rio Grande Pueblos around the Galisteo Basin
south of Santa Fe.
The final type of nonlocal ceramic present in the Medio period that came from other parts
of the SW/NW was Gila Polychrome. Part of the Roosevelt Red Ware or Salado series, this type
was abundant at Paquimé, but several Gila Polychrome vessels at Paquimé could have been
locally made not imported (Burgett 2006; Crown 1994; Di Peso et al. 1974:8; Douglas 1992).
This may or may not be the case for Gila ceramics at non-Paquimé Medio period sites, but either
way the presence of even locally created Gila Polychrome proves some sort of contact with and
emulation of other groups that produced Salado ceramics.
To shift focus to the south, some ceramic types of West Mexican/Mesoamerican
affiliation were found at the Convento and Reyes 2 sites. These ceramic types are difficult to
define as they have not been studied in any significant way since J. Charles Kelley and others
first introduced them (Carpenter and Vicente 2009; Kelley 1971; Kelley and Winters 1960).
Three of the types were identified as ceramics from their original source, not just related or
emulated. The most well defined type is Aguaruto Exterior Incised. This type of ceramic is
affiliated with the Aztatlán Horizon along the Sinaloan coast and dates to approximately AD 900
to 1100 (Carpenter and Vicente 2009; Kelley and Winters 1960).
The other two types that more likely came from northwest Mesoamerica were Banco de
las Casas Incised and Mercado Red-on-cream. Banco de las Casas Incised does not seem to be
explicitly identified as an actual ceramic type designation, except from Di Peso. Di Peso
(1974:1:285) notes that this piece of ceramic was identified by Kelley and “was described as
trade in the Chalchihuites Culture of Durango during the Las Joyas phase (Personal
communication, May, 1964) where it was associated with incised and paint-filled ‘collar button’
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spindle whorls (Kelley and Winters, 1960, p. 553, Fig. 4 m-o).” Beyond this explanation by Di
Peso, Kelley (1971) does describe the site of Banco de las Casas in northern Jalisco and does
mention a specific kind of incised ceramic from that site. But as no clear ceramic type
description has been made and the only real reference is to images of incised spindle whorls, Di
Peso and Kelley may have implied that this type designation is a kind of hand-modeled spindle
whorl produced at Banco de las Casas (Hrdlicka 1903; Kelley 1971). The site of Banco de las
Casas is associated with the larger site of Totoate of which both are associated with the Bolaños
archaeological region of northern Jalisco and southern Zacatecas.
Mercado Red-on Cream is a ceramic type associated with the Suchil and Guadiana
branches of the Chalchihuites cultures. According to Kelley (1971), this type of ceramic was
produced by the Suchil branch from AD 500-650 and by the Guadiana branch from AD 550-700.
It is interesting that the JCGE found this trade ware at the Los Reyes 2 site, but marked it as a
Medio period trade ware even though it likely predates the Viejo period.
The other Mesoamerican-related ceramics were Guasave-like polychrome, Totoate-like
Black-on-white, and Totoate-like Polychrome. These identifications represent either unidentified
variants of the ceramic types that came from the respective sites (Guasave in northern Sinaloa
and Totoate in northern Jalisco) or emulations made by the Casas Grandeans locally. The latter
would have been the result of Casas Grandeans having seen original Guasave and Totoate
ceramics, but since there are so few examples, emulation seems unlikely. The case is especially
strong for the mostly whole Totoate-like Black-on-white vessel found in a burial at the Convento
site. While no sure dates are available for either of these types, Kelley and Winters (1960) place
Guasave Polychrome at AD 1100-1400 and Di Peso (1974:1), citing Lister (1955), place Totoate
Black-on-white and Polychrome at AD 900-1200.
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Finally, two types of non-vessel ceramic artifacts probably copied or came from
Mesoamerica; they include ceramic hand drums and hand-modeled spindle whorls. Ceramic
hand drums are particularly significant in that they have yet to be really defined or discussed in
context of northwest Mexico or anywhere else in the SW/NW. Supposedly, no other region in
the SW/NW has yielded ceramic hand drums or modeled spindle whorls, at least not in the
Mesoamerican-related forms present at Casas Grandes (Lekson 2015). In Mesoamerica these
artifact types were widespread and the drums were associated with music making, but could have
also been associated with communal ceremonies (Di Peso 1974). In Viejo period contexts,
namely only at Reyes 1, several sherds of ceramic drums were found (n=21) by the JCGE. It is
interesting that they would posit these drums as Viejo period in association given the fact that the
Los Reyes 1 Viejo component was very small and directly underneath a Medio room (Di Peso et
al. 1974:5:854). Di Peso et al. (1974:8) also point out that the Viejo period ceramic drums do not
fit into any of the locally made ceramic types and could instead have come directly from
Mesoamerica. This is based on the temper and green paint found on the sherds. Medio period
drum sherds were made using local ceramic types, but still imitated drum designs from West
Mexico (Di Peso 1974:2).

Inferred Interregional Relationships
Prehistoric interaction was not static, but complex. I take the presence of nonlocal
ceramics to imply some degree of relationships between the people who produced the ceramics
and the receivers. Ceramics are somewhat unique in terms of implying social relations because
as Douglas (1992:6) states, “Ceramics are particularly useful… because, unless reclaimed from
abandoned sites, they must be acquired in a social context.” Because certain people produced
114

certain ceramics, those ceramics could only be acquired through those people. The issue is how
to tell degrees or types of interaction between two groups based solely on one type of artifact.
Douglas (1992) also points out that quantity does not necessarily equate to the strength of an
interaction network, and that to best place meaning on interaction, nonlocal materials should be
placed within historical and spatial contexts. So, I attempted to place nonlocal ceramics and their
distributions into chronological and spatial context. I also first address ceramics as representing
trade, and then infer further social interactions.
Most trade wares in either the Viejo or Medio periods were found in such relatively small
numbers that it is especially difficult to discern ways in which interaction occurred or what those
ceramics meant for Casas Grandeans. The most frequent types, however, can suggest more about
trade relations, and contextual data could suggest some types of interactions that took place.
I begin with Mimbres, the most apparent trading partner of the Viejo Casas Grandeans.
About 76% of Viejo period nonlocal ceramics came from the Mimbres region. It is possible that
the Viejo period people produced their own local version of Mimbres pottery, but until further
analyses are conducted there is no way to tell. Only two sherds of Three Circle Red-on-white
were recovered. This means northern Viejo people at least knew about Pithouse phase Mimbres
peoples, but it appears that not much trade occurred at that early phase during the eighth century.
Mimbres Bold Face sherds appear in more quantity at the Convento and Reyes 2 sites, perhaps
signifying a gradual increase in trade during the ninth and tenth centuries. Finally, Mimbres
Classic sherds were recovered in the largest numbers. If it is assumed that most of the
unspecified (or possibly misidentified) Mimbres Black-on-white sherds found at all other Viejo
sites are in fact Classic period sherds as the authors of the reports all seem to imply (see Kelley
2017b; Searcy and Pitezel 2019; Whalen and Minnis 1995:27, 2001), then this type was
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evidently the most widespread and numerous in late Viejo times. This large upswing in quantity
of ceramics coming from the Mimbres region signifies an increase in trade with Classic Mimbres
groups and, as I attempt to describe later, a possible increase in shared cultural ideas and
practices.
As demonstrated above, the regional distribution of Mimbres ceramics in the Viejo
period shows a possible fall-off curve from the north to south, though the lack of consistent
amounts of excavation make it difficult to be sure. While quite a few Mimbres ceramics were
found at the Calderón site in the south, there still was more represented on the surfaces of sites
around Janos in the far north than found in all of the southern sites that were actually
excavated/tested. In terms of trade, then, the Viejo period people had dealings with Mimbres
groups, especially among northern Viejo communities during the Classic Mimbres/Late Viejo
period.
As the Medio period began, Mimbres ceramics disappeared. The Classic Mimbres
tradition faded and was replaced by post-Mimbres settlements that became more closely aligned
with the surrounding groups (Roth et al. 2018). So while the people of that region were still
socially connected with Casas Grandes (such as Joyce Wells, 76 Draw, and other sites associated
with the Animas Phase in this region) they no longer produced unique ceramics identifiable as
trade wares in the Casas Grandes region.
Ceramics coming from the southern Jornada Mogollon represent a somewhat similar
situation. Far less El Paso ceramics have been recovered from Viejo contexts, but this may be
because of misidentification. Viejo period contemporary southern Jornada ceramics are primarily
El Paso Brown Ware, which appear much the same as Viejo period brown wares. Even Di Peso
et al. (1974:6) suggests the possibility of around 40 “Mogollon” (probably El Paso) Brown
116

sherds at Convento. El Paso Brown and some El Paso painted/Bichrome sherds were found at the
Vista del Valle and San Diego sites, just south of the Casas Grandes Valley. El Paso Brown
Ware was produced across the southern Jornada region, so groups in the northern valleys of the
Casas Grandes region would have known about their neighbors just to the east and evidently
traded pottery to some extent. As stated previously, the only northern Jornada type in the Viejo
period was Three Rivers Red-on-Terracotta. This included one whole Three Rivers Red-onterracotta bowl that was found placed or crushed over the skull of Convento burial nine –
something that is reminiscent of Mimbres burial practices.
Based on the ceramic data, Medio period interaction with both the northern and southern
Jornada appears to increase dramatically into the Medio period. As previously mentioned, El
Paso Polychrome was found in large numbers at Paquimé. Excavations by Whalen and Minnis
also found large numbers of this type at sites within the core zone, though none have been found
in the southern zone. Burgett (2006) found that El Paso Polychrome was traded directly to
Paquimé. Perhaps this was one of the objects that the regional center gained control over and
only distributed within its core influence.
Northern Jornada wares appear to be quite different, however, as Chupadero Black-onwhite – a type with a wide geographic distribution and long chronology – was found much more
evenly across the region. The only Jornada Polychrome and Medio period related Three Rivers
Red-on-terracotta were found in the southern zone (Kelley 2015). Given this distribution, it is
possible that northern Jornada groups maintained trade relations with non-Paquimé sites, or that
Paquimé simply did not exercise as much influence over the import of this type.
Nonlocal Viejo period ceramics other than Mimbres and Jornada wares were only found
at the Convento site. If divided into regional origins, no one origin accounts for more than 8% of
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the total nonlocal ceramic assemblage at Convento. At the regional level, data currently suggest
that trade of these wares was exclusive to the Casas Grandes Valley. Further extensive
excavation similar to that done at Convento could reveal similar proportions of other trade wares
throughout the region. Until then, it is unknown whether or not the populace of the Convento
village were the only group that traded ceramics from prehistoric groups other than Mimbres and
Mogollon. Since the JCGE’s excavations and Di Peso et al.’s interpretations of the traded
ceramics, chronologies of both Casas Grandes and the trade wares have been more confidently
defined. This means that the Casas Grandes local period or phase designations of these trade
wares have changed.
The few sherds of Dragoon Red-on-brown and Rillito Red-on-brown at Convento could
have been traded directly into the Casas Grandes region given the proximity of southeastern
Arizona to northwest Chihuahua. Or, they could have been given to Mimbres groups first and
then traded down south. Either way, this trade most likely occurred in the earlier part of the
Viejo period given the pre AD 1000 height of production of both the Dragoon and Rillito types.
The sherds of Cibola White Ware present at Convento represent the nonlocal good that
came from the farthest north. The ceramics described above were produced fairly close to Casas
Grandes, but the closest area of the Cibola region to Casas Grandes is the northern Mogollon
Highlands, somewhere around 300 km away. Pueblo groups producing Cibola White Ware were
culturally diverse, and traded their pottery far and wide (Peeples 2018). It is possible that the
Casas Grandeans did not directly interact with Cibola people to receive these ceramics, but given
the variety of Cibola wares that also represent different time periods – types contemporaneous
with both early and late Viejo times and early Medio were present – they were aware of people
from the Cibola region.
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Cibola White Ware seems to have disappeared from the nonlocal ceramic assemblage in
the Medio period, but St. John’s Polychrome, a White Mountain Red Ware type that was also
produced in the Cibola region, is present in limited numbers at Paquimé and a few sites near
Paquimé (Di Peso et al. 1974:6; Whalen and Minnis 2009a). Therefore, trade continued with the
same frequency, just in different forms. The only other Ancestral Pueblo ceramic type identified
were two sherds of Galisteo Black-on-white at the Convento site that Di Peso et al. deemed
intrusives. Given that the predominantly Medio period Reyes Sites 1 and 2 are only around 100
meters away from the Convento site, intrusives are entirely likely. This type comes from the Rio
Grande Pueblos near Santa Fe, but since it is difficult to identify outside of the Galisteo Basin
without a petrographic analysis (James Allison, personal communication 2020), this designation
may be debated.
Gila polychrome was identified in large numbers at Paquimé, as well as at sites around
Paquimé. As mentioned above, there is evidence that Gila polychrome could have been locally
made in the Casas Grandes region. Rogers, in Di Peso et al. (1976:8148-150), conducted x-ray
fluorescence and microscopy on Gila Polychrome from Casas Grandes and found that this clay
was the same in the Gila as in local Casas Grandes Plainware (Di Peso 1976:59). Additionally,
Crown (1994:21-31) conducted instrumental neutron activation analysis of Gila Polychrome
samples from dozens of sites covering the geographic distribution of Salado ware, including
Casas Grandes, and found that Gila Polychrome was not produced in just one region, but most
likely produced at communities throughout its distribution. She therefore concludes that Gila
Polychrome was likely produced locally to Casas Grandes.
In either case, the Salado pottery tradition was present indicating some kind of interaction
with the Salado sphere. It has been debated whether Salado was a culture or just a
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ceramic/ceremonial tradition (Crown 1994). The latter has been more favored recently. It would
appear, based on my sample of non-Paquimé sites, that Gila Polychrome was only significantly
consumed/made available to communities within a few kilometers around Paquimé. Salado
wares cover a large region of the central SW/NW, but Gila/Tonto Polychrome supposedly
originate along the upper Gila River on the border of Hohokam and western Mogollon groups
(Crown 1994; Searcy 2010).
Nonlocal ceramics that were identified as types originating in Mesoamerica are
somewhat problematic for reasons already discussed. If they are taken at face value, then there
does appear to have been some sort of contact with groups far to the south and west. Two types,
Guasave-like Polychrome and Aguaruto Exterior Incised, would have come from the coast of
Sinaloa sometime during the Aztatlán complex. Guasave Polychrome in particular comes from
the site of Guasave in far northern Sinaloa, and the Aguaruto type could have come from the
same place. The site of Guasave during the Aztatlán time period has been defined as the farthest
north Mesoamerican site (Kelley and Winters 1960), but it has also been described as just a large
Huatabampo settlement that participated in the Aztatlán mercantile system (Carpenter and
Vicente 2009). In either case, there is currently no known distribution of these types between
Guasave and the Casas Grandes Valley (Pailes 2017), so the ceramics probably did not travel
through many hands to reach their ultimate destination of Casas Grandes. Social interaction
between Huatabampo at Guasave and Viejo Casas Grandes is therefore likely, albeit on a small
scale based on ceramic evidence alone.
The other three types each pose interesting cases. Again, if their type designations are
assumed to be correct, then interaction with the Bolaños and Chalchihuites groups of the
Mesoamerican frontier is likely. The Mercado Red-on-cream sherd found at Los Reyes 2 was
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probably a Viejo period intrusive in the Medio context given its production period, otherwise the
identification of this ceramic type is incorrect. Of course there are other explanations, but this
Chalchihuites ceramic was certainly out of place in its discovered context. The last two types
provide more solid evidence of interaction with the Chalchihuites as well as Bolaños groups
because Chalchihuites sites are located between Casas Grandes and the Bolaños culture. Banco
de Las Casas Incised, Totoate-like Black-on-white, and Totoate-like Polychrome were the few
types present at Convento that came from the Bolaños archaeological region. Seeing as Bolaños
traded with Chalchihuites groups (Kelley 1971), it is more likely that Casas Grandes received
these ceramics from Chalchihuites, though direct interaction with the Bolaños communities is
always a possibility. Additionally the ceramic hand drums present at Los Reyes 1 provide
support for contact with at least one region in northwest Mesoamerica during the Viejo period.
Medio period sites have a surprising lack of Mesoamerican-related ceramic vessels. From
my sample of non-Paquimé Medio period sites, only Los Reyes 2 contained a Mercado Red-oncream sherd which predates the Medio period by several centuries. However, hand-modeled
spindle whorls were found at three sites in the southern zone. Modeled spindle whorls were
produced in the Aztatlán and Chalchihuites regions, but are not known to be made anywhere in
the SW/NW. Only a few dozen modeled spindle whorls were found at Paquimé (Di Peso et al.
1974:6), but it does not seem that they were found anywhere else in the northern zone. Ceramic
hand drum sherds were present at both Reyes sites in limited number and large, intact parts of
ceramic drums were found on floor contexts at two southern Medio period sites. These were all
local wares, but they still represent the technology/ideology associated with this artifact type.
This could indicate that social connections between non-Paquimé Casas Grandeans and Aztatlán
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or Chalchihuites groups did occur in the Medio period, but that these connections seem to have
been limited to a few far southern sites and Paquimé.
At Paquimé, ceramic hand drums were found in caches and in some isolated, but
significant locations (Di Peso et al. 1974:6). At Paquimé there were also several Mesoamerican
ceramics that have not been found at any other Medio period site. These include sherds of
Mercado Red-on-cream from the Chalchihuites in Durango and sherds of Amapa White-on-red,
Cerro Colorado Polychrome, Totoate White-on-red, early Nayarit-like Polychrome, and Rancho
Reparo-like Polychrome from the rest of West Mexico (Di Peso et al. 1974:6:536). All of these
sherd identifications, however, have been called into question because none of them correspond
chronologically to the Medio period (Punzo and Villalpando 2015:176). Based on the
identifications by Ellen Abbott and J. Charles Kelley, who both knew those ceramics well for the
time, it is still possible that the ceramics are from West Mexico or other Mesoamerican regions.
Either case demonstrates how Paquimé appears to have had much more interaction with distant
Mesoamerican peoples compared to outlying communities.

Patterns and Meanings
Evidence shows that ceramic exchange occurred between Casas Grandes and many of
their neighbors. Nonlocal ceramics can only tell so much about social interactions, so large
interregional distributions would allow us to better understand the movement of goods. However,
from the small amount of Viejo period data available there is evidence for social interaction
occurring on different scales throughout the Viejo and Medio periods.
If nonlocal ceramic quantities indicate the strength of a social connection, prehistoric
communities immediately to the north and east of Casas Grandes would have been the strongest
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trade partners of Viejo groups, particularly in the northern zone. Mesoamerican and West
Coastal groups appear to have only had sporadic encounters with Casas Grandes. Medio period
trade, on the other hand, transitioned in certain ways. Immediate neighbors of Casas Grandes and
the other parts of the SW/NW were strongly connected to Paquimé and to an extent the rest of
Casas Grandes. Mesoamerica appears to have only interacted with Paquimé and possibly a few
southern settlements.
Viejo period. Viejo communities were strongly connected with the Mimbres region,
especially during the Mimbres Classic period. While there is not much evidence for other ties
between the two regions, Viejo period Casas Grandes people certainly acquired more Mimbres
ceramics when compared with other nonlocal types. Distribution within the region also indicates
that northern Viejo period communities may have had more interaction with the Mimbres than
southern zone communities. The southern zone during the Viejo period acquired ceramics from
the Mimbres and no one else, as far as the data currently suggest.
The southern Jornada Mogollon and Cibola region groups may have traded quite a few
ceramic vessels to northern Viejo Casas Grandes, but it is interesting to note the differences
between the two. The southern Jornada traded in mostly plain brown ceramics with some painted
while ceramics from the Cibola region were all painted white wares. It is possible that the Casas
Grandeans may not have desired the El Paso Brown wares themselves, but what was contained in
them. They may also have desired the more decorated, perhaps exotic, Cibola White Ware
vessels themselves. The northern Jornada Three Rivers Red-on-terracotta bowl that was placed
over the skull of a burial similarly suggests that this type of painted pottery could have been
important for Viejo period people. Ceramics coming from the Dragoon and Hohokam included
red-on-brown bowls. As local Viejo people had their own red-on-brown bowls, these
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southeastern Arizona bowls may have carried some other commodity or could have been the
result of other small scale relations. There is no real way to tell what the values of these nonlocal
ceramics were for Casas Grandeans, but based on context and quantities, I can conclude that
some may have been more culturally significant than others.
Incised and polychrome pottery that came from the Aztatlán and Chalchihuites/Bolaños
regions probably indicate small scale, sporadic trade. As these were rare and traveled the farthest
distance, they could have been more valuable, exotic, and/or more associated with elite and/or
ritual situations as compared to pottery from the SW/NW. The ceramic hand drums probably fit
into the same category of trade.
Based on the realigned temporal placement of trade wares at Convento and Los Reyes 1
and 2 sites, I believe there were around four or five phases or time periods when particular
imported trade wares changed. This is by no means an attempt to redefine the Viejo and Medio
periods or their phases, only an observation of chronological placements present at a few multicomponent sites. If the Viejo period were to be split into early (pre-AD 1000) and late (AD
1000-1150/1200) periods, the ceramic chronologies fit fairly well at this divide. Three Circle,
Mimbres Bold Face, Dragoon, Rillito, Kiatuthlanna, and Mercado were all produced and
probably traded during the early Viejo period. This somewhat follows Di Peso et al.’s
(1974:8:132) Pilon Phase trade ceramic designations. Mimbres Classic, Mimbres Polychrome,
Puerco, Reserve, Aguaruto, Totoate, Three Rivers, and possibly Chupadero, and Guasave types
were present at the height of the Viejo period, or the late Viejo period.
Trade ceramics somewhat support that the time span between AD 1150-1250 was a
transitional phase in the Casas Grandes chronology. Three Rivers, Tularosa, Snowflake,
Guasave, and possibly Chupadero, and Totoate types are the more prevalent ceramics within
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these dates. If the Medio period is split into early (ca. AD 1200-1300) and late (ca. AD 13001450) as Whalen and Minnis (2009a:44) suggest, intrusive Medio period pottery types at Viejo
sites also support this – though there are more appropriate Medio period case studies that support
this distinction (see Whalen and Minnis 2009a, Chapter 2).
Given these possible chronological distinctions, there appears to be some variation
through time regarding trade dynamics. In early Viejo time, local ceramics seem to have come in
small numbers from the Mimbres and southern Jornada regions, and even smaller numbers from
southeastern Arizona, the Cibola region, Aztatlán region, and possibly the Bolaños region. Late
Viejo period included an upswing in Mimbres connections across the region, an increase in
imports of Cibola White Ware and ceramics from the southern Jornada region, and an increase or
introduction of northern Jornada wares and Aztatlán/Bolaños wares. During the transition period,
people in the Mimbres region ceased to produce their distinctive black-on-white pottery and
nothing from southeastern Arizona seems to have made its way into the Casas Grandes region.
The presence of northern and southern Jornada wares also increased with El Paso Polychrome
and Chupadero types particularly showing up more. Cibola White Ware continued, though in
different forms (Snowflake, Tularosa, and St. John’s instead of Reserve), and Bolaños pottery
dropped off while Guasave/Aztatlán may have continued.
It is hard to say what these trade goods meant to the Viejo period Casas Grandes people.
It may be that some groups were bringing goods carried in utilitarian pottery (such as El Paso
Brown), while others brought decorative, perhaps more meaningful, vessels. Some types may
have held associations with death or status, such as those placed over the heads of local dead
(Convento Burials 9 and 49). Others may have held ceremonial or prestige importance, for
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example the fact that the densest concentration of Mimbres Classic sherds were in the largest
domestic structures and plaza at Convento and Los Reyes 2.
Viejo period communities generally appear to have had some degree of social hierarchy
(Di Peso 1974:1; Pailes 2017) and possible lineage status. Though if Di Peso’s (1974:1) ideas are
correct about the development of social hierarchy, the meanings of nonlocal ceramics probably
developed along with broader cultural changes. Early Viejo people may have acquired nonlocal
ceramics through casual trade with select neighbors, indicated by the less common and varied
types of nonlocal ceramics. Late Viejo period and transitional groups more often sought after
nonlocal ceramics and may have utilized them to obtain different social, hierarchical, or cultural
purposes.
Medio period. Trade, interaction, and local culture altered significantly going into and
throughout the Medio period. Jornada groups became extremely important, or well connected,
trade partners of Medio period groups. Large quantities of El Paso Polychrome and Chupadero at
non-Paquimé Medio sites attest to this. Northern Jornada wares such as Chupadero or Jornada
Polychrome still would have had to come from a much greater distance than El Paso wares. The
biggest difference in spatial distribution of northern vs. southern Jornada imported ceramics is
that the former was slightly more evenly distributed across non-Paquimé sites while the latter
was highly concentrated around the regional center. I interpret this difference as a reflection of
change in trade ware through time, possibly caused by the effect Paquimé had on nonlocal
material imports. While the two ceramic types were contemporaneous, Chupadero was being
produced much earlier and later than Classic El Paso Polychrome. During the early Medio
period, possibly before Paquimé began influencing the flow of trade in the region, Chupadero
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and other northern Jornada wares may have been more evenly exchanged. El Paso began
showing up more around the height of Paquimé.
Classic Mimbres characteristics no longer appeared during this period, but Postclassic
Mimbres groups may have contributed some of the northern Jornada and Cibola pottery that
ended up in Casas Grandes. Cibola White Ware seems to have been replaced by White Mountain
Red Ware in the form of St. John’s Polychrome that still came from the Cibola region in about
the same numbers. So, the amount of trade and interaction with the Cibola region would appear
to have remained more or less the same.
The last ceramic type that came from the American Southwest during the Medio period
was the Gila Polychrome that was part of the Salado pottery tradition. I discuss the implications
of this pottery type more in the section on iconography, as it has been shown that this type was
likely locally produced (Crown 1994). Even if it was not locally produced, it still represents
interaction with people throughout the production zone of Gila polychrome – which Crown
(1994) demarcates as most of eastern and southern Arizona, southwestern New Mexico, and
northern Sonora and Chihuahua. In Medio period Casas Grandes this type is highly prevalent at
Paquimé, but only found at a few other sites around the regional center. It appears to have been
restricted to the core zone.
Ceramics from the Aztatlán, Chalchihuites, and Bolaños regions are completely absent
from my sample of non-Paquimé Medio period sites. They were rare to begin with, but perhaps
what Mesoamerican ceramics were coming in went straight to Paquimé. As pointed out,
however, three sites in the southern zone yielded West Mexican hand-modeled spindle whorls
and ceramic hand drums. The spindle whorls could have come from any of the Mesoamerican
frontier regions, including coastal Sinaloa sites, Chalchihuites, or more southern groups. Hand127

modeled spindle whorls have not received a lot of attention. Some styles have been identified to
specific regions, such as the ones identified as coming from the Totoate area (Di Peso 1974:8;
Kelley 1971), but the spindle whorls that the PAC reported were not identified to any more
specific region or time period than Mesoamerica or West Mexico.
Di Peso (1974:2) suggested that whoever was bringing objects, including ceramics, from
the south may have skipped the communities en route and brought the objects directly to
Paquimé. If this were the case, some objects still managed to end up at a select few villages in
the south of the Casas Grandes region. There is not enough data to provide any further analysis
as to why, but perhaps it was simply because some objects were given/traded to people along the
trade route between the regional center and points southward.
Early Medio period sites appear to have continued some of the same trade relations from
the late Viejo period/transitional times. Northern Jornada imports increased quite a bit and some
southern Jornada imports (El Paso) appeared more frequently. Cibola wares were still present in
the form of St. Johns given the late production period, and it is possible that some of the
Snowflake type at Convento were Medio intrusions. The Galisteo intrusions at Convento and
Guasave Polychrome could have come in during the early Medio as well from the far north and
south respectively.
Late Medio ushered in one important distinguishing ceramic: Gila Polychrome. This
Salado tradition began and Paquimé rose to its prominent role as regional center almost
simultaneously (Crown 1994). Gila Polychrome increased drastically at Paquimé, and appears in
fairly large quantities immediately around the regional center. The largest increase, though, was
in El Paso Polychrome. This type is so frequent around the regional center that some have
considered that the Jornada region was directly impacted by the Casas Grandes world
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(Schaafsma and Riley 1999). Northern Jornada communities probably continued to trade with
Casas Grandes just as frequently as before, though Lincoln Black-on-red was introduced in the
late Medio period as an intrusive at Convento. Cibola wares stopped being traded to nonPaquimé sites which is an interesting departure given the long, albeit small, presence throughout
the early Viejo to early Medio. Finally there does not appear to be any obvious Mesoamerican
presence, besides the spindle whorls and ceramic drums mentioned previously.
Based on the Medio period data presented throughout this thesis, I suggest that Paquimé
gradually gained control of imported nonlocal goods. In the particular case of ceramics, most of
the nonlocal ceramics present in my sample are concentrated directly within the core zone with
smaller numbers at sites just to the west. The exceptions are the northern Jornada wares and
modeled spindle whorls that were found at several sites in the southern zone. The concentration
in, and lack of presence outside of, Paquimé suggest that other Medio period groups within the
greater Casas Grandes region either did not have access to nonlocal goods because they did not
want it, or because Paquimé exercised some sort of influence over their import. Because of the
exception of Three Rivers, Chupadero, and Jornada painted and polychrome found in both late
Viejo and Medio period contexts outside of the immediate core zone, perhaps the height of
northern Jornada trade spread evenly through the Casas Grandes region early on, and was then
reeled in as the regional center began restricting the distribution of all nonlocal goods. How and
why this happened is uncertain, but nonlocal ceramics probably had an important role in Casas
Grandes society. They may have been sought after by rising elites or brought with migrants or
pilgrims or both as has been suggested by others. More intrasite contextual information would
provide valuable information concerning this debate, but as that was not available for Medio
period ceramics in the reports, I cannot address this topic fully.
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TURQUOISE
The acquisition of turquoise is one common explanation for Mesoamericans’ interest in
the arid SW/NW (Di Peso 1974; Harbottle and Weigand 1992; Kelley 2000). While this
argument has typically been sound given the quantity of turquoise found in central Mexico and
other parts of Mesoamerica, it is based on the assumption that turquoise sources were only
available in the SW/NW. There are few currently known sources of turquoise south of the
Mexico/US border, but Thibodeau et al. (2018) suggest that turquoise might have once been
found within Mesoamerica. While it would take more research to confirm, the arguments in this
paper demonstrate that our assumptions about the trade of turquoise need to be rethought.
Archaeologists studying the prehistoric trade and movement of turquoise have, until
recently, employed geochemical sourcing methods such as X-ray fluorescence, X-ray diffraction,
neutron activation, and proton-induced X-ray emission spectroscopy (Hull et al. 2008:1356).
These studies were done with the assumption that individual turquoise sources contain unique
chemical properties, but this is problematic because most turquoise sources in the SW/NW vary
more broadly within a single source location than between them (Mathien and Olinger 1992).
Isotopic sourcing methods are more reliable due to isotopic uniformity in a given geographic
area (Hull et al. 2008; Thibodeau et al. 2007). Successful research to determine sources of
turquoise have used hydrogen and copper isotopic ratios (Hull et al. 2008; Hull et al. 2014), and
lead and strontium ratios (Thibodeau et al. 2007; Thibodeau et al. 2018).
There have not yet been any attempts to source turquoise from the Casas Grandes region.
While turquoise production, and exportation from Paquimé to Mesoamerica during the
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Postclassic period has been discussed (Di Peso 1974:2), the absence of turquoise sources within
the Casas Grandes region suggests that it was more likely imported.

Sources and Inferred Interaction
While turquoise does not occur naturally in Chihuahua, or at least not within the
traditional boundaries of Casas Grandes, it does occur relatively closely to the north and
northwest. Turquoise can be found throughout the SW/NW in a large arc spanning from eastern
California and northern Nevada to central Colorado. Northwest Chihuahua is located at the very
southern edge of this distribution, and sources such as Old Hachita, Orogrande, Morenci,
Dragoon Mountains, Jarilla Mountains, and some little-known sources in the northern Sierra
Madres of Sonora are all well within traveling distance of Casas Grandes (Hull et al. 2014;
Harbottle and Weigand 1992; Thibodeau et al. 2007). Where and how turquoise was brought to
Casas Grandes most likely changed through time, just as in the rest of the SW/NW.
Hull et al. (2014) have shown that Pueblo Bonito and other Ancestral Pueblo sites far to
the north received turquoise material from the closest turquoise source (Cerrillos Hills), and from
sources as far west as Halloran Springs in the Mojavi Desert. That same study found that smaller
sites spanning from Chaco Canyon to Moapa Valley in southern Nevada were also part of these
long distance trade networks. Turquoise was procured and traded across long distances in the
SW/NW. Closer to Casas Grandes, Thibodeau et al. (2007) tested turquoise found in the Tucson
Basin at the Redtail site and found that the majority came from the closest source at Silver Bell
Mountains. Pailes (2015) found and tested one raw piece of turquoise, found at a Rio Sonoran
site in northeastern Sonora, for lead and strontium isotopes. He found that it did not match any
known/tested source in the SW/NW, but could have come from a copper mine nearby. This
131

shows that procurement and production of turquoise varied in the SW/NW by area and through
time. Smaller communities may have identified the nearest turquoise source to them and mined it
for their own consumption or to trade with close neighbors; whereas larger communities, or
perhaps more hierarchical ones, tapped in to already existing networks and attempted to
dominate the consumption. Many other forms of turquoise trade existed as well.
Viejo period villages that consumed turquoise probably acquired it from the closest
sources, but they also could have tapped into long distance networks of turquoise that may have
existed around northern Mexico. The only way to know for sure is to test the few pieces of
turquoise that have been recovered from Viejo period contexts. As that is not within the scope of
this research, only inferences about source locations can be made.
Only 17 pieces of turquoise have been found in Viejo contexts, and four raw pieces of
malachite, another blue-green stone, were found at Calderón. These few pieces come from the
Calderón site; five pieces of turquoise were included in an inlayed pendant from a burial there.
Turquoise was not mass produced during the Viejo period, but the presence of raw and semi
worked material may indicate some local crafting of the mineral, at least in the southern zone.
Most of the turquoise probably came from nearby sources in southwestern and
southcentral New Mexico, southeastern Arizona, and northeastern Sonora. Different sources
probably provided turquoise to different Viejo period villages, depending on the location. The
Convento site could have had easy access to turquoise from the Old Hachita source, which at the
time would have been in the Mimbres region. Southern sites such as Calderón might have found
the sources in Sonora more easily accessible. This explanation, of course, assumes direct
procurement.
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It is also likely that Viejo groups received their turquoise through intermediaries located
closest to the individual sources. In this case, trade and social interaction would have taken place
between the groups local to where the sources are found and the individual Viejo groups. If
turquoise was obtained from the closest sources, then it would have come from the Jornada
Mogollon, Mimbres, Dragoon (and possibly San Simon), Tucson Basin Hohokam, or Rio
Sonoran groups. Based on ceramic evidence, most of those groups were already trading with
some Viejo period villages, so turquoise could have fit right into the trade relationships that
probably occurred between certain villages. One significant caveat could be the inlay pendant,
but this is discussed in more detail below.
The Mimbres and Mogollon may have provided most of the turquoise. The data reflect
that smaller numbers may have come from the Rio Sonora, Hohokam, Dragoon, and San Simon
regions. This would align with the ceramic data.
The Medio period and Paquimé most likely ushered in – and perhaps caused – changes to
the turquoise trade networks of the SW/NW, just as it did for other nonlocal materials (i.e.
macaws, marine shell, etc.). Twice as much turquoise was found at non-Paquimé Medio period
sites as were found at Viejo period sites. This does not necessarily mean an increase in trade or
social interaction with specific groups, but it does signify an increase in access and/or demand
for the material.
There is no evidence that suggests where this extra turquoise came from. Future studies
could not only reveal where the turquoise came from, but if Paquimé’s turquoise came from
somewhere other than immediately surrounding regions. For example, Hull et al. (2014) found
that a contemporary turquoise workshop site near Pueblo Bonito acquired most of their turquoise
from other places than Pueblo Bonito acquired theirs. Connection through time could also be
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revealed, such as a continuation of certain networks. Until those studies are carried out, it can
only be assumed that Medio period people acquired their turquoise from nearby sources, similar
to the Viejo period.
Again, only a few pieces of raw or worked turquoise suggest any evidence for local
crafting of the mineral. On the other hand, the Villa Ahumada and Los Patos sites on the eastern
borders of the Casas Grandes region contained larger proportions of turquoise production debris
(Cruz Antillón and Maxwell 2015). This could have been the main crafting center for all
turquoise that came into the Casas Grandes region. The excavators suggest that this turquoise
likely came from southwestern or southcentral New Mexico, such as the Orogrande source along
the Rio Grande (Cruz Antillón and Maxwell 2015:33).
If this is the case, the Jornada Mogollon were the likely source for most of the turquoise
in the Medio period. This would follow the ceramic evidence that the Jornada became important
trade partners with Casas Grandes during the Medio period. In either case, there is still the
possibility that Postclassic Mimbres groups, southeastern Arizona groups, or Rio Sonora people
interacted with and traded turquoise with Casas Grandes people.

Patterns and Meanings
Turquoise may have been valuable and held significant meaning for the Viejo period
people. This is most evident in the cross-circle pendant at Calderón. The blue-green stones in the
pendant have not been confirmed as turquoise (Kelley et al. 2014; Searcy, personal
communication 2020), but until they are tested the stones can be considered cultural turquoise
based on their color and probable cultural significance (Harbottle and Weigand 1992; Kelley et
al. 2014). These stones marked the center and apexes of each arm of the cross. The arms were
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made of an unidentified orange material and the back was a type of pitch or other organic
material (Kelley and Garvin 2014). Laid at the feet of a richly endowed infant below a
multicomponent pit structure, this pendant evidently meant something to the individuals who
buried it. Whether or not the pendant was made locally, it could symbolize an association with
life/death, childhood, status, or more generally associated with a cosmological worldview. Given
that other turquoise during the Viejo period, and in most of the SW/NW, was rare and for
personal adornment, the possession of turquoise may have indicated an individual’s role or status
in society, whether achieved or ascribed.
Not much changed for the Medio period. In fact, evidence for personal adornment
increased substantially as many more pendants and beads were produced. Very few tesserae or
inlayed objects have been found outside of Paquimé. Perhaps the turquoise mosaics became
associated with the most important people or places at Paquimé, and became unavailable to other
people. Unfortunately, intrasite contextual data were not available for most of the Medio period
turquoise. Generalized statements (for example see Whalen and Minnis 2009a) suggest that
turquoise would have come from several important contexts within the sites where it was
present. It is possible that turquoise may have held a lot of the same meanings as it did in the
Viejo period, especially with regards to status or social position.

COPPER
Sources and Inferred Interaction
Di Peso originally argued for local production of copper at Paquimé. He asserted that the
technology and/or craftsmen came to Paquimé from West Mexico and established a local copper
production using native copper (Di Peso 1974:2). This argument along with the incorrect dating
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of Paquimé led some scholars to believe that Paquimé, not Mesoamerica was the source of most
of the copper artifacts in the SW/NW (Vargas 1995). Whether or not Paquimé produced copper
artifacts has yet to be firmly established, but Vargas (1995) convincingly argues that the copper
at Paquimé was not locally produced. She based this assertion on stylistic and distributional
analyses of copper artifacts across the SW/NW and West Mexico, and found that there is only
one copper artifact actually unique to Paquimé – an axe head made by a two-piece smelting mold
(Vargas 1995:13). All the rest have counterparts either in Mesoamerica or in the SW/NW. The
evidence from Paquimé that Di Peso et al. (1974:2) cite as proving local production is also
insufficient as there were only a few copper production materials that came from non-primary
contexts. Vargas (1995) used stylistic distributions to convincingly determine trade nodes in the
SW/NW and ultimately concluded that while Paquimé contained a lot of copper, it was probably
a large-end consumer and only a small distributor of copper.
There is still a slim possibility that some of the artifacts at Paquimé were smelted and
produced locally. If not produced locally in Casas Grandes, there is good reason to believe the
copper came from Mesoamerica. If it was produced locally, the technology or people with the
technology likely came from Mesoamerica, indicating interaction. Within Mesoamerica, the
closest and most likely known production center of metal is at Amapa, Nayarit (Hosler 2009;
Simmons and Shugar 2013; Vargas 1995), which was part of the Aztatlán phenomenon. It is also
possible that other contemporary groups along the Sinaloan coast and farther east in Durango
could have supplied the copper found at Casas Grandes.
The likely regions that copper in Casas Grandes could have come from include either
Aztatlán or Chalchihuites regions. During the Viejo period there is evidence of small numbers of
ceramics and shell that came from several regions in West Mexico. At Paquimé during the
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Medio period there is significant evidence for interaction with these groups. The few copper
objects found in the Viejo period and that found in the Medio period probably originated from
Sinaloa or Durango, but they may not have come to the region in the same manner.

Patterns and Meanings
It is interesting to note that both Vargas (1995) and Bradley (1996) suggest that there
were two major trade networks occurring contemporaneously within the Medio period. Both
used similar distribution analyses, though Bradley’s included cluster statistical analysis of shell.
Both also found that before Paquimé, the Hohokam seem to have dominated the direct
importation of copper and shell. Though there are some differences and discrepancies – such as
Bradley’s belief that Paquimé was a distributor of shell but Vargas claims copper was only
consumed not distributed – the general observations in these and others (i.e. Nelson et al. 2015;
Nelson and Minnis 2018), help contextualize what happened within the Casas Grandes region in
terms of long distance trade and interaction through time.
Vargas found that the Hohokam, in particular the Gatlin site, may have been the
intermediaries bringing in copper from Mesoamerica and then trading it throughout the SW/NW.
There were, however, other clusters of copper present during this time (contemporary with the
Viejo period mostly) both in the Mimbres region and the Chaco Canyon region. Her analysis is
based almost entirely on copper bells, which makes direct identification of similarities to Viejo
period copper difficult, as only a copper tinkler and sheet appear in Viejo contexts. If Vargas’s
inferences are correct, it is possible that those two copper pieces came through the Mimbres, who
perhaps received them from the Hohokam. However, trade between Casas Grandes and the
Aztatlán, Chalchihuites, and Bolaños regions should not be overruled (see discussion on
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ceramics above). Paucity of data inhibits the ability to truly identify where the copper pieces
came from. It is perhaps more pertinent to point out the lack of evidence for copper use in the
Viejo period, especially given the fact that their Mimbres neighbors had a significant amount
(Nelson and Minnis 2018; Vargas 1995). A sampling bias could be a factor, as many more
Mimbres sites have been excavated than Viejo period Casas Grandes sites.
As Paquimé became an influential force in the region the importation of copper increased
significantly. After AD 1200, the site of Paquimé contained the largest collection and most
variety of copper artifacts of any site in the SW/NW (Di Peso 1974:2; Vargas 1995). From my
sample of non-Paquimé sites, it seems that Paquimé did not share much copper with its
intraregional neighbors. Only seven copper artifacts were found at sites in the northern zone and
one in the southern zone. This included three bells, one pendant, and four copper nuggets. This is
not the only copper known from Medio period sites, for example the Ramos site, excavated by
Sayles in the 1930s, contained two bells, three pendants, a wire ring, and a tinkler (Whalen and
Minnis 2009a:249). Despite my sample not containing all sites where copper was found, it still
represents how few objects were distributed among non-Paquimé sites.
One of the artifacts in my sample included a rare bell from Vargas’ study which she
designated a type IB1a, and which is not found at Paquimé. The other two bells from my sample
were not given any designation of type by the reporters. A likely conclusion for copper artifacts
in the Casas Grandes region during the Medio period is that they were received from Paquimé
who acquired them directly from Mesoamerican producers. Other explanations are just as
possible, though, especially given the case of the Santana Hearst Ranch bell that does not match
any of the Paquimé types.
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Copper was a rare object in both the Viejo and Medio periods. If rising elites did control
this commodity, as Vargas argues, then Medio period sites that had copper could have been
important communities in the Casas Grandes region, at least in the eyes of Paquimé elites. Viejo
period people may have associated copper with significant individuals as they were found in
some specific burials. This is also a common occurrence for the rest of the SW/NW, in that
copper has usually been found in burials or as caches (Vargas 1995). Paquimé does not follow
this rule, and non-Paquimé Medio period sites have not reported detailed enough contextual
information to be able to determine if this is the case in the rest of Casas Grandes. Generalized
statements would indicate very few primary contexts in which copper was found.

MACAW AVICULTURE
Aviculture, or the breeding of birds for human use, was actively practiced in the
prehistoric SW/NW (Jones et al. 2016). Turkey was the foremost bird domesticated and used by
humans for meat and feathers and probably the only bird widely bred (Hill 2000; Jones et al.
2016). A variety of other birds were also sought after for their feathers, wings, or general
association with ceremonies. This included scarlet and military macaws, parrots, eagles, ravens,
hawks, and others (Hill 2000). Nowhere in the SW/NW, besides at Paquimé and some other
Casas Grandes sites, has evidence for the breeding of macaws been found. A recent study,
however, shows evidence for some sort of breeding location prior to the Medio period (George et
al. 2018).

Sources and Inferred Interaction
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The scarlet macaw naturally inhabits lowland tropical areas of eastern and southern
Mexico and Central America, to which the closest tropical area is in Tamaulipas over 500 km
away from Paquimé (Somerville et al. 2010). There have been few chemical or physical studies
to figure out the specific sources of these birds. Only recently have studies attempted to get at
where these nonlocal birds came from and how they got to Paquimé. George et al. (2018)
analyzed the ancient DNA of scarlet macaws at Chaco Canyon and found that their
mitochondrial DNA had very low diversity probably because they came from a small starter
population of macaws. This points to an unknown macaw breeding colony somewhere in the
SW/NW or elsewhere in Mexico contemporary with the Viejo period. Somerville et al. (2010)
tested carbon and oxygen isotope ratios in several macaw remains from Paquimé and found that
most of their samples were probably born and raised at Paquimé, but outliers imply that some
birds were directly imported to supplement the breeding population.
These studies suggest that most of the macaws present in the SW/NW throughout its
history were brought in from breeding colonies, not the wild. Because of this tentative
observation, it is difficult to identify who exactly was keeping the birds and distributing them to
Casas Grandes and the rest of the SW/NW. Pre-Medio period breeding colonies are unknown in
the SW/NW, so we do not know how long this breeding location was active. It is possible that
some Mesoamerican people bred macaws, collected them from the wild, and/or provided them to
places around the SW/NW (Somerville et al. 2010:133). There is currently no known
contemporaneous evidence of macaw breeding in northwest or northeastern Mesoamerica,
meaning that interaction is difficult to ascertain. It seems likely that the original providers of
scarlet macaws were the Huastec of northeastern Mesoamerica, who covered the northernmost
points in which scarlet macaws live naturally. Until further information comes to light, it can
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only realistically be assumed that either the Huastec provided the macaws to places such as
Chaco Canyon, the Mimbres Valley, or Hohokam sites, or that the SW/NW received them
through exchange from other, possibly western, Mesoamerican groups.

Patterns and Meanings
There are only two lines of evidence for any kind of macaw use in the Viejo period. One
human burial at Convento yielded a portion of an unknown species of macaw, and there was one
possible cage stone on the surface of the Calderón site. These two artifacts hardly support scarlet
macaw breeding or use in the Viejo period, but there is evidence for such use just to the north.
The Mimbres used and depicted macaws throughout the Preclassic and Classic periods –
contemporary with the Viejo period (Nelson and Minnis 2018). If these birds were brought in
from anywhere south of the Mimbres region, they would have most likely passed through the
Casas Grandes region.
The macaw remains found at Convento very easily could have been a military macaw,
which likely would have been caught in the Sierra Madres to the west. If it were a scarlet macaw,
it would have more likely been obtained from the Mimbres. Finally, the cage stone at the
Calderón site offers no solid evidence, as it was found on the surface of the site and may not be a
cage stone. If further evidence for macaw use and breeding was found in the late Viejo period it
would be suggestive of continuity between the periods.
Medio period macaw aviculture is much more apparent, even beyond Paquimé. The
regional center yielded over 300 scarlet macaw remains, as well as military macaws, parrots, and
other birds (Di Peso 1974:2). Outside of the regional center macaw cage stones have been found
in every area tested within the Casas Grandes region. Macaw breeding, therefore, was practiced
141

by more communities than just Paquimé. Only one macaw internment was discovered at Site 204
providing direct evidence of the actual presence of macaws outside of the regional center (though
it is still unknown if this macaw was scarlet or military). Whether the macaws at non-Paquimé
sites were received from the regional center or not is hard to determine, but isotopic analyses
suggest that the original starter population and possibly later supplemental birds came from the
south, likely the southeast or near the Huastec.
The presence of macaws in the Viejo period is not for sure, but it is interesting that the
only evidence comes from the Convento and Calderón sites, as both are the only Viejo sites from
which large quantities of nonlocal goods have been found. It appears that Viejo period Casas
Grandes did not engage in the same scale of macaw use being carried out in the Mimbres or
Chaco regions.
The Medio period changed drastically in this regard as macaw aviculture was adopted
and integrated into the Casas Grandes cultural tradition. Macaws were initially nonlocal goods,
but towards the latter part of the Medio period were probably considered very much a local
Casas Grandes product. Unlike other nonlocal goods, macaw cage stones have been found
somewhat evenly across the Medio period Casas Grandes region. While Paquimé may have
dominated the breeding and production of macaws for their feathers, they did not completely
control it. Other communities probably received their birds from Paquimé originally, but some
evidently went on to breed their own (Somerville et al. 2010). Because they were much more
spread across the region, the associations and ceremonies of macaws and their feathers were
probably the same at other Casas Grandes communities as at Paquimé.

NONLOCAL DESIGNS
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Most of the materials discussed in this section were made locally in the Casas Grandes
region, but they incorporate visual symbols, designs, or constructions that originated outside of
the Casas Grandes region. The architectural and pottery designs and imitations are particularly
important to my discussion of interaction. A few additional iconographic designs provide
supporting evidence, but they require more study.

Architecture
Certain architectural designs found in the Casas Grandes region correspond closely to the
building styles of peoples far to the north and south. This has long been used as evidence for
direct contact within or between the SW/NW and Mesoamerica (see Chapter 3). Because designs
such as I-shaped ball courts or T-shaped openings are so closely similar to ones found in other
regions, archaeologists have assumed that architectural features and their associated implications
disseminated through direct interaction or influences from far away (Di Peso 1974; Kelley and
Kelley 1975; Lekson 2015). It is true that architectural designs, if similar enough, can represent a
sharing of ideas. This could happen through many different interaction methods, not just direct
migration or the movement of people.
The large public architecture, including externally inspired elements, that is so prevalent
at Paquimé is completely absent in the Viejo period. Pithouses and several pithouse
characteristics are fairly ubiquitous across both time and space in the SW/NW, and they could be
interpreted as the result of interaction. One architectural element found in the Viejo period
pithouse – a draft deflector at the Calderón site – could be seen as interaction with groups far to
the north (Stewart et al. 2005). Draft deflectors are a common Ancestral Pueblo architectural
element found in both pithouses and kivas but are rare in Mogollon contexts (Morgan 1994).
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This one adobe example, however, does not match perfectly to formalized Ancestral Pueblo
hearth and draft deflector architecture. While Puebloan draft deflectors are varied, they are
generally made of a stone slab, stone masonry, or adobe and are generally placed between a
ventilation shaft and the structure’s main hearth (see Figure 5.2 for an example). The supposed
draft deflector at the Calderón site was made of low solid adobe and was placed between the
structure entrance and the main hearth. This feature may represent a casual sharing of ideas with
northern Ancestral Puebloan groups, or it may be an isolated, independent innovation.
The Medio period is quite different in terms of the ideas and designs present that could
have been shared by long-distance communities. Probably the most pervasive example are Tshaped structural openings. T-shaped openings are iconic Chacoan architecture, but are also
found throughout Ancestral Puebloan architecture (Kantner 2004). Lekson (2015) argues that
Paquimé was created by royal elites descended from the leaders of Chaco Canyon, and suggests
the possibility that this architectural design was spread throughout the outlying Casas Grandes
communities after these elites arrived. Even if direct migration did not bring this design, it is
apparent that some form of interaction occurred that resulted in the design coming from the
Chaco/Aztec region to the far southern Casas Grandes region (compare Figures 5.3 and 5.4).
Lekson even points out that around the time T-shaped openings disappear from the four corners,
they reappear only in Casas Grandes. This architectural design represents the most northern
interactions currently known of in the region.
T-shaped openings were found at six Medio period sites within my sample. The vast
majority were at sites in the core zone. Only one T-shaped opening was found in the southern
zone at La Raspadura. There are certainly sites on the periphery of the region that had T-shaped
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Figure 5.2. Kiva at Mesa Verde showing draft deflector.

Figure 5.3. T-shaped doorway at Pueblo Bonito, Chaco Canyon.
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Figure 5.4. T-shaped opening in stone “altar piece” from Paquimé.

openings, such as at Cuarenta Casas or the Joyce Wells site (Skibo et al. 2002). Distribution of
this shape appears to be widespread in the region, but was perhaps the strongest at and around
Paquimé. Additional synthesis of this data would give a better picture, nonetheless, this
architectural element represents long distance interaction with the Ancestral Pueblo. For the
outlying sites it may have been a symbol of relations with the regional center of Paquimé.
There are architectural elements that are often ascribed to Mesoamerican inspiration. The
most common is the I-shaped ball court. In the SW/NW, no group ever adopted the same stone
masonry and I-shaped design as is found throughout Mesoamerica, but Casas Grandes came the
closest. Several ball courts in the Casas Grandes region are similar in shape to Mesoamerican
examples and at Paquimé, some stone masonry and other similar construction designs were
implemented (Whalen and Minnis 1996). I-shaped ball courts were only present in my sample at
one site in the south and two in the northern core zone, but Whalen and Minnis (1996) provide a
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much more comprehensive study of the distribution of this architecture. It would appear from
their analysis that ball courts are not just found around Paquimé as many nonlocal goods are, but
there are more within the core zone. Ball courts may have been highly tied to rituals, gaming,
and other communal activities that were aligned with the broader regional social and cultural
practices of Paquimé. While it is important to point out that the Hohokam ball courts were
probably known by the Casas Grandeans, they appear to have chosen a more direct
Mesoamerican style.
Two other nonlocal construction designs were present at sites other than Paquimé include
platform mounds and columns. All three of these designs are found at Paquimé. Site 204 is the
only site besides Paquimé that contained columns within a room block. Site 242 is the only
non-Paquimé site that is known to contain a small platform mound used as part of the I-shaped
ball court at the same site, somewhat similar to the largest ball court at Paquimé. Ball courts
seem to originate in Mesoamerica. Platform mounds could have come from several different
places including Mesoamerica or the Hohokam. The most likely groups that could have provided
these construction designs include the Aztatlán and Chalchihuites. The architecture obviously
held a special role and were limited to important, sometimes private spaces.

Iconography
Iconography provides another line of evidence with which to understand interregional
interaction. While iconography constitutes much less direct evidence of interaction, it still
represents ideas, ideology, and symbolic meaning that may have diffused from its source to other
regions. I use iconography to indicate forms, symbols, and designs that convey meaning or
representation to its viewer. These include ornaments and other artifact shapes, painted or etched
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symbolic representations, and motif imitations. This category really serves as a catch-all for
nonlocal evidence that goes beyond material type designations.
In Viejo period contexts, there were two objects that signify symbols associated with
other groups to the south and/or northwest. The first is a stone ornament that was presumably a
pyrite mirror, though no pyrite was present (see Figure 5.5; Di Peso 1974:1). Pyrite mirrors are
known in the Hohokam region but are hypothesized to have been produced in different parts of
Mesoamerica from Preclassic to Postclassic times (Gallaga 2014). The plaque found by the
JCGE in Convento burial 50 was buried with an adult male. It was made of sandstone, circular in
shape, had two perforations in the middle, and contained an adhesive on one side that would
have held the pyrite together (Di Peso et al. 1974:8). While this artifact could have been
constructed locally, it is very similar to several examples from Mesoamerica (Di Peso 1974:1).
Di Peso (1974:1:169) connected it to a particularly similar design from the Maya. Gallaga
(2014), however, describes similar examples of this type of pyrite mirror within the Hohokam
and Central Mexican regions contemporary with the Viejo period (during the late Classic and
early Postclassic times). It could have been a locally created iteration, but it is more likely a trade
item that very well could have been associated with a shaman or elite of some kind as pyrite
mirrors were in Mesoamerican societies (Gallaga 2014).
The other object that represents a possible nonlocal icon is the cross circle pendant from
the Calderón site that has already been described. This design is unique and the origin is not
confirmed, but Caretta and Lelgemann (2011) have described a similar design used in possible
calendric keeping at Alta Vista (part of the Suchil Chalchihuites). The cross design alone is
ambiguous as crosses were used around the world as symbolic of many different ideas. Cross
designs were used throughout the SW/NW and Mesoamerica, and were diverse in their variations
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Figure 5.5. Pyrite mirror back from Convento Burial 50.

and meanings. The Calderón pendant, though, is similar to the “pecked cross circles” found at
Alta Vista and many other sites in Mesoamerica, in which the cross rests in or divides a circle
(Caretta and Lelgemann 2011). Figures 5.6 and 5.7 compare a pecked cross circle at Alta Vista
and the Calderón pendant. Chronologically, the Alta Vista example predates the pendant by over
a century, but the idea and meaning of this symbol could represent interaction and transfer of
knowledge.
This particular implementation of the cross circle was perhaps borrowed from the
cosmologically tied cross circles of Alta Vista or other West Mexican communities. On the other
hand, the argument could be made that it was a completely autochthonously created symbol
given that this specific form is found later at Paquimé in the mound of the cross but not found
anywhere else. While much more could be said about the representation of this symbol and its
meanings to the Casas Grandes people, suffice it to say that this was a particularly significant
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Figure 5.6. Cross circle from Alta Vista (taken from Caretta and Lelgemann 2011:6).

Figure 5.7. Cross circle pendant from Calderón (taken from Kelley et al. 2008).

Viejo period find as it has opened up more possibilities at understanding Viejo period
worldviews and cosmology.
The Medio period, particularly Paquimé, changed in the sense that symbolic and
iconographic representations became more prevalent. Medio period people produced ceramics
150

with much more vibrant designs, motifs, and shapes. They implemented anthropomorphic and
zoomorphic forms to their pottery and other materials. The artwork in the Medio period used
images and shapes rather than just geometric designs like in the Viejo period. From my sample
of Medio period sites, the only nonlocal iconographic element present, not including ceramic
designs, were macaw images represented on rock art and ornaments. All other geometric designs
and artifact shapes found at Medio period sites in my sample appear to be local creations. They
do not resemble motifs or designs that could have originated in other regions.
Macaw motifs were found or one rock art panel in the southern zone and one shell
pendant from Site 204. This imagery is considered to be nonlocal for two reasons; one is that
they represent a nonlocal bird type, which suggests interaction with other regions. The other is
that macaw imagery, perhaps just like macaws themselves, was culturally significant in other
areas of the SW/NW before the birds appeared in Casas Grandes (i.e. the Mimbres or Chaco)
(Creel and McKusick 1994). This imagery, therefore, represents probable interaction and/or the
movement of ideas and goods from other regions. While the artifacts themselves may have been
created by locals, the motifs were originally used by people in the Mimbres region and
elsewhere.
Beyond my sample, there are several iconographic motifs from the Medio period that
represent this same transfer of ideas through interaction. Macaws and other birds have been
found on painted pottery, particularly on Ramos Polychrome. The feathered serpent motif,
particularly significant in NW Mesoamerica (Searcy 2010), has appeared on vessels and rock art
as well as in the form of a mound at Paquimé. This iconography also appears on Mimbres Style
III pottery, which correlates with the end of the Viejo period. Many other iconographic symbols
are present, but their connections to interregional neighbors has not been confirmed.
151

The final comparison to discuss is the diffusion of ceramic painting styles and designs
present in the Viejo and Medio periods. Viejo period ceramics contain several elements that
could indicate interaction with other people. One is red-on-brown pottery which could have been
introduced to Casas Grandes by Mogollon groups or from West Mexico (for a discussion on the
movement of pottery styles see Nelson et al. 2015). More convincing, however, is the red
rimmed vessels that are prevalent in the Viejo period. Most contain basic textures or geometric
designs and do not constitute hard evidence for constant interaction. I simply suggest some
possible connections to, or imitation of, red-rimmed pottery from West Mexico, specifically
Aztatlán or Chalchihuites (for further discussion see Nelson et al. 2015; Mathien and McGuire
1986).
Moving into the Medio period, there are some ceramic designs and types that
demonstrate imitation and sharing ideas. Crown (1994) has shown that Gila polychrome may
have been locally made at Casas Grandes, and that Escondida Polychrome was in fact meant to
closely resemble Gila Polychrome (Crown 1994:86). These two types both suggest interaction
with people practicing the Salado tradition. While there are not many other artifacts that suggest
interaction with regions that participated in the Salado phenomenon, the iconographic ceramic
designs imply strong cultural affiliation or imitation.

SUMMARY
In this section I briefly summarize the possible provenance of nonlocal materials during
both periods, and then summarize individual material distributions. The majority of marine shell
ornaments in the Viejo period came from the Gulf of California and were possibly obtained from
the Trincheras or Hohokam. Medio shell appear to have come through similar routes, although
152

more likely from the coast of southern Sonora and Sinaloa than from the Hohokam. Nonlocal
ceramics during the Viejo period came from many places and in varying degrees. Imported
Mimbres ceramics made up the bulk of Viejo period imports, followed by southern Jornada, and
smaller numbers from other northern and some southern groups. Medio nonlocal ceramics came
from primarily southern and northern Jornada groups, followed by groups in the southeastern
quarter of Arizona and to a lesser extent Mesoamerica.
Viejo period turquoise probably came from the closest turquoise source to each
individual village, although no local sources have yet been identified. Current evidence suggests
Medio period turquoise came primarily from southcentral New Mexico. Copper was largely
absent in the Viejo period, represented by only two pieces at the Convento site. According to
Vargas (1995), Medio period copper objects were probably acquired from West Mexico. The
practice of macaw aviculture does not appear to have been established in the Viejo period.
Macaw aviculture in the Medio period could have originally come from the east-Mexican coast,
though it is difficult to determine specific origins. Architecture and iconography in the Viejo
period only vaguely point to interaction with northern cultures, though the pyrite mirror and
cross circle pendant are stronger evidence for some West Mexican interaction. Medio
architecture and iconography show some influential, though limited, contact with the far north
and far south.
At the regional level in the Viejo period, the distribution of marine shell is concentrated
at two sites: Convento and Calderón. All other sites produced low numbers of shell, though more
shell has been found in general in the southern zone. Nonlocal ceramics were more varied at
Convento, but in general there were higher proportions of nonlocal sherds towards the north.
Turquoise was found in very small numbers, but if the Calderón pendant is considered to be only
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one turquoise object, then turquoise appears evenly distributed in the southern zone, however,
the sample is likely too small to suggest a clear pattern. Evidence for copper and macaws was
only found at Convento. Nonlocal architectural and iconographic designs were similarly scarce,
though possibly significant, and only found at Convento and Calderón.
The Medio period distribution of nonlocal materials shifted quite a bit. Shell was found
only at a few sites in the core zone and mostly in burials. Nonlocal ceramics were mostly
concentrated around the core zone, though some northern Jornada wares and Mesoamerican
related ceramics were found in the southern zone. Turquoise was also found mostly in and
around Paquimé, though there were limited numbers at Site 204 and in the southern zone.
Copper was found mostly in the northern zone. Macaw aviculture, including both cage stones
and macaw remains, were found more evenly spread across the region. Finally, architectural and
iconographic designs were much more concentrated in the northern zone versus the southern, but
were not just restricted to around Paquimé.
Researchers who were focused on the Medio period have provided most of the data on
nonlocal materials presented in this thesis. Here I have also considered distributions for each
artifact type in the context of Viejo period Casas Grandes. In the following chapter I attempt to
present the broader, more holistic, picture by combining the origins and evidences for all of the
nonlocal objects. Moreover, mapping the regional distribution of all nonlocal goods and ideas
helps in understanding where interaction occurred and how it changed.
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6

Discussion and Conclusions

The data I have gathered demonstrate that there are limitations on our knowledge of
Casas Grandes. A lack of excavation and survey information for most of the region is mostly to
blame, but even available information is somewhat inconsistent. Though these issues are being
dealt with as more interest in the region takes hold, we will only understand what further
research is needed once we synthesize what has already been done. That is partly where this
thesis contributes. In order to understand the larger issues regarding Casas Grandes culture and
society, social and historical contexts need to be established.
In many ways this research simply provides an update to the culture/history of Casas
Grandes. Because of the nature of the data, however, questions regarding Viejo period social
stratification, the history of the Viejo to Medio period transition, and settlement hierarchy are
also addressed. This chapter focuses on and discusses the broad trade and distribution patterns
which indicate interregional social relationships as well as some socio/cultural changes within
the region.
The observations of interaction networks presented in my conclusions are relative to
quantities of nonlocal goods only. My data on nonlocal goods are not standardized in terms of
site-specific proportions of nonlocal to local goods. This is because in order to get site-specific
proportions it would have been necessary to collect more information that was outside the scope
of this thesis. The general quantities of nonlocal goods between sites in both periods represents
the presence or absence of participation that people had in exchange networks in these locations,
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as well as their relative levels of participation. Standardizing the data through site specific
proportions would further the understanding of the interaction networks within and between
regions. This is a point of further research that would contribute greatly to questions regarding
Casas Grandes and its interregional interaction.

PAQUIMÉ IN CONTEXT
No analysis of Casas Grandes would be complete without the perspective of Paquimé.
This large regional center flourished in ways unseen in the rest of the SW/NW during the 14th
and 15th centuries. Social, political, and cultural impacts were felt strongest around its core zone,
but it also impacted the economy of large portions of the SW/NW as has been shown by many
(Bradley 2000; Di Peso 1974:2; McGuire 1980; Whalen and Minnis 2001a, 2009a; Vargas
1995). Within the Casas Grandes region, Paquimé was most likely the catalyst for cultural
change as early as AD 1200, and it was probably a key part of the changes in interregional
interaction observed from the Viejo to the Medio periods. For whatever reasons, people at
Paquimé brought in millions of nonlocal goods, which were cached throughout the site. Because
of this, I did not include Paquimé in my sample of nonlocal goods. The addition of Paquimé,
however, offers one clear conclusion – after AD 1300 the number of nonlocal goods at Paquimé
dwarfed all surrounding communities.
To contextualize how atypical Paquimé is in the region, I present a comparison of the
quantities of three nonlocal artifact types. At Paquimé, approximately 3.8 million (n=3,819,552)
pieces of marine shell were recovered (Di Peso et al. 1974:6; Whalen and Minnis 2009a). The
site is hundreds of kilometers away from any ocean, meaning all marine shell was carried over
400 km inland after AD 1300. All but 23,800 pieces were small, lightly worked Nassarius shells.
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Of my sample of Medio period sites, the most marine shell any one site has yielded was Site 315
with 168 pieces. Even when all the shell from the Medio period sites included in my sample is
combined (n=376), it still makes up only .01% of Medio period marine shell due to Paquimé’s
numbers. And if the Nassarius shell pieces are not included, non-Paquimé shell still only
constitutes 1.5% of the total.
Paquimé has the greatest number of copper objects found at one site in the entire
SW/NW. If all the copper objects found elsewhere in the SW/NW were combined they would
not rival the numbers found at Paquimé (Vargas 1995). The site yielded 685 copper objects,
including bells, beads, awls, and several other forms (Di Peso et al. 1974:7). My sample of
Medio period sites yielded only eight copper objects – a mere 1.15% of Medio period copper. If
copper from Medio period sites outside my sample were included, Paquimé’s numbers would
still constitute more than 90%.
Macaw aviculture at Paquimé versus the rest of the Medio period Casas Grandes is only
slightly more varied than the previous two examples. Using only cage stones as evidence for
macaw aviculture, Paquimé yielded approximately 135, including several intact cages (Di Peso
et al. 1974:8; Whalen and Minnis 2009a). My sample included only 15 cage stones spread across
the region, although Whalen and Minnis (2001a) did find many more spread across recorded
sites not included in my sample. My sample, then, represents 10% of cage stones in Medio
period Casas Grandes. On the other hand, actual macaw remains present a different picture.
Paquimé yielded some 503 scarlet, military, and unidentified macaw remains; whereas my
sample yielded one unidentified macaw (.20%).
These three examples demonstrate quite clearly the disparity of goods that occurred
between Paquimé and other Casas Grandes settlements, especially after AD 1300. Through
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whatever mechanisms, Paquimé received and cached large amounts of nonlocal goods that
dwarfed the numbers obtained by other sites in the Casas Grandes region. The site of Paquimé
must have been a unique political and economic epicenter in all of the SW/NW during its
existence. The full scope of interregional interaction in the Medio period cannot be fully
appreciated without Paquimé, but the regional center also poses a problem when looking at
interregional interaction for the region as a whole because its percentages of the total appear to
reduce all other sites’ to virtually zero (Whalen and Minnis 2009a). At the same time, these
comparisons exemplify the disparity in terms of nonlocal goods between Paquimé and its
neighbors.

CASAS GRANDES AND LONG-DISTANCE INTERACTION
Nonlocal goods were traded into Viejo Casas Grandes from many places across the US
Southwest, Northern Mexico, and West Mexico. Overall it would appear that interaction
occurred mostly with immediate neighbors of Casas Grandes, including the Mimbres and
Jornada. Depending on how shell got to northwest Chihuahua, additional strong interaction could
have occurred with Trincheras, Rio Sonora, or Hohokam. Because of the lack of provenance data
for nonlocal goods during this time, it is hard to determine the source of the most variety of
artifacts. It would appear that the Mimbres were strongly connected both economically and
socially to the Viejo period Casas Grandes region, and the Jornada were at least connected to the
northern Casas Grandes zone while the southern zone was more restricted in their interactions.
The connection to the Mimbres region is supported by greater numbers of wide-spread, Mimbres
ceramics, as well as limited similarities in settlement locations, subsistence strategies, and burial
traditions (Anyon and Roth 2018; Creel and Speakman 2018; Nelson and Minnis 2018).
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The more distant groups that interacted with Viejo Casas Grandes may have done so
sporadically. Traded goods, and with them, cultural/technological ideas, appear to be infrequent
and probably came into the region only once every few years from places such as the Cibola,
Chaco, and Aztatlán regions. It would appear that few nonlocal goods were brought into Casas
Grandes from these regions during the Viejo period, and currently there is little evidence to
support anything going out of the Casas Grandes region during this same period. For example, if
the Trincheras were providing shell to Viejo Casas Grandes, they were not reciprocating with
any durable objects, as there are no known Viejo period goods in the Trincheras region. Some
nonlocal objects appear to have been reworked after breaking, hinting at reuse of rarer goods,
such as some Glycymeris bracelets that were reworked from bracelets to pendants after the
bracelets broke, or two separate Mimbres sherds that were made into spindle whorls or disks at
the Convento site. Interaction with West Mexico did happen, but the sparse evidence suggests
that it may have occurred more rarely.
It has been proposed that the Mimbres themselves migrated into the Casas Grandes
region and increased the population (Lekson 2015:49). Based on the strong social connection the
Mimbres had with the region prior to the Medio period, a migration south would make sense.
Despite the debate on the nature of migration, as the Classic Mimbres social entity disappeared
from the interregional social realm, the Jornada increased their trading and interaction with Casas
Grandes. Currently there is ceramic evidence – and quite possibly turquoise – that suggests a
strong economic connection existed between the Jornada and Casas Grandes. Other material
characteristic similarities also support a social tie, and the connection is so predominant that
Schaafsma and Riley (1999) even position Casas Grandes and the entire Jornada region in one
“Casas Grandes Interaction Sphere.”
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Medio period Casas Grandeans extended the strength of their relations with other
contemporary regional centers and important communities in the SW/NW. Many of these
relations began in the Viejo period, but for one reason or another they were augmented in the
Medio period. Quantities of ceramics coming from the Cibola Region stayed consistent, but the
nature of the interaction between the two groups may have changed in the Medio period. The
presence of T-shaped openings and other possible Ancestral Puebloan similarities (such as the
pithouse to pueblo transition) in the Medio period could represent an increase in interaction with
the Cibola/Chaco region.
While Viejo Casas Grandes had some interaction with specific groups in far southeastern
Arizona, Medio Casas Grandes maintained that contact in a different form. The only current
evidence for interaction appears to have been ceramic exchange (i.e., Gila Polychrome). This
shows that the Salado interaction sphere began to include Casas Grandes to some degree
especially after AD 1300 (Crown 1994). Just south and west of the Salado extents, Casas
Grandes also maintained, and probably increased, interactions with the Trincheras and Rio
Sonora. Both archaeological regions had Chihuahuan ceramics, indicating possible reciprocal
trade for shell. Lastly, West Mexican ideas and culture, including those that likely derived from
Aztatlán and Chalchihuites communities, are more apparent in the Medio period than just trade
of commodities, as in the Viejo period.
Ultimately, most of the same regions provided materials to Casas Grandes in both time
periods, though the quantities, proportions, and degrees of interaction altered between the two
periods. Figures 6.1 and 6.2 demonstrate the regions and goods that came into the Casas Grandes
region and how they generally stayed the same. This is significant as it suggests diachronic
continuations in the relationships between the people of Casas Grandes and their neighbors and
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Figure 6.1. Confirmed and proposed sources of nonlocal goods from Viejo period contexts.
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Figure 6.2. Confirmed and proposed sources of nonlocal goods from Non-Paquimé Medio period contexts.
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may lead to an understanding of how foreign ideas and objects were eventually incorporated into
the larger political economy of Paquimé in the Medio period.

SPATIAL DISTRIBUTIONS OF NONLOCAL GOODS AND IDEAS
When all the nonlocal goods are combined by location and a sheer quantity is analyzed,
there appears at first to be two Viejo period sites that were influential consumers of interregional
trade and exchange (see Figure 6.3). The Convento and Calderón sites each had comparable
numbers and varieties of nonlocal goods, though the latter was greatly concentrated in one burial.
To reiterate, both of those villages have been excavated a great deal more than any other Viejo
period site. To give perspective, the JCGE excavated 38 structures and 67 burials at Convento
(though with less detailed techniques) (Di Peso et al. 1974:8:343) and the PAC excavated 8
structures and 3 burials at Calderón (Kelley 2017b:38). Whereas the next most excavated site
after those two is the Quevedo site with 4 structures and no burials excavated. Consequently, the
actual prehistoric distribution of nonlocal goods is currently skewed by inconsistencies in
excavations. As the available Viejo period sample size is so small and skewed, intersite
comparisons are not applicable in this study. Instead I have focused on general comparisons
within and between the Viejo and Medio periods.
With more excavation at other sites, features similar to those at Convento and Calderón
could likely contain large numbers of nonlocal goods, emphasizing the pattern that nonlocal
goods were spread somewhat evenly across the region. However, this assumes an unknown
conclusion. Better supporting evidence is found by discounting the lavish burials and instead
assuming that the limited exploration elsewhere in the region is a better overall representation of
Viejo period distributions. In this case, nonlocal goods were accessible to many people in the
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Figure 6.3. Spatial distributions of all nonlocal goods in the Viejo period by quantity.
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society in limited numbers. It is impossible to ignore the burials, though, as they imply important
social constructions. The presence of many nonlocal objects in some burials indicates that some
form of social hierarchy may have arisen later in the Viejo period sequence. The rich burials at
Convento supposedly date to the latter part of the Viejo period, and the rich Calderón burial also
dates to the eleventh and twelfth centuries (Di Peso 1974:1; Stewart et al. 2005). Certain people
were buried with certain rare or otherwise important objects setting them aside from others.
Especially given the remarkable infant burial, we can conclude that some form of inherited social
status may have been established towards the end of the period (Kelley and Searcy 2015).
The distribution of each nonlocal material type suggests possible ways in which materials
were brought into the region. It seems pertinent to review the main patterns found that affected
the overall distribution. Mimbres pottery across Viejo Casas Grandes resembles a down-the-line
exchange pattern. Especially if Convento and Calderón are discounted, surface sherd finds
decrease in number farther south. Marine shell is more common in the southern zone, but more
has been recovered in excavations in that area as well. All other material types were mostly
confined to Convento and Calderón.
Medio period distributions changed in key ways. As Mimbres Classic Black-on-white
was no longer produced after AD 1130, Mimbres pottery no longer appears in the archaeological
record. Northern Jornada wares are found distributed across the region, though more are found in
the Casas Grandes Valley in the northern zone. El Paso Polychrome, Gila Polychrome, and St.
John’s polychrome are highly concentrated around and at Paquimé. Marine shell, turquoise,
copper, T-shaped openings, and I-shaped ball courts are somewhat present elsewhere, but are
most numerous around and at Paquimé. The exceptions to this highly concentrated pattern are
cage stones that are found at large, important sites across the region, and Mesoamerican related
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ceramic hand drums and modeled spindle whorls which have been found in the far southern
reaches of the region.
Overall, it is obvious that communities near Paquimé had greater access to nonlocal
materials than communities farther away (see Figure 6.4). Communities such as Site 315, 565,
and Los Reyes 2, all of which are within a few kilometers of Paquimé, had greater numbers of
objects such as marine shell, El Paso Polychrome, and turquoise than sites farther to the west and
south. I interpret this pattern as a demonstration of the influence that Paquimé held over nonlocal
goods, technology, and even iconography. Perhaps people at Paquimé did not militaristically
channel these goods directly to the regional center, but the elites there likely dominated relations
with distant people. It is conceivable that, after these goods reached the regional center,
intraregional social relations/obligations may have facilitated a limited dissemination of goods
and ideas to outlying communities. Though some goods may have passed from outlying
communities to the regional center as well, perhaps in the form of taxation, tribute, trade, or
ritual offerings.
Some aspects of Paquimé’s core cultural traditions reached areas in peripheral
communities such as the Santa Maria Valley or southern New Mexico, but these communities
also maintained individual identities and their own intercommunity and interregional relations
(Kelley 2017a; Skibo et al. 2002). For example, the only other place where modeled spindle
whorls and ceramic hand drums are found outside of Paquimé is in the Santa Maria Valley on the
far southern edge of the region. This could show that Mesoamerican merchants, migrants, or
other kinds of contacts maintained relations with communities that were en route to Paquimé. At
the same time, it could indicate that people in these outlying sites gave these objects as tribute to
elites or religious leaders at Paquimé.
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Figure 6.4. Spatial distributions of all nonlocal goods in the Medio period by quantity.
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The Joyce Wells site in southern New Mexico is another possible example. This large site
straddled the Postclassic/Animas phase Mimbres and Casas Grandes regions and definitely
contained ceramic types and architectural styles from both regions. El Paso Polychrome at Joyce
Wells was common and manifest numbers matching that of the core zone of Casas Grandes.
Marine shell and turquoise showed up in great numbers as well (Skibo et al. 2002). This site,
then, may have directly participated in the far reaching interaction networks that were prevalent
in the SW/NW that allowed it to skirt the monopoly Paquimé held on these goods.

INTERACTION AND SOCIAL ALTERATIONS THROUGH TIME
Nonlocal artifacts have long been the evidence for prestige goods economic models used
to describe late prehistoric interaction networks in the SW/NW. Some of the nonlocal objects
have been more convincingly used than others for the identification of a putative prestige goods
economy (i.e., Vargas 1995). The rise of social hierarchy and some kind of elite class system in
Casas Grandes society seems evident even in the Viejo period. The presence of this stratified
system, however, was not the only factor that caused the interaction and spatial patterns that have
been observed. Certain nonlocal materials were likely used as status markers in the Casas
Grandes society, while others may have taken more quotidian roles. The social meaning of these
nonlocal objects probably influenced the interregional relationships Casas Grandes had with the
people who provided them.
While it is difficult to say what those relationships were, this analysis of nonlocal items
and ideas provides evidence that they changed through time. Social stratification affected and
may have been affected by both the relationships and the objects. In the early Viejo period (more
or less pre AD 1000), there are few nonlocal materials present. Only a few ceramics at or around
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the Convento site and some marine shell at Convento and other sites in the north and south have
been confidently dated to the early Viejo period. Large quantities of shell, nonlocal ceramics,
and other nonlocal goods only appear in the late Viejo period and especially in specific burial
contexts.
The Calderón site is a great example of this situation, as individual structures and
associated nonlocal goods have been dated. The dates for five structures and a use-surface are
presented by Stewart et al. (2005) and in the PAC reports (mostly in Kelley and Garvin 2014).
There were 1,039 pieces of shell, three Mimbres Classic sherds, two isolated turquoise pieces,
and the inlayed pendant associated with dates at Calderón. Two of the structures – Structure 1
(AD 902-1277) and Structure 2 (AD 806-1194) – and the use-surface (AD 860-1283) included
date ranges preceding AD 1000. Structure 1 contained only two marine shell and one piece of
turquoise, of which only one shell bead was at or below floor level. The use-surface contained
only one Mimbres Classic sherd, but it was found directly above the use-surface. In both of these
cases, it is entirely possible that the nonlocal goods were not deposited until the end of the time
range, indicating little evidence that nonlocal goods were acquired in the early Viejo period at
this site.
Structure 2 is different in that it contained over 60 shell beads associated with the floor
and possibly a burial (Kelley et al. 2014). It is important to note that the dates from structure 2
came from a wooden post and a stick used in the construction of the structure, meaning these
dates are most likely associated with the construction of the structure and not the abandonment.
The many shell beads and possible burials can only be tentatively placed in the early Viejo
period.
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All the other structures and nonlocal goods at the Calderón site are associated with post
AD 1000 dates, especially the rich infant burial. It would appear from this example that nonlocal
goods were imported more frequently to specific people after AD 1000, whereas before, the
materials were likely limited and probably viewed more as social valuables rather than indicators
of social status (Pailes 2016). Other sites may support this gradual rise of social stratification, but
until better dates are obtained the time differentiation cannot be confirmed.
This social shift that resulted in an increase in the importation of goods similarly reflects
what was happening all over the SW/NW at the same time. Chaco Canyon, the Mimbres, and the
Hohokam all show similar increases in interregional trade around AD 1000 (Fish and Fish 2007;
Kantner 2004; Sedig et al. 2018). This suggests that aspiring elites, shamans, or other important
people began tapping into the major trade networks that were stimulated by people at Chaco, in
the Mimbres region, and elsewhere. It is also around the tenth and eleventh centuries that
Aztatlán appears to have reached a peak in exporting valuable goods (Jimenez Betts 2018;
Kelley and Winters 1960). This parallels both northern and southern regions that were
experiencing increases in social and cultural changes. It is likely that specific individuals in
Viejo Casas Grandes chose to join in. As has been shown above, Casas Grandes was involved in
trade with the Mimbres, Jornada, Cibola, southeastern Arizona, and possibly Trincheras and/or
Rio Sonora, Aztatlán, and Chalchihuites.
Between about AD 1150 and 1300, the Casas Grandes region experienced a transition
from pithouse to pueblo architecture, and with that came many cultural transformations. This
transition is not well understood, but from what Whalen and Minnis (2009a) and Kelley (2017a)
have said about this time, it was a gradual transition that did not occur everywhere at the same
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time. The intense phenomenon of Paquimé was not at its height of influence until around AD
1300.
The more thoroughly studied Medio period reports did not provide enough intrasite
contextual information of nonlocal goods that could then be associated with radiocarbon dates,
so it is difficult to reconstruct the same kind of general chronological observations as I have done
with the Viejo period; at least, such an attempt would be incomplete. Despite these
discrepancies, scholars’ detailed observations about their excavations are useful. If it is true that
Paquimé did not reach its height of influence until the 14th century, then interregional interaction
would have been relatively more widespread in the early Medio versus the later Medio. There are
only a couple of indications for this scenario. One is that earlier northern Jornada pottery was
found in several places across the region in Medio contexts, such as Chupadero and Three
Rivers. Another indication is the presence of several nonlocal goods at the earlier dated Site 204,
and certain significant nonlocal goods present at early dated parts of southern zone sites, such as
the Buenavista and Pig Sites (Kelley et al. 2015).
Paquimé definitely influenced interregional interaction networks from its beginning, but
people at the regional center may not have applied as much pressure on surrounding
communities early on in its existence. This supposition is primarily based on Whalen and
Minnis’s (2009a:259-265) settlement and occupational observations. Their findings suggest that
the large hordes of nonlocal goods at Paquimé may not have been accumulated until post AD
1300, confirming observed social changes. In the early Medio period, a similar situation to the
late Viejo period may have been in effect, where certain individuals – big men, shaman, elites,
etc. – were bringing in larger and larger quantities of nonlocal materials. The interaction
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networks may have been established and maintained by these individuals who required these
materials to maintain social status or other reasons.
In the late Medio period, Paquimé increased the demand for these nonlocal goods tenfold
in the region. The communities surrounding Paquimé obviously benefited by this demand as they
received some of the more numerous nonlocal goods entering the region either from merchants
passing through their territory or through redistribution from the regional center. As nonlocal
goods still show up across the region, though in much smaller numbers, it is possible that
Paquimé also attracted the competing elites from previous generations around the region. They
may have moved themselves and their followers to the Casas Grandes Valley, leaving other parts
of the region connected but without any real reason to seek out large numbers of nonlocal goods.
In any case, further excavation and analysis would help define the possible cultural changes that
happened within the Medio period and provide a better understanding of the dynamics between
Casas Grandes and foreign communities, specifically the Jornada, Postclassic Mimbres, Cibola,
Chaco, Animas/Salado, Trincheras, Rio Sonora, Aztatlán, and possibly Chalchihuites and
Huastec.

FUTURE RESEARCH
This thesis is meant to be a first step in continuing the discussion on Casas Grandes’ role
in the prehistoric interaction networks of the SW/NW. By synthesizing the data from a littleknown region and time period that has never been compiled before, a path for future research can
be determined. The compiled data can now be a source for researchers to find what has already
been found, which allows for the prioritization of future investigations into the trajectories of
SW/NW interregional interaction. This thesis is not meant to resolve debates concerning the
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Viejo-to-Medio period transition, where cultural change came from, or even to determine what
kinds of trade or exchange each nonlocal object represents. Rather, it is meant to provide a more
holistic understanding of the diachronic changes of interregional interaction during the Viejo and
Medio periods.
It is still pertinent to address the models involving interregional interaction and how the
data I have compiled can guide further inquiries into these models. The explanations and
interpretations I have given in this thesis are tentative, and there is simply not enough data to
support one model of interregional interaction. I briefly address below how broader historical
knowledge seen from the data presented in this thesis can assist in addressing previously
suggested models of interaction.
Most of the materials brought into the Casas Grandes region throughout its history do not
seem to have been brought in and then exported, as a trading center or merchant-centered model
like Di Peso’s would imply (Di Peso 1974:1&2). Instead, these goods were being placed in
burials, worn by individuals, warehoused or stored at Paquimé, or used/placed in important or
ceremonial contexts (see Chapter 5). Both Viejo and early Medio period people appear to have
been end consumers of these goods, just as Paquimé was throughout the Medio. More research
regarding how goods got to the region would assist in addressing a merchant model as suggested
by Di Peso and J. Charles Kelley.
The idea that immigrants from other distant regions brought with them cultural traditions
that induced change could be the reason behind observed changes in the networks of interaction.
Both Di Peso (1974) and Lekson (2015) use this kind of evidence to support their models, but if
these immigrants did exist, they may have come from both the Pueblo and the
Aztatlán/Chalchihuites regions, perhaps at different times, and they were the most influential at
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and immediately around Paquimé. Current aDNA research by Meradeth Snow and Michael
Searcy is aimed at answering the question of when and where migrants may have come to the
Casas Grandes region (Snow and Searcy 2020; Summers-Wilson et al. 2019).
Because of the West Mexican elements at Paquimé and the fact that goods like copper
and macaws are spread across the region and farther north, the trade networks envisioned by
Kelley (2000) and more specifically by McGuire (1980) are viable. McGuire’s model follows the
same line of thought as Kelley’s in terms of trade networks, but McGuire’s more developed
explanation follows closely the patterns that other scholars have confirmed (see Bradley 1996;
Nelson and Minnis 2018; Vargas 1995). Sourcing and intrasite contexts would need to be
clarified to support any specific trade network model.
Whalen and Minnis and others’ explanations of an autochthonous stimulus for the Medio
period are mostly upheld by the general continuity in interregional relationships. Whalen’s
(2013) explanation that Paquimé was a pilgrimage center and therefore an end consumer of
nonlocal goods seems to also be generally upheld for the rest of Casas Grandes. A mixture of a
pilgrimage model and elite/prestige goods economy models may explain the complex social
hierarchy situations during the Viejo and Medio periods, but more research is required to better
confirm these social phenomena.
There is a lot of research needed on the Viejo period to say anything more about
interaction networks that functioned then. The next step is to determine what provenance
methods are the best qualified for sourcing nonlocal artifacts. Turquoise and marine shell are
probably the most important artifacts to provenance in order to unveil cloudy interaction
networks. Recent successful studies have proven that isotopic analysis can be useful in
determining specific mine sources for turquoise (Hull et al. 2008; Hull et al. 2014; Thibodeau et
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al. 2007; Thibodeau et al. 2018), but Mexican turquoise sources would need to be better
catalogued to provide a full picture. Marine shell has received quite a bit of attention, but only
limited success has been achieved in determining specific source locations in the Gulf of
California (Bradley 1996; Grimstead et al. 2013; Pailes 2016). Further isotopic research, though,
does seem promising (Andrew Krug, personal communication 2020).
It would be helpful to identify sources for marine shell and turquoise from the Medio
period, but sourcing copper and macaws would also establish more precise connections with
communities in northwest Mesoamerica or West Mexico. However, copper sourcing is extremely
difficult and both XRF and isotopic methods have not proven successful (Thomas Fenn, personal
communication 2020). Macaws at Paquimé have received a lot of attention, but it is still not clear
where the original macaws that started the breeding population at Paquimé and elsewhere came
from (Somerville et al. 2010; George et al. 2018).
Beyond artifacts, the only way to continue to understand Casas Grandes is through
further survey and regional studies, as well as site-specific excavations. Important to
accomplishing this is further collaboration with INAH and Mexican colleagues and standardizing
data. The study of Casas Grandes has come a long way since the first explorers of the region, but
there remains much more to do. With more technological innovations and increased interest in
the region, the prehistory of Casas Grandes has never been closer.
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Searcy and
Forest 2020
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central
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Burial 2,
Levels C
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Str. 5B-II,
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&D
Str. 5B-II,
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&D
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Levels C
&D
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Unit 39 L1
eroding
out of
trench
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north end
of site
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Citation

Site #

Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
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1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 396

CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2

Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 396

Quantity
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Specimen #

Shell species

Completeness
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Context

complete

Burial 7

Unidentified

Artifact
Form
O. dama
beads
truncated
beads
disk bead

CG/2881
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8

CG/2882

Olivella dama

1

CG/2883A

complete

Burial 7

1

CG/2883B
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Burial 7

12

CG/2884

beads
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Burial 7

2

CG/3134A

Nassarius
moestus
Vermetid

complete

Burial 43

1

CG/3134B

Unidentified

complete

Burial 43

CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2

620

CG/3134C

Unidentified

tubular
beads
dentate
bead
pendant
disk beads

complete

Burial 43

58

CG/3134D

Unidentified

disk beads
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Burial 43

5

CG/3137A

Unidentified
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Burial 47

Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 396

CHIH:D:9:
2

1

CG/3137C

Unidentified

complete

Burial 47

Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 398
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p.
399
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p.
399
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 396

CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
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CG/3137B

Unidentified

stemmed
ovoid bead
pendant
dentate
bead
pendant
disk beads

complete

Burial 47

63

CG/3137D

Unidentified

disk beads
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Burial 47

114

CG/3151A

Unidentified

disk beads
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Burial 64

2

Aequipecten
circularis
Vermetid

pendants

complete

Burial 64

1

CG/3151BC
CG/3144A

complete

Burial 55

61

CG/3144B

Unidentified

tubular
bead
disk beads

complete

Burial 55

1

CG/3144C

Unidentified

disk beads
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Burial 55

2

CG/3145AB

Oliva incrassata

tinklers

complete

Burial 55

CHIH:D:9:
2

1

CG/3136A

Glycymeris
gigantea

bracelet

complete

Burial 44

CHIH:D:9:
2

1

CG/3136B

Unidentified

complete

Burial 44

Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 397
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394

CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2

3

CG/3136C,I
-J
CG/3136D

Glycymeris
gigantea
Vermetid

bilobed
bead
pendant
pendants

Fragment

Burial 44

tubular
beads

complete

Burial 44

2
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Burial 7

Citation

Site #

Quantity
37

Specimen #

Shell species

Completeness
complete

Context

complete

Burial 44

Unidentified

Artifact
Form
whole
beads
disk
concavoconvex
beads
disk beads

Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394

CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2

CG/3136E

4

CG/3136F

Nassarius
moestus
Unidentified

Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394

CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2

62

CG/3136G

complete

Burial 44

14

CG/3136H

Unidentified

disk beads

complete

Burial 44

1

CG/2878

Vermetid

complete

Burial 6

1

CG/2914

Vermetid

complete

Burial 31

3

CG/2911

Unidentified

complete

Burial 31

CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2

9

CG/2915

Olivella dama

complete

Burial 31

1

CG/2934

Vermetid

complete

Surface

1

CG/2980

Vermetid

complete

1

CG/2843

Olivella dama

complete

Floor of
House X
Surface

1

CG/2889

Olivella dama

complete

Burial 9

2

Unidentified

complete

Burial 9

2

CG/28872888
CG/2912

tubular
bead
tubular
bead
disk
concavoconvex
beads
O. dama
beads
tubular
bead
tubular
bead
truncated
bead
truncated
bead
disk beads

Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394

complete

TT E-W
1S, 13E

CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2

8

CG/2886A

Unidentified

whole
vertical
suspension
beads
disk beads

Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 398
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394

complete

Burial 8

6

CG/2886B

Unidentified

disk beads

complete

Burial 8

2

CG/2864

Unidentified

disk beads

complete

TT E-W O

1

CG/2877

Unidentified

disk beads

complete

Burial 5

23

CG/2909

Unidentified

disk beads

complete

Burial 29

1

CG/2910

Burial 29

CG/2931

top of
pendant
disk bead

fragment

1

Spondylus
princeps(?)
Unidentified

complete

2

CG/2959

Unidentified

disk bead

complete

fill of
house U
fill of
house I

Glycymeris
gigantea
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Burial 44

Citation

Site #

Quantity
1

Specimen #

Shell species

Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394

CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2

CG/3168B

Unidentified

1

CG/2875

Unidentified

Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 394

CHIH:D:9:
2

5

CG/2890

Unidentified

Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p.
399
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 400

CHIH:D:9:
2

1

CG/2936

Conus
gladiator(?)

CHIH:D:9:
2

1

CG/2916

Glycymeris
gigantea

Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 400

CHIH:D:9:
2

1

CG/2866

Glycymeris
gigantea

Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 400

CHIH:D:9:
2

1

CG/2933

Glycymeris
gigantea

Kelley 2015
p. 25
Kelley 2015
p. 25
Kelley 2015
p. 25
Kelley 2015
p. 25
Kelley 2015
p. 25
Kelley 2015
p. 25
Kelley 2015
p. 25
Kelley 2015
p. 40
Kelley 2008
p. 61

Ch-11

1

Medio
Lot 1171-1
Conus

Ch-11

1

Lot 2166

Ch-11

2

Ch-11

1

Lots 2005-4,
3202
Lot 1524-2

Ch-11

1

Ch-11

Kelley 2009a
p. 91
Kelley 2009b
p. 71
Whalen &
Davalos 2014
p. 81
Whalen &
Davalos 2014
p. 81

Artifact
Form
disk bead

Completeness
complete

Context

disk
concavoconvex
bead
disk
concavoconvex
bead
tinkler

complete

fill of
Room 4

complete

Burial 11

complete

fill of
house S

bracelet
with
perforation
bracelet
with
perforation
bracelet
with
perforation

Fragment

fill of
house I

Fragment

TT E-W 0,
0-38 E

Fragment

Surface

tinkler

fragment

Surface,
area 2
level 3 of
test 2
surface of
mound 1
surface of
a mound
surface of
a mound
surface of
a mound
surface

Haliotis

Surface

"strand
divider"
Laevicardium elatum

fragment

Unidentified

pendant

complete

Lot 2504

Unidentified

unworked

Fragment

1

Lot 1524-3

Unidentified

pendant

complete

Ch-11

1

-

Unidentified

pendant

complete

Ch-151

2

fragment

1

Glycymeris
gigantea
Glycymeris
gigantea

bracelet

Ch-159

Lots 1234,
2067
No. 2129-5

bracelet

fragment

Ch-159

1
1

tubular
bead
Bead

?

Surface

Site 309

1

-

unidentified/
Vermetid
Laevicardium
elatum
Olivella

?

Ch-159

No. 3138200
No. 1252-9

site
surface
Test 2
extension
fill
Test 21 L4

Bead

?

?

Site 309

3

-

Conus

Tinklers

?

?
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fragment

Citation

Site #

Specimen #

Shell species

Site 204

Quantity
1

Completeness
?

Context

Nassarius

Artifact
Form
beads?

Whalen &
Minnis 2009a
p. 240
Whalen &
Minnis 2009a
p. 240
Whalen &
Minnis 2009a
p. 240
Whalen &
Minnis 2009a
p. 240
Whalen &
Minnis 2009a
p. 240
Whalen &
Minnis 2009a
p. 240
Whalen &
Minnis 2009a
p. 240
Whalen &
Minnis 2009a
p. 240
Whalen &
Minnis 2009a
p. 240
Whalen &
Minnis 2009a
p. 240
Whalen &
Minnis 1997
p. 74
Whalen &
Minnis 1997
p. 74
Whalen &
Minnis 1997
p. 74
Whalen &
Minnis 1997
p. 74

-

Site 204

16

-

Conus

tinklers?

?

?

Site 204

5

-

Olivella

beads,
tinklers?

?

?

Site 204

1

-

Laevicardium

beads?

?

?

Site 204

7

-

Glycymeris

bracelets?

?

?

Site 204

1

-

Argopectin

?

?

?

Site 204

1

-

Turritella

?

?

?

Site 204

1

-

Cerithedia

?

?

?

Site 204

2

-

Petaloconchus

?

?

?

Site 204

4

-

Pinctada

?

?

?

Site 231

1

-

Conus

Tinkler

?

?

Site 231

1

-

Olivella

beads

?

?

Site 231

1

-

Turritella
gonostoma

?

?

?

Site 231

15

-

Pinctada
mazatlanica

complete,
fragment,
& worked

?

Whalen &
Minnis 1997
p. 47

Site 317

12

-

Pinctada
mazatlanica &
Olivella

fragments
&
complete

?

Whalen &
Minnis 2009b
p. 64

Site 315

4

-

Olivella

natural
fragments,
pendant?,
bead?, or
worked
natural
fragments,
pendant,
bead, and
worked
beads

whole
(spirelopped)

?
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?

Citation

Site #

Specimen #

Shell species

Site 315

Quantity
2

-

Pyrene

Artifact
Form
beads

Context

Pendant?

Completeness
whole
(holepunched)
whole
(holepunched)
fragment

Whalen &
Minnis 2009b
p. 64
Whalen &
Minnis 2009b
p. 64
Whalen &
Minnis 2009b
p. 64
Whalen &
Minnis 2009b
p. 64
Whalen &
Minnis 2009b
p. 64
Whalen &
Minnis 2009b
p. 64
Whalen &
Minnis 2010
p. 58
Whalen &
Minnis 2010
p. 59
Whalen &
Minnis 2010
p. 59
Whalen &
Minnis 2010
p. 59
Whalen &
Minnis 2010
p. 59
Whalen &
Minnis 2010
p. 59
Whalen &
Minnis 2010
p. 59
Whalen &
Minnis 2010
p. 59
Whalen 2011
p. 59
Whalen 2011
p. 59
Whalen 2011
p. 59
Whalen 2011
p. 59

Site 315

2

-

Nassarius

beads

Site 315

1

-

Aequipecten

Site 315

1

-

Oliva

Pendant?

complete

?

Site 315

5

-

Conus?

Tinklers

complete

?

Site 315

4

-

Unidentified

Pendants

complete

?

Site 315

130

-

Unidentified

Disk beads

complete

Burial 4
room 70

Site 315

4

-

Olivella

beads

?

Site 315

1

-

Turritella

bead

whole
(spirelopped)
complete

Site 315

1

-

Conus

tinkler

complete

?

Site 315

1

-

Unidentified

bilobed
bead

complete

?

Site 315

1

-

Aequipecten

Pendant?

fragment

?

Site 315

2

-

Glycymeris

bracelets

fragments

?

Site 315

9

-

Unidentified

Disk beads

complete

?

Site 565

1

-

Trivia

bead

complete

?

Site 565

1

-

Olivella

bead

complete

?

Site 565

1

-

Nassarius

bead

complete

?

Site 565

2

-

Unidentified

pendant
and
fragment

complete
&
fragment

?
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?
?
?

?

Citation

Site #

Specimen #

Shell species

Site 565

Quantity
3

Whalen 2011
p. 59
Whalen 2011
p. 59
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 426
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 418
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 415
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 471
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 471
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 471
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 503

Artifact
Form
worked

Completeness
fragments

Context

-

Aequipecten

Site 565

3

-

Conus

Tinklers
and ring
Disk beads

complete

?

CHIH:D:9:
14
CHIH:D:9:
14
CHIH:D:9:
14
CHIH:D:9:
13
CHIH:D:9:
13
CHIH:D:9:
13
CHIH:D:9:
13

105

CG/3313B

Unidentified

complete
complete

Conus regularis

Truncated
bead
tubular
bead
Tinkler

Burial 5
House 6
surface

1

CG/3310A

Oliva undatella

1

CG/3293

Vermetid

CG/3256A

Conus regularis

Tinkler

Complete

Fill of
house 2
ST-I,
Level 3
Test hole 3

1

CG/3242

1
1

CG/3256B

Tinkler

Complete

Test hole 3

1

CG/4507

Conus
perplexus
Glycymeris
gigantea

Bracelet

complete

Subfloor
room 1

complete
Complete

?

Ceramics
Viejo
Citation

Site

Quantity

Specimen
#
Lots 2528,
2547, 2562

Ceramic
Type
Mimbres B/w

Completeness

Context

Kelley &
Garvin 2013 p.
35
Kelley et al.
2014 p. 9
Kelley et al.
2014 p. 18

Ch-218

4

sherd

Test units 2 and
12

Ch-254

1

Lot 8066

sherd

Test 2 L4

Ch-254

6

sherd

Surface

Kelley et al.
2014 p. 25
Kelley et al.
2014 p. 33
Kelley et al.
2014 p. 58
Kelley et al.
2014 p. 99

Ch-254

2

Mimbres B/w

sherd

Ch-254

4

Lots 9009,
9011,
9014, 9017
Lots 9037,
9045
-

Mimbres B/w
Style II or III
Mimbres B/w

Mimbres B/w

sherd

Ch-254

2

-

sherd

Ch-254

4

sherd

Surface

Kelley et al.
2014 p. 99
Kelley et al.
2014 p. 140
Kelley et al.
2014 p. 177
Kelley &
Garvin 2014 p.
6

Ch-254

2

Mimbres B/w

sherd

L1 North of Str. 5

Ch-254

3

Mimbres B/w

sherd

Ch-254

3

No. 27124, 2712-5,
2712-6
No. 27742, 2783-1
Lots 2576,
4523, 2620
-

Mimbres
Classic B/w
Mimbres B/w

Shovel tests 17
and 26, L1
L1, 2, & 3 in Str.
1
L2-3 in Str. 3

Mimbres B/w

sherd

Ch-272

1

Lot 4006

Mimbres
Classic B/w

sherd

L1 S. trench, &
Units 14, 25
surface, & L2F of
Str. 6
shovel test 4
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Citation

Site

Quantity

Ceramic
Type
Mimbres B/w

Completeness

Context

1

Specimen
#
Lot 1534

Kelley &
Garvin 2014 p.
16
Kelley &
Garvin 2014 p.
29
Searcy &
Pitezel 2019 p.
15
Searcy &
Pitezel 2019 p.
15
Searcy &
Pitezel 2019 p.
15
Searcy &
Forest 2020
Searcy &
Forest 2020
Searcy &
Forest 2020
Searcy &
Forest 2020
Di Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 130

Ch-312

sherd

Test 2 L1 (Str. 2)

Ch-240

1

-

Mimbres
Classic B/w

sherd

Test 16 lowest
level

CH2013001

1

-

Mimbres B/w

sherd

Surface

CH2013001

28

-

sherd

Surface

CH2013002

1

-

El Paso
Brown/
painted
Mimbres B/w

sherd

Surface

CH2013002
CH2013002
CH2013002
CH2013002
CHIH:D:9:
2

1

bag 19

Mimbres B/w

sherd

test trench

1

bag 19

El Paso B/r

sherd

test trench

1

bag 151

Mimbres B/w

sherd

Test unit 33

1

bag 322

sherd

east side of floor

2

-

El Paso
bichrome
Three Circle
R/w

sherd

Di Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 130
Di Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 130

CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2

2

-

sherd

38

-

Kiatuthlanna
B/w
Mimbres Bold
Face B/w

Di Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 130

CHIH:D:9:
2

201

-

Mimbres
Classic B/w

sherd

Di Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 130

CHIH:D:9:
2

24

-

Reserve B/w

sherd

Posthole House I,
West Plaza
fill/floor
fill & Posthole of
House I
Fill of Houses
A,I,J,T,U. Floor
of House X, Pits
9,32, Floor of
Room 7,31,34,
Fill of Room 12,
Burial 9, East
Plaza, West Plaza,
surface or Test
Trenches
All general
contexts included
in trade ware
chart provided by
Di Peso et al.
Fill of House
B,I,U, Pit 32, Fill
of Room 8,30,
Floor of Room
31, North plaza,
East plaza
fill/floor, surface,
test trenches
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sherd

Citation

Site

Quantity

Di Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 130

CHIH:D:9:
2

3

Specimen
#
-

Completeness

Context

sherd

-

Ceramic
Type
Aguaruto
Exterior
Incised
Dragoon R/br

5

-

Rillito R/br

sherd

CHIH:D:9:
2

21

-

Three Rivers
R/tr

sherd

CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
13

13

-

sherd

2

-

Snowflake
B/w
Tularosa B/w

1

-

Puerco B/w

sherd

Floor of Room 7,
Surface, test
trenches
Fill of House L,
Fill of Room 12,
Floor of Room
31, West plaza
fill/floor, surface,
test trenches
Fill & Floor of
House I, subfloor
of Room 32,
North plaza, East
plaza fill/floor
fill & posthole of
House I, surface
and test trenches
Fill of House U,
Pit 32, Burial 9
Pit 13, surface,
test trench
Floor of House X

Di Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 130

CHIH:D:9:
2

14

Di Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 130

CHIH:D:9:
2

Di Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 130
Di Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 130
Di Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 130
Di Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 130
Di Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 130
Di Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 130
Di Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 130
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 547
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 333
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 334
De Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 354
De Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 354
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 547549
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 547549
De Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 354
De Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 354
De Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 354

2

-

sherd

1

-

1

-

1

-

1

Uc/599

1

Uc/615

1

CG/3140
CG/3127

1

?

Complete
bowl
Complete
bowl
sherd

Burial 49

1

Mimbres
Polychrome
Guasave-like
polychrome
Banco de Las
Casas Incised
Totoate-like
Polychrome
Mimbres
Classic B/w
Mimbres
Classic B/w
Totoate-like
B/w
Three Rivers
R/tr
Mimbres
Classic B/w

CHIH:D:9:
13

21

-

Ceramic
Drums

sherd

?

CHIH:D:9:
14
CHIH:D:9:
14
CHIH:D:9:
14

1

-

sherd

fill of House 5

3

-

sherd

fill of House 5

1

-

Mimbres Bold
Face B/w
Mimbres
Classic B/w
Guasave-like
polychrome

sherd

STL-4 of House 3
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sherd

sherd

sherd
sherd
sherd
Complete
spindle whorl
Complete disk

STL-4 of House
A, Pit 9
Fill of Room 12
East plaza
fill/floor
surface or test
trench
Pit 32
East Plaza fill

Burial 9
surface or test
trench

Citation

Site

Quantity

Ceramic
Type
Three Rivers
R/tr

Completeness

Context

1

Specimen
#
-

Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 547549
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 547549
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 547549
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 532
Whalen &
Minnis 2012 p.
22
Whalen &
Minnis 1994 p.
65
Whalen &
Minnis 1995 p.
83
Whalen &
Minnis 1995 p.
89
Whalen &
Minnis 1995 p.
91
Whalen &
Minnis 1995 p.
93
Whalen &
Minnis 1995 p.
95
Whalen &
Minnis 1995 p.
98

CHIH:D:9:
14

sherd

surface or test
trench

CHIH:D:9:
14

1

-

sherd

surface or test
trench

CHIH:D:9:
14

1

-

Aguaruto
Exterior
Incised
Mercado R/cr

sherd

?

CHIH:D:9:
1
Site 315

1

-

sherd

?

3

?

Mimbres
Classic B/w
Mimbres B/w

sherd

?

Site 297

4

bag #5

Mimbres B/w

sherd

Surface

Site 363

9

bags #2,8

Mimbres B/w

sherd

surface

Site 448

14

bags
#1,2,5,6

Mimbres B/w

sherd

surface

Site 480

9

bag #1

Mimbres B/w

sherd

surface

Site 500

7

bags #1,2,4

Mimbres B/w

sherd

surface

Site 514

1

bag #1

Mimbres B/w

sherd

surface

Site 558

3

bags #1,4

Mimbres B/w

sherd

surface

Kelley 2008 p.
146
Kelley 2009b
p. 23
Kelley et al.
2015 p. 20
Kelley et al.
2015 p. 23
Kelley et al.
2015 p. 47
Kelley et al.
2015 p. 57
Kelley et al.
2015 p. 57
Kelley et al.
2015 p. 71

Ch-159

1

Ch-159

3

Ch-11

1

Ch-11

1

Medio
Lot 2250
Chupadero
B/w
Jornada
painted
No. 3002modeled
100
spindle whorl
Lot 2220
ceramic drum

sherd

Test 13 room L2

sherd
complete?

test 7 L9, test 8
L3
?

Top half

Test 7 room floor

Ch-156

2

Lot 3416

ceramic
drums
ceramic drum

top halves

Room 1 floor

Ch-156

1

Lot 7256

?

Room 7 fill

Ch-156

1

Lot 7097

modeled
spindle whorl
modeled
spindle whorl

fragment

Room 4 fill

Ch-257

1

-

complete?

surface?
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Citation

Site

Quantity

Kelley et al.
2015 p. 68
Kelley et al.
2015 p. 74
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 528

Ch-228

1

Specimen
#
-

Completeness

Context

sherd

surface

sherd

surface

-

Ceramic
Type
Three Rivers
R/tr
Jornada
polychrome
Galisteo B/w

Ch-270

1

-

CHIH:D:9:
2

2

sherd

2

-

Lincoln B/r

sherd

CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
2
CHIH:D:9:
13

2

-

sherd

2

-

sherd

?

1

-

sherd

?

3

-

Chupadero
B/w
El Paso
Polychrome
Gila
Polychrome
Chupadero
B/w

North Plaza fill,
West Plaza
fill/floor
STL-1 of House
W, West Plaza
fill/floor
?

Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 528

CHIH:D:9:
2

Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 528
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 528
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 528
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 54243
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 54243
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 54243
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 361
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 54243
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 54243
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 54243
Di Peso et al.
1974:6 p. 54243
Whalen &
Minnis 2012 p.
22
Whalen &
Minnis 2012 p.
22
Whalen &
Minnis 2012 p.
22
Whalen &
Minnis 2012 p.
22

sherd

1 on floor

CHIH:D:9:
13

33

-

El Paso
Polychrome

sherd

12 on floors

CHIH:D:9:
13

10

-

ceramic drum

sherd

Medio association

CHIH:D:9:
13
CHIH:D:9:
14

1

R/S 1

Ceramic drum

sherd

Surface

3

-

ceramic
drums

sherd

CHIH:D:9:
14

2

-

Chupadero
B/w

sherd

Medio
association, 1 on
floor
?

CHIH:D:9:
14

1

-

Gila
Polychrome

sherd

?

CHIH:D:9:
14

1

-

El Paso
Polychrome

sherd

?

Site 315

500

-

El Paso
Polychrome

sherd

?

Site 315

27

-

Chupadero
B/w

sherd

?

Site 315

12

-

St. John's
Polychrome

sherd

?

Site 315

19

-

Gila
Polychrome

sherd

?
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Citation

Site

Quantity

Ceramic
Type
El Paso
Polychrome

Completeness

Context

sherd

?

1

Specimen
#
Bags 5, 21,
26, 161,
254, 271,
420, 431
Bag 45

Whalen &
Davalos 2014
p. 76

Site 309

55

Whalen &
Davalos 2014
p. 76
Whalen &
Minnis 2009a
p. 125
Whalen &
Minnis 2009a
p. 125

Site 309

Chupadero
B/w

sherd

?

Site 204

15

-

El Paso
Polychrome

sherd

"from early-dated
rooms"?

Site 204

47

-

Chupadero
B/w

sherd

"from a middlelevel context"?

Whalen &
Minnis 2009a
p. 125
Whalen &
Minnis 1997 p.
38
Whalen 2011
p. 49
Whalen 2011
p. 49
Whalen 2011
p. 49
Whalen 2011
p. 49

Site 204

2

-

Gila
Polychrome

sherd

"from an upper
level"?

Site 317

1

-

El Paso
Polychrome

sherd

?

Site 565

40

-

sherd

?

Site 565

8

-

sherd

?

Site 565

2

-

sherd

?

Site 565

20

-

El Paso
Polychrome
Chupadero
B/w
St. John's
Polychrome
Gila
Polychrome

sherd

?

Turquoise
Viejo
Citation

Site

Quantity

Specimen #

Artifact Form

Completeness

Context

Kelley et al.
2014 p. 6
Kelley et al.
2014 p. 22
Kelley et al.
2014 p. 22
Kelley et al.
2014 p. 35
Kelley et al.
2014 p. 51
Kelley et al.
2014 p. 52
Kelley et al.
2014 p. 121
Kelley et al.
2014 p. 185
Kelley et al.
2014 p. 185

Ch-254

2

Unworked

Unworked

surface

Ch-254

2

No. 8000-5
&6
Lot 9009

Unworked

Unworked

surface

Ch-254

1

Lot 9012

Unworked

Unworked

surface

Ch-254

1

Lot 9185

pendant

fragmented

Ch-254

1

Lot 9267b

bead

complete

Unit 23,
L3 Str. 1
unit 56 L2

Ch-254

1

Lot 9074

unworked/worked

unit 9 L1

Ch-254

5

-

unworked/
worked
Tesserae

complete

Ch-254

2
1

pendant &
tessera
Unworked

fragmented

Ch-254

Lots 4218,
4230
Lot 4224

Str. 5
burial 2
surface

unworked

Str. 6
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Citation

Site

Quantity

Specimen #

Artifact Form

Completeness

Context

Kelley &
Garvin 2014
p. 9
Kelley &
Garvin 2014
p. 17
Kelley &
Garvin 2014
p. 36
Di Peso et al.
1974:7 p. 30
Di Peso et al.
1974:7 p. 30

Ch-272

1

Lot 4047

worked

worked

test unit 3
L1

Ch-312

1

-

pendant

fragmented

surface

Ch-240

1

Lot 4062

pendant

complete

surface

CHIH:D:9:2

1

CG/2880

disk bead

complete

Burial 7

CHIH:D:9:2

1

CG/2841

pendant

mostly complete

Surface

Kelley 2009a
p. 129
Kelley et al.
2015 p. 34
Whalen &
Davalos 2014
p. 80
Whalen &
Minnis 2002
p. 94
Whalen &
Minnis 2009a
p. 247
Whalen &
Minnis 2009a
p. 247
Whalen &
Minnis 2010
p. 56
Whalen &
Minnis 2010
p. 57
Whalen 2011
p. 59
Whalen 2011
p. 59
Whalen 2011
p. 59

Ch-159

1

complete

Ch-152

1

Medio
No. 3200pendant
200
Lot 3165
Tessera

Site 309

1

?

small pendant

complete

Test 30,
L4
TU 1
room
?

Site 204

2

?

bead & worked

fragment & debris

?

Site 204

4

?

pendants

complete

?

Site 204

7

?

?

?

?

Site 315

21

?

Pendants

mostly complete

?

Site 315

5

?

beads

complete

?

Site 565

3

?

Pendants

?

Site 565

3

?

fragments

Site 565

7

?

disk beads

fragment &
complete
unworked/
worked?
complete

complete

?
?

Copper
Viejo
Citation

Site

Quantity

Specimen #

Artifact Form

Completeness

Context

Di Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 353
Di Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 354

CHIH:D:9:2

1

CG/2138

Tinkler

complete?

Burial 47

CHIH:D:9:2

1

CG/3139

sheet

worked sheet

Burial 48

Medio
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Citation

Site

Quantity

Specimen #

Artifact Form

Completeness

Context

Kelley 2009b
p. 91

Ch-11

1

-

Bell

complete

-

Whalen &
Minnis 2009a
p. 250
Whalen &
Minnis 2009a
p. 249
Whalen &
Minnis 2009b
p. 61
Whalen &
Minnis 2009b
p. 61
Searcy &
Pitezel 2019

Site 204

1

-

Bell

complete

Surface
Mound B

Ramos Site

7

-

?

Ramos site

Site 315

1

-

pendants,
bells, wire
ring, tinkler
Pendant

Complete

-

Site 315

4

-

Ingots

?

-

CH2013001

1

-

Bell

complete

surface

Macaw Aviculture
Viejo
Citation

Site

Quantity

Specimen #

Artifact type

Completeness

Context

Kelley et al.
2014 p. 17
Di Peso et al.
1974:8 p. 247

Ch-254

1

-

1/4 fragment

Surface

CHIH:D:9:2

1

skull cap

Fill of
Burial 44

Kelley 2008 p.
80
Kelley 2008 p.
80
Kelley 2009a
p. 139
Kelley et al.
2015 p. 39 &
96
Whalen &
Minnis 2001
p. 17
Whalen &
Minnis 2009b
p. 60
Whalen &
Minnis 2010
p. 55
Whalen &
Minnis 1999
p. 36

Ch-159

1

CG(b)/664,
CG 885
Medio
No. 2089-1

"Macaw
Stone"
Macaw (Ara
sp.)

Fragmented

L1 Test pit 4

Ch-159

3

-

Fragmented

surface

Ch-159

1

Complete

Ch-151

1

No. 3208200
No. 2148

"Macaw
Stone"
"Macaw
Stones"
"Macaw
Stone"
"Macaw
Stone"

L3 of Room
2
Upper fill

Site 204

1

-

Macaw burial

Complete?

burial in
Room 22

Site 315

2

-

"Macaw
Stone"

Fragmented

surface

Site 315

3

-

"Macaw
Stones"

2 Fragmented &
1 complete

?

Site 242

3

-

"Macaw
Stones"

2 complete & 1
plug stone

floor of
Room 3

Architectural Designs
Viejo

221

Fragmented

Citation

Site

Quantity

Feature Type

Context

Stewart et al. 2005 p.
182

Ch-254

1

Draft Deflector

Between hearth & entrance

Kelley et al. 2015 p.
14
Whalen & Minnis
2012 p. 15
Whalen & Davalos
2014 p. 58
Whalen & Davalos
2014 p. 66
Whalen & Davalos
2014 p. 71
Whalen & Minnis
2009 p. 21
Whalen & Minnis
2002 p. 105
Whalen & Minnis
2002 p. 114
Whalen & Minnis
2009 p. 34
Whalen & Minnis
2009 p. 34
Whalen & Minnis
1999 p. 11
Whalen & Minnis
1999 p. 17
Whalen & Minnis
1999 p. 22
Whalen & Minnis
1997 p. 57
Whalen & Minnis
1997 p. 60
Whalen & Minnis
1997 p. 63
Kelly et al. 2015

Ch-11

1

Site 315

20

T-shaped door

throughout different rooms

Site 309

1

T-shaped door

Room 2 north wall

Site 309

1

T-shaped door

Room 4 east wall

Site 309

1

T-shaped door

Room 6 south wall

Site 204

1

I-shaped ball court

Far western edge of site

Site 204

38

T-shaped door

throughout

Site 204

2

column bases

Room 22 North wall

Site 242

1

I-shaped ball court

Southwestern edge of site

Site 242

1

Platform mound

northwest side of ballcourt

Site 242

3

T-shaped doors

Room 3 north and east walls

Site 242

3

T-shaped doors

Room 7

Site 242

2

T-shaped doors

Room 9 West and north walls

Site 231

2

T-shaped doors

Room 1 South and west walls

Site 231

1

T-shaped doors

Room 2 south wall

Site 231

1

T-shaped doors

Room 3 East wall

Ch-315

1

I-shaped ball court

on Viejo site

Medio
T-shaped door

Outer room in largest mound

Other Designs
Viejo
Citation

Site

Quantity

Specimen #

Design/Artifact

Completeness

Context

Kelley et al.
2014 p. 121
Di Peso et al.
1974:8 p.
353

Ch-254

1

-

complete

Burial 2

CHIH:D:9:
2

1

CG/3141

Cross-design
pendant
Stone Plaque

complete
backing

Burial 50

Kelley et al.
2015 p. 65
Whalen &
Minnis 2002
p. 89

Fresno
Boulder
Site 204

1

-

complete

1

-

boulder near
La Raspadura
Mound 1?

Medio
Macaw
Petroglyph
Macaw-effigy
shell pendant

222

complete

223

